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Beach user preferences and priorities for 50 beach aspects were investigated via surveys at 23 beaches in Wales. UK.
Results from 859 questionnaires showed that landscape/scenery was the most important single factor (11.3'7< of total I,

followed by bathing safety (8.3 r;, ) and a variety of factors associated with beach environmental quality such as bathing
water quality. absence of sewage debris, litter and unpleasant odours. Various aspects concerning beach facilities were
generally allotted a lower priority. Also. preference for the presence of many facilities could not be assumed, as in
many cases significant proportions of beach users indicated that specific facilities should not be provided or should
he limited in extent. There were many observed differences in beach user preferences and priorities according to the
type of beach in terms of commercialisation. the user preferred to visit. A contrast was suggested between those
wishing to enjoy the "natural characteristics" of a beach le.g. scenery. absence of pollution in various guises, fauna I.
and others who preferred traditional "beach resort" qualities I hot. sunny weather. safe bathing. convenient facilities
and ease of access I. Such studies have potential value for beach management. planning and tourism promotion. More
detailed work could provide a valuable resource for coastal management policy decisions on a local and regional basis,
especially if combined with studies of other stakeholders such as residents. business owners. water sports groups and
conservation bodies.

ADDITIONAL INDEX WORDS: Beach users. preferences. priorities. coastal management. questionnaire surveys. per­
ception. Welsh coast. tourism.

INTRODUCTION

Since the 1970's, the use of natural areas has developed as
a subject for geographic study, examining aspects such as de­
mand for appropriate recreational areas and infrastructure
for their use te.g, COPPOCK et al., 1974; MITCHELL, 1979),
Other studies have estimated carrying capacities of the areas
examined, beyond which level of use the site could not cope
with impacts resulting from the level of use and still remain
a sustainable resource (BROTHERTON, 1973; PEARCE, 1986).
User opinions and preferences have occasionally been studied
for policy development and to understand the behaviour of
visitors with the aim of modifying certain aspects to minimise
environmental impact and degradation of particular types of
environment, e.g. rivers (HOUSE and SANGSTER, 1991;
CHUBB and BAUMAN, 1977; LIME and FIELD, 1981), forests
(KOCH and JENSEN, 1988; BOERWINKEL, 1992). However,
beach user opinions and preferences have rarely been studied
(e.g. HECOCK, 1983; BRETON, 1993), and have even more
rarely been used as a contribution to management ie.g, JUN­
YENT et al., 1995; BRETON et al., 1996).

AAASTASSOVA (1996) enumerated 10 key factors for suc­
cessful beach tourism development. Prominent among these
was research into the needs and preferences of tourists. On
a similar theme, commentators such as FABBRI (1996) and
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ORBACH (1996) have emphasised the need for development
and utilisation of systems to engage the public in coastal zone
management (CZM) policy and decision making processes.
Until recently however, beach management has generally
only taken account of user parameters in terms of estimation
of the number of users in order to calculate amenity and ser­
vice requirements. Studies have been carried out from time
to time examining basic socio-demographic parameters of
beach users ie.g. origin, accommodation, length of stay,
planned expenditure, social class), while some (e.g. CUTTER
et al., 1979; WILLIAMS et al., 1993a), have examined factors
influencing beach selection. Very few studies (e.g. COFER­
SHABICA et al; 1990; EASTWOOD and CARTER, 1984; MOR­
GAN et al., 1993), have paid attention to such aspects as user's
actual needs from the beach environment, what kind of beach
they would like, or their preferences for facilities, level of de­
velopment and control of beach usage/activities. These are
facets which beach management should be aware of when
evaluating measures to optimise the social and ecological
functions of beaches. They also merit examination for the
purpose of evaluating management measures already imple­
mented and identifying remaining deficiencies.

Wales is part of the United Kingdom and has a population
of approximately 2.8 million people (LOWSON, 1991). By far
the most densely populated area is south-east Wales. This
area has seen dramatic change in the last two decades with
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the decline of traditional heavy industries (such as coal and
steel), and increased employment generated by services, light
manufacturing industries and overseas investment, princi­
pally from the Far East. The only other area of dense popu­
lation is a small part of north-east Wales. Almost all of the
remainder of Wales has a population density of under 40 per­
sons per km2 (LOWSON, 1991), with employment heavily de­
pendent on agriculture and tourism. The coastline of Wales,
particularly in the south, is notable for large tidal ranges.
These attain 14.8m in the Severn Estuary (second only to the
Bay of Fundy, Canada) and exceed 10m at many tourist
beaches. Much of the south Wales coast features a mixture
of limestone cliffs (up to 90m in height) and pocket beaches,
with two significant resorts in Barry and Porthcawl attract­
ing mainly local visitors from the densely populated hinter­
land. The Gower peninsula and the coasts of mid and west
Wales also feature cliffs and pocket beaches which attract
large numbers of distant and even overseas visitors because
of their cleanliness and scenic quality. The northern coast has
many long sandy beaches backed by large resorts which at­
tract large numbers of visitors from both Wales and England.
In total there are over 200 beaches in Wales, with the ma­
jority being outside recognised tourist resorts. Many beaches
are visited by relatively small numbers of people, yet taken
together the relatively large numbers of such undeveloped
beaches may constitute an important tourism resource.

Much of the Welsh coastline is of outstanding importance
for conservation and this is recognised in terms of a variety
of conservation designations. Heritage Coast definitions en­
compassed 496 km of the Welsh coastline (40% of the total;
COUNTRYSIDE COUNCIL FOR WALES, 1995). Here, the man­
agement philosophy is to conserve the natural environment
and coastal scenery while facilitating enjoyment by the public
(WILLIAMS and SOTHERN, 1986). The UK's only coast based
National Park-the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park-is
in west Wales and accounts for approximately 400 km of
coastline. Much of this is designated as Heritage Coast. There
are 12 National Nature Reserves (NNR's) including coastline
within their designated area, as well as a Marine Nature Re­
serve (Skomer) and numerous other designations such as Lo­
cal Nature Reserves, Sites of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSI's), Ramsar sites and Specially Protected Areas. There
are also other reserve sites designated by a range of other
conservation bodies (e.g. the Royal Society for the Protection
of Birds). In total approximately 70% of the coastline now
(1998) has some form of conservation or protection designa­
tion (SMITH et al., 1995). This fact alone constitutes another
reason for coastal managers to investigate the extent to
which beach users desire development of access and com­
mercial facilities, which may conflict with maintenance of en­
vironmental and scenic quality.

In the UK, Wales is the second most important tourism
region with the industry employing 80,000 people (LOWSON,
1991). Communication links by road and rail to Wales from
England and within Wales, run mainly from east to west; in
south Wales, the M4 motorway and A40 trunk road; in mid
Wales the A44 and A458; in north Wales the A55 and A5.
Largely as a result of this, the origin of other UK domestic
visitors to Wales varies from north to south. In north Wales,

most visitors come from the north-west of England. Mid
Wales sees a large proportion of visitors from the west Mid­
lands of England, with some from the south-east and north­
west. In south Wales, most incoming visitors are from the
densely-populated south-east of England and most overseas
visitors to Wales enter the UK via airports in this area rather
than via Cardiff (Wales) airport. Differences in visitor origins
influence the socio-demographic composition of visitors to dif­
ferent parts of Wales and also affect the character of the
coastal resorts. North Wales receives a higher proportion of
visitors from the lower social grades (semi-skilled and un­
skilled manual workers; WALES TOURIST BOARD, 1994),
mainly originating from the less wealthy, northern areas of
England. Possibly in connection with this, many large resorts
in Wales such as Rhyl, Prestatyn and Llandudno on the north
coast, have suffered from a "drift downmarket" (WALES
TOURIST BOARD, 1992).

