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Summary

This report is one of four presenting the results for the second postal survey using
South Hams District Council’'s ‘Sounding Board’ conducted in September 2002.
‘Sounding Board’ is a citizen’s panel, a group of residents who have agreed to take part
in regular surveys. The advantages to the Council include a coordination point for
research within the authority, higher response rates than general postal surveys and
information on respondents (age, gender, household tenure etc).

The second survey achieved a response rate of 663 people from 830 residents (a
response rate of 80%).

This particular report details the results for the ‘Non-user of leisure centres’. The main
results are detailed below:

Usage of leisure centres (section 4.1)

The majority of Sounding Board members (81%) said that they did not use SHDC run
leisure facilities, but nearly a third of these (29%) said that they used centres not
operated by SHDC. Responses to the rest of the survey showed some differences
based on this.

Aspects of Leisure facilities that might prevent usage of SHDC leisure
centres (section 4.2)

Respondents who said that they were not regular users of SHDC leisure centres were
asked to rate a selection of statements relating to what prevented them from using
SHDC facilities. The scale was ‘strongly agree, ‘agree’, ‘neither agree nor disagree’, *
disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’. The top three most popular statements to agree with
were ‘| pursue activities outside of a leisure centre environment’, ‘public transport is
inadequate’ and ‘I have no time due to work/family commitments’.

Importance of aspects of Leisure facilities run by SHDC (section 4.3)
Respondents who said that they were not regular users of SHDC leisure centres were
asked to rate a selection of statements relating to which aspects of SHDC run leisure
centres would important to them if they were to use SHDC facilities in the future. The
scale was ‘very important’, ‘somewhat important’, ‘Not particularly important’, and ‘Not
important at all’. The top three most popular statements to say were important were with
were ‘friendly/ helpful staff’, ‘cleanliness of building’ ‘and ‘the range of activities
available’.

Most important aspect of leisure facilities (section 4.3.3)

The final question asked which of the above importance aspects was the most
important to the respondent. This will question allows an element of priority to be
gauged.

Two-thirds of people completing the questionnaire answered this question. The aspect
that had the most respondent was ‘price of the facility’ followed by ‘range of activities
available’. Together these two categories represented the views of half of those who
answered this question, with the next two categories accounting for another quarter of
respondents. So there is considerable agreement over the importance of these aspects.
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1.0 Introduction / Background

This survey was undertaken as part of the second using the permanent sample of the
‘Sounding Board'. There were four services being assessed in the survey:

e Waste Management

o Car Parks

o Cultural Services

e Leisure Centre (non users)

This particular report presents the results for non-users of SHDC's Leisure Centres.

Information about non-users of leisure services is required as part of a full review of
leisure and recreation for South Hams DC and compliments other research conducted
as part of the review that has concentrated on the users of services.

2.0 Method & analysis

The survey was sent by post to the panel. It was expected that there would be a much
higher response level than usually obtained from this method with no reminder (70%+
compared to 20 to 30%).

A freepost reply envelope was enclosed with the questionnaire together with a letter
detailing how the panel would be informed of the results.

The responses were processed and analysed by Marketing Means.
All questions were cross-tabulated by personal characteristics (such as age, gender,
disability, number of cars in household) to check for differences in replies but only

significant differences have been highlighted in this report.

All figures in this report have been rounded.
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3.0 Response

The analysis of this survey is based on 579 responses from the Sounding Board or 70%
of the entire board.

The final number of responses received from the Sounding Board was 665 or 80%,
however these additional 84 responses were not entered for this analysis they were
returned beyond the closing date.

3.1 About respondents

The data collected from respondents is important in determining how representative the
responses are of Sounding Board.

3.1.1 Economic activity
The response was broadly representative of the 'Sounding Board' panel, with the
exception of:
% Full-time students responded less well (this is also reflected in the age
groups) — 50% responded compared with the overall response rate of
74%
% The response rate for ' homemakers' was slightly higher than would be
expected at 84%

3.1.2 Age (next birthday)
The table below shows that compared to the Sounding Board panel:
% Those under the age of 24, and over the age of 85, responded less well
than other age groups (44% and 45% response rate respectively)
% Those belonging to the 55-64 and 65-74 year old age groups responded
slightly better than other age groups at (78% and 73% response rate
respectively)

Sample Sounding Board | Variance
Number % Number % %
<24 26 4% 59 7% -3%
25-34 42 7% 58 7% 0%
35-44 138 21% 174 21% 0%
45-54 150 23% 191 23% 0%
55-64 125 19% 152 18% +2%
65-74 94 15% 116 14% +1%
75-84 64 10% 88 10% 0%
85+ 4 1% 11 1% -4%
643 100% 1069 100% 0%
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3.1.3 Gender
In terms of gender there was no significant difference in the percentage of males
(72%) and females (74%) who responded.

