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Summary 

This report presents the results of a visitor survey on the Deben Estuary in Suffolk.  Visitor survey 
work was undertaken during the late autumn (mid-October to mid-November 2014) at seven 
locations.  At each location survey work involved a count (tally) of people passing and interviews 
with a random sample of those people.  Survey work was standardised at each location (16 hours 
spread evenly through the day and across weekends and weekdays), allowing direct comparison 
between locations.   
 
Key findings include: 

 Visitor rates derived from the tally data ranged from 1 people per hour (near Ramsholt) to 

47 people per hour at Kyson Point.   

 Across the seven locations 1278 people were counted passing, with an overall mean group 

size of 1.9 people and 0.5 dogs per group.   

 Weekends were significantly busier than weekdays.   

 A total of 301 interviews were conducted.  Most (91%) of interviewees were on a short 

visit/day-trip and visiting from home.   

 The majority of visitors were local, excluding those people on holiday or staying with 

friends/families, the median distance from home postcode to the survey location was 3.7km.   

 75% of the people interviewed lived at a postcode within a 14.2km radius of the survey point 

 In general people who lived further away (over 10km) described their activity as enjoying the 

scenery, fishing and out with family.  

 Very short linear distances (from home postcode to survey location) were recorded for those 

meeting friends, wildlife watching or doing watersports (median <1.5km). For all other 

activities, the linear distance was between 2 km to 5 km, with that for dog walkers (median 

2.8 km) less than the distance of walkers (median 4.7 km). 

 Of all the people interviewed, half came from just three settlements: Woodbridge (27%), 

Ipswich (15%) and Felixstowe (8%).   

 Walking (41%, 122 people) and dog walking (39%, 116 people) were the two most common 

activities. The next most popular specified activity was “outing with the family” at 3% (10 

people) followed by wildlife watching and cycling (both 2%, 7 people). 

 Overall, visits lasting 1-2 hours were the most common (36%); while 33% of visits were 

between 30 minutes and 1 hour, and 18% of visits lasted less than 30 minutes.   

 Interviewees tended to visit for longer at Felixstowe Ferry and Martlesham Creek while short 

visits were more frequent at Melton Riverside.  Walkers were more likely to visit for longer 

(2-3 hours) and dog walkers were more likely to visit briefly (less than an hour).   

 Most visitors (23%;) visit between 1 and 3 times a week. The largest number of daily visitors 

were recorded at Melton Riverside, Waldringfield and Kyson Point.  Most daily visitors were 

dog walkers.   

 Overall, the greatest proportion of visitors arrived by car (55.8%), followed by on foot 

(39.0%).  There were significant differences between sites with few foot visitors at Ramsholt 

and Bawdsey (both of which are rural and have little housing nearby).   
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 Routes were recorded on maps during the interview, plotting where people went during the 

visit.  Median route length varied between sites, with the longest at Felixstowe (nearly 7km) 

and the shortest at Waldringfield (1.7km).   

 Median route length shows cyclists travelled the farthest (just over 9km), followed by 

joggers/power walkers (about 8.5km), while wildlife watchers followed slightly longer routes 

(about 4.5km) than those dog walking, or an outing with family (around 2.5km). 

 Typical spend per group was around £25.   
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1. Introduction 

1.1 This report considers recreational access to the Deben Estuary in Suffolk.  The 

report was commissioned by the Deben Estuary Partnership to provide details on 

current access and access issues around the estuary.   

Overview of Deben Estuary 
1.2 The Deben Estuary extends south-eastwards from the town of Woodbridge to the 

coast to the north of Felixstowe.  It is a relatively narrow and sheltered estuary and 

contains a range of habitats including mudflats, saltmarsh and vegetated shingle.   

1.3 There are important historic sites around the estuary that include the Sutton Hoo 

Anglo-Saxon burial site and the Tide Mill at Woodbridge.  The shoreline includes 

the town of Woodbridge, with cafes and other facilities and also more remote 

sections where foot access is more difficult.  Some sections of the shoreline have 

no current access at all.   There are a range of popular walks and the Estuary is a 

venue for a range of boating activities.   

1.4 The Estuary lies within the Suffolk Coasts and Heaths Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty (AONB).  It is a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and is also 

internationally important for nature conservation.  The Deben Estuary is a Special 

Protection Area (SPA) designated1 for Avocet Recurvirostra avosetta and Brent 

Goose Branta bernicla bernicla.  The site is also listed as a Ramsar site2 for the 

presence of the mollusc Vertigo angustior and Brent Goose. 

The Need for a Visitor Survey 

1.5 The Deben Estuary Partnership (DEP) is currently developing a plan which will 

provide the local community and other stakeholders more involvement in the 

future of the estuary.  The plan3, supported by the Environment Agency and Suffolk 

Coast & Heaths AONB will give the local community, parish councils, landowners 

and local businesses more involvement in the future of the estuary and address 

access, recreation, flood risk, nature conservation and a range of other issues 

relating to the estuary.   

1.6 The current version of the plan recognises that it is inevitable that the estuary will 

come under increasing pressure as more people come to Suffolk and discover the 

Deben. The plan highlights that gradual, incremental change will stem from 

development, both in the immediate neighbourhood and further afield. Increased 

                                                           

1 See http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/SPA/UK9009261.pdf for the citation. In the SPA Review 
(http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=2023) the site qualifies only for Avocet. 
2 http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/RIS/UK11017.pdf 
3 Currently at consultation stage: http://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/projects-and-partnerships/deben-
estuary-partnership/deben-estuary-plan/ 

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/SPA/UK9009261.pdf
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=2023
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/RIS/UK11017.pdf
http://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/projects-and-partnerships/deben-estuary-partnership/deben-estuary-plan/
http://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/projects-and-partnerships/deben-estuary-partnership/deben-estuary-plan/
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visitor numbers may bring opportunities, but also there are the potential for issues, 

for example relating to recreational disturbance and the bird interest of the Deben.   

