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Pimlico Gardens re-development and investment initial public 
consultation 

1. Purpose of the report 
 

This report provides findings from the first public consultation relating to the proposed re-development 
and investment of Pimlico Gardens, on Grosvenor Road. 
 
Background 
 
In 2021, ActiveWestminster were approached by a group of residents with a request to develop 
Pimlico Gardens. Since then, we have been looking at ways we can improve Pimlico Gardens, on 
Grosvenor Road, to fit the needs of residents and provide a small community hub environment for 
recreation. As a Council, we know the importance of hearing the views of all local residents and 
communities and launched the initial Pimlico Gardens public consultation in November 2022 to 
gage public perception and opinion on any proposed re-development and investment of the park.  
 
As detailed within this report, the initial consultation aimed to gain feedback from residents and 
stakeholders on initial ideas and provide recommendations and considerations ahead of more 
detailed designs which will be presented at the next consultation stage. 
  
About Pimlico Gardens 
 
Pimlico Gardens is �O�R�F�D�W�H�G���D�W���W�K�H���V�R�X�W�K�H�U�Q���H�Q�G���R�I���6�W���*�H�R�U�J�H�¶�V���6�T�X�D�U�H���R�Q���*�U�R�V�Y�H�Q�R�U���5�R�D�G. Pimlico 
underground is located 0.3 miles (approx. 7-�������P�L�Q�X�W�H�V�¶���Z�D�O�N�����I�U�R�P���W�K�H���S�D�U�N���D�Q�G���W�K�H�U�H���L�V���Q�R��
designated car park.  
 
As a riverside park, Pimlico Garden is near to the boating base and overlooking the Thames with 
access to a riverside footpath. Historically, the park has been planted with trees, bedding displays 
and lawn and has benches and a drinking fountain for public use.   
 
Currently, there is limited provision that caters to the diverse needs of residents that live in the 
vicinity of the park. We have proposed new developments that would see this space offer new 
provisions, including a toilet block, viewing platform, allocated space for play and exercise and a 
café /facility serving refreshments.  
 
2. Methodology and Approaches 

 
The ActiveWestminster Pimlico Gardens public consultation was presented to Cllrs and approved in 
November 2022. The consultation took place for a period of six weeks and three days between 24th 
November 2022 and 8th January 2023. Note: the consultation period was extended to facilitate 
further distribution. This report will provide a summary of public views and opinion related to the 
proposed re-development and investment in Pimlico Gardens submitted during this period. 
 
The consultation took an average of 13.01 minutes to complete.  
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Who was encouraged to take part? 
 
All residents, communities and neighbourhood groups who live locally, those who use, or have an 
interest in the development of the park were given the opportunity to comment and feedback on the 
proposed re-development and investment. 
 
 
Distribution and engagement: ActiveWestminster Webpage and online survey platform 

People were directed to the ActiveWestminster �Q�H�Z���µHave your say�¶��webpage which gave 
information about the consultation including target audience, closing date, and link to the on-line 
accessible format consultation. All efforts were made to distribute the consultation to local 
communities in a range of ways to support them to share their views including via: 

�x Residents within a 1-mile radius north of the Thames of Pimlico Gardens received a door-
drop letter from Cllr Dimoldenberg and leaflet with QR code providing information on the 
consultation and �G�H�W�D�L�O�L�Q�J���K�R�Z���W�R���W�D�N�H���S�D�U�W���D�Q�G���4�5���F�R�G�H���O�L�Q�N���W�R���W�K�H���$�F�W�L�Y�H�:�H�V�W�P�L�Q�V�W�H�U�¶�V���Q�H�Z��
�µHave your say�¶���Z�H�E�S�D�J�H. 1000 letters were delivered. 

�x Community and housing association groups were contacted via post or email containing all 
required information for engagement in the consultation including: 

�x Local Pimlico Gardens Residents 
�x Peabody Estate residents 
�x FREDA 
�x Pimlico Neighbourhood Forum (aka Pimlico Forum) 
�x Friends of Dolphin Square Group 
�x �6�W���*�H�R�U�J�H�¶�V���5�H�V�L�G�H�Q�W�V���$�V�V�R�F�L�D�W�L�R�Q 
�x Churchill Gardens Tenants Association 
�x The Pimlico Million 
�x Pimlico Foundation 
�x Outbreak (Pimlico Foundation) 
�x Boating Base 
�x Pimlico Academy 
�x Caxton Youth Organisation 
�x Abbey Centre 
�x Bessborough centre 

�x A4/A3 information posters containing key information and redirect QR code on were 
distributed and put up in WCC and community park and housing physical and digital notice 
boards. 

�x Hard-copy and digital community newsletters containing key information and QR code 
�x ActiveWestminster social media (Instagram, Facebook, and Twitter) with re-direct link 
�x Direct email  
�x �$�F�W�L�Y�H�:�H�V�W�P�L�Q�V�W�H�U���Z�H�E�V�L�W�H�¶�V���Y�L�D��news article �D�Q�G���W�K�H���µHave your say�¶���F�R�Q�V�X�O�W�D�W�L�R�Q���D�Q�G��

engagement page. 
�x Support from the Pimlico Residents Association to canvas the park, providing hard copies to 

park users. Note: Due to adverse weather conditions no hard-copy consultation responses 
were received. 
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The online consultation was designed in an accessible format theme and used quantitative and 
�T�X�D�O�L�W�D�W�L�Y�H���D�S�S�U�R�D�F�K�H�V���W�R���J�D�W�K�H�U���S�H�R�S�O�H�¶�V���Y�L�H�Z�V���D�E�R�X�W both the current provision at Pimlico Gardens 
and perception of proposed features as part of a re-development and investment proposal. The 
public were able to request a paper copy of the consultation via the ActiveWestminster contact 
information. 

Limitations of the consultation 
The limitations below have been identified by WCC and public groups: 
 

Limitation Description Action 

Distribution Not all houses received the letter-drop within the target 
distribute to all houses within a 1-mile radius north of 
Thames from Pimlico Gardens. 

WCC review of physical distribution 
channel internally 

Distribution, 
Engagement 

Not all local resident and organisation groups were notified 
of the consultation. Email received from Friends of St 
�*�H�R�U�J�H�¶�V���6�T�X�D�U�H���*�D�U�G�H�Q���J�U�R�X�S�� 

Review stakeholder, community, 
housing, and association groups 

Engagement, 
Design 

Pimlico Gardens has been designated a Site of Local 
Importance for Nature Conservation. The present 
consultation focuses solely on provision of facilities for 
humans; no mention is made of plants or other animal 
species. 

Prioritise sustainability and 
biodiversity as part of design and 
planning. 

Engagement, 
Design 

Green Spaces Commission 2020 report identified the need 
�W�R���µ�S�U�R�Y�L�G�H���F�R�P�S�U�H�K�H�Q�V�L�Y�H���F�L�W�\-�Z�L�G�H���V�X�S�S�R�U�W���I�R�U���/�R�Q�G�R�Q�¶�V��
33 borough park services to help them become more 
�L�Q�W�H�J�U�D�O���W�R���D���O�R�F�D�O���D�X�W�K�R�U�L�W�\�¶�V���U�H�V�S�R�Q�V�H���W�R���W�K�H���F�O�L�P�D�W�H���D�Q�G��
ecological crises.  

