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This report details the findings from a visitor survey with members of the public who were 

visiting the Cotswold Beechwoods SAC. Visitor surveys were conducted in June/July 2019 

(outside of school holidays) at 12 survey point locations. Surveys consisted of tally counts of 

visitor numbers and face-to-face interviews with members of the public. 

 

Survey locations ranged from key well-known, visitor destinations along the Cotswold Way 

with lots of parking (e.g. Barrow Wake and Coopers Hill), to informal laybys (e.g. B4070 layby) 

and foot-only access points from nearby villages (e.g. Sheepscombe).  

 

Key results from the tally counts included: 

• Tally counts were conducted for a total of 192 hours, during this time 770 people 

(including 201 minors and 43 cyclists) and 213 dogs from 367 groups were counted. 

• This equated to approximately 4.0 people per hour (pph) passing survey points. At 

individual survey points this rate ranged from 0.5 pph (12. Foston’s Ash Inn and 4. B4070 

layby) to 12.8 pph (2. Coopers Hill).  

• Across all survey points roughly 4.3 times as many people were seen on weekends, 

compared to weekdays. 

• Average group size was 2.1 people per group, of which 0.5 were minors, 0.1 on a bicycle 

and with 0.6 dogs per group. 

• Key differences between survey points were the high group sizes at 6. Cranham village, 

(which included a large proportion of minors) and a high proportion of dogs at 10. 

Saltridge Layby (1.6 per group). 

 

Key results from the interview data included: 

• A total of 139 people, either as lone individuals or members of a group were interviewed 

(approximately 38% of the groups passing). 

• Numbers of interviews per survey point ranged from 3 interviews at 12. Foston’s Ash Inn 

to 28 interviews at 2. Coopers Hill. 

• 85% of interviewees were on a short visit directly from home, with 13% on holiday and 2% 

staying with friends or family locally. 

• Walking (without a dog) was the most common activity (45%) followed by dog walking 

(40%). At five survey points most interviewees were walking, while at a further five most 

were dog walking. 

• Overall, 67% of interviewees arrived by car and 28% on foot. Roughly 83% of all 

interviewees said they would not have changed their mode of transport had other means 

been available. 

• The largest two classes of visit frequency were “between 30 minutes and 1 hour” and “1-2 

hours”, each given by roughly a third of interviewees (both 32%), followed by “more than 2 

hours” (27%). Using estimates for each frequency category and averaging across these we 

would suggest a typical visit of around 100 minutes. 



 

• Just under a third of interviewees (29%) were on their visit first to the site. 

• Interviewees’ full list reasons for visiting the survey location typically related to proximity 

of the site to their home (30% - multiple choices allowed), followed closely by the scenery/ 

views (29%). 

• When forced to select a single main reason around a fifth stated because it was close to 

home (20%). 

• At least 13 interviewees explicitly stated they were following the Cotswold Way (although 

a further 21 gave a reason of “following a marked trail”). 

• Interviewees’ most popular alternative sites include; Painswick beacon, Robinswood hill, 

Crickley hill, Leckhampton hill, Sheepscombe – often sites with views or undulating 

topography. 

• When asked if they would use a new country park, most interviewees responded 

positively with 53% suggesting they would. Popular features were categorised by 

surveyors, although the largest category was the pooled “other” class, which included a 

wide range of features such as; animals, picnic and BBQ areas, flat areas, hilly areas, quiet 

sites with not many people and outdoor wild swimming. Other suggestions given by more 

than 10% of interviewees were the views / scenery (13%), café and woodland sites (both 

11%). 

• Visitor routes showed the overall average route was 5.0 km (mean) and 3.0 km (median), 

but these routes were far from evenly distributed across the SAC. The long-distance 

routes (49, 35%, greater than 5 km) were heavily focused to the Cotswold Way. 

• A total of 126 postcodes were provided (91% of interviewees). Mapping these postcodes 

showed 26% of interviewees were from Stroud District, followed by Gloucester District 

(17%), Tewkesbury District (13%), Cotswold District and Cheltenham District (each 10%). 

Considering only those who had travelled directly from home the percentages changed 

subtly to; Stroud District 28%, Gloucester District 19%, Tewkesbury District 15%, Cotswold 

District 11% and Cheltenham District 9%. 

• Linear distances between survey points and home postcodes showed the average (mean) 

was 27.5 km (± 5.2 SE), but half lived within 7.2 km (median) and three quarters within 

20.5 km (of the survey point interviewed at). Considering only those visiting directly from 

home the values were; average (mean) of 14.9 km, 50% of 6.0 km (median) and 75% of 

15.4 km. 

 

A number of limitations are acknowledged within the data as weather conditions were at times 

variable and survey time was reduced  at one location due to surveyor safety concerns. The 

number of people counted passing (and the number of interviews conducted) is relatively low 

compared to other European sites surveyed by Footprint Ecology.  This is a finding in it’s own 

right.  The data collected are robust, but we discuss merits for additional survey work, for 

example involvingtargeted work with particular activity groups (such as mountain bikers) who 

were perhaps under-represented within the interview data. 

 







 

 

 

Figure 4: Summary of visit frequency at survey points. 

Timing 

 Interviewees were asked if they visited more at a particular time of day. 27% 

of interviewees (37 out of 139) suggested it varied, or they did not know and 

35% (49) could not comment as they were on a first visit to the Beechwoods. 

Remaining interviewees (53) selected one or more than one times of day in 

which they visited. Most popular choices were late morning, 43% of 

interviewees, followed by midday, 38% of interviewees. 

 Interviewees were also asked if they visited more at a particular time of year. 

