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1.
INTRODUCTION

1.1
Background

This report presents the findings of a survey of visitors to Rochester conducted between July and September 2009. The survey was commissioned by the Tourism department of Medway Council and undertaken by the Research Unit at Tourism South East.

The most recent previous visitor research was undertaken in Rochester in 2003 and then again in 2006. Where appropriate, comparisons will be made to the findings of the 2006 survey. 

The purpose of the 2009 survey was to update previously gathered information on the origin, profile and behaviour of visitors to Rochester in order to identify emerging trends. The survey aimed to explore views on the strengths and weaknesses of Rochester as a visitor destination and evaluate visitor’s opinions on specific aspects of their visitor experience. This data will then help guide the Council’s future visitor management and facility development work.

This survey, and the previous ones conducted in Rochester, has formed part of the national programme of ‘Destination Benchmarking’ research. During the course of each year, Regional Tourist Boards have undertaken visitor surveys using identical methodology in up to 24 towns and cities since 2007, of which up to 11 have been categorised as ‘Historic Towns/Cities’. Each destination produces both profile data and visitor opinions on a wide range of factors, which together comprise the ‘visitor experience’.

As with the 2006 survey, scores have been aggregated into a three-year rolling average to provide the fullest possible comparisons for each type of destination. Rolling averages also have the benefit of smoothing out random year-to-year fluctuations, which enables clearer observation of trends.

This report includes comparisons of average scores for other historic towns and cities, indicating Rochester’s relative strengths and weaknesses.

1.2
Destination Benchmarking

A core output of this survey is the gathering of benchmarking data to measure visitor profile and visitor satisfaction on a range of indicators that comprise the ‘visitor experience’. These include the cleanliness of streets and public toilets, provision and cost of car parking, quality of local restaurants and the friendliness of local people. Indicator scores for similar types of destinations are then compared to measure relative performance and identify best practice.

The overall benefit of benchmarking is that it provides a customer-focused basis on which to set priorities for action and improve the destination ‘product’. Uses include:

· Identifying strengths and weaknesses, since under-performance against competing destinations can be a powerful influence on decision makers

· Securing additional resources for visitor management projects, often by influencing the budgets of other council departments

· Raising the profile of the visitor management function within the council

· Influencing product suppliers to improve

· Generating positive PR from benchmarking findings

· Helping to identify best practice amongst a range of destinations

· Demonstrating achievement through the year on year improvements against benchmarks

Data relating to individual destinations is issued on a confidential basis only. The grid below shows those destinations who have participated since 2007 and are therefore included in the rolling averages.

Participating destinations since 2007:

Large Cities/Towns


Resorts



Historic Cities/Towns

Bristol




Bexhill



Bath

Derby




Bridlington


Carlisle

Hull




Falmouth



Chichester

Liverpool




Great Yarmouth


Colchester

Portsmouth



Hastings



Guildford






Southport


Lancaster/Morecambe






Torbay



Oxford






Weston Super Mare

Rochester










Salisbury










Winchester










Windsor

1.3
Objectives

The objectives of the 2009 Visitor Survey were as follows:

i)
To provide basic data on the profile, origin, behaviour, use of facilities and opinions of visitors to Rochester to help improve understanding of tourism within the city

ii)
To ensure that marketing campaigns are properly focused and allow their effectiveness to be monitored

iii)
To identify the main reasons why visitors come to Rochester and their particular likes and dislikes

iv)
Where possible, to allow emerging trends to be identified so that more informed decisions can be made in relation to future marketing and visitor provision in Rochester

1.4
Methodology

As part of the benchmarking process a standardised methodology is adhered to in order for the survey data to be comparable.

In order to meet the above research objectives a face to face questionnaire survey was carried out by experienced Tourism South East interviewers between 2nd July and 23rd September 2009. A copy of the questionnaire used can be found in Appendix 1. Adults were sampled on a random basis at four key locations in the city, with the interview schedule including weekday and weekend sessions. The interview locations were:

· Visitor Information Centre

· Corner of High Street and Crow Lane

· Rochester Castle Gardens

· Rochester Cathedral

22 interview sessions, each lasting for approximately 5 hours, were undertaken, resulting in a total of 411 completed interviews. 85% of interviews were gained outside the Visitor Information Centre, 7% were from the location at Rochester Castle Gardens, 4% were from outside the Cathedral and the remaining 4% were from the location at the corner of High Street and Crow Lane.

Table 1: Sample by interview location

	Location
	Sample (%)

	Visitor Information Centre
	349 (85)

	Rochester Castle Gardens
	27 (7)

	Rochester Cathedral
	18 (4)

	Cnr High Street & Crow Lane
	17 (4)

	Total
	411 (100)


In order to ensure consistency with the definition of a ‘visitor’, a filter card was used to exclude residents of the Medway area from the main survey and also those on day visits concerned with their normal work, study or household shopping.

In total 2031 people were approached to be interviewed. Of these, 812 people refused to participate in the interview, 546 people were residents of the Medway area and a further 262 people had just arrived on their visit to the city; leaving the remaining 411 people that participated in the survey.

Because satisfaction surveys rely on visitors having used or experienced a particular service or facility, interviews were not conducted before 11am, and only those who were at least half way through their visit were interviewed.

1.5
Statistical Reliability

All sample surveys are subject to statistical error that varies with the sample size. If a survey has a sample of 411 then the margins within which one can be 95% certain that the true figures will lie within are presented below:

	Sample = 411
	Result
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	(%)
	+/-

	
	10
	or 90
	2.9

	
	20
	or 80
	3.9

	
	30
	or 70
	4.4

	
	40
	or 60
	4.7

	
	50
	
	4.8


This means, for example, we can be 95% certain that if 20% of the sample is found to have a particular characteristic or view, there is an estimated 95% chance that the true population percentage lies in the range of +/-3.9% i.e. between 17.1% and 23.9%.

The margins of error shown above should be borne in mind when interpreting the results contained in this report.

1.6
Presentation of Results

The key findings are presented under the following headings:

· Profile of visitors

· Origin of visitors

· Characteristic of visit

· Visitor expenditure

· Visitor opinions

Key findings generally refer to all visitors, although commentary is provided where there is a significant difference between visitor types (eg. day and staying visitors). 

1.7
Definitions

For the purpose of this report, visitors to Rochester are divided into three main types:

‘Day visitors from home’ – visitors who had travelled to Rochester from, and were returning to, homes outside the Medway area on the day of their visit.

‘Day visitors on holiday’ – visitors travelling to Rochester for the day from holiday bases outside the Medway area.

‘Staying visitors’ – visitors staying overnight in accommodation in the Medway area
. 

2.
PROFILE OF VISITORS
2.1
Visitor Type
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Out of 411 visitors that were interviewed, 304 (74%) were day visitors. The majority of these (212, 52% of all visitors) were day visitors from home, whilst 92 (22%) were day visitors from holiday bases outside the Medway area. The remaining 107 visitors (26%) were staying overnight in commercial or non-commercial accommodation within the Medway area. 

The proportion of staying visitors for Rochester is comparable with that of the ‘Historic Towns’ group (27%), but slightly lower than the figure for ‘All Destinations’ (31%). 

Compared with results from the 2006 survey the proportions of day visitors (73%) and staying visitors (27%) are similar, with little variation when split by visitor type.

2.2
Group Size and Composition

The 411 respondents to the survey represent 411 separate visitor groups. All of these visitor groups answered the question on the number of people in their immediate party. Contained in these visitor groups are a total of 993 individuals. Table 2, below, provides average group sizes broken down by visitor type.

Table 2: Average group size – by visitor type

	
	Average number of people per group

	
	Adults
	Children
	Total

	Day visitors from home
	1.97
	0.29
	2.25

	Day visitors on holiday
	2.27
	0.15
	2.42

	Staying visitors
	2.33
	0.40
	2.73

	All visitors
	2.13
	0.29
	2.42


The average size of groups surveyed was 2.42 people (2.13 adults and 0.29 children). Staying visitors averaged the largest group size at 2.73 people. Staying visitors contained the largest proportion of children at 0.40 per visitor group.

The average group size of all visitors to Rochester is higher than that found in the 2006 survey (2.33 people). The average group size of both staying visitors and day visitors from home has increased significantly over the period. In 2006 the average group size of staying visitors was 2.60 people, compared to 2.70 in 2009 and the average group size of day visitors from home was 2.13 compared with 2.25 in 2009. However, the average group size of day visitors on holiday has decreased since 2006 when it was 2.54 people (compared with 2.42 in 2009).

Results for all visitors to Rochester are comparable with those from the ‘All Historic Towns’ benchmark group, where there was an average group size of 2.43 people (2.54 for ‘All Destinations’). The average number of children visiting Rochester is far lower than the average for both ‘All Historic Towns’ and for ‘All Destinations’ (0.39 and 0.43 respectively).

80% of groups to Rochester contained adults only, slightly lower than the result in 2006 (86%). Just over half of the groups overall (52%) were groups of two adults. 11% of all groups contained a single adult. 

20% of groups to Rochester contained children. The largest proportion of these contained two adults and one child or two adults and two or more children (see Table 3 below).

Table 3: Group composition

	Group Composition – all visitors
	Count
	%

	One Adult
	47
	11

	Two Adults
	231
	52

	Three Adults
	36
	9

	Four Adults
	14
	3

	Five + Adults
	4
	1

	Adults Only
	332
	80

	
	
	

	One adult and one child
	7
	2

	One adult and two or more children
	4
	1

	Two adults and one child
	24
	6

	Two adults and two or more children
	23
	6

	Three adults and one child
	9
	2

	Three adults and two or more children
	5
	1

	Four or more adults with one or more children
	7
	2

	Adults and Children
	79
	20

	Total 
	411
	100


2.3
Age Profile
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When looking at the age distribution of visitors to Rochester, there is a slight skew towards the middle to older age ranges. 

The largest proportion of visitors forming part of the visitor groups interviewed fell into the 55 to 64 age category (22%), followed by the 65 to 74 and 45 to 54 age bands (17% in each). A further 4% were aged 75 years or over. 13% of visitors were aged between 35 and 44, and a further 8% between 25 and 34 years. The 16 to 24 year age group contained 6% of visitors

Overall, 88% of visitors were adults and 12% were children aged 15 or under. 

2.4
Employment Status

Visitors were asked to indicate the employment status of the chief income earner in their household. 392 visitors responded to this question. 

Table 4: Employment status – All visitors

	
	Count
	%

	Employed full-time
	204
	52

	Employed part-time
	13
	3

	Self-employed
	1
	<1

	Retired
	137
	35

	Full-time student living at home
	12
	3

	Full-time student living away
	9
	2

	Unemployed
	16
	4

	Total
	392
	100


As with the previous survey, just over half (52%) of visitors had a chief income earner in full time employment. Over a third (35%) were retired. Only 4% were unemployed and a further 5% were in full time education.

2.5
Socio-Economic Profile

The socio-economic profile of visitors to Rochester is based on the occupation of the households highest income earner and takes into account the previous occupation of those who were retired.
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71% of visitors fell into the more affluent ABC1 socio-economic profile. With 30% falling into the most affluent AB group (professionals, senior and middle managers) who make up 22% of the UK adult population. 41% of visitors were ‘C1s’ (comprising junior managerial and other non-manual occupations) who make up 33% of the UK adult population. These figures illustrate the affluent socio-economic profile amongst visitors to Rochester.

19% of visitors to Rochester fell into the skilled manual worker category (C2), a lower proportion than the 25% who make up the UK population. The remaining 9% were in the lowest ‘DE’ group, compared with a national average of 20% of the UK adult population.