Tourism accommodation in Wales consists mainly of small
hotel and guest house units, with a high proportion of unser­
viced accommodation in the form of static caravans and tour­
ing caravan/camping sites (approximately 75o/c of total capac­
ity; WALES TOURIST BOARD, 1994), especially in north Wales.
The few large Welsh coastal tourism resorts (Rhyl, Prestatyn,
Llandudno, Barry, Porthcawl and Tenby), account for almost
half of all the serviced coastal accommodation in Wales
(WALES TOURIST BOARD, 1994). However, much of this ac­
commodation is in need of modernisation to bring it up to the
standards expected by more discerning holiday makers in the
1990's.

METHODOLOGY

Questionnaire Design

As part of research into the development of a novel, user­
based beach rating system, a questionnaire was developed to
assess the preferences and priorities of a representative sam­
ple of beach users on the coast of Wales, UK. Priorities of
beach users were investigated with regard to all aspects
which were considered to be of importance to the general user
and which could be objectively assessed in a quantitative or
semi-quantitative fashion. Fifty such factors were identified
on the basis of previous beach user interview and survey pro­
grammes in Wales (e.g. MORGAN et al., 1993), examination of
previous beach checklists (CHAVERRI, 1987; WILLIAMS et al.,
1993b) and discussions with a range of Euro-Mediterranean
academics involved in CZM. These factors are listed in Table
1. For prioritisation of these parameters, a 1 to 5 scale from
"very important" to "not important" was used on the ques­
tionnaire.

Beach user preference was investigated for those aspects
where preference could not be assumed for a particular status
of the aspect (such as bathing water temperature, beach reg­
ulation, refreshment provision), and could be expected to vary
from one beach user to another. Eighteen such aspects were
identified (Table 2) and each was divided into a manageable
number of categories (maximum 6), and given simple descrip­
tions. For each aspect in Part 2 of the questionnaire, the
beach user was asked to insert the digit "1" alongside their
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Table 1. 50 factors for beach user prioritization.

Access onto beach by path
Alcohol availability
Beach material
Beach slope
Beach material colour
Beach exposure
Car park location
Chairs/sunbed availability
Cleanliness of toilets
Dangerous animals in water
Dangerous waves
Dangerous cliffs
Dog control
Fishy/seaweed smells
Floating material
Flora
High tide beach width

Recreational Beach Use in Wales, UK

Industrial noise
Insect pests
Landscape quality
Lifeguard provision
Litter
Low tide beach width
Odours from industry
Odours from catering
Oil on beach
Rainfall
Refreshment facilities
Road access
Rock pool fauna
Sea temperature
Seaweed on beach
Sewage debris
Showers

Strong currents
Submerged obstacles
Sunshine
Thermal sensation
Toilet provision
Traffic fumes
Undertows (rip currents)
Underwater beach slope
Vehicle noise
Vehicles on beach
Washing/drinking water
Water sport management
Water clarity
Water quality
Wave size
Wind
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first preference, "2" for the second preference and "3" (where
applicable) for the third preference.

Beach users were also asked to select their preferred beach
type in terms of level of commercialisation, on the basis that
preferences and priorities would be likely to differ according
to preferred beach type. A preliminary survey of beach de­
velopment characteristics in Wales led to the recognition of
5 categories appropriate to the Welsh coast. These categories
were, in gradations of increasing level of commercial devel­
opment:

(1) Undeveloped beaches with no visitor facilities in the im­
mediate vicinity;

(2) Beaches with only basic visitor facilities, e.g. a toilet,
small refreshment kiosk and car parking;

(3) Beaches at small coastal resorts, generally having toilets,
cafets) selling meals, drinks, ice-creams, etc. and a large
car park.

(4) Beaches at medium sized resorts, generally with several
cafes, one or more restaurants, fast food outlets, some
other shops, washrooms and car parks in the vicinity.

(5) Beaches at large, highly developed resorts where there
were many cafes, restaurants, shops and other attrac­
tions.

of landscape and scenic quality against the other beach fac­
tors. Instead, landscape/scenic quality was weighted relative
to other questionnaire factors in an indirect fashion, via an
additional questionnaire section (Part 4), as described below.
Beach users were asked to put 5 major facets of the beach
environment ("Facilities", "Sand and Water Quality", "At­
tractive Views and Landscape", "Bathing and Swimming
Safety" and "Access and Parking"), in order of priority from
1 (most important) to 5 (least important). Four of these major
facets (i.e. all except "Attractive Views and Landscape") each
corresponded to a number of beach factors featured in Part 3
(priority rating section) of the final questionnaire (Table 3).
The final questionnaire therefore consisted of 5 parts:

Part I-A section of socio-demographic questions;
Part 2- Preference selection questions;
Part 3- Priority rating questions;
Part 4-Ranking of 5 major beach facets;
Part 5- Selection of preferred beach type.

Survey Design

In deciding which beaches to select for the questionnaire
survey in order to obtain a representative sample of beach

Table 2. Beach aspects selected for user preference selection in question­
naire.

It was considered that landscape/scenic quality could not
be defined in terms of presence or absence of individual at­
tractions or detractors (MORGAN and WILLIAMS, with refer­
ees). Similarly, in the questionnaire it was considered inap­
propriate to ask beach users to weight individual components

Table 3. Factors included in 4 major "beach facets" (part 4 of question­
naire).

Beach material
Beach material colour
Sea temperature
Thermal sensation
Beach exposure
Road access
Wave size
Beach slope
Underwater beach slope

Access onto beach
Car park location
Water sport management
Refreshment facilities
Alcohol availability
Low tide beach width
High tide beach width
Vehicles allowed on/banned from beach
Dogs allowed on/banned from beach

Facilities

Washing/drinking water
Toilet provision
Cleanliness of toilets
Showers
Sunbed/chair availability
Refreshment facilities

Sand and Water Quality

Sewage debris
Water clarity
Water quality
Floating material
Litter
Oil on beach

Bathing and Swimming Safety

Strong currents
Undertows (rip currents)
Dangerous waves
Underwater beach slope
Lifeguard provision
Dangerous animals in water
Submerged obstacles

Access and Parking

Road access
Car park location
Access onto beach by path
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Figure 1. Questionnaire survey beaches in Wales. UK.

satisfactory fashion. A frequent problem was that Part 3 (pri­
ority rating on the 1 to 5 scale) had been filled in by habit­
ually circling the same number for long sequences of ques­
tions, most commonly the numbers "1", "3" and "5" on the
scale. While perhaps in a few cases this might indicate am­
bivalence toward these aspects by the beach user, it was felt
that given the length of the questionnaire, fatigue would be
a more common reason for this behaviour. On this basis,
questionnaires where the same digit had been circled 10 or
more times in succession were excluded. Similarly, those with
10 or more uncompleted questions in Part 3 were eliminated.
Also eliminated were those where preferred beach type had
not been stated and those where Part 4 (ranking of the 5
major facets of the beach environment), had not been com­
pleted. The total number of questionnaires excluded from
preference/priority calculation was 145 out of the original
1,004 questionnaires. Eight hundred and fifty nine question­
naires were used for analysis (Table 4),