1.7 Wildlife sites are protected through legislation in place at both a national (Sites of 

Special Scientific Interest, SSSIs) and European level (European wildlife sites, often 

also referred to as Natura 2000 sites, which include SPAs), and these place 

particular duties on local authorities and government bodies.  It can be particularly 

difficult to balance the need to provide for recreation and the resultant 

disturbance to waterfowl on coastal sites.  Disturbance has been identified by 

Natural England as a generic issue across many European Marine Sites (see Coyle & 

Wiggins 2010), and can be an issue for a range of species.    

1.8 Disturbance to wintering and passage waterfowl can result in: 

 A reduction in the time spent feeding due to repeated flushing/increased 

vigilance (Fitzpatrick & Bouchez 1998; Stillman & Goss-Custard 2002; Bright et al. 

2003; Thomas, Kvitek & Bretz 2003; Yasué 2005) 

 Increased energetic costs (Stock & Hofeditz 1997; Nolet et al. 2002) 

 Avoidance of areas of otherwise suitable habitat, potentially using poorer quality 

feeding/roosting sites instead (Cryer et al. 1987; Gill 1996; Burton et al. 2002; 

Burton, Rehfisch & Clark 2002) 

 Increased stress (Regel & Putz 1997; Weimerskirch et al. 2002; Walker, Dee 

Boersma & Wingfield 2006; Thiel et al. 2011) 

1.9 The Deben Estuary is a particularly small estuary and is narrow, and as such the 

impacts from recreation are exacerbated, as there is less space for the birds on the 

intertidal habitats.  Existing work on the Deben (Mason, Excell & Meyer 2013) has 

considered the issues relating to disturbance, setting out the key areas for birds 

and potential measures to minimise the impacts.   

1.10 However, there is an important gap in terms of our understanding of access 

patterns around the estuary.  Baseline information on visitors, in terms of who 

visits, why, what determines choice and where people go is important knowledge 

to underpin plan making.  Similar work on other sites (Fearnley, Clarke & Liley 

2010; Liley, Fearnley & Cruickshanks 2010; Fearnley & Liley 2011; Fearnley, Liley & 

Cruickshanks 2012) has been used to inform planning policy , access management 

and European site mitigation.     

1.11 This report aims to fill that gap, by providing data on access patterns, collected in a 

standardised and systematic way from around the estuary. 
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2. Methods 

2.1 Visitor survey work was undertaken during the autumn period mid-October to mid-

November 2014 at seven locations (Table 1 and Map 1).  The choice of the autumn for 

the survey work was deliberate to ensure the visitor data would reflect access during 

the period when the birds were present and outside the main tourist window of the 

summer holidays, therefore potentially picking up and focusing on the use of the 

estuary by local people.    

Table 1: Survey Points.   

Map Ref Description 
Melton 
Riverside 

Melton, Car-park between level crossing and Wilford Bridge 

Kyson Point 
Kyson Point, intercepting people walking along Frog Walk, the river wall towards 
Woodbridge and the path to Martlesham Creek.  Standing at end of road where 

paths intercept. 

Waldingfield 
Waldringfield, interviewing people walking along shore to N/accessing boats rather 

than simply visitors to Maybush 

Ramsholt 
Ramsholt, based on river wall to north-west of pub, intercepting people walking 

along river wall and on footpath to church 

Felixstowe 
Ferry 

Felixstowe Ferry, intercepting walkers along seawall heading inland along 
estuary/river wall 

Bawdsey 
Bawdsey, at the Quay interviewing anyone who steps away from parking area (i.e. 

no interviews with people simply sitting in cars/standing by cars) 

Martlesham 
Creek 

Bottom end of Martlesham Creek, edge of woods 

 
 
2.2 Survey points were selected through discussion with the Deben Estuary Partnership 

commissioning the work, and were selected to reflect a range of access points, to cover 

both sides of the estuary and to give good spatial coverage.  

2.3 At each survey location standardised counts and interviews were conducted in two-

hour sessions, spread over a day (4 sessions, each of 2 hours: 07:30-09:30; 10:30-12:30; 

13:30-15:30; 16:30-18:30), to provide 8 hours of survey on each day. Surveys were 

conducted on one weekday and one weekend day per survey location resulting in 16 

survey hours per location and 112 in total.  

2.4 The weather during the survey period was very variable, with some sunny days, several 

overcast / cloudy and windy days, and some showers and rain. 

2.5 During each two hour period the surveyor collected two sets of data, a tally of visitors 

and their dogs entering and leaving the site and interview data from the face to face 

questionnaires. 

2.6 Separate tallies were maintained for groups, minors (people appearing under 18), dogs 

and all people. Tally totals do not account for individuals, for example if the same 

person passed on both days, then they would be counted twice. The tally data at it’s 

simplest is therefore a measure of footfall.  As surveyors were counting people 
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simultaneously while interviewing, the tally data reflect a minimum level of access as, 

particularly at very busy sites, some people may have been missed during the 

interviews.  

2.7 A random sample of visitors were interviewed. The sample was randomised by 

approaching the next available person seen (if not already interviewing). Only one 

person per group was interviewed and no unaccompanied minors were approached. All 

visitor information from the questionnaire was recorded using a tablet. The tally and 

route data were recorded on paper. The questionnaire (see Appendix 1) collected the 

following details from interviewed visitors:- 

 Transport used to reach the site; 

 Activities undertaken and frequency of visit; 

 Visitor profile; 

 Home postcode and whether a local resident or visiting tourist; 

 Other locations frequented by visitors; 

 Route travelled on site; and 

 The names of other local sites visited by respondent. 
 

Visitor routes and postcodes 
2.8 Route information was collected using maps in the field, with the interviewer asking the 

respondent about their route, and using a map to aid this decision. Routes were drawn 

as lines on the map and individually cross-referenced to each questionnaire. Route data 

were subsequently digitised into polylines using GIS (MapInfo v10.0.1). 

2.9 The home postcode data were used to determine the distance between an 

respondent’s home and the survey location. Postcodes from the interview data were 

geocoded using GIS to the nearest postal address to the centroid of the postcode area 

(with 1m accuracy) using a reference file that originated from Postzon and code point 

using Royal Mail Postcode Address File and Ordnance Survey Open data1. The linear 

distance between the postcode and the survey location was then extracted for all 

postcodes using MapInfo v10.0.1. 