When compared with the results from the ‘All historic towns’ group proportions in each classification are similar.

When compared with the results from the 2006 survey there is little significant difference. Slightly fewer from the ‘AB’ socio-economic classification now appear to visit Rochester (30% in 2009 compared with 34% in 2006). However, there has been a slight increase in the number of visitors who are from both the ‘C1’ and ‘C2’ categories.

Table 5: Socio-economic profile – Benchmarked results

	
	% of UK adult population
	Rochester

(All visitors 2009)
	Rochester

(All visitors 2006)
	All Historic

Towns

	
	%
	%
	%
	%

	AB
	22
	30
	34
	28

	C1
	33
	41
	38
	38

	C2
	25
	19
	16
	21

	DE
	20
	9
	12
	12

	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100


3.
ORIGIN OF VISITORS 
3.1
Place of Residence

3.1.1
Domestic/Overseas

The split between visitors interviewed from home locations within the UK and those from overseas has not really altered when compared with 2006. Domestic visitors have decreased to 82% (83% in 2006) and overseas visitors have increased to 18% (17% in 2006).

Table 6: Domestic/Overseas visitors

	
	Count
	%

	Domestic Visitors
	335
	82

	Overseas Visitors
	76
	18

	Total
	411
	100


Table 7 (domestic visitors) and Table 8 (overseas visitors) shows the origin of day and staying visitors by county and country of origin based on those who answered the question.

3.1.2
Domestic Visitors

Nearly two thirds (59%) of all day visitors from home came from other districts within Kent. Smaller proportions were from the Greater London area (18%) and Essex (10%).

The home locations where visitors who live in other districts of Kent are from include: Dartford, Gravesend, Maidstone, Bexley Heath and Sidcup.

As with previous surveys, the home destinations of domestic day visitors from holiday accommodation outside the Medway area and staying visitors were widespread throughout the UK. Essex was the most frequently mentioned place of residence by both visitor types (6% of day visitors on holiday and 13% of staying visitors). See Table 7, overleaf, for complete breakdowns.

Table 7: Place of Residence – by County (UK visitors)

	
	All Visitors
	Day visitors from home
	Day visitors on holiday
	Staying visitors

	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%

	
	335
	
	212
	
	54
	
	69
	

	Kent
	129
	39
	126
	59
	0
	0
	3
	4

	Greater London
	48
	14
	39
	18
	3
	6
	6
	9

	Essex
	33
	10
	21
	10
	3
	6
	9
	13

	East Sussex
	12
	4
	9
	4
	0
	0
	3
	4

	West Yorkshire
	8
	2
	0
	0
	5
	9
	3
	4

	Hampshire
	7
	2
	2
	1
	1
	2
	4
	6

	Lancashire
	7
	2
	0
	0
	4
	7
	3
	4

	Surrey
	7
	2
	7
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Hertfordshire
	6
	2
	0
	0
	4
	7
	2
	3

	West Sussex
	6
	2
	1
	<1
	2
	4
	3
	4

	Cumbria
	5
	1
	0
	0
	3
	6
	2
	3

	Bedfordshire
	4
	1
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	3
	4

	Buckinghamshire
	4
	1
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	3
	4

	Cambridgeshire
	4
	1
	1
	<1
	2
	4
	1
	1

	Cheshire
	4
	1
	0
	0
	4
	7
	0
	0

	Northamptonshire
	4
	1
	0
	0
	3
	6
	1
	1

	Suffolk
	4
	1
	1
	<1
	2
	4
	1
	1

	Berkshire
	3
	1
	0
	0
	2
	4
	1
	1

	Derbyshire
	3
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	2
	3

	West Midlands
	3
	1
	1
	<1
	1
	2
	1
	1

	Scotland
	3
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	4

	Devon
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	3

	Herefordshire
	2
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	1

	Lincolnshire
	2
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	1

	Nottinghamshire
	2
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	1

	Shropshire
	2
	1
	0
	0
	2
	4
	0
	0

	Somerset
	2
	1
	0
	0
	2
	4
	0
	0

	Staffordshire
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	3

	North Yorkshire
	2
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	1

	South Yorkshire
	2
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	1

	Channel Islands
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Dorset
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0

	Gloucestershire
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0

	Leicestershire
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0

	Norfolk
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0

	Oxfordshire
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Tyne and Wear
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Warwickshire
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Wiltshire
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Worcestershire
	1
	<1
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	East Yorkshire
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0

	Northern Ireland
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Middlesex
	1
	<1
	1
	<1
	0
	0
	0
	0


N.B. Percentages may not equal exactly 100% due to rounding

3.1.3
Overseas Visitors

Table 8: Overseas Visitors Place of Residence – by Country

	
	All Visitors
	Day visitor on holiday
	Staying visitor

	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%

	
	76
	
	38
	
	38
	

	Australia
	13
	17
	6
	15
	7
	19

	France
	9
	12
	3
	8
	6
	16

	U.S.A.
	8
	11
	5
	13
	3
	8

	Germany
	8
	11
	5
	13
	3
	8

	Canada
	7
	9
	5
	13
	2
	5

	Netherlands
	7
	9
	3
	8
	4
	11

	Belgium
	4
	5
	1
	3
	3
	8

	Spain
	4
	5
	2
	5
	2
	5

	Republic of Ireland
	3
	4
	2
	5
	1
	3

	New Zealand
	3
	4
	2
	5
	1
	3

	Austria
	1
	1
	1
	3
	0
	0

	Denmark
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	3

	Italy
	1
	1
	1
	3
	0
	0

	Luxembourg
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	3

	Switzerland
	1
	1
	1
	3
	0
	0

	Hungary
	1
	1
	1
	3
	0
	0

	Poland
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	3

	South Africa
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	3

	Japan
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	3

	Pakistan
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	3


N.B. Percentages may not equal exactly 100% due to rounding

All 76 of the overseas visitors interviewed during the survey period named their country of residence. Of these, half (50%) were day visitors on holiday staying elsewhere in the UK and the other half were staying in the Medway area.

The four main countries of origin represented were Australia (15% day visitors on holiday and 19% staying visitors), France (8% day visitors on holiday and 16% staying visitors), the U.S.A. (13% day visitors on holiday and 8% staying visitors) and Germany (13% day visitors on holiday and 8% staying visitors). These are the same top four countries of origin as in the 2007 survey.

It should be noted that overseas visitors tend to be under represented in face to face visitor surveys due to difficulties experienced when interviewing visitors for whom English is not their first language. 

3.2
Location of Accommodation

107 visitors in total (26% of all interviewees) were staying overnight in the Medway area.

92 visitors in total (22% of all interviewees) were staying in holiday accommodation outside of the Medway area. These day visitors on holiday were asked to indicate the location of their accommodation.

75% of day visitors on holiday staying in accommodation outside of the Medway area were staying in other locations in Kent. These locations include Maidstone (11 visitors), Canterbury (7 visitors), Gravesend (7 visitors) and the Isle of Sheppey (4 visitors). The remaining day visitors on holiday were staying in Greater London (10%), East Sussex (4%), Essex (4%), Surrey (2%) and the West Midlands (1%). 

3.3
Accommodation Used 

Of the 107 staying visitors interviewed 43% were found to be staying in the homes of friends or relatives. A further third were staying in serviced accommodation in the Medway area (17% in hotels and 10% in B&B/Guest houses).

An additional 19% of staying visitors were staying in static caravans whilst in the area (15% in rented and 4% in owned). And 5% of staying visitors were staying in rented self catering accommodation.  

The results from the ‘All Historic Towns’ benchmark group found that a higher proportion of visitors were staying in serviced accommodation than in Rochester (42% compared with 27%). Whereas fewer visitors included in the ‘All Historic Group’ were staying with friends or relatives than in Rochester (39% compared with 43%). Significantly higher proportions of visitors were staying in static caravans in Rochester (19%) compared with the results from the ‘All Historic Group’ (2%).

When compared results with the 2006 survey, there has been a decrease in the numbers staying with friends or relatives (52% down to 43%), but an increase in the number staying in either a static caravan or rented self catering accommodation.

Table 9: Type of accommodation used – Staying visitors

	
	 Staying Visitors 2009
	2006 Survey
	All Historic Towns

	
	Count
	%
	%
	%

	Home of friend/relative
	46
	43
	52
	39

	Static Caravan – owned or rented
	20
	19
	9
	2

	Hotel
	18
	17
	24
	29

	B&B/Guest House
	11
	10
	6
	13

	Rented self catering 
	5
	5
	2
	2

	Youth Hostel/University accommodation
	2
	2
	2
	6

	Boat/Yacht
	2
	2
	1
	2

	Host family
	1
	1
	4
	0

	Camping
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Other
	1
	1
	1
	3

	Total 
	107
	100
	100
	100


3.4
Opinions on Accommodation

Staying visitors who were using commercial accommodation in the Medway area were asked to rate their accommodation in terms of quality of service, quality of accommodation and value for money on a scale of 1 to 5 ( with 1 being the lowest score).

33% of visitors rated the quality of service as ‘very good’, and a further 38% rated the service provided as ‘good’. Overall the average score for quality of service provided was 3.94, slightly lower than the average score of 4.07 achieved in 2006. 

Visitors were asked to rate the quality of their accommodation, 32% of visitors rated it as ‘very good’ and 42% rated it as ‘good’. This aspect achieved an average score of 4.00, the same rating as in 2006. This aspect is not rated as part of destination benchmarking.

When asked to rate their accommodation in terms of value for money, 30% rated it as ‘very good’ and 40% rated it as ‘good’., providing an average score of 3.92. This figure is slightly higher than the average given for value for money in the 2006 survey (3.86). 

Table 10: Opinions on Accommodation

	
	Base
	Very Poor (1)
	Poor (2)
	Average (3)
	Good (4)
	Very Good (5)
	Mean

score

	
	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	

	Quality of service
	52
	1
	2
	3
	6
	11
	21
	20
	38
	17
	33
	3.94

	Quality of accomm.
	53
	0
	0
	3
	6
	11
	21
	22
	42
	17
	32
	4.00

	Value for money
	53
	0
	0
	4
	8
	12
	23
	21
	40
	16
	30
	3.92


Figure 4, below, illustrates that the average scores in Rochester for opinions on quality of service and value for money are far lower than those compared to ‘All Historic Towns’ and ‘All Destinations’. 

Figure 4: Opinions on Accommodation
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4.
CHARACTERISTICS OF VISIT 

4.1
Main Purpose of Visit to Rochester

All visitors were asked about their main purpose for visiting Rochester on the day that they were interviewed. As with previous years, the majority of visitors (88%) described their visit as a holiday or leisure based visit. A further 8% were visiting Rochester to see friends and/or relatives – VFR and 2% were on a special shopping trip. 5 respondents were there in business and 2 respondents were language students. 

Far more visitors were visiting Rochester for leisure purposes than the average of the ‘All Historic Towns’ benchmarking group (88% compared with 67%). However, slightly fewer visitors to Rochester were primarily visiting friends and/or relatives (8% compared with 14%) and far less were also in Rochester on a special shopping trip (2% compared with 14%).

When compared with the results from 2006, there has been a slight increase in the number of people visiting for leisure purposes (88% in 2009 compared with 81% in 2006). The number visiting friends and/or relatives has fallen from 12% in 2006 to 8% in 2009. There has also been a slight fall in the number on a special shopping trip (down by 3%).