For responses in Part 2 of the questionnaire (preference
selection), no account was taken of preferences lower than
third. Digits entered on the questionnaire copies were con­
verted so that aspects given highest preference by the beach
user had the highest numerical value, while those given the
lowest preference had a value of zero. The exact manner of
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Following the questionnaire survey, questionnaires were
carefully inspected to check that they had been completed in

Questionnaire Data Processing

users, it was necessary to take into account the large varia­
tions in beach visitor numbers between beaches. Firstly, a
list was drawn up of all beaches in Wales which might rea­
sonably be considered for selection. This was compiled from
the listing of Welsh beaches in the "Good Beach Guide­
1994" (MARINE CONSERVATION SOCIETY, 1994), the list of
beaches receiving the Tidy Britain Group's "Seaside Award"
for beach quality in 1994, beaches in the National River Au­
thority Bathing Water Report for 1993 (NATIONAL RIVERS
AUTHORITY, 1994), and inspection of 1:50000 scale Ordnance
Survey maps of the Welsh coast. This produced a total of202
beaches.

It was considered that beach users on at least 20 beaches
should be surveyed using the questionnaire. Random selec­
tion from the 202 beaches listed would be likely to result in
the selection of many beaches with few visitors at anyone
time during typical summer conditions and subsequent logis­
tic difficulties, in terms of the amount of time required for
the questionnaire survey to be completed. To reduce this
problem the population of beaches was stratified by dividing
into two categories; EC-identified bathing beaches (required
to comply with the EC Bathing Waters Directive; 76/160/
EEC), where bathing is traditionally practised by large num­
bers of bathers (COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,
1976); and non-identified beaches. From the list of 50 EC­
identified bathing beaches geographically within Wales at
the commencement of the study (1994; NATIONAL RIVERS
AUTHORITY, 1994), 14 beaches were randomly selected. A fur­
ther 9 were randomly selected from the remaining non-iden­
tified beaches. These beaches are shown in Figure 1.

YEOMANS (1967) and the WELSHAGRICULTURAL COLLEGE
(1992) estimated an approximate 2:1 ratio of weekend to
weekday visitors to Welsh coastal and country leisure desti­
nations. Sampling at each beach was balanced with the in­
tention of reflecting this ratio. The aim was to obtain 34 ques­
tionnaire responses at weekends (Saturdays and Sundays)
and 17 on weekdays (Monday to Friday, excluding Bank Hol­
idays) at each beach to be surveyed using the questionnaire,
so giving a total of 51 completed questionnaires per beach.
Questionnaire survey work was carried out during July/Au­
gust 1994 and June/July 1995 by staff of the Glamorgan Her­
itage Coast Project, the Ceredigion Heritage Coast and the
Coastal Research Unit, School of Applied Sciences, Univer­
sity of Glamorgan. Sampling of beach users is fraught with
difficulty in terms of obtaining a representative sample of the
total beach using population (MORGAN et al., 1993; WILLIAMS
et al., 1993a). At each beach, an approximation to a stratified
sample was obtained by approaching groups, couples and in­
dividuals of a variety of ages and both sexes at various lo­
cations on the beach. Logistic difficulties and/or low user
numbers depressed the number of beach users surveyed at
some beaches to a figure below that originally desired, so that
an eventual total of 1,004 questionnaires was obtained (Table
4). Reported refusal rate among beach users was <2%.

Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 15, No.3, 1999
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Tab le 4. Number orqucstion nn irc» obtained per beach,
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No. in Fig.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

Beach

Barry (Whit more Bay i

Ffon t agari
Nas h
Southe rndown
Lim esl ad e
Port Eyno n
Hhossili
Lla ngcnnith
Am ro th
Sa un dersfoot
Manorbier
Bro ad Haven
Pwll gwaulod
Lla ngr anog
New Qu ay
Abe ra eron
Aberystw yt h (Sou th I

Llandan wg
Harl ech
Morfa Bycha n
Morfa Ahercch
Mor fa Nefy n
Kinm el Bay
Tot al at EC-iden t ified bea ches
Tot a l a t non -EC beach es
Tolal

!'io. of Ques tionna ires Accepted
for Preference Analysis

37
37
15
8

48
46
41
48
50
48
52
50

5
41
40
42
43
4 1
44
42

8
39
34

564
295
859

, ~ EC Identified
Bathing- Beach

/

Numb er of Preference Opti ons Avai lable for Beach Aspect

Ta ble 5. Receding or'I1I"s/ioI/I/O;,." 1',."re""I/I''' options.

this convers ion depended on th e number of pr eference opt ions
(ranging bet ween 2 and 61, available for th e questi on as
shown in Table 5.

For pri ority scoring, responses on th e 1 to 5 scale were
converted so th at "very importa nt" counted as 4 points , gra d­
ing down to "not importan t" counti ng as zero in terms of pri ­
ority level. Correct ions had to be mad e to th e va lues of pri­
ority rating on ea ch qu estionna ire to allow for the fact th at
some beach user s tend ed to give main ly "h igh" prioritisi ng
scores, while other beach users tend ed to give mostly "low"
pri oritising scores . Thi s was don e by calculat ing for each
questionnaire th e mean prio rity score on the I to 5 sca le for
all 50 beach as pects , th en dividing each of th e pri ority scores
in th at questionn aire by the mean pri ority score . For those
beach as pects where user preference was derived from ques­
tionn aire respon ses rather th an assumed, th e correcte d pr i­
ority scores were related to th e appropriate preference scores .
Th is produced a combined preferen ce/priority score , ca lcula t­
ed by multiplying th e preferen ce score for that as pects' cat­
egory, by the corresponding priority score ,

4, 5 or 6 Options

1 recoded to 1
2 receded to 0.6666
3 reced ed to 0.3:133
4 receded to a
5 reced ed to a
6 recoded to a
a recoded to a

3 Option s

1 reced ed to 1
2 recoded to 0.5
3 receded to a
a recoded to 0

2 Options

1 recoded to 1
2 rece ded to 0
a receded to a

Estimation of Beach User Priority for Landscape /
Scenic Quality

For eac h complete d qu estionn aire, beach user priority
scores from Part 3 of th e questionnaire were totall ed for those
as pects corresponding to each of th e 5 major facet s (Part 4 of
the questionn aire). Th ese total s were compa red to th e rank­
ings from Part 4 of th e questi onn a ire a nd all owed calibration
to be mad e of th e ranked facets (including "Att ract ive Views
and Landscap e") in terms of priority score , against tota lled
priority scores from Part 3, A beach user priority score for
landscap e/sceni c beauty was calcula ted, which was halfway
betw een those tot all ed pri ority scores for major facet s ranked
imm ediately above and below th e "Attractive Views and
Landscape" facet in Part 4. If th e "Attract ive Views and
Landscape" facet had been given a ranking of one on a par­
ticul ar qu esti onna ire, th e differenc e between the totall ed pri ­
ority scores for the second and third ranked facets , wa s added
to th e score for the second ranked facet. Th e "Attract ive
Views and Landscap e" facet was given this calculated score,
Similarly, if th e "Attract ive Views and Landscap e" facet wa s
given a ranking of 5, the differenc e between th e tota lled pri ­
ority scores for t he third and fourth ranked facets wa s sub­
t ra cted fr om the score for th e fourth ranked facet . An ex­
ample (Ta ble 6), shows a case wh ere "Attractive Views and
Landscap e" was ranked third of th ese 5 facets.