Analysis 

2.10 Results are presented in tables and graphs as appropriate. Statistical tests were 

undertaken to determine the significance of apparent difference between sites, 

activities or other factors as appropriate, and are named in the text.   

2.11 Respondents were asked about other sites they visited.  Site names were transcribed by 

the surveyors and then subsequently checked.  Sites were recoded to correct spelling 

mistakes and allow some simple grouping, but little attempt was made to standardise 

the names, as this would mean some loss of detail.  For example “Woodbridge tow 

path”, “Woodbridge Mill” and “river wall at Woodbridge” were all coded as 

“Woodbridge”, but those responses that mentioned Kyson Point were coded to “Kyson 

Point”.   
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3. Results 

Visitor numbers: Tally Data 

3.1 In total 1278 people were counted.  Table 2 shows the total count data for each 

site. The most visited site was Kyson Point, where 59 % (356) of the total number 

of visitors were recorded (at a rate of nearly 50 people per hour), while Ramsholt 

was the least visited with just 2% (21) of the visitors. This difference is statistically 

significant (Χ2
6= 2161.6, DF = 6, p<0.001) and the pattern is repeated with the 

number of dogs. Group size was fairly constant across the site, ranging from a 

mean of 1.64 people per group at Waldringfield to 2.58 at Bawdsey Quay. The 

mean number of dogs per group was more variable, ranging from  0.38 dogs per 

group at Felixstowe Ferry to 1.0 per group at Bawdsey (this difference was 

statistically significant, one-way ANOVA, R-Sq = 30.02, p = 0.012) 

Table 2: Visitor numbers from site tallies recorded during 16 hours of survey work per site (the highest count 

for each category is highlighted). 

Site No. of 
people 

People per 
hour 

No. of dogs Mean group 
size 

Mean 
dogs 
per 

group 

Bawdsey Quay 80 5 12 2.58 0.39 

Felixstowe Ferry 57 3.6 12 1.78 0.38 

Kyson Point 756 47.3 192 1.94 0.49 

Martlesham Creek 90 5.6 32 1.67 0.59 

Melton Riverside 156 9.8 48 1.71 0.53 

Ramsholt 21 1.3 10 2.10 1.00 

Waldringfield 118 7.4 40 1.64 0.56 

TOTAL 1278 11.4 346 1.90 0.51 

 

3.2 In general, sites were used more at the weekend: 74% of people (943) and 70% of dogs 

(241) visited on a weekend day while 26% of people (328) and 30% of dogs (101) visited 

on a weekday (see Figure 2). However, this varied significantly b between sites, with the 

greatest proportion of visits at weekends at Kyson Point (83% of all visits) and lowest at 

Felixstowe Ferry (43% of all visits) (Χ2
7= 92.720, p< 0.001). 
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Figure 1: Number people and people per group at each site recorded during 16 hours of survey work at each 

site 

Overview of questionnaire data 

3.3 A total of 301 interviews were conducted.  Of the 301 survey respondents, 91% of 

people visiting were on a short / day trip out and visiting from home.  Slightly more 

interviews were conducted with men (167 interviews) compared to women (134 

interviews).  Accounting for group size (i.e. the people accompanying the interviewee) 

the interviews reflect the access patterns of some 558 people. 

3.4 The majority of the interviews were conducted at Kyson Point and Melton, with these 

two sites combined generating nearly half of all the interview data (Table 3).  

Table 3: Numbers (%) of interviews at each survey point 

Site Number of interviews (%) 

Melton Riverside 62 (21) 

Kyson Point 82 (27) 

Waldringfield 33 (11) 

Ramsholt 13 (4) 

Felixstowe Ferry 38 (13) 

Bawdsey Quay  33 (11) 

Martlesham Creek 40 (13) 

 301 (100) 

 

Where visitors come from 

3.5 The majority of visitors were relatively local, but postcode data included a few 

holidaymakers who had travelled large distances; the furthest recorded was an 

respondent from Glasgow.  
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3.6 Two hundred and ninety-three individuals provided a postcode and of these 280 were 

full and valid postcode, specific to street level. Postcodes given to just an area level (e.g. 

IP12) were not used in the analysis of postcode data. 

3.7 Median distance travelled by those visiting from home was 3.7 km, while for the 

remaining respondents this distance was much further. The remaining respondents 

were classified as: on day trip/short visit and staying with friends or family, median 

linear distance 115.5km (number of interviews; 5); on holiday in the area, 113.8km (16) 

and on work, 231.2km (3).  Taking all 280 postcodes generated from the survey, three-

quarters (the 75th percentile) lived within 14.2km of the survey point.  For those visiting 

on a short visit/day-trip from home the 75th percentile is 13.2km. 

3.8 Map 2 shows the locations of the postcodes recorded during the survey within the 

context of Eastern England. Additional postcodes were recorded elsewhere in England 

and Scotland not shown on this map. Postcodes of all respondents which described 

themselves as “visiting from home” are shown. The furthest of these travelled from the 

home location in the outskirts of London. Postcodes not shown in Map 2 are mostly of 

respondents on holiday to the area, and include visitors from London and a cluster in 

the counties of Northamptonshire, Leicestershire and Cambridgeshire, but include 

other visitors from Northern England and Scotland. 

3.9 Table 5 shows the linear distances from home postcode to survey point, separated by 

the different survey points and by activities. Generally, large distances (over 10km) 

were travelled by the few people describing their activity as enjoying the scenery, 

fishing and out with family. Very short linear distances were by those meeting friends, 

wildlife watching or doing watersports (<1.5km). While for all other activities, the linear 

distance was between 2 km to 5 km, with the linear distance of dog walkers (2.8 km) 

less than the distance of walkers (4.7 km). 

3.10 The largest linear distances between respondents home postcode to the survey point 

were recorded at the points closer to the mouth of the estuary (survey points 5, 6 and 

4). While at survey points closer to large urban areas of Woodbridge and Ipswich 

shorter distances were recorded. Map 3 shows this is partly due to most respondents 

visiting the Deben Estuary at their nearest access point. This is most visible at the mouth 

of the estuary with an unsurprising clear divide between visitors either site of the 

Deben.  