Table 11a: Purpose of visit – Benchmark comparison

	
	All visitors – Rochester 2009
	Rochester 2006
	All Historic Towns

	
	Count
	
	%
	%

	Leisure/holiday
	361
	88
	81
	67

	Visiting friends and/or relatives (VFR)
	34
	8
	12
	14

	Shopping trip (special/non-regular)
	9
	2
	5
	14

	Business/attending a conference
	5
	1
	0
	3

	Language student
	2
	<1
	2
	1

	Other
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Total 
	411
	100
	100
	100


When the results are broken down by visitor type, there were significantly more staying visitors who were visiting friends or relatives compared to day visitors. This reflects the results from the 2006 survey, although the overall proportion is far lower (19% in 2009 compared with 31% in 2006). Unsurprisingly therefore, the number of staying visitors who were on a leisure or holiday visit has increased from 67% in 2006 to 81% in 2009.

Table 11b: Purpose of visit – by visitor type

	
	Day visitor

from home
	Day visitor

on holiday
	Staying

visitor

	
	%
	%
	%

	Leisure/holiday
	90
	90
	81

	Visiting friends and/or relatives (VFR)
	3
	9
	19

	Shopping trip (special/non-regular)
	4
	0
	0

	Business/attending a conference
	2
	0
	0

	Language student
	<1
	1
	0

	Total 
	100
	100
	100


4.2
Length of Stay in Rochester

4.2.1
Staying visitors

Table 12a, below, shows the comparison between Rochester, the 2006 survey results and the ‘All Historic towns’ benchmarking group. The results show how the average length of stay in nights for Rochester at 6.08 nights is higher than the average for the ‘All Historic Towns’ group (5.32 nights). However, the relatively length of stay of overseas visitors may exaggerate the Rochester result.

Overseas visitors tend to have a longer length of stay compared to domestic visitors. Often this is due to the fact that their visit to the UK is VFR based or that they are attending educational courses, combined with the fact that many domestic breaks are weekend getaways enhances the differences in their average length of stay.

When compared with the 2006 visitor survey the average length of stay of all visitors has decreased significantly (9.48 night’s average in 2006). The average number of nights stayed for domestic visitors has increased when compared to 2006 (4.94 nights compared with 3.76 nights in 2006). 

Table 12a: Average length of stay – Benchmark comparisons

	
	All Historic Towns Benchmarking group
	Rochester 2009

All visitors
	Rochester 2006

All visitors
	Rochester – 

Domestic visitors
	Rochester – 

Overseas visitors

	Average number of nights
	5.32
	6.08
	9.48
	4.94
	8.06


Table 12b, below, illustrates the aggregated length of stay by overseas and domestic visitors for Rochester. Overall, nearly half (44%) of staying visitors were visiting for between 1 and 3 nights. However, half (50%) of domestic visitors were staying between 1 and 3 nights compared with a third (32%) of overseas visitors. Only 3% were staying for more than 14 nights.

Table 12b: Breakdown of length of stay by domestic and overseas visitors

	
	All staying visitors
	Domestic staying visitors
	Overseas staying visitors

	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%

	1-3 Nights
	46
	44
	34
	50
	12
	32

	4-7 Nights
	40
	38
	26
	38
	14
	38

	8-14 Nights
	16
	15
	7
	10
	9
	24

	More than 14 nights
	3
	3
	1
	1
	2
	5

	Total 
	105
	100
	68
	100
	37
	100


As with the 2003 survey, Table 12c (overleaf) confirms that visitors staying in the home of a friend or relative tend to have a longer length of stay than those staying in serviced accommodation. 

Table 12c: Average length of stay (nights) by type of accommodation (all staying visitors)

	
	Average nights- 2009
	Average nights- 2006

	Hotel
	2.72
	3.16

	B&B / Guest House
	2.73
	3.36

	Home of Friend / Relative
	7.95
	11.27


4.2.2
Day visitors from home and day visitors on holiday

All day visitors were asked to indicate how many hours they were spending in Rochester on the day they were interviewed. 

Overall, the average is 4.26 hours, with a maximum stay of 8 hours. The average in 2006 was 3.81 hours. 

Table 13: Average duration of visit - Hours

	Average length of day visit
	Count
	Average  (hours)
	Minimum
	Maximum

	Day visitors 
	254
	4.26
	1
	8


The average length of stay for the ‘All Historic Towns’ group is slightly longer than that of Rochester at 4.7 hours.

4.3
Main Form of Transport Used to Travel to Rochester

Nearly two thirds of all visitors (64%) had travelled to Rochester by private car/van/motorcycle. This is comparable with the high volume of motor vehicle usage for domestic holiday travel on a national basis where the results of the United Kingdom Survey for 2008 indicates that, on average, around 74% of the population uses their car for travel.

Significant numbers overall (19%) had travelled to Rochester by train, significantly higher than the national statistics where, on average, 13% of the UK population travel by train for domestic holiday travel. 7% had travelled to Rochester on a bus or coach service. Nationally, only 3% of the population use scheduled bus or coach services for their holiday travel in the UK.

Table 14: Main form of transport used to travel to Rochester

	
	All Visitors to Rochester
	Day visitors from home
	Day visitors on holiday
	Staying visitors
	‘All Historic Towns’ 

	
	Count
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Private Vehicle
	261
	64
	65
	62
	63
	57

	Train
	78
	19
	25
	17
	7
	16

	Bus/coach service
	28
	7
	7
	4
	9
	16

	Coach tour
	18
	4
	1
	15
	1
	5

	Walked
	17
	4
	<1
	0
	15
	5

	Other
	9
	2
	1
	1
	5
	1

	Total 
	411
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100


Table 14, on the previous page, shows that the findings from the ‘All Historic Towns’ benchmarking group differ to those of Rochester with nearly double the number of visitors travelling by bus or coach, but slightly fewer travelling by private vehicle or train. In comparison with the findings from the 2006 visitor survey 62% travelled by private vehicle, 18% by train and 10% by bus or coach service.

4.4
Car Park Use

The 261 visitors travelling by private motor vehicle were asked if they had used one of the city centre car parks. Of these, 89% said that they had used one of the car parks in the city centre. 

Table 15: Use of car parks in City

	
	All Visitors
	Day visitors from Home
	Day visitors on holiday
	Staying Visitors

	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%

	Yes
	232
	89
	118
	86
	53
	93
	61
	91

	No
	29
	11
	19
	14
	4
	7
	6
	9

	Total 
	261
	100
	137
	100
	62
	100
	62
	100


Of the visitors who had parked in the city, the majority (96%) reported to have found parking in the city either ‘quite easy’ or ‘very easy’. By giving each response a score of 1 to 5, these results provide an average score of 4.68 for ease of parking, which is significantly higher than the average for ‘All Historic Towns’ (2.95) and a slight  increase on the average score achieved in 2006 of 4.43. 

Table 16: Ease of parking

	Base respondents
	232
	Mean Score
	4.68

	
	Count
	%

	Very difficult (1)
	0
	0

	Quite difficult (2)
	2
	1

	Neither particularly difficult or easy (3)
	6
	3

	Quite easy (4)
	47
	20

	Very easy (5)
	177
	76


Nearly three quarters (72%) of the visitors surveyed felt that the cost of parking in Rochester was ‘very reasonable and a further 22% felt that it was ‘quite reasonable’. Less than 2% felt that it was ‘expensive’. Overall, the cost of parking received an average score of 4.64, which is exceptionally high compared to the ‘All Historic towns’ score of 2.95. This aspect scored lower in 2006 at 4.35. 

Table 17: Cost of parking

	Base respondents
	223
	Mean Score
	4.64

	
	Count
	%

	Very expensive (1)
	1
	<1

	Quite expensive (2)
	3
	1

	About average (3)
	9
	4

	Quite reasonable (4)
	50
	22

	Very reasonable (5)
	160
	72


4.5
Organised Groups and Coach Parties

Visitors were asked whether they had travelled to Rochester as part of an organised group. Overall, 8% were visiting Rochester as part of a group (9% in 2006). These findings are comparable to the findings from the ‘All Historic Towns’ and ‘All Destinations’ benchmarking averages (see Table 18, below). 

Table 18: Organised groups

	
	Rochester
	Historic Towns
	All Destinations

	
	Count
	%
	%
	%

	Yes
	33
	8
	8
	9

	No
	378
	92
	92
	91

	Total
	411
	100
	100
	100


4.6
Whether First Time Visit

43% of visitors responding to the survey were visiting Rochester for the first time (also 43% in 2006). The remaining 57% had visited Rochester on at least one occasion previously. 

Table 19: Whether first time visit

	
	All visitors
	Day visitors from home
	Day visitors on holiday
	Staying Visitors

	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%

	No
	233
	57
	159
	75
	26
	28
	48
	45

	Yes
	178
	43
	53
	25
	66
	72
	59
	55

	Total
	411
	100
	212
	100
	99
	100
	100
	100


Day visitors on holiday (72%) and staying visitors (55%) were significantly more likely to be on their first visit to Rochester than day visitors from home (25%). When compared with 2006, the numbers of day visitors on holiday and staying visitors on their first visit to Rochester have not altered significantly (77% and 59% respectively in 2006). The number of day visitors from home who were on their first visit has decreased when compared with 2006 (34% in 2006). 
The results form the ‘All Historic Towns’ group indicate that 31% of visitors to historic towns are first time visitors. This shows that compared to other destinations Rochester currently does not attract as many repeat visitors but is attracting far higher numbers of first time visitors. 

4.7
Visits to Other Local Attractions

Firstly, all visitors were asked if they had been to or were intending to visit the Historic Dockyard at Chatham or Dickensworld as part of their visit to Rochester. 

Overall, 15% said that they were definitely going to visit (16% in 2006) Chatham Historic Dockyard and only 7% said they would definitely be visiting Dickensworld (not asked in 2006). It is likely that a proportion of those visitors that said ‘no’ may have visited either attraction on a previous occasion.

As could be expected, far fewer day visitors from home were intending to visit either attraction; these are more likely to be repeat visitors to the city. 31% of staying visitors said that they intended to visit Chatham Historic Dockyard (25% in 2006). 

Table 20a: Chatham Historic Dockyard

	
	All visitors
	Day visitors from home
	Day visitors on holiday
	Staying Visitors

	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%

	Yes
	59
	15
	5
	2
	21
	24
	33
	31

	No
	346
	85
	206
	98
	68
	76
	72
	69

	Total
	405
	100
	211
	100
	89
	100
	105
	100


Table 20b: Dickensworld

	
	All visitors
	Day visitors from home
	Day visitors on holiday
	Staying Visitors

	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%

	Yes
	28
	7
	4
	2
	6
	7
	18
	17

	No
	379
	93
	207
	98
	84
	93
	88
	18

	Total
	407
	100
	211
	100
	90
	100
	106
	100


All visitors were also asked if they had visited or intended to visit other local attractions as part of their visit. Table 20c, below, shows that the most popular attractions are Rochester Cathedral and Rochester Castle, closely followed by the Castle Gardens. 

Table 20c: Other local attractions

	
	All visitors
	Day visitors from 

home
	Day visitors on holiday
	Staying Visitors

	
	Count
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Rochester Cathedral
	170
	79
	72
	88
	82

	Rochester Castle
	169
	78
	75
	78
	84

	Castle Gardens
	135
	63
	61
	55
	71

	Guildhall Museum
	42
	19
	18
	22
	19

	The Six Poor Travellers (almshouses)
	39
	18
	14
	24
	21

	Restoration House and Garden
	18
	8
	9
	8
	8


4.8
Influence on Decision to Visit

Nearly half of all visitors surveyed (49%) were visiting Rochester based on a previous visit. A further quarter (24%) were influenced by a recommendation from a friend or relative. 9% had seen some form of promotional material and 7% had obtained a leaflet from their accommodation or at an attraction. 5% of all visitors had based their visit on information received from a coach company or club and further 5% were attending an event. Fewer visitors had visited a website (2%), had visited the Visitor Information Centre (1%) or had seen any promotional material at the train station (1%). 

