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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
Background to the consultat ion  

Jubi lee Gardens is a green space located in the hear t of  London’s South 

Bank. The Gardens have been the subject of  several in i t iat ives and 

consultat ions over the years which have had l im i ted success due to the 

d ivers i ty of  aspirat ions and organisat ions wi th vested in terests in the  

Garden’s development .  The creat ion of  the Jubi lee Garden Steer ing Group in 

2003 establ ished agreement to preserve the Gardens as green open space 

and focused the agenda to regenerate the space.  
 

The consultat ion and engagement process 

Vis ion 21 carr ied out a four-phase consul tat ion to assess publ ic  response to 

each of  the four shor t- l is ted design teams and their  concepts . Events were 

organised and publ ic ised as a celebrat ion of  progress on the Jubi lee Gardens 

project  to  date. The var ious events , and the way they were promoted, were 

des igned to at tract  a large and d iverse sample of  par t ic ipants.  
 

In order to access a balanced and representat ive sample of  the local  

community,  workers and v is i tors a l ike, Vis ion 21 and South Bank Employers ’  

Group (SBEG) engaged in a ser ies of  awareness-ra is ing act iv i t ies and 

publ ic i t y dr ives. These inc luded d is tr ibut ing posters and leaf lets,  sending 

mail-outs to local res idents , sending let ters home wi th chi ldren f rom local  

schools, mak ing telephone cal ls to res idents, as wel l  as d irect pos i t ive 

interact ion wi th local community and voluntary groups. South Bank Employers ’ 

Group a lso under took a h igh prof i le press campaign and fur ther  suppor ted the 

consultat ion by developing an in teract ive web s i te  and emai l  newsletter .  

These steps succeeded in attract ing a broad sample of  people to part ic ipate in 

the consul tat ion.  
 

Phase 1  involved a publ ic event  b i l led as a community ce lebrat ion of  the 

regenerat ion of  Jubi lee Gardens, the a im of  which was to encourage a pos it ive 

atmosphere around the regenerat ion of  the Gardens. Over 200 people f rom 

diverse backgrounds attended the event  on May 9t h ,  giv ing people the 

opportunity to examine the four des igns and interact wi th the teams which 

made presentat ions on each of  the p lans. This event represented an impor tant 

opportunity for  a l l  of  those interested in the Gardens ’ for tunes to approach the 

teams and gain insight in to the impact of  each of  the des igns. An exhib it ion 

tour  was undertaken as Phase 2 of  the project,  and involved manned d isplays 

of  each of  the des ign teams in a var iety of  locat ions, inc luding the Royal  

Fest iva l Hal l ,  the Mi l lennium Green and the W ater loo Act ion Centre -  a local 

community development organisat ion. Basing the exhib it ion in d if ferent 

locat ions proved to be a key fac tor  in  captur ing the opinions of  a d iverse 
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sample such as res idents,  v is i tors and tour ists ,  local  workers, groups at r isk  

of  poverty and soc ial  exc lus ion (v ia the community and voluntary groups) and 

local famil ies (espec ia l ly chi ldren).  Phase 3 took the form of  an unmanned 

exhib it ion  a t  the Royal Fest ival Hal l ,  giv ing people the opportunity to g ive 

their  opin ions on paper or  v ia the Jubi lee Gardens websi te  (Phase 4) .  Phases 

3 and 4 were on-going processes, las t ing a week, des igned to attract a ‘catch-

a l l ’  sample of  part ic ipants.  
 

Prof i le of  sample  

Dur ing the consul tat ion, Vis ion 21 recorded the v iews and exper iences of  279 

indiv iduals wi th a conservat ive est imate of  400 people engaging wi th the 

des ign teams’ mater ia l.  The community ce lebrat ion event,  at tended by over  

200 people, gathered the greatest amount  of  feedback (104 quest ionnaires 

completed),  whi le d is tr ibut ion for  the remaining phases was evenly spread 

wi th an average of  25 par t ic ipants per day.  The manned exhib i t ions proved 

more successfu l than the unmanned, as Vis ion 21 was on hand to ass is t  

par t ic ipants  wi th quest ions regarding the consultat ion and the quest ionnaire.   
 

The consul tat ion was successful in gaining a balanced sample of  par t ic ipants  

in terms of  age, gender and geographic locat ion. The major i t y of  people were 

aged between 25 to 44 years , a lthough s ignif icant numbers of  young and o lder 

people a lso took par t  in the project .  The sample was a lso reasonably balanced 

between male and female part ic ipants (54 per cent  and 46 respect ive ly) .  In  

terms of  geographic locat ion, the major i t y of  people who took part  in the 

survey were f rom SE1 (54%) with 18% from other south London postcodes. Of 

remain ing Londoners,  6% had a north London postcode, 5% had a west 

London postcode and 7% had an east London postcode. The f ina l 10% l ived in 

postcodes outs ide London.   
 

Results  

The quest ionnaire was organised into three d ist inct  sect ions:  
 

Address ing the des ign a ims  was best met by W est 8, with EDAW in a c lose 

second p lace. Thomas Heatherwick  was ranked th ird and Gross Max four th.  
 

Address ing the draf t  des ign br ie f  was best met by EDAW . Second place went  

to  W est 8 wi th Thomas Heatherwick  th ird and Gross Max fourth.  
 

In teract ion and presentat ions at  the publ ic  event was measured in  the sect ion 

cal led meet ing the teams  which saw Thomas Heatherwick  convinc ingly 

impress the audience. Al l  teams scored highly,  wi th a marginal  d if ference 

between the remain ing three teams, EDAW  (2n d) ,  W est 8 ( joint 3r d )  and Gross 

Max ( joint 3r d) .   
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In  summary 

 

Thomas Heatherwick:  

•  Preferred by those who work  in  the W ater loo area.  

•  Main ly l iked by the youngest  respondents and the oldest  a l though 35-

55 year  o lds  d id not  have a s trong opin ion about Thomas Heatherwick .  

 

EDAW: 

•  Appealing to v is i tors.  

•  Rated favourably by a l l  ages and notably the favour i te of  those aged 

34-45.  

•  The team considered least appealing by local res idents  

 

West 8:  

•  Overal l  the most  appealing team. 

•  Preferred by those who l ive in W ater loo.  

•  Impressed people under 34 and those over  55 years.   

 

Gross Max:   

•  Rated appeal ing by young people (16-24) a lthough they were the only 

age group to do so.  

•  Gross Max was deemed only s l ight ly unappealing by v is i tors .  

•  Local workers and espec ia l ly local res idents found th is  des ign team 

more unappeal ing.  
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CONTEXT 

 

Jubi lee Gardens was created in 1977 to mark  the Queen’s Si lver Jubi lee and 

s its in the heart of  London’s cultura l South Bank bes ide the Br i t ish Airways 

London Eye, the South Bank Centre, the Shel l  Centre, County Hall  and the 

River  Thames.   

Since 1977 the South Bank has changed 

cons iderably, wi th the construc t ion of  the 

Golden Jubi lee Br idges, the extens ion of  

the Jubi lee Line, the opening of  the 

London Aquar ium, the Saatchi Gal lery 

and the establ ishment of  the Br i t ish 

Airways London Eye as London’s premier  

tour ist  a tt rac t ion.  Through much 

trans it ion and change, Jubi lee Gardens 

has fa i led to adapt to  i ts  new 

surroundings and as a result  has been 

lost  in  the shadows.  

 

The recent  h is tory of  the s ite is  complex.  Since the demise of  the Greater  

London Counc i l  (GLC) in 1986, the then owners (London Res iduary Body) so ld 

County Hall  to Shiryama Corporat ion wi th a range of  res tr ic t ive covenants 

applying to Jubi lee Gardens. Along wi th the sale, the London Residuary Body 

negot iated wi th London Underground to a l low the Gardens to be used for  so i l  

extract ion dur ing the extension of  the Jubi lee Line. Some eight years later ,  

the f reehold for  Jubi lee Gardens and Hungerford car park was awarded to the 

Arts Counci l  of  England who in turn granted a long lease to the South Bank  

Centre.  

 

Given the complicated h istory of  Jubi lee Gardens and the number of 

interested par t ies set  to benef i t  or  lose f rom a regenerat ion programme, 

Jubi lee Gardens has been the subject  of  many grand ideas and false s tar ts.  

 

In order to br ing some unity and order  to the Gardens, several local 

bus inesses, community groups, s tatutory author i t ies and the South Bank 

Centre jo ined forces in 2003 to oversee the redevelopment .  This saw the 

creat ion of  the Jubi lee Gardens Steer ing Group (coordinated by South Bank 

Employers ’ Group), wi th the objec t ive of  redeveloping the s ite and creat ing an 

independent  t rus t to  manage i ts  future.  
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In order to help create a meaningfu l and representat ive draf t  des ign br ief ,  the 

Jubi lee Gardens Steer ing Group commissioned a ‘user research survey’ to  

create a basel ine prof i le  of  the current  use of  Jubi lee Gardens as wel l  as  an 

understanding of  aspirat ions and issues for  i ts  use in the future. Local  

res idents , local  workers and v is i tors  were quest ioned in Autumn 2004. This 

research, along wi th the feedback f rom var ious stakeholder consultat ions, was 

then incorporated in to the draf t  des ign br ief  which was d ist r ibuted to the four  

shor t- l is ted des ign teams to create their  in i t ia l  v is ions for  the Gardens.  
 

Vis ion 21 was commissioned by South Bank Employers ’ Group on behalf  of  

the Jubi lee Gardens Steer ing Group to consult  the local community to gain i ts  

v iews on each of  the des ign teams and their  concepts. The results of  the 

community consul tat ion were fed into the decis ion-making process to help the 

judging panel se lec t  a winning team to take the projec t forward. The 

community feedback wi l l  a lso be used to shape the f ina l design br ief .  

 

The four  short - l is ted des ign teams are:  

 

TEAM A 

Thomas Heatherwick  wi th  

Land Use Consul tants and Dan Pearson Studio 

 

 

TEAM B 

EDAW 

 

TEAM C 

W est 8 

 

TEAM D 

Gross Max 
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CONSULTATION 

 

Jubi lee Gardens has many ro les which i t  must ful f i l .  The Gardens must be 

pract ica l for  local res idents yet have enough prest ige to be recognised as 

wor ld c lass. The park  must be sympathet ic to  i ts  surroundings (which are 

contemporary in style)  and yet reta in i ts  ident i ty as a garden. I t  must also be 

a p lace for  quiet ref lect ion with in the bust l ing South Bank but remain f lex ib le 

enough to host  events . 

 

Given the d iverse in terests that are to be ref lected in the v is ion for  Jubi lee 

Gardens, i t  was important that a diverse range of  people were g iven the 

opportunity to  view and assess the shor t- l is ted des ign teams. This 

consultat ion is  therefore unl ike any other by way of  engaging a l l  in terested 

par t ies  in a number of  ways.  

Phase I  Public Event  

 
Monday 9 t h  May 

Chelsf ie ld Room, Royal  Fest iva l  

Hal l  

Phase I I  Exhibit ion Tour 

 Tuesday,W ednesday  

and Saturday 

10 t h ,  11t h  and 14t h  May 

The Ballroom, Royal  Fest iva l Hal l  

Fr iday 13 t h  May 
The Cour tyard, W ater loo Act ion 

Centre 

Saturday 14t h  May 
Exhib it ion Gazebo,  Mi l lennium 

Green 

Phase I I I  Static Exhibit ion 

 Thursday,  Fr iday  

and Sunday 

12 t h ,  13t h  and 15t h  May 

The Ballroom, Royal  Fest iva l Hal l  

Phase IV Website quest ionnaire 

 From Fr iday 6t h  May  www.jubi leegardens.org.uk 

 

An extens ive programme of  awareness rais ing preceded the research 

consultat ion.  I t  was essent ia l  that members  of  the publ ic  were not i f ied of  the 

for thcoming consul tat ion and that every ef for t  was made to create an 

access ib le exhib it ion.  

 

Vis ion 21 des igned posters that were st rategical ly p laced whi le leaf lets were 

hand del ivered and personal invi tat ions sent  to local households. Mai l ings 

were sent  to selec ted databases and let ters sent home with chi ldren f rom f ive 

local schools. An insert  a long wi th an art ic le featured in ‘ In SE1’ ,  a popular ,  

f ree local  newsletter  targeted at a l l  res idents  of  SE1 whi le te lephone cal ls  
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were made f rom the Vis ion 21 in-house cal l  centre invi t ing local  residents to 

at tend the var ious events and to encourage them to par t ic ipate in the 

consultat ion as a community vo lunteer .  There was a lso a large publ ic it y dr ive 

by South Bank Employers ’  Group,  which included the web, te levis ion and 

press coverage and an in teract ive p lasma display in  the Royal  Fest iva l Hal l .  

 

Vis ion 21 executed four phases of  consultat ion, each wi th d if ferent catchment  

groups:  

 

•  Phase I :   Publ ic  Event  – Community Celebrat ion.  

•  Phase I I :  Exhib it ion tour .  

•  Phase I I I :  Stat ic  exhib it ion.  

•  Phase IV:  W ebsite quest ionnaire. 

 

Phase I  

Publ ic Event  – Community Celebrat ion 
 

The publ ic  event was the f irst  formal  unvei l ing of  the four shor t- l is ted design 

concepts . The publ ic  event was des igned to encourage a sense of  ce lebrat ion  

for  local  residents ,  workers ,  visitors  and employers  that  the Jubi lee 

Gardens projec t had made such progress. W ithin th is consul tat ion,  local  

workers and employers are des ignated as those based in W ater loo whi ls t  local 

res idents are categor ised as those who l ive in the W ater loo area.  Vis i tors on 

the other hand are people who do not l ive in W ater loo. They are main ly other  

Londoners with a smal l  m inor i ty f rom the rest of  the UK or f rom Europe. The 

event was held in the Chelsf ie ld Room in the Royal  Fest iva l Hal l  wi th over 200 

members of  the community,  press, local organisat ions and archi tec tura l 

bodies represented.   

 

The a im of  the evening was to al low each des ign team a chance to present  

their  v is ion for  Jubi lee Gardens,  answer  quest ions and to interact wi th the 

publ ic .  The evening was chaired by Rowan Moore, Director of  The 

Architecture Foundat ion, who invi ted those at tending to assess each design 

team on their  mer its  by complet ing a feedback quest ionnaire.  

 

There were two d ist inct areas for  viewing the des ign team concepts. Both 

areas housed disp lay boards,  three per team, which i l lus trated their  overa l l  

approach to Jubi lee Gardens and their  in i t ia l  v is ion for  the space.  The des ign 

teams manned the f i rst  area to a l low people to approach them and ask 

re levant quest ions as wel l  as provid ing a base f rom which each des ign team 

could i l lustrate and expla in their  design concepts . The second area was 

quieter ,  without team representat ives, a l lowing for c loser inspect ion of  ideas 
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and concepts wi thout  b ias or persuas ion.  Spl i t t ing the event a l lowed for  

greater c ircu lat ion and increased the poss ibi l i t y of  in teract ion between the 

des ign teams and the publ ic .  

 

Feedback f rom the event was very posi t ive wi th 104 completed quest ionnaires 

being returned by the end of  the evening. This is  a good response rate for  a 

self -complete quest ionnaire result ing in over half  those attending the event 

tak ing par t  in the consultat ion process.  

 

Phase I I  

Exhib it ion Tour  

 

a)  The Bal lroom (Royal  Fest iva l Hal l)  

 

Fol lowing the publ ic  event,  the d isplay boards for  each des ign team were 

exhib ited in the Bal lroom of  the Royal Fest iva l Hal l .  The Royal Fest iva l Hal l  is  

in London’s cultural  hub -  the South Bank Centre, and attracts  people f rom 

around the wor ld. This disp lay gave an oppor tuni ty for  people visit ing the 

South Bank to g ive their  opin ion on the proposed regenerat ion of  Jubi lee 

Gardens as wel l  as  encouraging members of  the local community v ia  

publ ic i t y on the te levis ion (BBC News) and in the local newspaper (South 

London Press),  to v iew the var ious des ign concepts . The exhib i t ion tour was 

staf fed for  three days by members of  Vis ion 21 personnel who a lso faci l i ta ted 

the publ ic  event and were fami l iar  wi th the background to the project and able 

to answer  quer ies .  

 

b)  The Cour tyard (W ater loo Act ion Centre)  

 

The exhib i t ion was taken on tour to the W ater loo Act ion Centre and was 

manned by Vis ion 21 staf f  for  one day. This  open-air  exhib i t ion (with banners  

and bal loons) was ideal ly s i tuated to capture local workers  who would pass 

the bui ld ing on their  way to and f rom work  as well  as of fer ing members of  the 

local  community another chance to v iew the v is ions of  the des ign teams. 

 

c)  Exhib it ion Gazebo (Mi l lennium Green)  

 

The th ird and f inal  exhib i t ion locat ion was Mil lennium Green, a s i te which has 

recent ly undergone regenerat ion i tse lf  to create a community park . This tented 

exhib it ion was an opportuni ty to capture local famil ies  who previous ly were  

unable to at tend other  consultat ion events due to chi ldcare commitments and 

at trac t other local  res idents who were unable to attend the events  held ear l ier  

in the week.  
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Phase I I I  

Stat ic  Exhib it ion – The Bal lroom (Royal  Fest iva l Hal l)  

 

Although the exhib it ion went on tour,  a set  of  the exhib i t ion disp lay boards 

remained in the Bal l room for three addit ional days, unmanned to col lec t 

feedback and general comments . I t  was important to have a stat ic  s i te  as  wel l  

as a tour  for  cont inuity,  therefore for  anyone in doubt  as to where the 

exhib it ion tour was, there was a permanent week long d isp lay in the Royal  

Fest iva l Hal l .   

 

Phase IV 

W ebsite quest ionnaire 

 

The opt ion to a l low people to v iew the four  shor t- l is ted design teams on- l ine 

was provided v ia the of f ic ia l  Jubi lee Gardens websi te:  

www.jubi leegardens.org.uk set-up and mainta ined by South Bank Employers ’  

Group. This fac i l i t y a l lowed interested par t ies whose schedule may not have 

matched the exhib it ion tour ,  to assess the shor t- l is ted design team concepts 

and complete feedback quest ionnaires v ia e-mai l .  Vis i tors  to the s i te  were 

a lso encouraged to s ign up for  e-mai l  updates on the project .  

 

Throughout the week- long consul tat ion, Vis ion 21 worked wi th community 

vo lunteers to capacity bui ld  and help fac i l i tate the event  and exhib it ions.  

 

 

 

http://www.jubileegardens.org.uk/�
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THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

The method used to capture the v iews of  the publ ic  was a self -complete 

quest ionnaire which was administered when viewing the des ign team display 

boards.  The quest ionnaire was spl i t  into s ix sect ions, three of  which were 

based on the resul ts of  the user  research survey conducted in  Autumn 2004 

which focused on how the local community used the Gardens, as wel l  as their  

aspirat ions and concerns regarding i ts  redevelopment.   

 

Sect ion 1 

Jubi lee Gardens & You 

Three quest ions ask ing respondents about their  level of  in teract ion wi th 

Jubi lee Gardens and parks (green open spaces) in general.  

 

Sect ion 2 

Design Aims 

Three quest ions assessing each des ign team on the cr i ter ia out l ined by the 

Jubi lee Gardens Steer ing Group.  

 

Sect ion 3 

Design Br ief  

This th ird sect ion took the top eight pr ior i t ies f rom the user research survey 

and asked respondents to rate the four  des ign teams on how wel l  they 

incorporated each into their  v is ion for  Jubi lee Gardens.  

 

Sect ion 4 

Meeting the teams 

This sect ion was only asked of  those people who attended the publ ic  event at  

the Royal  Fest iva l Hal l .  This sect ion was used to assess how wel l  each team 

interacted wi th the community and publ ic  a l ike.  

 
Sect ion 5 

About  You 

This sect ion col lec ted the demographic deta i ls  of  each respondent.  
 

Sect ion 6 

Comments  

This sect ion a l lowed respondents  to ra ise concerns and express v iews they 

fel t  were not  inc luded in the quest ionnaire ( fu l l  t ranscr ipts in the Appendix) .  
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PROFILE  
 

Over the course of  the week- long des ign compet i t ion consul tat ion,  Vis ion 21  

recorded 279 opin ions with over 400 people v iewing the d isp lay mater ia l .  The 

table below i l lus trates how many feedback forms were col lec ted f rom each 

phase of  the consul tat ion.  
 

Tab le  1  –  Dis t r ibu t ion  o f  feedback  ques t ionna i res  co l lec ted by V is ion 21.  
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T h e  y e l l o w  c o l u m n  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  P u b l i c  E v e n t ,  t h e  p i n k  c o l u mn s  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  e x h i b i t i o n  d a y s  m a n n e d  b y  V i s i o n  2 1  

a n d  t h e  b l u e  c o l u m n s  r e p r e s e n t  u n ma n n e d  e x h i b i t i o n  d a y s .  

 

The manned exhib it ion days yie lded more feedback forms due to the act ive 

engagement of  Vis ion 21 s taf f  with members of  the publ ic .  One-to-one 

interv iews were conducted by the Vis ion 21 personnel wi th members of  the 

publ ic  who were unable to complete the form alone or who needed guidance 

understanding the nature of  the consultat ion or  the d isp lay information.  
 

Demographics  
 

The spread of  ages represented wi th in the consultat ion is  representat ive of  

the wider Lambeth populat ion. The largest group represented in the survey 

are those between 25-44 years which is in l ine with the borough 

demographics.  
 

Tab le  2  –  Age d is t r i bu t ion  o f  respondents      Tab le  3  –  Age d is t r ibu t i on  o f  Lambeth  res i dents  
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            S o u r c e :  N e i g h b o u r h o o d  S t a t i s t i c s  ( C e n s u s  2 0 0 1 )  
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The sample was a lso reasonably balanced between male and female 

par t ic ipants  (54 per  cent  and 46 respect ive ly) .  
 

The major i t y of  people who part ic ipated were f rom an SE1 postcode (54%). Of 

those who completed their  postcode deta i ls ,  90% of  these respondents were 

f rom the London area, wi th the remain ing 10% from outs ide London (e ither  

f rom the UK or Europe).  
 

Tab le  4  –  Pos tcode o f  res pondents  

Postcode
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Use of  Jubi lee Gardens 

Respondents were asked to state how of ten they v is i ted Jubi lee Gardens and 

other open green spaces. To ascerta in how engaged with the Gardens  

members of  the publ ic  are and assess the level of  general use of  other parks 

in general .  
 

Tab le  5  –  Frequency o f  v is i t s  to  Jub i lee  Gardens  Tab le  6  –  Frequency o f  v is i t s  to  parks  in  genera l  

How often do you visit Jubilee Gardens?
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The f ind ings reveal that most par t ic ipants  were regular v is i tors to Jubi lee 

Gardens, wi th the major i t y of  people v is i t ing i t  on a week ly or  month ly bas is.  

W ith regard to parks in general,  the consul tat ion showed that again, a major i t y 

of  people go to green spaces on a week ly bas is,  wi th a minor i ty (21%) 

at tending less of ten than month ly and a small  m inor i ty (4.5%) c laiming that 

they never  v is i t  a  park .  
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Jubi lee Gardens is a p lace that people are as l ikely to  v is i t  a lone as wi th 

others (40%) wi th f r iends and par tners favoured company for  v is i t ing the 

gardens (40% and 30% of  people respect ive ly) .  A s ignif icant minor i ty of  

people v is i t  the Gardens wi th their  ch i ldren (15%),  suggest ing that the park  is  

used for  a var iety of  act iv i t ies  by a broad range of  groups.  
 

Tab le  7  –  W ho do you v is i t  Jub i lee  Gardens  wi th?  

Who do you visit Jubilee Gardens with 
(if anyone)?
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ANALYSIS 

 
Quest ionnaires  were completed by members  of  the publ ic  using a s imple f ive 

point  rat ing system where f ive represented completely pos i t ive and one 

represented complete ly negat ive. The tables in th is  sect ion use a s imi lar  

rat ing system to i l lus trate the quest ionnaire. The middle ground, where no 

opin ion is expressed, is  zero. Pos i t ive scores (above zero) ref lec t agreement 

whi le negat ive scores (below zero) ind icate d isagreement.  

 
Des ign Aims 

 
There were three quest ions which assessed each des ign team against the 

Jubi lee Steer ing Groups a ims. 

 
•  Do you agree this design team wil l  establ ish Jubilee Gardens as a 'World 

Class Garden'? 
 
F igu re  1  –  Do you ag ree th is  des ign team wi l l  es tab l i sh  Jub i lee  Gardens  as  a  'W or ld  Class  
Garden '?  

  

 

 

 

 

The major i t y of  people asked were conf ident that EDAW  and West 8 could 

del iver a ‘W orld Class Garden’,  wi th most fai th being p laced in W est 8 who 

took a very Engl ish approach to re-des igning Jubi lee Gardens. However , there 

was a lack of  conf idence in Gross Max and their  abi l i t y to es tabl ish a ‘W orld 

Class Garden’ .  

 

W hen the f igures are broken down by age, they reveal that Thomas 

Heatherwick  and EDAW were favoured by people aged 65 plus , who general ly 

gave Gross Max a low score. However , Gross Max was l iked more by younger 

people aged 25 – 34,  as were W est 8 who were l iked most by the younger  

respondents and least  by those that were o lder .  In terms of  the people who 

use the Gardens,  Thomas Heatherwick  was favoured by local workers wi th 

both res idents  and v is i tors  favour ing W est 8.  
 

Tab le  8  W or ld  Class  Garden 

Do you agree that the design team will create a space that is 'as 
soft and green as is sustainable'?

-30

-20

-10

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

Thomas Heatherwick EDAW West 8 Gross Max

M
ea

n 
sc

or
e 

(0
=n

o 
op

in
io

n)

Resident Worker Visitor  

1 West 8 53 
2 EDAW 42 
3 Thomas Heatherwick 15 
4 Gross Max -5 
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•  Do you agree that this design team will  create a space that is 'as soft  and 
green as is sustainable'?  