Engage and make transparent 
communication with Parks for London 
advising on all stages of any 
development of Pimlico Gardens, 
including public consultation 

Engagement Further transparency in council planning, priorities aims 
and objectives including: 
�x How the list of proposed features was identified 
�x What consultation or discussion took place with which 

local groups.  
�x What green spaces expertise if any was involved? 
�x How much space they might occupy. 
�x Details of the possible environmental impact of 

proposed features  

For Pimlico: Review list of queries 
and respond accordingly with 
information either within future direct 
engagement or via newsletter, web 
page etc. 
 
For future consultations: Promote 
transparency and increase 
information provided within 
consultation practice. 

Distribution, 
Engagement 

As with any online or digital consultation, accessibility may 
be impacted by those without access to smartphones or 
computers. 

WCC shared the consultation widely 
with opportunity to request a paper 
copy, however, further clarification 
and clearer instructions for accessing 
paper-copy consultation documents 
should be identified in future 
consultations 
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Responses 

In total 325 public responses were completed for the Pimlico Gardens initial public consultation.  
 

�x Postcode analysis (see Appendix 1: Respondent postcode maps): 92% of responses 
recorded were from Westminster Residents predominantly within 10-20 minutes radius of 
Pimlico Gardens. 

�x 317 respondents provided postcodes with sufficient information to be mapped. 82% lived 
within a 10-minute radius of Pimlico Gardens and a further 15% within a 20-minute radius.  

�x 13% of respondents were within 10-20% most deprived areas with just one respondent being 
outside of a 10-minute radius from Pimlico Gardens. 49% of all respondents were within 20-
50% most deprived areas of which 80% lived within 0-10 minutes walking distance. 35% of 
respondents were within the 50% least deprived areas of which 87% lived within 0-10 minutes 
walking distance.  

�x Demographic analysis (see Appendix 2: Respondent demographic): 59% of respondents 
were female, 34% Male and 1% Non-binary/non-conforming. 

�x Respondents were aged between 16-24 (3%), 24-54 (53%), 55-74 (34%) and 75+ (8%). 
�x 44% of respondents were in full time employment, 20% retired with a company/personal 

pension (15%) or a state only pension (5%) and 12% self-employed. 
�x 29% considered themselves to have a long-term illness, health problem, physical and/or 

mental health condition, or disability lasting or expecting to last for 12 months or more with 
22% affecting normal day to day activities.  

�x 41% of respondents reported to having at least one dependent child under the age of 18 years 
of which 53% had one dependent child, 39% had 2 dependent children and 8% had 3 
dependent children. 

�x Use of park: 82% of responses reported using the park at least once per week. 
 
 
Summary of findings 
 
The report identified: 
 

�x Re-development and investment of Pimlico Gardens is favourable based on the proposed 
features 

�x Current provision at Pimlico Gardens is not rated highly by the public 
�x Prominent concerns relating to the current provision include anti-social behaviour and safety, 

lack of facilities, and cleanliness and maintenance 
�x Repair of the existing hut for café, building a viewing platform overlooking the Thames and the 

development of a toilet cabin were most favourable features 
�x Inclusion of an accessible playground received a varied response though was deemed favourable 

particularly by respondents with dependents who did not regularly use Pimlico Garden 
�x The inclusion of an outdoor gym is unfavourable by the majority 
�x D�H�Y�H�O�R�S�L�Q�J���D�Q���µ�H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O���R�X�W�G�R�R�U���H�G�X�F�D�W�L�R�Q���D�U�H�D�¶ did not receive a majority response 
�x Black & grey bound gravel with and concrete edging are the preferred options surface and 

edging 
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Recommendations 

�x Consideration should be made wherever possible to support designs in keeping with a natural 
environment, including tree/hedge planting to separate areas, natural materials for play 
equipment, low-maintenance shrubbery etc. 

�x Address concerns relating existing provision within any proposal design including riverside 
access, riverside view, additional lighting to promote accessibility and safety, maintenance, and 
security 

�x Identify the parks purpose for the park and long-term use including access to dogs 
�x Provide information on future management and safety concerns if new facilities are introduced 

to the park e.g., management of toilet facilities to prevent anti-social behaviour. 
�x Potential for a sensory space over a playground to maintain tranquil environment identified the 

report and appeal to families, groups and individuals with SEN 
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3. Pimlico Gardens re-development and investment public consultation  
 
Current use  

The Pimlico Gardens public consultation recorded 325 responses of which 82% reported using the 
garden. Of these 14% used the park daily, 20% 2-3 times per week and 48% of respondents used 
the park occasionally (e.g., less than 2 times per week). (see Fig 1.). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rate the current space and provision at Pimlico Gardens 
 
Respondents were asked �µhow they would rate the current space and provision at Pimlico Gardens�"�¶ 
using a five-point scale between one (lowest) and five (highest).  Overall, respondents reported an 
average score of 1.84 out to a maximum 5. 
 
The next question asked respondents If there is �µanything in Pimlico Gardens which reduces your 
enjoyment or use of the space?�¶����48% of respondents reported reduced enjoyment of the space at 
Pimlico Gardens related to current provision.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 1:  Overall breakdown of consultation respondents by current use and frequency of use 

Do you currently use the space at 
Pimlico Gardens? 

How often do you use Pimlico 
Gardens? 
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Feedback on current space and provision  

Overall, 168 respondents gave further information relating to their response to reducing enjoyment. 
The free text box followed quantitative questions and asked for further information to explain the 
�U�H�V�S�R�Q�G�H�Q�W�¶�V���F�K�R�L�F�H���R�I���D�Q�V�Z�H�U�����4�X�D�O�L�W�D�W�L�Y�H���U�H�V�S�R�Q�V�H�V���Z�H�U�H���D�Q�D�O�\�V�H�G���D�Q�G���F�R�G�H�G���W�R���H�V�W�D�E�O�L�V�K��
themes. The top themes included: 

�x Lack of facilities (inc. café, benches, toilets) 

Respondents noted existing facilities such as the water fountain did not work, lack of seating to 
encourage families to use the space and no public toilet or café facilities. Some respondents 
indicated provision for dogs within the park would be preferable including appropriate fencing 
or gates. 