As with previous years results, when split by visitor type, far more day visitors from home were influenced from a previous visit than day visitors on holiday or staying visitors (67% compared with 23% and 35% respectively). Whereas there were more day visitors on holiday and staying visitors (25% and 39% respectively) who were influenced by a recommendation from a friend or relative, compared to day visitors from home (17%). See Table 21 below.

Table 21: What influenced visit

	
	All visitors 
	Day visitors from home
	Day visitors on holiday
	Staying Visitors

	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%

	Previous visit
	196
	49
	139
	67
	21
	23
	36
	35

	Recommended by friend/relative
	98
	24
	34
	17
	23
	25
	41
	39

	Promotional material
	36
	9
	9
	4
	19
	21
	8
	8

	Leaflet 
	27
	7
	6
	3
	12
	13
	9
	9

	Attended an event
	22
	5
	13
	6
	6
	7
	3
	3

	Via coach company/club
	21
	5
	5
	2
	13
	14
	3
	3

	Website
	9
	2
	2
	1
	3
	3
	4
	4

	Visitor Information Centre
	6
	1
	1
	<1
	2
	2
	3
	3

	Train station
	3
	1
	2
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Other
	41
	10
	18
	9
	10
	11
	13
	13


A total of 36 visitors mentioned that promotional materials had influenced their decision to visit. When asked to name these materials the most common were: guide books; Visit Kent; London information; and RSPB information. 

The websites mentioned by the nine visitors who were influenced by a website include: ‘Visit Rochester’; ‘Visit Kent; ‘Enjoy England’; ‘Google’.

10% of all visitors mentioned they had an ‘other’ influence on their decision to visit. These ‘other’ influences were: on holiday in area/passing by (22 visitors); speciality/antique shops (4 visitors); educational visit (7 visitors); and job interview/house hunting/etc (9 visitors).

5.
VISITOR EXPENDITURE IN ROCHESTER 
5.1
All Visitor Spend – Benchmarking Comparisons

Table 22, below, shows the average expenditure of all visitors to Rochester (per person, per 24 hours) compared with the average expenditure for the ‘All Historic Towns’ group and the previous survey results from 2006. Figures are broken down by category of spend – accommodation, shopping, eating out, entertainment (including admissions to attractions, sports, guided tours, etc) and travel (fares, parking charges, fuel, etc) paid for in the city. 

Table 22: Average expenditure in Rochester – All visitors (£/per person/per 24 hours)

	Category of expenditure (£)
	Average spend (£) all visitors – Rochester 2009
	Average spend (£) all visitors – Rochester 2006
	Average spend (£)

'All Historic Towns ‘

	Commercial accommodation*
	19.55
	17.95
	28.34

	Eating out
	6.31
	7.51
	8.94

	Shopping
	5.24
	5.93
	14.27

	Entertainment
	0.79
	2.93
	3.76

	Travel
	2.45
	4.71
	2.82

	Average spend total
	34.34
	39.03
	58.13


* Staying visitors only (refers to those staying in the Medway area only)

Visitors staying for one night or more in serviced commercial accommodation in Rochester spent on average £19.55 per person per night. This is lower than the ‘All Historic Towns’ average spend on hotels/B&Bs of £28.34 per person, per night. The average spend on commercial accommodation in Rochester is higher than the average from the 2006 survey (£17.95 per person, per night), whereas the average for ‘All Historic Towns’ has fallen over the same period. 

Visitors interviewed in Rochester spent slightly less per person on eating out, approximately £6.31 per person per 24 hours, compared with the average for ‘All Historic Towns’ of £8.94. The average spend on eating out in 2006 was £7.51.

The average spend per person per 24 hours on shopping (£5.24) is also lower than that of ‘All Historic Towns’ (£14.27), and slightly lower than that of the 2006 survey (£5.93).

Average spend per person on entertainment (£0.79) is also low compared to ‘All Historic Towns’ (£3.76) and that of 2003 (£2.93).

Spend on travel and transport in Rochester was comparable with that of the ‘All Historic Towns’ group (£2.45 compared with £2.82). However, the average for type of expense this was £4.71 in 2006.

Overall, visitors to Rochester were found to be spending around £5 less per person per 24 hours than visitors surveyed in 2006.

5.2
Visitor Spend by Visitor Type – Benchmarking Comparisons

5.2.1
Staying Visitors

As in 2006, the staying visitor spending profile for Rochester is significantly lower than for ‘All Historic Towns’ by approximately £25 per person per day. The low average spend on accommodation, eating out and entertainment by staying visitors in Rochester can account for a high proportion of this figure.

When compared with 2006, spending has increased on shopping (£9.50 compared with £5.90), but decreased on entertainment and travel (£0.94 and £1.54 compared with £2.30 and £4.91 respectively). Overall, however, there is little difference in the total average spend per staying visitor per day.
Table 23: Average expenditure in Rochester – Staying visitors (£/per person/per 24 hours)

	Category of expenditure (£)
	Average spend (£)

Rochester 2009
	Average spend (£)

Rochester 2006
	Average spend (£)

'All Historic Towns ‘

	Commercial accommodation*
	19.55
	17.95
	28.34

	Eating out
	8.32
	10.45
	13.69

	Shopping
	9.50
	5.90
	15.72

	Entertainment
	0.94
	2.30
	4.83

	Travel
	1.54
	4.91
	2.18

	Average spend total
	39.85
	41.51
	64.76


* Staying visitors only (refers to those staying in the Medway area only)

5.2.2
Day Visitors

The day visitor spend for Rochester is significantly lower than the average for ‘All Historic Towns. The largest differences in spend are from shopping and entertainment. For Rochester, the average spend on shopping is £3.50 compared to nearly £14 for the ‘All Historic Towns’ (£5.95 in 2006). As with other visitor types, the average spend on travel and transport is comparable - £2.81 per person per 24 hours compared with an average of £2.96 for ‘All Historic Towns’ (£4.66 in 2006).

Table 24: Average expenditure in Rochester – Day visitors (£/per person/per 24 hours)

	Category of expenditure (£)
	Average spend (£)

Rochester 2009
	Average spend (£)

Rochester 2006
	Average spend (£)

'All Historic Towns ‘

	Eating out
	5.49
	6.55
	7.50

	Shopping
	3.54
	5.95
	13.89

	Entertainment
	0.72
	3.22
	3.56

	Travel
	2.81
	4.66
	2.96

	Average spend total
	12.56
	20.38
	27.91


6.
VISITORS’ OPINIONS – SATISFACTION SCORES 
The survey sought to obtain the opinions of visitors to Rochester on a range of indicators which together comprise the ‘visitor experience’. Each indicator was rated on a scale of one to five, where 1=’very poor’ (or the most negative response) and 5=’very good’ (or the most positive response’, allowing satisfaction scores (out of 5) to be calculated. 

6.1
The Visitor Information Centre

45% of all respondents had visited the Visitor Information Centre during this visit to Rochester. This was a significantly higher proportion of visitors than the average for ‘All Historic Towns’ of 21%. As with previous years, the Visitor Information Centre in Rochester received excellent satisfaction scores and all three aspects that were rated scored higher on two out of the three aspects than in 2006 and significantly higher than the averages for the ‘All Historic Towns’ group and for ‘All Destinations’. 

The average rating for the ease of finding the VIC was 4.70 (4.72 in 2006), compared to 4.16 for ‘All Historic Towns’. This aspect received the highest mean score of all destinations within the ‘All Historic Towns’ group. 

The score for quality of service provided in Rochester’s VIC was also 4.70 (4.69 in 2006), significantly higher when compared to the average score of 4.48 for ‘All Historic Towns’. The score for usefulness of information at the VIC was also high at 4.70 (4.67 in 2006) compared with the score of 4.51 for ‘All Historic Towns’.

Table 25: Opinions on Visitor Information Centre

	
	Base
	Very poor (1)
	Poor (2)
	Average (3)
	Good (4)
	Very good (5)

	
	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Mean

	Ease of finding
	185
	1
	1
	0
	0
	8
	4
	36
	19
	140
	76
	4.70

	Quality of service 
	185
	1
	1
	0
	0
	8
	4
	36
	19
	140
	76
	4.70

	Usefulness of info received
	184
	1
	1
	0
	0
	8
	4
	36
	20
	139
	76
	4.70


Figure 5: Opinions on Visitor Information Centre
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6.2
Attractions and Places to Visit

As with previous years, attractions and places to visit in Rochester also performed well in comparison to other destinations, as well as with the 2006 survey.

Visitors gave the range of places to visit an average score of 4.33 (4.31 in 2006), the same as the rating from the ‘All Historic Towns’ group. 90% of respondents considered this aspect to be ‘good’ or ‘very good’.

The rating for quality of service provided at attractions also scored 4.33 and was slightly higher than the rating for this aspect in 2006 (4.27). This score for this aspect for the ‘All Historic Towns’ group was 4.27.

The average rating for value for money of places to visit at 4.32 has increased since 2006 when it achieved an average score of 4.25. It is also significantly higher than the average achieved of the All Historic Towns’ group (4.03). 

Table 26: Opinions on Attractions and Places to Visit

	
	Base
	Very poor (1)
	Poor (2)
	Average (3)
	Good (4)
	Very good (5)

	
	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Mean

	Range
	411
	1
	<1
	1
	<1
	40
	10
	188
	46
	181
	44
	4.33

	Quality of service 
	404
	1
	<1
	1
	<1
	37
	9
	190
	47
	175
	43
	4.33

	Value for money
	354
	1
	<1
	1
	<1
	35
	10
	164
	46
	153
	43
	4.32


Figure 6: Opinions on Attractions and Places to Visit
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6.3
Places to Eat and Drink

89% of visitors rated the range of places to eat and drink in Rochester as ‘good’ or ‘very good’, providing an average score of 4.43., significantly higher than the average of 2006 (4.21) and the ‘All Historic Towns’ score (4.33).

The rating for the quality of service in Rochester’s eating and drinking establishments was also higher than the score obtained in 2006 (4.38 compared with 4.19), but was also higher than the ‘All Historic towns’ average of 4.20.

The rating given by visitors to Rochester for the value for money of places to eat and drink, at 4.40, was exceptionally high compared with the previous survey (4.10), and also significantly higher than that of the ‘All Historic Towns’ group (4.00). This aspect received the highest mean score of all destinations within the ‘All Historic Towns’ group.

Table 27: Opinions on Places to Eat and Drink

	
	Base
	Very poor (1)
	Poor (2)
	Average (3)
	Good (4)
	Very good (5)

	
	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Mean

	Range
	343
	1
	<1
	4
	1
	34
	10
	113
	33
	191
	56
	4.43

	Quality of service 
	335
	2
	1
	4
	1
	35
	10
	117
	35
	177
	53
	4.38

	Value for money
	330
	0
	0
	6
	2
	29
	9
	121
	37
	174
	53
	4.40


Figure 7: Opinions on Places to Eat and Drink
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6.4
Shops

The average score for the range of shops of interest to a visitor in Rochester was significantly lower than the 2006 survey (4.08 compared with 4.15 in 2006). This aspect also scored poorly compared the average for ‘All Historic Towns’ (4.24). 