3.11 A total of 221 postcodes fell within built up areas, and the numbers of home postcodes 

within settlements (those with at least 2 people interviewed) are given in Table 4. It can 

be seen that the majority of people came from the main towns of Woodbridge, Ipswich 

and Felixstowe.  These three settlements together accounted for half of all the people 

interviewed.   

  



D e b e n  E s t u a r y  V i s i t o r  S u r v e y  R e p o r t  2 0 1 4  

13 
 

Table 4: Number (%) of people interviewed who gave a postcode that fell within a particular built-up area.  Only 

settlements with at least 2 interviewees listed.  Percentages based on all valid postcodes (i.e. 280=100%) 

Built-up area Number (%) interviewees 

Woodbridge 75 (27) 

Ipswich 42 (15) 

Felixstowe 21 (8) 

Waldringfield 16 (6) 

Martlesham 15 (5) 

Martlesham Heath 3 (1) 

Redbridge 3 (1) 

Bentwaters Airfield 2 (1) 

Framlingham 2 (1) 

Needham Market 2 (1) 

Sproughton 2 (1) 

Ufford 2 (1) 

Wivenhoe 2 (1) 
 

 

Table 5: Median linear distance between home postcode and survey point. Only respondents visiting from home are 
included (255). 

Activity  
Bawdsey 

Quay 
Felixstowe 

Ferry 
Kyson 
Point 

Martlesham 
Creek 

Melton 
Riverside 

Ramsholt Waldringfield Total 

 N 48 68 32 12 31 28 36  

Cycling 7 0 8,033 0 0 4,508 0 4,128 4,478 

Dog walking 108 1,652 4,666 853 7,814 2,739 6,737 931 2,808 

Enjoy scenery 1 0 0 0 0 0 14,639 0 14,639 

Fishing 1 0 0 0 0 0 13,886 0 13,886 

Jogging/power 
walking 

5 0 1,240 0 0 7,889 0 1,878 1,878 

Meet up with 
friends 

1 0 1,543 0 0 0 0 0 1,543 

Other 26 2,378 3,318 13,925 8,534 0 6,595 2,139 5,602 

Outing with 
family 

8 9,657 25,893 0 14,191 0 8,639 5,240 10,871 

Walking 93 2,118 2,852 309 0 18,741 14,586 2,199 4,675 

Watersports 1 0 0 159 0 0 0 0 159 

Wildlife 
watching 

4 628 0 0 0 2,694 0 773 780 

TOTAL 1,790 3,888 853 8,251 4,964 12,171 1,996  
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Respondents main activities on site  

3.12 Walking (41%, 122 people) and dog walking (39%, 116 people) were the two most 

common activities. The next most popular specified activity was “outing with the 

family” at 3% (10 people) followed by wildlife watching and cycling (both 2%, 7 people). 

The remaining specified activities (including jogging/power walking, cycling, wildlife 

watching, fishing, watersports and enjoying the scenery) were cited by 8% (23) of 

visitors. However, 10% (30) of respondents were recorded as undertaking “other 

activities”. These included boat related activities (generally checking a boat or taking it 

out of the water), health and well-being, visiting a nearby site of interest and a variety 

of other activities with a single mentioned such as wildfowling, harbour master duties 

etc.  Figure 2 and Table 6 show the main activity respondents were undertaking at each 

site. 

3.13 The difference between sites (see Map 4) in the proportion of visitors undertaking 

walking, dog walking and all other activities is significant (Chi-Sq = 29.5, DF = 12, P-Value 

= 0.003). In particular, there was a greater than expected proportion of people 

undertaking “other activities” at Martlesham Creek (despite a relatively  high number of 

dogs per group) and a larger than expected proportion of dog walkers and 

correspondingly smaller proportion of walkers at Ramsholt (although note the small 

sample size of 13 questionnaire for this site). There was also greater proportion of 

walkers compared to dog walkers at Felixstowe Ferry. 

3.14 In some cases (17%, 50) respondents also offered a second activity; this was about 40% 

dog walkers (mostly) who said they were also there to walk for themselves, often for 

health and well-being reasons and 14% undertaking various other activities who were 

also walking a dog but did not give this as their main activity. A smaller proportion (6%) 

were also meeting friends. A small proportion of walkers (particularly at Kyson Point) 

also commented that they were not walking for recreation, but were using the river 

path as a route into Woodbridge.  
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Figure 2: Main activity by site. 
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Table 6: Number (% of all respondents at site) of respondents undertaking different main activities at each site. 

 Walking Dog walking Other Family 
outing 

Cycling Wildlife 
watching 

Jogging/power 
walking 

Enjoy 
scenery 

Fishing Meet 
friends 

Watersports 

Melton Riverside 25 (40%) 28 (45%) 4 (6%) 2 (3%) 0 3 (5%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Kyson Point 39 (48%) 33 (40%) 4 (5%) 2 (2%) 1 (1%) 0 2 (2%) 0 0 1 (1%) 0 

Waldringfield 11 (33%) 11 (33%) 10 (30%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 (3%) 

Ramsholt 1 (8%) 10 (77%) 1 (8%) 1 (8%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Felixstowe Ferry 21 (55%) 10 (26%) 0 0 4 (11%) 1 (3%) 2 (5%) 0 0 0 0 

Bawdsey Quay  14 (42%) 10 (30%) 4 (12%) 2 (6%) 0 1 (3%) 0 1 (3%) 1 (3%) 0 0 

Martlesham Creek 11 (28%) 14 (35%) 7 (18%) 3 (8%) 2 (5%) 2 (5%) 1 (3%) 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 122 (41%) 116 (39%) 30 (10%) 10 (3%) 7 (2%) 7 (2%) 5 (2%) 10 10 10 10 
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Duration and frequency of visit 

Duration 

3.15 Overall, visits lasting 1-2 hours were the most common (36%); while 33% of visits were 

between 30 minutes and 1 hour, and 18% of visits lasted less than 30 minutes. Visits of 

2-3 hours were the least common. Figure 3 illustrates the duration of visits at each site.  