 
F igu re  2  –  Do you agree t hat  th is  des ign team wi l l  c reat e  a  space that  i s  'as  so f t  and green 
as  i s  sus ta inab le '?  
1 West 8 59 
2 EDAW 54 
3 Thomas Heatherwick 49 
4 Gross Max -22 

 

The phrase ‘as  sof t  and green as is  sustainable’  is  the dr iving force behind 

the regenerat ion of  Jubi lee Gardens. Al l  design teams apart f rom Gross Max 

scored pos it ive ly on th is cr i ter ion.  

 

W est 8 d id wel l  across a broad spectrum of  par t ic ipants in terms of  age as d id 

Thomas Heatherwick  except wi th those aged 34 – 44. In contras t ,  Gross Max 

was only l iked by young people aged 16 – 24, a l l  other age groups d id not  

th ink  Gross Max could create a space ’as sof t  and green as is  susta inable ’ .  

EDAW  scored cons is tent ly wi th a l l  user groups a l though res ident ’s preferred 

W est 8 wi th Thomas Heatherwick  as the local workers favour i te.  

 
Tab le  9  ‘As  sof t  and g reen as  i s  sus ta inab le ’  

Do you agree that the design team will create a space that is 'as 
soft and green as is sustainable'?
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•  Do you agree that this design team wil l  achieve a balance between the 
different  users? 
 
F igu re  3  –  Do you agree t hat  th is  des ign team wi l l  ach ieve a  ba lance bet ween the d i f fe rent  
users?  
1 EDAW 65 
2 West 8 45 
3 Thomas Heatherwick 38 
4 Gross Max -4 

 

Again,  EDAW , Thomas Heatherwick  and West 8 have been pos i t ive ly rated 

wi th EDAW  achieving the best balance and Gross Max is rated unable to 

del iver an ef fect ive balance.  

 
Thomas Heatherwick  fared best wi th younger people in th is context ,  whi le  

EDAW  found favour with par t ic ipants of  a l l  ages by of fer ing the most var ied 
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des ign concept  to sui t  al l  users . Gross Max was only approved by a smal l  

m inor i ty,  notably vis i tors and people under 34. W est 8 was the res idents ’  

favour i te a lthough not great ly l iked by those over  65 years  o ld.  

 
Tab le  10 Ba lance bet ween the d i f fe rent  users  

Do you agree that the design team will achieve a balance between 
the difference users?

-40

-20

0

20

40

60

80

Thomas Heatherwick EDAW West 8 Gross Max

M
ea

n 
sc

or
e 

(0
=n

o 
op

in
io

n)

Resident Worker Visitor  
 
Draf t  Des ign Br ief  

 
The draf t  des ign br ief  each des ign team was set to address was in f luenced by 

the results of  the community consultat ion in Autumn 2004. The pr ior i t ies  

ident i f ied in that research were highl ighted in th is consultat ion to assess how 

wel l  the des ign teams had responded to the br ief  

 
•  How well  has this design team incorporated Trees? 

 
Figu re  4  How wel l  has  th is  des ign t eam incorpora ted Trees ?  
1 West 8 104 
2 EDAW 73 
3 Thomas Heatherwick 60 
4 Gross Max -16 

 

W est 8 was rated the best for  trees (being a key theme for their  des ign) by a l l  

users  groups whi le Gross Max was thought  to  not incorporate trees very wel l .  

Those under 24 were the only group that thought Gross Max had incorporated  

trees wel l .  O lder groups d id not l ike the way Gross Max had used trees in 

their  d isp lay board. Thomas Heatherwick ’s use of  trees appealed to the young 

(under 24) and also to o lder  respondents  (55 p lus).  

 
Tab le  11 T rees  

How well has this design team incorporated Trees?
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How well  has this design team incorporated Grassed areas? 
 
F igu re  5– Grassed a reas  
1 West 8 94 
2 Thomas Heatherwick 82 
3 EDAW 62 
4 Gross Max 16 

 
W est 8 and Thomas Heatherwick  incorporate a lot  of  grass in to their  des ign 

concepts and were judged the most ef fect ive at doing so. Thomas 

Heatherwick ’s use of  grass was l iked by respondents under  34 and those over  

55 whi le those aged 34-55 l iked EDAW ’s use of  grass. Gross Max also scored 

pos i t ive ly in  th is sect ion al though not as h ighly as the other  three teams. 

 

W est 8 was by far  the res idents ’ favour i te grassed area whi le Thomas 

Heatherwick  impressed local workers and v is i tors wi th their  use of  grassed 

areas.  

 
Tab le  12 Grassed area  

How well has this design team incorporated Grassed areas?

-20

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Thomas Heatherwick EDAW West 8 Gross Max

M
ea

n 
sc

or
e 

(0
=n

o 
op

in
io

n)

Resident Worker Visitor    
 
 

•  How well  has this design team incorporated Flowerbeds? 

 
F igu re  6  -  F lowerbeds  

1 EDAW 53 
2 Gross Max 42 
3 West 8 28 
4 Thomas Heatherwick 23 

 

EDAW  received the best rat ing for  inc luding f lowerbeds overal l  fo l lowed by 

Gross Max who dedicated a sect ion of  the Garden to wi ld f lowers. This is  

probably due to the fact  that both these teams focused on f lowers  in  their  

d isp lay boards.  

 

Flowerbeds are Thomas Heatherwick ’s  weakest point wi th the team receiv ing 

the least pos i t ive feedback out of  a l l  the teams, main ly f rom those aged under 

24.  
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EDAW  and Gross Max’s use of  f lowerbeds was a lso l iked by the younger 

generat ion wi th their  scores gradual ly fa l l ing wi th the aging respondents . 

EDAW ’s use of  f lowerbeds was s trongly l iked by both local workers and 

v is i tors to the area wi th W est 8 the res idents ’ favour i te.  
 
Tab le  13 F lowerbeds  

How well has this design team incorporated Flower Beds?
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•  How well  has this design team incorporated Park Furniture /  Seat ing? 
 
F igu re  7– Park  fu rn i tu re /seat ing  
1 West 8 49 
2 EDAW 32 
3 Gross Max 12 
4 Thomas Heatherwick 1 

 
W est 8 fol lowed by EDAW  proved they would incorporate park  furn i ture and 

seat ing while  Thomas Heatherwick d id not  convince many respondents.  

 
W est 8 was the local res idents ’ and workers’ favour i te.  Thomas Heatherwick  

d id not  meet  the seat ing expectat ions of  v is i tors whi le Gross Max fai led to 

impress local workers  wi th i ts  seat ing concept .   

 
Tab le  14 Park  furn i tu re /seat ing  

How well has this design team incorporated 
Park Furniture/Seating?
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•  How well  has this design team incorporated a Children's play area? 
 

F igu re  8  –  Chi ld ren ’s  p lay area  
1 EDAW 68 
2 West 8 35 
3 Thomas Heatherwick 5 
4 Gross Max -7 

 
EDAW  is the c lear  favour i te  in  th is category,  focus ing on the chi ldren’s p lay 

area in their  d isp lay boards, for  example, descr ib ing a ‘bubble founta in ’ 

p layground. Thomas Heatherwick  and Gross Max’s p lay areas were not  

inspirat ional ,  scor ing around zero.  
 

In terest ingly,  a lthough Thomas Heatherwick  and Gross Max’s play areas were 

deemed general ly uninspir ing, they were l iked more by young respondents  

than o ld!  Another in terest ing point is  that W est 8 d id not impress 25-34 year  

o lds (who are l ike ly to  be parents of  young chi ldren) with their  design. EDAW  

on the other hand was l iked by res idents , v is i tors  and local  workers . 
Tab le  15 Chi l d ren ’s  p l ay area  

How well has this design team incorporated a Children's Play 
Area?
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•  How well  has this design team incorporated a Cafe? 
 
F igu re  14-  Cafe  
1 West 8 53 
2 EDAW 51 
3 Thomas Heatherwick 4 
4 Gross Max -22 

 
W est 8 and EDAW  have proven that  their  ideas for  a Café in  Jubi lee Gardens 

would work  wel l  wi th both teams focusing on café des ign. Thomas 

Heatherwick  d id not manage to make such an impress ion whi le Gross Max’s  

café ideas were unconvincing.  
 

Tab le  16 Cafe  

How well has this design team incorporated a cafe?
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•  How well  has this design team incorporated the abi l ity to hold events? 
 
F igu re  9  –  Hold  events  
1 EDAW 58 
2 Thomas Heatherwick 45 
3 Gross Max 12 
4 West 8 -1 

 
EDAW  and Thomas Heatherwick  are outr ight favour i tes in th is category whi le  

W est 8 is  for  the f irst  and only t ime scor ing negat ive ly.  EDAW  is the overal l  

preferred des ign team to hold events.  

 

Thomas Heatherwick  d id not impress the 35-44 year olds wi th i ts  abi l i t y to  

host events whi le in terest ingly the only people to have fa ith in Gross Max 

were under  24 years  o ld.  

 

Local workers l iked Thomas Heatherwick ’s capac ity to hold events more than 

any other user of  Jubi lee Gardens. This was probably due to the large amount  

of  green that featured in the Thomas Heatherwick  ‘U’ shaped des ign concept.  

Local res idents and v is i tors l iked EDAW ’s des ign wi th the events  lawn whi le  

W est 8 fa i led to impress the same vis i tors  with i ts  abi l i t y to  host  events due to 

the number of  paths featured in  the design d isp lay.  

 
Tab le  17 Hold  events  

How well has this design team incorporated the abillty to hold 
events?
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•  How well  has this design team incorporated toi let  facil it ies? 
 
Figu re  10 –  To i le t  fac i l i t i es  
 
1 West 8 21 
2 EDAW 17 
3 Thomas Heatherwick -11 
4 Gross Max -21 

 
This quest ion about to i le t  fac i l i t ies  was not s imple as not  a l l  des ign teams had 

label led them on their  d isp lay boards. Therefore th is quest ion ref lects the 

respondents trust in the des ign teams to provide them rather than a response 

to the v isual  d isp lay boards.  
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Meeting the Teams 

 
Dur ing the publ ic  event there was an opportunity for  members of  the des ign 

teams to in teract wi th those attending the event.  Conversat ion was act ive ly 

encouraged and quest ions dedicated to this  in the quest ionnaire.  

 
F igu re  11 –  Number  o f  peop le  that  spoke to  each team 

 

 
 

 

 

 

The major i t y of  contacts were in i t ia ted by members of  the publ ic .  Gross Max 

approached the most out of  al l  the des ign teams; however they spoke to the 

least number of  people.  

 

Each team’s in teract ion was assessed on four d if ferent cr i ter ia.  The table 

below shows the overal l  in teract ion scores for  each team by user  group. 

Thomas Heatherwick  was cons idered by far  the best at in teract ion (a lso see 

comments  sect ion)  whi ls t  the other three teams scored very s imilar ly.  

 
Tab le  18 Team in terac t ion  

Team Interaction by user
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•  How well  did this team explain their  ideas? 

Thomas Heatherwick  was rated as the team that best expla ined their  ideas.  

Both EDAW  and W est 8 ’s ideas appealed to older respondents  (55-64 year  

o lds)  more than younger respondents  (35-44 year o lds) .  I t  is  worth not ing that 

a l l  teams scored very pos i t ive ly on this  quest ion.  

 
•  How well  did this team answer your questions? 

Again Thomas Heatherwick  scored the best at answer ing respondents ’ 

quest ions fo l lowed by Gross Max, then EDAW , then W est 8. In general ,  a l l  

teams answered respondents ’  quest ions wel l .  

Spoke to  Thomas Heatherwick  54 

Spoke to EDAW 57 

Spoke to W est 8 59 

Spoke to Gross Max 48 
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•  How well  did this team l isten to your opinions? 

Al l teams l is tened wel l  with Thomas Heatherwick  the h ighest rated. 35-44 year 

o lds  d id not feel that  Thomas Heatherwick  or Gross Max l is tened to their  

opin ions whi le 16-24 year o lds d id not think  W est 8 l is tened to their  opin ions.  

Those respondents  aged 55-64 years  fe lt  that  both EDAW  and Gross Max 

l is tened to their  v iews.   

 
•  How well  did this team hold your attention? 

Each team held the at tent ion of  those at the event  with Thomas Heatherwick  

the best overa l l .  EDAW held the attent ion of  the 55-64 year o lds wel l  whi le 

W est 8 d id not  engage wi th younger respondents and Gross Max unable to 

hold the attent ion of  those aged 34-44.  

 
 
Each team was asked to g ive a presentat ion ,  expla in ing in more deta i l  the ir  

v is ion for  Jubi lee Gardens and the approach they would l ike to take. The table 

below out l ines the mean score for  each team in th is sect ion. W est 8 was 

thought to g ive the best presentat ion overal l  (preferred by local res idents)  

wi th Thomas Heatherwick  a c lose second (preferred by local  workers).  

 
Tab le  19 Team Presenta t i ons  

Team Presentations by user
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•  What is your overal l  impression of  each presentat ion? 
Thomas Heatherwick ’s  presentat ion was most popular with the o lder members 

of  the community.  EDAW  also impressed those over 45 a lthough unl ike 

Thomas Heatherwick , EDAW  did not impress those under 24 who rated the 

presentat ion negat ive ly.  W est 8 received the most pos it ive response to their  

presentat ion f rom al l  age ranges, of  note those ages 25-34 and 55 p lus . Gross 

Max a lso del ivered an impress ive presentat ion a l though i t  was not as h ighly 

rated as the other  teams. 

 
•  How easy were the presentat ions to understand? 

Al l the presentat ions were easy to understand wi th each team scor ing wel l .  

Local workers were less able to unders tand W est 8’s presentat ion with 16-24 

year  o lds unable to fo l low EDAW ’s presentat ion as well  as other age groups.  
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CONCERNS  

 

Nine key concerns have been ident i f ied wh i le examining respondents ’ open-

ended comments. Below is a l is t  of  concerns in order of  the number of  

comments  re lat ing to each.  

 

Surrounding area (ment ioned by 24 people)  
 

The posi t ion of  Jubi lee Gardens is one that is  unique. Many people who 

viewed the exhib it ion made the point that the r iver ,  embankment and 

surrounding architecture be kept in  mind when f ina l is ing the br ief .  A 

sympathet ic  approach to the space was h ighl ighted as a concern.  

 

“The parks re lat ionship to the r iver  is  unique and should be an impor tant  

cons iderat ion . ”  

 

“Make the Garden a jewel,  f ree from the London Eye and cont inue to let  the 

r iver,  d is tant bui ld ings count  in  the development of th is  s i te . ”  

 

Skateboarders (ment ioned by 16 people)  

 

Skateboarders are al ready in the consciousness of  residents and those who 

use the Gardens regular ly as South Bank is a popular p lace to skate. Several  

respondents  h ighl ighted that skateboarders  could be a potent ia l  problem for 

the park . 

 

“Must be carefu l that benches and gravel areas aren' t  taken over by 

skateboarders  or they are given their  own area . ”  

 

“ (The Gardens are)  L ike ly to be taken over  by BMX and skateboards . ”  

 

Maintenance (ment ioned by 15 people)  

 

There is  a general enthus iasm about regenerat ing the gardens but concerns 

were raised about the ongoing cost of  Jubi lee Gardens once f in ished and the 

potent ia l  for  i t  to  be spoi l t  soon af ter  i ts  complet ion.  

 

“Watch out  for  maintenance costs  from a fancy design . ”  

 

“Feel the gardens must be sustainable and not be too complex or h igh 

maintenance . ”  
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Café (mentioned by 13 people)  

 

The inclus ion of  a café spl i t  publ ic  opin ion wi th some people loving the 

des igns (espec ia l ly the underground concept of fered by W est 8)  whi le others  

took a more reserved stance, concerned about the af fordabi l i t y of  the new 

café and the number of  out le ts a lready present  on the South Bank.  

 

“Don' t  put  too much cafe space -  we a lready have lo ts . ”  

 

“The South Bank is fu l l  o f  cafes and restaurants and unless there are cares 

which are affordable to the major i ty  of  Water loo res idents,  who are main ly  

f inanc ia l ly  d isadvantaged, then do not put  any in . ”  

 

Security (mentioned by 12 people)  

 

Secur i ty is  a topic that was ra ised in response to some of  the des ign team 

ideas. By incorporat ing trees and h i l ls ,  the l ine of  s ight is  obscured which led 

to people ra is ing i t  as  a concern.  

 

“More need to be spoken about  on the topic  of  safety  and l i t ter  and vandal ism”  

  

“Are they tak ing secur i ty  into considerat ion espec ia l ly  out of hours ! ”  

 

Too demanding design brief (ment ioned by 11 people)  

 

The number  of  pr ior i t ies highl ighted in  the draf t  des ign br ief  caused concern 

as Jubi lee Gardens is not a large area of  land. Many people p icked up on th is  

point .  

 

“Do not forget  the st rength of s impl ic i ty .  Remember  Jubi lee Gardens is  smal l  

so the scale of  the development must be embraced.”  

 

“The br ief is  very demanding and very conf l ic t ing. I  was le ft  wi th the 

impress ion of 'cramming th ings'  in for  each team. Somet imes ' less  is  more'  so 

long as there is  a c lear v is ion.”  
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History/Monuments (ment ioned by 11 people)  

 

Given the locat ion of  Jubi lee Gardens i t  has a r ich h is tory that people would 

l ike to see observed.  Three monuments recorded in the comments al though 

the h istory of  the s i te  and the Fest iva l of  Br i ta in was ment ioned many t imes 

dur ing the exhib i t ion.  

 

“No-one has ment ioned preserv ing the ex ist ing Spanish sculpture . ”  
( In te rnat i ona l  Br i gade Memor ia l  T rus t  ( IBMT)  Memor ia l )  
 

“Not one team referred to the Wor ld Her i tage s i te  across the  r iver. ”  

 

“What about the h is tory of the past  land (L ion Brewery) . ”  

 

Relaxation (mentioned by 7 people)  

 

The idea of  a space that is  ‘as sof t  and green as is  susta inable ’ incorporates 

the idea of  re laxat ion. Even though this is  one of  the des ign a ims, some 

people wished to emphas ise that relaxat ion was an impor tant use of  the park 

and one that they were concerned may be overshadowed due to the number of  

pr ior i t ies  in  the draf t  des ign br ief .  

 

 “ I t  would be a good idea to use the new technologies/exper t ise of a l l  the 

teams to create a shel tered space, ca lming and quiet ”  

 

“A pleasant p lace for  locals,  workers and tour ists to re lax  in natural 

surroundings” 

 

Dogs (mentioned by 3 people)  

 

Dogs were ment ioned by a smal l  m inor i ty of  respondents , concerned about  

whether their  pets  would cont inue to be a l lowed to access Jubi lee Gardens.  

 

“ ( I)  Would l ike to see a dog toi let  incorporated to reduce local dog foul ing 

problems.”  
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COMMENTS 
 

Ins ide the quest ionnaire, an oppor tunity to comment on each des ign team was 

provided. The key points ra ised are deta i led below wi th the ful l  t ranscr ipts  

at tached in the Appendix.  
 

Thomas Heatherwick -  Comments  
 

Thomas Heatherwick  was commended for  produc ing imaginative  and f lexible  

des ign ideas a long wi th g iv ing a passionate presentation  a t  the event . 

However they were cr i t ic ised for  produc ing a design disp lay that  was 

uninspir ing  and over ly simple .  Look ing in more deta i l  the des ign team was 

pra ised for  their  use of  trees and open space  a l though the height  of  the 

mounds d id concern some people. People l ikened the design to that of  ‘Bernie 
Spain Gardens ’  opposite the southern end of  Gabr ie l ’s  W harf  and there were 

not convinced that the p lans of  Thomas Heatherwick would change Jubilee 

Gardens  dramatical ly .  
 

EDAW  - Comments  
 

EDAW  of fered many di f ferent ideas in their  d isplay boards which were thought  

creative  and contemporary .  Different areas  were made to accommodate  

d i f ferent users wi th added attent ion to the chi ldren’s play area  which 

received a lot  of  pra ise. Maintenance  of  EDAW ’s ideas was something that  

was h ighl ighted as a concern, espec ia l ly wi th the use of  technology in th is  

complicated des ign. I t  was recognised that EDAW  involved the river  more 

than the other teams and worked wi th the idea of  the beach  (which p leased 

most people).  Lighting  was a lso ident i f ied as a s trength for  th is  team while  

worr ies about the lack of grass  were ra ised.  
 

W est 8 -  Comments  
 

W est 8’s des ign concepts were easy to understand .  The des ign boards were 

not overcrowded and were very visually distinct ive .  Centra l to th is des ign 

were the paths which received a mixed response. General ly the paths  were 

welcomed as par t  of  the clear design  a l though def in i te concerns were ra ised 

about the threat of  skateboarders  who congregate fur ther a long the South 

Bank. The hillocks  c reated were l iked as they provided a ra ised v ista which 

integrated the Thames a l though the paths and h i l ls  were a lso c i ted as 

problematic to holding events .  On a pos it ive note, the concealed café  was 

pra ised for  i ts  in terest ing design whi le the trees  were descr ibed as very 

appeal ing and colourfu l.  
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Gross Max -  Comments 
 

Gross Max approached Jubi lee Gardens in a very d if ferent way, d ivid ing the 

space in to two areas  (one grassed, one f lowered).  Although th is was a unique 

stance i t  was cr i t ic ised for  being too l inear ,  formal,  f lat  and bland .  The 

d isp lay boards were thought to be diff icult  to understand  and the approach 

too modern .  However , a dedicated area to hort iculture  was commended and 

the in tegrat ion of  Jubi lee Gardens f rom Belvedere Road  seen as a pos i t ive 

and necessary step.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

 

Overal l  Appeal  
 

To gauge team appeal ,  respondents were asked to assess how appeal ing each 

team was general ly.  Teams were not ranked but instead g iven a score, 

independent ly,  to  represent the overal l  appeal of  each team. 

 
Tab le  20 –  Overa l l  appea l  o f  each des ign team 

Team Appeal
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Opin ion was spl i t  between Thomas Heatherwick , EDAW  and W est 8 resul t ing 

in average scores being qui te low. Overal l ,  W est 8 scored most favourably 

fol lowed c losely by EDAW . W est 8 appealed to everyone, d isplaying 

aesthet ica l ly p leas ing boards with a c lear idea for  the Gardens. EDAW  was 

popular by present ing a menu of  ideas for  Jubi lee Gardens, wi th something for  

everyone. Thomas Heatherwick ’s s imple des ign scored pos i t ive ly in th ird 

p lace unl ike Gross Max who was thought unappeal ing wi th a negat ive score.  

 

W hen look ing at the scores for  each team by age and user group, d if ferent 

trends appear.   

 
Tab le  21 –  Team appeal  by  user  g roup 

Team preference by user group
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Live Work Visit
 

 

Local residents  preferred W est 8 out of  a l l  of  the des ign concepts. Local 

res idents l ike the uncompl icated, green, open space in the des ign concept of  

W est 8 whi le  they d is l ike the l inear ,  sect ioned design of fered by Gross Max.  
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Local workers  preferred Thomas Heatherwick which was a s imple,  c lear 

des ign. Local workers have a general use for  the s i te,  main ly enjoying i t  

dur ing their  lunch hour  or  on their  journey to and f rom work . Thomas 

Heatherwick  did not over ly use technology in the des ign; ins tead 

concentrat ing on a usable Garden that  would provide for  their  needs and was 

not over compl icated.  

 

EDAW  presented a menu of  ideas which visitors preferred.  The ideas 

presented used the surrounding area and integrated the beach concept into 

the des ign. Technology and l ight ing a lso featured in EDAW ’s des ign wi th the 

suggest ion that  the s ite could be very unique and exc it ing.  

 

Gross Max was thought unappeal ing  by al l  of  the user groups in  the Jubi lee  

Gardens consul tat ion a lthough least d is l iked by v is i tors to the area. 

 
Tab le  22 –  Team appeal  by  age 

Team preference by age
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I t  is  in terest ing that  16-24 year o lds preferred Thomas Heatherwick ’s s imple 

des ign over a l l  o ther des igns. This age group found a l l  the des ign concepts  

appeal ing which is  the only age group to do so.  

 

25-54 year o lds prefer red EDAW  fol lowed by W est 8. These two teams scored 

wel l  wi th a l l  age ranges whi le  Thomas Heatherwick  and Gross Max did not  

invoke any posi t ive opinion wi th those aged 35 plus.  

 

Older respondents found W est 8 most appeal ing whi le d is l ik ing Gross Max the 

most.  
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 Section Summaries  

 

Dif ferent des ign teams scored wel l  in d if ferent sect ions of  the quest ionnaire 

wi th indiv idual team scores for  each quest ion indicated in brackets . In order to 

assess performance, each team is given a sect ion mean score. As before a 

mean score of  zero represents the respondent has no opinion, a pos it ive 

score indicates that the respondent  l ikes the des ign concept whi le  a negat ive 

mean score indicates they d is l ike i t .  
 

Des ign Aims 

The des ign a ims were ident i f ied by the Jubi lee Garden Steer ing Group. 

‘W orld Class Garden’  W est 8 

 
(53 )  

EDAW 

 
(42 )  

Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(15 )  

Gross 

Max 
( -5 )  

‘As sof t  and green as is  

susta inable ’  

W est 8 

 
(59 )  

EDAW 

 
(52 )  

Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(49 )  

Gross 

Max 
( -22)  

‘A balance between users ‘  EDAW 

 
(65 )  

W est 8 

 
(54 )  

Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(38 )  

Gross 

Max 
( -4 )  

 
F igu re  12 –  Des ign A ims 

Team  Mean score 

W est 8 55 

EDAW 53 

Thomas Heatherwick 34 

Gross Max -10 

 

W est 8 topped th is sect ion by proving that they could produce a ‘wor ld c lass ’ 

Garden which is ‘as  sof t  and green as is  susta inable ’ .  W est 8 ’s des ign 

concept was patr io t ic  and green. The colours used on the d isp lay mater ia l  

were v iv id whi le  es tabl ish ing a very Engl ish approach to the space ( including 

the whi te c l i f fs  of  Dover) .  

