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1. Abstract 
 

1.1 As part of planning application MC/22/0254 it is proposed to relocate an existing sports facility 

(APCM), approximately 0.3miles north within the village of Cliffe, Kent. In order for any 

development to be successful, it is important to consider the needs of residents and to ensure 

that replacement facilities are equivalent or better in terms of access and location (as per 

National Planning Policy Framework, 2021).   

This survey has been conducted in order to assess the access needs of Cliffe residents, with 

regards to sports facility provision, within the village and the changes in access as proposed as 

part of planning application MC/22/0254. 

The results show a high degree of concerns selected by survey respondents for each access 

route chosen, with over 50% of the available concerns selected on average for each route option 

available. This suggests that although routes are selected, respondents have many concerns 

about their selected access routes. These finding could be compared with the results of other 

studies, but which are outside of the scope of this survey. Location was found to be the 

predominant factor for all routes not selected, where at least 80% of all respondents selected 

location as a concern. There were many other secondary reasons for non-selection of certain 

routes, but these vary per selected route & so should be viewed as part of the whole data set. 
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2. Aim 
 

2.1. The main aims of the survey are as follows: 

2.1.1 To assess the non-vehicular route chosen by residents from all over Cliffe, Kent with 

regards to accessing the relocated sports facilities as proposed by Trenport as part of 

planning application MC/22/0254. 

 

2.1.2 To compare the non-vehicular access routes selected by residents to see which 

parameters are the predominant driving factor with regards to route choice in order to 

access sports facilities. 

 

2.1.3 To see if age plays a significant role in the route favoured by residents when deciding their 

access route to facilities. 

 

2.1.4 To analyse all characteristics of concern for each of the main routes available to Cliffe 

residents and to assess whether these concerns affect the overall route chosen. 
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3. Introduction 
 

3.1 As part of planning application MC/22/0254, there are plans to relocate existing sports 

facilities, the APCM, to another area of the village in Cliffe, Kent. 

 

3.2 The APCM sports facilities exist within the village of Cliffe; east of Church Street, south of 

Millcroft Road, north of Cooling Road. The site has expansive open views to the east and west, 

across arable land and is open to the main, street lit pedestrian route through the village on its 

western edge.  

 

3.3 As part of the planning application lodged by Trenport in February 2022, MC/22/0254, it is 

proposed to relocate most of the APCM sport facilities approximately 0.3 miles north, to the 

north westerly edge of the village. This is an outline planning application with all matter 

reserved except for access & so the access routes to the relocated facilities are worthy of 

scrutiny. 

 

3.4 The Cliffe & Cliffe Woods Residents Development group (CCWRDG) have been vocal in their 

opposition to the proposed development & are passionate in their belief that these proposals 

do not meet villager needs. Many residents have raised their concerns with our group 

regarding the relocation of the APCM sports facilities & the access routes suggested to these 

facilities. This survey is to be undertaken to assess Cliffe residents’ thoughts, feelings, and 

concerns as well as their needs and desires with regards to access. The Cliffe & Cliffe Woods 

Residents Development Group have been transparent about their group aims but also will 

remain neutral & unbiased in the presentation of information throughout this study, so that 

responses can be reliable and accurate. 

 

3.5 The following pages detail the method, results, analysis and conclusions from the survey. The 

appendices at the end of this document will demonstrate all materials produced and 

communications undertaken as part of the survey. 
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4. Methodology 
 

Overview 
 

4.1 A digital questionnaire will be designed and shared with residents of Cliffe to assess their 

needs and concerns, regarding pedestrian and cycle access to the relocated sports facilities, as 

proposed in planning application MC/22/0254 (Appendix 1). 

 

4.2 The questionnaire will remain unbiased throughout, using information from documents within 

the planning application & photographs to inform respondents. 

 

4.3 The Cliffe & Cliffe Woods residents’ Development Group will be transparent about the group’s 

aims, whilst also making clear the unbiased nature of the survey and equal treatment of all 

responses. 

 

4.4 The survey will have limited scope due to the short timescales as part of the planning inquiry 

process. For that reason, the digital questionnaire will be shared via the CCWRDG mailing list 

and a wide selection of local Facebook groups. It is acknowledged that this may have 

implications with regards to the demographic of respondents, which will be discussed as part 

of the conclusions. The anticipated impacts are outlines below: 

 

4.4.1 The CCWRDG mailing list will include a higher proportion of residents that are against the 

proposed development. Each member of the mailing list has joined the CCWRDG to be 

kept informed about the groups aims and actions as well as general information about the 

planning process. As part of the analysis, the number of opened links from the email 

campaign (Appendix 2), will be reported as a proportion of the results. An email click 

report will also be provided to demonstrate email reach (Appendix 7). 

 

4.4.2 The digital questionnaire will be posted to 7 regional Facebook groups. The regional 

Facebook groups will have seen previous posts from the CCWRDG, but the posts for the 

survey will remain neutral & unbiased. The regional Facebook groups are expected to 

obtain a fair representation of Cliffe residents views, although it is acknowledged, as with 

most surveys, that responses will be garnered from those with passionate opinions 

predominantly. All Facebook posts will be available in appendix 3. 

 

4.4.3 The digital questionnaire will be posted to the CCWRDG Facebook group. This group 

currently contains 763 members, predominantly from Cliffe. It is anticipated that most 

members will be against the Trenport development, as per MC/22/0254, but it is also 

expected that there are a proportion of members in the group who joined in order to be 

kept informed of the progress of the development or to simply find out more about the 

CCWRDG. All Facebook posts will be available in appendix 3. 
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4.5 Due to short timescales, the survey will be shared in a digital format only, which will likely 

impact upon the age of residents responding and therefore responses as a whole. This limited 

reach is expected to obtain responses from predominantly young or middle-aged residents, 

due to access and the necessary technological skills. It is anticipated that younger residents are 

more likely to be in favour of houses in Cliffe, due to national difficulties entering the property 

ladder &/or affordable rental properties.  

 

Questionnaire Design 
 

4.6 The design for the digital questionnaire is outlined below, along with a brief explanation of the 

purpose for each question. 

 

4.6.1 At the start of the questionnaire there will be an introduction to the survey aims as well as 

a description of the CCWRDG and their commitment to remain unbiased and treat 

answers equally. There will also be a request for all respondents to answer honestly 

throughout the questionnaire, in the interests of obtaining accurate results. Finally, there 

will also be contact information for respondents should they wish to find out more about 

the CCWRDG or the survey. 