Those who were on a first visit were again unable to comment. But for 

remaining interviewees who felt they could comment, they selected one or 

more than one season or stated equally all year. Just over half, 53% of 



 

 

interviewees (73 out of 139), suggested they visited equally all year around, 

with no seasonal preference. Of the remaining 13 interviewees, who selected 

one or more seasons, the most common response was for summer with 

100% of the 13 interviewees, followed by spring, 69% of interviewees. 

Length of time visiting 

 Surveyors asked interviewees to state how long they had been visiting the 

site, with responses categorised by the surveyors. Overall, 29% of 

interviewees (40) were on their visit first to the site. Of those who could give 

a duration, 34% (47) had been visiting for more than 10 years and just 19% 

(27) less than three years. 

 

Figure 5: interviewees length of time visiting the site. 

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percentage of interviewees

less than or approximately 6 months less than or approximately 1 year

less than or approximately 3 years less than or approximately 5 years

less than or approximately 10 years more than 10 years

First visit Don't know



 

 

Current site choice 

 Interviewees were asked to provide reasons why they chose to visit the 

Beechwoods. Reponses were categorised (where possible) by the surveyor, 

with multiple choices allowed. Surveyors recorded all the interviewees’ 

responses, but then asked interviewees to select just one single main reason 

which was recorded separately. 

 The most commonly stated reason for visiting was that the Beechwoods 

were close to home, (42 interviewees, 30%), closely followed by the scenery/ 

views (40, 29%) – see Table 8. This was followed by 22% of interviewees (30) 

whose reasons were diverse and grouped as “other”, including those who 

like the topography, for a shady walk or a walk without livestock. At least 10 

of these interviewees stated that they were visiting specifically the Cotswold 

Way, although some interviewees walking the Cotswold Way may also be 

included in the next category, “appropriate place for activity” (24, 17%).  

Table 8: Summary of interviewees’ reasons for visiting the current site, provided as: all reasons, a 

single choice main reason, and all other multiple secondary reasons. Reasons are sorted by the all 

reasons combined and any reasons given by less than 5% of interviewees are not shown. 

 

Close to home 42 (30) 28 (20) 14 (10) 

Scenery / variety of views 40 (29) 7 (5) 33 (24) 

Other, please detail 30 (22) 15 (11) 15 (11) 

Appropriate place for activity 24 (17) 17 (12) 7 (5) 

Habit / familiarity 21 (15) 9 (6) 12 (9) 

Good for dog / dog enjoys it 17 (12) 1 (1) 16 (12) 

For a change / variety  16 (12) 9 (6) 7 (5) 

Variety of habitats 16 (12) 4 (3) 12 (9) 

Not many people 16 (12) 3 (2) 13 (9) 

Rural feel / wild landscape 14 (10) 4 (3) 10 (7) 

Quick & easy travel route 12 (9) 5 (4) 7 (5) 

Particular wildlife interest (including trees) 11 (8) 2 (1) 9 (6) 

Suitability of area in given weather conditions 10 (7) 2 (1) 8 (6) 

Ability to let dog off lead 8 (6) 1 (1) 7 (5) 

 



 

 

 The single choice main reasons showed some notable differences in ranking 

– see Figure 6. One in five interviewees stated their main reason for choosing 

this site was because it was close to home (20%, 28 interviewees). Within the 

other factors that were not the single main choice, the dominant reason, 

given by roughly a quarter of interviewees was for the scenery/ views (24%, 

33). 

 

Figure 6: Summary of interviewees single choice main reason and any other reasons for choosing 

this site. Categories are sorted by main choice. 

 

Alternative sites 

 The interviewee’s location often represents one of many locations used for 

the activity they were undertaking. Interviewees were asked to suggest how 

frequently they used the site where interviewed for their current activity, 

compared to alternative locations. 

 Overall, just 4% of interviewees (6) stated that they only visited the site 

where interviewed for their current activity. However, 27% (37 interviewees), 



 

 

were mostly using the site where interviewed, in that they made 50% or 

more of their visits there,.  

 A full list of all alternative site names is given in Table 18. It should be noted 

that, interviewees may not have understood the full extent of the “site”, as 

referred to in the question, as some of the sites listed are still within the 

Beechwoods SAC.  

Table 9: Alternative named sites ranked by the number of times mentioned by any interviewees, 

and then considering only the first named sites. Sites with less than 2% not shown. 

1 Painswick Beacon (20, 7%) Painswick Beacon (8, 4%) 

2 Robinswood Hill (11, 4%) Robinswood Hill (7, 4%) 

3 Crickley Hill (10, 4%) Crickley Hill (6, 3%) 

4 Leckhampton Hill (9, 3%) Cleeve Hill (5, 3%) 

5 Sheepscombe (8, 3%) Coopers Hill (4, 2%) 

6 Cirencester (7, 2%) Painswick (3, 2%) 

7 Cleeve Hill (7, 2%) Sheepscombe (3, 2%) 

8 Painswick (6, 2%) Bristol (3, 2%) 

9 Miserden (6, 2%) Chosen Hill (3, 2%) 

10 Winchcombe (6, 2%) Cotswold Way (3, 2%) 

11 Haresfield Beacon (5, 2%) Leckhampton Hill (3, 2%) 

12 Cranham Woods (5, 2%) 

Forest of Dean (3, 2%) 13 Chosen Hill (5, 2%) 

14 Coopers Hill (5, 2%) 

 

 Most popular answers in this full list of all locations were; Painswick Beacon, 

Robinswood Hill, Crickley Hill, Leckhampton Hill, Sheepscombe – see Table 9. 

If we consider only the first named site then lists generally consist of the 

same locations, but in a slightly different order. 

New or improved greenspaces 

 Interviewees were asked what changes these greenspaces would need to 

encourage them to visit more. Roughly a third of interviewees (32%) 

suggested that no improvements were needed or that they wouldn’t visit 

these more regardless of any changes, and a further 29% suggested they did 

not know. Of those interviewees providing a suggestion, the most common 



 

 

was for more/better parking (9.4%), followed by improved footpaths and 

better signposting / interpretation / maps (both 5%). 