There was, however, a difference in gender response rates between age groups.
The majority of respondents under the age of 55 were female, whereas the
majority of respondents aged 55 and above were male. This difference was
most pronounced in the under 35 and 85 plus age groups.

3.1.4 Disability
Response rates were very similar for those who reported a disability (74%) and
for those who did not report a disability (74%).

3.1.5 Ethnicity
There are nine people that reported that they had an ethnic origin other than
‘White, British', of these 5 responded to this survey (56%).

3.1.6 Socio-economic grouping

The response rate was lowest in relation to the group coded as never worked /
long-term unemployed'. This is mainly due to the poor response rate of many of
our younger panel members who were also classed as students.

Across the board response rates varied between 71% and 87%, with the highest
response being recorded from the routine occupations' group.
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4.1 Use of Leisure centres

The majority of Sounding Board members (81%) said that they did not use South Hams
run leisure centres (Appendix, Table 1).

There were differences in the reply given by the number children under 16 living in the
household, those without children being more less likely to use leisure centres, and by
age group, where those over 35 years old are also less likely to use leisure centres.

4.1.1 Usage of Leisure centres not run by SHDC
For those who said that they did not use SDHC run leisure centres, nearly a third (29%)
of people used a centre not operated by SHDC. (Appendix, Table 2):
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4.2 Aspects of leisure facilities

Respondents who said that they were not regular users of SHDC leisure centres were
asked to rate a selection of statements relating to what prevented them from using
SHDC facilities. The scale was ‘strongly agree, ‘agree’, neither agree nor disagree’,
disagree' and ‘strongly disagree' (Appendix Table 2.0)

The chart below shows the aggregate values (‘strongly/agree’, neither agree nor
disagree' and ‘strongly/disagree’).

The top three most popular statements to agree with were ‘| pursue activities outside of
a leisure centre environment', public transport is inadequate' and | have no time due to
work/family commitments'.

It is important to note that ‘| pursue activities outside of a leisure centre environment'
had the least amount of ‘neither agree nor disagree' responses compared to the other
statements. This may be because those who purse their activities elsewhere did not
have an interest in leisure centres at all.

Other facitilies are better value for money

Inconvenient opening times =

Fursue activities outside of LCs H

Mo childcare available -

Mo tirme =

Aspect

Fublic transport inadeguate

Cannot afford public transport

Mot of sufficent quality =

Too expensive for me =

Mo interest in leisure facitilies -

0% 25% A0 THE 100°%

Percentage

. Aoree + %
[ Ineither %
|:| Dizagree + %
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4.2.1 Aspects of leisure facilities — differences by user of other

facilities not run by SHDC

Several of the responses to several of the aspects differed by whether the respondent
used other centres not operated by SHDC and those who did not use leisure facilities at
all:

No interest in using leisure facilities' & 1 have no time due to work/ family commitments':
Those who used other facilities had significantly less agreement with this statement
(5%) than those who did not use other leisure facilities (26%) (Appendix Table 2.1)
similarly, those who used other facilities had more agreement with the statement 1 have
no time' (50%) than those who did not use other leisure facilities (39%)(Appendix Table
2.2)

Too expensive for me' & "...value for money'

Those who used other facilities had significantly less agreement with this statement
(16%) than those who did not use other leisure facilities (34%) suggesting that price is
not the only factor in the use of other centres, (Appendix Table 2.3) having said this, those
who used other centres agreed that other facilities offered better value for money'

(27%) compared to non-users (9%) which is highlighted in the pie chart below: (Appendix
Table 2.4

'Other facilities offer better value for money'
by 'use other leisure centres not operated by SHDC'

‘lrl:a
Ho
B 2oree +
|:| Meither
|:| Dizagree +

Pies showe percerts

The value for money theme is developed with the facilities are not of sufficient quality to
interest me'

Those who used other centres agreed slightly more with statement (29%) this than
those who did not (20%) (Appendix Table 2.5)
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4.2.3 Aspects of leisure facilities — differences by personal
characteristics

Differences in responses were found based on age group, disability and socio-
economic status. This are listed below:

11 cannot afford to regularly use the facilities'

Significantly more disabled people agreed with this statement (42%) than those who did
not have a disability (26%) (Appendix Table 2.6). Additionally, those who were in ‘'semi-
routine occupations', 'routine occupations' or ‘never worked/ long term unemployed'
were more likely to (Appendix Table 2.7).