In terms of the quality of the shopping environment, the average score for Rochester (4.07) is significantly lower than ‘All Historic Towns’ (4.22) and the 2006 survey (4.12). However, 78% of visitors felt this aspect to be ‘good’ or ‘very good’ compared with 74% in 2006.

Again, Rochester averaged a lower score in terms of quality of service in the shops compared to both the 2006 survey (4.12 compared to 4.19) and the score for ‘All Historic Towns’ (4.17).

Table 28: Opinions on Shopping

	
	Base
	Very poor (1)
	Poor (2)
	Average (3)
	Good (4)
	Very good (5)

	
	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Mean

	Range
	379
	3
	1
	10
	3
	71
	19
	164
	43
	131
	35
	4.08

	Quality of shopping environment 
	377
	3
	1
	10
	3
	68
	18
	174
	46
	122
	32
	4.07

	Quality of service
	371
	2
	1
	8
	2
	63
	17
	170
	46
	128
	35
	4.12


Figure 8: Opinions on Shopping
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6.5
Public Toilets

As with the 2006 survey, visitors to Rochester scored the availability and cleanliness of public toilets in Rochester relatively high compared to ‘All Historic Towns’. 

The average score for the availability of public toilets scored an average of 4.43, significantly higher than in 2006 (4.07). The rating for ‘All Historic Towns’ was 3.56. 87% of visitors rated this aspect as ‘good’ or ‘very good’.

The rating for the cleanliness of toilets was again far higher than in 2006 (4.38 compared with 3.81), and was significantly higher than the rating of 3.69 of ‘All historic Towns’ for this aspect. 

Table 29: Opinions on Public Toilets

	
	Base
	Very poor (1)
	Poor (2)
	Average (3)
	Good (4)
	Very good (5)

	
	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Mean

	Availability
	154
	3
	2
	2
	1
	15
	10
	40
	26
	94
	61
	4.43

	Cleanliness
	155
	3
	2
	3
	2
	16
	10
	43
	28
	90
	58
	4.38


Figure 9: Opinions on Public Toilets
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6.6
Ease of Finding Way Around

All three aspects of finding their way around town were rated extremely highly by visitors to Rochester. The scores have risen significantly when compared to the 2006 survey and are also significantly higher than the scores from the ‘All Historic Towns’ benchmarking group. 

Over 94% of all respondents rated the road signs, pedestrian signs and the display maps and information boards as being ‘good’ or ‘very good’. 

Road signs and pedestrian signs both received the highest mean scores of all destinations within the ‘All Historic Towns’ group.

Table 30: Opinions on Ease of Finding Way Around

	
	Base
	Very poor (1)
	Poor (2)
	Average (3)
	Good (4)
	Very good (5)

	
	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Mean

	Road signs
	361
	0
	0
	5
	1
	16
	4
	84
	23
	256
	71
	4.64

	Pedestrian signs 
	406
	0
	0
	3
	1
	10
	2
	95
	23
	298
	73
	4.69

	Display maps and info. boards
	408
	0
	0
	2
	<1
	10
	2
	98
	24
	298
	73
	4.70


Figure 10: Opinions on Ease of Finding Way Around
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6.7
Parks and Streets

As with previous surveys, visitors to Rochester tended to be satisfied with the general cleanliness and upkeep of the city.

The average score for the cleanliness of the streets was 4.53 (4.38 in 2006). The average score for this aspect for ‘All Historic Towns’ was 4.03. 92% of visitors rated this aspect as ‘good’ or ‘very good’. This aspect also received the highest mean score of all destinations within the ‘All Historic Towns’ group.

90% of respondents also rated the upkeep of parks and open spaces as ‘good’ or ‘very good’. The average score for this aspect for Rochester (4.46) was similar to the ‘All Historic Towns’ score (4.50). The score for this aspect in 2006 was 4.37. 

Table 31: Opinions on Parks and Streets

	
	Base
	Very poor (1)
	Poor (2)
	Average (3)
	Good (4)
	Very good (5)

	
	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Mean

	Cleanliness of streets
	403
	0
	0
	7
	2
	28
	7
	112
	28
	256
	64
	4.53

	Upkeep of parks and open spaces
	398
	1
	<1
	10
	3
	29
	7
	121
	30
	237
	60
	4.46


Figure 11: Opinions on Parks and Streets
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6.8
Choice of Nightlife

Only 13 visitors commented on their satisfaction on the choice of nightlife in Rochester (compared with 28 in 2006). A high proportion of visitors indicated in the survey that they did not experience the nightlife and therefore could not comment on their satisfaction of this aspect.

The visitors who did respond gave an average score of 4.23 for their satisfaction of nightlife in Rochester, which is slightly higher than the score achieved in 2006 (4.14). The score for ‘All Historic Towns’ was 3.98. 

Table 32: Opinions on Choice of Nightlife

	
	Base
	Very poor (1)
	Poor (2)
	Average (3)
	Good (4)
	Very good (5)

	
	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Mean

	Choice
	13
	0
	0
	1
	8
	2
	15
	3
	23
	7
	54
	4.23


Figure 12: Opinions on Choice of Nightlife
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6.9
General Atmosphere and Feeling of Welcome

Overall visitors tended to be satisfied with the general atmosphere of Rochester, with 94% rating this aspect as ‘good’ or ‘very good’, providing an average score of 4.65 (4.48 in 2006). The average score for ‘All Historic Towns’ was 4.40.

94% of visitors also felt welcome in Rochester, with an average score of 4.65 (4.47 in 2006). This average is significantly higher than for ‘All Historic Towns’ (4.34). 

Table 33: Opinions on General Atmosphere and Feeling of Welcome

	
	Base
	Very poor (1)
	Poor (2)
	Average (3)
	Good (4)
	Very good (5)

	
	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Mean

	General atmosphere
	409
	0
	0
	2
	<1
	23
	6
	91
	22
	293
	72
	4.65

	Feeling of welcome
	408
	0
	0
	2
	<1
	22
	5
	94
	23
	290
	71
	4.65


Figure 13: Opinions on General Atmosphere and Feeling of Welcome
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6.10
Feeling of safety

In addition to asking visitors about the levels of satisfaction of various indicators which comprise the visitor experience, visitors were also asked the extent to which they agreed with a number of statements. Again, the extent to which they agreed or disagreed was rated on a scale of 1 (very low) to 5 (very high).

When compared with 2006, more visitors felt that Rochester was not too overcrowded giving an average score of 4.84 (4.32 in 2006). The average score for ‘All Historic Towns’ for this aspect was 3.84.

Visitors tended to agree that whilst in Rochester they felt safe from crime with 98% saying they ‘agreed’ or ‘agreed strongly’. The average score of 4.83 was also higher than that of 2006 (4.37) and higher than the ‘All Historic Towns’ average score of 4.28.

98% of all visitors said that they felt safe from traffic whilst in Rochester, with the average score of 4.82 (4.13 in 2006). The average for ‘All Historic Towns’ was 4.21.

All three aspects received the highest mean scores of all destinations within the ‘All Historic Towns’ group.

Table 34: Opinions – Agree/Disagree

	
	Base
	Disagree 

strongly (1)
	Disagree (2)
	Neither (3)
	Agree (4)
	Agree

strongly (5)

	
	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Mean

	Not too overcrowded
	411
	0
	0
	2
	<1
	2
	<1
	54
	13
	353
	86
	4.84

	Safe from crime
	410
	0
	0
	2
	<1
	7
	2
	48
	12
	353
	86
	4.83

	Safe from traffic
	411
	0
	0
	1
	<1
	8
	2
	53
	13
	349
	85
	4.82


Figure 14: Opinions – Agree/Disagree
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6.11
Overall Enjoyment of Visit and Likelihood of Recommending

Finally, visitors were asked to rate the overall enjoyment of their visit to Rochester and the likelihood of them recommending Rochester to somebody else. 

In terms of overall enjoyment of visit, 92% of visitors to Rochester rated their trip as ‘high’ or ‘very high’ providing an average score of 4.37, compared to 4.13 in 2006 and 4.18 for ‘All Historic Towns’.

A total of 97% of visitors to Rochester felt that the likelihood of them recommending Rochester to somebody else was ‘high’ or ‘very high’. The average score fro Rochester of 4.88 was higher than the score of 2006 (4.65) and the ‘All Historic Towns’ score of 4.50. 

Table 35: Opinions on overall enjoyment and likelihood of recommending

	
	Base
	Very low (1)
	Low (2)
	Average (3)
	High (4)
	Very high (5)

	
	
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Count
	%
	Mean

	Overall enjoyment of visit
	401
	0
	0
	2
	<1
	28
	7
	189
	47
	182
	45
	4.37

	Likelihood of recommending
	410
	0
	0
	2
	<1
	8
	2
	26
	6
	374
	91
	4.88


Figure 15: Opinions – Overall enjoyment and likelihood of recommending
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2 visitors felt that they were unlikely to recommend Rochester and the reasons given were that it was dirty (1 visitor) and the shops were disappointing (1 visitor). 

6.12
Visitors’ Opinions – Satisfaction Scores

Using the satisfaction indicators, Figure 16, below, illustrates how for Rochester the majority of indicators, which comprise the visitor experience, are given a relatively high satisfaction level by visitors. The only indicators which were rated relatively low were the quality of service and value for money of accommodation and the range and quality of shops.

Figure 16: Overall Satisfaction Ratings
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6.13
Particular Likes About Rochester and Things That Spoilt Visit

Visitors were invited to comment on what they most liked or enjoyed about their visit to Rochester. In total 409 visitors commented on 15 different aspects. The top five are presented below (a full list is available in Appendix 2).

Five most popular likes about Rochester (Base: 409 visitors)

· Historical attractions (231 visitors, 56%)

· Olde Worlde atmosphere (183 visitors, 45%)

· Peaceful/Unrushed/Not crowded (99 visitors, 24%)

· The High Street (79 visitors, 19%)

· Architecture/Old buildings (55 visitors, 13%)

Visitors were also invited to comment on anything that may have spoilt their visit to Rochester. In total only 51 visitors commented on something which had spoilt their visit. The five most common responses are presented below. 13 different comments were given in total (a full list is available in Appendix 3).