 When asked if they would use a new country park (for their current activity) 

was one to be created near here, overall 53% responded positively 

suggesting they would, compared to 30% who suggested they would not. 

Table 9 shows that the idea of a new country park was more popular with 

those who use the Beechwoods for dog walking, with 63% of interviewees 

suggesting they would use a new country park. 

Table 10: Interviewees responses as to whether they would use a new country park. 

Dog walking 56 35 (63) 7 (13) 14 (25)  (0) 

Walking 62 27 (44) 9 (15) 24 (39) 2 (3) 

Other 77 47 (61) 11 (14) 18 (23) 1 (1) 

Total 139 74 (53) 20 (14) 42 (30) 3 (2) 

 

 Interviewees were then asked to state what features they would like to see at 

a new country park. The most common suggestion was the pooled category 

of “other” (17%). This category included a wide range of comments such as; 

animals, picnic and BBQ areas, flat areas, hilly areas, quiet with not many 

people and outdoor wild swimming. Other suggestions given by more than 

10% of interviewees were good views / scenery (13%), café and woodland 

(both 11%). 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Interviewees’ suggested traits for a new country park. Sorted by the percentage of 

interviewees with those less than % not shown.  



 

 

 During the interview, surveyors asked the interviewee to indicate on a map 

the route they had taken (or were going to take if just arrived on site). The 

route was marked on a paper map at an appropriate scale for the activity 

(the largest scale was the entire SAC). The routes were then digitised within 

GIS allowing us to extract data on route lengths and present pooled data on 

maps.  

Route length 

 All interviewees were able to give a route, and route lengths ranged from 

116 m to 22.4 km; these could include routes which extended beyond the 

SAC. The overall average route was 5.0 km (mean) and 3.0 km (median). 

 Table 11 shows the route lengths recorded at survey points were 

significantly different from each other (using a Kruskal-Wallis test). Median 

values for survey points ranged from 11.3 km (8. The Royal William) to 1.6 

km (5. Cranham Car Park). Route lengths at two survey points were much 

longer, compared to the other survey points; these were mostly long-

distance walkers using the Cotswold Way at 8. The Royal William, or other 

public rights of way at 12. Foston’s Ash Inn. Although it should be noted that 

sample sizes for individual survey points are often small; for example, just 

three interviewees at Foston’s Ash Inn. 

Table 11: Summary statistics and test results for interviewees’ route length in km for survey points, 

sorted by median values. 

8. The Royal William 20 10.0 ± 1.1 11.3 0.9 - 22.4 12.6 

12. Foston’s Ash Inn 3 7.7 ± 4.2 7.8 0.4 - 14.9 14.9 

6. Cranham Village 9 4.6 ± 1.0 3.8 1.0 - 8.1 7.4 

9. Cranham Common 12 4.8 ± 1.1 3.5 1.8 - 14.5 5.8 

10. Saltridge Layby 8 4.3 ± 0.9 3.3 2.3 - 9.7 5.4 

11. Sheepscombe 8 3.3 ± 0.4 3.2 1.7 - 4.6 4.4 

2. Coopers Hill 28 4.8 ± 0.7 3.0 0.1 - 12.6 7.3 

1. Barrow Wake 16 4.8 ± 1.5 2.8 1.6 - 21.1 3.1 

3. A46 car park 10 2.9 ± 0.6 2.8 0.4 - 6.9 4.2 

7. Kites Hill 6 2.8 ± 0.7 2.5 0.7 – 6.0 3.8 

4. B4070 layby 3 2.2 ± 1.0 1.7 0.7 - 4.2 4.2 

5. Cranham Car Park 16 2.8 ± 0.9 1.6 0.7 - 15.4 2.1 

KW: H=32.0, df=11, p=0.001. 

Total 139 5.0 ± 0.4 3.0 0.1 - 22.4 7.0 



 

 

 

 As a check on route lengths, interviewees were asked if their route was 

typical of their usual visit. Excluding those interviewees who were on a first 

visit, and therefore unable to comment, 66% of the interviewees suggested 

their route was typical. Roughly 17% suggested it was shorter than usual and 

5% longer than usual. Key factors affecting this were often weather (too hot 

or too wet) and time. 

 A total of 34 interviewees stated they were following a marked trail and at 

least 13 interviewees explicitly stated the Cotswold Way (but only one said 

this had affected the typical total route length). 

Distribution 

 The raw route lines are shown in Map 5, with overlapping routes darkened to 

become black where many routes cross. The density of routes is better 

expressed as a heatmap as shown in Map 6. Map 6 displays separately those 

routes were which smaller or larger than the 5km mean (49 routes greater 

than 5 km, 35%). Greatest densities of long routes were along the Cotswold 

Way, and fairly evenly along this through the SAC area. Other long routes 

include the longer footpaths between small settlements e.g. Cranham, 

Sheepscombe, Birdlip or to visitor facilities (e.g. Foston’s Ash Inn). Greatest 

densities of short routes were found around each survey point, but 

particularly between Cooper’s Hill, Brockworth and Upton Wood, on Barrow 

Hill, around Cranham and within Saltridge Hill. 



 

 

  



 

 

 



 

 

 Interviewees were asked to provide their full home postcode. A total of 126 

interviewees (91%) provided a full postcode which was georeferenced. Four 

interviewees were from overseas and eight interviewees refused to give a full 

postcode. All postcodes were matched within our georeferenced database 

and could therefore be mapped. 