Th is methodology is a form of Guttmann scaling (STOUF­
FER, 1950 ), but in pr actice over a la rge sample size a perfect
Guttmann scal e is seldom obtaine d (B LA LOC K, 1979 ). Six
h undred and sixty two of the 859 qu estion naires accepted for
beach user pr eferen ce/priority scoring were sat isfacto ry in
terms of the method described above. In the rem aining 197
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Th e pr iority score for "Attractive Views and Landscap e" for this cas e was
calcula ted as : (8.05 + 7.20 )12 = 7.63 .

Tabl e 6. Example of calculation of priority score for "att ractive views and
landscape':

No Facilities Basic Facilities Small Resort Medium Resort Large Resort
Type of Beach Preferred

2.6

48.4

%
60,...----------------------,

50

40

30

20

10

o

1
2
3
4
5

Rank Given in
Part 4 of

Questionnaire

7.20
4.23

9.74
8.05

Total Priority
Score from

Corresponding
Questions in

Part 3 of
QuestionnaireFacet

Sand and Water Quality
Bathing and Swimming Safet y
Att ractive Views and Landscap e
Facilities
Access and Parking

Figure 2. Beach users' stated pr eferred beach type.

cases, it was observed that the response patterns of individ­
uals deviated from the ideal, i .e. the ranking order of the 5
facets in Part 4 of the questionnaire did not match the nu­
meric order of the relevant totals from Part 3. The most com­
mon problem was that the sum of the totalled pr iority scores
attributed to beach access an d parking from Part 3 of the
questionnaire, was the lowest of the 4 facets totalled from
Part 3, but the rank given in Part 4 to "Good Access and
Parking" was one higher than it should have been (i.e. "3"
in stead of "4", or "4" instead of "5"). When this occurred and
the error was associated with the ranking of "Attractive
Views and Landscape" in Part 4 of the questionnaire (where
"Attractive Views and Landscape" was ranked dire ctly above
or directly below "Good Access and Parking"), the same pr i­
ority score was given to "Att ractive Views and Landscape" for
that questionnaire , as the totalled priority given to beach ac­
cess and parking. This procedure applied to 131 question­
naires. For th e remaining 68 questionnaires an estimate was
made of th e priority score to be given to "Attractive Views
and Landscape", from inspection of the ranking table from
Part 4 of the questionnaire and the totalled priority scores
derived from Part 3. Deciding the degree of error in Gutt­
mann scales that can be tolerated is an arbitrary decision
(BLALOCK, 1979). In view of the novel and exploratory nature
of the study, in particular the attempt to attribute the per­
centage of total beach rating score which should be assigned
to landscape quality, and the lack of an obvious alternative,
the Guttmann scaling methodology was considered adequate
for calculating the results of this study.

Finally, the mean value was calculated for each of these
combined preference/priority scores, separately for each
group of bea ch users who stated a preference for each of the
five bea ch types .

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Just over ha lf of those completing th e questionnaire (53%),
lived in Wales , wit h 45% originating from th e remainder of
th e UK, overwhelmingly (44%) from En gland. Only 2% were
from other EC countries, and a single beach user in the study
lived outside the EC. These figur es emphasise the importance
of beach visitors from England to Welsh coastal tourism,
while implying that overseas visitors hav e yet to be attracted

in large numbers to Welsh beaches. More than half those in­
terviewed were aged between 25 and 44 years. Five percent
were under 18, with 1% under 16 years old. Four percent of
interviewees were 65 or over (the oldest being 82 years old).
Th e moda l planned length of stay of beach users in this study
was 4 hours, with a mean of 5.2 hours.

Prefer red Type of Beach

Figure 2 shows the breakdown of beach users' stated pre­
ferred beach typ e, according to the descriptions given on the
questionnaire. Surprisingly, only 2.6% (n = 22) of those in­
terviewed st ated a preference for visiting beaches at large
resorts and only 6.2% (n = 53) for visiting beach es at medi­
um-sized resorts. These numbers of beach users were so
small that for further data processing/analysis purposes,
these two categories of preferred beach type were combined.
Th is produced a beach user grouping of 75 preferring beaches
at medium or large resorts. By far the largest number (n =
416,48.4%), said they would prefer to visit a beach with only
basic facilities (toilet, refreshment kiosk, car parking ). As can
be seen from Figure 3, even people interviewed at large resort
beaches often expressed preference for visiting beaches with
only basic facilities or small resort character. Indeed, visiting
a beach with ba sic facilities was the most common preference
for people surveyed at any category of beach apart from large
resorts, for whom it was the second most popular choice.

This raises th e question of why people who state a prefer­
ence for beaches with basic facilities are to be found at me­
diurn!large resort beaches. One can suggest that there may
be a conflict between the preference of th e person actually
filling in th e questionnaire and the perceived needs of their
family and/or children with regard to resort facilities. This
concept is supported by th e findings of a pilot-scale study in
Malta (MICALLEF et al., in press). Whil e the interviewee may
wish to visit a beach with few facilit ies, th ey may feel (cor­
rectly or incorrectly ), that their children or other companions
desire more exte ns ive commercial faci liti es that would not be
present at such a beach. Knowledge of location and ease of
access may be two further factors influ encing this apparent
conflict between actual beach choice and stated beach type
prefer ence. This aspect calls for elucidation by means of fur -
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ther st udies , the res ults of which could have importan t con­
sequences for beach tourism promotion.

Beach User Priorities

By far the highest pr iority value was given to scene ry/land­
scape quality (11.30% of total; Table 7), followed by beach
safety (8.28%), water qua lity (3.12%), absence of sewage de­
bris (3.04%), litter (3.04%), industr ial odours (3.00%), oil
(2.97%), industrial noise (2.76%) and traffic fumes (2.70%).
Factors based on facilities were gene ra lly allotted a lower pri­
ority, e.g. chai rlsunbe d availability (0.96%), showers (1.03%).
As expected, preference for the presence of ma ny facilities
was variable. In the questionnaire, the preference selection
process (Part 2 of the questionnaire), often res ulte d in sig ­
nificant proportions of beac h users stating that specific facil­
it ies shou ld not be provided, or limited in extent.

The two most important UK beach award schemes, Euro­
pea n Blue Flag an d the Seaside Award (a UK beac h award
given by the Tidy Britain Group; WILLIAMS and MORGAN,
1995), stipulate the presence of particula r facilit ies for beach
users. The impression gained from the results of the st udy
was that man y beach users do not necessarily desire beaches
to be "improved" by man ager s and planners, either in terms
of supp lementation of near-beach facilit ies (e.g . refreshments,
car parking), or in terms of resort/area infrastructure devel­
opment to ease access (wider access roads, constructed
paths ). Whethe r such apparent desires to limit developmen t
were directly the res ult of wishing to preserve a more pr is­
tine, uncommercialised beach environme nt, or a fear that
such development could lead to increased visitor numbers re­
sulting in crowding, increased noise an d ind irect reduction in
enjoyment at the beach , was not clear. In view of the poten­
tial importance to beach ma nagers of such preferences, fur­
ther research is demanded to eluci date this aspect.