"Public transport is inadequate from my home to the centres'

Two characteristics were found to be significant: more many more disabled people
agreed with this statement (70%) than those who did not have a disability (43%)
(Appendix Table 2.8) and older people (over 50) were also more likely to agree with this
statement than younger respondents (Appendix Table 2.9)

Several aspects showed differences in responses by age:

‘No interest in leisure facilities'
Those over the age of 65 were much more likely to disagree with this statement
(28%)compared to younger respondents (68-54%) (Appendix Table 2.10).

1 have not time due to work/family commitments'

Those between the ages of 35 and 55 were the most likely group to agree with this
statement (55-46%) compared to younger respondents (19%) and older respondents
(8%) (Appendix Table 2.11).

I am unable to make arrangements for my children whilst using the facilities'
Those between the ages of 18 to 34 likely group to agree with this statement with a fifth
(21%) compared to other respondents (11 - 4%) (Appendix Table 2.12).
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4.3 The importance of aspects for non (or potential)-

users

Respondents who said that they were not regular users of SHDC leisure centres were
asked to rate a selection of statements relating to which aspects of SHDC run leisure

centres would important to them if they were to use SHDC facilities in the future. The

scale was very important', ‘'somewhat important’, ‘Not particularly important’, and ‘Not
important at all' (Appendix Table 3)

The chart below shows the aggregate values (‘very/somewhat important' and ‘not
particularly/ not at all important’).

The top three most popular statements to say were important were with were friendly/
helpful staff', ‘cleanliness of building' ‘and the range of activities available'

Cleanliness of the building =
Friendly & helpful staff =

The rAnge of activities awvailable =
Price of facility =

The quality of fitness equipment =
The rAnge of fitness equipment =

The general decor =

Open outzide my warking hours =

Aspect

Ayrailability of swimmingffitness classes =
hiare information across the district =
General healthffitness classes =

Prowvision of refreshments =

Club =spart activities =

Prowision of 3 creche =

T
0% 257 a0 AL 100°%

Percentage

Columns
. Impartant %
[ Mot important %
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4.3.1 Importance of aspects to non-users by use of other facilities
There were differences in the responses given between those who currently use leisure
facilities not operated by SHDC and those who did not currently use any facilities.

Four aspects showed different responses with those who currently use other facilities
not operated by SHDC considering the aspect more important than those who did not
use leisure facilities:

Aspect Users_o_f_other Non-users c_>f leisure
facilities facilities
% Important | Count | % Important Count
The general décor 90% 114 78% 233
Open outside my working hours 83% 100 74% 211
The range of activities available 98% 124 95% 277
Availability of club sport activities 53% 54 42% 120

4.3.2 The most important aspect of a leisure centre

The final question asked which of the above importance aspects was the most
important to the respondent. This will question allows an element of priority to be
gauged.

Two-thirds of people completing the questionnaire answered this question. The aspect
that had the most respondent was ‘price of the facility' followed by range of activities
available'. Together these two categories represented the views of half of those who
answered this question, with the next two categories accounting for another quarter of
respondents (Appendix Table 3.1). So there is considerable agreement over the
importance of these aspects.

Most important aspect of leisure centre

Price of facility - | n=101
Fange of activities awailable = I I | il'l=lhﬂ
Open outside my working hours = | n‘-=45 : L
Cleanliness of building = | n=43
Quality of equipment in fitness rooms = E n=24 L
Friendly & helpful staff = ; n=2ﬂ
hare general heatth & well being = | n=i‘|3
Club =sport opportunities -:I ri|="|:"|
Fange of equipment in fitness rooms -j : n=ﬂ E
Clas= awvailability -:I ) ?n=ﬂ E
General decor -:I n=5 :
Prowision of @ creche -:| : n= : :
Provision of refreshments -:l n=2 i
] Elﬁ 50 74 100