3.16 Visits tended to be longer at Felixstowe Ferry and Martlesham Creek while short visits 

were more frequent at Melton Riverside than at the other sites (see Figure 3), 

Difference between sites (durations group as up to 1 hours, 1-3 hours and over 3 hours) 

were significant (Chi-Sq = 31.98, DF = 12, P-Value = 0.001). 

 

Figure 3: Duration of visit by site. 

 Duration of visit and activity 

3.17 The duration of visits varied according to the main activity the respondents were 

undertaking (see Figure 4).  The walkers were most likely to visit for 2-3 hours, whereas 

dog walkers were most likely to visit for up to one hour. Most other activities were 

more equally distributed between duration categories (Chi-Sq = 16.734, DF = 8, P-Value 

= 0.033). 
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Figure 5: Duration of visit by activity. 

Frequency of visit 

3.18 Most visitors (23%; 70 respondents) across the seven sites visit between 1 and 3 times a 

week (approximating to 40-180 visits per year). The largest number of daily visitors 

were recorded at Melton Riverside, Waldringfield and Kyson Point (27%, 24% and 22% 

respectively). However, daily visitors formed the largest proportion of visitors at 

Waldringfield (53% visited daily or most days). The proportion of infrequent visitors 

(less than once a month) was particularly high at Bawdsey Quay (67% visited once a 

month or less, including first time visitors) and Felixstowe Ferry (68% visited once a 

month or less) while the proportion of respondents visiting 1-3 times a week was 

particularly  high at Kyson Point (48%). The differences between sites are significant 

(Χ2
18= 60.402, p = 0.000). See  

3.19 Table 7 and Figure 6. 
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Figure 6: Frequency of visit by site 

 

Table 7:  Frequency of visit by site. 
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Melton Riverside 12 8 19 4 8 6 5  

Kyson Point 10 5 30 9 12 8 5 3 

Waldringfield 11 6 4  4 3 4 1 

Ramsholt 1 3 2 1 1 4 1  

Felixstowe Ferry 1 3 4 4 10 7 9  

Bawdsey Quay 1 2 2 5 6 12 4 1 

Martlesham Creek 9 5 9 4 4 5 4  

Total 45 32 70 27 45 45 32 4 
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3.20 Dog walking was the most common main activity for respondents visiting daily (60%), 

most days (69%), 1-3 times per week (43%) and 2-3 times a month (50%) (see Figure 7). 

However, for respondents who visited once a month or less, walking was the most 

frequent main activity (62% once a month, 44% less than once a month, 72% first time 

visitors). The difference between activities (dog walking, walking and all other) in terms 

of frequency of visit is significant (Chi-Sq = 59.589, DF = 14, P-Value = 0.000). 

 

Figure 7: Frequency of visit by activity 

 

Seasonality of visit 

3.21 Overall, most visitors tended to visit all year round (220, 66%). However, at Felixstowe 

Ferry (also Ramsholt), a greater proportion of visitors expressed seasonal preferences 

(see Figure 8; note that numbers were relatively low at these sites, therefore one 

person expressing a different preference influences the proportion more strongly). This 

difference was highly significant (Ramsholt was removed from the analysis due to a high 

number of low expected counts; Chi-Sq = 49.4, DF = 25, P-Value = 0.003). The greatest 

proportion of year-round visitors was seen at Kyson Point. 
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Figure 8: Seasonal preferences for visiting, as reported by respondents 

 

Mode of transport to site  

3.22 Overall, the greatest proportion of visitors arrived by car (55.8%), followed by on foot 

(39.0%). A small number arrived by bicycle (8, 2.7%), while one person arrived by boat 

(categorised as “other”) and three (1%) by public transport.  This is shown, by site, in 

Figure 9 and Table 8. 

3.23 Mode of transport varied significantly between sites (car/van and on foot tested, due to 

small numbers in the other categories: Χ2
6= 52.492, p<0.001). Differences are shown in 

Table 8. The largest proportion of visitors to arrive by car/van was at Bawdsey, followed 

by Ramsholt. The proportion at Martlesham Creek and Waldringfield was particularly 

low, where the number arriving on foot was correspondingly high (68.4% and 63.6% 

respectively). Arrivals by bicycle were few in number at all sites, but the proportion was 

notably high at Felixtowe Ferry. 
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Figure 9: Mode of transport to site. 

 

Table 8:  The number (percentage) of visitors who arrived by different modes of transport. The highest 

proportion (not necessarily number) for each mode of transport is shaded grey. 
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Bicycle 2 (4%) 1 (2%) 0 0 4 (11%) 0 1 (3%) 

Car / van 30 (47%) 46 (57%) 12 (37%) 12 (93%) 24 (64%) 33 (100%) 11 (29%) 

On foot 30 (47%) 33 (41%) 21 (64%) 1 (8%) 10 (27%) 0 26 (69%) 

Other 0 1 (2%) 0 0 0 0 0 

Public transport 2 (4%) 1 (2%) 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Routes 

3.24 Routes recorded by respondents are shown in Map 6. Average routes lengths are given 

by site in Table 9. Median route length varied between sites, with the longest at 

Felixstowe (nearly 7km) and the shortest at Waldringfield (1.7km). Statistical tests on 

mean route length showed route lengths differed significantly between survey points 

(one-way ANOVA; f=20.21, R2= 30.6, p=<0.001).  Groups of survey points which differed 

significantly are shown in Table 9; routes at Felixstowe Ferry were significantly different 

from all other sites. Routes taken by walkers and dog walkers (the most frequent 

visitors) are shown separately in Map 7. 
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Table 9: The number of routes and the median length of the routes recorded at each survey point. Mean 

lengths which share a superscript letter do not differ significantly (Tukey’s post hoc). 