Multiple regression analysis was carried out to examine
the statistical va lidity of trends in priority level with stated
preferred beach type. Twen ty six ind ividu ally pri ori ti sed
bea ch aspects from Part 3 of the ques tionnaire, were shown
to be linked to beach type pre fere nce . Priority given to scenic!
landsca pe qua lity, pr iority for beach sa fety aspects and rank­
ing of "Facilities", "Sa nd and Water Quality " and "Access and
Parking" (Part 4 of th e questionnaire ), were also shown by
multiple regression ana lysis to be link ed to beac h ty pe pref­
erence. A commercialised beach environment is in man y ways
synonymous wit h the presence of car pa rking, improve d
beach access, refreshments and sa nitary facilities. In the
questionnaire itself, this connection was ma de explicit by the
descr ipt ions includ ed of the five beach categories from which
users were asked to select the ir preferred type. Some of the
as pects included in the descriptions (such as cafes, car park ­
ing ), were among the factors which users were asked to pr i­
orities in Part 3 of the questionnaire . In contrast a bea ch
without specific facil it ies for visi tors generally implies a
beach in a ru ral location which migh t be per ceived (not nec­
essarily correctly), as unlikely to suffer from a high level of
pollu tion from human sources or scenic intrus ion from built
structures. Selection of preferred beach ty pe, could therefore
be regarded as an inev itable conseq uence of beach users' pri­
orities in th e beach environment.

Scenery/Landscape Quality

Th e cons picuous apparent link between preferred beach
type an d priority given to scen ic/landscape quality (Figu re 4),
was confir med by multiple regression analysis. Priority given
to scenery/landscape qua lity ranged from 14.8% (as a per­
centage of the total for all bea ch as pects ), for beac h users
prefer ring to visit beaches wit h no visitor facilit ies to 8.8%
and 8.9% res pectively for those wishing to visi t small and
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Tabl e 7. Overall beach user priority levels.

Beach Factor Priority (% ) Beach Factor Priority ('7< )

Landscap e Qu ality
Beach Safety
Wat er Quality
Sewage Debris
Litter
Odours from Indu stry
Oil on Beach
Clea nliness of Toilet s
Industrial Noise
Dan ger ous Cliffs
Tra ffic Fum es
Toilet Pr ovision
Vehicles on Beach
Beach Material
Wat er Clarity
Float ing Material
Rainfall
Thermal Sensation
Dan ger ous Animals in Water
Beach Material Colour
Vehicl e Noise
Sunsh in e
Insect Pests
Dog Control

11.30
8.28
3.12
3.04
3.04
3.00
2.97
2.97
2.76
2.70
2.70
2.61
2.61
2.5 7
2.48
2.38
2.35
2 .3.3
2.31
2.20
2.20
2.16
2.14
2. 14

Sea Temperature
Car Park Location
Lifeguard Pr ovision
Su bmerged Obst acles
Wind
Alcohol Availability
Underwater Beach Slope
Access onto Beach by Path
Rock Pool Fauna
Water Sport Manag ement
Washi ng/Drinking Wat er
Wave S ize
Refreshment Faciliti es
Beach Slope
High Tide Beach Width
Odours from Cater ing
Flora
Beach Exposure
Road Access
Low Tide Beach Width
Fish y/Seaw eed Smells
Seaweed on Beach
Showers
Cha irs/Sunbed Avail abil ity

2.12
2.12
2.12
2.10
2.10
2.01
1.95
1.93
1.93
1.90
1.81
1.80
1.7.3
1.7.3
1.73
1.73
1.71
1.71
1.58
1.58
1.48
1.39
1.03
0.96

Th ose beach as pects for which preferr ed status was selecte d by beach users ra ther th an assumed are shown in italics.

medium/large resort beaches. Beaches without visitor facili ­
tie s generally hav e few built structures visible nearby. User
prefer ence for a commerci al beach resort implies a differ ent
set of priorities , with emphasis on availability of resort facil­
ities overriding desire for scenic beauty. In th e UK, desig­
nations such as "Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty"
(AONB, e.g . Gower), imply that control should be exercised
over visually intru sive development (whether for provi sion of
tourist faciliti es or for other reas ons ), in order to preser ve
high scenic quality and is also implicit or explicit with resp ect

Scenery Climate-- -
%

16,....--------------------,

14~12

10 .....

8

to oth er designations such as National Parks and Heritage
Coas ts . The se findings also emphasise the importance of
maintaining the pristine scenic qu ality of undeveloped beach
areas, even when a temptation ma y be present to add com­
merci ally-bas ed faciliti es to und evelop ed beaches to enhance
the local tourist economy.

Climatic Factors

Combined priority scores for the 4 climatic factors from
Part 3 of th e questionnaire (sunshine hours, wind , low rain­
fall , temperature sens ation), wer e calcula te d for beach users
pr eferring ea ch beach type. Th e clear trend evident (Figure
4), was confirmed by multiple regression analysis. Use rs pre ­
ferring resort beaches gave higher priority to climatic factors
compared to tho se preferring undeveloped beaches. One
might postulate a contrast between those who prefer to visit
less commerci alised beaches to enjoy the natural attributes
of th e beach environment and are les s concerned about the
climate, with those of a more commercial orientation who
pr efer a traditional "beach resort" with warmth, sunshine
and abunda nt varied facilities to supplement th eir enjoy­
ment.

2

6

4

Bathing Safety

Priority scores for beach safety aspects were shown by mul­
tipl e regr ession analysis to be linked to preferred beach type,
even though the trend was not readily appa re nt from exam­
ination of mean scores . Those preferring an uncommercial­
ised, "natural" environment at th e beach were less concerned
with hazards associated with natural phenomena such as
dangerous currents, large waves , etc. Thos e pr eferring more
commercialised beach es, might be expected to have an image

Med.lLarge
Resort

Small Resort

Type of Beach Preferred

Basic Facili ties
oL..L.-----.L--------'------......

No Facilities

Figure 4. Priority for scenery and climate para meters according to pr e­
ferred beach type.

Journal of Coasta l Research, Vol. 15, No. 3, 1999



Recreat ional Beach Use in Wales, UK 661

Absence of Litter

%

Absence of Sewage Debris Water a uality Absence of Liller Toilet Provision- -- A trend in priority level for litter absence with preferred
beach type is not readily apparent from Figure 5. However,
multiple regression ana lysi s confirmed a sign ificant correla­
tion, with those pr eferring less comm ercia Iised beaches plac­
ing higher pri ority on abse nce of litter. Examination of public
perception of beach litter contamination is becoming an im­
portan t field of research in it self (SIMMONS and WILLIAMS,
1992; HOUSE and HERRING, 1995). Several workers and or­
ganisations te.g, DINIUS, 1981; MARINE CONSERVATION SO­
CIE TY , 1990 ), have emphasised the importance of beach con­
tamination by litter in affecti ng perceived water qu ality and
its detrimental effect on coastal recreation.Med.lLarge

Resort
Basic Facili ties Small Resort

Type of Beach Preferred
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No Facilities
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Figu re 5. Priority for absence of sewage debris, water quali ty , absence
of litter and toilet provision according to preferred beach type.

of a beach environment where both th e on-shore aspe cts (fa­
ciliti es, management) and th ose off-shore (ba thing hazards),
a re controlled for th e purposes of human convenience with
natural features taking a lower priority.