 

“Appear to understand the issues with local res idents and the London Eye’s  

tour ists . ”  Respondent  descr ib ing West 8 .  

 

 



 

Jub i lee  Gardens  Des ign Team Communi ty  Cons u l ta t ion   

 
Jub i lee  Gardens  S teer ing Group and V is ion 21,  May  2005  

33  

Draf t  Des ign Br ief  

The draf t  des ign br ief  was ident i f ied through community and stakeholder  

consultat ion.   

Trees W est 8 

 
(103)  

EDAW 

 
(73 )  

Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(60 )  

Gross Max 

 
( -15)  

Grassed areas W est 8 

 
(94 )  

Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(82 )  

EDAW 

 
(62 )  

Gross Max 

 
(16 )  

Flowerbeds EDAW 

 
(53 )  

Gross Max 

 
(41 )  

W est 8 

 
(28 )  

Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(23 )  

Furn iture W est 8 

 
(49 )  

EDAW 

 
(32 )  

Gross Max 

 
(11 )  

Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(1)  

Chi ldren’s p lay area EDAW 

 
(68 )  

W est 8 

 
(35 )  

Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(5)  

Gross Max 

 
( -7 )  

Café W est 8 

 
(53 )  

EDAW 

 
(51 )  

Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(4)  

Gross Max 

 
( -21)  

Events  EDAW 

 
(58 )  

Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(45 )  

Gross Max 

 
(12 )  

W est 8 

 
( -1 )  

Toi le ts  W est 8 

 
(21 )  

EDAW 

 
(17 )  

Thomas 

Heatherwick  
( -11)  

Gross Max 

 
( -21)  

 
F igu re  13 –  Draf t  Des ign B r ie f  

Team  Mean score 

EDAW 52 

W est 8 49 

Thomas Heatherwick 26 

Gross Max 2 

 

EDAW ’s concepts consistent ly met the draf t  des ign br ief .  Look ing at a l l  eight  

pr ior i t ies , EDAW  was ranked the best or  second best for  each. This could be 

due to the d iverse des ign concepts put forward by EDAW , cover ing every base 

wi th something interest ing and unique.   

 

“This is  the des ign I  prefer  -  Just  r ight  grass,  trees etc . ”  Respondent  

descr ib ing EDAW .  
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Meeting the teams at the Community Celebrat ion Event  
 

•  In teract ion wi th the community:  

Expla in their  ideas 
Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(135)  

EDAW 

 
(89 )  

Gross 

Max 
(83 )  

W est 8 

 
(65 )  

Answer your 

quest ions 

Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(143)  

Gross Max 

 
(93 )  

EDAW 

 
(69 )  

W est 8 

 
(55 )  

L isten to your 

opin ions 

Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(131)  

EDAW 

 
(82 )  

Gross 

Max 
(77 )  

W est 8 

 
(63 )  

Hold your at tent ion 
Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(110)  

EDAW 

 
(65 )  

Gross 

Max 
(82 )  

W est 8 

 
(72 )  

 

F igu re  14 –  In te rac t ion  wi t h  the teams         

Team Mean score 

Thomas Heatherwick 130 

EDAW 76 

Gross Max 84 

W est 8 64 
 

Thomas Heatherwick  was rated very h ighly for  their  in teract ion at the publ ic  

event.  The team was pra ised for  the way they spoke to members  of  the 

community,  scor ing the best  on a l l  four  cr i ter ia in th is  sect ion.  
 

•  Team presentat ions:  

Presentat ion overal l  
W est 8 

 
(106)  

Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(91 )  

EDAW 

 
(65 )  

Gross 

Max 
(42 )  

Easy to understand 
Thomas 

Heatherwick  
(115)  

W est 8 

 
(114)  

EDAW 

 
(85 )  

Gross 

Max 
(53 )  

 

F igu re  15 –  Presenta t i ons  
Team Mean score 

W est 8 110 

Thomas Heatherwick 103 

EDAW 75 

Gross Max 48 
 

W est 8, a lthough not  leading the meet ing the teams sect ion overal l ,  gave the 

best presentat ion at the publ ic  event.  W est 8 not  only presented wel l  but  a lso 

d id wel l  in the quest ion and answer  session.  
 

Overal l ,  Thomas Heatherwick  scored the best at team interact ion.
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In  conc lusion 
 

Thomas Heatherwick’s strength was in interact ing wi th the community at the 

community ce lebrat ion event and incorporat ing grass into i ts  des ign concept.  

Thomas Heatherwick  was by far  the preferred choice of  those who work  in the 

W ater loo area but notably lef t  those between 35-55 wi thout any s trong 

opin ion, f ind ing the design team nei ther appeal ing nor  unappeal ing.   
 

EDAW  was appeal ing to v is i tors  above a l l  other  des ign teams and notably the 

favour i te of  those aged 34-45 but least appeal ing to local res idents. EDAW ’s 

strengths were successfu l ly incorporat ing a chi ldren’s play area and 

f lowerbeds into i ts  des ign. EDAW  was fe lt  to achieve the best balance 

between dif ferent  users of  Jubi lee Gardens.  
 

West 8  was overal l  the most appealing team. I t  is  the local res idents ’ 

favour i te team, impressing people under 34 and those over  55 years.  W est 8 

scored bet ter  than the other three teams in s ix d if ferent c r i ter ia :  creat ing a 

wor ld c lass garden, a space that is  ‘as sof t  and green as is  susta inable ’ ,  

incorporat ing trees,  grass,  seat ing,  a café in to i ts  des ign concept.  
 

Gross Max  was thought  only s l ight ly unappealing by v is i tors  al though local 

workers  and espec ia l ly local res idents  found the des ign team more 

unappealing.  I t  was rated appealing by young people (16-24) a lthough they 

were the only age group to do so. This team was least l iked by the over 55 

year  olds . Gross Max’s strengths were marginal  but  of  note the team scored 

wel l  in accommodat ing f lowerbeds and grass into i ts  des ign concept .
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CHILDREN’S FEEDBACK 

 

Dur ing the exhib i t ion day at Mi l lennium Green, ch i ldren were invited to look at 

the des ign team display boards and share their  opin ion on which team they 

l iked and which they d id not .  Props were used to ex tract th is  informat ion,  

namely smi ley faces and water ing cans.  

 

   
 

In tota l,  25 chi ldren were taken around the exhib it ion and re levant points  

expla ined and quest ions answered. Each team was a l lo t ted a smiley face 

depending on how much the chi ld l iked the d isp lay mater ia l .  

 
Tab le  22 –  Teams l i ked    Tab le  23 –  Teams d is l i ked  

 
 

 

From th is  s imple consultat ion process, the chi ldren preferred W est 8 and 

d is l iked Gross Max.  

 

 

 

One young g ir l  wrote a comment to the W est 8 team:  

 

“C is the best out of  everyth ing. In the n ight there are beaut i fu l  l ights and 

lovely pink b lossoms. I t  couldn ' t  be better  than th is .  I t  is  absolute ly beaut i fu l .  

Thank you very  much. Ps I  am 11.  Good luck. I  hope you win . ”  
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 QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

Help us            

select the right design team 
 

Jubi lee Gardens is a very impor tant project  both for  the local  Water loo community 
and London as a whole.  W e need you to help us selec t the r ight  des ign team for the 
job.  
 
In December  2004, you to ld us  what you wanted f rom the gardens and your opin ions 
were incorporated into the draf t  des ign br ief  which was g iven to each team. The 
teams have now created their  in i t ia l  v is ions for  the gardens and we want  your 
opin ions on each concept.  
 
By shar ing your v iews and assess ing how well  your aspirat ions for  Jubi lee Gardens 
have been trans lated into a landscape design you wi l l  be help ing the Steer ing Group 
dec ide which des ign team to appoint .   
 
This consultat ion is  not a beauty contest  between the des igns disp layed but a  
process to selec t the best team to transform Jubi lee Gardens. W ith th is in mind,  
make sure you pay attent ion to how wel l  you feel each team communicates and 
interacts wi th the community and record your opin ions in th is  book let .  
 
The winning team wi l l  then take a l l  th is feedback on board to develop a f ina l design 
which wi l l  be put out  to publ ic  consultat ion la ter  th is year . W e look forward to 
work ing wi th you throughout  th is process.  
 
Your  input is  much apprec iated and by shar ing your v iews your name wi l l  be put  in to 
a Pr ize Draw to win one of  three pr izes (see the back of  the book let) .  
 
The Jubi lee Gardens Steer ing Group 

 

JUBILEE GARDENS & YOU 
 
How often do you visit  Jubilee Gardens?  (T ick  one box only)  

Dai ly W eekly Month ly Less of ten Never  
          

 
Who do you visit  Jubilee Gardens with ( if  anyone)? (T ick  a l l  that apply)  

Alone Fr iends Chi ldren Partner  
( in a couple)  

Other  

          
 
How often do visit  parks in general ( that  is any green open space)?  
(T ick  one box only)  

Dai ly W eekly Month ly Less of ten Never  
          
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THE DESIGN TEAMS  
 

In  the des ign br ief ,  the Jubi lee Gardens Steer ing Group has asked the teams to create a 
wor ld-c lass garden that is  as sof t  and green as is  susta inable and meets the needs of  
the d if ferent  users  of  the park . How wel l  do you th ink  each des ign team has addressed 
these a ims:  

 
Please rate each team out  of  5 where  
1  is  ‘Disagree Complete ly ’  and 5  is  ‘Agree Complete ly ’ .  

Team 
A 

Team 
B 

Team 
C 

Team 
D 

Do you agree this design team will  establish Jubi lee 
Gardens as a ‘World Class Garden’?  

    

Do you agree that this design team has created a space that 
is ‘as soft  and green as is sustainable’? 

    

Do you agree that this design has achieved a balance 
between the different  users? Eg:  
Local  residents, local workers,  tourists & visitors and 
famil ies 

    

 
W HAT W E KNOW … 

 
Previous research has h ighl ighted a number of  features that  the community would l ike to 
see incorporated in to the des igns for  Jubi lee Gardens.  

 
How well  you feel  the design teams have incorporated these features:  
Please rate each team out  of  5 where  
1  is  ‘Not at a l l  wel l ’  and 5  is  ‘Extremely  well ’ .  

Team 
A 

Team 
B 

Team 
C 

Team 
D 

Trees 
    

Grassed areas  
    

Flowerbeds 
    

Park furniture/seating 
    

Children’s play areas 
    

Café 
    

Hosting events 
    

Toilet  facil i t ies 
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OVERALL 
 
Please rate each team out  of  5 where 
 1  is  ‘Very Unappealing ’  and 5  is  ‘Very Appealing ’ .  

Team 
A 

Team 
B 

Team 
C 

Team 
D 

Given everything you have seen and heard, how much does 
this design team appeal to you? 

    

 
Why: (p lease explain in fu l l  your opin ion of  th is des ign team)  
DESIGN TEAM A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DESIGN TEAM B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DESIGN TEAM C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DESIGN TEAM D 
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MEETING THE TEAMS 
 

Please t ick .  Team 
A 

Team 
B 

Team 
C 

Team 
D 

This evening, please t ick which design teams have you had 
a conversation with?  

    

 

Please indicate ‘Me’ or  ‘Them’.  Team 
A 

Team 
B 

Team 
C 

Team 
D 

Who approached who?  
    

 
How would you rate what they said? 
Please rate each team out  of  5 where  
1 is  ‘Very Bad ’  and 5  is  ‘Very Good ’ .  

Team 
A 

Team 
B 

Team 
C 

Team 
D 

How well  did they explain their ideas? 
    

How well  did they answer your quest ions? 
    

How well  did they l isten to your opinions?  
    

How well  did they hold your attent ion?  
    

 
 
PRESENTATIONS 

 
Please rate each team out  of  5 where 
 1  is  ‘Very Poor ’  and 5  is  ‘Very Good ’ .  

Team 
A 

Team 
B 

Team 
C 

Team 
D 

What was your overal l  impression of each team’s 
presentat ion?  

    

 
Please rate each team out  of  5 where 
 1  is  ‘Very Di f f icu lt ’  and 5  is  ‘Very Easy ’ .  

Team 
A 

Team 
B 

Team 
C 

Team 
D 

How easy was it  to  understand each presentation?  
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ABOUT YOU….. 
( In  order to be not i f ied i f  you win the Pr ize Draw, a l l  deta i ls  below need to be 

f i l led in .)  
 
 
 

Name: 
 

 
Address:  
 
 
 
 

 

 Postcode:  
 

Telephone number:  
 

 
Age:  Under 16             16-24                  25-34                  
 35-44                       45-55                  55-64                  
 65+                        

 
 

Do you have any chi ldren under the age of 25? 
Yes No 
   

 
I f  yes, how many? (Please state how many chi ldren in each age group)  

0-4 years  4-10 years  11-16 years  17-25 years  
 
 

   

 
 

To which of these ethnic groups do you consider you belong? 
(T ick  one box only)  
W hite       
Black-Car ibbean   Black-Afr ican         Black-Other            
Ind ian     Pak istani          Bangladeshi            
Chinese    
 

Mixed ethnic group        
Please wr i te  i n  be low 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Any other ethnic group     
Please wr i te  i n  be low 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

 
Do you:                        T ick  
a l l  appropr iate 
Live  in  W ater loo   
Work in W ater loo   
Visit  f rom outs ide the area   
Other  -  p lease specif y:     
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Please use th is  space for  any fur ther comments  you would l ike to add about  the presentat ions, 
the des ign teams or  the Jubi lee Gardens regenerat ion project  in general.  
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EXHIBITION TOUR 
 
The Jubi lee Gardens exhib i t ion s tands you have been look ing at  today wi l l  be tour ing for  
the res t of  the week. Please tel l  your  f r iends and family to come and g ive their  opin ion 
and help Jubi lee Gardens blossom. 
 
You can a lso get  involved by help ing in  a voluntary capac i ty dur ing the exhib it ion tour at  
any of  these venues and dates above 
 

  W ould you l ike to help? 
Royal  Fest iva l  Hal l  10 t h  & 11 t h  May 2005 /  10am – 6pm Yes /  No 
Mil lennium Green 13 t h  & 14 t h  May 2005 /  10am – 6pm Yes /  No 

 
.  

 
 
 
FUTURE INVOLVEMENT 
 
 
W ould you l ike to receive e-mai l  updates about the Jubi lee Gardens project? I f  so 
p lease wr ite your e-mail  address in the space below. 
 

E-Mai l  address:  

 
Alternat ive ly you can v is i t  our webs ite: www.jubi leegardens.org.uk  to learn more about  
the projec t and to s ign up for  updates (see the ‘Get t ing Involved’  sect ion of  the s ite) .  

 
 
 
 
 
Thank you very much for  tak ing the t ime to evaluate the four des ign teams.  
 
Please make sure al l  your  personal  deta i ls  on page s ix  are cor rect as your name wi l l  be 
entered in to a  
Pr ize Draw to win :  
 
a)  A pair  of t ickets to an event  of your choice at South Bank Centre (subject  to availabil i ty)  
b) Dinner and cocktails for two at  Cubana, 48 Lower Marsh, Waterloo. 
c)  Four t ickets to Carnival de Cuba’s ‘Havana Nights’ (worth £60) . 

 
I f  your deta i ls  are incorrect  we wi l l  be unable to not i f y you i f  you win.  Good luck!  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Many thanks on behal f  of  the Jubi lee Gardens S teer ing Group:   
Br i t i sh  A i rways  London  Eye  Co in  S treet  Commun i ty  

Bu i l der s  
Depar tment  for  Cu l tu re ,  Med i a  
&  Spor t  

Fr i ends  o f  J ub i l ee  Gardens  

Government  Of f i ce  o f  London  Grea ter  London  Author i ty  London  Borough  o f  Lambeth London  Deve lopment  
Agency  

She l l  I n terna t iona l  Sh i r a yama  Corpora t ion  Sou th  Bank  Emp loyer s ’  Group  Sou th  Bank  Cen tre  
Water loo  Commun i ty  
Deve lopment  Group  

Water loo  Commun i ty  
Regenera t ion  Trus t  

Water loo  Green  Trus t  Water loo  Pro jec t  Board  
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Thomas Heatherwick -  Comments  

Nice concept .  Not  sure  would  appea l  to  o lde r  popu la t ion .  L ike  i dea o f  a  horseshoe shape.  Cou ld  
look  a  b i t  messy in  a rea o f  60 's  ve rsat i l e  and modern (wheel )  may re la te  be not  ent i re l y  conv inced.  

C lea r  idea to  accommodate  a l l  peop le  and ac t i v i t ies .  

Not  thought  th rough  

L ike  the 'w i ld '  p lant  idea and keep ing open spac e.  D i s l i ke  walk ways  -  too  many a l ready in  area.  

Gent le  approach,  unders tand ing  

The des ign ve ry  much re f l ec ts  Barn ie  Spa in  garden  

The g row bags  idea is  imaginat i ve  and very  in te res t i ng .  

Scheme fee ls  l i ke  a  Car ibbean reso r t  
The des ign has  sus ta inab le  approach and in  t e rms  o f  green space is  qu i te  conv inc ing but  I  fe l t  tha t  
i t ' s  a  l i t t l e  b i t  na ive .  The s cheme doesn ' t  f i t  t he  s i te .  

Very  ve rsat i l e  
S imple  des ign wi th  lo ts  o f  g reen fo r  what  i s  a f te r  
a l l  a  smal l  space.  W el l  thought  out ,  p lant ings  for  
d i f fe rent  seasons  o f  the  g reen.  

A  rea l  garden in  the m idd le  o f  the  c i t y  
Fr iend l y  and app roachab le  team.  Easy to  unders tand presenta t i on .  F lex i b le  des ign.  Innovat ive ,  I  
l i ke  the d i f fe rent  leve ls  and the a t t i t ude to  p lant ing .  
Not  very  insp i ra t iona l .  Too  much emphas is  on lawn.  Not  sure  about  g row bags .  How would  you 
main ta in  them? 

Enthus ias t i c ,  good hor t i cu l tu ra l  i nput  and innovat i ve .  

Too sof t  h i t t ing  for  i n te rnat iona l  impac t .  Gent le  and beaut i f u l  bu t  not  enough oomph!  

K inky g row bags  appea l i ng  but  ?s l igh t l y?  

I t  i s  very  good des ign  
Th is  des ign appears  to  b l end in  we l l  w i th  the Eye and  the sur round ing a rea yet  be an exc i t ing  area 
to  v is i t .  

Looks  exac t ly  l i k e  Bern ie  Spa in  Gardens .  Not  exac t ly  imaginat ive!  

Qui te  a  good des ign.  I ' d  vo te  th is  second bes t .  
The idea is  good and su re l y  i t  can make the ga rdens  fantas t i c  wi th  i t ' s  own cha rac ter .  Des ign is  
s imple  and fac i l i t i es  ca te r i ng  for  res i dents  nea rby us ers .  But  d i f f i cu l t ies  in  dea l i ng  wi t h  the wal l .  
S imple  des ign but  too  s imple .  I t  doesn ' t  match what  t he  des igner  sa id  -  spec ia l  un ique p lace.  The 
open grassed a rea is  jus t  what  the  ga rden is  now.  
S t rong ho r t i cu l tu ra l  back ing and in te res t ing  team.  Good connec t ion  wi th  the r i ve r .  D i vers i t y  o f  
movement  th rough the pa rk  and b r idges  would  c reat e  in teres t ing  v iews .  Pass ionate  present a t ions .  
Dramat ic  l igh t i ng  e f f ec ts .  He ight  o f  ra ised beds  may c reate  ha rsh unf r iend l y  ho les  in  pa rk  in  
p laces .  

Enough g reen a rea and openness .  

Created the mos t  in teres t i ng  use o f  space and i t  cou ld  be extended to  cove r  the  car  pa rk .  

Can be main ta i ned ongo ing.  

H i l l s  are  not  so  su i t ab le  fo r  a l l  ages  

None o f  the  t eams have had the cou rage to  remedy t he dra inage and res to re  maximum lawn.  
L ike  the i dea f ocuss ing on the v i ew and d i f fe rent  he ights .  Cent ra l  space is  good for  f lex ib i l i t y  but  
r i sks  be ing ted ious  as  ga rdens  are  now.  
Imaginat ive ,  usefu l  and d i f fe rent  the re fo re  a  p lace you remember .  The ga rden idea is  good.  
Enc losed as  wel l  as  open areas .  

Very  imaginat i ve  concept  f o r  p l ant i ng .  Reput a t ion  o f  team precedes .  

I  l i ked the idea o f  natu ra l  and wi ld .  

Good bas ic  sens ib l e  approach.  I  l i ke  pa r t i cu la r l y  the  grass  a rea su r rounded by t rees .  
W el l  thought  out  and pres ented d isp lay.  No qu ie t  a rea .  Good enc losed fee l  ye t  access ib le .  Voca l  
presenta t i on  a  b i t  woo l l y .  

Good open space,  use o f  t rees  approach.  More seat i ng  requ i red.  

S t r i k ing .  Rat iona l .  Fantas t i c  

Good l igh t i ng  and concept s  
Because they were p roper l y  innovat i ve  and had thought  th rough a l l  as pec ts ,  mater i a ls ,  p lant i ng  e tc  
and a lso  had a l l owed fo r  the  pa rk  to  have a  l i f e  o f  i t s  own -  be organ ic  in  fu tu re  and not  ove r  
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des igned.  

D i f fe rent  he ight  r i ses  
I  thought  they had dea l t  wi th  a l l  o f  the  impor tant  i ssues  l i ke  secur i t y  and have a  very  good 
reputa t ion  fo r  in te res t ing  s ty l i sh  p ro j ec ts .  W asn ' t  too  sure  about  the  ac tua l  p l ant ing .  
I  l i ke  the way the speake r  emphas ised the se l f -po l l i ng  o f  the  park .  W i th  adu l t s  in  the cafe  keep ing 
an eye on the k ids ,  the  k ids  in  the p layground e tc .  Th is  team seemed to  have the greates t  
emphas is  on the app ropr i a te  natu re  o f  the  p l ants  the re  in .  

Un ique ach ievab le  l andmark  for  London.  Rese rved yet  dar i ng.  Exc i t i ng  but  main ta inab le .  

S imple  /  s impl i f ied  concept .  Pass ionate  de l i ve ry  

S imple ,  not  prec ious ,  humorous .  

Mos t  comfor tab le  

Un in t eres t ing .  2  l eve ls  i s  not  a  good idea.  Bet te r  the  1  or  1 . 5m leve l  d i f fe rence o f  o the r  teams 
I  l i ke  l igh t ing  a t  n i ght .  I t  jus t  seems a  touch b land.  The open space is  bare  and the amphi theat re  
fo rmat  doesn ' t  c reate  any v iews .  
I  l i ke  the grow bags  and the d i f fe rent  l eve ls .  A lso  the re  i s  a  ca fe  and p lent y  o f  t rees  and p lants  and 
grass .  The young t eam I  spoke to  were ent hus ias t i c  and rea l l y  ca red about  my op in ions .  

In  the end the des ign bet ween A  and C.  A  is  more sympathet ic  and C is  ab le  t o  f i t  i n .  

I  l i ke  the emphas is  on sof t  p lant i ng  and s impl ic i t y  o f  des ign/approach but  don ' t  l i ke  b lobs!  
Good i deas  -  G iant  bags  wi th  p lants  growing th ings .  Bad ideas  -  Cent ra l  l awn.  Br idge/caf e  ins ide 
the pa rk .  
W e need space.  Th is  i s  the  la rges t  area o f  sky in  cent ra l  London.  Not  too  many t rees  to  b lock  i t .  
Keep Thames  wa lk way eas t  -  wes t .  

Good use o f  t rees  and open space.  

Much too open  
Very impress ive  pres enta t i on  -  they have the pass ion  and the des ign sk i l l s  to  make th is  a  fant as t i c  
space.  

The ove ra l l  impress ion is  not  impac t fu l .  I t  does  appear  peacefu l  and ca lm  but  no t  insp i r i ng .  

Rea l l y  i nv i t ing  des ign and i nnovat i ve .  W el l  exp la i ned,  f r iend l y  team.  Cafe  ought  t o  be c i rcu lar .  

Rather  du l l .  

I  l i ke  the idea o f  'geotext i l e  p lo ts '  used for  p lant ing .  
The idea o f  b id  g row-bags  is  innovat i ve  but  cu ts  o f f  l i nks  to  Be lvedere Road and  i t  i s  not  c lear  how 
you get  up on t o  them? 

Good about  sa fe t y  and l i t t e r  
They have good ideas  but  need more t ime to  deve lop  them ( I  unders tand t he p resenta t i on  was  a  
f i rs t  d ra f t ) .  

In t roduc t ion  o f  topography and i n teres t ing  f orms  wi l l  c reat e  a  s t rong par t  o f  i n te res t  fo r  the  s i te .  

P resent a t ion  was  poor .  You can te l l  he  was  an a r t i s t  bu t  had pass ion.  

Very  imaginat i ve  and f l exi b le .  Th is  i s  the  team to  go f or .  

Mos t  impress ive  present a t i on .  Bes t  on f la t  g reen f ree space.  

L iked the open spac e in  the m idd le .  Modern des ign seat ing  and seasona l  t rees .  
They have good ideas ,  sound deta i l s  and the use o f  space,  good separat ion  o f  t he  g reen and 
walk ing ove r  the ra ised ground to  see peop le .  Space and some d is tance.  

Eco log ica l l y  good.  A  good p lace to  wa lk  in  but  doesn ' t  rea l l y  t rans fo rm  the area.  
I t  does  not  dea l  w i th  va r ious  i ssues  on th is  s i te .  Focuses  too much on ' fo rms '  o f  the  e lements  not  
the  func t ions  and requ i rements  o f  the  p l ace.  