Survey point Number Median route length (meters) Mean route length (meters) 

Melton Riverside 60 2,029 2,680 a 

Kyson Point 79 2,809 3,294 a 

Waldringfield 27 1,655 3,110  a 

Ramsholt 12 2,258 2,883 a 

Felixstowe Ferry 35 6,978 7,339 b 

Bawdsey Quay  31 1,683 1,855 a 

Martlesham Creek 38 4,082 5,225 ab 

TOTAL 282 2,895 3,732 

 

3.25 Average route length also varied according to the main activity carried out by the 

respondents. Median route length shows cyclists travelled the farthest (just over 9km), 

followed by joggers/power walkers (about 8.5km), while wildlife watchers followed 

slightly longer routes (about 4.5km) than those dog walking, or an outing with family 

(around 2.5km). There was a significant difference in mean route length between 

survey points (one-way ANOVA; f=7.93, R2= 22.6, p=<0.001). Further tests (Tukey’s post 

hoc) group activities which have similar mean route lengths and those which are 

significantly different (Table 10). 

Table 10: The number of routes and the median length of the routes recorded during interviews, separated 

by activity. Mean lengths which share a superscript letter do not differ significantly (Tukey’s post hoc). 

Activity Number Median route length (meters) Mean route length (meters) 

Cycling 7 9,387 11,059 b 

Dog walking 109 2,452 3,222 a 

Enjoy scenery 1 1,683 1,683 a 

Fishing 1 1,357 1,357 a 

Jogging/power walking 5 8,662 7,388  ab 

Meet up with friends 1 3,061 3,061 ab 

Other, please detail: 30 2,664 2,489 a 

Outing with family 10 2,410 2,679 a 

Walking 112 3,504 4,063 a 

Watersports 2 4,946 4,946 ab 

Wildlife watching 4 4,441 3,705 a 

TOTAL 282 2,895 3,732 
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3.26 When considering Map 6, it is useful to consider how many respondents were following 

their usual route (68.8%). The largest minority were either visiting for the first time or 

were not sure (24.8%), while the remaining six percent were split roughly equally 

between people undertaking a longer or shorter route than normal. There was a 

significant difference between sites in the proportions following their usual route, a 

shorter or longer route, or who were unsure or on their first visit. The number of 

visitors following their usual route was particularly higher than expected at Kyson Point 

and Melton Riverside and lower than expected at Bawdsey (Χ2
10= 29.827, p = 0.001, 

excluding Ramsholt because of low numbers). 

Choice of route 

Overall, choice of route was most commonly influenced by visitors’ existing knowledge of the site 

(52% or respondents names this as a factor). However, a large minority were influenced by a variety 

of “other” factors. These include the proximity of a café/pub (12), the tide state (7), the length of the 

route (7), the fact that the route took them where they needed to go (e.g. into Woodbridge) (6), 

needing to check up on a boat or other boat-related factors (6).  The scenery, wildlife, easy parking 

and a surface path were also mentioned by multiple respondents. See   
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3.27 Appendix 2. 

 

Figure 10: Factors influencing visitors’ choice of route. 
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Other sites visited by respondents 

Respondents listed 714 sites that they visited in addition to the one where they were interviewed.  

Of those listed, 13 could not be specifically located as they were generic (i.e. “local woods” or 

“farmland” or “coast”). Thirty-six locations were named five or more times (see   
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3.28 Appendix 3), with Woodbridge the most popular named site (70 responses; Kyson Point 

was also named 26 times).  Other popular locations include Sutton Heath (51 

responses), Waldringfield (49 responses). These are shown as a word cloud in Figure 11. 
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Figure 11: Word cloud showing other sites visited by respondents. The size of the word is representative of the number of times it was listed. 
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What respondents liked most and least about the site they were interviewed at 

3.29 Respondents clearly liked the Deben for a range of reasons (see Figure 12). These were 

generally related to the beauty of the scenery and river and the peaceful nature of the 

sites. Many respondents liked to be close to water, and many also mentioned bird or 

other wildlife.  The chance to meet nice people was also mentioned 

3.30 Respondents were also asked what they liked least about the site they were 

interviewed at (see Figure 13).  Many (144, 47%) had no negative comments to make. 

Of the things people liked least, 29 respondents mentioned dog fouling (i.e. “dog 

muck”, “dog mess”, “need for more dog bins” etc.), and it was by far the most common 

negative aspect mentioned.  Cyclists or cycling on the river bank were mentioned by 

fifteen respondents, particularly at Kyson.  Dogs (e.g. “irresponsible dog owners”, “dogs 

off leads”) were an issue for eight respondents and numbers of people (“busy”, 

“overcrowded”, “too many people”) were mentioned by 11 respondents.  Other issues 

mentioned by more than one respondent included litter, path maintenance (included 

“over” maintenance), sewage and the vegetation clearance along the seawall at Kyson 

Point.  
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Figure 12: A word cloud showing what respondents liked best about the site they were interviewed at. The size of the word is representative of the number of times it 

was listed. 
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Figure 13: A word cloud showing what respondents liked least about the site they were interviewed at. The size of the word is representative of the number of times it 

was listed. 
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Respondents spending while on visit 
3.31 Respondents generally gave approximate amounts when asked how much they had 

spent on their visit. Amounts are summarised in Table 11.  Overall the interviewees 

indicated a total spend of over £7,600.  Accommodation and meals/drinks were the two 

areas with the highest amount of spending.  In the table we have split the overall totals 

to give a figure per interview (i.e. the average amount of spend for each group) and also 

per person, taking into account the number of people in each interviewed group (558 

people).  It can be seen that the typical spend for each group visiting was £25.   

Table 11: Summary of totals spent per interview. “Other” was generally grocery shopping.   

Item Amount Per person 
interviewed (i.e. 
301 interviews) 

Per person 
accounting for 
those in group 

(i.e. 558) 

Accommodation £2,965 £9.85 £5.31 

Parking £46 £0.15 £0.08 

Fares/petrol £1,017 £3.38 £1.82 

Gifts/souvenirs £115 £0.38 £0.21 

Meals/drinks £2,570 £8.54 £4.61 

Fees/entertainment £234 £0.78 £0.42 

Other £674 £2.24 £1.21 

TOTAL £7,621 £25 £14 

 

Respondents comments 

3.32 Respondents were invited to add a comment if they wished, and 220 did so. Of these, 

70 were positive, 54 expressing the respondent’s appreciation of the area, 15 

specifically mentioning good access or footpaths, and one the free parking.  