Five most common things that spoilt visit (Base 51)

· Litter (16 visitors, 31%)

· Neglected/run down (8 visitors, 16%)

· Too much traffic (7 visitors, 14%)

· Youths in the street (7 visitors, 14%)

· No choice of shops/shops closed (6 visitors, 12%)
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� On the advice of Medway Council it was decided not to restrict accommodation to Rochester, but to use the wider Medway area.
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Figure 2: Age Profile
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Methodolgy Tables

		Table. Date of interview sessions

		Date		Count		%

		Monday 14th July		10		1.6

		Tuesday 15th July		18		2.8

		Sunday 20th July		19		3

		Thursday 24th July		16		2.5

		Friday 1st August		12		1.9

		Sunday 3rd August		18		2.8

		Monday 4th August		10		1.6

		Wednesday 6th August		10		1.6

		Thursday 7th August		8		1.3

		Saturday 9th August		7		1.1

		Friday 15th August		16		2.5

		Saturday 16th August		12		1.9

		Monday 18th August		15		2.4

		Wednesday 20th August		13		2

		Thursday 21st August		15		2.4

		Wednesday 27th August		15		2.4

		Friday 29th August		22		3.5

		Saturday 30th August		36		5.7

		Sunday 31st August		55		8.7

		Monday 1st September		30		4.7

		Tuesday 2nd September		35		5.5

		Wednesday 3rd September		12		1.9

		Thursday 4th September		21		3.3

		Friday 5th September		22		3.5

		Saturday 6th September		15		2.4

		Sunday 7th September		33		5.2

		Tuesday 9th September		26		4.1

		Thursday 11th September		11		1.7

		Friday 12th September		16		2.5

		Wednesday 17th September		19		3

		Thursday 18th September		14		2.2

		Friday 19th September		7		1.1

		Saturday 20th September		34		5.4

		Sunday 21st September		13		2

		Total		635		100

		Table. Weekdays / Weekends

				Count		%

		Weekday		393		61.9

		Weekend		242		38.1

		Total		635		100

		Table. Month

		Month		Count		%

		July		63		9.9

		August		264		41.6

		September		308		48.5

		Total		635		100

		Table. Interview Location

		Site		Count		%

		Visitor Information Centre		128		32.9

		Cathedral		126		32.4

		Rochester Castle Gardens		82		21.1				Note. Only around 60% of questionnaires stated location

		Charles Dickens Centre		53		13.6

		Total		389		100





Overseas

				All Visitors				Day visitor on holiday				Staying visitor

				Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		Germany		27		19		9		16		18		21

		France		23		17		5		9		18		21

		U.S.A.		13		9		11		20		2		2

		Australia		13		9		6		11		7		8

		Spain		6		4		3		5		3		4

		Canada		5		4		1		2		4		5

		Belgium		5		4		5		9		-

		New Zealand		5		4		2		4		3		4

		S. Africa		5		4		3		5		2		2

		Italy		4		3		2		4		2		2

		Cyprus		4		3		-				4		5

		Netherlands		3		2		-				3		4

		Sweden		3		2		1		2		2		2

		Greece		2		1		1		2		1		1

		Brazil		2		1		-				2		2

		Japan		2		1		1		2		1		1

		Pakistan		2		1		-				2		2

		Bangladesh		2		1		-				2		2

		Denmark		1		1		-				1		1

		Luxembourg		1		1		-				1		1

		Malta		1		1		-				1		1

		Israel		1		1		-				1		1

		Jordan		1		1		1		2		-

		Oman		1		1		1		2		-

		United Arab Emirates		1		1		1		2		-

		Poland		1		1		-				1		1

		Bermuda		1		1		-				1		1

		Thailand		1		1		1		2		-

		Lithuania		1		1		-				1		1

		Phillipines		1		1		1		2		-

		Ukraine		1		1		-				1		1

				139		100		55		100		84		100





Domestic

				All Visitors				Day visitor from home				Day visitor on holiday				Staying visitor

				Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		Kent		195		40		193		54		1				1

		G. London		72		15		58		16		5				9

		Essex		43		9		36		10		1				6

		Surrey		19		4		16		4		2				1

		Beds		13		3		9		3		2				2

		East Sussex		10		2		8				2				-

		West Sussex		9		2		8				-				1

		West Midlands		8		2		3				3				2

		Hants		6		1		2				1				3

		Herts		6		1		4				2				-

		Berks		5		1		2				1				2

		Cambs		5		1		2				2				1

		Cornwall (and Scilly Isles)		5		1		-				2				3

		Derbyshire		5		1		-				2				3

		Notts		5		1		-				-				5

		Suffolk		5		1		4				-				1

		Scotland		5		1		-				2				3

		N.Ireland		5		1		-				2				3

		Bucks		4		1		3				1				-

		Cumbria		4		1		1		>1		2				1

		Somerset (including Bristol)		4		1		-				2				2

		Yorkshire - North		4		1		-				3				1

		Middlesex		4		1		4				-				-

		Devon		3		1		1		>1		1				1

		Lancs		3		1		-				1				2

		Merseyside		3		1		-				-				3

		Norfolk		3		1		1		>1		2				-

		Tyne & Wear		3		1		-				-				3

		Dorset		2		>1		-				1				1

		G. Manchester		2		>1		-				1				1

		Leics		2		>1		-				2				-

		Lincs		2		>1		-				1				1

		Oxon		2		>1		-				-				2

		Shropshire		2		>1		-				-				2

		Worcs		2		>1		-				1				1

		Yorkshire - East		2		>1		-				1				1

		Yorkshire - West		2		>1		-				-				2

		Cheshire		1		>1		-				1				-

		Durham		1		>1		-				1				-

		Glos.		1		>1		-				-				1

		Herefordshire		1		>1		-				1				-

		Northumberland		1		>1		-				1				-

		Staffs		1		>1		1		>1		-				-

		Wales - North		1		>1		-				-				1

		Wales - South		1		>1		-				1				-

		Warwickshire		1		>1		-				1				-

		Wilts		1		>1		-				-				1

		Yorkshire - South		1		>1		1		>1		-				-

				485		100		357				55				73





 Profile 

		Table. Visitor Type

		Visitor Type		Count		%

		Day visitor from home		358		57.3				Day visitors from Home = visitors who had travelled from and returning to their homes(outside of medway) that day

		Day visitor on holiday		110		17.6				Day visitors on Holiday = visitors travelling from holiday accommodation outside Medway

		Staying visitor		157		25.1				Staying Visitors = Visitors staying overnight in accommodation within Medway

				625		100

		Table. Group Composition

		Group Composition		Count		%

		One Adult		124		19.7

		Two Adults		322		51

		Three Adults		43		6.8

		Four Adults		49		7.8

		Five + Adults		8		1.3

		Adults Only		546		86.6

		One adult and one child		8		1.3

		One adult and two or more children		7		1.1

		Two adults and one child		19		3

		Two adults and two or more children		35		5.5

		Three adults and one child		7		1.1

		Three adults and two or more children		2		0.3

		Four or more adults with one or more children		7		1.1

		Adults and Children		85		13.4

		Total		631		100

		Table. Ave. Group Size - All visitors

				Base		Descriptive Statistics

						Avg. per group		Total		Minimum		Maximum						Average number of people per group

		TOTAL  CHILDREN		631		0.23		143		0		4						Adults		Children		Total

		TOTAL  ADULTS		631		2.11		1331		1		16				Day visitors from home		2.08		0.24		2.32

		TOTAL  PEOPLE		631		2.34		1474		1		16				Day visitors on holiday		2.28		0.11		2.39

																Staying visitors		2.05		0.28		2.33

		In total 1,474 people were contained in 631 visitor groups. Average group size of 2.34 people														All visitors		2.11		0.23		2.34

		Note. Immediate Party Only I.e. not full coach parties

		Table. Age Profile

				Number of people		%

		0-15		118		12%

		16-24		63		6%

		25-34		84		8%

		35-44		130		13%

		45-54		168		17%

		55-64		217		22%

		65-74		173		17%

		75+		40		4%

		Total people		993		100%

		Table. Employment Status

				Count		%

		Employed full-time		316		53.7

		Employed part-time		25		4.2

		Self-employed		13		2.2

		Retired		182		30.9

		Full-time student living at home		13		2.2

		Full-time student living away		21		3.6

		Unemployed		16		2.7

		Refused		3		0.5

				589		100

		Table. Socio-economic group

				Count		%

		AB		136		27

		C1		186		37

		C2		149		29.6

		DE		32		6.4

		Total		503		100

		Table. Part of an organised Coach Party

				Count		%

		Yes		65		11

		No		527		89

		Total		592		100

		Table. County/country of origin

				Count		%

		Kent		198		31.2				note: only those counties/countries mentioned by at least 5 respondents are listed

		G. London		73		11.5				note: for towns please see home towns tab

		Essex		43		6.8

		Germany		27		4.3

		France		24		3.8

		Surrey		20		3.1

		Beds		14		2.2

		Australia		14		2.2

		U.S.A.		13		2

		East Sussex		10		1.6

		West Sussex		9		1.4

		West Midlands		8		1.3

		Cambs		6		0.9

		Hants		6		0.9

		Herts		6		0.9

		Canada		6		0.9

		Spain		6		0.9

		New Zealand		6		0.9

		Berks		5		0.8

		Cornwall (and Scilly Isles)		5		0.8

		Derbyshire		5		0.8

		Notts		5		0.8

		Suffolk		5		0.8

		Scotland		5		0.8

		N.Ireland		5		0.8

		Belgium		5		0.8

		S. Africa		5		0.8

		Total		635

		Table. Domestic/Overseas		Count		%

		Domestic Visitors		492		77.5

		Overseas Visitors		143		22.5

		Total		635		100

		Table. Main reason for visiting Rochester

				All visitors - Rochester				All Historic Towns

				Count		%		Count		%

		Leisure/holiday		400		66

		Visiting friends or relatives		113		19

		Shopping trip (special/non-reg)		54		9

		Business/attending a conference		16		3

		Language student		22		4

		Other		4		1

		Total		609		100

		Table. First visit to Rochester

				All visitors				Day visitors from home				Day visitors on holiday				Staying Visitors

				Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		Yes		253		40		96		27		66		60		84		54

		No		381		60		261		73		44		40		73		46

				634		100		357		100		110		100		157		100

		Table. What influenced you to make this visit to Rochester?

				All visitors				Day visitors from home				Day visitors on holiday				Staying Visitors

				Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		Visited before		295		47		206		58		31		28		54		35

		Recommended by friend/relative		147		23		46		13		46		42		51		33

		Promotional material		28		4		15		4		3		3		10		6

		Tourist Information Centre		10		2		4		1		3		3		3		2

		TV Campaign		8		1		5		1		1		1		2		1

		Press Advertisement		5		1		4		1		1		1

		Through a mailing		2		<1 %		1		<1%						1		1

		Website		2		<1%		1		<1%						1		1

		London Underground Advertising		0		0		0		0

		Other		157		25		86		24		30		27		38		25

		Total		629				354				110				155

		n.b Multiple choice question

		Table. Likley to recommend Rochester to someone else

				Count		%

		Very unlikely		2		0.3

		Unlikely		9		1.5

		Possibly		54		8.8

		Likely		149		24.3

		Very likely		399		65.1

				613		100

		Table. Why unlikely

		Going downhill rapidly

		Not somewhere I prefer now

		Wasn't impressed with town

		Nothing good to eat

		Not very interesting

		Nothing to grab your attention

		Difficult to get to

		Difficulty in parking

		Let others make up their minds

		Table. Visited(ing) Historic Dockyard at Chatham

				Count		%

		Yes		68		11.6

		No		427		72.9

		Unsure		91		15.5

				586		100

				Count		%

		Coach trip / club outing		25		17

		Meeting friends/family		22		15

		Day out - general		13		9

		School Trip		11		7

		Shops (specialist)		8		5

		Sightseeing		8		5

		Cathedral		7		5

		Advice from accommodation provider		6		4

		Dickens Heritage		6		4

		Castle		5		3

		Just wanted visit		5		3

		History		4		3

		Restaurants / Pubs		4		3

		Grew up in Rochester		4		3

		Work Related		3		2

		Town		3		2

		Market Day		2		1

		The attractions		2		1

		Good place to visit		2		1

		Paddle steamer		2		1

		Language School		1		1

		Book		1		1

		Road Signs		1		1

		Saw it from Train		1		1

		Local Interest/own knowledge		1		1

		Stuck in traffic here		1		1

		Royal English March		1		1

		Photography		1		1

				150

								many had expressed they had visited previously
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Figure 2: Age Profile (2003)
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Figure 3: Socio-economic profile - all visitors
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		MENDEN
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		MITCHAM
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		MUNICH