 

4.6.2 The first section of the questionnaire will be titled ‘About you’ and will contain the 

following questions. 

 

4.6.3 Do you live in Cliffe? This will be a yes/no radio question that functions as a filter. Only 

those who select yes will progress to the rest of the questionnaire. Those who answer no 

will be terminated from the survey. This is to ensure that only those who live within Cliffe 

are surveyed, as they are the most likely to use the available sports facilities via walking or 

cycling. 

 

4.6.4 What is your age? This will be a single select radio question with a suitable selection of 

age ranges available. Through this question it is hoped that some analysis can be achieved 

as to the routes taken based on the anticipated needs of certain demographics.   

 

4.6.5 Which street do you live on? This question will be a single select radio question from the 

full range of streets in Cliffe. This will be a key question as it will enable a per street 

analysis of preferred routes as well as other parameters. 

 

4.6.6 The next section will be titled ‘Please review the access information to Trenport's 

relocated sports facilities below’ and will provide an information display of the Trenport 

proposals in terms of access to the new sports facilities. Details for the information 
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display will be taken from the drawings and documents uploaded to the planning portal as 

part of application MC/22/0254. Photographs of the various access points will also be 

provided alongside the development information. This display will highlight the access 

routes to the relocated sports facilities and labelled each with a letter (A-D), along with a 

brief description, which will be important for later questions (Appendices 4). 

 

4.6.7 If you had to go to the Trenport replacement sports ground, would you be able to do 

this without the use of a motor vehicle? This will be a single select Yes/No radio question. 

No responses will see the next question only, before being directed to the Thank you page 

at the end of the survey. Yes responses will skip the next question & be shown the route 

choice question 4.6.9. This question was written as “If you had to go…”, so that responses 

were based on the practicalities of accessing the site rather than the respondents desire 

to use the facilities or not. The scope of this survey was to assess the access needs of 

respondents & so the phraseology of this question was carefully considered to direct 

respondent to focus on their access needs only. 

 

4.6.8 Can you access the current APCM sports ground without use of a motor vehicle? This 

will be a single select Yes/No radio question and is simply for assessing the proportion of 

respondents who can currently access the APCM sports facilities but will no longer be able 

to do so without the use of a motor vehicle. 

 

4.6.9 Which access route would you be most likely to take to the relocated sports ground? 

This will be a single select Radio question with each of the 4 available access routes 

available. The information shown as per 4.6.6 (Appendices 4) will also be viewable again 

here to ensure all respondents are able to make an informed choice about their preferred 

route. The response to this question will take the respondent to the specific version of the 

questions outlines below. 

 

4.6.10 You have chosen route X (Route X description), do you have any concerns about this 

access route? This will be a multi-select question, where respondents can show all 

applicable concerns they may have for their preferred route. This question is designed to 

show suitability of routes, even though selected as the preferred route.  

 

4.6.11 What are the reasons for you not choosing route Y (Route Y description as applicable)? 

This will be a multi-select question for respondents to choose as many of the listed 

reasons as available for the relevant route A-D not selected. A suitable selection of 

parameters that might affect a resident’s route choice will be given. It was decided that 

an ‘other’ option should not be given as this can often lead to repetitious selections or 

issues unrelated to access being submitted, therefore reducing the quality of relevant 

data achieved. This question is repeated 3 times, one for each route not selected as the 

preferred access route. 
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4.6.12 Is there anything else you'd like to tell us about the access to the relocated sports 

ground? This will be a comments box for respondents to tell us anything else they would 

like to with regards to the access to the relocated sports facilities. The results from this 

comments box will be analysed as a word cloud to highlight more commonly used words. 

All responses will also be available to view in appendix 5. 
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5. Results & Analysis 
 

Analysis of Survey Responses per Question 
 

5.1 The following section is comprised of survey responses as per the questions within the 

questionnaire.  

 

5.2 Do you live in Cliffe? *Single answer select question, acts as a filter allowing only positive 

responses to proceed to the rest of the questionnaire. This was a compulsory question* 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Pie Chart of respondents identifying as residing in Cliffe village.  

 

5.3 The vast majority of respondents were identified as living in Cliffe, Kent. This is as expected as 

the social media and email correspondence made the aims of the survey clear (appendices 2 & 

3). 

 

5.4 All no respondents, a total of 48, were directed to the Survey termination page as being 

outside of the scope for the survey. All yes respondents, a total of 330, were directed to the 

next question. 

 

5.5 What is your age? *Single response question with suitable age brackets provided. This was not 

a compulsory question* 

 

• No = 48 

• Yes = 330 

• TOTAL = 378 
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Figure 2: Pie Chart of Age brackets for Cliffe resident respondents. 

Figure 3: Bar chart of Access Survey Respondent Ages 

5.6 A total of 303 Cliffe residents responded to this question, with a reduction in respondents of 

27 as this was not a compulsory question.  

 

5.7 Of the 303 who responded, the majority identified as being from the 55-64 year age bracket.  

 

5.8 An estimated average age can be calculated using the mid-point for each age bracket, as well 

as using 0-17 years = 17 & 75+ years = 75. Due to the percentage of respondents for the top & 

• 0-17 years = 2 

• 18-24 years = 1 

• 25-34 years = 20 

• 35-44 years = 60 

• 45-54 years = 61 

• 55-64 years = 77 

• 65-74 years = 61 

• 75+ years = 21 

• TOTAL = 303 
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bottom age brackets, this calculation will likely result in the underestimation of average 

respondent age. The estimated average respondent age is 54. 

5.9 Which street do you live on? * Single answer select question with an other option, where the 

respondent can input their street name if not available as standard. 

Figure 4: Pie Chart of Respondent residential locations within Cliffe. 

5.10 This question was compulsory for all respondents & will form a key part of further analysis.  

 

5.11 A total of 312 respondents answered this question with 8 selecting the other option, each of 

which are detailed below: 

 

5.11.1 View Road (respondent 101699114) – this is a road in Cliffe Woods & so it is unclear how 

the respondent reached this stage of the questionnaire. This respondent answered 55-64 

years in the age bracket question, so a re-calculated average respondent age is shown in 

5.11.9. They also went on to questions 5.13 & 5.14 and the effect of their responses will 

be highlighted & removed for analysis.  

 

5.11.2 Don’t want to say (respondent 101690008) – this respondent wanted their street address 

to remain private, however, they also chose to stop the survey at this point. Their prior 

questions are considered valid for analysis purposes. 