 The interviewee home postcodes were widely spread across the local 

districts – see Table 12and Map 8. The ranked number of interviewees 

showing the highest numbers were from Stroud District, roughly a quarter 

(26%), followed by Gloucester District 17% of interviewees, Tewkesbury 13%, 

Cheltenham and Cotswold, both 10%. Roughly the remaining quarter of 

interviewees (30, 24%) came from 22 other local authorities. 

 Considering only visitors who had travelled directly from home (rather than 

those staying with friends/family or on holiday), the proportions were largely 

similar although the relative importance of local districts increased. The top 

five districts (Stroud, Gloucester, Tewkesbury, Cotswold, Cheltenham) 

accounted for 76% of all interviewees, increasing to 82% of interviewees 

when considering those from home. 

Table 12: Ranked local authority districts for number (and percentage) of interviewees postcodes.  

Stroud District 33 (26) 32 (28) 

Gloucester District 22 (17) 22 (19) 

Tewkesbury District 17 (13) 17 (15) 

Cheltenham District 12 (10) 12 (11) 

Cotswold District 12 (10) 10 (9) 

South Gloucestershire 3 (2) 3 (3) 

Wychavon District 3 (2) 3 (3) 

Cherwell District 2 (2) 2 (2) 

Swindon 2 (2) 2 (2) 

Wiltshire 2 (2) 2 (2) 

City of Bristol 2 (2) 2 (2) 

Other LAs with only one interviewee 16 (13) 6 (5) 

Total 126 (100) 113 (100) 

 



 

 

  



 

 

Linear distances 

 Linear distances between each interviewee’s home postcode and the survey 

point were calculated as Euclidean distances. The distance values ranged 

from 46 m to 465 km. The cumulative distribution of postcodes is shown in 

Figure 8 and overall the average was 27.5 km (mean ± 5.2 SE) and 7.2 km 

(median). 

 One of the key factors in this distance range is the influence of large 

distances by interviewees on holiday, who lived an average of 148 km away 

(mean) and half of which lived within 153 km (median). In comparison, for 

those travelling directly from home we observed a mean linear distance of 

14.9 km and median of 6.0 km, with three-quarters living within a 15.4 km 

radius – see Table 13 and Figure 8. 

Table 13: Comparison of interviewee postcode linear distances, separated by visit type. 

Home 113  14.9 ± 2.5 6.0 0.05 - 223.5 15.4 

Friends/family 2  79.4 ± 67.8 79.4 11.61 - 147.2 n/a! 

Holiday 11  147.9 ± 38.3 153 10.20 - 465.1 185.9 

Total 126 27.5 ± 5.2 7.2 0.05 - 465.1 20.5 

 

 

Figure 8: Cumulative distance of interviewee’s home postcode from the survey point interviewed at, 

shown only for those interviewees from home. Six interviewee distances beyond 55 km not shown. 

 



 

 

 Another key factor was mode of transport. Those visiting on foot obviously 

lived close to sites – typically within a 2.5 km radius (median value), although 

the long distance walkers are noted to have had an influence on this with a 

mean value of 23.7 km. In comparison, those who arrived by car typically 

lived further away, with half within an 8.1 km radius (median) and a mean 

value of 30.8 km. 

 As already noted, there were clear differences in visitor patterns for each 

survey point and therefore linear distances were explored for each survey 

point – as shown in Table 14. The 75th percentile ranged from 2.3 km at 10. 

Saltridge Layby to 67 km at 8. The Royal William. This was based on all 

interviewees rather than just those travelling directly from home, although it 

is very important to note the small sample sizes. 

Table 14: Summary of interviewee postcode linear distances for each survey point, based on all 

interviewees. Based on all interviewees. 

1 15 29.2 ± 10.8 11.9 0.65 – 153.0 34.4 

2 25 49.6 ± 20.7 9.3 0.05 - 465.1 31.4 

3 9 34.7 ± 24.7 7.1 2.16 - 229.2 26.0 

4 3 17.4 ± 10.6 10.1 3.76 - 38.2 38.2 

5 16 8.1 ± 2.4 5.2 0.33 - 40.5 8.0 

6 7 14.0 ± 8.7 8.0 0.19 – 65.0 11.6 

7 6 2.7 ± 0.8 2.7 0.69 – 6.0 3.7 

8 16 49.4 ± 14.7 31.9 2.54 - 185.9 67.6 

9 11 20.1 ± 6.9 11.7 0.22 - 62.2 47.7 

10 8 1.9 ± 0.7 1.1 0.59 - 6.7 2.3 

11 7 14.0 ± 8.6 7.3 0.27 - 64.4 14.5 

12 3 18.4 ± 10.4 18.6 0.19 - 36.3 36.3 

 

 Visitors generally came from further on weekends (median 7.3 km), than on 

weekdays (median 4.73 km), however this difference was not statistically 

significant (KW: H = 0.01, df= 1, p = 0.910).  It might be assumed that visitors 

on holiday in the area were influencing this pattern, however the difference 

was still present and still not statistically significant (KW: H = 0.77, df= 1, p = 

0.380). Summary statistics are given in Table 15 and show that the 

differences were not clear. Mean values showed higher values for weekdays 

than weekends, contrary to the median values (but with large standard error 

on the weekday mean). Accounting for this relatively large difference in the 

75th percentiles between weekday and weekend a “typical” value can be 



 

 

hypothesised of 16.4 km ( (17.8 *5 + 12.9*2)/7 ) – which is just slightly larger 

than the overall 75th percentile value. 