 
�µ�1�R�W���P�D�Q�\���E�H�Q�F�K�H�V���R�Y�H�U�D�O�O���D�Q�G���Q�R�Q�H���Q�H�[�W���W�R���W�K�H���U�L�Y�H�U�����I�D�F�L�Q�J���W�K�H���7�K�D�P�H�V���R�U���R�W�K�H�U�Z�L�V�H�������$�O�V�R�����Q�R��

�W�D�E�O�H�V�����1�R���Z�D�W�H�U���I�R�X�Q�W�D�L�Q�¶ 
 

�µ�1�R�W���P�X�F�K���J�R�L�Q�J���D�U�R�X�Q�G�������E�R�U�L�Q�J���I�R�U���N�L�G�V���R�U���Q�R���S�O�D�F�H���W�R���G�U�L�Q�N���F�R�I�I�H�H�¶ 
 

�µ�1�R���S�X�E�O�L�F���W�R�L�O�H�W�V���Q�R���F�D�I�H���V�H�D�W�L�Q�J���D�U�H�D���P�L�Q�L�P�D�O�¶ 

 

�x Lack of safety and danger within the park  
 
Some respondents reported feelings of unease and isolation predominantly referring to limited 
lighting noting the park has become dark and unkept. Others suggested it was too quiet and 
had little police/security presence and as such attracted unwelcome and anti-social behaviour. 
Furthermore, that the grounds and buildings were safety concerns. 
 

�µ�7�K�H���G�L�O�D�S�L�G�D�W�H�G���K�X�W���L�V���V�F�D�U�\���D�Q�G���R�I�I-�S�X�W�W�L�Q�J�¶ 
 

�µ�1�R���Q�L�J�K�W-�W�L�P�H���O�L�J�K�W�L�Q�J���F�D�X�V�L�Q�J���O�L�P�L�W�H�G���D�Y�D�L�O�D�E�O�H���K�R�X�U�V���G�X�U�L�Q�J���W�K�H���Z�L�Q�W�H�U�¶ 
 

�µ�,�W���I�H�H�O�V���X�Q�V�D�I�H���D�W���W�L�P�H�V���E�H�F�D�X�V�H���L�W���L�V���V�R���T�X�L�H�W���D�Q�G���D�W�W�U�D�F�W�V���S�H�R�S�O�H���W�K�D�W���M�X�V�W���G�U�L�Q�N��alcohol and are 
�T�X�L�W�H���W�K�U�H�D�W�H�Q�L�Q�J�¶�� 

 
�µ�,�W���L�V���J�O�R�R�P�\���D�Q�G���X�Q�N�H�P�S�W�����/�D�U�J�H���G�D�Q�J�H�U�R�X�V���K�R�O�H���L�Q���W�K�H���J�U�R�X�Q�G�¶ 
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�x Anti-social behaviour (inc. drugs, alcohol, dogs/dogs off lead) 

Many respondents referred to rough sleepers using the park. Respondents also identified the 
park is regularly used by drug dealers and for recreational drug and alcohol use impacting 
perceived safety and direct enjoyment. Dog owners allowing dogs to use the park off lead, 
aggressive dogs and not picking up after dogs was also noted.  

�µPeople drinking and being drunk/high. Broken glass bottles etc. Also, litter and dog poo�¶ 

�µPeople allowing their dogs to urinate and poo on the grass, and sometimes, to allow their 
dogs off a lead. People buying and using drugs�¶ 

�µ�,���D�P���Z�R�U�U�L�H�G���W�R���W�D�N�H���P�\���I�D�P�L�O�\���W�K�H�U�H���E�H�F�D�X�V�H���R�I���W�K�H���W�H�H�Q�D�J�H�����W�D�N�L�Q�J���D���G�U�X�J���I�U�R�Q�W���R�I���P�\��
�I�D�P�L�O�\���Q�H�H�G���W�R���E�H���V�H�F�X�U�L�W�\���W�K�H�U�H�¶ 

 
�x Cleanliness and maintenance 

 
Respondents reported cleanliness of the park and maintenance of existing provision reduced 
enjoyment and posing a safety risk. Some suggested features of the park are used for other 
purposes and are therefore damaged or worn. 

 
 

�µThere are left over building materials and other detritus in the southwest corner of Pimlico 
Gardens that should be removed by the council�¶ 

 
�µ�7�K�H���*�D�U�G�H�Q�H�U�V�
���+�X�W���L�V���L�Q���D���G�L�V�J�U�D�F�H�I�X�O�����I�R�U�O�R�U�Q���F�R�Q�G�L�W�L�R�Q�����7�K�H���U�R�R�I���W�L�O�H�V�����Z�L�Q�G�R�Z�V���D�Q�G��

�J�X�W�W�H�U�V���D�U�H���E�U�R�N�H�Q�����7�K�H���L�Q�W�H�U�L�R�U���L�V���Z�R�U�V�H�¶ 
 

�µCould be cleaner / in better repair�¶ 
 

�µ�8�Q�H�Y�H�Q���S�D�Y�L�Q�J�¶ 
 

�µ�3�H�R�S�O�H���Z�K�R���D�U�H���H�[�H�U�F�L�V�L�Q�J���Z�L�W�K���H�T�X�L�S�P�H�Q�W�����X�V�H���W�K�H���P�H�P�R�U�L�D�O���E�H�Q�F�K�H�V���D�V���S�D�U�W���R�I���W�K�H�L�U��
�U�R�X�W�L�Q�H�����R�I�W�H�Q���F�D�X�V�L�Q�J���G�D�P�D�J�H���W�R���W�K�H���E�H�Q�F�K�¶ 

 
 

�x Restricted views of the river 
 

Some respondents referenced the river suggesting access is restricted impeding the view and 
recommending alternative provision.   

 
 

�µ�,�W�¶�V���G�L�I�I�L�F�X�O�W���W�R���O�R�R�N���R�Q�W�R���W�K�H���U�L�Y�H�U���D�Q�G���V�S�H�Q�G���W�L�P�H���U�H�O�D�[�L�Q�J���E�H�F�D�X�V�H���R�I���W�K�L�V���D�Q�G���W�K�H���Y�H�U�\���K�L�J�K��
wall�¶ 

 
�µMore benches. Maybe on a higher level so you can see the river�¶ 

 
�µ�1�R�W�K�L�Q�J���W�R���G�R���W�K�H�U�H���\�R�X���F�D�Q�¶�W���V�H�H���W�K�H���U�L�Y�H�U���X�Q�O�H�V�V���\�R�X���F�O�L�P�E���R�Q���W�K�H���Z�D�O�O�¶ 
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�x Additional themes 
 
Additional themes included reference to road noise/safety issues, under-developed or 
uninteresting space and access issues inc. riverside path and open/closing times 
 

3.1. Response to favour of investment and development at Pimlico Gardens 

The following highlights response to a question asking respondents to identify favour of re-
development and investment at Pimlico Gardens based on the proposed features identified within 
the consultation. Note: For this report, favour response is reported first to support additional 
reporting. Within the consultation, respondents were presented with proposed features and then 
asked to respond to favour of the proposal.  