 

5.11.3 Oakleigh Grove (respondent 101660902) - this is a road in Cliffe Woods & so it is unclear 

how the respondent reached this stage of the questionnaire. This respondent answered 

25-34 years in the age bracket question so a re-calculated average respondent age in 

shown in 5.11.9. They also went on to questions 5.13 & 5.14 and the effect of their 

responses will be highlighted & removed for analysis. It should also be noted that this 

street is part of a new housing development within Cliffe Woods & so the respondent is 

not likely to be anti-development. This likely shows that the methods of distribution for 
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the digital questionnaire was neutral enough to garner responses from a wide range of 

people, views & backgrounds. 

 

5.11.4 View Road (respondent 101660867) – this is a road in Cliffe Woods & so it is unclear how 

the respondent reached this stage of the questionnaire. This respondent answered 45-54 

years in the age bracket question so a re-calculated average respondent age is shown in 

5.11.9. They also went on to questions 5.13 & 5.14 & the effect of their responses will be 

highlighted & removed for analysis.  

 

5.11.5 Cliffe Woods (respondent 101660821) – this respondent identifies as being from Cliffe 

Woods & so it is unclear how they reached this stage of the questionnaire. This 

respondent answered 75+ years in the age bracket question so a re-calculated average 

respondent age is shown in 5.11.9. They also went on to questions 5.13 & 5.14 and the 

effect of their responses will be highlighted & removed for analysis.  

 

5.11.6 Mead Wall (respondent 101657182) – Mead wall is a street in Cliffe, that runs around the 

RSPB Cliffe pools. At the time of survey design, Mead Wall was thought not to contain any 

residential properties, but the CCWRDG have since been informed that this is incorrect. 

The responses to all survey questions from this respondent are deemed to be accurate 

and will remain included for analysis. 

 

5.11.7 Station Road (respondent 101555509) – This is a road within Cliffe that was available for 

selection & so use of the other option is deemed to be user error. This response will be 

treated as part of the per street analysis for Station Road & all other responses are 

deemed to be factual and relevant. 

 

5.11.8 Thames View, Cliffe Woods (respondent 101554003) - this respondent identifies as being 

from Cliffe Woods & so it is unclear how they reached this stage of the questionnaire. This 

respondent answered 65-74 years in the age bracket question so a re-calculated average 

respondent age is shown in 5.11.9. They also went on to questions 5.13 & 5.14 and the 

effect of their responses will be highlighted & removed for analysis. 

 

5.11.9 The re-calculated average age following the methodology outlined in 5.8 & removing the 

non-valid responses highlighted above is still 54 years, from a total of 298 respondents. 

 

5.12 At this point in the survey, respondents were shown an information sheet for the Trenport 

proposals as part of planning application MC/22/0254. This information sheet focuses 

specifically on the relocated sports facilities and the access routes proposed. 

 

5.13 If you had to go to the Trenport replacement sports ground, would you be able to do this 

without the use of a motor vehicle? *Single answer select question in the form of a Yes/No 

radio*. 
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Figure 5: Pie chart of survey responses to whether relocated sports facilities can be reached 

without the use of a motor vehicle. 

5.14 This question is compulsory and had a total of 279 responses, which is a decrease of 33 from 

the previous compulsory question as per 5.9. This question also acts as a filter with Yes 

answers jumping ahead to 5.15, whilst No answers are shown the following questions only 

before being taken to the Thank You page & exiting the survey.  

 

5.14.1 Can you access the current APCM sports ground without use of a motor vehicle? *Non-

compulsory question, single answer select radio* 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: Pie chart of a sub-section of respondents to ascertain their current levels of access to 

facilities at the APCM sports ground. 

 

5.14.2 A total of 91 respondents completed this question, which was a decrease from the ‘No’ 

responses of 5.13 by 3. Of that 91 respondents, 13 respondents are unable to access the 

currents APCM facilities without the use of a motor vehicle & 78 can access the current 

facilities without a motor vehicle. 

• No = 94 

• Yes = 185 

• TOTAL = 279 

• No = 13 

• Yes = 78 

• TOTAL = 91 
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5.14.3 This means that a total of 28% of respondents, who can currently access the APCM sports 

facilities, will now be reliant on a motor vehicle to access the relocated sports facilities. 

 

5.14.4 Of the 78 respondents who can currently access the APCM but would require a motor 

vehicle to access the relocated sports facilities, the average age is 54 years. This has been 

calculated using the same methodology as set out in 5.8. The average age remains the 

same as for the earlier sections of the survey & would suggest that age is not likely to be 

the determining factor with regards to ability to reach the relocated facilities.  

 

5.14.5 Respondents were not asked for the reasons they were unable to access the relocated 

facilities and so it is not possible to analyse further. In hindsight, this is a flaw with this 

level of the survey and may be something worth investigating further, time and inquiry 

dependent. 

 

5.14.6 The respondents who cannot access the proposed relocated sports facilities were now 

shown to the Thank you page & exited the survey.  

 

5.15 Survey respondents from 5.13, who positively identified with being able to access the 

relocated sports facilities, as proposed by Trenport & without the use of a motor vehicle, 

would be shown the survey questions in the following sections. 

 

5.16 Which access route would you be most likely to take to the relocated sports ground? 

*Compulsory single answer select radio question*. Respondents were also able to click a link 

to view the Trenport proposal information regarding relocation of the sports facilities and each 

of the main access routes available (appendix 4). 

 

Figure 7: Pie chart of respondents’ chosen access route to the relocated sports facilities, if they 

‘needed’ to go there 
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Figure 8: Bar chart of respondents’ chosen access route to the relocated sports facilities, if they 

‘needed’ to go there. 

5.17 There was a total of 175 responses to this question, which is a decrease of 10 respondents 

since 5.13. Total votes per route were; A=68, B=33, C=9, D=65. 

 

5.18 For each route chosen, the respondent was shown 4 further questions; 1 about their chosen 

route & 3 for each route not selected. These questions ascertain if there are any access issues 

with the routes that the respondent is concerned about.  

 

5.19 Each of the four routes available are shown below, discussed separately per sub-point, starting 

with route A. 

 

5.20 You have chosen route A (Along Buttway Lane), do you have any concerns about this access 

route? *Compulsory Multi-answer select question* 

 

5.20.1 From 5.16, 39% or 68 respondents selected route A, Along Buttway Lane, to access the 

relocated sports facilities.  

 

5.20.2 There were 3 respondents who dropped out at this point of the survey and so the 

following results were from a total of 65 respondents.  