Table 15: Comparison of interviewee postcode linear distances on weekdays and weekends, using 

interviewees from home only 

Weekday 33 18.9 ± 7.2 4.5 0.2 - 223.5 17.8 

Weekend 80 13.2 ± 1.9 7.0 0 - 73.1 12.9 

Total 113  14.9 ± 2.5 6.0 0 - 223.5 15.4 

 

 For the two main activity groups, dog walkers typically lived within a 4.4 km 

radius (median), compared to 12.8 km for walkers. For the 11 daily visitors 

who gave a postcode, half lived within 692m of the survey point interviewed 

at and three-quarters within 2.6km. Of those interviewees who said all their 

visits for the current activity took place on the Beechwoods (n=6) all lived 

within 1.5 km and half of them lived within 564 m. Those interviewees who 

said they would be on site for more than 4 hours (n=9), lived on average 63.8 

km away (mean), compared to those who would be on site for less than 30 

minutes, 7.9 km. 

 Table 16 shows a summary of the 75th percentile distances for interviewees, 

based on only those visiting directly from home. This shows how variable the 

distances were, particularly by visit frequency. In addition to Table 16, the 

visit frequency is shown in Map 9. 

Table 16: Summary of 75th percentile (Q3) distances for grouped activity and visit frequency classes. 

Those interviewees not visiting directly from home (n=11) are not shown. Those that visit less than 

once a month or on a first visit (n=2) are not shown as a separate row, but are included in the total 

row. 

 Dog walking Walking Other Total 

Daily/Most days 
2.6km 

(15%. n=18) 

n/a 

(3%. n=3) 

n/a 

(2%. n=2) 

2.3km 

(19%. n=23) 

1 to 3 times a week 
6.2km 

(14%. n=17) 

3.8km 

(3%. n=3) 

2.9km 

(3%. n=4) 

4.5km 

(20%. n=24) 

1 to 3 times a month 
15.3km 

(8%. n=10) 

10.3km 

(3%. n=4) 

6.5km 

(3%. n=4) 

10km 

(15%. n=18) 

Less than once a month 

(2-5 visits) 

7.6km 

(4%. n=5) 

18.6km 

(13%. n=15) 

73.1km 

(3%. n=3) 

20.4km 

(19%. n=23) 

First visit 
65km 

(3%. n=3) 

44.1km 

(19%. n=22) 

56.3km 

(4%. n=5) 

49km 

(25%. n=30) 

Total 
7.2km 

(45%. n=53) 

27km 

(40%. n=47) 

35.8km 

(15%. n=18) 

15.4km 

(100%. n=113) 



 

 

 Map 10 shows the distribution of postcodes for interviewees who had 

travelled directly from home within a local area. Overall, three quarters (75%) 

of those from home lived within a 15.4 km radius, and 85% within a 34.3 km 

radius.  

 However, the catchment may be directional, rather than a single value 

radius, and as such the 75th percentile catchment may be better expressed a 

polygon. The polygon used is a convex hull, which wraps to the individual 

postcodes which are included in the percentile cut offs. These convex hulls 

will better represent a catchment that is directionally unequal. The 

postcodes within these distance bands, visualised as convex hulls are shown 

in Map 10. 

 The area for 50% of interviewees covers the SAC and nearby small villages, 

including Painswick and around half of Gloucester. The area for 75% of 

interviewees largely included the whole of Gloucester, Cheltenham and 

Stroud. While the area for 85% included an area west to the Severn, as far 

south as Chipping Sodbury, including Tetbury, Nailsworth and Dursley, east 

to Cirencester and Fairford, and north to Tewkesbury and Fairfield. 

 The 75% radius (15.4 km) applied as a single buffer to the entire Beechwoods 

SAC would include the whole of Stroud, Gloucester and Cheltenham, 

extending to Bishop’s Cleeve, Cirencester and Nailsworth (but just short of 

Tetbury and Dursley). 

  



 

 

 



 

 

  



 

 

 

 The purpose of this survey was to provide a snapshot of the access patterns 

on the Cotswold Beechwoods SAC, in order to give an indication of typical 

visitor behaviour at the site. The report forms key evidence to underpin 

effective mitigation strategies. 

Table 17: Summary metrics from the visitor survey. 

Season and Year Summer 2019 

Number of survey points 12 

Total hours fieldwork 192 

Mean group size (from tally) 2.1 

Mean number dogs per group (from tally) 0.6 

Mean people per hour passing (from tally) 4.0 

Mean people per hour entering (from tally) 1.6 

Mean dogs per hour entering (from tally) 0.5 

Number of interviews 139 

% interviewees on short day visit from home 85 

% interviewees activity: dog walking 40 

% interviewees activity: walking 45 

% interviewees arriving by car 67 

% interviewees visiting daily or more than once a day 11 

Average number of visits per year for an interviewee 57 

Median distance to home postcode (short visit from home only) 7.2 

75th percentile for postcode data (short visit from home only) 20.5 

Median route length (km) 3.0 

*based on four survey points with an entering count 

 

 Results of the visitor survey (summarised in Table 17) suggest very different 

types of access are occurring simultaneously within the site. There was a 

fairly even split between walkers (without a dog) and dog walkers at the 

Beechwoods, with certain locations popular for individual activities. For 

example, the survey point at the Royal William along the Cotswold Way was 

the most popular location with walkers, while the NNR car park very close to 

Cranham Village was most popular with dog walkers. Similarly, these two 

locations represent examples of the disparity between frequent and 

infrequent visitors, short and long routes and some of the widest ranging 

home postcode catchments. Our data would suggest most visitors live within 



 

 

20.5 km (75% of all interviewees), and when considering only those travelling 

directly from home this reduces to within a 15.4 km radius. 

 An obvious limitation in the survey was the reduced survey effort due to anti-

social behaviour. This was noted at survey point 3, the A46 car park, and 

survey point 4, B4070 layby. Only at survey point 3, did the surveyor feel 

forced to leave, resulting in 740 minutes (12.3 hours) of survey effort 

completed out of the anticipated 960 minutes (16 hours). The impact of this 

is unlikely to influenced the overall patterns observed as the anti-social 

behaviour would most likely have deterred many other visitors.   