Percentage

-12 -



‘Sounding Board' Survey 2: Non-users of leisure centres
Marketing Means, October 2002

When this question was analysed by individual characteristics, age was found to be the
attribute that gave the most differences in response patterns. It can be seen from the
chart below younger respondents (18-34) gave provision of a creche’, range of
equipment in fitness rooms' more frequently than other groups, although the number of

responses involved in these categories weak and should be used with caution.
(Appendix Table 3.2)
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Appendix: Tables
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Usage of SH leisure facilities

Table 1.0

Is aregular user of SHDC run leisure centres

Frequency Percent

Valid | Yes 111 19
No 468 81
Total 579 100

Table 1.1 SHDC LC Usage by number of children

Crosstab
NUMBER OF UNDER 16'S
5or
None 1.00 2.00 3.00 [4.00 | more | Total
Is a regular Yes Count 51 23 21 10 4 1 110
user of SHDC Expected Count 76 16 13 41 1 1] 110
L“err‘]t'f;z“re No | Count 335 58 46 | 10 | 1 2 | 452
Expected Count 310 65 54 16 4 2| 452
Total Count 386 81 67 20 5 3 562

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp.
Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 43.5422 5 .000
Likelihood Ratio 37.811 5 .000
e | e | a] o
N of Valid Cases 562

a. 5 cells (41.7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .59.
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Table 1.2 SHDC LC Usage by age group

Crosstab
Age (4 groups)
18t0 34 35 to 49 50 to 65 Over 65s Total
Is a regular Yes | Count 14 54 24 19 111
user of SHDC Expected Count 10 38 34 29 111
run leisure
centres No | Count 39 143 152 134 468
Expected Count 43 159 142 124 4683
Total Count 53 197 176 153 579
Expected Count 53 197 176 153 579
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 18.4092 3 .000
Likelihood Ratio 18.300 3 .000
Linear-by-Linear
Association 14.440 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 579
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 10.16.
Table 2.0
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Neither
Strongly agree or Strongly
agree Agree disagree Disagree disagree
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %
No interest in using
0, 0, 0, 0/
leisure centre facilities 28 7% 57 13% 119 |28% 150 | 35% 72 |17%
Can not afford to regularl
use LC facilities g y 36 8% 84 20% 101 |24% 149 | 35% 57 |13%
Facilities are not of
sufficient quality 16 4% 76 18% 162 |39% 119 | 29% 39 | 9%
Cannot afford public
transport to ch 16 4% 32 8% 122 |30% 158 | 39% 80 |20%
Public transport is
inadequate from my 95 | 23% 98 24% 120 |29% 73 | 18% 31 | 7%
home to centres
| have no time 28 7% 100 25% 104 |26% 121 | 30% 51 |13%
Unable to make child
care arrangements 7 2% 26 7% 149 |41% 94 | 26% 86 |24%
| pursue activities outside
0, 0, 0/
of a LC environment 112 | 27% 192 46% 56 [13% 35 | 8% 22 | 5%
The LC facilities are not
0, 0, 0, 0/
open at a convient time 18 4% 36 9% 198 |49% 118 | 29% 31 | 8%
Other leisure facilities
offer better value for 22 5% 36 9% 241 |60% 72 | 18% 30 7%
money
Table 2.1
Crosstab
No interest in leisure facitilies
Agree + Neither Disagree + Total
Currently uses Yes Count 6 20 98 124
leisure facilities not Expected Count 25 35 65 124
operated by SHDC? %use other facilities 5 16 79 100
No Count 77 96 118 291
Expected Count 58 81 151 201
%use other facilities 26 33 41 100
Total Count 83 116 216 415
%use other facilities 20 28 52 100

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp.
Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 53.9072 2 .000
Likelihood Ratio 58.853 2 .000
SR
N of Valid Cases 415