Respondents reported a majority in favour response to the re-development and investment of 
Pimlico Gardens with 72% in favour. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 2:  Overall breakdown favourable response 
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Overall, 120 respondents explained their choice: 

In favour of re-development and investment with 70 comments such as:  

 
�µ�,���W�K�L�Q�N���D���F�D�I�H���D�Q�G���D���F�K�L�O�G�U�H�Q�¶�V���S�O�D�\�J�U�R�X�Q�G�����S�O�D�\���V�S�D�F�H���Z�R�X�O�G���E�H��brilliant. Less concerned about 

�R�X�W�V�L�G�H���J�\�P���D�V���W�K�H�V�H���G�R�Q�¶�W���V�H�H�P���W�R���E�H���X�V�H�G���D�V���P�X�F�K���D�V���R�W�K�H�U���I�D�F�L�O�L�W�L�H�V�¶ 

�µI believe this would make an excellent, safe location for a small playground for children. The cafe 
would support this, bringing life and energy to a currently under-used space�¶ 

�µAny development should ensure the space does not lose its character and charm. It just needs 
some investment to bring it back to 'fresh out the box' feel', without trying to be made into a 

mismatch of 'a little bit of this to fit this group and a little bit of that to fit that group' until finally it is 
turned into something that really doesn't fit the needs of any group. Pick a purpose for the park 

and make that purpose something outstanding�¶ 

�µImportant that sustainability is kept in mind so that it remains a nice quality place into the future�¶ 

�µKeeping the place as close to nature as possible would be great�¶ 

 

 

Undecided about re-development and investment with 20 comments such as:  

 

�µPimlico Gardens are great as they are, �S�H�D�F�H�I�X�O���D�Q�G���R�S�H�Q�����,�¶�G���E�H���F�R�Q�F�H�U�Q�H�G���L�I���L�W���Z�H�U�H���W�R�R���E�X�V�L�O�\��
altered. But a cafe and toilets would be potentially an improvement if the existing space was not 

�G�L�P�L�Q�L�V�K�H�G���D�V���D���U�H�V�X�O�W�����$���S�O�D�\�J�U�R�X�Q�G���F�R�X�O�G���E�H���Q�L�F�H���W�R�R���E�X�W���D�J�D�L�Q���R�Q�O�\���L�I���L�W���G�R�H�V�Q�¶�W���Q�H�J�D�W�L�Y�H�O�\��
impact the open space currently available to all, including young children, to roam freely�¶ 

�µFor me the most important thing is that it is beautiful. If the developments are tasteful and blend 
with the nature and sculpture, I support them. But if it will add plastic and stand out, I do not 

support them�¶ 

�µWhatever is done, do not let the contractor use cheap looking materials and poor finishes, and 
these can ruin any design. People are meant to be interacting with this park, not looking at 

proposal art�¶ 
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Not in favour of re-development and investment with 30 comments such as:  
 

�µPimlico Gardens should remain a place of tranquillity. It attracts a different audience than St 
George's square. St George's square has more diverse and young audience and more space so 

these improvements should be made there�¶ 

�µI would prefer the gardens to be left as they are, and as they are enjoyed fully as they stand, I 
don't see why they need adapting. There is ample space in St Georges square where the 

suggested amenities could be accommodated�¶ 

'There is already much litter on the floor - a cafe and viewing area would further encourage this. 
There is a large number of rough sleepers and alcoholic drinkers, including finding needles on 

the floor and empty beer bottles, and a toilet block would encourage this further�¶ 

�µ�,���D�P���F�R�Q�F�H�U�Q�H�G���W�K�D�W���:�&�&���L�V���F�R�Q�W�L�Q�X�D�O�O�\���W�U�\�L�Q�J���W�R���µ�L�P�S�U�R�Y�H�¶���Z�K�D�W���L�V���D�O�U�H�D�G�\���D���S�O�H�D�V�D�Q�W���I�D�F�L�O�L�W�\���I�R�U��
the community. I understand it was a bequest and the bequest should be observed. Rather than 

filling the area with hard surfaces and equipment. The area already has urban and historical 
value�¶ 

�µI would welcome some investment to rejuvenate the existing Grade II listed garden and bringing 
�E�D�F�N���W�K�H���³�K�X�W�´���D�Q�G���Z�D�W�H�U���V�W�U�X�F�W�X�U�H�V���E�D�F�N���L�Q�W�R���X�V�H�����E�X�W���D�Q�\���R�Y�H�U�G�H�Y�H�O�R�S�P�H�Q�W���O�R�V�V��of the historic 

layout, should be seen as unacceptable and a loss to the historic fabric of south Pimlico�¶ 

�µ�$�V���D���G�D�L�O�\���X�V�H�U���R�I���W�K�H���J�D�U�G�H�Q�V�����,���G�R�Q�¶�W���U�H�D�O�O�\���X�Q�G�H�U�V�W�D�Q�G���Z�K�\���\�R�X���Z�D�Q�W���W�R���U�H�G�H�Y�H�O�R�S���L�W�¶  

 
 
 
3.2. Quantitative analysis on proposed features for re-development and investment  
 
Respondents were asked to respond to a series of proposed features within the re-development of 
�3�L�P�O�L�F�R���*�D�U�G�H�Q�V�����(�D�F�K���R�I���W�K�H���I�H�D�W�X�U�H�V���O�L�V�W�H�G���Z�H�U�H���U�H�S�R�U�W�H�G���D�J�D�L�Q�V�W���D���V�F�D�O�H���R�I���µ�L�Q�F�O�X�G�H�¶�����µ�G�R�Q�¶�W���L�Q�F�O�X�G�H�¶��
an�G���µ�Q�R���R�S�L�Q�L�R�Q�¶���� 
 
Features identified below reported over 50% response (see Fig. 2) to include within a re-development 
and investment of Pimlico Gardens: 
 
�x Repair of existing hut for café  
�x Viewing platform overlooking the Thames  
�x Development of a toilet cabin  

 
Of the remaining six proposed development features two reported over ���������µ�L�Q�F�O�X�G�H�¶���U�H�V�S�R�Q�V�H. It is 
suggested that features receiving less than 40% majority include are not considered within the 
design of the park. 
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By favour re-development and investment  
 
�7�K�R�V�H���L�Q���I�D�Y�R�X�U���U�H�S�R�U�W�H�G���P�R�U�H���µ�L�Q�F�O�X�G�H�¶���U�H�V�S�R�Q�V�H�V���Z�L�W�K���I�R�X�U���I�H�D�W�X�U�H�V���D�E�R�Y�H����������and the remaining 
�I�R�X�U���D�E�R�Y�H�������������W�K�D�Q���E�R�W�K���µ�X�Q�G�H�F�L�G�H�G�¶���D�Q�G���µ�Q�R�W���L�Q���I�D�Y�R�X�U�¶���U�H�V�S�R�Q�V�Hs. Notably, those not in favour 
reported all features above 50% �µdo not include�¶. When comparing responses by those in favour of 
the development and those undecided, three features reported contrasting responses with those 
�X�Q�G�H�F�L�G�H�G���U�H�S�R�U�W�L�Q�J���J�U�H�D�W�H�U���G�R���Q�R�W���L�Q�F�O�X�G�H���U�H�V�S�R�Q�V�H�V���I�R�U���E�X�L�O�G�L�Q�J���µ�Q�H�Z���F�K�L�O�G�U�H�Q�¶�V���S�O�D�\�J�U�R�X�Q�G�¶, 
�µ�R�X�W�G�R�R�U���J�\�P�¶ �D�Q�G���W�K�H���µdevelopment of a toilet cabin�¶. �'�H�Y�H�O�R�S�L�Q�J���D�Q���µenvironmental outdoor 
education �D�U�H�D�¶ is the only feature that did not receive an overall majority response to include (37%) 
or not include (37%) with a further 28% undecided (see Appendix 3: Table 1). 
 