 It may be that levels of cycling have been underestimated. Three biking 

groups were interviewed equating to 2% of interviewees, but 6% of people in 

the tally counts were cycling.  

 Anecdotally evidence suggests that mountain bikers use the SAC reasonably 

often, but can be variable in number, occurrence and starting points. Use will 

involve local clubs and those not affiliated to local groups. Such activity can 

be hard to pick up in visitor surveys where use is erratic, involves use in 

pulses and involves interviewees who may be reluctant to stop.   

 Local clubs include Bigfoot Mountain Bike Club9 and Cheltenham and County 

Cycling Club10. The Bigfoot Club have potentially regular, but relatively 

infrequent rides around Cranham Woods, with meeting points at Royal 

William Pub, Cranham (surveyed) and George Hotel, Birdlip.  

 The Bigfoot Club have been in contact with the local Council and Natural 

England regarding the pressure and provide maps of permissive routes on 

their website. Those not part of organised groups or clubs may be more 

likely to go off set routes and are more often those who can perhaps 

inadvertently cause damage (to wildlife and heritage features) through 

creation of new biking earthworks.  

 Further work could be undertaken to check levels of mountain bike use.  

Options could include direct contact with the clubs to ask about favoured 

routes, frequency of use, membership and for anecdotal information on 

local use by those who are not part of the club.  Other approaches could 

 

9 https://www.bigfootmbc.co.uk/  
10 https://www.cheltenhamandcounty.cc/  

https://www.bigfootmbc.co.uk/
https://www.cheltenhamandcounty.cc/


 

 

include automated counters (such as motion sensitive cameras placed at 

ground level) that can be deployed on trails to monitor levels of use.    

 Another source of information on cyclists (and runners) is available using 

Strava. Strava users route data can be freely viewed as heatmaps11 and such 

data provides interesting complimentary maps to the routes collated here. 

Although the road cyclists and mountain bikers cannot be separated on 

Strava maps, their routes are obviously different. Strava route maps show 

high levels of use along the Buckholt Road (by road cyclists and possibly 

mountain bikers) and the Cranham woods in close proximity to the road. The 

maps also show a wide number of different routes, especially in around 

Kites’ Hill / Popes Wood. 

 In recent interviews at Cannock Chase, Strava was used by a relatively small 

proportion of cyclists - just 12.5% (Panter & Liley, 2019). While there was 

difficulty in stopping cyclists in this Beechwoods study, in Cannock the survey 

had greater focus on parking locations for cyclists and therefore able to 

intercept more cyclists so there is reasonable confidence in this proportion. 

 Based on our experience from visitor surveys at other locations we often see 

different patterns. To a degree this will be because these visitors are less 

well represented and diluted amongst other visitors. But also, because 

Strava data are focused to a small community of more dedicated 

recreational users. Strava states a high proportion of the routes recorded 

are commutes (c.40%) and furthermore refers to users as “athletes”. For 

example, the average distance cycled in a year for Strava users was 829 km 

(for men) or 425 km (for women)12. In comparison, UK national data 

suggested people who cycle make an average of 15 trips, totalling 85 km in a 

year13. Clearly Strava does well to target and record information on this 

higher level of “athlete”, who are likely to be some of the users of the 

Cotswold Beechwoods. However, due to the difficulties of interviewing active 

cyclists, the representation of this group is an acknowledged limitation in our 

visitor surveying. Clearly there is a middle ground which represents the true 

 

11 https://www.strava.com/heatmap#13.66/-2.16960/51.81371/hot/ride 
12 See https://keyassets.timeincuk.net/inspirewp/live/wp-

content/uploads/sites/2/2017/12/Strava-Year-in-Sport-UK.pdf 
13 See   https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/ 

attachment_data/file/674503/walking-and-cycling-statistics-england-2016.pdf 

https://www.strava.com/heatmap#13.66/-2.16960/51.81371/hot/ride
https://keyassets.timeincuk.net/inspirewp/live/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2017/12/Strava-Year-in-Sport-UK.pdf
https://keyassets.timeincuk.net/inspirewp/live/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2017/12/Strava-Year-in-Sport-UK.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/%20attachment_data/file/674503/walking-and-cycling-statistics-england-2016.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/%20attachment_data/file/674503/walking-and-cycling-statistics-england-2016.pdf


 

 

picture of access from high level mountain bikers, through to family off road 

cyclists, and the all other recreation.  

 The overall proportion of access by car (67%) and on foot (28%), showed 

higher levels of access on foot compared to some other surveys. The 

proportion of access by car, on foot, bike etc. will be highly influenced by the 

selection of locations for surveying.  

 Furthermore, there were some busy access points and some extremely quiet 

access points. The distribution of visitor routes confirms this while 

highlighting high footfall in certain locations, including along the Cotswold 

Way. 

 Comparison to other sites Footprint Ecology has surveyed is difficult, as 

while we use a consistent surveying methodology, selected locations can 

vary greatly. This survey showed a per survey point mean of 4.0 people per 

hour passing for the Cotswold Beechwoods. Our visitor surveys at Burnham 

Beeches, conducted in summer and autumn suggested overall mean values 

of 6.5 people per hour (Liley, Floyd, & Fearnley, 2014). Cannock Chase 

showed an overall mean in the autumn of between 8.7 (weekday) and 13.3 

(weekend), and a winter mean of 5.7 (Panter & Liley, 2019). However, at 

Cannock, the tally counts did not include the two main visitor hubs, both 

large and busy locations, so mean values would be much higher had these 

been included. At Hatfield Forest the mean people per hour ranged from 120 

at the main visitor centre on Boxing Day to 2 on a quiet edge location on the 

summer Bank Holiday weekend (Saunders, Liley, Panter, & Weitowitz, 2019). 