3.33 Sixteen respondents made a specific complaint. These were varied and encompassed 

dog fouling, speeding on the river, litter, effluent from houseboats, dissatisfaction with 

sea defence works, expansion of the boat yard, poor phone reception, cyclists on the 

footpath, car park fees and muddiness. A further 101 made suggestions about things 

they would like changed (or otherwise). Seven asked for no change. Thirteen requested 

dog bins, and 5 asked for more benches. Another 13 asked for path repairs or improved 

maintenance. The reinstatement of the path along Martlesham Creek was specifically 

requested by a further 13 respondents, while 5 wanted to see access along the length of 

the river, particularly on the eastern side. Seven respondents were worried about new 

housing in the area, and 5 said they would not like the site to be any busier. Six asked 

for the sea wall to be repaired. A longer slipway was requested by 4, and information 

boards by 3. Two people wanted action to address soil erosion. There were  a number 

of single requests including more bridleways, no restrictions for dogs on leads, better 

public transport, lower parking fees, more circular routes, bracken cutting, more 

dredging, a ferry from Woodbridge to Sutton Hoo, a café in Woodbridge with a view of 

the river, improved access to the river for the less-able, access to the beach at 
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Waldringfield, a road crossing near Wilford Bridge, and a warning sign about loose 

stones on the sea wall. 
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4. Discussion 

4.1 This survey was commissioned to provide an indication of who visits the Deben estuary 

and for what reasons. The approach used to carry out the surveys was formulated in 

order that the surveys can be repeated in the future and to provide useful information 

to inform the emerging Deben Estuary Plan and access management around the 

estuary.  This approach is similar to that undertaken by Footprint Ecology at other sites 

around the UK (Cruickshanks, Liley & Hoskin 2010; Fearnley, Clarke & Liley 2010; Liley, 

Fearnley & Cruickshanks 2010; Fearnley & Liley 2014).   

Considerations/limitations 

4.2 There are many different access points and routes around the River Deben.  The survey 

points were carefully selected to reflect different parts of the estuary and at locations 

where interviews could easily be conducted.  While the survey points give good 

coverage of the estuary and ensure visitors were interviewed at all the main locations, 

the coverage of the estuary was not complete.  Different survey locations might well 

generate different results, and therefore the results should be viewed as a snapshot 

from a particular suite of locations rather than the estuary as a whole.   

4.3 The survey locations and approach was tailored to intercept people walking along the 

river wall and as such the surveys do not reflect all visitors.  For example at Ramsholt 

people who only visited the pub and area directly by the pub would not have been 

interviewed or counted, similarly at Bawdsey, people staying in their car or around the 

car at the Quay would not have been interviewed.  At Felixstowe Ferry people walking 

along the beach (i.e. south south-west) were not interviewed, instead the focus was on 

people heading along the river wall.   

4.4 The surveys were conducted in a narrow time window in the late autumn.  This choice 

was deliberate as it means the visitor data will reflect patterns of use by local residents, 

outside the summer holiday period and at a time when the wintering bird interest of 

the SPA is present.  Were the survey to be repeated in the summer it would be likely to 

yield very different results.  Many people take their boats out of the water for the 

winter and in particular it would be expected to see more boat use and water-based 

activities in the summer.   

4.5 The data probably reflect fairly typical winter use.  Snow, ice or exceptionally cold 

weather may well result in access patterns changing.  Access patterns would also be 

expected to be different around Christmas.  We would therefore advise against using 

the data to extrapolate to a figure of visitor numbers over a wider period – such as the 

whole winter.   

Implications for Planning and Management of the Estuary 

4.6 The visitor survey results highlight the economic importance of recreation to the Deben, 

they show a wide range of access and a considerable draw of the estuary.   

4.7 With the standardised levels of survey effort it is possible to compare between 

locations.  Kyson Point stands out as being very busy.  The visitor rate of around 50 
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people per hour passing the survey point highlights how busy that section of the river 

wall is.  Kyson Point is clearly very popular and there were a range of comments from 

this location that indicated that the visitor numbers were an issue for some, for 

example there were comments the difficulty of accommodating passing cyclists and the 

overall busyness.   

4.8 The high levels of access at Kyson and in comparison the relatively low levels of access 

at some of the other survey points shows that access is very much concentrated around 

particular locations.  In some ways having parts of the estuary with very high levels of 

access and others much quieter has advantages compared to a scenario where access is 

spread all round the estuary.  In the long term it is likely to be best to ensure visitors are 

drawn to the hotspots and the quieter stretches remain comparatively under-visited.  

This is likely to ensure disturbance to birds and other impacts of recreation are 

minimised, as long as the quieter areas hold good habitat for the birds.   

4.9 The route maps – while clearly showing routes focussed around the survey points – are 

interesting in that they show large sections of the shore as un-visited (at least from the 

places where the surveyors were conducting the interviews).  The ‘gaps’ are not 

surprising, in that public rights of way are limited and breaches in the seawall also limit 

access, but the data highlight that access along the eastern side of the estuary is limited.  

No one was recorded walking north from Bawdsey Quay for example.   

4.10 The route data highlight the circular routes people are using and how visitors spread 

from the survey points.  Mason et al’s (2013) report maps areas that are sensitive for 

birds and direct comparison with the route data in this report shows dog walkers and 

walkers  visiting some of the areas shaded as highly or exceptionally sensitive, in 

particular the area south of Waldringfield (section 7 in the Mason et al. report).   