 

5.20.3 The below charts and analysis are from their responses to the assessment of each access 

route available, A-D, to the relocated sports facilities proposed. 
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Figure 9: Pie chart of route A (Along Buttway lane) chosen, respondent concerns about route A. 

Figure 10: Bar chart of Route A (Along Buttway lane) chosen, respondent concerns about route A. 

5.20.4 In total there were 300 concerns selected as part of question, which is an average of 4.6 

per respondent. 

 

5.20.5 With the average in mind, the four most commonly selected areas of concern were: Lack 

of pavement (61, 20.3%), Poor Lighting (56, 18.7%), Vehicular Traffic (46, 15.3%) & 

Walking surfaces (39, 13.0%). 
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5.20.6 What are the reasons for you not choosing route B (From Higham road, up the proposed 

new pedestrian/cycleway)? *Compulsory Multi-answer select question* 

Figure 11: Pie chart of route A (Along Buttway lane) chosen, respondent concerns about route B 

(From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway). 

Figure 12: Bar Chart of route A (Along Buttway lane) chosen, respondent concerns about route B 

(From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway). 

5.20.7 A further 13 respondents dropped out of the survey before this question & so the 

responses are from 52 respondents. 

 

5.20.8 The remaining 52 respondents selected a total of 163 concerns, averaging 3.1 each. 
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5.20.9 With the average in mind, the three most commonly selected areas of concern were: 

Location / Distance (49, 30.1%), Lack of pavement (23, 14.1%) & Poor Lighting (21, 

12.9%). 

 

5.20.10 What are the reasons for you not choosing route C (Through the new, western Church 

Street development to the new pedestrian/cycleway)? *Compulsory Multi-answer 

select question* 

Figure 13: Pie chart of route A (Along Buttway lane) chosen, respondent concerns about route C 

(Through the new, western Church Street development to the new pedestrian/cycleway). 

Figure 14: Bar chart of route A (Along Buttway lane) chosen, respondent concerns about route C 

(Through the new, western Church Street development to the new pedestrian/cycleway). 
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5.20.11 A further 1 respondent dropped out of the survey before this question & so the 

responses are from 51 respondents. 

 

5.20.12 The remaining 51 respondents selected a total of 137 concerns, averaging 2.7 each. 

 

5.20.13 With the average in mind, the two most commonly selected areas of concern were: 

Location / Distance (42, 30.7%) & Lack of pavement (18, 13.1%). 

 

5.20.14 It should be noted that route C is planned to run through the proposed new housing 

development. However, as MC/22/0254 was an outline planning permission, with all 

matters reserved apart from access, many of the design features for the Western parcel 

of development are not present within the planning application. It is likely therefore, 

that a large number of respondents have considered current facilities & so selected ‘no 

pavement’ as a concern, simply because they do not have any further information with 

regards to pavement provision. 

 

5.20.15 What are the reasons for you not choosing route D (Between the properties on Church 

Steet to the Public Right of Way)? *Compulsory Multi-answer select question* 

Figure 15: Pie chart of route A (Along Buttway lane) chosen, respondent concerns about route D 

(Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way). 
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Figure 16: Bar chart of route A (Along Buttway lane) chosen, respondent concerns about route D 

(Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way). 

5.20.16 There remained 51 respondents to this question. 

 

5.20.17 The 51 respondents to this question selected a total of 139 concerns, averaging 2.7 each. 

 

5.20.18 With the average in mind, the two most commonly selected areas of concern were: 

Location / Distance (39, 28.1%) & Walking Surfaces (19, 13.7%). 

 

5.20.19 For respondents who selected route A, their cumulative reasons for not selecting the 3 

other routes (B-D) were as follows: Location / Distance 130, Walking Surfaces 53, Area of 

Anti-Social Behaviour 22, Poor Lighting 52, Remoteness / Poor public visibility 45, Lack of 

pavement 56, Vehicular traffic 46 & no available cycle path 35. 

 

5.20.20 Figure 17 below shows the responses as per 5.20.19 as a percentage & as an average 

across all 3 non-chosen routes. The total respondents figure used to calculate the 

average was 52, as per 5.20.7. 
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Figure 17: Bar chart to show the concerns selected for each non-chosen route, on average as a 

percentage of total respondents (for the respondents who selected A - Along Buttway lane, up the 

proposed new pedestrian/cycleway as their chosen route).  
 

5.20.21 For those who selected route A as their chosen route, on average 83.3% of all 

respondents highlighted location as a reason for not selecting each of the routes B-D. 

This very high response rate suggests that location &/or distance was the major driving 

factor to route suitability.  

 

5.20.22 Common secondary factors for not selecting routes B-D were; Lack of pavement (35.9%) 

& Walking surfaces (34.0%). 

 

5.21 The following results within 5.22 are for those respondents who selected route B as their 

chosen access route as per 5.16. 

 

5.22 You have chosen route B (From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway), do 

you have any concerns about this access route? *Compulsory Multi-answer select question* 

 

5.22.1 From 5.16, 18.9% or 33 respondents selected route B, from Higham road, up the 

proposed new pedestrian/cycleway, to access the relocated sports facilities.  

 

5.22.2 There were 2 respondents who dropped out at this point of the survey and so the 

following results were from a total of 31 respondents.  

 

5.22.3 The below charts and analysis are from their responses to the assessment of each access 

route available, A-D, to the relocated sports facilities proposed. 
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Figure 18: Pie chart of route B (From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route B. 

Figure 19: Bar chart of route B (From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route B. 

5.22.4 From the 31 respondents, a total of 129 concerns were selected, an average of 4.16 

concerns per respondent. 

 

5.22.5 With the average in mind, the four most commonly selected areas of concern were: Lack 

of pavement (23, 17.8%), Poor Lighting (21, 16.3%), Walking Surfaces (21, 16.3%) & 

Remoteness / poor public visibility (19, 14.7%). 
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5.22.6 What are the reasons for you not choosing route A (Along Buttway Lane)? 

*Compulsory multi-answer select question*. 

Figure 20: Pie chart of route B (From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route A. 

Figure 21: Bar chart of route B (From higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route A. 

5.22.7 Carrying on from 5.22, a further 4 respondents dropped out of the survey at this point, 

and so the results were from 27 respondents. 

 



 

Cliffe and Cliffe Woods 
Residents Development Group 

 

23 
 
 

5.22.8 There was a total of 96 concerns selected, which is an average of 3.6 concerns per 

respondent. 