Absence of Sewage Debris

Tho se preferring less comm erciali sed beaches gave higher
priority to abse nce of sewage debris at the bea ch. The clearest
difference in priority given to absence of sewage debris wa s
betw een those preferring beaches with no facilities (3.46%)
and th e other groups (2.97 to 3.06%; Figure 5). Th e exte nt to
which the beach us ing public actu ally recognis e sewage de­
bris when they see it , th e connotat ions they at tach to it and
their perception of it s possible significance as a water qu ality
indicator are th e subject of mu ch curre nt research (WILLIAMS
and NELSON, in press ). It has been su ggested that the re­
mains of sa nitary towel s and condom s are the forms of beach
debris likely to cause most offence to users (WILLIAMS and
NELSON, in press ), although HOUSE and HERRING (1995),
suggeste d that, unlike sa ni ta ry towels, condoms did not seem
to ha ve a st rongly negative effect on percei ved water quality.

Bathing Water Quality

Priority given to bathing water quality by users preferring
different beach types is shown in Figure 5. Th e sugges te d
trend for gre ate r priority for this factor among th ose pr efer­
ring less developed beaches, was confirmed by multiple re­
gression ana lysis . As with priority for ab sence of sewage de­
bri s, th e greatest distinction wa s between tho se stati ng a
pr eference for und eveloped beaches (3.42%) and the oth er
categories (2.99 to 3.10%). Thi s supports th e view that th ose
pr eferring un commerc iali sed beaches have a greater wish for
a pri stine, unpolluted environment . However, compared to
othe r beach factors , bathing water quality is st ill give n a high
pr iority by th ose wishing to visit mor e commercialised beach
resorts, so bathing water qu ality standa rds may be seen as
an important aspec t of the beach visiti ng experience for a
wide range of the beach using public.

O ther Aspects

Higher priority was given to absence of indust r ia l smells/
odou rs, ab sence of t raffidvehicle fum es , absence of noise from
industry/comm erc e and ab sence of vehicle noise by those pre­
ferring undeveloped beaches. Multiple regression an aly sis
demonstrated th at those pr eferring undevelop ed beaches
t ended to give high er pri ority to interesting beach flora and
presenc e of rock pools. An interest in the natural features of
the beach environme nt as opposed to a pr eference for visiting
the man-influenc ed , develop ed resort beaches could be con­
sidere d to be reflect ed in thi s trend. Water cla rity and ab ­
sence of oil contamination were al so shown by multiple re­
gression analysis to be related to pr eferred beach type, with
those preferring und eveloped beaches giving higher priority
to these facto rs . Such visitors al so ga ve higher ranking in
Part 4 of the questionnaire to "Sand and Water Quality" than
those preferring mor e commercialised beaches . Availability of
toilet facil it ies at the beach was given lowest priority by
beach users stating a pr eference for visiting beaches with no
visitor facilities (Figu re 5; 1.93% compared to 2.66%-2.88%).
For presence of lifeguards, the most distinct difference in pri ­
ori ty level was between tho se preferring beaches with no vis­
itor facilities (implying a desire for ab senc e of human inter­
vention), and the oth er categories (1.62% comp ared to 2.13%­
2.40%).

Visito rs stating a preference for vis it ing mor e devel oped
bea ches gave higher prio rity to toil ets, availability of drink­
ing water and wa shing facilities , shower facilities and avail­
ability of chairs/sunbeds (Figu re 6). In Part 4 of the ques­
tionnaire, those preferring to visit more commercialised
beach es gave high er rankings to "Facilities" and "Access and
Parking". As mentioned above, th e presen ce of facilities for
beach visitor us e is implicit in th e concept of th e commer­
cialised beach resor t and is also mad e explicit in the des crip­
tions of beach ty pes featured in the qu estionnaire.

Seaweed

In contrast to the trends for other (ess ent ia lly man-made)
smells /odours, lower priority for -absence of seaweed/fishy
smells was given by those preferring less develop ed beaches
(Figu re 7). Similarly, absence of seaweed on th e beach was
given lower pri ori ty by those pr eferring less comm ercialised
beaches (Figure 7). A connection between this factor a nd ab-
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Figure 7. Priority for absence of seaweed smells and sea weed on the
beach according to pr efer red beach type .
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Figure 6. Priorities for provision of wash ing/drinking water, showers
and chairs/su nbeds according to pr eferred beach type.

sence of seaweed/fishy smells, may be suggested in terms of
consi dering both to be forms of "natural pollu t ion" of the
beach environment. Those preferring a less commercially de­
veloped , more pr ist ine beach env ironment may consi der the
pr esen ce of seaweed and associate d smells as a natural fea ­
ture of the coas tli ne, cons ider it inoffen sive an d perhaps even
expect it to be present. Human-gen er ated odours from indu s­
try, tr affic, etc ., could be perceived by suc h people in a very
different way since they are ind icators of industrial/commer­
cial intervention into, an d polluti on of, the natural environ­
men t. In contrast, those preferring more commercialised
beaches may cons ider that the presence of smell of seaweed
detract s from their image of a "clean", neat and managed
beach environment in a fash ion not dissim ilar to the presen ce
of man -mad e beac h debris an d odours.

Potential Implications of Priority Variation According
to Preferred Beach Type

The va riations in pri ority scores accordi ng to preferred
beach type described above suggest a cont rast between those
who choose to enjoy what might be termed the "natural at­
t r ibutes" of a beac h and those who prefe r traditional "beach
resort" qualities. Higher priority was given to what might be
loosely classified as "envi ronment" based aspects by those
stating a prefere nce for un comm er ciali sed beac hes. Such as ­
pect s included scenery/landscape, beach flora and fauna (e.g .
in rock pools ), and absence of pollution in various guises such
as beach litter , sewage debris, noise and un pleasant odours
from industry and vehicles, oil contamination and bathing
water pollution. These findings suggest the particular impor­
tance of maintaining high environmental standards wit h re­
gard to these as pects , at less commercially developed beach­
es . Any developm ent proposals in terms of improvement to
existing amenities or prov ision of additional facil it ies at such
beac hes, shou ld demand careful consideration of possible im­
pacts on the beac h features which currently seem to attract
visi tors to these sites. Additional invest igati ons to examine
in greater depth, the perceptions of beach visi tors at unde ­
veloped beaches should be undertaken to further elucidate

the aspects described above, with the aim of guiding man ­
agement of suc h beaches.

The beach aspects given higher priority by tho se stating
pr eference for the more commercialised beach categories ,
could essentially be classified into four groups; climate at the
beach/resort area, safety (including lifegu ard provision), fa­
cilities, and access (including car parking). Climate is obvi­
ous ly outside the control of beach ma nagers, bu t the fact that
it is given higher pr iority by those pre fer ring more comme r­
cia lised beac hes could be of importance to tourist authorities
in te rms of promoting beac hes in thei r area . A possib le im­
plication is that tourist authorities responsi ble for areas with
modest climatic attributes from t he bea ch tourism point of
view, should focus promotiona l activity on those pote ntial
beach users who have less inte rest in this as pect of the beach
environment. In terms of climatic characteristics, this may
be regarded as ap plying to the UK and othe r cool temperate
coastlines. Obvious ly, climatic considerations may be a sig­
nificant reason why a potential Welsh beach user (one who
perhaps visi ts beaches in other countries), might not visit
beaches in Wales. Such a person would not therefore be sa m­
pled in a bea ch-based survey of the type undertaken in th is
study. This emphasises the importance of includ ing perce p­
tion studies of potential as well as actua l beach users, in fur­
ther studies attempting to relate user perce ptions to general
beac h ma nagement policy making.