		MUNICH

		MUNICH

		MUNICH

		MUNICH

		MUNICH

		NAGASAKI
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		NEW ELTHAM

		NEW JERSEY

		NEW ROMNEY

		NEW ROMNEY

		NEW ROMNEY

		NEW ROMNEY

		NEW YORK

		NEWBARN

		NEWBRIDGE

		NEWBURY

		NEWCASTLE
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		NORTHFLEET
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		NORWICH

		NORWICH

		NOTTINGHAM
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		NUNKEAD
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		OTTAWA

		OXFORD
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		PALMERSTON NORTH

		PAPHOS
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		PARIS

		PAUS

		PEACEHAVEN

		PEACEHAVEN

		PENRITH

		PERTH

		PETERBOROUGH

		PETERMARTZBURG

		PLUMSTEAD

		PLYMOUTH

		POPULAR

		PORTSMOUTH

		PORTSMOUTH

		PURLEY

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAYLEIGH

		REDCAR

		REDHILL

		REIGATE

		REMY

		RENNES

		RICHARDS BAY

		RICHMOND

		ROCHESTER USA

		ROMFORD

		ROMFORD

		ROMFORD

		ROMNEY MARCH

		ROMNEY MARSH

		ROMNEY MARSH

		ROMNEY MARSH

		ROTTERDAM

		SAUCHVILLE

		SEATTLE

		SEATTLE
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		SEVENOAKS
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		SEVENOAKS
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		SITTINGBOURNE

		SITTINGBOURNE

		SITTINGBOURNE

		SITTINGBOURNE

		SITTINGBOURNE

		SITTINGBOURNE

		SITTINGBOURNE

		SLEEFORD

		SLOUGH

		SMALLFIELD

		SNODLAND

		SOLIHULL

		SOLIHULL

		SOUTH NORWOOD

		SOUTH WOODFORD

		SOUTHAMPTON

		SOUTHAMPTON

		SOUTHAY

		SOUTHEND

		SOUTHEND

		SOUTHPORT

		ST MARGAERT

		ST.AUSTELL

		STEVENAGE

		STOCKTON ON TEES

		STOCKTON ON TEES

		STOKE ON TRENT

		STOKE ON TRENT

		STONMILLS

		STRETHAM

		STRUTTGART

		SWANLEY

		SWANSCOMBE

		SWANSCOMBE

		SWINDON

		SYDNEY

		SYDNEY

		TAVISTOCK

		TEL-AVIV

		TELFORD

		THANET

		THANET

		TONBRIDGE

		TOTTENHAM

		TOTTENHAM

		TOULOUSE

		TOWERIDGE

		TRING

		TUNBRIDGE WELLS

		TUNBRIDGE WELLS

		TUNBRIDGE WELLS

		TUNBRIDGE WELLS

		TUNBRIDGE WELLS

		TWICKENHAM

		UPCHURCH
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		VANCOUVER
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		WEMBLEY
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		WEST MALLING

		WEST MALLING

		WEST WICKHAM

		WESTERHAM

		WEYBRIDGE

		WHANGAMATA

		WHANGERE

		WHINSTABLE

		WHISTLER

		WHITNEY

		WHITSTABLE

		WHITSTABLE

		WHITSTABLE

		WHITSTABLE

		WHITTLESEY

		WIGBERG

		WILMINGTON

		WILMSLOW

		WIMBLEDON

		WIMBLEDON

		WIMBLEDON
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		WINDSOR

		WINSDOR
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		WOODFORD GREEN

		WORCESTER

		WORKSOP
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		YORK

		YORK





Length of stay

		

		Table. Type of accommodation

				Count		%

		Home of friend/relative		130		49.4				Note: Refers to day visitors on holiday and staying visitors

		Hotel		40		15.2

		B&B/Guest House		20		7.6

		Static Caravan - rented		11		4.2

		Youth Hostel		10		3.8

		Camping		9		3.4

		Touring Caravan		6		2.3

		Holiday Centre/Village		5		1.9

		Rented self catering accommodation		4		1.5

		University accommodation		4		1.5

		Pub/Inn		3		1.1

		Boat/Yacht		3		1.1

		Language School		2		0.8

		Static Caravan - owned		1		0.4

		Second home		1		0.4

		Other		14		5.3				Other. Student Accommodation, Host Family, Hospital Care Home.

		Total		263		100

		For nearest Town staying in please see Town staying in Tab

		Table. County staying in

				Count		%

		Kent		254		94.4				Note: Refers to day visitors on holiday and staying visitors

		G. London		9		3.3

		Essex		4		1.5

		Surrey		2		0.7

		Total		269		100

		Table. Are you staying overnight in Rochester

				Count		%

		Yes		157		58.8				Yes = Staying Visitors

		No		110		41.2				No = Day visitors on Holiday

				267		100





Travel and Transport

		Staying Visitors Only

		Base: 253 respondents

		ALLHALLOWS

		ALLHALLOWS

		ALLHALLOWS

		ALLHALLOWS

		ALLHALLOWS

		ALLHALLOWS

		ALLHALLOWS

		ALLHALLOWS

		ALLHALLOWS

		ALLHALLOWS

		ALLHALLOWS

		ALLHALLOWS

		ALLHALLOWS

		ALLHALLOWS

		ALLHALLOWS

		ASHFORD

		BEWDLEY

		BEXLEY

		BEXLEY

		BROADSTAIRS

		BROMLEY

		BROMLEY

		BURHAM

		CANTERBURY

		CANTERBURY

		CANTERBURY

		CANTERBURY

		CANTERBURY

		CANTERBURY

		CANTERBURY

		CANTERBURY

		CANTERBURY

		CAPSTONE COUNRTY PARK

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHATHAM

		CHESHAM

		CHISLEHURST

		COBHAM

		COBHAM

		COOLING

		COOLING

		DODDINGTON

		DOVER

		DOVER

		DOWNHAM

		DYMCHURCH

		EASTBOURNE

		ECCLES

		FAVERSHAM

		FAVERSHAM

		FAVERSHAM

		FOLKSTONE

		GILLINGHAM

		GILLINGHAM

		GILLINGHAM

		GILLINGHAM

		GILLINGHAM

		GILLINGHAM

		GILLINGHAM

		GILLINGHAM

		GILLINGHAM

		GILLINGHAM

		GILLINGHAM

		GRAIN

		GRAVESEND

		GRAVESEND

		GRAVESEND

		GRAVESEND

		GRAVESEND

		GRAVESEND

		GRAVESEND

		GRAVESEND

		GRENWICH

		HERNE BAY

		HIGHAM

		HOO

		ILFORD

		ISLE OF GRAIN

		ISLE OF SHEPPEY

		ISLE OF SHEPPEY

		ISLE OF SHEPPEY

		ISLE OF SHEPPEY

		KINGSTON

		LEE ON SEA

		LONDON

		LONDON

		LONDON

		LONDON

		LONDON

		LONDON

		LORDSWOOD

		LORDSWOOD

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MAIDSTONE

		MALLING

		MARGATE

		MARGATE

		MARGATE

		MEOPHAM

		NORTHFLEET

		NR ROCHESTER

		PADDOCK WOOD

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAINHAM

		RAMSGATE

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCHESTER

		ROCKESTER

		RYE

		SANDLING

		SANDWICH

		SANDWICH

		SEVENOAKS

		SHORNE

		SHORNE

		SIDCUP

		SITTINGBOURNE

		SITTINGBOURNE

		SITTINGBOURNE

		SOUTHWOOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		STROOD

		SUTTON

		SWANLEY

		TILBURY

		TUNBRIDGE WELLS

		WAINSCOTT

		WALDISLADE

		WEST MALLING

		WESTGATE ON SEA

		WHITSTABLE





Expenditure

		Nights refer to staying visitors only

		Table. Number of nights - derived

						Domestic				Overseas

				Base		Count		%		Count		%

		1-3 Nights		52		43		82.7		9		17.3

		4-7 Nights		56		20		35.7		36		64.3

		7-14 Nights		32		7		21.9		25		78.1

		More than 14 nights		13		2		15.4		11		84.6

				153

		Table. Average Length of stay - Nights, all staying visitors

				Descriptive Statistics												Please note average length of stay calculation

				Count		Mean		Minimum		Maximum		Range

		Average visitor nights per group		151		20.90 nights		1		300		300				Visitor nights per group = nights in Rochester x Total people in group

		Average total people per group		151		2.33		1		16		16

		Average length of stay				9 nights										Average length of stay = Visitor nights per group/total people in group

		Table. Average Length of stay - Nights, domestic staying visitors

				Descriptive Statistics

				Count		Mean		Minimum		Maximum		Range

		Average visitor nights per group		71		12.23 nights		1		105

		Average total people per group		71		2.39		1		7

		Average length of stay				5.12 nights

		Table. Average Length of stay - Nights, overseas staying visitors

				Descriptive Statistics

				Count		Mean		Minimum		Maximum		Range

		Average visitor nights per group		80		28.6 nights		1		300

		Average total people per group		80		2.27		1		16

		Average length of stay				12.6 nights

		Table. Length of stay (hours) all day visitors

				Descriptive Statistics

		Average length of day visit		Count		Mean (hours)		Minimum		Maximum

		All Visitors		464		4.27		1		12

		Day visitors from home		357		4.24		1		10

		Day visitors on holiday		107		4.36		1		12





General  Opinions

		Table. Main form of transport

				All Visitors				Day visitors from Home				Day visitors on holiday				Staying Visitors

				Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		Car/van/motorcycle/motorhome		404		64		240		67		71		65		88		56

		Bus/coach service		72		11		32		9		13		12		26		17

		Coach tour		30		5		17		5		6		5		6		4

		Bicycle		6		1		3		1		1		1		2		1

		Train/tram		84		13		60		17		15		14		9		6

		Walked		32		5		4		1		2		2		25		16

		Other		4		1						2		2		1		1

		Total		632		100		356		100		110		100		157		100

		Table. Used any of towncity centre car parks today?

				All Visitors				Day visitors from Home				Day visitors on holiday				Staying Visitors

				Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		Yes		357		89.3		211		89		64		91		77		88

		No		43		10.8		26		11		6		9		11		13

		Total		400		100		237		100		70		100		88		100

		Table. How easy did you find it to park?