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 24.80.
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Table 2.2
Crosstab
No time
Agree + Neither Disagree + Total
Currently Yes | Count 28 33 61 122
uses leisure Expected Count 39 32 52 122
facilities not % uses leisure facilities
operated by not operated by SHDC 23 27 50 100
SHDC?
No Count 97 69 107 273
Expected Count 86 70 116 273
% uses leisure facilities 36 25 39 100
not operated by SHDC
Total Count 125 102 168 395
Expected Count 125 102 168 395
% uses leisure facilities
not operated by SHDC 32 26 43 100
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 6.6352 2 .036
Likelihood Ratio 6.828 2 .033
Linear-by-Linear
Association 6.802 1 012
N of Valid Cases 395
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 31.50.
Table 2.3
Crosstab
Too expensive for me
Agree + Neither Disagree + Total
Currently uses Yes Count 20 26 78 124
leisure facilities not Expected Count 35 30 59 124
operated by SHDC? % use other facilities 16 21 63 100
No Count 98 74 119 291
Expected Count 83 70 138 291
% use other facilities 34 25 41 100
Total Count 118 100 197 415
Expected Count 118 100 197 415
% use other facilities 28 24 47 100
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 19.0082 2 .000
Likelihood Ratio 19.653 2 .000
Linear-by-Linear
Association 18.779 1 000
N of Valid Cases 415

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 29.88.
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a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 26.93.

Table 2.4
Crosstab
Other facitilies are better value for
money
Agree + Neither Disagree + Total
Currently uses Yes Count 33 65 23 121
leisure facilities not Expected Count 17 74 30 121
operated by SHDC? % use other facilities 27 54 19 100
No Count 23 173 74 270
Expected Count 39 164 67 270
% use other facilities 9 64 27 100
Total Count 56 238 97 391
Expected Count 56 238 97 391
% use other facilities 14 61 25 100
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 24.3672 2 .000
Likelihood Ratio 22.612 2 .000
Linear-by-Linear
Association 16.157 1 -000
N of Valid Cases 391
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 17.33.
Table 2.5
Crosstab
Not of sufficent quality
Agree + Neither Disagree + Total
Currently uses Yes Count 35 36 49 120
leisure facilities not Expected Count 27 48 45 120
operated by SHDC? %uses leisure facilities 0 20 a1 100
not operated by SHDC
No Count 55 123 103 281
Expected Count 63 111 107 281
%uses leisure facilities
not operated by SHDC 20 44 37 100
Total Count 90 159 152 401
Expected Count 90 159 152 401
%uses leisure facilities 29 0 38 00
not operated by SHDC 4 1
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 7.8582 2 .020
Likelihood Ratio 7.911 2 .019
Linear-by-Linear
Association 424 1 515
N of Valid Cases 401
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a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The

minimum expected count is 11.41.

Marketing Means, October 2002
Table 2.6
Crosstab
Too expensive for me
Agree + Neither Disagree + Total
DISABILITY | Disabled Count 20 15 13 43
Expected Count 13 11 23 43
% within DISABILITY 42 31 27 100
Not disabled | Count 99 86 192 377
Expected Count 106 90 182 377
% within DISABILITY 26 23 51 100
Total Count 119 101 205 425
Expected Count 119 101 205 425
% within DISABILITY 28 24 48 100
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 9.9042 2 .007
Likelihood Ratio 10.227 2 .006
Linear-by-Linear
Association 9.072 L 003
N of Valid Cases 425
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Table 2.7
Crosstab
Too expensive for me
Agree + Neither Disagree + Total
Socio Higher Count 9 7 18 34
economic | managerial Expected Count 10 8 16 34
code % within Socio- econ code 26 21 53 100
Higher Count 14 23 69 106
professional Expected Count 30 25 51 106
% within Socio- econ code 13 22 65 100
Lower Count 24 20 36 80
professional / Expected Count 22 19 39 80
higher technical - Fo " ithin Socio- econ code
30 25 45 100
Intermediate Count 20 13 30 63
occupations Expected Count 18 15 30 63
% within Socio- econ code 32 21 48 100
Employers in Count 8 10 10 28
small orgs Expected Count 8 7 14 28
% within Socio- econ code 29 36 36 100
Lower Count 4 4 3 11
supervisory Expected Count 3 3 5 11
% within Socio- econ code 36 36 27 100
Semi-routine Count 6 8 8 22
occupations Expected Count 6 11 22
% within Socio- econ code 27 36 36 100
Routine Count 8 1 4 13
occupations Expected Count 4 3 6 13
% within Socio- econ code 62 8 31 100
Never worked / Count 5 4 1 10
long term Expected Count 3 2 5 10
unemployed % within Socio- econ code 50 40 10 100
Unclassified Count 21 10 26 57
Expected Count 16 13 28 57
% within Socio- econ code 37 18 46 100
Total Count 119 100 205 424
Expected Count 119 100 205 424
% within Socio- econ code 28 24 48 100
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 38.6012 18 .003
Likelihood Ratio 40.000 18 .002
e e
N of Valid Cases 424