5.22.9 With the average in mind, the most commonly selected areas of concern were: Location 

/ Distance (24, 25%), Vehicular Traffic (19, 19.8%) & Lack of pavement (14, 14.6%). 

 

5.22.10 What are the reasons for you not choosing route C (Through the new, western Church 

Street development to the new pedestrian/cycleway)? *Compulsory multi-answer 

select question*. 

 

Figure 22: Pie chart of route B (From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route C. 
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Figure 23: Bar chart of route B (From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route C. 

5.22.11 Following on from 5.22.7 there were no further respondent dropouts & so the results 

shown are from 27 respondents. 

 

5.22.12 A total of 79 concerns were selected, which is an average of 2.9 concerns per 

respondent. 

 

5.22.13 With the average in mind, the most commonly selected concerns were Location / 

Distance (25, 31.7%) & Vehicular Traffic (14, 17.7%). 
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5.22.14 What are the reasons for you not choosing route D (Between the properties on Church 

Steet to the Public Right of Way)? *Compulsory multi-answer select question*. 

Figure 24: Pie chart of route B (From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route D. 

 

Figure 25: Bar chart of route B (From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route D. 
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5.22.15 Following on from 5.22.11 there were no further dropouts from the survey & so the 

total number of respondents was 27. 

 

5.22.16 A total of 83 concerns were selected, which is an average of 3.1 concerns per 

respondent. 

 

5.22.17 With the average in mind, the most commonly selected concerns were Location / 

Distance (24, 28.9%), Poor Lighting (12, 14.5%) & a four-way tie between Walking 

surfaces, Remoteness / poor public visibility, Lack of pavement & vehicular traffic (10, 

12.1%). 

 

5.22.18 The fact that there are so many responses with above a 10% share of the results would 

suggest that respondents who selected route B (From Higham road, up the proposed 

new pedestrian/cycleway), find the option route D a universally poor option. 

Figure 26: Bar chart to show the concerns selected for each non-chosen route, on average as a 

percentage of total respondents (for the respondents who selected B - From Higham road, up the 

proposed new pedestrian/cycleway as their chosen route). 

 

5.22.19 For those who selected route B as their chosen route, on average 90.1% of all 

respondents highlighted location as a reason for not selecting each of the routes A, C & 

D. This very high response rate suggests that location &/or distance was the major 

driving factor to route suitability.  
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5.22.20 Common secondary factors for not selecting routes A, C & D were Vehicular traffic 

(53.1%), Poor lighting (43.2%) & Lack of pavement (38.3%). 

 

5.23 The following results within 5.24 are for those respondents who selected route C as their 

chosen access route as per 5.16. 

 

5.24 You have chosen route C (Through the new, western Church Street development to the new 

pedestrian/cycleway), do you have any concerns about this access route? *Compulsory 

Multi-answer select question* 

 

5.24.1 From 5.16, 5.1% or 9 respondents selected route C, through the new, western Church 

Street development to the new pedestrian/cycleway, to access the relocated sports 

facilities.  

 

5.24.2 There was 1 respondent who dropped out at this point of the survey and so the 

following results were from a total of 8 respondents.  

 

5.24.3 It is accepted that the confidence in the following result is reduced, due to the low 

number of total respondents who selected route C as their chosen access route. It is 

suspected that the lack of access details available (for this new route) at the outline 

stage of planning will have deterred respondents from selecting option C, however, 

there is no method to prove this theory with the study data available. 

 

5.24.4 The below charts and analysis are from their responses to the assessment of each access 

route available, A-D, to the relocated sports facilities proposed. 

Figure 27: Pie chart of route C (Through the new, western Church Street development to the new 

pedestrian/cycleway) chosen, respondent concerns about route C. 
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Figure 28: Bar chart of route C (Through the new, western Church Street development to the new 

pedestrian/cycleway) chosen, respondent concerns about route C. 

5.24.5 From the 8 respondents, a total of 33 concerns were selected, an average of 4.1 

concerns per respondent. 

 

5.24.6 With the average in mind, the four most commonly selected areas of concern were: 

Poor Lighting (7, 21.2%), Remoteness / Poor public visibility (6, 18.2%) & a three-way tie 

between Walking surfaces, Area of Antisocial behaviour and Vehicular Traffic (5, 15.2%). 

 

5.24.7 What are the reasons for you not choosing route A (Along Buttway Lane)? 

*Compulsory multi-answer select question*. 
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Figure 29: Pie chart of route C (Through the new, western Church Street development to the new 

pedestrian/cycleway) chosen, respondent concerns about route A. 

Figure 30: Bar chart of route C (Through the new, western Church Street development to the new 

pedestrian/cycleway) chosen, respondent concerns about route A. 

5.24.8 Following on from 5.24 there was one further dropout from the survey and so the total 

number of responses was 7.  

 

5.24.9 A total of 28 concerns were selected, which is an average of 4.0 concerns per 

respondent. 
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5.24.10 With the average in mind, the most commonly selected concerns were Vehicular traffic 

(6, 21.4%) & then a three-way tie between Location / Distance, Poor Lighting & Lack of 

Pavement (5, 17.9%). 

5.24.11 What are the reasons for you not choosing route B (From higham road, up the 

proposed new pedestrian/cycleway)? *Compulsory multi-answer select question*. 

Figure 31: Pie chart of route C (Through the new, western Church Street development to the new 

pedestrian/cycleway) chosen, respondent concerns about route B. 

Figure 32: Bar chart of route C (Through the new, western Church Street development to the new 

pedestrian/cycleway) chosen, respondent concerns about route B. 
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5.24.12 Following on from 5.24.8 there were no further dropouts from the survey, so the results 

were from a total of 7 respondents. 

 

5.24.13 A total of 30 concerns were selected, which is an average of 4.3 concerns per 

respondent. 

5.24.14 With the average in mind, the most commonly selected concerns were Location / 

Distance (7, 23.3%), a two-way tie between Poor lighting & Lack of pavement (5, 16.7%) 

and Remoteness / Poor public visibility (4, 13.3%). 

 

5.24.15 What are the reasons for you not choosing route D (Between the properties on Church 

Steet to the Public Right of Way)? *Compulsory multi-answer select question*. 

 

Figure 33: Pie chart of route C (Through the new, western Church Street development to the new 

pedestrian/cycleway) chosen, respondent concerns about route D. 
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Figure 34: Bar chart of route C (Through the new, western Church Street development to the new 

pedestrian/cycleway) chosen, respondent concerns about route D. 

5.24.16 Following on from 5.24.12, there were no further dropouts from the survey, so the 

results were from 7 respondents. 