Bathing water safety is an aspect which management can
only impinge upon through the provision oflifeguards and by
regulating access to the water at dangerous areas/times.
Coastal man agement policies nee d to be cognisant of the re­
lat ionsh ip beach type, beac h usage and risk to the pub lic
(SHORT and HOGAN, 1994). In the UK this has been ad­
dressed to some exte nt by the Royal Society for the Preven­
tion of Accidents (ROSPA) and the Royal Life Saving Society
(ROSPA, 1993). In this survey it was likely that beach users
who spent a large proportion of th e time bathing, swimming
or engaged in water sports were seriously under represented.
Other means of investigation of beach user perceptions would
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Figure 8. Pr efer en ce levels for temperature sensation for each preferred
beach type.

Figure 9. Prefer en ce levels for bathing water temperature for eac h pre­
ferred beach typ e.

need to be employed in future studies into bathing water
safety, to correct this deficiency.

In terms of facility provision, a stated preference for a more
commercialised beach environment implies a high priority for
availability of constructed facilities and supplied services at
the beach. Higher priorities for availability of toilets, show­
ers , drinking water and sunbeds for hire were demonstrated
for beach users st ating a preference for visiting more com­
mercial beaches. The beach facets "Facilit ies" and "Access
and Parking" (from Part 4 of th e questionnaire), were also
given higher priority by these beach user s, suggesting that
some people may prefer such beaches on the basis of knowl ­
edge of location, ease of access and the assurance that should
they require a particular facility or service, it is likely to be
present. Plans for additi ons and/or alterations to facilities
and services at particular beaches might benefit from further
study of beach user priorities to assess which particular fa­
cilit ies (and of which typ e in terms of quantity/qual ity), ex­
isting and potential future users might require . The same
considerations would apply to plans to modify access and
parking arrangements.

Beach User Preferences

Beach Width and Material

Highest preference for low tid e bea ch width was for 50-200
yards (approximate ly 50-200m). Th is preference could be
associated with the distance beach users would need to walk
from the drier sand at the rear edge of th e beach to reach the
water. This factor could also be important in terms of
observing the safety of children bathing in the sea , even
though intervi ewees might not wish to enter the water
themselves. Highest preference for high tide beach width was
for 20-50 ya rds (20-50m). It could be that user preferences
accord with their experience of UK (and especially Welsh )
beaches where beach widths decrease markedly at high tid e.
Unsurprisingly, the highest preference for beach material
was for sand. This was the first preference choice for 97% of
those interviewed.

Temperature Sensation and Bathing Water
Temperature

Taking a mean of all beach users interviewed , the temper­
ature sensation "warm" was the highest preference. However,
th ere was a tendency for those preferring more commercial­
ised beach types to prefer a hotter temperature sensation.
For those preferring beaches at medium/large resorts, the
highest score was given to the temperature sensation "hot"
(Figure 8). Highest overall preference for bathing water tem­
perature was 70-80°F (22-26°C). Thi s most preferred water
temperature was well outside the range likel y to be encoun­
tered on the Welsh coastline, where inshore water tempera­
tures peak at no more than 65°F (l8°C). Those beach users
preferring more developed resorts tended to give higher
scores to even higher water temp eratures (Figu re 9). Again,
the probable underrepresentation in the study of tho se who
spent much time bathing, swimming or engaged in water
sports should be taken into account. It would be interesting
to discover how preference for bathing water temperature re­
lates to actual water use at Welsh beaches (and oth ers in cool
temperate latitudes), and whether th ere are differences in
preferred temperature according to water use. Low bathing
water temperature may be seen as a discouragement to beach
use in such climates. While th is factor is outside management
control, further investigation of such aspects could be of value
in guiding the content of publicity materi al and assisting de­
cision making regarding provision of oth er beach attractions.

Other Physical Beach Aspects

In terms of beach exposure, highest preference was for a
beach that was "she lte red but with some breeze", for users
preferring all beach types, followed by "sh eltered from all
breezes". "Very exposed" was given lowest preference. High­
est overall preference for wave size was for 1 to 3 feet (30
cm-Irn), However, those beach users preferring more com­
mercialised beaches tended to prefer smaller breaking waves;
the highest preference scores for those preferring to visit
small and medium/large resorts, wer e for bre aking wave sizes
of 4 inch es to 1 foot (10-30 em; Figure 10). The results sug-
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Fib'Ure 10. Preference levels for wave size for eac h pr efer red beach type .

gested tho se pr eferr ing undeveloped beach es might like the
spectacle of large, dram atic waves on the sea to compleme nt
th e natural, wild beach envi ronment . In contrast, those pre­
ferring resort beaches might wish for a calmer sea, not only
sugges ting a desire for safe bath ing condit ions, but also as
an indicator of an environment less "wild" and more under
th e cont rol and influe nce of man .

For beach slope above high water mark, highest preference
overall was for a "gently sloping" beach and this was common
across all beac h type prefer ences. However , th ose pr eferring
more comm erciali sed beach es gave higher preference scores
to "fla t" beaches. Large resort beaches in Wales are more
often of this type, in contrast to the pebbl e beaches see n at
high tid e level along much of the Welsh coast. For beach slope
below th e waterline, highest pr eference was for water up to
an adult's wai st after walking 10 yards into th e sea. Th ere
wer e no notabl e differen ces in prefer ences between th ose pre­
ferring different beach types. Highest over all preference for
sa nd colour was given to "light tan" coloure d sa nd, although
those pr eferring beach es with no facilities gave a slightly
higher score to "white" sand. It may be that bea ch users pre­
ferring undeveloped beaches have a greater desire for the
pr istine natural environment sugges te d by white sa nd.
"Grey" and "black" sand colours were low pr eferen ces.

sible th at such people had a mental picture of what an un­
developed beach sh ould be like in ter ms of access and perh ap s
man y other fact ors , in terms of whi ch access via a wide, sign ­
posted road would be incongruous .

User pr efer ences for car park location also differed accord­
ing to prefer red beach type. In this case however , there was
one "a nomalous" category; those preferring beaches with no
facilit ies . For these use rs , car park ing "over 200 yards awa y
but within V:2 mile" (approximately 200m-l krn ), was given
highest preference and car park ing "within 200 ya rds of the
beac h" was the lowest prefer ence (Figure 12). For all other
user groupings with regard to beach type pr eference, highest
prefer ence was given to car park ing within 200m of the beach
with lit tl e var ia tion according to increasing commercia lisa­
tion level. Aga in this is a factor which should be born e in
mind by beach ma nagers/planners, especially with regard to
undeveloped beaches. Regarding access to the beach from the
ca r park, ther e was a gra da tion in highest preference for ac­
cess to the beach by "a rough path " for tho se preferrin g
beaches with no faciliti es, to "a level path" for those prefer­
rin g beac hes at medium/large reso rts (Figu re 13). Th er e were

Figure 12. Pr eference levels for car parking location for eac h pr eferr ed
beach type .
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Location of Car Parking
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Prefer ences for road access to the beac h/resort showed
marked differences according to preferred beach type (Figu re
11). For users preferring beach es with no facilities , h ighest
pre fere nce was given to access by "a narrow road " with gr a­
dation to h ighest pr eference for access via a "wide, sig nposte d
road " for users preferring beaches at mediu mlla rge res orts .
Such aspects should be kept in mind by planner s when con­
side ring beach access improvemen ts. It may be that those
pr eferring undeveloped beaches would not wish to encourage
increas ed beach visi tor numbers to such beaches by improve­
ment of access. Such improvement might encourage comme r­
cial development and destroy the very environment whi ch
they consi der attractive. As noted ea rlier, many beach users
stati ng a preference for undeveloped beach es were actually
at othe r types of beaches at the t ime of th e survey. It is pos-
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Figu re 13. Preference levels for beach access for each prefer red beach
type .
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Figure 14. Pr eference levels for refreshm ent facilit ies for each preferred
beach typ e.
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Ta ble 8. Percentage of beach users wanting alcohol available (for each
preferred beach type).