a. 7 cells (23.3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2.36.
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Table 2.8
Crosstab
Public transport inadequate
Agree + Neither Disagree + Total
DISABILITY | Disabled Count 32 8 6 46
Expected Count 21 13 12 46
% within DISABILITY 70% 17% 13% 100%
Not disabled | Count 159 112 98 369
Expected Count 170 107 92 369
% within DISABILITY 43% 30% 27% 100%
Total Count 191 120 104 415
Expected Count 191 120 104 415
% within DISABILITY 46% 29% 25% 100%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 11.5872 2 .003
Likelihood Ratio 11.757 2 .003
Linear-by-Linear
Associat)ilon 9.785 1 002
N of Valid Cases 415
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 11.53.
Table 2.9
Crosstab
Public transport inadequate
Agree + Neither Disagree + Total
Age (4 18to 34 Count 11 10 16 37
groups) Expected Count 17 11 9 37
% within Age (4 groups) 30 27 43 100
35t049 | Count 51 44 40 135
Expected Count 62 39 34 135
% within Age (4 groups) 38 33 30 100
50to 65 | Count 73 40 28 141
Expected Count 65 41 35 141
% within Age (4 groups) 52 28 20 100
Over 65s | Count 56 26 20 102
Expected Count a7 29 26 102
% within Age (4 groups) 55 25 20 100
Total Count 191 120 104 415
Expected Count 191 120 104 415
% within Age (4 groups) 46 29 25 100

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp.
Sig.

Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 16.7332 6 .010
Likelihood Ratio 16.299 6 .012
Llnear'—by—Llnear 13.805 1 000
Association
N of Valid Cases 415

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 9.27.
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Table 2.10
Crosstab
No interest in leisure facitilies
Agree + Neither Disagree + Total
Age (4 18to 34 | Count 4 8 25 37
groups) Expected Count 7 10 19 37
% within Age (4 groups) 11 22 68 100
3510 49 Count 13 35 87 135
Expected Count 27 38 70 135
% within Age (4 groups) 10 26 64 100
50 to 65 Count 30 36 79 145
Expected Count 29 41 76 145
% within Age (4 groups) 21 25 54 100
Over 65s | Count 37 40 30 107
Expected Count 21 30 56 107
% within Age (4 groups) 35 37 28 100
Total Count 84 119 221 424
Expected Count 84 119 221 424
% within Age (4 groups) 20 28 52 100
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig.

Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 42.7212 6 .000

Likelihood Ratio 44.292 6 .000

| e | a] oo

N of Valid Cases 424

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 7.33.
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Table 2.11
Crosstab
No time
Agree + Neither Disagree + Total
Age (4 18to 34 | Count 19 7 10 36
groups) Expected Count 11 9 15 36
% within Age (4 groups) 19 7 10 36
351049 Count 11 9 15 36
Expected Count 53 19 28 100
% within Age (4 groups) 55 36 44 135
50to 65 | Count 43 35 57 135
Expected Count 41 27 33 100
% within Age (4 groups) 46 36 58 140
Over 65s | Count 44 36 59 140
Expected Count 33 26 41 100
% within Age (4 groups) 8 25 59 92
Total Count 29 24 39 92
Expected Count 9 27 64 100
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 39.7118 .000
Likelihood Ratio 44.070 .000
Linear-by-Linear
Associat)i/on 34.375 000
N of Valid Cases 403

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 9.29.
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Table 2.12
Crosstab
No childcare available
Agree + Neither Disagree + Total
Age (4 18to 34 | Count 7 14 12 33
groups) Expected Count 3 14 16 33
% within Age (4 groups) 21 42 36 100
35t0 49 Count 14 60 54 128
Expected Count 12 53 63 1283
% within Age (4 groups) 11 47 42 100
50 to 65 Count 9 46 72 127
Expected Count 12 52 63 127
% within Age (4 groups) 7 36 57 100
Over 65s | Count 3 29 41 73
Expected Count 7 30 36 73
% within Age (4 groups) 4 40 56 100
Total Count 33 149 179 361
Expected Count 33 149 179 361
% within Age (4 groups) 9 41 50 100
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 14.6392 6 .023
Likelihood Ratio 13.852 6 .031
Linear-by-Linear
Associat)i/on 10.980 L 001
N of Valid Cases 361

a. 1 cells (8.3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3.02.
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Table 3.0
Somewhat Not particulaly | Not important at
Very important important important all
Count % Count % Count % Count %