 

5.24.17 There were a total of 32 concerns selected, which is an average of 4.6 concerns per 

respondent. 

 

5.24.18 With this average in mind, the most commonly selected concerns were: A three-way tie 

between Location / Distance, Walking Surfaces & poor lighting (5, 15.6%) and a four-way 

tie between Area of Antisocial behaviour, Remoteness / poor public visibility, Lack of 

pavement & Vehicular traffic (4, 12.5%). 

 

5.24.19 The fact that there are so many responses with above a 10% share of the results would 

suggest that respondents who selected route C (Through the new, western Church 

Street development to the new pedestrian/cycleway) find the option route D a 

universally poor option. 
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Figure 35: Bar chart to show the concerns selected for each non-chosen route, on average as a 

percentage of total respondents (for the respondents who selected C-Through the new, western 

Church Street development to the new pedestrian/cycleway as their chosen route).  

5.24.20 For those who selected route C as their chosen route, on average 81.0% of all 

respondents highlighted location as a reason for not selecting each of the routes A, B & 

D. This very high response rate suggests that location &/or distance was the major 

driving factor to route suitability.  

 

5.24.21 Within this cohort there were high response rates to several other concerns as well. 

Secondary factors for not selecting routes A, B & D were; Poor lighting (71.4%), Lack of 

Pavement (66.7%), Vehicular traffic (61.9%), Remoteness / Poor public visibility (57.1%), 

Walking surfaces (47.6%) & Area of Antisocial behaviour (38.1%). 
 

5.24.22 The high number of secondary factors for not choosing routes A, B & D, would suggest 

that for all respondents, their choice of route C was due to limited suitable options. 
 

5.24.23 It should be noted that there were only 7 respondents who chose access route C, which 

means that the confidence in the statistical relevance of results is low. 
 

5.25 The following results within 5.26 are for those respondents who selected route D as their 

chosen access route as per 5.16. 
 

5.26 You have chosen route D (Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of 

Way), do you have any concerns about this access route? *Compulsory Multi-answer select 

question* 
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5.26.1 From 5.16, 37.1% or 65 respondents selected route D, between the properties on 

Church Steet to the Public Right of Way, to access the relocated sports facilities.  
 

5.26.2 There was 1 respondent who dropped out at this point of the survey and so the 

following results were from a total of 64 respondents.  
 

5.26.3 The below charts and analysis are from their responses to the assessment of each access 

route available, A-D, to the relocated sports facilities proposed. 

Figure 36: Pie chart of D (Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route D. 
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Figure 37: Bar chart of D (Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route D. 

5.26.4 From the 64 respondents, a total of 257 concerns were selected, an average of 4.0 

concerns per respondent. 

 

5.26.5 With the average in mind, the four most commonly selected areas of concern were: 

Poor Lighting (50, 19.5%), Walking Surfaces (43, 16.7%), Lack of pavement (41, 16.0%) & 

Remoteness / Poor public visibility (39, 15.2%). 

 

5.26.6 What are the reasons for you not choosing route A (Along Buttway Lane)? 

*Compulsory Multi-answer select question* 
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Figure 38: Pie chart of D (Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route A. 

Figure 38: Bar chart of D (Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route A. 

 

5.26.7 Following on from 5.26 there were 11 further dropouts from the survey at this point, 

which means that there was a total of 53 respondents. 

 

5.26.8 A total of 193 concerns were selected, which is an average of 3.6 concerns per 

respondent. 
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5.26.9 With the average in mind, the most commonly selected concerns were Location / 

Distance (42, 21.8%), Lack of pavement (32, 16.6%) & Poor lighting (31, 16.1%). 

 

5.26.10 What are the reasons for you not choosing route B (From Higham road, up the 

proposed new pedestrian/cycleway)? *Compulsory Multi-answer select question* 

Figure 39: Pie chart of D (Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route B. 

Figure 40: Bar chart of D (Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route B. 
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5.26.11 Following on from 5.26.7 there were no further dropouts from the survey, which means 

that there was a total of 53 respondents. 

 

5.26.12 A total of 170 concerns were selected, which is an average of 3.2 concerns per 

respondent. 

 

5.26.13 With the average in mind, the most commonly selected concerns were 

Location/Distance (50, 29.4%), Poor lighting (25, 14.7%) & two-way tie between 

Remoteness/Poor public visibility & Lack of pavement (23, 13.5%). 

 

5.26.14 What are the reasons for you not choosing route C (Through the new, western Church 

Street development to the new pedestrian/cycleway)? *Compulsory Multi-answer 

select question* 

Figure 41: Pie chart of D (Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route C. 
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Figure 42: Bar chart of D (Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way) 

chosen, respondent concerns about route C. 

5.26.15 Following on from 5.26.11 there were no further dropouts from the survey, which 

means that there was a total of 53 respondents. 

 

5.26.16 A total of 126 concerns were selected, which is an average of 2.4 concerns per 

respondent. 

 

5.26.17 With the average in mind, the most commonly selected concerns were 

Location/Distance (42, 33.3%) & a two-way tie between Poor lighting & Vehicular traffic 

(16, 12.7%). 
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Figure 43: Bar chart to show the concerns selected for each non-chosen route, on average as a 

percentage of total respondents (for the respondents who selected D - Between the properties on 

Church Steet to the Public Right of Way). 

5.26.18 For those who selected route D as their chosen route, on average 84.3% of all 

respondents highlighted location as a reason for not selecting each of the routes A-C. 

This very high response rate suggests that location &/or distance was the major driving 

factor to route suitability.  

 

5.26.19 Common secondary factors for not selecting routes A-C were; Poor lighting (45.3%), Lack 

of pavement (41.5%), Remoteness/poor public visibility ( 40.3%) & Vehicular traffic 

(40.3%). 

 

5.27 Is there anything else you'd like to tell us about the access to the relocated sports ground? 

*Comments box for free responses* 

 

5.27.1 Word cloud responses per route are shown below. All responses can be found in 

appendix 7. 
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Figure 44: Word cloud of 5.27 responses from survey respondents who selected route A, Along 

Buttway Lane. 

Figure 45: Word cloud of 5.27 responses from survey respondents who selected route B, from 

Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway. 
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Figure 46: Word cloud of 5.27 responses from survey respondents who selected route C, 

through the Western Church Street Development to the new pedestrian/cycleway 

Figure 47: Word cloud of 5.27 responses from survey respondents who selected route D, 

between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way. 
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Analysis of Survey Responses per Route 
 

5.28 The following section will detail the results and analysis from all access survey responses in 

relation to the route chosen. 