Potential Value of Beach User Preference/Priority
Investigations

More det ailed investigations of beach user perceptions,
preferences and prioriti es , particularly with regard to those
beach as pects which can be directly influ enced by manage­
ment , could pr ovide a valuable resource for gene ra l policy
decisions in CZM as pioneered by worke rs such as J UNYENT

et al. (1995) and BRETON et al. (1996). Studies exte nded to
include othe r inte res t gr oups such as local residents, business
owne rs/managers/franchisee s at beach es and other beach us­
ers not sa mpled by a simple bea ch survey could also be used
to support individual managem ent decisions and longer t er m
planning at particular beach es. Su rveys of la rger sa mples of

sports (water-skiing, jet- sk iin g) and oth er s such as sur fing,
sa il-boarding, etc; which are alm ost silent but could sti ll con­
stit ute a hazard to swimmers . Furthe r investiga t ion of this
as pect taking account of th is possibl e distinction in user pref­
erences is called for . Th e restriction of th e ques tio nnaire sur ­
vey to users of the "dry" part of the bea ch envi ronme nt effec­
t ively excluded most water spor t part icipants from the study.
Obviously, the desires of these user s of the beach environ­
men t need to be investi gated and taken into account by beach
ma nageme nt when contemplating water sport restrictions .
Seventy four point six percent of beach users overall , wanted
dogs banned from the bea ch. This percentage increa sed from
64% for those preferring beach es with no facilit ies , to 79% for
those pr eferring small resort beaches. Overa ll, only 11.3% of
beach user s wa nted veh icles all owed onto the beach.

corresponding increases in pr eferen ce for "improve d"/engi­
neered beach access (level path/road/tarmac) in parall el with
pre ference for more commercialised beach es. Again, th ose
preferring beaches with no facilit ies appea red to constit ute
an "anomalous category" in terms of pr eference.

Refreshments/ Cafes

As might be expected, pr eferen ce for more comprehens ive
refreshment facilities increased wit h prefer en ce for visiti ng
more comme rcialise d beaches. Highest preference chan ged
from "basic refreshments" for those preferring beaches with
no faciliti es, to "cafes with a wide selection of food" for those
pr eferring to visi t sma ll and mediu m/large reso rts (Figure
14). Although the beach type category "beach with no facili­
t ies" implied and also actua lly specified that no refreshment
facilit ies would be available at such a beach, the data indi­
cate d that a large proportion of visito rs preferring such
beaches would actua lly lik e some refreshmen t pr ovision. Pro­
vision of refreshments is one of the most important comme r­
cial aspects for the coastal tourist industry , especially for
beaches (such as man y of tho se in Wales), depending he avily
on day visitors. More detail ed investigation of beach user s
preferences for such provision in ter ms of numb er of outle ts,
type/style of pr emises, choice, etc ., for visitors preferring each
beach type is an important requirem ent for greater under­
standing of this factor and as a contribution to the beach
man agemen t/planning process.

Availability of Alcoholic Drinks

Over all , 39% of beach user s wanted "a ba r or cafe se rvi ng
alcohol at th e beach". However, the per cen tage varied from
27% for those preferring beach es with no faciliti es or basic
facilities, to 67% for those pr eferring to visit medium/large
resorts (Table 8).

Beach Regulation

For all preferred beach types , h ighest pr eference was for
wat er sports to be all owed in one area only. No distinction
was made in the qu esti onn aire between motorised water

Prefer red Beach Type

No faciliti es
Basi c facilit ies
Beach at a sm all re sort
Beach at a mediumlla rge resort

Percentage Wanting
"a Bar or Cafe Serving
Alcohol at the Beach"

27
27
47
67
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beach users at an individual beach or number of beach es in
a particular area , combined with st udies taking into account
opinions of other stakeholde rs could be employed for support
of decision making at that particular bea ch/area. Input from
bea ch user s could therefore be "fed back" to th e beach en vi­
ronment via management decisions, for the direct benefit of
the users themselves. Hence beach us ers could be engaged in
the decision making process as desired by ORBACH (1996 ),
via a sys te m which involved coastal researchers, policy mak­
ers and end users. Detailed information on th e perceptions,
preferences and priorities of visitors to different beaches in
an area , of visitors from different are as/countr ies, a nd of dif­
ferent socia l classes, ages , etc. , could also be inva luable for
tourism promotion agencies .

CONCLUSION

A compreh en sive beach us er questionnaire was devi sed
and used to determine beach user priorities for 50 beach as­
pects, as well as pr eferences for 18 bea ch aspects where pr e­
ferred stat us could not be as sumed. Beach users were sam­
pled via th e questionnaire at 23 Welsh beaches, generat ing
859 va lid questionnaires. Overall , scenic quality was rated as
the most important factor in the beach env ironment, with
those preferring less developed beaches giving higher priority
to this as pect . Bathing sa fety a nd a range of pollution re lated
factors including bathing water quality, absen ce of sewage
debris , litter and unpleasant odours wer e also highly priori­
tised, Various aspects concerning beach faciliti es were gen­
erally allotte d a lower priority. Also, preference for the pres­
ence of many facilities could not be assumed , as in many cas­
es significant proportions of beach users indicated that spe­
cific facilities should not be provided or should be limited in
extent.

There were many observed differences in beach user pref­
erences according to the typ e of beach in terms of comme r­
cialisation, the us er preferred to visit . A contrast was sug­
gested between those wishing to enjoy the "nat ural charac­
teristics" of a beach (e.g. scenery , abse nce of pollution in var­
ious gui ses, fauna), and others who preferred traditional
"beach resort" qualities (hot, sunny weather, sa fe bathing,
convenient facilities and ea se of acces s). Th e findings sug­
gested th e importance of maintaining high environmental
quality at less developed beaches . However, bathing water
quality was a relatively high priority for beach user s prefer­
ring all beach types, emphasising the high level of public con­
cern for this aspect.

Further studies in th is field mu st recognise the sh ortcom­
ings of questionnaire surveys on beaches, where sampling
can be distorted by failure to include appropriate numbers of
people involved in water recreation activities. In devising
management policies, account also needs to be tak en of the
views and interests of other stakeholders in the tourist beach
environme nt. However , further studies in the field of beach
user perception offer th e possibility of providing a valuable
resource to help beach managers assess the ne eds of beach
users, ass ist management in providing an improved se rvice
to tourists and help tourist authori t ies to promote their
beaches to existing and desired future potential users.
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