By use response 
 
Respo�Q�G�H�Q�W�V���X�V�L�Q�J���3�L�P�O�L�F�R���*�D�U�G�H�Q�V���µ�R�F�F�D�V�L�R�Q�D�O�O�\�¶���R�U���µ�Q�R�W���D�W���D�O�O�¶ reported greater favour in building a 
�Q�H�Z���µ�$�F�F�H�V�V�L�E�O�H���F�K�L�O�G�U�H�Q�¶�V���S�O�D�\�J�U�R�X�Q�G�¶ �����������D�Q�G�������������D�Q�G���L�Q�W�U�R�G�X�F�L�Q�J���D�Q���µ�H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O���R�X�W�G�R�R�U��
education area (52%) than respondents using the space daily and 2-3 times per week (see 
Appendix 3: Table 1). 
 
 
 

Fig. 3: Overall percentage response to proposed re-development and investment features for Pimlico Gardens 
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By respondents with/without dependents 
 
�)�L�Y�H���R�I���W�K�H���H�L�J�K�W���S�U�R�S�R�V�H�G���I�H�D�W�X�U�H�V���U�H�F�H�L�Y�H�G���F�R�Q�V�L�V�W�H�Q�W���µ�L�Q�F�O�X�G�H�¶���U�H�V�S�R�Q�V�H�V���D�F�U�R�V�V���W�K�R�V�H���Z�L�W�K���D�Q�G��
�Z�L�W�K�R�X�W���G�H�S�H�Q�G�H�Q�W���F�K�L�O�G�U�H�Q�������7�K�H�U�H���Z�H�U�H���W�Z�R���F�R�Q�W�U�D�V�W�L�Q�J���U�H�V�S�R�Q�V�H�V���U�H�S�R�U�W�L�Q�J�����µbuilding a new 
�F�K�L�O�G�U�H�Q�¶�V���S�O�D�\�J�U�R�X�Q�G�¶ (with dependents �± 55% include/no dependents �± 45% do not include) and 
�E�X�L�O�G�L�Q�J���D�Q���µenvironmental outdoor education area (with dependents �± 58% include/no dependents 
�± 41% do not include) (see Appendix 3: Table 2).  
 
3.3. Quantitative analysis on proposed features for re-development and investment - surface 
 
Respondents were asked to identify preference to path surface and provided with four options 
identified within initial scoping as viable options within a re-development of Pimlico Gardens. 
Respondents were asked to select one option. 
 
Black surface options received greatest preference responses. Black and grey resin bound gravel 
received 40% preference and Black tarmac 30% preference.  Overall, 64% of respondents identified 
preference for concrete edging over metal strip edging (36%) (see Appendix 4: Response to type of 
surface and edging). Note: within the initial public consultation, no option was provided for 
�U�H�V�S�R�Q�G�H�Q�W�V���W�R���V�H�O�H�F�W���µ�Q�R���S�U�H�I�H�U�H�Q�F�H�¶���R�U���µ�R�W�K�H�U�¶. 
 
Feedback on surface type was provided by some respondents relating to purpose and consideration 
for use: 
 
 

Whatever tarmac you use please make it safe for children around the playground�¶ 
 

�µ�3lease can you bear in mind what gets hot in the summer for dogs paws. This area tends to stay 
�T�X�L�W�H���V�K�D�G�H�G���E�\���W�K�H���W�U�H�H�V���V�R���L�W�¶�V���D���J�U�H�D�W���S�O�D�F�H���W�R���Z�D�O�N���W�K�H���G�R�J�V���W�R���N�H�H�S���W�K�H�P��cool, but I would be 

worried black tarmac would heat and burn them�¶ 
 
 

3.4. Qualitative analysis on further comments or suggestions made on the Pimlico Ga rdens 
re-development and investment - optional feedback 

The consultation supported respondents with the opportunity to provide further comment, 
suggestions or feedback following quantitative questions. Respondents were provided with two free-
�W�H�[�W���W�H�[�W���E�R�[���D�Q�G���D�V�N�H�G���L�I���W�K�H�\���µwould like to make any further comments or suggestions on the 
P�L�P�O�L�F�R���*�D�U�G�H�Q�V���G�H�Y�H�O�R�S�P�H�Q�W�¶. 177 respondents provided 278 responses. 

158 responses were provided following quantitative review of the proposed features and a further 
120 responses were provided immediately after asking respondents to identify favour on the 
proposed re-development and investment. For analysis, responses from both feedback 
opportunities were combined and �G�X�S�O�L�F�D�W�H���D�Q�G���µ�\�H�V�¶���D�Q�G���µ�Q�R�¶���U�H�V�S�R�Q�V�H�V���Z�H�U�H���U�H�P�R�Y�H�G���I�U�R�P���W�K�H��
analysis.  

241 responses were qualitatively analysed and coded to establish themes. The top themes 
included: 
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Accessible play and sensory provision 
 
 

�µ�3�O�H�D�V�H���J�L�Y�H���S�U�L�R�U�L�W�\���W�R���W�K�H���D�F�F�H�V�V�L�E�O�H�����V�H�Q�V�R�U�\���S�O�D�\�J�U�R�X�Q�G���I�R�U���G�L�V�D�E�O�H�G���S�H�R�S�O�H�����D�V���W�K�H���D�U�H�D���O�D�F�N�V��
facilities of that type while all other options already exist around Westminster and in the Pimlico 
area. This will be a great opportunity for the local people to raise their awareness on SEND in 

�J�H�Q�H�U�D�O���D�Q�G���Z�L�O�O���P�D�N�H���S�H�R�S�O�H���Z�L�W�K���6�(�1�'���D�Q�G���W�K�H�L�U���I�D�P�L�O�L�H�V���I�H�H�O���Z�H�O�F�R�P�H���D�Q�G���L�Q�F�O�X�G�H�G�¶ 
  

�µNo SEN spaces in south Westminster for older children so this would be amazing to see this be 
included�¶ 

�µ�$�O�O���R�I���W�K�H�V�H���Z�R�X�O�G���E�H�Q�H�I�L�W���W�K�H���V�S�D�F�H���L�I���W�K�H�\���F�D�Q���E�H���L�Q�F�R�U�S�R�U�D�W�H�G�����$���6�(�1���V�S�D�F�H���Z�R�X�O�G���E�H��
�E�H�Q�H�I�L�F�L�D�O���W�R���W�K�R�V�H���Z�L�W�K���6�(�1���D�V���Z�H�O�O���D�V���F�K�L�O�G�U�H�Q���V�R���F�R�X�O�G���E�H���L�Q�V�W�H�D�G���R�I���D���S�O�D�\���D�U�H�D�¶ 