 

5.29 The pedestrian and cycle routes available to survey respondents, as per 4.6.6 and appendices 

4, were as follows: 

 

A – Along Buttway Lane 

B - From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway 

C - Through the Western Church Street Development to the new pedestrian/cycleway 

D - Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way. 

 

5.30 The following table shows the number of respondents per street, as identified during 5.9, for 

each of the routes selected. Each residential street option available during question 5.9 is 

visible within the data, even if no responses were received. The miles for each route option are 

also shown. 
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Table 1: Survey responses per Cliffe residential street with miles per route indicated. 

 

5.31 Each of the route choices shown in table 1 are also plotted on a map of Cliffe village within 

appendices 6. Routes were colour coded for the purposed of visual analysis; Blue – Along 

Buttway Lane (A), Pink - From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway (B), 

Yellow - Through the Western Church Street Development to the new pedestrian/cycleway (C) 

& Green - Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way (D). 

 

5.32 Table 2 shows the total number of respondents that selected each route, the total miles for all 

routes selected & then the total miles per respondent for each route choice. 
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  A B C D 

Total Respondents 68 33 9 65 

Total Miles 29.72 18.92 4.77 25.50 

Miles per 
Respondent 0.44 0.57 0.53 0.39 

Table 2: Table of respondent route choice and the average miles associated with that route per 

respondent. 

 

5.33 For routes A & D, with the highest number of respondents, these options also have the lowest 

miles per respondent. This indicates that the respondents selecting routes A & D are 

predominantly from locations closer to the proposed relocated sports facilities.  
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6. Summary & Conclusions 
 

Review of Survey Aims 
 

6.1 The aims of the survey were generally well met, with each discussed below: 

 

6.1.1 As per 2.1.1 aim ‘To assess the non-vehicular route chosen by residents from all over 

Cliffe, Kent with regards to accessing the relocated sports facilities as proposed by 

Trenport as part of planning application MC/22/0254.’ – This aim has been successfully 

achieved, with a large set of responses from a range of locations throughout the village. 

Responses were successfully limited to pedestrian and cycle access only. 

 

6.1.2 As per 2.1.2 aim ‘To compare the non-vehicular access routes selected by residents to see 

which parameters are the predominant driving factor with regards to route choice in 

order to access sports facilities.’ – The questionnaire design has enabled a robust 

analysis of the route choices by Cliffe residents in terms of the practicalities of accessing 

sports facilities if relocated as per MC/22/0254.  The filtering questions about pedestrian 

and cycle access have kept all data relevant. 

 

6.1.3 As per 2.1.3 aim ‘To see if age plays a significant role in the route favoured by residents 

when deciding their access route to facilities’ – This aim has been somewhat achieved, 

but there is scope for further work & analysis. The average age has been calculated for 

all respondents as well as for certain cohorts. It does not appear that age is a 

determining factor for route choice, however it is not possible to ascertain if it is a 

secondary consideration based on the limited information available. 

 

6.1.4 As per 2.1.4 ‘To analyse all characteristics of concern for each of the main routes 

available to Cliffe residents and to assess whether these concerns affect the overall route 

chosen’ – This aim has been successfully achieved for all chosen & non-chosen routes. 

Analysis was also possible for each cohort of chosen routes and for all of the non-chosen 

routes. This has enabled a more in-depth analysis of the general concerns or parameters 

that drive route choices. 

 

6.2 With regards to assessing how successfully the survey achieved it’s aims, it would first be 

useful to discuss flaws and then the strengths of the survey, followed by a summary of the 

findings from all survey result analysis. 
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Survey Flaws or Limitations 
 

6.3 One limitation of the survey has been to do with the weighting of the respondents’ concerns 

selected. It can be assumed that the route selected will, on balance, be the best option out of 

the 4 available to the respondent. However, it should not be assumed that each option will be 

weighted equally per respondent. E.g., Respondent X might select 3 of his greatest concerns, 

with poor lighting being the most worrying parameter for his chosen route. However, 

respondent Y may also select poor lighting, but may do so with much lower significance, with it 

being the 3rd concern he selected. Within the data, these two responses would look identical, 

but the reality may be quite different. It is, however, possible to analyse the data with 

confidence, if the sample size is large enough, so long as averages or % of cohort statistics are 

used. With this method, we are measuring the number of times an option is selected across a 

whole cohort and so it can be assumed that those with the highest rating will be considered 

the more important parameters across the whole group.   

 

6.4 As per 4.6.7 phraseology of question, designed to focus the respondent on access needs, not 

desire to access. This fact should be applied to all chosen routes, as this does not necessarily 

mean that respondents would use the chosen route or that they would make use of the 

relocated facilities. Cliffe residents’ thoughts and feeling with regards to the relocated facilities 

and outside the scope of this survey. 

 

6.5 It was a flaw in the survey that a follow-up question was not asked to ascertain why 

respondents could not access the new facilities at 5.14.  If time allowed, it would be desirable 

to investigate these reasons alongside the age demographic per chosen route.  

 

6.6 It was hoped that a per street analysis would have provided a much more in depth analysis for 

determining route choice or non-choice by respondents. However, once the pool of 

respondents had been split by street & then again by route choice, the respondent numbers 

were too low to have any confidence in the data and analysis achievable. It was determined 

that focusing on per-route analysis was the most effective for the scope of this survey. 

 

Strengths of the Survey 
 

6.7 The methods of survey distribution (CCWRDG mailing list and Facebook groups) are unlikely to 

have had a negative of leading effect on responses, as outlined below: 

 

6.7.1 As per 4.4 the digital questionnaire was shared via local Facebook Groups as well as 

Cliffe & Cliffe Woods Residents Development Group Facebook group and mailing list. 

The overall effect of these sharing methods, coupled with the fact the survey was 

accessible digitally only, is anticipated to have a neutral effect on the demographic of 

respondents as the effects will cancel each other out, as per 4.4.1 – 4.5.  
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6.7.2 As part of 4.5 is should be noted that the CCWRDG mailing list email received a total of 

83 survey link clicks. The survey had a total of 399 surveys started (Appendix 8), so the 

mailing list forms 20.8% of all surveys started. This adds confidence to the significance of 

the data achieved from the survey, as the CCWRDG has not had any undue influence of 

the survey respondent numbers. 

 

6.8 The survey design has allowed a very high level of analysis per route for each chosen & non-

chosen access option. 