They d id  work  on the Eden  Pro jec t  

Good apprec ia t ion  o f  the  d i f fe r ing  lobby g roups .  

Very  d i f fe rent .  Good pat te rns ,  routes  th rough s i te .  Good mater ia ls  and l i gh t i ng .  
The ra ised areas  are  very  unnatura l  (even though they have t rees  p lant ed on them).  There  i s  
enough ' bu i ld ing '  on  the South  Bank .  I t  i s  a  ra the r  lumpy des ign wi th  a  ve ry  heavy fee l .  Th is  area 
needs  a  sense o f  space and ca lm  not  c lu t te r .  

P la in ,  unc lea r  and ra the r  b land.  
S imple ,  qu i te  appea l ing  des ign wi th  good r i ver  focus  and greenery.  Hard paved areas  a  l i t t l e  
sparse.  
Appea ls  des ign wise -  s t rong and s t ruc tu ra l  -  l i ke  d i f f e rent  leve ls .  Perhaps  not  as  s t imula t ing  fo r  
ch i ld ren as  B .  Of fers  f lex i b i l i t y  o f  use a t  fu tu re  s tages  though not  g iven much v is ion on how that  
can be done.  

Green a reas .  Enough p laces  to  res t  and watch.  Seems to  be mul t i func t iona l .  
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Very unat t rac t i ve .  Missed oppor tun i t y .  A  Fr iday a f t ernoon in  bet ween 4 .30 and 5 .00 j ob .  

Th is  i s  not  appea l ing  a t  a l l .  
A  very  t idy  scheme -  c lea r  and unc lu t te red.  I  was  unab le  to  l ocate  park  fu rn i tu re  or  to i l e t  fac i l i t i es  -  
bo th  o f  wh ich a re  ve ry  impor tant .  The ch i l d ren 's  p l ay area a lso  appeared to  be marg ina l i zed.  
Th is  des ign is  ve ry  appea l i ng  owing to  i t s  la rge a rea o f  open space.  However ,  I  fee l  i t  cou ld  be 
improved by sc reen ing the open s ide wi th  more t rees  to  prov ide a  peacefu l  a rea so needed i n  th is  
loca l i t y .  

H igh main tenance.  B i t t y .  Hard  to  po l i c e  (secu r i t y  aspec ts ) .  Grassed a rea too smal l .  

T rees  l ook  los t  on i s lands .  Open space in  m idd le  i s  no t  incorpora ted.  
Responds  to  topography and vegeta t ion  -  t rees  a re  London Park  aes thet ic .  Does  not  cap i ta l i se  on 
r i ver .  F rom a human v i ewpoin t  i s  too  s im i la r  to  ex is t i ng  space and chunky,  poss ib le  conc re te  
farms .  Coherent  events  area.  
Inappropr ia te  proposa l .  No t  responded to  immedia te  env i ronment  and turns  i t s  back  on 
sur round ings .  Un insp i ra t iona l .  
I  l i ke  the ove ra l l  des ign and the fac t  tha t  i t  i nco rpora t es  a  la rge open space whi ch can be u t i l i sed 
for  events .  There  does  seem to  be a  lack  o f  p lant i ng  o the r  than t rees  though.  
Grassed area very  weak .  Lets  the whole  scheme down.  Great  p lant ing  concept .  Cafe  and p lay a rea 
cou ld  be b i gge r  and g i ven more dom inant  space.  

Does  not  seem very  much 'park '  a rea in  th is  des ign.  
I t  wou ld  be bet ter  t o  keep a l l  o f  the  pa rk  open a t  n i gh t .  A  b i t  b land and cou ld  age bad ly .  I  th i nk  the 
success / fa i lu re  o f  th is  des ign depends  on the mater i a ls  used for  the  g row bags .  

Good concept  -  I  l i ke  the b r idge!  
Lack  deta i l .  Idea need to  be deve loped.  Low budget .  A re  they commi t ted? Do they be l ieve they 
have any chance?  

A  l i t t l e  sketchy.  N ice! !  bu t  not  very  imaginat ive  -  sor ry!  

S t r i k ing .  C lea r .  Uncompl ic a ted.  

Not  g r ipp ing enough I 'm  a f ra i d .  Needed more ideas .  

Good use o f  new mater i a ls  and seem sus ta inab le  

ok  

Nice des ign -  t oo  convent i ona l .  No to i l e t  fac i l i t i es  ind ica ted.  

Good use o f  space.  S t i l l  keep ing space but  g i v ing p l anted garden fee l .  

Poor  p resenta t i on .  S ter i le .  Don ' t  want  the  commiss ion? 

Not  the  greates t  o f  f lowing  spaces .  

Open aspec t .  P lent y  o f  room for  p lay.  

Very  f u tur is t i c  I  th ink  I  p re f er  down to  ea r th  gardens  -  ha ha.  That ' s  because I  am  o ld .  

Good f or  events  

A  b i t  du l l  

Does  not  look  ve ry  exc i t ing  
W hy is  the  garden the most  prom inent  ' pod '  i n  the  des ign and not  the  s tage or  c a fe? W hy is  the  
s tage sub jec ted to  snubb ing o f  peop le  wa lk ing pas t  wi thout  watch ing the per f ormance o r  i f  they 
(pedes t r i ans )  want  to  watc h the per fo rmance where can they go to  watch.  Addresses  c i rcu la t ion  
poo r l y .  

Fee ls  l i ke  a  s ing le  space.  Sur rounds  cou ld  work  bet t er  as  fee l  jus t  l i ke  ad junc t s .  

Th is  p lan seems a  b i t  confus ing.  The mounds  seem awk ward l y  p l aced.  

Rubbish -  un insp i r ing  

L ike  the g reenness  and the  idea o f  not  be ing over  des igned and the re f ore  organ i c  in  use.  

In teres t i ng  features  -  seems a  b i t  too  enc losed though .  
Very  bas ic  and adaptab le  but  they have not  g iven enough det a i l  on  how events  would  be hand led 
and how t he gardens  would  d i f fe r  f rom  i t ' s  cur rent  s t a te .  
S imple  open l ayout  w i th  t rees ,  seasona l  f lowers  and a  open g rassed space.  Trees  separate  wheel  
tour is t  queues  and yet  pa rk  i s  open and focused on t he r i ve r .  
Seems very  b land.  Open s paces  are  feat ure less .  Good use o f  t rees .  Do not  appear  to  be any f lower  
beds  e tc .  W hat  about  l igh t i ng?  

Not  enough deta i l  g iven about  the  p ro jec t .  

Rubb ish  

Form  is  oppress ive  

Lots  o f  space and enc losed.  Good des ign  
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Bland  
Real i s t i c  about  space.  Good f low o f  t ra f f i c  to  br idge,  r i ve r ,  tube and s ta t ion .  D iv i des  ga rden f rom 2 
m i l l i on  on the wheel .  

Seems sor t  o f  fad- ish .  The  bubbula r  idea wou ld  go ou t  o f  date  p re t t y  qu ick l y  l i ke  60s  arch i t ec ture .  
Found i t  d i f f i cu l t  to  see every th ing they a re  propos ing.  However  l i ke  a l l  the  t rees  and the c lean 
grass  a rea i n  the m idd le  that  cou ld  be seen f rom a l l  a round.  

Not  exc i t ing  /  d i f f e rent  enough  

Unremarkab le  

Gives  a  ba lance bet ween p lants  and shrubs  wi th  an a rea o f  g rass  for  l e isure  and p lay.  

Team A is  favour i t e .  B r idge needs  to  be changed.  

Th is  i s  jus t  not  in te res t ing  a t  a l l .  

Not  s ign i f i cant l y  d i f fe rent  f rom at  present  -  b i t  du l l .  

No exte rna l  l i gh t ing  des ign  
Exc e l len t  open space and use o f  t rees .  Poss ib le  room for  improvement  in  c reat ing  ind i v idua l  
spaces .  

OK but  not  enough l awn  

More open and inv i t ing  

Average  
Des ign team qu i te  good bu t  not  thought  a  l o t  secur i t y  ( too  many da rk  areas ) .  No  ment ion about  
secur i t y .  W hat  about  the  h i s tory  o f  the  pas t  land (L i on  Brewery) .  

L ike  b ig  open space and use o f  t rees  

More natu ra l  l ook ing b l end ing in  wi th  su r round ing a reas  

Des ign does  look  l i ke  i t  m ight  not  wear  we l l  ove r  t ime.  Team seem pro fess iona l  and c reat i ve .  

L ike  the seasona l i t y  o f  d i f f e rent  pa r ts  and mak ing su re  i t  wi l l  l ook  good a l l  year .  
I  th ink  i t ' s  very  n ice  but  a l so  p la in .  I t ' s  very  spac ious  but  tha t ' s  not  good in  summer because o f  no 
shade.  
Rea l l y  l i k e  the chang ing season app roach and th is  i s  eas i l y  my favou r i te .  L ike  the fac t  tha t  a  b i g  
open space wi l l  be  re t a ined too.  

I  l i ke  the green grass  and t he idea.  Great  fo r  events  but  a  b i t  du l l  jus t  to  s i t  in .  
The cent re  and the pe r iphe ry  a re  a t  2  d is t inc t  leve ls .  Too many s ta i rs  to  dea l  wi t h .  Looks  good but  
not  use r  f r iend l y .  S ta i rs  cou ld  be avo ided by c reat i ve  landscap ing.  The g row bags  are  meant  to  be 
modular  but  they end up d i v id i ng the pa rk  in to  d isc re t e  patches  o f  smal le r  area,  reduc ing t he 
e f fec t i ve  usab le  area.  

I  don ' t  

I t  i s  a  b i t  too  modern and we need modern but  not  too  modern  

Unins p i red.  Trad i t i ona l .  Bo r ing  

Very sof t  and i n teres t ing .  I t  f lows  wel l  w i th  the sur round ing and is  n ice .  
Prac t i ca l  space yet  the rapeut ic  and beaut i fu l  (spac es  o f  beauty ) .  L ike  open and more pr i va t e  
space.  

Mos t  p rac t i ca l  

B land  

B land -  not  much for  k ids  

Very  prac t i ca l  des ign perhaps  too ins t i tu t i ona l  and normal  but  never t he less  a t t rac t i ve .  

Bor ing  
A  p leas ing m ixt ure  o f  open  grass  space and ra ised areas  prov id i ng def in i t i on  and organ ise 
sur round ings .  An amphi theat re  fac i ng the Thames .  

Too few t rees  

Fa i r  but  a  b i t  du l l  and un insp i r ing  

Good on t rees  and open space 

Ok  -  bas ic .  Cheap on a  l im i ted budget .  

Love l y  space and l i ke  t he d i f fe rent  leve ls .  Maybe a  b i t  too  p la in? L ike  a  doo rmat  fo r  the  eye.  
I  th ink  th is  i s  the  c loses t  to  what  i t  i s  a t  the  moment .  Green space is  a  b i t  b r i ng  but  maybe the 
mos t  prac t i ca l  o f  the  4 .  B lends  in  we l l  wi t h  i t ' s  sur round ings  and shou ld  su i t  eve ryone.  A  l i t t l e  
wor r i ed  the l a rge open space wi l l  be  f i l l ed  wi th  ba l l  games . 

Not  very  insp i r i ng  in  genera l  

I  th ink  team A is  fa r  the  bes t .  
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Al though an a t t rac t i ve ,  ove ra l l  l ayout  i s  too  s im i la r  to  present  s ta tus .  Too much f la tness  and open 
space.  

V isua l l y  not  very  exc i t ing .  
There  a re  n ic e  p lays  wi th  s pace and typography but  I  th ink  the space is  a  l i t t l e  t oo  l im i ted and 
confus ing.  I  a lso  wonder  how they would  tack le  g ra f f i t i .  

Don ' t  l i ke  t he cons t ruc ted mounds .  Graf f i t i  po tent i a l  and too enc los ing.  

B i t  bor i ng  

Bad ly  des igned and a  mess  o f  a  des ign  

Good open space however  too many t rees .  Maybe a  s ecur i t y  i ssue.  
A  l i t t l e  b land but  wou ld  not  change the ex is t ing  des ign ve ry  much so shou ld  be l ess  expens ive and 
OK s ince the a rea is  sa t i s fac tory  as  i t  s tands .  
Innovat i ve  but  d rawings  ve ry  vague.  No to i l e ts  or  ca f e  which t he a rea needs .  Good fo r  events .  
Br idges  unnecessary .  

Too in f ormal .  Reduces  usab le  space  
S imple  good des ign.  G ives  exac t l y  what  i s  needed in  an e l egant  and embrac ing way.  One f l a t  
space in  a  bowl  i s  per f ec t .  Mak ing the edge modular  and r i ch  i n  he ight  and e lements  saves  the 
whole  f rom be ing nondesc r ip t .  I t  may not  be fanc y but  th is  wou ld  be a  space i t  wou ld  be en joyab le  
to  v is i t .  I  hope th is  one wins .  
Good space fo r  a  luncht ime game of  foo tba l l  bu t  not  a  fantas t i ca l l y  exc i t ing  use  o f  space.  More 
formal  seat ing  requ i red for  co ld  days  when you don ' t  want  to  s i t  on  the g rass .  

Not  much to  say!  

A l r igh t  
I  l i ke  the fac t  tha t  you have a  cent ra l  space wi th  ra is ed banks  and t rees  to  pro t ec t  you f rom 
roads /no ise  e tc .  

I  th ink  i t  looks  a  b i t  ba re  and a r id .  

Modern,  a t t rac t i ve  and cou ld  become a focus  for  t he  sur round ing a rea.  
Bor ing cent ra l  lawn.  Enc losed by ug l y  d i f f i cu l t  to  access  Garden.  Not  s t rong des ign and poor ly  
presented.  

Too eager  to  p l ease.  Geared towards  pe r fo rmance space.  

I t  incorpora tes  a l l  o f  the  above wi t h  rea l  s ty l e  but  keep ing i t  s imple  which i s  a  p leasu re  t o  see.  
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ED AW  -  Comments  

The sof ter  opt i on  but  s t i l l  w i th  some modern aspec ts .  Sof t  and shape l y ,  t rad i t iona l  p lant ing .  Needs  
genera l  seat i ng  to  encourage e lde r ly  and communi ty  that  want  to  s tay.  i ce  i dea o f  co lour  and 
p lant i ng .  
D ic ta tes  how the park  i s  to  be used.  
Exc e l len t .  Creat i ve  and good use o f  space.  L ike  the beach concept .  W ould  be be t ter  wi th  more 
he ight  change.  
L ike  inco rpora t i on  o f  r i ve r ,  mounds  and ve rsat i l i t y  o f  a reas .  
Cont empora ry ,  espec ia l l y  l i gh t ing  to  f i t  i n  w i th  the ' London Eye '  
Incorpora tes  a  very  soc ie t a l  in tegra t ion  not  jus t  fo r  passers  by/ tour is ts  but  mos t  impor tant l y  fo r  the  
loca l  res idents .  
The beach was  br i l l i an t  and shou ld  be i ncorpo ra t ed.  
Invo lves  r i ver  we l l .  D i lu t i on  o f  br i e f  impos i t ions  wi l l  improve th is  scheme. 
I  th ink  that  the  main  concept  i s  s im i la r  to  Des ign A .  I t  doesn ' t  f i r  the  s i te .  
Someth ing for  everyone and l i ked the access  to  the beach.  
Very  i n te res t ing  des ign but  not  enough g rass  in  my op in ion.  
They seem to  have rea l l y  used the feedback  f rom peop le 's  consu l t a t ion .  
Have thought  and resea rched the i dea o f  moving in to  the r i ve r  space and not  too  much o f  a  cu t -o f f  
a t  Queens  wa lk .  
F lexi b le  Space.  Great  conc ept .  L ike  the idea o f  engag ing wi t h  wat er .  A  beach fo r  London!  Fun and 
memorab le  p lay a rea.  Not  a  f i xed des ign -  w i l l i ng  to  work  wi th  eve ryone.  
More convent i ona l  but  l i ked the beach conc ept .  
Too corpo ra te  /  too  la rge /  too  s l i ck  
I  l i ke  th is  des ign because i t  incorpora tes  the r i ver .  (ch i ld ren can not  see the r i ver  i f  smal l ) .  
P la t fo rm  accessed f rom Queens  W alk .  
I  l i ke  the beach but  concern  about  some aspec ts .  
Some aspec ts  are  very  good however  I  am  concerned that  Queens  W alk  has  been in tegra t ed which 
cou ld  conf use v is i t o rs  and lead t o  over load a t  t imes .  
Great  ha rdwear ing des ign,  lo ts  o f  imaginat i ve  ideas  and thought .  
Not  enough g reen.  Don ' t  l i ke  cafe  be ing so dom inant  in  such a  smal l  space as  there  a re  so many 
cafes  in  the a rea.  L ike  the bubb le  wate r  fea t ure  wi th  l igh t ing .  
Cons ider  every  aspec t  and  user  g roup and c i rcu la t ion .  Sens ib le  des ign.  S imple  but  a  b i t  o f  
charac te r  lack ing.  
Cons ider  a l l  ages  and types  o f  peop le .  Good l i gh t ing .  
Very  pro fess iona l  but  too  p rac t i ca l .  Engages  the use r .  Thorough thought  process  but  present a t ion  
lacked in  pass ion.  
Good t o  open out  on the r i ve r  but  not  enough g reen a rea  
Jo ined t he r i ver  i n to  the sc heme.  Bet ter  than the o t he rs  but  had la rge areas  o f  pav ing.  
Too much space le f t  in  the  m idd le .  
None o f  the  t eams have had the cou rage to  remedy t he dra inage and res to re  maximum lawn.  
Have thought  th rough the park 's  usage wel l .  Good i des  for  round s ize  o f  event  areas  but  open 
cent ra l  space co ld  be bor i ng as  i t  i s  now.  W hat  beeches?? A f ra id  l i gh t ing  m ight  be too ga r ish .  They 
have some innovat i ve  ideas  -  watch they don ' t  b l ow t he budget .  
A  l i t t l e  confus ing presenta t ion .  Many p ic tu res .  
Qui te  convent iona l  app roach.  
Good concepts  but  not  sure  about  the  beac h and I  don ' t  l i ke  fo rmal  f lowerbeds .  
A lso  bas ic  and sens ib le  
Exc e l len t  voc a l  p resent a t ion  wi th  s l ides .  W el l  thought  out .  Greenery too low i n  p l aces .  Large g rass  
area won ' t  surv i ve  thousands  o f  fee t .  I  d idn ' t  l i ke  the l igh t i ng  p l ans  -  too  Disney.  
Have inco rpora ted f eatu res  and fac i l i t i es  we l l .  
Unmanageable .  Bo r ing.  
In teres t i ng  app roac h  
Good but  ove r  ant ic ipa t i ng  usage.  Address ing a l l  i ssues  in  advance,  not  a l lowing the park  a  l i f e  o f  
i t s  own.  
Pane l  a reas  
A l though I  l i ked the idea o f  a  beach,  d idn ' t  rea l l y  th ink  i t  wou ld  work .  L iked the l igh t ing  ideas  and 
the p l ay a rea.  
I  l i ke  the way the des ign team t r ies  to  incorpora te  the  r i ver  i n to  the ga rdens  and  break  down the 
boundar i es  bet ween Jub i l ee  W alk  and the Gardens  bu t  fe l t  the  space was  l i ke ly  t o  be too bus y and 
not  organ ic  enough.  
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Bland,  too  reso lved fo r  th is  s tage.  Too b i t t y ,  cou ld  be anywhere!  
B lur r y  i nvo lvement  o f  teams.  D is in teres ted de l i very .  
Too p r issy and fussy  
Ok  -  but !  
du l l  g reen space seems shrunken under  p ressure  f rom the br ie f  (d i f fe rent  uses )  
I  d id  l i ke  the beach r i ve r  in ter face.  Lots  o f  good ideas .  Poss ib ly  too many t ry i ng to  c ram in to  one 
space.  W ary o f  main tenance o f  in te rac t i ve  e l ements .  
I  l i ke  the ove ra l l  des ign bu t  th ink  the text  message th ing i s  a b i t  g immicky and not  in  l ine  wi th  
re l axi ng and soc ia l i s ing .  
I t  le f t  no  imaginat i on  
Fe l t  i t  was  ove rcompl ica ted and t ry ing t o  ach ieve too  much wi th  l i t t l e  cohes ion.  Not  enough g rass .  
Don ' t  l i ke  t h is  idea o f  the  c ent ra l  event  lawn.  L ike  the  shape,  f lex i b i l i t y  and conc ept  o f  in t erac t i v i t y .  
Don ' t  subsc r ibe t o  beach i dea.  
Ambi t ious  p lans  to  cons tan t ly  renew p lants  and d isp lay areas .  Th is  would  be expens ive.  W ould  
there  be the means  to  cont inue wi th  these p l ans  or  wou ld  t hey fa l l  i n t o  d isuse a f ter  a  few years  
and the space wou ld  become dere l i c t  aga in?  
Too abs t rac t  
A l l  seemed to  b lu r  togethe r  -  no  c lear  v is ion.  Too many g immicks  ra ther  than an ove ra l l  theme.  
A  rea l l y  exc i t ing  des ign push ing boundar ies .  The ques t ion  i s  how sus ta i nab le  a re  the e l ements  and 
what  i s  the  cos t?  I f  d i l u ted  due to  cos t ,  wi l l  i t  s t i l l  wo rk?  
S l igh t l y  unc lear  i deas .  Nea t  presenta t ion .  Poss ib ly  too much hard  su r face.  
An in teres t ing  concept  
I  l i ke  the idea o f  reconnec t ing  the space wi t h  the r i ve r .  
The p resenta t ion  cons is ted  o f  a  se t  o f  ideas  de l i ve rab le  to  any park  ra the r  than spec i f i ca l l y  to  t he 
p lace and the peop le .  
Good i dea inco rpora t i ng  the beach.  N ice l i gh t ing .  
Too compl ica ted.  
Th is  s i te  cou ld  seem a main tenance p rob lem wi th  garden/ beach areas .  Form  a l i t t l e  unappeal i ng .  
Funny ha i r ,  n ice  s tory .  The  team needed to  ch i l l  ou t .  I  th ink  i t ' s  bet ter  than D but  d idn ' t  se l l  i t  as  
we l l .  
Not  impressed.  A  b i t  o rd i nary .  
A i ry - fa i ry  w i th  ug l y  l igh t ing .  Grass  mounds  for  seat i ng  -  ugh!  
Rather  ove r f lowing wi t h  ideas  which t ended to  concea l  the  e f f or t  to  en la rge the res t r i c ted space.  
Good sand/ r i ver  l ink  deve lop ing.  
My favou r i te  des ign.  A  rea l  ' f ee l '  f o r  des ign landscape .  A  park /ga rden that  w i l l  deve lop ove r  t ime 
and seasona l l y .  A  sense o f  in t imacy and sec lus ion as  wel l  as  spac e.  
I t  dea ls  wi th  many aspec ts  in  va r ie t y  sca les .  Very  d i f f e rent  and new.  Des ign wi l l  g ive  pos i t i ve  
ident i t y  to  the area which i s  not  found in  any c i t ies .  Very  fun but  func t iona l  and adaptab le .  Onl y  
scheme tak ing the v i ew f rom London Eye and connec t ions  to  Thames . 
Good i deas ,  not  sure  o f  m ix .  
Good a l lowance for  va r i a t i on  o f  ac t i v i t ies .  Smal l  po tent ia l  espec ia l l y  fo r  events .  
Not  power fu l  enough for  such an impor tant  s i te .  Too s of t  in  layout .  
Th is  des ign I  l i ke  the mos t .  As  a  very  loca l  res ident  I  fee l  th is  has  much to  o f fe r  to  my fam i ly  and 
v is i to rs  and tour is ts .  I t  has  much green and is  re la t i ve ly  w i thout  ove r  des ign.  I t  i s  low r i se  (un l i ke  
above Team A)  and there fo re  has  a  sense o f  ca lm ,  i s  va r ied wi th  l i t t l e  pat hs  and  a  p lay a rea.  I t  
does  not  fee l  ove r l y  commerc ia l  and a  p re t t y  ga rden/ park  i s  what  th is  area needs .  
The mos t  in teres t ing  o f  a l l  4 .  I  espec ia l l y  l i ke  the idea  o f  a  market .  
Good des ign but  qu i te  complex and spa rse in  p laces .  
Love the i ncorpo ra t i on  o f  t he  r i ve r  in t o  des ign p l an.  Cafe  wel l  thought  out .  B i t  too  ambi t ious  wi th  
the techno logy pe rhaps? More ha rmonious  f lowerbeds  but  mos t  exc i t ing .  
Love l y ,  we lc om ing p lace.  Def in i t e l y  mos t  natura l i s t i c  des ign.  AAA+ 
Maybe a  b i t  too  much focuses  on v i ew towards  Ri ve r  Thames  and sp l i t t ing  up pa rk  in to  2  d i f fe rent  
zones .  
Th is  i s  the  on l y  scheme wh ich does  not  present  a  f i na l  scheme but  i s  a  combinat ion  o f  i deas  which 
can be deve loped in to  a  des ign -  wh ich I  be l ieve is  co r rec t  as  I  unde rs tand i t  i s  t he  team that  we 
are  choos ing not  the  des ign.  
Not  open p lan enough fo r  my tas te .  The to ta l  a rea is  too  smal l  to  be broken up i n  th is  manner .  
Th is  scheme has  too many  t rees  cut t ing  down the ove ra l l  open a rea.  I  can see the ob jec t  in  
prov id ing ' c leans ing '  t rees  but  I  cons ide r  that  they shou ld  be conc ent ra ted more  in  one or  t wo 
corne rs .  
Love the beach.  Grassed a reas  too smal l .  
Not  usua l  enough.  P lay a rea too shut  i n  fo r  pub l i c  sa fe ty .  
Adds  va r ie t y  to  topography  and deve lops  veget a t ion .  Longer  grasses  surv ive  drought .  Events  space 
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i s  poss ib ly  too smal l  and some pub l i c  fac i l i t i es  om i t ted.  Overa l l  in te res t ing  in  us e o f  r i ve rbank .  
Very  f ocussed to  loca l  g roups  and d i f fe rent  in te res ts .  Appear  to  be propos ing an  app roac h ra t he r  
than a  f i na l  scheme.  Have cons ide red the m ix o f  uses  and i n f luences  ext remely  we l l .  Cons ider  
w ide r  i ssues  such as  beac h pos i t i ve l y .  
Th is  des ign is  the  one whi ch seems the mos t  in teres t ing .  I t  incorpo ra tes  a  l a rge  number  o f  fea tures  
such as  the v i ewing p la t fo rm  above the cafe  and the r i ve rs ide deck ing,  a l l  o f  wh i ch make i t  seem 
an exc i t ing  space.  
Th is  des ign seems to  take the d i f fe rent  in te res ts  o f  the  user  groups  ve ry  we l l  i n to  account .  
In teres t i ng  and ac t i ve  spac e wi th  l o ts  o f  d i f fe rent  cha rac ters .  Th ink  that  cou ld  work  ve ry  we l l  as  
urban garden.  
Th is  i s  the  des ign I  p re fe r  -  Jus t  r igh t  grass ,  t rees  e t c .  
Love the beach idea.  Very  mul t i  purpos e.  I  l i ke  th is .  
Great  and d i ve rse,  pe rhaps  too much techno logy (main tenance cos ts ! ) 
Incorpora tes  many in t eres t ing  features .  Good use o f  space.  D i ve rse.  The team has  g i ven t ime and 
thought  to  the des ign and put  fo rward a  rea l i s t i c  p lan .  
In teres t i ng .  I f  we l l  p lanted,  cou ld  be very  good.  Probab ly  h igh main tenance.  
Many fac i l i t i es .  Layout  compl ica ted.  
Br ight .  Fun.  Appeal i ng  to  a l l  age groups .  C lea r .  W el l  thought  out .  W ould  be great  to  have.  
Fee ls  a  b i t  too  compl ica ted  and would  be cos t l y  to  main ta in .  L iked the beach idea though 
ok  
Lots  o f  t rees ,  beaut i fu l  des ign but  not  un ique enough.  To i le t  fac i l i t i es  not  ind ica t ed.  
Too l i t t l e  fee l i ng  o f  spac e.  Cor rupted.  
A  good m ixtu re  o f  da i l y  ac t i v i t y  spaces  wi th  an event  space.  Good m ixt ure  o f  open and qu ie t .  Cafe  
h i l l  a  good idea.  
Keeps  the space a  m ix o f  separate  and open fo r  events .  Use o f  he ight .  
Doesn ' t  s tand out  as  a  spec ia l  W or ld  Class  Garden  
A  l i t t l e  c rowded wi th  t rees .  
A  love l y  garden wi th  a  cent ra l  aspec t .  
Good f or  events  
Bes t  present a t ion  g i v ing the mos t  v isua l  deta i l ing .  
I  rea l l y  l i ke  th is  des ign.  There  are  lo ts  o f  d i f fe rent  spaces / func t ions  and i t  looks  as  though i t  wou ld  
work .  
Bes t  fo r  v isua l  r i chness  and poss ib i l i t y  o f  events .  
I  l i ke  how the water f ront  i s  invo lved i n  the p lan.  The garden looks  ext remely  in t eres t ing .  I  wou ld  
want  to  exp lo re  i t .  
Very  good -  Love the beach and deck ing.  A  l i t t l e  too  much hard  s tand but  s t i l l  my favou r i te .  
Rea l l y  l i k e  the beach.  W el l  thought  out .  D i f fe rent  a reas  sugges t  d i f fe rent  p lants .  
A t t rac t i ve  -  a  lo t  o f  i n te res t ing  feat ures .  
Awf u l  fussy des ign.  Mak ing  an enc losed spac e where i t  shou ld  be open.  Potent i a l l y  dangerous  a t  
n ight  and c lock ing any v iews  o f  the  RFH and bu i ld i ngs  around.  
I  a lso  l i ke  the i deas  fo r  layout  he re  wi th  t rees  and hor t i cu l tu ra l  a reas  to  en joy.  Cafe  ( i f  nec )  
separate  and i n terac t ion  wi th  the r i ve r  beach.  
W alkways  seem c ramped.  Events  may cause aud ienc es  to  sp i l l  over  i n to  paths  b lock ing them.  
L ight i ng  i s  not  c lear ly  desc r ibed.  
Bes t  ba lance o f  a l l  requ i red e lements .  A lso  bes t  v isua l i sa t ion  o f  what  end resu l t  wou ld  look  l i ke .  
Rubbish  
Fr iend l y  look ing  
In teres t i ng  des ign.  My cho i ce.  
Human 
Real is t i c  about  space.  Good f low o f  t ra f f i c  to  br idge,  r i ve r ,  tube and s ta t ion .  D iv i des  ga rden f rom 2 
m i l l i on  on the wheel .  
G ives  a  n ice  get -away p lace to  the a rea.  A  lo t  o f  nat u ra l  fee l ing  to  i t .  Emphas ises  the Garden i dea.  
L ike  th is  one.  N ice m ix o f  eve ry th i ng.  Eas ies t  to  work  out .  
Th is  team is  the on ly  t eam who have acknowledged the ex is tence o f  the  In te rnat i ona l  B r igade 
Memor ia l .  In  the main  phot o  on the r i gh t  wi t h  a  g roup o f  peop le  and t he f lag .  Apar t  f rom  th is  I  a lso  
th ink  B  is  a  ve ry  good des ign.  
Unremarkab le  (n ice  p resen ta t ion  though)  
I  fee l  des igns  B ,  C and D o f fer  very  l i t t l e .  
Futur is t i c  -  ok  
Th is  i s  rea l l y  l as t  m i l lenn ium.  'P lay area '  -  the  who le  wor ld  shou ld  be a  p lay a rea by now su re ly .  
Too much weight  g i ven to  events .  
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Good  
A l i t t l e  OTT.  Try ing to  do t oo much in  the space.  
Lawn too smal l ,  o the rwise th is  i s  the  bes t .  L ike  the s pace fo r  the  cafe .  L ike  lo ts  o f  b ig  g reenery 
( t rees )!  
Too c lus tered  
Exc e l len t .  In formal ,  fo r  fam i l ies  wi th  ch i l d ren as  wel l  as  adu l t s .  W ater  poo l  i s  abso lu te l y  v i ta l  
e lement  fo r  ch i l d ren to  padd le .  
I  persona l l y  th i nk  that  a  market  wi l l  k i l l  l oca l  Lower  Marsh and Borough Market  wi l l  a lso  suf fe r .  
B i t  confus ing?? W hat  are  t hey t ry ing t o  do?  
Natu ra l  l ook ing wi th  t rees  sur round ing a rea t o  conf ine  p lay and cafe  a reas  
Creat i ve  but  i t  seems to  make the space l ook  smal l  and c ramped.  
Th is  i s  the  bes t  des ign out  o f  a l l  fou r .  I  l i ke  every th ing.  
B i t  d i f f i cu l t  to  unders tand t he i r  des ign.  Looks  too t rad i t iona l .  L ike  access  to  the beach i dea though.  
I  love th is  des ign.  In teres t i ng  and fun.  Combines  open space wi t h  sec luded a reas  n ice ly .  
Not  impress ive  or  c reat i ve .  Not  an e f fec t i ve  use o f  the  land.  A lso  appears  expens ive to  main ta in .  
Not  a  wor l d  c lass  o f fer .  
I  don ' t  
I  rea l l y  k ind o f  l i ke  i t  bu t  I  wou ld  not  go to  v is i t  i t .  
Fun garden.  P lenty  o f  in te res t  and c reat i ve  new i deas .  
Not  very  good.  Too c razy.  
Prac t i ca l  space yet  the rapeut ic  and beaut i fu l  (spac es  o f  beauty ) .  L ike  open and more pr i va t e  
space.  
Du l l  
Fun,  mak ing mos t  o f  the  South  Bank 's  features .  P lease p lease p ick  th is  one.  
Fun,  su i tab le  fo r  a l l .  
Aga in  as  i n  A ,  ve ry  much to  be expec ted and conservat ive .  
L ikes  the mul t iuse.  L iked t he beach deck ing.  
Open grass  space and ra is ed sur round ings  a re  good f ac ing towards  the Thames .  Exce l len t  f low 
r igh t  onto  the water  w i th  deck  and much needed access  to  the 'beach '  
I  l i ke  the ra ised beds  and maze l i ke  fee l i ng .  
Too fo rmal  
Mos t  var i ed.  T ree cove r  a l l  round and a lso  to  mark  bu i ld ings  beh ind.  Cafe  wel l  c oncea led.  Pat hs  
shou ld  be concre te  su r faced -  ta rmac  is  bet ter .  P robab ly  l ower  main tenance cos t  than o thers .  
Love the beach deck .  Exce l len t  mul t i -use appea l  f o r  t he  space.  L ike n ight  l i gh ts  as  person who 
l i ves  near  by.  
They have i ncorpo ra ted every th ing to  f i t  eve ryone.  I  par t i cu la r ly  l i ked the layou t  fo r  the  event  area.  
Good on access  to  wat er f ront .  Good on event  per f ormance space and qu ie t  a reas  by t rees  
Great  fo r  events ,  open spaces  and fun.  More f l ower  beds  needed.  Poss ib ly  expens ive but  the  bes t .  
The insc r i p t ion  and p ic tu res  are  good.  Looks  very  natura l .  
Very  busy -  too  much conc re te  though?  
I  love the idea o f  i nd i v idua l  mounds  -  g i ves  a  l i t t l e  bu t  o f  p r i vacy o f  you want  a  qu ie t  l unch hou r  but  
a lso  caters  fo r  k ids  who need a  but  more space to  p lay.  
Very  f l ex ib le  -  good f or  ch i ld ren and a l l  v i s i to rs .  Nove l  and charm ing wi t hout  be ing t r i ce .  Bubb les  
are  a  good feature .  
I  l i ke  the imaginat i on  o f  the  des ign.  Idea o f  beach a rea and des ign o f  ca fe  are  a lso  good.  Overa l l  a  
good layout .  
Qu i te  exc i t ing  
Conf us ing d isp lay.  The p lay area,  though imaginat ive ,  i s  very  la rge,  re l a t i ve  to  t he park  and is  
l iab le  to  be used by skateboarde rs .  The des ign overa l l  i s  a  b i t  p la i n .  
Don ' t  rea l l y  get  th is .  Seems a b i t  too  ambi t ious .  
Good caf e  idea  
Conf us ing and s im i la r  to  A  
Too smal l  a  grass  a rea.  
A  s tup id  idea to  put  sand where the cur rent  embank ment  (Queens  W alk )  now i s  -  i t  wi l l  be  sp read 
a l l  ove r  a  la rge area by peop le 's  fee t .  Not  enough grass  or  space fo r  events .  
Lots  o f  innovat ion,  new ideas  e .g .  l i gh t i ng  and paths .  W ould  be h igh main tenance but  p robab ly  
popu la r  wi t h  tou r is ts  mak ing the a rea more l i ve l y .  Lot s  o f  co lour .  
Too b i t t y  
Bor ing.  A  ted ious  space jazzed up by fanc y e l ements  (such as  the bubb le  fount a in / tes t  mound)  that  
wou ld  be good i f  they work ed but  wou ld  p robab ly  break  in  a  coup le  o f  yea rs  and never  be rep laced.  
The on ly  des ign to  have a  prope r  ch i ld ren 's  p lay a rea .  The bubb le  founta in  was  a  h i t  wi th  out  5  
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year  o l d .  