 

Concern over child safety and accessibility of the park 

 
�µBecause of the busy road and danger from odd people we do not think it is a space you should 

attract children to�¶ 

�µ�$���S�O�D�\�J�U�R�X�Q�G���Z�R�X�O�G���E�H���Q�L�F�H�����E�X�W���L�W���Z�R�X�O�G���Q�H�H�G���W�R���E�H���Z�H�O�O���V�K�H�O�W�H�U�H�G���I�U�R�P���W�K�H���S�R�O�O�X�Wion of the very 
busy road�¶ 

 
�µ�+�D�Y�L�Q�J���F�K�L�O�G�U�H�Q�¶�V���S�O�D�\�J�U�R�X�Q�G���L�V���Q�R�W���V�D�I�H���D�V���F�K�L�O�G�U�H�Q���F�R�X�O�G���H�V�F�D�S�H���R�Q���*�U�R�V�Y�H�Q�R�U���5�R�D�G���R�U���V�L�G�H��

river walk. Also, �W�K�H���S�R�O�O�X�W�L�R�Q���L�V���W�R�R���J�U�H�D�W���I�R�U���F�K�L�O�G�U�H�Q���W�R���S�O�D�\���E�\���P�D�M�R�U���W�U�D�I�I�L�F�����6�W�����*�H�R�U�J�H�¶�V���6�T�X�D�U�H��
is healthier for children to play. Not sure about the viewing platform- would prefer raised benches 

like on Victoria embankment�¶ 

 
Bringing more biodiversity into the park 
 
 

�µMore flowers (and bee friendly ones too please) that would make this space attractive and catch 
the eye. It is just a blanket of green at the moment�¶ 

 
�µCreate a dense natural barrier to the road using plants and trees to isolate the park from road & 

traffic noise. Make it feel like an oasis, which Pimlico is in its own right in London�¶ 
 

�µI love the mature trees - I am in favour of the above only if the trees will be left as is, and would 
prioritise the trees over new facilities if necessary�¶ 
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Keeping and maintaining existing provision 
 
 

�µKeep the table tennis table and open green space�¶ 
 

�µResidents should still be allowed to exercise dogs in this space and the benches, particularly the 
memorial benches should absolutely remain�¶ 

 
�µI like the space as it is, green, natural and I regularly make use of the ping pong table and invite 
friends to join for picnics. I am therefore not in favour of any developments that reduce the green 

and natural space and limit my ability to use it simply as a park�¶ 
 
 
Concern for continued dog access within the park 
 

 
�µ�7�K�H�U�H���L�V���D�O�U�H�D�G�\���D���G�R�J���S�D�U�N���I�R�U���R�I�I���O�H�D�G���G�R�J�V���D�Q�G���6�W���*�H�R�U�J�H�¶�V���V�T�X�D�U�H���I�R�U���I�D�P�L�O�L�H�V�����3�L�P�O�L�F�R��

�J�D�U�G�H�Q�V���I�H�H�O�V���O�L�N�H���L�W�¶�V���J�H�Q�X�L�Q�H�O�\���I�R�U���P�L�[�H�G���U�H�V�L�G�H�Q�W�V���Z�K�R���Z�D�Q�W���V�R�P�H���V�S�D�F�H���W�R���I�H�H�O���U�H�O�D�[�H�G���Z�L�W�K��
their dog without it being a dog park�¶ 

 
�µI cannot have a dog and I like places where I can engage with other people's dogs so I do not 

want any change which endangers that or means I cannot see them running around�¶ 
 

�µ�$�V���'�R�J�V���D�U�H���Q�R�W���D�O�O�R�Z�H�G���L�Q���W�K�H���P�D�L�Q���D�U�H�D���R�I���6�W�����*�H�R�U�J�H�¶�V���V�T�X�D�U�H���W�K�L�V���L�V���D���O�R�Y�H�O�\���D�U�H�D���Z�K�H�U�H���,���F�D�Q��
go with my son, nieces and dog to have a picnic in the summer, play games, my dog plays ball 

on her lead all year round�¶ 

�µThe dog area in St Georges square directly across the road is in a bad condition because of 
intensive use, as it is the only place in Pimlico dogs are allowed off lead. Allowing dogs off lead in 

this area would triple the amount of off lead area in Pimlico and reduce damage to St Georges 
�V�T�X�D�U�H�¶ 

 
 
Duplicating existing facilities else wear 
 
 

�µNot very child friendly use the square, busy road to cross!  �« Also between the area there are 
two playgrounds one in Tachbrook estate & Churchill gardens easy access for both�« Not against 

the sensory garden but not a good location, lots of cars plus bikes speeding along�¶ 
 

�µThere are lots of playground's nearby, several on Churchill Gardens Estate and nearby Milbank 
area�¶ 

 
�µ�¶Pimlico Gardens is a small space across a very busy road that would be dangerous to cross. It 

could not possibly contain all these activities. St Georges Square is a bigger space, and it should 
be made into a more welcoming forum for the benefit of local r�H�V�L�G�H�Q�W�V�¶ 
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Purpose and enjoyment 
 
 

�µPimlico Gardens offers a peaceful, relaxing environment. Somewhere people can sit alone with 
their thoughts and not be too disturbed by others. In my opinion finding solitude like this, in an 

overcrowded city is bliss. People love these gardens for all the reasons you wish to change it. A 
children's play area would be better served in St George's sq. across the road, which is 

frequently used by families, and in doing so, removes the need to cross the busy main road�¶ 
 

�µI think renewal rather than changing this quiet space. Sitting in this beautiful space us Good for 
mental health�¶ 

 
�µPimlico Gardens is a place of tranquillity, a place where I can go to destress and recharge. I like 
walking and meditating in the park. As opposed to St George's, Pimlico garden should remain a 
quiet place of relaxation and it should not be commercialised. I think improvements like the �F�D�I�p�¶ 
�µAny development should ensure the space does not lose its character and charm. It just needs 

some investment to bring it back to 'fresh out the box' feel', without trying to be made into a 
mismatch of 'a little bit of this to fit this group and a little bit of that to fit that group' until finally it is 
turned into something that really doesn't fit the needs of any group. Pick a purpose for the park 

and make that purpose something outstanding�¶ 
 
 
 
 
Potential barriers, anti-social behaviour, and safety concerns 
 
 

Please be careful not to make the gardens attractive to the scores of drug addicts and homeless 
people who walk around Pimlico every day waiting for the feeding stations to open. We do not 

want disgusting toilets like the one in Tachbrook Street where men stand and urinate visible from 
the road. Do not want the storage of large dust bins and recycling area�¶ 