 

Summary of Key Results 
 

6.9 The following section is a summary of some of the key finding from the access to sports 

facilities survey.  

 

6.10 As per 5.5 the average age of respondents to this survey was 54 years old. There were some 

caveats to the average age calculation & this figure is likely to be an underestimate of the 

actual average age as per 5.8.  

 

6.11 In response to 5.13 & 5.14, it is suggested that age is not the only factor affecting whether 

respondents could access the relocated sports facilities. If age was a dominant factor in route 

choice, then it would be anticipated that the cohort who could walk to the current APCM 

facilities, but could not reach the proposed relocated facilities, would be of an older 

demographic than in the main set of respondents. As per 5.14.4, the age demographic 

remained the same. At this stage, this simply points to another factor being the driving factor 

behind lack of access to facilities, which it is not possible to ascertain from this survey data. 

 

6.12 The most commonly selected routes, from 175 respondents, were detailed in 5.16, with the 

results as follows:  

Route # of respondents % of respondents 
A - Along Buttway Lane 68 38.9% 

B - From Higham road, up the proposed new 
pedestrian/cycleway 

33 18.9% 

C - Through the Western Church Street 
Development to the new 

pedestrian/cycleway 
9 5.1% 

D - Between the properties on Church Steet 
to the Public Right of Way 

65 37.1% 

Table 3: Summary of route choice results. 

 

6.13 For the positively selected route choices, the average figure of concerns selected per 

respondent gives an indication of how comfortable residents feel with the route choices 
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available to them. The number of concerns available to select per route choice was eight, and 

respondents were asked to select all that applied. For all routes chosen the average number of 

concerns selected was eight. This is over 50% of the available concerns and suggests that 

respondent felt there were issues with all routes available to them in order to access the 

relocated sports facilities. 

 

6.14  Location appears to be the dominant concern for routes not chosen. This is evidenced in the 

cumulative analysis of all non-chosen routes, per cohort, where at least 80% of all respondents 

selected location as a concern. 

 

6.15 Secondary factors for non-chosen routes vary per route and are summarised below in 6.16 & 

6.17.  

 

6.16 Below are summarised the cumulative responses for non-chosen routes as per each chosen 

route cohort. This reveals the concerns for each non-chosen route by the sub-section of 

respondents that selected routes A-D as their chosen access: 

 

6.16.1 For cohort A (Along Buttway Lane selected as chosen route) common secondary factors, 

as per 5.20.22, for not selecting routes B-D were; Lack of pavement (35.9%) & Walking 

surfaces (34.0%). 

 

6.16.2 For cohort B (From Higham road, up the proposed new pedestrian/cycleway) Common 

secondary factors, as per 5.22.20, for not selecting routes A, C & D were Vehicular traffic 

(53.1%), Poor lighting (43.2%) & Lack of pavement (38.3%). 

 

6.16.3 For cohort C (Through the Western Church Street Development to the new 

pedestrian/cycleway) common secondary factors, as per 5.24.21, for not selecting 

routes A, B & D were; Poor lighting (71.4%), Lack of Pavement (66.7%), Vehicular traffic 

(61.9%), Remoteness / Poor public visibility (57.1%), Walking surfaces (47.6%) & Area of 

Antisocial behaviour (38.1%). 

 

6.16.4 For cohort D (Between the properties on Church Steet to the Public Right of Way) 

Common secondary factors, as per 5.26.19, for not selecting routes A-C were; Poor 

lighting (45.3%), Lack of pavement (41.5%), Remoteness/poor public visibility ( 40.3%) & 

Vehicular traffic (40.3%). 

 

6.17 Cumulative responses for each non-chosen route reveal the suitability of each access route 

option, across the whole survey sample. Results are detailed below as percentages of 

respondents to ensure a fair comparison. 
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6.17.1 For route A the major concerns were Location/Distance (81.6%), Vehicular traffic 

(60.9%), Lack of pavement (58.6%), Poor lighting (55.2%) & Remoteness/poor public 

visibility (44.8%).  

Figure 48: For respondents that did not select route A as their chosen access, concerns selected as 

a percentage of respondents.  

6.17.2 For route B the major concerns were Location/Distance (97.2%), Poor lighting (46.8%), 

Lack of pavement (46.8%), Remoteness/poor public visibility (39.4%) & Vehicular traffic 

(36.7%). 
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Figure 49: For respondents that did not select route B as their chosen access, concerns selected as 

a percentage of respondents.  

 

6.17.3 For route C the major concerns were Location/Distance (82.6%) & Vehicular traffic 

(34.1%) 

Figure 50: For respondents that did not select route C as their chosen access, concerns selected as 

a percentage of respondents 
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6.17.4 For route D the major concerns were Location/Distance (79.1%), Walking surface 

(39.5%), Poor lighting (38.4%) & Remoteness/poor public visibility (36%). 

Figure 51: For respondents that did not select route D as their chosen access, concerns selected as 

a percentage of respondents 

 

6.18 It should be noted that this survey was about residents hypothetically visiting the relocated 

sports facilities and their preferred route to do so. It does not aim to assess whether residents 

would actually make use of the relocated facilities.  

 

6.19 It should also be noted that several respondents were eliminated earlier in the survey at 5.13. 

These respondents were removed before the route choice sections of the survey, as they 

positively identified as not being able to access the relocated sports facilities without the use 

of a motor vehicle. A total of 279 respondents answered question 5.13. 

 

6.20 Following on from 5.13, eliminated respondents were asked if they could access the current 

APCM sports facilities without the use of a monitor vehicle (5.14).  A total of 28% of all 279 

respondents selected yes. This means that an estimated 28% of current APCM users are likely 

to be unable to access sports facilities without the use of a motor vehicle. 
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7. Appendices 
 

Appendix 1 – Paper version of survey 

Appendix 2 – Facebook Group posts 

Appendix 3 – Info sheet in survey 

Appendix 4 – Word cloud of comment responses, whole & per route choice. 

Appendix 5 – Maps of per route choices 

Appendix 6 – CCWRDG Mailing List survey email click report. 

Appendix 7 – QuestionPro Dashboard Report for Access survey. 
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Appendix 1 – Paper version of survey 
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Appendix 2 – Facebook Group posts 
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Appendix 3 – Info sheet in survey 
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Appendix 4 – Word cloud of comment responses, whole & per route choice.
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Appendix 5 – Maps of per route choices 
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Appendix 6 – CCWRDG Mailing List survey email click report. 
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Appendix 7 – QuestionPro Dashboard Report for Access survey. 
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