Mi x  o f  d i f fe rent  uses  -  in t e res t ing  use o f  space.  
A l r igh t  
A lso  looks  as  though i t  wou ld  be very  soc ia l  and fun.  A  space where everyone would  come to  hang 
out .  
I t  seems to  have taken i n to  account  loca l  peop le 's  p re ferences  the mos t .  I t  has  the loca l  t ouch and 
is  concerned wi th  conse rva t ion  but  a lso  yea r  round and day round a t t rac t i veness .  
Very  adventurous .  W el l  se t  out  wi th  the mounds  e f fec t i ve l y  su r round ing the open  space.  
Huge a reas  o f  pav ing.  Beach is  a  good idea.  Othe rwi se an und is t ingu ished des ign.  
Try i ng to  do too much in  the space -  i nward look ing.  Too much emphas is  on even t  needs .  
Love the beach idea.  
The i r  fabu lous  de ign is  so  inv i go ra t i ng  and the movement  grabs  you f rom the s tar t !  
Seems l i ke  a  we l l  thought  out  des ign.  
I t  appea ls  to  me very  much.  I  hope they win  fo r  I  cannot  wa i t  to  go and en joy the  Thames  beach so 
c lose to  home.  Much more than Chis wick  wh ich i s  the  on l y  o ther  p lace l i ke  that  I  know.  The use o f  
v iewing p l a t fo rms  ove r  the r i ver  i s  fan tas t i c ,  I  have used th is  t ype o f  fac i l i t i es  in  o the r  r i ve r  c i t ies  
and the fee l ing  o f  peace and re laxat i on  you get  f rom be ing ab le  to  do th is  i s  wonder fu l .  A lso  the 
idea o f  chang ing the l i gh t i ng  v ia  text  messag ing is  gen ius  -  i t  makes  the pa rk  not  someth ing you 
jus t  en joy but  a  p l ace to  in terac t  wi t h  and g i ves  a  fee l ing  o f  ownersh ip .  
Huge no t o  EDAW 's  c rap.  I t  was  bo r ing.  Creat ing  d i f f e rent  shaped l awn d idn ' t  exc i t e  me.  As  for  the  
p layg round -  yawn!  How many co lou r fu l  p layg rounds  have we a l ready put  in  around London.  Jus t  
anot her  ord inary  town spac e.  
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W est 8  -  Comments  