 
�µ�,���X�Q�G�H�U�V�W�D�Q�G���W�K�D�W���D���W�R�L�O�H�W���I�D�F�L�O�L�W�\���F�R�X�O�G���E�H���S�U�R�E�O�H�P�D�W�L�F�����Z�L�W�K���G�U�X�J���X�V�H�U�V���S�D�V�V�L�Q�J���R�X�W���W�K�H�U�H���H�W�F�����7�K�H��

local police I have spoken with are against the proposal, as this has been the experience in 
�9�L�F�W�R�U�L�D���*�D�U�G�H�Q�V�¶ 

 
It is only a small area; I fear that over development will take away some of the tranquillity to be 

had of a space next to the river. A cafe and toilets runs the risk of littering and public facilities are 
notoriously difficult to keep clean and monitor safe use 

 
I feel that including a toilet cabin would just encourage more homeless people to sleep in the 

bushes and drug users to deal/use in the toilet cabin. 
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3.5. Qualitative analysis identifying queries related to the proposal  - optional feedback 

Qualitative analysis identified need for further transparency and process rationale by the council to 
support clear understanding and engaging with the public. Furthermore, the analysis identified 
additional considerations as part of the consultation and wider council development. Themes 
include: 

Transparency and information   

 
�µThis is an encouraging first step but answers to questions in this survey will only tell the Council 
whether there is a user appetite for improvement in Pimlico Gardens.  It is noted that this survey 

does not ask for views on use of the main garden or the north end Dump. A professionally 
designed plan with practical alternative costed options for the whole space would be a good next 
step. It is quite odd that there are detailed questions here about new paving materials before any 

plan has been set out or agreed�¶ [in favour] 

�µWho is behind this investment? I would like to clearly understand as local resident where the 
money would be/is coming from. By that I mean: What is the proposed budget for this 

development? (The fact that different shades of pavement options were part of �W�K�H���T�X�H�V�W�L�R�Q�V�¶��
survey tells me that suppliers have already been shortlisted - Is this correct?) In which case, 

which are the companies in the running to deliver on this investment? What would their revenue 
be upon being awarded this contract? And what are local taxpayers going to ultimately have to 

pay via Westminster Council Tax? Finally, who is accountable for the running of this survey, and 
will the results be made publicly available to all using raw data collected?�¶ [in favour]  

 
 
Addressing misinformation 
 
 

�µI have heard some suggestion that this development is for commercial gain. If it is to benefit 
those immediately local to it then why would a toilet block need to be built? I have also heard 
some suggestion that the development is to entice the public away from St George's Square, 
whereof the residents are hoping to make it private. This would be a monumental loss to the 

community. St George's Square (along with Pimlico Gardens) is the one decent stretch of green 
area in Pimlico, which is full of families without gardens who rely on these spaces�¶ 
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Additional considerations 
 
Respondents identified additional considerations and suggestions not included within the 
consultation relating to accessibility, maintenance provision and safety to be considered alongside 
and separately from the Pimlico Gardens re-development and investment public consultation 
proposal including: 
 

�x Accessibility to the riverside path (gate access) 
�x Provision of dog waste bins 
�x Additional seating, park benches 
�x Speed cameras outside the park to support traffic calming and reduce vehicle noise 
�x Introduction of CCTV and additional lighting 
�x Self-closing gates and fencing to increase child and dog safety 

 
4. Summary of findings 
 
The initial public consultation has provided further insight to proposed features within the re-
development and investment of Pimlico Gardens. Overall, there is a 72% in favour response for the 
investment and re-development of a Pimlico Gardens on Grosvenor Road with findings suggesting 
that the inclusion of features in a re-development and investment could encourage more to use the 
space and build a sustainable community environment.   
 

�x Re-development and investment of Pimlico Gardens is favourable based on the proposed 
features 

�x Current provision at Pimlico Gardens is not rated highly by the public 
�x Prominent concerns relating to the current provision include anti-social behaviour and safety, 

lack of facilities, and cleanliness and maintenance 
�x Repair of the existing hut for café, building a viewing platform overlooking the Thames and the 

development of a toilet cabin were most favourable features 
�x Inclusion of an accessible playground received a varied response though was deemed favourable 

particularly by respondents with dependents who did not regularly use Pimlico Garden 
�x The inclusion of an outdoor gym is unfavourable by the majority 
�x Developing an �µ�H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O���R�X�W�G�R�R�U���H�G�X�F�D�W�L�R�Q���D�U�H�D�¶ did not receive a majority response 
�x Black & grey bound gravel with and concrete edging are the preferred options surface and 

edging 
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5. Recommendations 

It is clear from the consultation that current provision is not adequate and includes maintenance, 
cleanliness, and access concerns and does not directly relate to a lack of facility. When considering 
development and investment, consideration should be given to concerns and feedback identified 
within the report relating to: 
 

�x Maintenance and security of existing provision both within the park and across the borough 
�x The purpose and size of Pimlico Gardens 
�x Identifying the impact on the community with additional users, space, parking etc. 
�x Addressing anti-social behaviour and identifying maintenance plans 
�x Potential for a sensory space over a playground to maintain tranquil environment identified the 

report and appeal to families, groups and individuals with SEN 

Additionally: 

�x Consideration should be made wherever possible to support designs in keeping with a natural 
environment, including tree/hedge planting to separate areas, natural materials for play 
equipment, low-maintenance shrubbery etc. 

�x Address concerns relating existing provision within any proposal design including riverside 
access, riverside view, additional lighting to promote accessibility and safety, maintenance, 
and security 

�x Identify the purpose for the park and long-term use including access to dogs 
�x �)�X�U�W�K�H�U���L�Q�I�R�U�P�D�W�L�R�Q���F�R�X�O�G���E�H���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H�G���R�Q���W�K�H���G�H�Y�H�O�R�S�P�H�Q�W���R�I���D�Q���µ�H�Q�Y�L�U�R�Q�P�H�Q�W�D�O���R�X�W�G�R�R�U��

�H�G�X�F�D�W�L�R�Q���D�U�H�D�¶���L�Q�F�O�X�G�L�Q�J���H�Q�Y�L�V�D�J�H�G���I�U�H�T�X�H�Q�F�\���R�I���X�V�H�����S�U�R�S�R�V�H�G���W�D�U�J�H�W���J�U�R�X�S�V�����W�U�D�Q�V�S�R�U�W�D�W�L�R�Q��
and management of groups.  

�x Provide information on future management and safety concerns if new facilities are introduced 
to the park e.g., management of toilet facilities to prevent anti-social behaviour. 