		Total		356

		Mean		4.31

				Count		%

		Very difficult (1)		4		1

		Quite difficult (2)		25		7

		Neither particularly difficult or easy (3)		27		8

		Quite easy (4)		102		29

		Very easy (5)		198		56

		Table. How would you rate the cost of parking

		Total		336

		Mean		4.4

				Count		%

		Very expensive		1		<1%

		Quite expensive		8		2

		About average		35		10

		Reasonable		104		31

		Very reasonable		188		56





Satisfaction

		Table.  average expenditure on all accommodation - all staying visitors

						Descriptive Statistics

						Count		Mean		Minimum		Maximum				Refers to expenditure from staying visitors in all accommodation types

		Total expenditure on accommodation per group				91		$116.30		0		2000

		Visitor Nights (staying visitors only)				91		24.63		0		300

		Average expenditure per person per night						$4.72

		Table.  average expenditure on Paid accommodation

						Descriptive Statistics

						Count		Mean		Minimum		Maximum				Refers to expenditure from staying visitors in paid accommodation only

		Total expenditure on accommodation per group				37		$218.89		0		2000

		Visitor Nights (staying visitors only)				37		12.05		0		56

		Average expenditure per person per night						$18.16

		Table. Ave. expenditure on Eating and drinking per day

				Descriptive Statistics

				Count		Mean		Minimum		Maximum		Range

		Eating/drinking Expenditure		470		$14.29		0		80		80

		Number of people this amounts to?		469		2.4		1		16		15

		Table. Ave. expenditure on shopping per day

				Descriptive Statistics

				Count		Mean		Minimum		Maximum		Range

		Shopping Expenditure		371		$16.16		0		300		300

		Number of people this amounts to?		370		2.36		1		16		15

		Table. Ave. expenditure on Entertainment per day

				Descriptive Statistics

				Count		Mean		Minimum		Maximum

		Entertainment Expenditure		339		$3.99		0		44

		Number of people this amounts to?		338		2.41		0		16

		Table. Ave. expenditure on Travel and Transport per day

				Descriptive Statistics

				Count		Mean		Minimum		Maximum

		Travel & transport Expenditure		344		$4.17		0		40

		Number of people this amounts to?		343		2.31		0		15





Importance

		Table. Opinions on accommodation

				Base		Very Poor				Poor				Average				Good				Very Good

						Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		Quality of service		54		-				5		9.3		8		14.8		27		50		14		25.9

		Value for money		53		1		1.9		4		7.5		6		11.3		27		50.9		15		28.3

		Table. Agree / Disagree with statements

				Base		Grid Table

						Disagree strongly				Disagree				Neither agree nor disagree				Agree				Agree strongly

						Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		Rochester is not too overcrowded		626		2		0.3		9		1.4		27		4.3		243		38.8		345		55.1

		I feel quite safe from crime in Rochester		607		2		0.3		8		1.3		47		7.7		236		38.9		314		51.7

		as a pedestrian in Rochester I felt quite safe from the traffic		629		4		0.6		25		4		54		8.6		270		42.9		276		43.9

		Table. Rating of overall enjoyment

		overall enjoyment of visit to Rochester		Count		%

		Very low		0		0

		Low		9		1.5

		Average		80		13.4

		High		287		47.9

		Very high		223		37.2

		Total		599		100

		Table. What did you like most about Rochester

				Count		%

		History/Heritage		127		20.6

		Cathedral		122		19.8

		Specialist shops/shopping		112		18.2

		Castle		71		11.5

		Olde Worlde/antiquated feel/character		60		9.7

		Architecture/buildings		55		8.9

		Quaint and English		45		7.3

		Ambience/atmosphere		44		7.1

		Dickensian atmosphere/Dickens History		41		6.6

		Quiet/peaceful/pleasant		41		6.6

		Relaxed atmosphere		31		5

		Walking up and down High Street		18		2.9

		Very friendly/Welcoming		16		2.6

		Variety of things to do/Good day out		12		1.9

		The setting/Piecturesque/Scenery		11		1.8

		Museum		11		1.8

		River		10		1.6

		Good Views		10		1.6

		Ease of walking around/no traffic		10		1.6

		Cleanliness of town		9		1.5

		Flowers and Gardens (castle)		9		1.5

		Well laid out/well presented town		7		1.1

		Restaurants/Cafes		6		1

		The Pubs		6		1

		Full of interest and antiques		6		1

		Always come here/easy to visit		5		0.8

		Pretty		4		0.6

		Nostalgia		4		0.6

		Market		4		0.6

		Boat Trip		4		0.6

		No Traffic		4		0.6

		Tea rooms in Cathedral		3		0.5

		Busy yet quiet		3		0.5

		Restoration House		3		0.5

		Eastgate House		3		0.5

		Nice sleepy town		3		0.5

		Open spaces to sit		3		0.5

		Used to live here		3		0.5

		Francis Isles		3		0.5

		Close to home/proximity		2		0.3

		Car Parking very cheap		2		0.3

		100 year old tree		2		0.3

		Good weather		2		0.3

		Good Information Centre		2		0.3

		Environment		2		0.3

		Jools Holland		1		0.2

		Train station central		1		0.2

		Everything close together		1		0.2

		Getting to know the town		1		0.2

		Meeting Friends/Relatives		1		0.2

		Religious Festival		1		0.2

		Connections with Roman Conquest		1		0.2

		Festivals		1		0.2

		Not too expensive		1		0.2

		Un-commercialised		1		0.2

		Open pavements		1		0.2

		Well signposted		1		0.2

		Friends live here		1		0.2

				617

		Table. What if anything spoilt your visit

				Count		%

		Drunks/vagrants in High Street		15		10.1

		Too much traffic		15		10.1

		Cycles/skateboards on pavements		11		7.4

		Abusive youths		11		7.4

		Weather		11		7.4

		Unclean toilets/Lack of toilets		10		6.8

		Shops closed on Sundays		9		6.1

		Too quiet - not enough to do		8		5.4

		Untidiness of streets		8		5.4

		High Street should be pedestrianised		7		4.7

		High Street is dangerous		5		3.4

		Too hot		5		3.4

		Nearly traffic accident		5		3.4

		Derelict shops		4		2.7

		Early closing of shops		4		2.7

		Castle - not worth the money		3		2

		Station in poor state		3		2

		Very expensive		3		2

		High admission for Dickens Centre		2		1.4

		Bad road signs for pedestrians		2		1.4

		More run down than before		2		1.4

		Surrounding areas in a bad state		2		1.4

		Parking problems		2		1.4

		Food poor quality		2		1.4

		Noisy schoolchildren		1		0.7

		Too many people		1		0.7

		Garden is wasting at Eastgate House		1		0.7

		No park and ride on bank holidays		1		0.7

		Drug abuse - youths		1		0.7

		Shopkeepers agressive and abusive		1		0.7

		Nothing open		1		0.7

		Poor Restuarants		1		0.7

		Quality is slipping		1		0.7

		Poor accommodation		1		0.7

		Parking meters not working		1		0.7

		Very industrial in surrounding area		1		0.7

		River is rundown		1		0.7

		Castle - too hilly		1		0.7

		Not enough seating		1		0.7

		Cafes closed		1		0.7

		Dockyard too expensive		1		0.7

		Could not find cafe		1		0.7

		Pubs taken by chains		1		0.7

		Poor disabled access		1		0.7

		Lack of sports		1		0.7

		No facilities for children in Castle		1		0.7

		Not enough normal shops		1		0.7

				148





		Table. Visitor Attractions and other places to visit - Satisfaction

				Base		Grid Table

						Very poor				Poor				Average				Good				Very good

						Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		Range of visitor attractions		523		1		0.2		15		2.9		44		8.4		187		35.8		276		52.8

		quality of services of visitor attractions		488		-				12		2.5		47		9.6		162		33.2		267		54.7

		value for money of visitor attractions		476		3		0.6		7		1.5		65		13.7		153		32.1		248		52.1

		Table. Places to Eat and Drink - Satisfaction

				Base		Grid Table

						Very poor				Poor				Average				Good				Very good

						Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		range of places to eat & drink		487		2		0.4		19		3.9		69		14.2		153		31.4		244		50.1

		quality of services of places to eat & drink		471		4		0.8		15		3.2		65		13.8		145		30.8		242		51.4

		value for money (places to eat & drink)		470		3		0.6		18		3.8		76		16.2		148		31.5		225		47.9

		Table. Shops - Satisfaction

				Base		Grid Table

						Very poor				Poor				Average				Good				Very good

						Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		range (shops)		530		1		0.2		31		5.8		92		17.4		180		34		226		42.6

		quality of shopping environment(shops)		530		1		0.2		16		3		70		13.2		200		37.7		243		45.8

		quality of service (shops)		507		2		0.4		9		1.8		60		11.8		180		35.5		256		50.5

		Table. Ease of finding way around - Satisfaction

				Base		Grid Table

						Very poor				Poor				Average				Good				Very good

						Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		road signs		517		0		0		9		1.7		35		6.8		201		38.9		272		52.6

		pedestrian signs		551		0		0		5		0.9		44		8		217		39.4		285		51.7

		display maps & info boards		523		1		0.2		1		0.2		49		9.4		197		37.7		275		52.6

		Table. Public Toilets - Satisfaction

				Base		Grid Table

						Very poor				Poor				Average				Good				Very good

						Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		availability of public toilets		355		4		1.1		13		3.7		63		17.7		91		25.6		184		51.8

		cleanliness of public toilets		342		8		2.3		15		4.4		55		16.1		118		34.5		146		42.7

		Table. Cleanliness of streets - Satisfaction

				Base		Grid Table

						Very poor				Poor				Average				Good				Very good

						Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		cleanliness of streets		605		4		0.7		7		1.2		38		6.3		216		35.7		340		56.2

		upkeep of parks & open spaces		597		1		0.2		6		1		34		5.7		221		37		335		56.1

		Table. Choice of nightlife and evening entertainment - Satisfaction

				Base		Grid Table

						Very poor				Poor				Average				Good				Very good

						Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		choice of nightlife		45		1		2.2		2		4.4		4		8.9		27		60		11		24.4

		Table. Tourist Information Centre - Satisfaction

				Base		Grid Table

						Very poor				Poor				Average				Good				Very good

						Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		ease of finding TIC		316		0		0		0		0		13		4.1		108		34.2		195		61.7

		quality of service of TIC		294		0		0		1		0.3		13		4.4		89		30.3		191		65

		usefulness of info received from TIC,		297		0		0		2		0.7		12		4		87		29.3		196		66

		Table. Overall impression of Rochester City - Satisfaction

				Base		Grid Table

						Very poor				Poor				Average				Good				Very good

						Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%

		Overall satisfaction of general atmosphere, derived		615		0		0		8		1.3		35		5.7		190		30.9		382		62.1

		Overall satisfaction of feeling of welcome, derived		620		1		0.2		10		1.6		44		7.1		192		31		373		60.2





		Overall rating of  Importance for your visit on…………

						Very low				Low				Average				High				Very High

						Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Count		%		Mean

		Range of visitor attractions		317										16		5		117		37		184		58		4.53

		Quality of service of visitor attractions		310										16		5		107		34		187		60		4.55

		Value for money of visitor attractions		311										14		5		107		34		190		61		4.57

		Range of places to eat & drink		312						4		1		13		4		139		45		156		50		4.43

		Quality of services at places to eat & drink		311						4		1		13		4		137		44		157		51		4.44

		Value for money to eat & drink		313						4		1		13		4		134		43		162		52		4.45

		Range of shops		314						5		2		32		10		155		49		122		39		4.24

		Quality of shopping environment		316						3		1		29		9		155		49		129		41		4.3

		Quality of service (shops)		316						3		1		21		7		152		48		140		44		4.36

		Road signs		309		5		2		11		4		29		9		126		41		138		45		4.23

		Pedestrian signs		314		1		<1%		5		2		39		12		132		42		137		44		4.27

		Display maps & info boards		309		1		<1%		6		2		38		12		133		43		131		42		4.25

		Availability of public toilets		307						1		<1%		3		1		146		48		157		51		4.5

		Cleanliness of public toilets		306		1		<1%						5		2		141		46		159		52		4.49

		Cleanliness of streets		307		1		<1%						8		3		160		52		138		45		4.41

		Upkeep of parks & open spaces		315						1		<1%		10		3		162		51		142		45		4.41

		Choice of nightlife		263		140		53		15		6		40		15		31		12		37		14		2.28

		Ease of finding TIC		283		3		1		4		1		31		11		131		46		114		40		4.23

		Quality of service of TIC		284		2		1		1		<1%		31		11		130		46		120		42		4.29

		Usefulness of information received from TIC		283		2		1		1		<1%		30		11		133		47		117		41		4.28

		General atmosphere		316										11		4		139		44		166		52		4.49

		Feeling of welcome		316										12		4		140		44		164		52		4.48
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Figure ?. Importance scores
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