Grass .  Trees .  Paths .  Open .  S imple .  
Not  conv inced.  W hi te  paths  cou ld  be good in  l a rge r  park  but  too  smal l  and cou ld  look  too r ig i d .  
Don ' t  l i ke  t he idea o f  conc re te  seat ing .  Very  l i t t l e  so f t ness  in  a  bu i l t  up  area.  
Too many paths  
Fantas t i c .  Very  c reat ive .  Have doubts  about  p l ant i ng  t rees  o f  su f f i c ien t  matur i t y .  
L ike  mounds  and through f l ow and bench ing i deas .  
No apprec ia t i on  o f  the  openness  o f  the  space.  Uns ympathet ic  app roach 
Incorpora tes  a  modern conceptua l  app roach o f  an urban g reen env i ronment .  
The c l i f f  i dea is  great  a lso  the t rees  for  ch i l d ren to  c l imb on.  A lso  wonder f u l  idea  for  n ights .  
P leased that  the  per f ormance space was  inc l uded.  Poss ib ly  t r y ing too hard  for  Eng l i shness .  
Th is  team had g i ven cons iderab le  thought  in to  how t he g reen g rass  cou ld  be main ta i ned,  dra inage 
e tc .  I  l i ked a lso  the i r  ideas  for  seat ing  and ch i l d ren 's  p layg round was  innovat i ve  and spec ia l .  
The s t ruc tu re  o f  th is  scheme is  not  we l l  o rgan ised.  I t  need more f la t  space.  
Skateboarders  parad ise.  L i t t le  access  for  hos t ing  events  
See ing that  wate r loo i s  the  skateboard Mecca o f  the  south  bank  th is  scheme wi l l  su i t  them wel l .  
However  i t  does  not  c reat e  a  qu ie t  v is ib l e  space fo r  d isab led and pushc ha i rs .  
Very  pre t t y  but  too  busy fo r  such a  smal l  space.  
D idn ' t  seem rea l l y  in to  t he s i te  
L ike  i t .  Organ ic  shapes ,  the  bu i l t  i n  seat ing ,  the  whi t e  edges .  Innovat i ve  but  no t  too  h igh tech.  
Good not  to  have cafe .  There  are  a l ready p lenty  -  more l i t t e r .  Good but  o f f  f rom  wai t ing  a rea for  
the  Eye.  
Good ana lys is .  Looks  l i ke  too much for  a  smal l  space.  L ike  'wh i t e  c l i f f s '  idea.  Concerned about  
sa fe ty  and main tenance.  
L iked concea led cafe .  Good a t tent i on  to  p lay fac i l i t i es .  Undula t ions  and paths  t oo fussy.  Not  sure  
d is tance edge to  pa rk  i s  r i gh t .  
Compel l ing ,  s t imula t ing  and in te l l ec tua l .  Happy f or  them to  be le f t  to  deve lop the i r  i deas .  
I  don ' t  l i ke  the idea o f  skate  board ing.  
I  was  ve ry  p leased wi th  comments  made by the team as  far  as  not  i nc lud ing a  cafe  area.  The 
des ign is  good but  I  am  concerned about  the  skate  board ing.  
Ar rogant .  Don ' t  l i k e  the way they have ignored par ts  o f  the  b r ie f  and the way they responded to  my 
ques t ions .  
Appear  to  unders tand the i ssues  wi t h  loca l  res idents  and the London Eyes  tou r i s ts .  
I  l i ke  the f low.  I t  wi l l  p robab ly  make a  re la t i ve l y  smal l  space seem large r .  I  l i ke  t h is  bes t .  
Ideas  o f  in t erac t ing  i l l um inat ions / l igh t ing  fac i l i t i es  i s  br i l l i an t .  Seat ing concept  i s  very  good.  C lear  
concepts  but  c i rcu la t ion  i s  a  b i t  complex that  may des t roy t he des ign.  
Very  good exp lanat ion and  presenta t ion .  In te res t ing  concept  about  to le rant  and f ree p lace.  Ve ry  
f lexi b le  des ign.  A  l i t t l e  b i t  compl ica ted.  I t  i s  impor tan t  fo r  a  p ro j ec t  to  have good team work .  
In i t ia l l y  uns ure  but  exce l l en t  pres enta t i on .  L iked the l ack  o f  c lu t te r  and beaut y  o f  o rgan ic  fo rm .  
Cleve r  way o f  i n te l l i gent  user  wi th in  the pa rk .  Sus ta inab le  g reen roof  -  mos t  su i tab le  des ign.  
S t rong i dent i t y  to  the park .  
Not  sure  about  the  whi t e  l i nes  d i v id i ng but  n ice  to  l i nk  up a l l  a reas  and g ive  a  f l ow.  
Good use o f  ideas  for  d i v id ing the area but  very  b i t t y  and no ove ra l l  v is ta .  
F lexi b le ,  s imul taneous l y  su i tab le  f o r  res idents ,  ch i ld ren and tou r is ts .  More l igh t  a t  n ight  i s  
impor tant .  
None o f  the  t eams have had the cou rage to  remedy t he dra inage and res to re  maximum lawn.  
I  l i ke  the idea o f  good grass  and lo ts  o f  t rees .  They have some commonsense ideas  (Dutch)  but  i t ' s  
too  smal l  to  incorpora te  every th ing.  Des ign l ooks  as  i t  has  too many paths .  Cou ld  be on account  o f  
the  mute  co lou r  and pe rhaps  too wh i te .  
Too many paths  in  such a  re la t i ve l y  l i t t l e  space.  A  b i t  bor ing.  
Swi r l i ng  des ign ve ry  exc i t i ng  wi t h  a  ' s ideways  look '  a t  the  pro jec t .  
Too p las t i co  
A l though good i deas  I  am  not  a t t rac ted by curvac eous  l ines  -  ra the r  aggress ive .  
S i te  p lan l ooked very  busy and c rowded befo re  peop le  ar r i ve .  A  b i t  l i ke  a  race t rack  or  go l f  pu t t ing  
green.  Cafe  needed.  
More open des ign but  lacks  sec luded qu ie t  a reas .  
Rat iona l .  Appea l ing .  Manageable .  
I  l i ked the undu la t i ons  and  the present a t ions  
Grass .  Trees .  Paths .  Open .  S imple .  
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No good f or  fes t i va ls  o r  events  
Use o f  mater ia l  to  c reat e  seat ing .  
I  rea l l y  l i ked the a t tent ion  to  deta i l  and the qu i rky  imaginat ive  idea and I  thought  they were ve ry  
we l l  p repared and ag ree that  a  ca fe  un less  i t  was  spec ia l  i s  not  so  impor tant .  I  d id  fee l  tha t  
impor tant  i ssues  were addressed.  
There appeared to  be ta lk  about  r ipp ing out  p lants  every  season and put t i ng  in  new ones .  Th is  
fee ls  ve ry  expens ive and as  though i t  wou ld  damage cont inu i t y  in  green spaces .  I t  i s  impor tant  to  
see the same organ isms  a t  d i f fe rent  t imes  o f  the  year .  
Not  sure  i f  regu la t ions  wou ld  le t  i t  l ook  as  seam less  as  they p resented -  sheer  d rops ,  even i f  
1 .5m! ? Too wooded,  b i t  b land perhaps .  
Conf used and overcompl ica ted p resenta t i on .  In te l l igent  and thought  th rough concept .  
A  lo t  o f  t rees  -  oak  and p lane.  In te res t ing  seat ing .  A  lo t  o f  scope to  evo l ve.  
Great  Eng l i sh  pat r io t !  He rea l l y  i s  the  mos t  enthus ias t i c  about  our  count ry .  
L iked the whi t e  c l i f f s  o f  Dove r  concept  i ncorpo ra t i ng  t o i le ts ,  ca fe  and s torage.  
Creat i ve  c lea r  ideas  -  l ess  s imple  than A  
Very imaginat i ve  and appea l ing  
Very  imaginat i ve ,  wou ld  be  a  ve ry  i n te res t ing ly  space,  good so lu t ions .  Beaut i f u l .  
I  l i ke  the f low.  Undula t i ng  and v iews .  Thought  l i gh t i ng  was  a  b i t  du l l  and unambi t ious .  They rea l l y  
shape the p l ace.  B i t  more c reat i v i t y  w i th  the Thames  beds  maybe.  
Exc e l len t  v isua l  communicat ion  l i ke  t he sof t  cont inuums o f  landscape but  i t  i s  a  b i t  bo r ing and not  
so  d i f fe rent  to  o t her  ga rdens  in  London.  
Very  good but  ta lk ing t o  the team d isp layed a  r i g id i t y  and unwi l l i ngness  to  take in to  account  
pressu res  o f  peop le .  
Very  s t rong and s imple  des ign but  wou ld  l i ke  to  see more sof t  p lant i ng .  
Good t h ink ing.  F lex ib l e .  No bu l l sh i t .  
Good i deas  -  No k i osk /cafe  ins ide the pa rk  but  on the edge.  Trees  and f lowers  a l l  over .  Bad i deas  -  
The sha rp  edges  o f  the  whi te  borde rs .  W i l l  t hey s tay whi te  or  become grey?  
Poss ib le  but  too  much l i ke  a  p i t ch  and put t  go l f  cou rs e.  Not  enough cent ra l  spac e for  an event  to  
v iew on t he r i ver  o r  on the sky.  
Compl ica ted.  Paths  dom inant .  May h idden spaces  wh ich cou ld  p rove a  safe ty  r i s k .  
By far  the  bes t  des ign!  
L ike  the modern des ign -  concerns  over  f l ex ib i l i t y  though.  May encourage skateboarders  o r  
cyc l i s ts .  L ike  the idea o f  the  cafe  underneath .  
Concerns  about  the  safe t y  o f  the  edges  o f  the  c l i f f s .  Ab i l i t y  to  de l i ve r  p l an l im i ted as  t rees  wi l l  no t  
be mature  fo r  yea rs !  
Neat  and c lear  concepts .  Convers at ion  poor .  Too many pat hs  for  s ize  o f  s i te .  
I s  th is  a  go l f  course?  
I  l i ke  the idea o f  the  t rees  prov id ing a  canopy and fac i l i t i es  and the per imeter  ra ther  than i ns ide.  
The idea o f  i n teg ra t ed seat ing  i s  e legant  and s imple  but  the  re ferenc ing to  cha lk  c l i f f s  i s  not  
re l evant .  The scheme is  an  app l i ca t i on  o f  s ty le .  
Yes ,  good -  qu i rky  i deas .  I t ' s  a  good idea to  have d i f f e rent  leve ls -  smal l  h i l l s .  Good p lay a rea.  N ice 
p lant i ng  i deas .  
They propose prov id i ng co lour f u l  t rees  and shrubs .  
Exc ess ive  amount  o f  topog raphy cou ld  h inde r  the parks  ab i l i t y  to  have the v is i to rs  seam less ly  
move through.  Lack  o f  f la t  open space i nh ib i t s  per f ormance/meet ing as  wel l  as  l a rge pedes t r i an  
f lows  through.  
Funny Dutch vo ice  saw the  space f rom a ve ry  i n te rnat iona l  pe rspec t i ve .  A lmos t  pu l led  i t  o f f  bu t  was  
in  the rea lm  of  pat te rn  wal k ing.  
Very  pro fess iona l  -  they are  r igh t  -  sc rap the cafe .  W or l d  c lass  ideas .  
Impressed by nea rness  o f  wheel  be ing d iscussed.  
L ike  the l a rge g rass  areas  and paths .  Idea l  a tmosphere fo r  re lax ing.  
The g reen is lands  seem too much l i ke  each o ther  i n  sca le .  I  see the mound t ops  becom ing ba ld  and 
the underg round caf e  unneeded.  
A  des ign that  m ight  work  very  we l l  somewhere e lse ,  by the coas t  say,  but  not  su i ted to  the Jub i lee  
Gardens  s i te .  
In teres t i ng  scheme f rom a fore i gn tour is t  po in t  o f  v iew but  i t  does  not  dea l  w i th  loca l  res idents  
i ssues  and can be out  up any o t he r  locat ions .  In  rea l i t y  i t  i s  not  go ing t o  be as  i n teres t ing  as  the 
graph ics  show.  
L iked the i r  app roach  
Very i n te res t ing  ho r t i cu l tu ra l l y .  No ser ious  event  pot ent ia l .  
Good space p lann ing.  Good f low o f  paths .  Good l i gh t i ng .  
I s  hor r i b le!  I t  i s  l i ke  a  skateboard pa rk  and that ' s  a l l  i t  wou ld  become.  W i th  pathways  la rge and 
c lunky i t  fee ls  ve ry  un re laxed,  conc re tey and we l l  ove r-des igned.  No-one would  rea l l y  s i t  fo r  any 
lengt h  o f  t ime in  th is  space .  
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so so 
Very appea l ing  des ign,  espec ia l l y  the  l a rge mature  t rees  and h idden cafe .  S l i gh t l y  less  o f  a  r i ve r  
focus .  Looks  l i ke  a  very  na tura l  pa rk  wi th  lo ts  o f  summer shade.  L ike  a  t rad i t iona l  woodland.  A  
l i t t l e  p iece o f  Hyde Park!  
P leasant  i f  un imaginab le .  Undula t i ng  aspec t  i s  ve ry  appea l i ng .  W ould  do bet te r  to  have some 
po in ts  o f  in t eres t  ( founta i n ,  p lay area,  skate  pa rk-  wou ld  go wi th  t he des ign )  inc orpora ted.  
Good f or  ro l l e r -skat ing .  Doubt  tha t  i t  wi l l  p rov ide the f ee l i ng  a  rea l  h i l l  g ives .  
Very  conv inc ing graph ics .  The typ ica l  Eng l i sh  park  re - in te rp re t ed.  Very  good.  
Good f un but  shows  a  f i na l  des ign.  W orr ied  that  the  scheme does  not  cons ide r  boundar ies  very  
we l l .  
Th is  looks  more l i ke  a  maze than a  rec reat i ona l  a rea.  
I t  seems a  p i t y  tha t  th is  des ign has  so many cu rv i ng paths  in  the o l d  s ty le  o f  the  LCC Parks .  Some 
of  the  curves  inv i t e  ' sho r t  cu ts '  on  grass  for  peop le  i n  a  hu r ry .  They wi l l  a lso  inv i te  skate -boarde rs  
to  prac t i ce .  
Hard to  po l i ce  (s ecur i t y  wi se) .  H igh main tenance.  Busy 
Love the shape and contou rs .  Cafe  wel l  p laces  underneat h  i t  a l l .  I n te res t ing  wa l k ing exper i ence.  
Adds  f lamboyant  topograph ica l  fea t ures  whi l e  fa i l i ng to  deta i l  a  use o f  Thames  shore .  Vegeta t i on  i s  
in teres t ing  -  poss ib l y  too c lose cut .  As  a  scheme i t  i s  s t i l l  t oo  i so la ted as  i s  the  cur rent  space.  F l ag 
det rac ts  f rom mul t i -cu l tu ra l  va lues .  
In teres t i ng  fo rms  but  not  re levant  to  l oca l  cont ext .  Not  prac t i ca l  cons ide ra t i on  o f  use o f  space.  
'Mounds  sur rounded by foo tpaths '  -  i nward l ook ing.  
Th is  des ign doesn ' t  seem to  connec t  w i th  the su r round ing urban env i ronment  e . g .  i t  fa i l s  to  take 
advant age o f  the  r i ver  f ron tage as  a  featu re .  
In teres t i ng  des ign but  re la t ionsh ip  and the ve ry  impor tant  context  i s  not  very  c lear .  Corpora t ion  o f  
fac i l i t i es  not  c lear .  W here i s  event  space? Des ign too monotone.  Not  insp i r ing  enough.  
B i t  too  modern fo r  my tas te .  I  cou ld  not  see how any events  would  be ab le  to  take p lace.  
Very t yp ica l  pa rk  des ign.  Cou ld  be good/bad? Good t rees  and f lowers .  
Great  des ign -  many new t rees!  
Innovat i ve .  Ambi t ious .  Imaginat i ve .  The team demons t ra tes  an ab i l i t y  to  tes t  boundar ies  and 
cha l lenge yet  keep feet  on ground.  
Aga in  i n teres t ing  -  l i ke  the  var ia t ions  o f  he ight  -  movement .  Cou ld  be a  b i t  bus y .  
Too much l i ke  a  maze.  
Sor ry ,  rem inds  me o f  a  scale t r i x  t rack  when I  was  a  k id!  Not  very  re lax i ng.  
Good s imple  p rac t i ca l  des ign.  Seems l i ke  i t  wi l l  be  eas ies t  to  main ta in .  
I  rea l l y  l i ke  th is  des ign and I  hope th is  wi l l  w in  or  someth ing l i ke  i t .  I t  rem inds  me o f  the  Sh i res  in  
Lord  o f  the  Rings!  
Th is  des ign is  doubt less ly  my favou r i te .  Qu i te  un ique.  Lots  o f  t rees .  Appeal ing  and adventu rous .  
Un less  I  am  wrong,  the re  i s  no obv ious  ind ica t i on  o f  to i le ts  but  I  hope t hese wou ld  be p laced in  
va r ious  areas  in  the ga rdens .  
Good use o f  space and good for  v is i to rs  and ch i ld ren  (who skate  or  i f  you want  to  run around)  
Skate  boarders  would  love i t  -  a  b i g  prob lem for  o the rs !  
To re l evant  on hard  sur fac e where i s  the  use o f  grave l  these days  (back  to  the 18th  cent ury) .  
The bes t  fo r  worke rs  in  the  area.  Sec luded sec t ions  f or  re lax i ng and p lent y  o f  g reen space wh ich i s  
desperat e ly  needed.  
Sof t  f lowing l ines .  P lenty  o f  open space.  
An in teres t ing  Garden.  A  great  appea l  to  ch i ld ren and  fam i l ies .  I  hope the s lopes  do not  get  i cy?!  
W hole  area merges  n ice l y .  T rees  g i ve  good shade du r ing the summer.  
Looks  l i ke  a  g iant  skateboard pa rk .  Leas t  appea l ing  o f  the  fou r .  
I  l i ke  the h i l l y  e f fec t  but  there  i s  not  much var i e ty  
Overa l l  ve ry  exc i t i ng .  I  wis h  the cafe  would  not  jus t  address  boardwalk  but  a lso  open up aga in  
ins ide the pa rk .  Or i g ina l l y  I  had thought  the  ch i l d ren ' s  p lay a rea was  an outdoor  eat ing  pat i o  
access ib le  f rom the cafe .  Ch i l d ren can p lan anywhere,  i t  i s  a  park /garden why pen them in? 
Paths  in  un inv i t ing  mater ia l  c reate  ba r r i e rs  to  usua l  g rass .  Not  ch i ld  f r iend l y .  
I  l i ke  the idea o f  the  h i l l y  t opography but  I  th ink  the re  shou ld  be a  f l a t  a rea fo r  ba l l  games ,  events  
e tc .  Cafe  i s  in te res t ing  however .  
N ice in  p lan but  doubt  i t  cou ld  be pu l led  o f f  on  the ground.  Mounds  seem overs i zed and t rees  too 
numerous  and l a rge.  
Not  keen on the h i l l y  natu re  o f  th is  team.  
I  rea l l y  l i ke  Team C.  Choose th is  one.  Thank  you.  
Ug l y  spaghet t i  j unc t ion  
Creat i ve  but  to  much des ign.  E levat ion  c reat i ng  acces s  confus ion conc re te .  Curbs  brake up l ine  o f  
park .  
Very  dramat ic .  Events  seem to  be in  c ramped ove r  sp i l l i ng  out  over  i n to  paths .  Not  enough seat i ng  
areas .  W hat  about  l igh t i ng? 
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Very green,  ve ry  pa rk  l i ke .  
Rubbish  
Over  des igned  
No eas i l y  us ed.  Too many h id i ng spaces  
Paths  acknowledge rea l i t y  o f  the  way peop le  move through space -  hopefu l l y  end  the sque lc h 
e f fec t .  
Tota l l y  imprac t i ca l .  They s hou ld  so in  fo r  maze des ign 
I t  has  to  win .  Too beaut i fu l .  W i l l  be  a  great  insp i ra t i on  for  tour is t .  
Too much comment  
Does  not  appea l  to  me.  A  b i t  du l l .  Don ' t  th ink  wi l l  wo rk  in  th is  area.  
In teres t i ng  -  but  conf us ing.  Cou ld  have more fac i l i t i es  fo r  events .  
Insp i r i ng  and beaut i fu l .  A  rea l  landmark .  
I  fee l  des igns  B ,  C and D o f fer  very  l i t t l e .  
Dragon- l ine ,  but te r f l i es .  
Not  enough wate r .  
More i n teres t ing  use o f  space.  
Too many paths  
The bes t .  On ly  worry  i s  wi l l  t he  t rees  shown on t he d rawings  be that  mature  when p lanted.  
Ind i v idua l  ye t  open space wi th  shade.  Exce l len t .  
Paths  are  t oo many and too wide.  Take up space to  s i t  ad  invade space o f  what  s i t t ing  area ( lawn)  
there  i s .  Th is  wou ld  be bes t  i f  fewer  na r rower  paths .  
L ikes  th is  a  lo t !  
N ice  contempora ry  
Qui te  as  exce l l en t  but  wat er  i s  lack ing  
Qui te  we l l  p l anned out  but  wou ld  be d i f f i cu l t  to  po l i ce .  
N ice landscap ing but  too  many pathways  ru in  i t .  
Very  modern but  ca fe  a rea  not  ve ry  v is i b le  to  natu ra l  l i gh t .  
Very  c reat i ve ,  open,  so f t ,  f r iend l y ,  love l y .  A  great  s t ro l l  o r  f ind  p r i vac y.  L ike  i t .  
I  l i ke  the l i t t l e  h i l l s ,  k ids  wi l l  have good fun and i t ' s  sa fe  becaus e i t s  grass .  The re  i s  a  lo t  to  see i n  
the pa rk .  Th is  des ign is  second bes t .  
The space seems to  be a l l  cu t  up -  th is  i s  my leas t  favou r i te  -  wou ld  look  l i ke  any o ther  park .  
I  l i ke  the undu la t ing  h i l l ock  ideas .  G i ves  a  fee l ing  o f  i so la t ion  i n  the pa rk .  A  n ice  p lace to  s i t  and 
read o r  p icn ic .  Lots  o f  g ras s  space which I  l i ke  and t rees .  Great .  
The wind ing paths  make the des ign appea l ing  v is ua l l y  but  may not  be su i tab le  fo r  jogg ing e tc .  The 
f lower  bed ideas  a re  g reat  and l andscap ing ideas  are  indeed wor ld  c lass .  Th is  des ign has  an 
inv i t i ng  fee l  to  i t .  The caf e  des ign is  g reat  -  b l ends  in  wi t h  the res t  o f  the  l andscape.  Looks  s l igh t l y  
expens i ve to  main ta i n .  
I  don ' t  
Yes ,  th is  i s  my cho ice.  
I  rea l l y  d i d  en joy th is  p ic tu re  o f  a  maze l i ke  pat hs .  I  l i ke  i t .  
Love the use o f  d i f fe rent  co lou red t rees  and or ig i na l  seat ing .  
Love l y  des ign  
Good env i ronmenta l  l ook .  Very  sus ta i nab le .  Probab l y  the bes t .  
Love a l l  t rees  however  uns ure  o f  how access ib le  i t  wou ld  be for  the  e l de r ly .  S lopes  are  not  
conduc i ve to  games  e .g .  rounders .  However  rea l l y  l i k e  the pockets  o f  spaces .  
In teres t i ng  
B land  
B land  
Colour f u l ,  haphazard,  chao t ic  and a  re f lec t ion  o f  the  t imes  we l i ve  i n  -  insp i red.  
Bor ing  
P leasant  but  pat hs  are  convo lu ted i n  te rms  o f  access  f rom Belvedere Road to  Queens  W alk .  
L ike  the t rees  
L ike  i t  -  lo ts  o f  t rees  
Good l ook ing p ro jec t  but  main l y  pat hs  and grass .  
Good on t rees  and cafe  concea led under  park .  
No cent ra l  fo rms .  Very  good use wi t h  ca fe  -  l i gh t  p rob lems?? In teres t ing  des ign.  
My favou r i te .  Love l y .  N ice h i l l s .  
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Per fec t  fo r  skateboarders !  Otherwise a  wonder fu l  space.  Looks  l i ke  a  s l i ce  o f  S t  James  Park  has  
been cut  up and p laced by the r i ve r .  W ho wants  to  be tucked away i n  the underground cafe  -  does  
not  appea l .  
B r ight  and co lou r fu l  genera l l y .  Happy p lace but  p re fe r  B  
My pre fe r red cho ic e by f ar .  I t  g ives  a  fee l  o f  opennes s  wi thout  l os ing i t ’ s  sense o f  advent ure  and 
unexpec ted when wa lk ing around i t .  Good use o f  space and l ayout .  
P re t t y ,  no t  pa r t i cu la r l y  o r ig ina l .  
The bes t  des ign by fa r .  Good use o f  topography,  c rea t ing  in t eres t i ng  spaces  and  looks  wonder fu l  
fo r  p icn ics  and walks .  I  suspec t  tha t  th is  wi l l  a lso  he lp  wi th  the d ra inage p rob lems on the g round.  
Fee ls  fun and beaut i fu l  and you want  to  go the re .  
C is  the  bes t  out  o f  every th ing.  In  t he n i ght  there  are  beaut i fu l  l i gh ts  and love l y  p ink  b lossoms.  I t  
cou ldn ' t  be  bet ter  t han t h is .  I t  i s  abso lu te l y  beaut i fu l .  Thank  you ve ry  much.  Ps  I  am  11.  Good luck .  
I  hope you win .  
Very  good.  Can you buy b i g  t rees ?  
Has  some des ign i n teres t  and some sense o f  p l ace  
Gardens  not  la rge enough to  incorpo ra te  the des ign wi thout  appear i ng c lu t te red.  
Th is  i s  OK but  I  am  af ra id  t he ra ised par ts  w i l l  spo i l  t he  v iews  f rom Belvedere Road towards  the 
r i ver  (panoram ic  v iews  shows  on l y  top o f  B ig  Ben v is i b le ) .  
N ice  look ing,  good to  have  cafe  underground.  Not  many f lowers?  
F lowing and e f f ec t i ve  
Good but  too  h igh tech.  Unnecessar i l y  expens i ve and fancy ( t he underground caf e ,  the  ext reme 
landscap ing) .  Might  be good for  in t imacy but  i t  i s  hard  to  te l l .  Cou ld  be too concre tey and s te r i le .  
Looks  l i ke  a  skateboard pa rk .  Ch i l d ren would  l i ke  runn ing up and down the s lopes .  W ould  peop le  
s t i ck  to  the paths? I  th ink  t he g rass  would  wear  away when peop le  cut  ac ross  to  get  to  the Thames .  
L im i ted in  i t s  scope to  be used as  a  mul t ipurpose space.  L ike ly  to  be taken ove r  by BMX and 
skateboards .  H i l locks  don ' t  seem very  saf e  e .g .  peop le  lu rk i ng a t  n ight .  
I  l i ke  th is  one bes t  because o f  i t s  happy v ib rance i t  shows  and i t s  ded icat ion  to  ch i ld ren as  I  am  a 
ch i ld  myse l f .  
Beaut i fu l  bu t  not  ve ry  var i ed.  Ent ic ing but  maybe not  ve ry  fun.  
Th is  one worr i es  me the mos t  f rom the po in t  o f  v iew o f  the  h i l l s  obscur i ng the In ternat iona l  B r igade 
Memor ia l .  Des p i te  the e f fo r t  a t  contours  I  f ind  the p roposa l  ra ther  d rear i l y  t rad i t i ona l .  
P leasant  fo r  wa lk ing.  Good  use o f  t rees  and modern des ign but  pe rhaps  not  enough space to  be a  
la rge outdoor  venue f or  shows  e tc .  
In teres t i ng ,  zany des ign wi th  a  c lea r  theme.  W i l l  be  good fo r  smal le r  g roups  but  lack  a  space for  
la rger  events .  Good des ign ,  lacks  a  beach and a  b ig  l awn.  
Comple te l y  bonke rs .  Tr ied  to  se l l  the  same idea wi th  t he same sc r ip t  to  the SBC ( fa i l ed)  mas ter  
p lan.  Dover  i s  in  Kent .  
Th is  team has  exceeded he cha l lenges  presented in  a  mul t i -d imens iona l  u rban set t ing  wi t h  
c reat i v i t y  and prac t i ca l i t y .  
Th is  des ign was  imaginat ive  and d i f fe rent  and I  app rec ia ted i t  fo r  i t ' s  f resh approach.  I t  wou ld  need 
to  recons ide r  the amount  o f  space g iven to  hos t  event s  and p rov ide a  much la rge r  c lea r  space a t  
some po in t .  However  I  l i ke  the amount  o f  t rees  and the genera l  g reen fee l ing  i t  w i l l  p rov ide the c i t y  
w i th .  Cer ta i n l y  a  f ront  runner .  
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Gross Max -  Comments  

May work .  Not  ent i re l y  conv inced but  good amount  o f  g reen ba lanced wi th  h igh c oncept  p lant i ng .  
May re la t e  to  sur round ings  but  poss ib l y  too modern/ not  long term .  
Hard to  unders tand  
Looks  l i ke  cur rent  space.  W ould  be a  was te  o f  £5.5m.  W ould  not  be memorab le  a t  a l l .  
L ike  the separat ion  o f  a reas  and walk ways  cou ld  i nco rpo ra t e  r i ve r  more.  
Rea l l y  d idn ' t  l i ke  the ' chopped up '  app roac h o f  the  space.  
Very  f l a t .  Too cos t l y  i n  a f t e r  care .  Main t enance and bor ing.  Cons ide r ing the f la t  l i nes  o f  the  
urban a rch i tec tu ra l  s t ruc tu res .  
No.  Fa r  too s t ra ight  l i nes .  
N ice ga rden.  
I  th ink  that  scheme is  the  bes t  one bet ween the four  proposa ls  i n  te rms  o f  the  ph i losoph ica l  i dea,  
eco logy aspec t  and the in t egra t ion  bet ween the h is to r ica l  cont ext  and the contemporary  needs .  I t  
i s  qu i te  un ique.  
Loved th is  garden and sounds  good but  wonder  how l ong i t  wou ld  las t .  I s  i t  p roven? 
I  l i ke  the l i ke  o f  lo ts  o f  p l ant ing .  
The d i v is ion o f  the  ga rdens  in to  2  d is t inc t  a reas  so t hat  a t  leas t  par t  o f  the  smal l  space is  res t fu l .  
So much invo l ved and c rea t ive .  
Rather  bor i ng -  p resent a t ion  and des ign.  Don ' t  l i ke  s t ra ight  l i nes .  M is t  wa l l  i s  bound to  go wrong.  
Parents  won ' t  be  ab le  to  get  k ids  away and who want s  to  get  wet?  
Don ' t  l i ke  t he d i v is ion o f  s pace.  L ike  how addressed Be lvedere Road.  Not  su re  i f  they make mos t  
o f  space.  Safe ty  o f  ' s t r ipe '  garden.  Hasn ' t  l ooked a t  needs  o f  use rs .  
L iked h is to r ica l  re fe rences  and f loa t ing  i s lands .  Mos t  in teres t ing  ho r t i cu l tu re .  
C lose run wi th  C.  Great  tha t  they would  combine t he 'Gardens '  w i th  the RFH work  but  not  such 
cohes ive th ink i ng o r  as  inc is ive  as  C.  
Two parks  in  one -  I  l i ke  t h is  idea.  
W el l  researched on t he h is tory .  A  good concept  but  maybe too many access  po in ts .  Overa l l  we l l  
thought  out  des ign.  
W onder fu l  concept ,  d readf u l  execut ion .  
Some of  the  ideas  l i ke  d i f fe rent  so l id  and c l imates  are  in te res t ing .  I  l i ke  the b r i dges  but  too  many 
s t ra ight  l i nes  fo r  me.  
S imple  des ign,  s t ra i ght  concepts ,  concept  o f  f lowers  and p lant i ng  wi th  seas ona l i t y  i s  good.  Make 
good c i rcu la t ion  and enc losures  work  rea l l y  we l l .  
Bo ld  idea o f  Zen +  XTC = J ub i l ee  and d i vers i t y  p lant ing .  Connec t  the  ga rden wi t h  the c i t y  not  j us t  
the  ga rden i t se l f  wh ich i s  very  impor tant  fo r  Jub i lee .  
Exc e l len t  graph ics  and ve ry  good p resenta t i on .  Imaginat i ve  des ign and prac t i ca l  a t  the  same 
t ime.  A  lo t  o f  thought  rega rd ing pedes t r i an  movement .  In teres t ing  p l ant i ng  so lu t i ons .  
Rather  too formal  but  good  idea to  a t t rac t  and deve lop eco logy.  
Too fo rmal  and too many s t ra ight  l i nes .  
Too compl ica ted  
None o f  the  t eams have had the cou rage to  remedy t he dra inage and res to re  maximum lawn.  
Good i dea to  in tegra te  wi th  Be lvedere Road as  we l l  as  r i ve r .  I  l i ke  idea o f  the  grass  and wet land.  
Des ign looks  too e longat ed .  
A  good i dea.  Exc i t ing  wi th  d i f fe rent  p l ant i ng  exper i ences .  Though i t  seems more l i ke  a  gateway 
than a  space in  i t se l f  to  remember .  
Amus ing and n ice  presenta t ion  but  more convent i ona l  than o thers .  
Too o rd ina ry  
Imaginat ive ,  needs  more thought  about  p rac t i ca l i t y .  Poss ib ly  too fu tu r is t i c .  
D idn ' t  unders tand mos t  o f  the  p resenta t ion .  T ime-was t ing.  Too l inea r  des ign.  Co ld  and 
unwelcom ing.  Doesn ' t  inv i t e  one in .  Tota l l y  out  o f  p l ace.  
A  good des ign inco rpora t i ng  p lants  and f l owers  e tc  bu t  a  l i t t l e  too  open and formal   a l though th is  
may be more re levant  to  i t ' s  sur round ings .  
Unmanageable .  
Rather  f la t  
Hor r i b le  
Too l inea r  -  a  wa lk way not  a  pa rk .  
I  d idn ' t  rea l l y  get  the  presenta t ion .  L iked the deck ing but  not  the  s t ra i ght  l i nes .  
I  fe l t  tha t  the  s t ra i ght  l i nes  were too s im i la r  to  the s t ra ight  l i nes  o f  the  bu i ld i ngs .  A  park  shou ld  
re f lec t  o rgan ic  shapes  and  forms  to  ba lance the r i g id i t y  and mechanisat ion  o f  the  c i t y .  
Over l y  des igned,  aga in  cou ld  be one o f  severa l  p l aces  in  Europe.  Deck ing en masse is  not  
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London.  More sec t ion  o r  3D presenta t i on  requ i red.  

Conf used and overcompl ica ted p resenta t i on .  In te l l igent  and thought  th rough concept .  
Good t o  see such deta i l ed  loca l  research under taken.  
Main tenance.  V isua l  connec t ions  to  sur roundings .  L ik ed the r i ve r  connec t ions  and is lands  /  
wooden walks .  
Hard to  unders tand.  Too c ompl ica ted -  not  use r  f r iend ly .  
Ok  -  but !  
Unconv inc ing.  Ok  spaces  t oo much emphas is  on so i l s  and p lants  not  enough on eye- l eve l  
exper ienc e probab l y  too r i g id .  
D idn ' t  l i ke  the re  a re  no sof t  edges .  Tunne l  l i ke .  
Awf u l  -  s tark  and co ld .  W here is  the  'g reen '  and ' so f t ' ?  
I  cou ldn ' t  unders tand i t  and what  I  d id  unders tand I  d id  not  l i ke .  
N ice ga rden l i ke  p lant ing  but  not  s imple  enough.  
Too square and u rban.  Co ld .  I t  fee ls  l i ke  th is  ga rden on l y  ca ters  fo r  the  o f f i ce  worke rs .  
D id  not  l i ke  i t .  No Zen.  
Ambi t ious  p lans  for  f l owerbeds ,  p l ant ing .  Are  there  t he means  to  main ta in  the i r  p lans  ove r  the 
yea rs? W ould  the ' exot ic '  p lants  surv ive  the weathe r  changes? 
Too many s t ra ight  l i nes  
Looks  the eas ies t  to  implement  but  not  s t r i k ing  i n  i t s  own r igh t .  
Un ins p i r i ng  and f l a t  wi th  what  appears  to  be a  heavy p lant i ng  reg ime there f ore  the main tenance 
cos ts  cou ld  be ext reme.  
Great  concept .  Lo ts  o f  ideas  and deta i l  bu t  l i t t l e  c la r i t y  and exp lanat i on.  
Unusua l  idea that  wou ld  work .  
Rem inded me o f  l i nea r  des ign and Thames  Barr ie r  Pa rk .  
The re fenc ing o f  the  Gardens  to  the p l ace through us e o f  t imber  and so i l  t ypes  wi l l  make the 
p lace d is t i nc t i ve .  The l inks  to  Be lvedere Road a re  es sent ia l .  
D id  not  ent i re l y  unders tand  the i r  concept .  Too many s t ra ight  l i nes .  
Too s ty l i sed  
Des ign has  appea l i ng  fo rm.  Mate r ia l  se lec t ion  and spat ia l  p rogramming I  be l ieve the des ign wi l l  
mos t  ach ieve the outcomes  and c reate  a  un ique and v is ib le  s i te .  
A  b i t  square  but  I  l i ked the  s tory .  However  I  th i nk  I ' ve  seen i t  a l l  be fo re .  W hy a l l  the  s t ra ight  
l i nes?  
S tandard arch i t ec tura l  app roach.  L i t t le  imaginat ion  out  o f  lo ts  o f  ana lys is .  
Not  a  ve ry  a t t rac t i ve  lay-out .  Too mathemat ica l l y  p l anned.  Lacked f l u id i t y  in  des ign.  
The scheme is  to  be commended as  not  mere ly  cu rved.  The h is to ry  l ink  o f  t imber  (ac tua l l y  
bu i l ders )  yards  good but  the  pe r fec t i ve  repeat  o f  the  eye landscap ing does  l i t t l e  to  he lp  t he 
scheme overa l l .  
A  good concept  tha t  ba lances  d i f fe rent  needs ,  we l l  thought  th rough but  too  seve re ,  too  fo rmal  in  
the  end.  
N ice scheme and s imple  des ign but  i t  may jus t  be a  s econdary a t t rac t ion  next  to  the London Eye.  
Mis t  Garden is  qu i t e  n ice .  
Too complex 
W el l  thought  out  fo r  p rac t i ca l i t ies .  Not  par t i cu l ar l y  imaginat ive  hor t i cu l t u re .  
I  am  not  sure  how t h is  wou ld  be cons t ruc ted or  main t a ined.  B locks  o f  sur round ing bu i ld i ngs  
through mounds .  
I s  very  co ld  and hars h and  yet  more pavement  -  i t  i s  hard l y  a  park !  W ay too formal  and 
s t ruc tured and severe .  Green is  what  th is  area needs  not  more ha rd  su r faces .  
Too many s t ra ight  l i nes .  
Very  l inear  w i th  the p lant ing  schemes  look ing in t eres t ing  but  overa l l  a  b i t  too  s im i la r  to  the 
cur rent  empty park .  
R ig i d  des ign.  Pre t ent i ous  response.  Des igns  ha rd  to  f o l low.  S im i la r  l ayout  a t  Tate .  Very  
un insp i r i ng .  
Conc re te  =  green and sof t ??? Looks  l i ke  an urban square.  The re 's  a l ready too much concre te  in  
the areas  (RFH).  W ors t  des ign.  
B i t  ou tdated.  80s  des ign.  Sp l i t s  park /gardens  up in t o  2 /3  d i f fe rent  zones .  
More s t ruc tured but  rem in i scent  o f  o the r  modern pa rks  but  I  l i ke  i t  ve ry  much.  
Th is  wou ld  be my second cho ice a l t hough I  am  not  so  keen on t he d imens ions  in to  2  main  
sec t ions .  However  a  good ba lance appears  to  have been ach ieved to  accommodate  the d i f fe rent  
users .  
Th is  i s  fa r  too  s t ruc tured f or  genera l  use and would  maybe inv i te  ho r t i cu l tu ra l  en thus ias ts .  I  do  
l i ke ,  however ,  the  h i gh bushes  sur round ing some of  the  space.  
Bor ing  
Too f ragmented fo r  Londoners  to  see as  a  who le .  Zen  meets  medieva l  s t r i p  fa rm ing!  