 
 
 
 
  



 

 
 

 

 

Appendix 
Appendix 1: Respondent postcode Maps 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig 3: Pimlico Gardens Consultation Westminster resident responses by postcode and type of respondent  
 



 

 
 

 

 

Fig 4: Pimlico Gardens Consultation Westminster resident responses by postcode and deprevation  
 



 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig 5: Pimlico Gardens Consultation National responses by postcode and type of respondent  
 



 

 
 

 

Appendix 2: Respondent demographic 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 5: Overall percentage response by gender 

Fig. 6: Overall percentage response by age 
 



 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 7: Overall percentage response by disability and long-term 
health condition 
 

Fig. 8: Overall percentage response identifying yes/no affect on day 
to day activities by respondents with a disability and long-term 
health condition 
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Employed �±Full-time (30+ hours)

Employed �±Part-time (less than 30 
hours)

Full time �±Housewife/Househusband

Full-time education �±School (11-18 
years)

Home carer

On government work training
programme

Permanently unable to work
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Retired �±State pension only
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Temporarily unable to work
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Unemployed �±more than 6 months

Prefer not to say

Fig. 9: Overall percentage response by employment 
 



 

 
 

 

 
Appendix 3: Breakdown of response to proposed features by segment  
 
Table 1: Percentage (raw number) response to proposed features by overall response, in favour and by use response 
 

 Overall response Favour response Use of Pimlico Gardens 

I DI US 
In favour Undecided Not in favour Daily 2-3 times Occasionally (e.g., less 

than 2 times per week) 
No use 

I DI US I DI US I DI US I DI US I DI US I DI US I DI US 
Repair of existing hut 
for café 

80% 
(259) 

11% 
(36) 

9% 
(30) 

89% 
(209) 

4% 
(9) 

7% 
(17) 

77% 
(37) 

10% 
(5) 

13% 
(6) 

31% 
(13) 

52% 
(22) 

17% 
(7) 

73% 
(32) 

23% 
(10) 

5% 
(2) 

80% 
(52) 

9% 
(6) 

11% 
(7) 

83% 
(129) 

11% 
(17) 

6% 
(10) 

77% 
(46) 

5% 
(3) 

18% 
(11) 

Viewing platform 
overlooking the Thames 

72% 
(234) 

19% 
(62) 

9% 
(29) 

81% 
(191) 

11% 
(26) 

8% 
(18) 

60% 
(29) 

21% 
(10) 

19% 
(9) 

33% 
(14) 

62% 
(26) 

5% 
(2) 

55% 
(24) 

39% 
(17) 

7% 
(3) 

72% 
(47) 

20% 
(13) 

8% 
(5) 

75% 
(117) 

15% 
(24) 

10% 
(15) 

77% 
(46) 

13% 
(8) 

10% 
(6) 

New children's 
playground 

39% 
(126) 

43% 
(139) 

18% 
(60) 

46% 
(109) 

34% 
(79) 

20% 
(47) 

27% 
(13) 

52% 
(25) 

21% 
(10) 

10% 
(4) 

83% 
(35) 

7% 
(3) 

30% 
(13) 

61% 
(27) 

9% 
(4) 

32% 
(21) 

51% 
(33) 

17% 
(11) 

37% 
(58) 

41% 
(64) 

22% 
(34) 

57% 
(34) 

25% 
(15) 

18% 
(11) 

Accessible/sensory 
playground equipment 
inclusive for disabled 
people and those with 
SEN 

43% 
(139) 

30% 
(96) 

28% 
(90) 

49% 
(116) 

20% 
(48) 

30% 
(71) 

38% 
(18) 

38% 
(18) 

25% 
(12) 

12% 
(5) 

71% 
(30) 

17% 
(7) 

39% 
(17) 

45% 
(20) 

16% 
(7) 

31% 
(20) 

40% 
(26) 

29% 
(19) 

46% 
(72) 

25% 
(39) 

29% 
(45) 

50% 
(30) 

18% 
(11) 

32% 
(19) 

Environmental outdoor 
education area 

37% 
(120) 

37% 
(119) 

26% 
(86) 

41% 
(96) 

29% 
(69) 

30% 
(70) 

38% 
(18) 

35% 
(17) 

27% 
(13) 

14% 
(6) 

79% 
(33) 

7% 
(3) 

32% 
(14) 

59% 
(26) 

9% 
(4) 

28% 
(18) 

38% 
(25) 

34% 
(22) 

42% 
(66) 

31% 
(49) 

26% 
(41) 

37% 
(22) 

32% 
(19) 

32% 
(19) 

Outdoor gym 37% 
(120) 

46% 
(151) 

17% 
(54) 

44% 
(103) 

39% 
(92) 

17% 
(40) 

29% 
(14) 

44% 
(21) 

27% 
(13) 

7% 
(3) 

90% 
(38) 

2% 
(1) 

27% 
(12) 

68% 
(30) 

5% 
(2) 

32% 
(21) 

46% 
(30) 

22% 
(14) 

36% 
(56) 

48% 
(75) 

16% 
(25) 

52% 
(31) 

27% 
(16) 

22% 
(13) 

Replacing signage 48% 
(156) 

16% 
(53) 

36% 
(116) 

50% 
(118) 

10% 
(23) 

40% 
(94) 

50% 
(24) 

19% 
(9) 

31% 
(15) 

33% 
(14) 

50% 
(21) 

17% 
(7) 

43% 
(19) 

39% 
(17) 

18% 
(8) 

48% 
(31) 

14% 
(9) 

38% 
(25) 

48% 
(75) 

13% 
(20) 

39% 
(61) 

52% 
(31) 

12% 
(7) 

37% 
(22) 

Development of a toilet 
cabin 

55% 
(179) 

33% 
(106) 

12% 
(40) 

65% 
(152) 

25% 
(58) 

11% 
(25) 

35% 
(17) 

44% 
(21) 

21% 
(10) 

24% 
(10) 

64% 
(27) 

12% 
(5) 

45% 
(20) 

45% 
(20) 

9% 
(4) 

46% 
(30) 

42% 
(27) 

12% 
(8) 

63% 
(98) 

26% 
(40) 

12% 
(18) 

52% 
(31) 

32% 
(19) 

17% 
(10)   

 

 
 
 

Table 2: P ercentage (raw number) response to proposed features recommended by with and without dependents 

 With dependents No dependents 

I DI US I DI US 

Repair of existing hut for café 83% (63) 9% (7) 8% (6) 80% (189) 11% (25) 9% (22) 
Viewing platform overlooking the Thames 71% (54) 14% (11) 14% (11) 72% (171) 20% (48) 7% (17) 
New children's playground 62% (47) 29% (22) 9% (7) 33% (79) 45% (107) 21% (50) 
Accessible/sensory playground equipment inclusive for disabled people and those with SEN 55% (42) 24% (18) 21% (16) 41% (96) 31% (72) 29% (68) 
Environmental outdoor education area 58% (44) 21% (16) 21% (16) 31% (73) 41% (96) 28% (67) 
Outdoor gym 37% (28) 49% (37) 14% (11) 38% (89) 44% (105) 18% (42) 
Replacing signage 54% (41) 17% (13) 29% (22) 47% (110) 16% (37) 38% (89) 
Development of a toilet cabin 67% (51) 22% (17) 11% (8) 53% (125) 35% (82) 12% (29) 

�•�����������R�I��responses 

 
�•�����������R�I���U�H�V�S�R�Q�V�H�V 

 
(I) �± Include, (DI) �± Do not include, (US) �± No opinion 



 

 
 

 

 
Appendix 4: Response to type of surface and edging  
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Fig.8: Overall percentage response to proposed surface options 
 

Fig.9: Overall percentage response to proposed edging options 
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