Across all days and locations, the average was 18.5 people per hour. 

 Using evidence from our recently published pooled data, the mean number 

of visitor entering per hour (note entering counts, as opposed to figures 

above which are passing) was 2.9 for woodland sites (Weitowitz, Panter, 

Hoskin, & Liley, In Review), which compares to 1.6 for the Cotswold 

Beechwoods. Overall, this would confirm a general anecdotal feeling that 

levels of use are relatively low at the Cotswold Beechwoods. However, the 

Cotswold Beechwoods are very unusual in the patterns of visitor access 

caused by concentrated use along the Cotswold Way, which may influence 

this overall feeling of comparatively lower use. It should also be noted that 

use may be higher in school holidays and our experiences show woodland 

sites are often busier in autumn. 



 

 

 Regardless of current levels, visitor pressure can cause a wide range of 

impacts and potential increases are further cause for concern. Visitor 

impacts include; trampling and compaction of soils, erosion pressures, 

damage to ground flora, eutrophication of relatively poor soils from dog 

fouling, but also wear to trees, wood/fungi harvesting and contamination. 

Beechwood habitats are often particularly vulnerable due to the typically 

limited ground flora, which creates an open impression and allows people to 

roam off paths easily. 

 The results indicate that the long-distance walkers have a large footprint on 

the site, but in a confined and manageable area along the marked trail. 

Whereas short distance, frequent visitors have a year-round impact and are 

less confined to a marked trail. They have a smaller single visit footprint but 

are regularly impacting and are potentially less likely to repeat consistently 

the same route.  

 Mountain biking is a particular cause for concern to erosion. A survey this 

summer on a subset of the SSSI units has shown some serious localised 

impacts from mountain bike use (Natural England pers. comm.). These were 

particularly noted in the steep locations and where earthworks had been 

created (e.g. ramps and berms). It would suggest for this site that while 

numbers of cyclists are lower than walkers and dog walkers, the activity may 

be having a greater impact particularly in focused areas. Quantifying the 

levels of use by mountain bikers is important and recommendations for the 

future as could include monitoring numbers using counters/cameras. 

 Around a fifth of interviewees stated that their main reason for visiting was 

because the site was close to home, despite the relatively large distances 

being travelled. This suggests that people perceived the Beechwoods to be 

accessible to them because of a relatively proximity. 

 Just over half of interviewees responded positively to the use of a new 

country park – perhaps in part because “country parks” feature prominently 

in the alternative greenspaces already use e.g. Robinswood Hill Country 

Park. However, a third of interviewees stated they would not use a country 

park as an alternative, and remaining visitors unsure.  

 Three-quarters of routes undertaken by those interviewed were 7 km. This 

highlights the potential difficulties in replicating the experience offered at 

such an extensive site. 



 

 

 In conclusion it is clear that the Cotswold Beechwoods has a relatively large 

catchment, but that people perceive the distances travelled to still be 

relatively close to their home, indicating that the site has a large draw as a 

greenspace. People are coming to the site to undertake fairly long-distance 

walks, reflective of the expansive nature of the site and the options it 

provides for taking long routes. Visits are being made from home locations 

in multiple local planning authority areas in the vicinity of the site. The data 

provided here offers a range of analysis options for predicting future visitor 

behaviour in relation to new residential growth coming forward in Local 

Plans for administrative areas around the Cotswold Beechwoods. 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 
 

 



 

 

Table 18: Full list of alternative named sites ranked by the number of times mentioned by any 

interviewees, and then considering only the first named sites. Note these names have not been 

comprehensively checked and may include spelling errors. 

1 Painswick beacon (20, 7%) Painswick beacon (8, 4%) 

2 Robinswood hill (11, 4%) Robinswood hill (7, 4%) 

3 Crickley hill (10, 4%) Crickley hill (6, 3%) 

4 Leckhampton hill (9, 3%) Cleeve hill (5, 3%) 

5 Sheepscombe (8, 3%) Coopers hill (4, 2%) 

6 Cirencester (7, 2%) Painswick (3, 2%) 

7 Cleeve hill (7, 2%) Sheepscombe (3, 2%) 

8 Painswick (6, 2%) Bristol (3, 2%) 

9 Miserden (6, 2%) Chosen hill (3, 2%) 

10 Winchcombe (6, 2%) Cotswold way (3, 2%) 

11 Haresfield beacon (5, 2%) Leckhampton hill (3, 2%) 

12 Cranham woods (5, 2%) Forest of dean (3, 2%) 

13 Chosen hill (5, 2%) Workmans wood (2, 1%) 

14 Coopers hill (5, 2%) Miserden (2, 1%) 

15 Cotswold way (5, 2%) Buckle woods (2, 1%) 

16 Birdlip (4, 1%) Ebworth (2, 1%) 

17 Forest of dean (4, 1%) Bath (2, 1%) 

18 Bristol (3, 1%) Haresfield beacon (2, 1%) 

19 Mendips (3, 1%) Cranham common (2, 1%) 

20 Malvern hills (3, 1%) Mendips (2, 1%) 

21 Minchinhampton (3, 1%) Cirencester (2, 1%) 

22 Cleeve common (3, 1%) Cranham woods (2, 1%) 

23 Frith woods (3, 1%) Slad valley (2, 1%) 

24 Cranham (3, 1%) Birdlip (2, 1%) 

25 Woods (3, 1%) Winchcombe (2, 1%) 

26 Brockworth (2, 1%) Barnwood park (1, 1%) 

27 South west coast path (2, 1%) Westonbirt (1, 1%) 

28 Penn woods (2, 1%) Bircher (1, 1%) 

29 Chilterns (2, 1%) Chilterns (1, 1%) 

30 Chipping campden (2, 1%) Bisley (1, 1%) 

31 Bath (2, 1%) Cranham sawmills (1, 1%) 

32 Buckholt woods (2, 1%) Selsley (1, 1%) 

33 Cirencester park (2, 1%) Chipping sodbury (1, 1%) 

34 Westonbirt (2, 1%) Tibberton (1, 1%) 

35 Birdlip hill (2, 1%) Buckholt woods (1, 1%) 

36 Buckle woods (2, 1%) Netherlands (1, 1%) 



 