 

Jub i lee  Gardens  Des ign Team Communi ty  Cons u l ta t ion   

 
Jub i lee  Gardens  S teer ing Group and V is ion 21,  May  2005  

62  

Responds  to  topography.  Adds  geomet r i ca l  ha rd  l andscape puzz les  o f  an abs t rac t  t ype.  I s  we l l  
p lant ed and i n teres t ing .  Too l i t t l e  i s  made o f  the  r i ver  and is  l i ke  too c lose to  su rv i ve  drought .  
In teres t i ng  concept ,  d i f fe rent  app roach,  however  don ' t  appear  t o  have add ressed  wide r 
env i ronment  and loca l  v iews .  
W hi ls t  in teres t ing ly  contemporary  des ign,  th is  p ropos a l  appears  a  l i t t l e  b leak  and s ter i le .  
Great  des ign.  Very  appea l i ng .  In te res t ing  ga rden and p lant i ng  i deas .  W ould  be very  in te res t ing  to  
see these implemented i n  the u rban cont ext .  How do t he f loa t ing  ga rdens  l ink  in?  
I  wou ld  fee l  too  res t r i c ted i n  th is  pa rk .  Too many s t ra i ght  l i nes  o f  t rees ,  grass .  
There 's  someth ing about  th is  des ign which i s  in te res t i ng  and d i f fe rent .  I t  maybe a  good th i ng fo r  
London on the W or ld  S tage  but  not  to ta l l y  conv inced i t  i s  as  versat i l e  as  Team B.  I  l i ke  i t .  
Rather  un imaginat ive .  Perhaps  too much cos t -cu t t ing  in  m ind?  
The team maybe bet ter  su i ted to  des ign ing spo r ts  areas .  The env i ronment  g iven to  them to  work  
wi th  may not  have been what  they are  used t o .  'New age '  connota t i ons .  
Love i t  ( on  paper ) .  Looks  fab.  Orde red -  p l anned c lea r .  The bes t  o f  the  four!  
Sor ry  -  mos t  unappeal ing .  
Love the f l oa t i ng  garden,  hoe do you get  there? In t eres t ing  but  not  as  v isua l l y  c lea r  as  team B 
but  I  l i ke  i t .  
W asn ' t  my favour i t e  but  wou ld  be very  happy i f  th is  scheme was  implemented.  
ok  
S imple ,  neat  and qu i te  convent iona l .  Th is  des ign a lso  does  not  i nd ica t e  to i le t  fac i l i t i es  (un less  
my eyes  have dece i ved me) .  
Too t rad i t i ona l  -  f la t .  
Looks  l i ke  a  comprom ise bet ween open and in t imate .  Ne i ther  here  nor  there .  
Comes  ac ross  as  the mos t  up to  date  and looks  l i ke  the bes t  but  the  s i tua t i on  has  a  lo t  o f  peop le  
that  use i t  and not  sure  how t h is  shar i ng wou ld  work .  
Garden is  too  d i v ided and space is  too  open.  
Too many s t ra ight  l i nes .  
Has  an open aspec t  on v i ews  ac ross  the Thames .  A  photographers  parad ise.  A  neat  ga rden,  easy 
to  keep in  good repa i r .  
To sec t ioned o f f  and doesn ' t  merge eas i l y .  
The mos t  c lass ica l  garden ( t rad i t iona l )  approach.  G i ves  sense o f  space.  
Looks  l i ke  a  market  ga rden .  Not  my k ind o f  th ing a t  a l l .  
W hi le  I  th ink  the space wi l l  t rans fo rm  n ice ly  depending on i t s  use,  the  s tage seems dras t i ca l l y  
unders ta ted and a lmos t  negated.  Separat i on  o f  spaces  are  a lmos t  too  def i n i te  -  p lay can happen 
here  but  not  here  -  why? F loat ing  ga rdens  not  embrac ed enough by the des ign.  Jus t  an i s land 
that  wi l l  be  igno red.  Lacks  leve l  o f  exc i tement  to  spa rk  in teres t .  
Too open t o  sur round ings .  Needs  more d imens ion/ r i chness  
The mos t  prac t i ca l  des ign  
Rather  bor i ng.  More f l a t  pa rk  space.  London has  enough o f  tha t .  P robab l y  eas ies t  to  ac tua l l y  
implement  however .  
S t r i k ing  imagery.  Good concepts .  Perhaps  a  l i t t l e  too  formal  wi th  the ar rangements  o f  the  
spaces .  Second favour i t e .  
Over  des igned and not  use r  f r iend l y .  
A  b i t  too  b land.  
A t t rac t i ve  to  br i ng  a  great  va r ie t y  o f  p l ants  in to  the des ign but  the  a l leys  on whi ch these a re  
p laced seem detached f rom the gardens .  
In teres t i ng  concept  but  not  we lcom ing o r  re lax ing.  No t  in teres ted.  
D i f f i cu l t  to  g rasp what  the  lawn areas  wi l l  represent .  They look  unt idy .  W hat  about  l igh t ing? The 
whole  concept  seems too regu la ted and boxy.  
Too open p lan.  Too one l eve l .  
On ly  d is t ingu ished des ign.  S imple ,  c lear ,  open and hones t .  
Easy to  unders tand.  W i l l  work  we l l  v isua l l y  f rom embankment .  Even i f  you do not  s tep in  the 
f lowers  i t  wi l l  be  v is ib le  f rom an in t r igu ing ang le .  
Du l l  Gardens .  Need to  be exc i t ing .  
Oh god.  How d rea ry .  Don ' t  we have enough l i nea r i t y  i n  the  c i t y?  
Cl in ica l l y  prac t i ca l .  Du l l .  A  few o f  us  cou ld  bu i ld  the th ing over  a  long weekend!  
K ind o f  un insp i red.  You wouldn ' t  rea l l y  want  to  hang out  the re .  
L ike  the neat  square edges  but  cou ld  so wi th  more greenery.  
Too l inea r  -  no t  so f t  enough.  
A t t rac t i ve ,  l ook ing l i ke  an extens ion o f  sur round ing l andscape but  makes  less  of  a  s tatement  than 
C 
I  fee l  des igns  B ,  C and D o f fer  very  l i t t l e .  
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Beaut i fu l .  
Looks  l i ke  i t  was  des igned by medieva l  peasants  who were s t r ip  fa rm ing.  
Very  wonder fu l  -  n ice  fo r  eve ryone -  per fec t .  
A  park  bef i t t i ng  o f  a  cap i ta l  c i t y  a l though a  l i t t l e  aus t ere .  
Too many s t r i pes  and not  enough grass  area.  
Qui te  a  modern,  cont emporary  fee l .  Does  not  appea l  ac ross  the board  e .g .  fam i l ies .  Looks  l i ke  i t  
wou ld  become a p lace fo r  regu lar  events  and have overa l l  appea l .  
H ideous .  P leas e don ' t .  I t  makes  a  green space that  manages  to  be unnatu ra l  i n  f ee l .  
Too many bar r ie rs  i .e .  hedges  to  wa lk  around  
Average  
Again  qu i te  we l l  thought  out  but  too  open (as  wel l  t o  abuse to  wi ld l i f e  I  don ' t  th i nk  i t ' s  very  
prac t i ca l .  Aga in  noth i ng sa id  about  po l i c ing  or  secu r i t y  and not h ing about  g round he r i tage.  
Looks  very  bo r i ng and fo rmula ic .  L iked the i s land idea.  
Lawn a reas  a t  d i f fe rent  he ights  wi th  a lso  areas  fo r  pub l i c  d isp lays .  
Very  t rad i t iona l  modern.  Not  innovat ive .  Very  s t ra i ght  and bor i ng.  
I  th ink  i t  i s  too  p la i n  and there  i s  noth i ng rea l l y  to  do apar t  f rom  s i t  down.  
Very  d i f f i cu l t  to  unders tand  the i r  des ign.  Looks  too much on one l eve l  and not  very  exc i t i ng .  
I t ' s  a  l i t t l e  too  reg imented for  my tas te .  F lowers  a re  good but  I  p re fe r  a  more rambl ing 
env i ronment .  
Exc e l len t  layout  and l andscape p lan.  Prac t i ca l  des ign .  Easy to  deve lop and sus t a in .  Great  fo r  
wa lk ing,  jogg ing and f i tnes s  ac t i v i t ies .  Aes thet ic  appea l ,  user  f r iend l y ,  k ids  and dogs  wi l l  l ove i t .  
Great  b lend o f  c reat i v i t y  and p rac t i ca l i t y .  
Team D has  done a  ve ry  good j ob o f  d isp lay ing the re  p lan.  I  l i ke  the idea o f  the  four  seas ons .  
Exc e l len t .  
I  ha ted i t .  I t  was  rubb ish.  
Nove l  des ign.  Unsu re how f in ished resu l t  wou ld  l ook .  Cou ld  be too s t ra ight .  
Not  too  bad.  N ice des ign.  N ice formal i t y .  
Rea l l y  i n teres t ing  des ign however  don ' t  know how at t rac t i ve  i t  wou ld  be t o  fam i l ies .  Very  o rdered 
and there fo re  poss ib ly  not  so  re lax i ng.  Good modern m i l lenn ium look .  
Too a r ty  
The is lands  maybe an aes thet ic  benef i t  bu t  c lear ly  a  was te  o f  money.  
B land  
Very b land.  Not  much for  k ids  
Too r i g id  and s t ra ight .  L ines  neve r  appear  i n  nature .  I t  i s  a t tempt ing to  go aga ins t  nature  ra t her  
than par t ake o f  nat ure .  
Bes t  des ign by fa r .  
Too v isua l l y  harsh and not  conduc i ve to  s topp ing and s i t t ing ,  en joy i ng the p rox im i ty  to  the 
Thames .  
Too much lawn and main tenance.  Too fo rmal  
Mos t  in t eres t i ng  p l ant i ng .  
S t r ip  des ign fee ls  too a r t i f i c ia l /unwelcom ing.  W ould  be un l i ke ly  to  spend t ime there .  
Conf used 'TV '  s ty l e .  Unnat ura l .  
D idn ' t  l i ke  th is .  Far  too formal .  
Love the des ign -  e legant ,  soph is t i ca ted and tak ing account  o f  sur round ings .  A  re lax ing p lac e to  
go among a l l  the  no ise .  Love the idea o f  an out doo r  c a fe  to  make use o f  v i ews .  Expens ive to  
main ta in?  
Rather  bor i ng.  Not  very  f lex ib l e .  
Don ' t  l i ke  t h is  a t  a l l  -  pe rsona l l y  too  s t ruc tu red and t o ta l l y  lacks  sense o f  exc i t ement .  
Bor ing.  
Good and c lass ica l  use o f  the  space however  i t  may be a  l i t t l e  bo r ing ove ra l l .  I  am  not  sure  i f  i t  
w i l l  age wel l  and does  not  rea l l y  c reate  i nqu is i t i ve  space.  
I  l i ke  the boardwalk  and p lant ing .  The grass  a rea is  a  b i t  du l l .  
B i t  square  
I s  eas i l y  the  bes t .  Shows  imaginat ion  and c reat es  a  sense o f  p l ace on a  Grand sca le  
In  my op in ion the bes t  des ign emphas is ing a  good s i zed open space and 
t rees / f lowerbeds /seat ing  a reas .  
A  b i t  too  modern is t i c  fo r  my tas tes  but  I  cou ld  l i ve  wi t h  i t  s ince i t  does  not  in t rude too much in to  
v iews  and pedes t r i an  walk i ng space.  
Hars h des ign.  Good fo r  events  but  not  ve ry  in te res t ing .  Drawings  unc lea r .  
Too fo rmal  
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Cont empora ry  coo l  des ign but  not  sympathet ic  fo r  peop le  t o  ac tua l l y  use.  Des igned by an ana l  
re tent ive  who doesn ' t  l i ke  be ing out doors .  
Formal  seat ing  Area good f or  p icn ics  when you don ' t  want  to  s i t  on  the g rass .  I s  the  grass  area 
b ig  enough fo r  a  game of  foo tba l l  du r i ng a  l unch b reak? I  don ' t  l i ke  the s t r ips  -  t oo  formal .  
Less  ar t i f i c ia l  than the o ther  des igns .  
Unappeal i ng  and ve ry  bo r i ng un less  you a re  a  b i rd  watcher  or  a  but te r f l y  ca tche r .  
I  l i ked the natu re  s ide o f  i t  and the h is to r ic  aspec ts  but  fe l t  a t  the  end o f  the  day that  i t  was  not  
ve ry  communal .  
I  don ' t  l i ke  the formal i t y  o f  the  rec tangu la r  hedgerows  and boa rdwalks .  There  i s  no l i f e  or  
movement  to  th is  des ign.  
P la in  but  a t t rac t i ve .  S imple  but  s t i l l  appea l ing  as  a  p l ace to  meet ,  p icn ic  e tc .  Appears  ve ry  
peacef u l .  
Good des ign,  exc e l len t  var ie ty  o f  spaces .  F lexi b le .  
B i t  D isneyesque.  Hard l i nes .  Geomet r ic  app roach -  a  b i t  abs t rac t .  
T ru l y  seduc t ive  imagery and sound jus t i f i ca t ion .  Th is  would  be a  wor l d  c lass  park  and i t  wou ld  be 
a  pa rk  wi th  the oppor tun i t y  fo r  a l l  ages  to  en joy.  
Th is  layout  to  me seems a c reat i ve  and d i f fe rent  app roach whi l s t  s t i l l  ans wer i ng many o f  the  
aspec ts  requ i red.  W hi ls t  any that  weren ' t  ans wered c ou ld  s t i l l  f i t  i n t o  the fabr ic  o f  the  des ign 
wi thout  comprom is ing the des igns  i n teg r i t y .  I  th i nk  the pe rspec t ive  p rov ided o f  t he  ent rance to  
the pa rk  f rom the ove rpass  showed a  much improved aspec t .  Persona l l y  I  wou ld  l i ke  to  see more 
t rees  in  the des ign but  aga in  I  th ink  th is  wou ld  be a t t a inab le  wi thout  comprom is ing the des ign.  
The p lanted a rea o f  f lowers  prov ided much more oppor tun i t y  fo r  runn ing around  and c reat i ve  
exp lo r ing  for  ch i l d ren.  
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General  Comments  
 

Dogs .  There mus t  be an a l l owance for  dogs  in  the gardens  as  they a re  cu r rent l y .  Inc lude dog 
to i le ts  or  dog pa rk  area (enc losed )  or  dog b ins .  The des ign br i e f  mus t  take account  o f  th is .  
I  th ink  seat ing  i s  impor t ant  par t i cu l ar ly  requ i red fo r  e l der ly  popu la t i on  and to  encourage peop le  
to  s tay and take ownersh ip .  
P lease cons ider  needs  o f  l oca l  res i dents  who own dogs  in  the f ina l  des ign.  Inco rpo ra t e  a  dog 
to i le t  tha t  i s  a  separate  fenced o f f  a rea.  Choose a  des ign wi th  he ight  change and improved v iew 
ove r  the r i ve r .  Avo id  la rge green a reas  which get  wat er l ogged.  
I  thought  a l l  the  teams had  fu l f i l l ed  t he b r ie f  and g iven good p resenta t ions .  They a l l  had an 
in teres t ing  and dynam ic  take on the pro jec t .  The mos t  impor tant  pa r ts  f rom each  o f  them were:  1 )  
Rev is ion o f  space in t o  usab le  a reas .  2)  Ra is ing areas .  3)  Use o f  the  r i ve r .  
1 .  Jub i lee  Gardens  is  a  smal l  space but  the  on l y  one l oca l l y .  I  wou ld  much pre fe r  tha t  we 
emphas ise the 'openness '  o f  the  space,  not  c lose i t  i n .  Add ing he ight / dept h  to  the garden c loses  
i t  in .  2 .  The b r i e f  i s  ve ry  demanding and very  conf l i c t ing .  I  was  le f t  w i th  the impress ion o f  
' c ramming th ings '  in  fo r  each team.  Somet imes  ' less  i s  more '  so  long as  the re  i s  a  c lear  v is ion.  
In  cons ide r ing not  on l y  the  soc ie ty  in  genera l  who wi l l  ava i l  the  benef i t s  o f  the  garden 
space. . .bu t  mos t  impor tant ly  cons ider  i t ' s  loca l  res i dence. . . cons ide ra t i on  mus t  be g i ven to  a l l  
wa lks  o f  soc ie ty  wh ich i nc luded a  ch i l d ren 's  p l ay a rea  ( taken ca re  o f ) ,  an imals  (not  taken ca re  o f )  
perhaps  an a rea ded icated  to  dogs  e tc . . .  
The c l i f f  concept  wou ld  work  wel l  w i th  the beach.  Cou ld  the c l i f f s  be made safe  e .g .  peop le  
fa l l i ng  o f f?  I f  th is  can be s o lved seems great  fun .  No is lands!  W e need the ?r i o t ?  not  more land.  
Inev i tab l y  th is  i s  a  s i te  tha t  wi l l  be  asked to  hos t  events  and fes t i va ls  as  we l l  as  be ing a  garden 
for  loca l  peop le  and i t  wou ld  be g reat  i f  th is  cou ld  be ach ieved wi th  m in imal  d is rupt ion  to  the 
gardens  which means  hav ing one pos i t ion  fo r  the  s tage and easy veh ic l e  access  to  i t .  Everyone 
wants  a  garden but  befo re  long someone wi l l  want  a  concer t .  Th ink  about  i t  now.  I t  wi l l  be  a  
mul t i - func t iona l  s i te .  
I  wou ld  l i ke  a  'garden '  as  g reen as  poss ib l e  wi t h  no c afes .  The Sout h  Bank  is  fu l l  o f  ca fes  and 
res tau rants  and un less  there  a re  ca res  wh ich a re  a f fo rdab le  to  t he major i t y  o f  water l oo res idents ,  
who are  main ly  f inanc ia l l y  d isadvantaged,  then do not  put  any in .  To i le ts  a re  in  t he London Eye,  
SBC,  RFI ,  va r ious  bars  and res taurants  e tc .  I  do  not  l i ke  p las t i c  t rees  -  do not  seem user  f r iend l y  
to  ve ry  young ch i ld ren,  the  ch i ld ren love the ex is t ing  p layg round.  No-one has  ment ioned 
prese rv ing the ex is t ing  Spanish scu lp tu re .  W here wi l l  t h is  go? There a re  a l ready  quotes  a l ong 
Queens  W alk .  Tota l l y  opposed to  the beach a l though I  l i ke  the idea o f  c reat ing  more access  to  
beach a t  r i ve r  leve l .  P lease forget  D isney -  we have t hat  wi th  London Duck  Co.  No major  events  -  
on a  regu la r  bas is  these wi l l  cause nu isance to  res idents .  No bu i ld i ngs  shou ld  be a l lowed.  Th is  i s  
Met ropo l i tan  Open Land and as  such not  to  be bu i l t  on .  Good qua l i t y ,  ha rd  lands cap ing mater ia ls  
shou ld  be us ed.  H i l l s /mounds  are  not  necessar i l y  use r  f r iend ly  f o r  d isab led/p ram use.  I  am  very  
concerned about  l igh t  po l lu t ion .  I t  i s  a l ready very  b r igh t  e .g .  BALE t rees  e tc .  How can the b i rds  
and an imals  s leep? I  th ink  there  i s  too  much in  the b r i e f .  Res ident ' s  conce rns  have not  been 
taken in to  account ,  we wan t  a  s imple  green ga rden -  qu ie t  space to  s i t  and t rees .  I  f ind  the s tee l  
mesh grow bags  in t r igu ing.  I  thought  the  p resenta t ions  were a l l  exce l l en t  and i t  was  good to  hea r  
them a l l  pu t  fo rward the i r  i deas  wi t h  pass ion.  The ques t ion  and ans wer  t ime was  rea l l y  good and 
en l i gh ten ing.  Res idents  have been cons is tent l y  igno red.  I  wou ld  have l i ked to  have had more 
t ime to  comple te  th is  fo rm  espec ia l l y  as  the Q & A  sess ion en l i gh tened some more.  W el l  done 
eve ryone! !  
Seats  need to  be comfor tab le  wi t h  backs  and suf f i c ien t l y  w ide but  not  in  s tone ( too co ld ) .  The 
res idents  have been say ing for  the  las t  7  yea rs  that  t here  i s  no need for  a  ca fe  or  fo r  events  
because t here  i s  a  p l ent i fu l  supp l y  o f  both  in  the a rea .  To i le ts  shou ld  be out  in  t he  hunger  fo rd  
car  pa rk  space so as  not  to  take up space in  the very  smal l  gardens  area.  
L ike  the o rgan ic  fo rm  of  Team C and B .  L ike  the wi l l i ngness  to  engage wi th  the c ommuni ty  o f  
team B.  
A l l  the  schemes  would  be much improved by inc orpora t ing  the Car  Pa rk  s i te .  They a l l  seem 
ra ther  c ramped and would  benef i t  f rom  the Green Space be ing la rger .  Ag ree that  there  shou ld  be 
greate r  engagement  wi th  t he r i ve r .  
Missed oppor t un i t ies :  cohes ion /  l i nks  wi th  RFH.  Prob lems:  too many ideas  ( i n  the br i e f )  fo r  1  
des ign =  S IMPLIFY.  The res idents  and loca ls  mus t  a l low the des igns  to  do what  they ' re  good a t .  
Des ign:  the  res idents  shou ld  and mus t  l i s ten to  the des igne rs .  The des igne rs  mus t  not  be a f ra i d  
and d i rec t  the  br ie f .  U l t ima te ly  they wi l l  know and f ind  out  as  much and then more about  the  s i re  
then mos t  i f  no t  a l l  the  use rs .  I  u rge t he o rgan isat i ons  and t rus t  to  take a  leap o f  fa i th  and go fo r  
a  rad ica l  des ign.  
Poor  -  no t  enough space to  v iew sc reen or  des igns .  
A l l  you r  des igners  were ve ry  p ro f ess iona l .  W i th  very  good aspec ts  f rom a l l  4  teams.  Overa l l  I  
wou ld  vote  fo r  e i ther  'A '  Team or  'D '  Team.  
No-one ment ioned dogs  except  C who would  ban them ent i re ly .  W ould  l i ke  to  s ee a  dog to i le t  
incorpo ra ted to  reduce l oc a l  dog fou l i ng  prob lems.  L ike  B 's  mul t i func t iona l i t y .  
I  th ink  that  in te res ted pa r t i es  would  have been ab le  t o  judge the v i ab i l i t y  and mer i t s  o f  the  
des igns  to  them persona l l y  i f  models  had been made.  I t ' s  eas ier  to  imagine us ing  the space and 
moving th rough i t  i n  3D.  
The p resenta t ions  are  in  genera l  good.  wi th  impress ive  photos  and i l l us t ra t i ons ,  c lear  ideas  and 
fu l l y  u t i l i s ing  t he equ ipment .  A ided wi t h  des ign boards  i t  i s  easy for  peop le  to  unders tand.  Eve ry  
team has  i t ' s  own s t rength  but  i t  i s  d i f f i cu l t  to  accommodat e  every  aspec t  in  the i r  des igns .  
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W el l  o rgan ised present a t ions .  I t  i s  good to  l i s ten to  t he pub l i c .  
The p resenta t ions  were c lear  and good.  The teams very  wi l l i ng  to  exp la i n  and answer  ques t ions .  
Open up the to i le ts  under  t he b r idge.  Don ' t  pu t  too  much cafe  space -  we a l ready have l o ts .  
To i le ts  a re  ava i lab le  under  the ra i lway b r i dge.  Do we need any more? Caf es  and  res tau rants  -  
there  are  p l ent y  in  the area -  do we need any more? Connec t  the  Gardens  to  the r i ve r  shou ld  be 
par t  o f  the  b r ie f .  
P lease make i t  happen.  W atch out  fo r  main tenance cos ts  f rom a fancy des ign.  Too ambi t ious  to  
fu l f i l  a l l  t hese requ i rement s  in  th is  smal l  a rea.  
The p resenta t ions  were a l l  very  good.  PowerPoin t  does  he lp  when used we l l !  There  have been so 
many consu l ta t i ons  rega rd ing the South  Bank  that  have led  nowhere -  so  i t  wou ld  be great  to  
have someth ing happen.  
I  thought  des ign A  fu l l y  addressed the b r ie f .  Not  conv inced a  caf e  i s  requ i red.  
No loud conc er ts  la te  a t  n i ght .  Keep open fee l  to  the area.  A  h igh wat er  fea ture .  No skateboards ,  
Each team has  i t ' s  mer i t s  so  i t  i s  d i f f i cu l t  to  choose one.  Emphas is  shou ld  be on  a  res t fu l ,  
ca lm ing in f luence which appea ls  to  a l l  ages .  The re  a re  so many cater i ng  out le ts  on the South  
Bank ,  so  th is  i s  not  a  top p r io r i t y  but  a  smal l  k iosk  /  takeaway poss ib i l i t y .  As  i t  i s  c lose to  the 
London Eye and Aquar ium some easy app roach shou ld  be cons ide red on the pe r iphe ry .  Gardens ,  
f lowered wa lk ways  e tc  maybe a  pond,  to  cons t i tu te  the main  area inc lud ing lawns  and 
shrubs /smal l  t rees .  Not  too  formal ised.  A lso  cos t  o f  upkeep is  a  fac to r  so  th is  may i n f luence 
dec is ions .  
A  fasc inat ing  even ing.  I  cou ld  on ly  s tay fo r  the  p resenta t ions  unfo r tunate l y .  Good luck  wi th  the 
next  s tages  in  the process .  
W ould  be in te res t ing  t o  us e rec yc lab le  mater ia ls .  
I  do  th ink  that  there  has  to  be someone employed to  moni tor  the  a rea,  maybe a  l i t t l e  house for  
them ins tead o f  ca fe? Caf e  -  to  have a  decent  one i t  has  to  be b i g ,  maybe a  good  takeaway l i ke  
Koudi to r  and Cook ,  but  shou ld  be qua l i t y  and not  quant i t y .  Loca l  f i rms  and not  the  b i g  cha ins .  
Secur i t y ,  secur i t y ,  pa r t i cu l ar l y  when you c ross  the b r i dge.  
P lease inc l ude scu lp ture  and mosa ics  in  you r  f ina l  des igns ,  
Are  the whi te  c l i f f s  o f  Dover  sa fe  enough fo r  todd le rs  not  to  fa l l  down them? Great  idea though.  
The water  meadow -  D -  wou ld  l ook  very  f resh.  Oh I  don ' t  know.  I  l i ke  a l l  o f  them.  I 'm  sor ry .  
So lar  power  l igh ts .  W ind e f fec ts  research v i ta l .  L i t te r  cont ro l .  Sympathy wi th  o t her  bu i ld i ngs .  
Team A has  a  s imple  eas i l y  made ga rden -  not  too  compl ica ted to  main ta in .  
S impl ic i t y  and robus tness  shou ld  be a  pr i o r i t y  as  wel l  as  c reat ing  a  beaut i f u l  new dynam ic  space 
for  London.  Good presenta t ions .  
Rea l l y  d id  l i ke  Team C's  landscap ing.  Creat ing  a  landscape.  Add a  b i t  o f  Team B 's  innovat ion 
and ' u rban pa rk '  fee l .  
Thank  you fo r  th is  oppor tun i t y  to  see the des igns  and  the des ign teams.  W el l  done to  the Jub i l ee  
Gardens  team.  I  can ' t  wa i t  to  see the resu l t  -  whateve r  they turn  out  to  be.  
There  i s  a  tendency on them a l l  to  cons ider  the Gardens  look ing out  towards  the r i ve r  but  the  
v iew look ing i n to  the Gardens  f rom Queens  W alk  wi l l  be  seen by more peop le  and is  impor tant .  
I 'm  ext remely  impressed wi th  the ove ra l l  qua l i t y  o f  the  subm iss ions  and de l i gh t ed  to  see 
someth ing wor ld  c l ass  wi l l  happen on the s i te .  Don ' t  l e t  i t  ge t  wat ered down.  I t  shou ld  set  an 
example  fo r  the  res t  o f  the  count ry 's  regenerat ion  o f  parks .  
I  don ' t  unders tand the need o f  a  k iosk /cafe  ins ide the  park .  There  are  p lenty  around.  I  th i nk  that  
i t  i s  a  smal l  ' g reen '  space sur rounded wi th  conc re t e  and no ise f rom the sky,  the  t ra ins ,  the  
c rowds  and the t ra f f i c .  I t  wou ld  be a  good idea to  use  the new techno log ies /exper t i se  o f  a l l  the  
teams to  c reate  a  she l t ered space,  ca lm ing and qu ie t .  That ' s  why peop le  go t o  g reen spaces  -  fo r  
peace to  change the i r  m ind  and be away f rom the i r  usua l  se t t ings .  Th is  p lace shou ld  be what  i s  
ca l led  -  a  garden -  who cares  about  a  'wor l d  c lass  garden '???!  
I 'm  ok  wi th  i t  as  i t  i s  but  wi th  seats  around the edge.  Trees  a round the edge for  she l ter  f rom  ra in  
and sun,  f lowers  a round the edge.  
I  wou ld  l i ke  the pa rk  to  be a t t rac t i ve ,  re lax ing,  nat ura l  (g reen /  f lowers ) ,  l i t t e r  f ree.  The walk ways  
beyond Hunger f ord  B r idge are  a  mess  and ve ry  ' down  market '  fo r  tour ism .  As  the W heel  i s  now 
our  fantas t i c  ' cent re '  o f  London,  the  park  shou ld  be f orward- t h ink ing,  c lean,  sa fe  and de l i gh t fu l .  
No more 'downmarket '  o rd i nary  ca fes  but  a  p l easant  p lace fo r  loca ls ,  worke rs  and tou r is ts  to  
re l ax i n  nat ura l  sur round ings .  Thanks .  
A l l  des igns  a re  bet te r  than  what  i s  the re  now.  I 'm  sure  a l l  des igns  wi l l  be  good.  Thanks  (a  
res ident ) .  
An impress ive l y  h i gh ca l i b re  o f  landscape arch i t ec ts ,  des igners  and c reat i ve  th i nkers  and doe rs .  
The p resenta t ions  were a  t reat  to  see and very  insp i r i ng .  I  jus t  hope that  some o f  the  more 
ambi t ious  and complex t reatments  o f  the  s i te  are  re -cons ide red f rom a more rea l i s t i c  and 
prac t i ca l  po in t  o f  v i ew.  Somet imes  less  i s  more.  The sur face a rea and 3  d imens ions  shou ld  be as  
vegeta t i on  in t ense as  poss ib le  g iven cu r rent  and fu tu re  ecology cons ide ra t i ons .  
Good l uck  and rea l l y  push th is  to  comple t ion .  I  th ink  th is  was  a  very  usef u l  even t  and the 
ques t ionna i re  i s  ve ry  pro fess iona l .  The ga rdens  shou ld  be i nd i v idua l  and spec i f i c  not  jus t  b land 
open space.  Spac es  mus t  be meaningfu l ,  comfor tab le  and s t imula t ing .  Refe renc ing aspec ts  o f  the  
p lace is  v i t a l .  
More need to  be spoken about  on the top ic  o f  sa fe ty  and l i t t e r  and vanda l i sm .  Cafe  -  on l y  i f  i t ' s  
as  n ice  as  the cafe  i n  S t  James ’s  Park  ( i .e .  Kond i to r  and Cook  o r  a  f loa t ing  cafe  on r i ve r ) .  N ice  
food e tc  but  may not  have enough space to  have a  'good cafe ' .  Incorpora t ing  someth ing that  
teaches  h is to ry  o f  the  a rea  is  good.  