Price of facility 245 56% 160 37% 29 7% 4 1%
The general decor 130 30% 227 52% 71 16% 7 2%
Cleanliness of building 332 76% 103 24% 3 1%
Provision of refreshments 112 26% 209 48% 99 23% 13 3%
Provision of a creche 49 12% 82 20% 94 23% 186 45%
Open outside workin
h (furs 9 227 55% 92 22% 36 9% 61 15%
Range of activities 0 0 0 or
available 267 62% 143 33% 14 3% 5 1%
Friendly & helpful staff 327 75% 105 24% 3 1% 1 0%
The quality of equipment
e o 261 | 62% | 120 28% 31| 7% 11| 3%
range of equipment in
e O e P 237 | 56% | 140 33% 3B | 8% 12| 3%
Classes for swimming or
fitness 9 181 42% 142 33% 76 18% 28 7%
wglrlebgﬁlge?;g:gth & 169 | 40% | 151 35% 81 | 19% 25 | 6%
Club sport opportunies 65 16% 125 30% 151 36% 73 18%
More information on
centres availability of 156 37% 160 38% 87 21% 21 5%
district
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Table 3.1
Important Not important
% %
Provision of a creche 32% 68%
Club sport activities 46% 54%
Provision of refreshments 74% 26%
General health/fitness classes 75% 25%
More information across the district 75% 25%
é—\l\;zislzt;ility of swimming/fitness 76% 24%
Open outside my working hours 7% 23%
The general decor 82% 18%
The range of fithess equipment 89% 11%
The quality of fithess equipment 90% 10%
Price of facility 92% 8%
The range of activities available 96% 4%
Friendly & helpful staff 99% 1%
Cleanliness of the building 99% 1%
Table 3.2
Most important aspect of leisure centre
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent
Valid Price of facility 101 17% 27%
Range of activities available 88 15% 24%
Cleanliness of building 43 7% 12%
Open outside my working hours 45 8% 12%
Quality of equipment in fitness rooms 24 4% 6%
Friendly & helpful staff 20 3% 5%
More general health & well being 13 2% 3%
Club sport opportunities 11 2% 3%
Range of equipment in fithess rooms 8 1% 2%
Class availability 8 1% 2%
General decor 5 1% 1%
Provision of a creche 3 1% 1%
Provision of refreshments 2 0% 1%
Total 372 64% 100%
Did not answer 207 36%
Total 579 100%
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Table 3.3
Crosstab
Age (4 groups)
18 to 34 35t0 49 50 to 65 Over 65s Total
% within % within % within % within % within
Count | Age group [ Count | Age group | Count | Age group | Count [ Age group | Count | Age group
Price of facility 8 22% 22 19% 37 29% 34 37% 101 27%
General decor 0 0% 0 0% 3 2% 2 2% 5 1%
Cleanliness of
building 5 14% 10 9% 17 13% 11 12% 43 12%
Provision of
refreshments 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 2% 2 1%
Provision of a crechd 1 3% 1 1% 0 0% 1 1% 3 1%
Open outside m
N, . y 9 2% | 23 20% | 12 9% 1 1% | 45 12%
Range of activities
Asgfe“ iy ailgabl . 5 14% | 30 26% | 33 26% | 20 22% | 88 24%
leisure | Friendly & helpful
centre | oiat T 1 3% | 6 5% | 3 2% | 10 1% | 20 5%
uality of equipment
g aea o 4 11% | 10 9% 8 6% 2 2% | 24 6%
Range of equipment
A 3 8% 3 3% 2 2% 0 0% 8 2%
Class availability 0 0% 2 2% 3 2% 3 3% 8 2%
More general health
2 ol o ) 0 0% 6 5% 5 4% 2 20 | 13 3%
Club sport
Opportﬁmti o 1 3% 1 1% 6 5% 3 3% | 11 3%
Total 37 100% 114 100% 129 100% 92 100% 372 100%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp.
Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 74.1682 39 .001
Likelihood Ratio 82.139 39 .000
Linear-by-Linear
Association 2.483 1 115
N of Valid Cases 372

a. 37 cells (66.1%) have expected count less than 5.
The minimum expected count is .10.
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