 

37 Barnwood park (2, 1%) Daneway (1, 1%) 

38 Brockwoth (2, 1%) Prinich (1, 1%) 

39 Black stable wood (2, 1%) Dorset (1, 1%) 

40 Nailsworth (2, 1%) Sand bay (1, 1%) 

41 Cranham common (2, 1%) Dublin (1, 1%) 

42 Rodborough common (2, 1%) Siccaridge woods (1, 1%) 

43 Brecon beacons (2, 1%) South west coast path (1, 1%) 

44 Slad valley (2, 1%) Edge common edge (1, 1%) 

45 Dublin (2, 1%) Upton st leonards (1, 1%) 

46 Standish woods (2, 1%) Essex coast (1, 1%) 

47 Ebworth (2, 1%) Whitcombe woods (1, 1%) 

48 Workmans wood (2, 1%) Evesham (1, 1%) 

49 Broadway (2, 1%) North downs (1, 1%) 

50 Tibberton (1, 0%) Fairford area (1, 1%) 

51 Selsley (1, 0%) Brempsfield footpath (1, 1%) 

52 Quickly hill (1, 0%) Cleaveland way (1, 1%) 

53 Burrows field (1, 0%) Quickly hill (1, 1%) 

54 Staffordshire way (1, 0%) Golf course (1, 1%) 

55 Cleaveland way (1, 0%) Saltbox (1, 1%) 

56 West highland way (1, 0%) Cleeve common (1, 1%) 

57 Edge common edge (1, 0%) Sapperton canal (1, 1%) 

58 Saltbox (1, 0%) Kilkenny (1, 1%) 

59 Essex coast (1, 0%) Brockworth (1, 1%) 

60 Abberley hills (1, 0%) Beacon (1, 1%) 

61 Evesham (1, 0%) Wiltshire downs (1, 1%) 

62 Stroud canal (1, 0%) South coast path (1, 1%) 

63 Fairford area (1, 0%) Woolpack slad (1, 1%) 

64 Upton st leonards (1, 0%) Standish woods (1, 1%) 

65 Fields (1, 0%) Malvern hills (1, 1%) 

66 Willsbridge (1, 0%) Upton cheney (1, 1%) 

67 Brempsfield footpath (1, 0%) Cold aston (1, 1%) 

68 Catwalk way (1, 0%) West highland way (1, 1%) 

69 Frampton (1, 0%) Minchinhampton (1, 1%) 

70 Sapperton canal (1, 0%) Westonbirt arboretum (1, 1%) 

71 Brimpsfield (1, 0%) Bewl water (1, 1%) 

72 Siccaridge woods (1, 0%) Cranham (1, 1%) 

73 Golf course (1, 0%) Nailsworth (1, 1%) 

74 South coast path (1, 0%) Birdlip hill (1, 1%) 

75 Bircher (1, 0%) Brockwoth (1, 1%) 

76 Stonley (1, 0%) Lords and ladies wood (1, 1%) 

77 Hazel woods (1, 0%) Lake district (1, 1%) 

78 Temple guiting (1, 0%) 
 

79 Wiltshire downs (1, 0%) 
 

80 Ullenwood (1, 0%)  

81 Wistley (1, 0%)  

82 Warwick castle (1, 0%)  



 

 

83 Beechenhurst (1, 0%)  

84 Westonbirt arboretum (1, 0%)  

85 Chippenham (1, 0%)  

86 Prinich (1, 0%)  

87 Lake district (1, 0%)  

88 Aston court woods (1, 0%)  

89 Lakes (1, 0%)  

90 Rudge hill (1, 0%)  

91 Lasborough (1, 0%)  

92 Sand bay (1, 0%)  

93 Canals (1, 0%)  

94 Selfridge wood (1, 0%)  

95 Lords and ladies wood (1, 0%)  

96 Beacon (1, 0%)  

97 Yanworth (1, 0%)  

98 Cricklade hill (1, 0%)  

99 Cold aston (1, 0%)  

100 Snowshill (1, 0%)  

101 May hill (1, 0%)  

102 Crown common (1, 0%)  

103 Bisley (1, 0%)  

104 Daneway (1, 0%)  

105 Chipping sodbury (1, 0%)  

106 Stroud (1, 0%)  

107 Blenheim palace (1, 0%)  

108 Swifts hill (1, 0%)  

109 Bewl water (1, 0%)  

110 The heavens (1, 0%)  

111 Netherlands (1, 0%)  

112 Tewksbury (1, 0%)  

113 North downs (1, 0%)  

114 Upton cheney (1, 0%)  

115 Norton (1, 0%)  

116 Wales (1, 0%)  

117 Ozleworth (1, 0%)  

118 Wendover woods (1, 0%)  

119 Bathurst woods (1, 0%)  

120 Devils chimney (1, 0%)  

121 Cranham sawmills (1, 0%)  

122 Whitcombe woods (1, 0%)  

123 Popes wood (1, 0%)  

124 Dorset (1, 0%)  

125 Prinage (1, 0%)  

126 Isle of wight (1, 0%)  

127 Woodchester park (1, 0%)  

128 Juniper hill (1, 0%)  



 

 

129 Woolpack slad (1, 0%)  

130 Kilkenny (1, 0%)  

131 Wotton (1, 0%)  

132 Kimber edge (1, 0%)  

133 avon way (1, 0%)  

 