 

Jub i lee  Gardens  Des ign Team Communi ty  Cons u l ta t ion   

 
Jub i lee  Gardens  S teer ing Group and V is ion 21,  May  2005  

67  

A cafe  i s  not  rea l l y  necess ary .  The re  a re  so many cater i ng  out le ts  on the embankment  a l ready 
prov id ing food and sof t  d r i nk  fo r  a l l  fam i l ies .  However ,  to i le ts  a re  essent i a l .   I  am  de l igh ted that  
a t  las t  there  i s  a  rea l  poss ib i l i t y  o f  loca l  res idents  be ing g i ven a  garden i n  wh ich  to  re lax and 
en joy the i r  l e isure  t ime.  There needs  wi l l  no t  be over l ooked whi l e  those o f  v is i to rs  wi l l  be  catered 
for .  I t  was  a  re f resh ing change f rom other  pres enta t i ons .  
You are  t r y ing to  get  too  much out  o f  the  space.  W hy? You can ' t  make everyone  happy.  Ch i l l  ou t .  
Have a  dr i nk .  Go for  a  s wim  in  the Thames .  Have more fun.  
Larges t  poss ib l e  f la t  g rass  area so that  ch i l d ren can run and so that  the  space c an be used fo r  
a l l  sor ts  o f  th i ngs .  I 'm  ra ther  wor r ied  about  'W or ld  Class '  as  th is  i s  a  tour is t  a rea a l ready -  i f  
peop le  come to  look  a t  th is  'wor l d  c lass '  s i te  we wi l l  no t  have the f reedom to  jus t  be wh ich inner  
c i t y  peop le  need.  I  be l i eve that  the  teams have ach ieved a  ba lance bet ween use rs  but  I  be l ieve 
that  the  ba lance shou ld  be  weighted i n  favou r  o f  l oca l  res idents  and l oca l  work fo rce.  
Congratu l a t ions  on th is  wonder fu l  p ro jec t .  Jub i lee  Gardens  have too long been a  was te l and.  Do 
hope wh icheve r  team is  chosen wi l l  des ign an a rea which g i ves  p l easu re  to  ch i l d ren and adu l t s  
a l i ke  and make th is  area a t t rac t i ve  to  tou r is ts  and Londoners  a l i k e .  More power  to  your  e lbow!  
Do not  fo rget  the  s t rengt h  o f  s impl ic i t y .  Remember  Jub i lee  Gardens  is  smal l  so  the sca le  o f  the  
deve lopment  mus t  be embraced,  That  does  not  mean there  i s  a  shor t age o f  ideas .  I t  i s  the  dept h  
o f  the  d is l i ked qua l i t y  tha t  we need.  Re la te  the Gardens  to  London and the r i ver .  Do not  be 
d ic ta ted to  by Queens  W alk  (wh ich i s  long and p lent y  enough) .  Make the Garden a  jewel ,  f ree  
f rom the London Eye and c ont inue to  l e t  the  r i ver ,  d is tant  bu i ld ings  count  i n  the deve lopment  o f  
th is  s i te .  
There 's  not h ing about  access  in  the ques t ionna i re .  
Th is  pa rk  s i t s  on a  ve ry  i n t eres t ing  s i te .  So many issues  to  dea l  w i th  ( tou r is ts ,  res idents ,  o f f i ce  
work ers ,  London Eye,  h is to r ic  bu i l d ings ,  H igh Rise,  r i ve r  e tc )  wh ich makes  i t  very  d i f f i cu l t  to  
des ign a  pe r fec t  pa rk  to  everyone.  I  l i ke  some of  the  team 's  approaches  to  make th is  as  un ique 
as  the s i te  dese rves  wh i le  respond ing to  i ssues .  
Choose EDAW  or  W es t8  -  the  res t  i s  awfu l .  Both  schemes  have got  potent ia l .  
An exce l len t  i dea t o  regenerat e  the Jub i lee  Gardens .  Eng land needs  to  cap i ta l i s e  on i t s  tou r is t  
t rade and make more ameni t ies  ava i lab le  to  everybody.  None o f  the  schemes  seem to  have gone 
ove rboa rd on the ch i ld ren ’ s  fac i l i t i es .  A  few c l imbing f rames  and p las t i c  scu lp tures  f rom them to  
p lay on wou ld  not  go am iss.  
I  l i ke  the idea very  much but  fee l  tha t  more cou ld  have been p rov ided fo r  ch i l d ren in  the way o f  
swings  e tc .  No-one seems to  have thought  o f  mounds  to  prov ide a  fee l i ng  o f  ' f l a tness ' .  A  smal l  
menager ie  o f  an imals  cou ld  be p rov ided somewhere,  maybe under  par t  o f  the  rookery  as  done i n  
London Zoo.  The works  are  beaut i fu l l y  p resented but  d i f f i cu l t  to  fo l low in  deta i l  even fo r  an ex-
des igner  l i ke  me.  Some of  the  graph ics  are  t oo smal l  to  read.  
As  a  runner  and not i ng  how many runners  c ross  the park  -  f ac i l i t y  fo r  add i t i ona l  exerc ise  a reas  
(ba rs ,  measured t racks ,  lengths  for  speed work  e tc )  wou ld  be good and wate r  faucets  (d r ink i ng 
founta ins )  wou ld  be ve ry  good.  Lets  fue l  the  runn ing boom!  
Should  exh ib i t ion  be more consp icuous  to  o the rs  apar t  f rom  RFH regu la rs? (  maybe i t  wi l l  be) .  
P lease implement  the p ro j ec t  qu ick ly  -  i t  i s  long ove rdue!  
My pre fe rence wi th  opt ion  B  was  not  due to  the fac t  tha t  I  am  at  a l l  enamoured wi th  the spec i f i c  
des ign;  ra ther  that  I  be l i eve i t  bes t  su i t s  the  area.  A t  present  very  few ' pub l i c  events '  take p lac e 
in  the gardens  (wh ich indeed a re  b road l y  gardens  a t  present )  ye t  they take a  heavy to l l  on  the 
qua l i t y  o f  the  landscap ing.  I  do  not  fee l  conce r ts  e tc  are  bes t  su i ted to  the area:  i t  i s  ne i the r  
la rge enough fo r  a  s ign i f i c ant  event  no r  smal l  enough  for  in t imate  pe r fo rmances .  I t  is  fo r  th is  
reason I  be l ieve a  genu ine  garden would  be more app rop r ia t e .  The l ack  o f  parks  on the South  
Bank  cannot  be reso l ved by s imply  c reat i ng  one.  Des ign A  has  the des ign o f  someth ing la rge r .  
W hatever  the outcome,  the  prospec t  o f  S t  S tephens  po l l ing  out  o f  the  canopy would  make a  
spec tacu la r  v is ta .  
H is tor ica l l y  the  a rea (genera l l y )  has  had p rob lems wi t h  rough s l eep ing.  Are  the t eams tak ing 
s teps  to  negate  to  d iscourage th is  ac t i v i t y  i n  the  p lans? Are  they tak i ng secu r i t y  in to  
cons ide ra t i on  espec ia l l y  out  o f  hou rs !  
P lease,  p l ease,  p l ease l eave some space for  me to  wa lk  my bu l l te r r i e r .  Thanks 
A  good i dea!  Depending on  one 's  age (e lder l y )  they would  l i ke  more seats  and more to i le ts .  
Ch i l d ren would  l i ke  ac t i ve  areas  and f lo ra  and fauna f or  d isce rn ing g roups  requ i red.  A  
combinat ion  o f  a l l  wou ld  mer i t  a  ' 5 ' !  
W i l l  be  great .  Thanks .  
Love the i dea o f  keep ing Jub i l ee  Gardens  a  g reen space a lso  open ing up the fo resho re.  Fee l  the  
gardens  mus t  be sus ta inab le  and not  be too complex or  h i gh main tenance.  
Keep open spaces  f ree and peacefu l !  
On ly  t o  remember  that  the  South  Bank  p rov ides  a  pedes t r ian  space in  the cent re  o f  London and 
Jub i lee  area is  a  va luab le  green space for  k ids  and adu l t s  to  sha re  in .  'W or ld  Class  Garden '  i s  
great  i f  your  Kew o r  Hampton Cour t  but  th is  a rea needs  space/green +  f lex ib i l i t y  =  ch i ld ren/adu l t s  
hav ing resp i te  f rom urban l i f e .  
Less  use o f  meaning less  ja rgon in  the ques t ionna i re  would  be a  g reat  he lp .  'W or ld  C lass  Garden '  
-  what  a  rubb ish ph rase.  W hoever  ins is ted on th is  shou ld  be shot !  I t  wou ld  be good to  see a  
t yp ica l  Eng l i sh  Garden des ign -  Cot tage,  s ta te l y  home,  k i t chen e tc .  
Seems a le t  down a f ter  the  BFI  -  underg round bu i ld i ngs  and e levated v i ew.  Jus t  an ant ic l imax 
The ass is tant  a t  the  exh ib i t ion  was  ve ry  he lp fu l .  I t  i s  good to  see such a  great  p lace be ing put  
in to  a  cond i t ion  that  can be inc luded as  a  'mus t  see '  in  London.  
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To improve the l ook  and soc ia l  aspec t  i s  impor tant  to  London.  
I  spent  many yea rs  work ing in  She l l  Cent re .  I  am  very  happy someth ing is  f ina l l y  happening to  
improve t h is  pa r t  o f  London.  
No mat ter  how innovat i ve  t he des ign,  the  pa rk  shou ld  predom inant l y  fea ture  t rees ,  f lowers  and 
grassed spaces  that  inv i t e  you t o  s tay and en joy the g reen space.  A  cafe  and per form ing event  
spaces  are  t he leas t  impor tant  fac tors  in  th is  br i e f ,  par t i cu l ar l y  cons ider ing t he s ize  o f  the  pa rk  
and the fac t  tha t  per fo rm ing venues  and caf es  around  the ga rdens  pe r imeter .  The pa rks  
re l a t ionsh ip  to  the r i ve r  i s  un ique and shou ld  be an impor tant  cons idera t ion .  
I t s  a  great  p ro jec t .  W el l  done to  a l l  teams for  the i r  i deas .  
I t  i s  imposs ib le  to  ana l yse th is  in format ion i n  a  fo rm  that  wi l l  g i ve  a  meaningfu l  ans wer  to  
choos ing the r igh t  team or  "garden"  des ign.  
I  am  the sec re tary  o f  the  I n ternat iona l  B r igade Memor ia l  T rus t  ( IBMT) .  Our  Nat i ona l  Memor ia l  i s  
in  Jub i l ee  Gardens  -  i t  i s  v is i ted  regu lar ly  by peop le  f rom a l l  over  the wor l d .  In  Ju ly  each yea r  we 
have a  Memor ia l  ga the r ing .  I  am  concerned that  on l y  Team B seem to  have acknowledged our  
exis tence and they have not  made spec i f i c  prov is ion and i f  the i r  Market  round t he Green is  a  
permanent  feat ure ,  i t  wi l l  i n ter fe re  wi th  our  Memor ia l  Day.  
I  fee l  the  spac e shou ld  be le f t  as  i t  i s .  There  i s  a  sho r tage o f  th is  t ype o f  space in  the a rea.  
Gardens  mus t  have wat er .  Then they mus t  have spec imen o f  l i ke  o f  spec ies  -  t rees  (very  
impor tant ) ,  f l owers ,  f ru i t ,  veget ab les ,  fungus /mould  s pore /moss ;  then rock  s tone  m inera l .  Put  the  
scu lp ture  in  las t .  
I  th ink  i f  they can some how coord inate  the i r  des igns  we would  then have a  wor l d  c lass  garden.  
W ater  poo l  needed fo r  ch i l d ren to  padd le  wi t h  ducks  and b i rds .  
Great  to  be asked to  take par t .  I  wi l l  de f i n i te l y  v is i t  the  space i n  the fu t ure .  A l l  des igns  a re  ve ry  
commendable .  
Def in i t e l y  bet ween B  and C 
A l l  ve ry  d i f fe rent .  D i f fe rent  peop le  need d i f fe rent  th ings .  H i l l s  not  good f or  e lde r ly  
I  th ink  each des ign team has  cont r ibu ted great l y  in  an a t tempt  to  draw on t he bes t  des ign fo r  the  
area and i t  i s  a  shame on l y  one can be used.  Team C is  by for  t he  bes t  in  my op in ion.  
None o f  the  pro jec ts  s t ressed the env i ronmenta l  c redent ia ls  wh ich use rec yc led mater ia ls  and 
agg regates .  W hich uses  loca l  spec ies  and enhance b iod i ve rs i t y?  
Good t o  have consu l ta t i on  
P ick  C 
W ater  fea tures? No one is  inc lud ing -  shame!  
Thank  you fo r  open consu l t a t ion  fo r  loca l  res i dents  to  be g i ven some cho ice in  th is  impor tant  
mat ter .  
W hichever  wins ,  secur i t y  mus t  be paramount  i .e .  CCTV and 24 hour  pat ro ls .  A lso  l i t t e r  mus t  be 
taken in to  account  i .e .  p lenty  o f  b i ns  and c lean ing o f  f lowerbeds  e tc  where l i t t e r  wi l l  accumula te .  
None o f  these des igns  g i ves  suf f i c ien t  deta i l s  about  t o i le t  fac i l i t i es  and caf e  and seat ing .  A lso  I  
wou ld  have hoped that  the  footbr idge f rom W ater loo S ta t ion  cou ld  have been ext ended to  e i the r  
Jub i lee  Br idge o r  Fes t i va l  Ha l l  to  enab le  access  for  the  d isab led wi thout  the  need for  s teps .  The 
on l y  th ing wrong wi t h  Jub i l ee  Gardens  a rea is  the  d i f f i cu l t y  o f  reach ing i t  wh i l s t  avo id i ng s teps .  
The l i f t s  a t  the  Jub i lee  Br i dges  a re  ve ry  good (when they work )  but  are  not  much use to  anyone 
com ing f rom the W ater loo S ta t ion  d i rec t ion .  
Mus t  be ca re f u l  tha t  benches  and g rave l  areas  a ren ' t  taken ove r  by skateboarde rs  or  they a re  
g iven the i r  own area.  
Get  r id  o f  the  ca r  pa rk !  Put  i t  unde rg round and doub le  the e f fec t i ve  space.  Bu i l d  a  br i dge to  the 
W heel  so  that  queues  don ' t  b lock  the bus y pat h .  
W e loved look ing a t  a l l  the  des igns  and hope that  i t  happens  very  soon.  Look ing  forward to  
p lay ing in  the bubb le  founta in .  
I t  i s  impor tant  tha t  a l l  l oca l  g roups  be i nvo l ved in  th is  regenerat ion  pro jec t  as  a  soc ia l l y  inc lus i ve  
exe rc ise  e .g .  l oca l  schoo ls ,  vo lunta ry  groups ,  menta l  hea l t h ,  lea rn ing d isab i l i t y  groups  e tc  
I  rea l l y  hope team C wins .  I  wi l l  l ook  fo rward to  i t .  
I  found i t  ve ry  hard  to  puzz le  out  the  var i ous  d i ag rams.  As  a  veteran o f  the  B r i t i sh  vo lunteers  
who fought  in  the I n ternat i ona l  B r igades  in  Spa in  (1936-19 ) ,  I  found i t  s t range t hat  the  monument  
to  over  526 comrades  who fe l l  i n  the  s t rugg le  aga ins t  fasc ism  is  nowhere ment ioned or  ind ica ted 
a l though ex is t ing  t rees  a re !  Does  th is  mean that  you are  go ing to  remove i t ?  I  HOPE NOT.  As  a  
member  o f  the  Commi t tee o f  the  In te rnat iona l  Br i gade Memor ia l  T rus t  I  wou ld  l i ke  to  hea r  f rom 
you.  
I  don ' t  see any ment ion o f  the  ex is t ing  featu res ,  apar t  f rom  the London Eye,  in  any o f  the  
des igns .  I  am  a member  o f  the  Commi t tee o f  the  In ternat iona l  Br igade Memor ia l  T rus t  and my 
par t i cu la r  in te res t  i s  in  the  memor ia l  scu lp tu re  by Ian  W al ters ,  wh ich i s  s i tua ted c lose to  the o l d  
County  Ha l l  and Mi l lenn ium Eye.  W e need to  be assured that  our  memor ia l  w i l l  be  s i tua ted 
app ropr i a te l y  in  any o f  the  new des igns  that  i s  chosen .  
D isappo in ted that  the  teams showed no guts  to  d isag ree wi t h  an a lmos t  imposs ib le  des ign b r ie f  
(accept  C who regu rg i ta t ed  the ideas  o f  the  W hi te  Cl i f f s  o f  Dove r  to  concea l  bu i l d ing t hat  has  
a l ready been re j ec ted once ) .  A l l  schemes  incorpo ra ted h igh main tenance cos ts .  The need f or  
per f ormance func t i ons  has  dr i ven a l l  teams to  ra ise  ground leve ls  and fu r the r  c lose o f f  the  r i ve r  
f rom W ater loo.  Not  one team re fer red to  the W or ld  Her i tage s i te  ac ross  the r i ve r .  Th ink ing ve ry  
se l f  obsessed -  no one rea l l y  ca te r ing  for  ca lm  -  any k ind o f  oas is .  
C is  the  bes t  by a  m i le .  London lacks  qua l i t y  founta i ns  so as  many as  poss ib l e  shou ld  be added 
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to  the  f ina l  scheme se lec ted.  

Exc e l len t  Job  
I  am  ext remely  impressed wi th  the qua l i t y  o f  the  p res enta t i ons .  
Br i l l i an t  des ign and wel l  thought  out  
P lease,  the re  i s  no ment ion o f  the  In te rnat iona l  Br igade 's  memor ia l .  
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