4.11 Certainly it would seem from Mason et al.’s report that the western side of the estuary 

is of particular importance for the bird interest, and contains the major roost for the 

estuary.  Cross-referencing to the postcode data (Map 2), it can be seen that the 

postcodes of interviewees are particularly concentrated to the south and west of the 

estuary, reflecting the distribution of housing.  The estuary has a marked draw.  The 75th 

percentile of 14km from survey point to home postcode (13.2km if only data for those 

on a day-trip/short visit from home are used) indicates that the majority of people 

come from a wide area.  This is further than many other sites where similar data has 

been collected and expressed in this way; for example the 75th percentile for the Solent 

(excluding holiday makers) is 5.6km (Liley & Tyldesley 2013) and for many heathlands it 

is around 5km (e.g. Clarke et al. 2006; Liley, Jackson & Underhill-Day 2006; Fearnley & 

Liley 2014).  More comparable to the Deben is the Exe Estuary, where the 75th 

percentile is around 14km (Liley et al. 2014).  Clearly different sites have a different 

‘draw’ and the distribution of access is also partly a function of where housing occurs in 

relation to the estuary.  Comparing the Deben with other sites it would appear to a 

location that attracts people from a particularly wide area.  Housing growth and local 

population increase within that 14km radius is therefore likely to affect visitor rates to 

the estuary.   
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4.12 The data show that people visit a range of sites besides the one where interviewed, as 

might be expected.  Most of the named sites are within the AONB, stretching as far as 

Southwold.  As such the Deben is linked to a range of other sites.  Management 

measures that affect access at any of these locations are likely to have implications for 

use at other sites.  Reviewing the list of other sites visited, most are coastal or on an 

estuary, perhaps highlighting the draw of these kind of sites over inland sites.  This 

would suggest that the provision of alternative green space (a mitigation technique 

commonly used to reduce or avoid impacts from development) would have to be of 

very high quality to work.  It is noteworthy that Sutton Heath and Rendlesham stand out 

as the popular destinations that are not coastal or an estuary.  Both of these sites are 

large areas of woodland and open countryside with attractive scenery and options to do 

a wide range of walks.  Visitor surveys from these sites (Cruickshanks, Liley & Hoskin 

2010) highlights their popularity with residents of Woodbridge and Martlesham and 

even Ipswich.     
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire 
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Appendix 2: Other reasons for choice of route  

Melton riverside 

 Footwear determined route, shoes rather than boots 

 For a change 

 Living on the boat 

 Shopping in wood bridge 

 Close to boatyard 

 Lunch in the pub 

 Wading birds, ducks, bird watcher 

 Walking from sutton hoo to woodbridge station  

 Just passing 

 Os map 

 Bird watching 

 Free parking, like to come at low tide 

 Direct route from woodbridge to melton station 

 Needed to go into woodbridge, no car today 

 

Kyson Point 

 alway different, different birds and wildflowers, bit of everything., interesting graves in 
cemetery, lovely town 

 Going to have a cup of coffee and some breakfast 

 right length for time available 

 good walk 

 shortest route into Woodbridge, attractive sometimes cycles 

 route into Woodbridge avoiding the road 

 chose route with surfaced path for toddler and buggy 

 Convenience 

 scenery 

 length right for today 

 Scenery 

 Tide, seat at kyson point 

 A nice walk incorporating everything 

 Tide, sometimes come from martlesham 

 Via cafe for breakfast 

 Investigating area 

 quick plus easy parking as busy on Sundays 

 ease of parking 

 Wanted a longer walk 

 just a change 

 Visit to health centre, rekindle old memories 

 right length 

 looking after visitor, not having to take car 

 convenience? 

 view 

 love to come here because of birds and because it has a bit of everything 

 right length for what they wanted today 
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 Via boatyard to look at respondents boat 

 walk takes in the play park 

 right length, nice for dogs 

 no alternative known 

 something that took in Adnams shop 

 not muddy because surfaced, close to Ipswich, can get a coffee at end good for wildlife 

 

Waldringfield 

 Showing visitor 

 Tide times 

 Flood defences closed footpath 

 Path closed in other direction 

 River 

 Other direction last time 

 No buggy 

 

Ramsholt 

 wanted to check on boat 

 proximity of path to the pub 

 pub 

 the pub, exercise- walk off lunch in the pub, give the dog a run 

 pub 

 pub lunch 

 route into Woodbridge from home 

 visited church where father is buried 

 

Felixstowe Ferry 

 Keep away from golf 

 Haven't visited for awhile 

 Good coffee at kiosk 

 

Bawdsey 

 refreshments at end of walk 

 heard that here is cod to be had 

 checking on boat in boatyard 

 got the tides wrong, couldn't get past the sailing club 

 visiting cafe for refreshments 

 exploring the area 

 local tourist info 

 boatyard visit 

 exploring the area 

 meant to go to east lane, but car park closed 

 tide 

 waited for tide to go down 

 curiosity 

 wanted to visit the end of the peninsula 
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 wanting to see the sunset 

 impulse 

 

Martlesham Creek 

 Close to home 

 Shorter walk vecause dog is getting older 

 Recommendation 

 Recce, campsite at hemley 

 Left Car in newbourne to be mot'd 

 Tide - sometimes because of breach 

 Via bottle bank 

 Chance, following the river path 

 Paddocks, one of three routes normally taken, lunchtime exercise 

 Bird watching 

 Walking into woodbridge 

 Walk and then to the church 

 Looking at access, 

 Wanted to see the new sea defences 

 Wanted to walk from kesgrave to woodbridge without walking along roads 

 Local and not explored it before, doing martlesham circular walk having downloaded it 
from the internet 
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Appendix 3: Other sites visited by respondents   

 

SIte No. of respondents listing site 

Woodbridge 70 

Sutton Heath 51 

Waldringfield 49 

Martlesham Creek 40 

Sutton Hoo 34 

Ramsholt 30 

Rendlesham 29 

Kyson Point 26 

Bawdsey 26 

Aldeburgh 22 

Melton 20 

Shingle Street 17 

Newbourne 16 

Orford 15 

Felixstone Ferry 13 

Hemley 13 

Felixstowe 13 

Methersgate 12 

Landguard Point 11 

Old Felixstowe 10 

Minsmere 9 

Southwold 9 

Levington 9 

Ufford 8 

Nacton 8 

Snape Maltings 7 

Wilford Bridge 7 

Dunwich 7 

Falkenham 7 

Kirton 6 

Tangham 6 

Orwell 6 

The Grove 5 

Trimley 5 

Shotley 5 

Shottisham 5 

 


