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Consultation on proposals to improve Hampton Wick 
 
Results report 
 
 

1. Introduction 
 

This report sets out the key findings from Richmond Council’s consultation on its proposals for Hampton 
Wick. The consultation was conducted from 8th May to 18th June 2024. 
 
 

2. Executive Summary 
 

The Council received 333 responses to the consultation survey and a further 11 email responses. This 
report provides detailed analysis of the consultation results. 
 

Most responses came from people within the area covered by the consultation; 93.7% of responses 
came from people who said they live in the local area and 98.5% of respondents provided a KT1 or 
TW11 postcode. 
 

The headline results of the consultation include: 
 

• 95% of respondents were in favour of one or other of the design options presented. 17 respondents 
(5% of all respondents) did not express an opinion for either design and 10 of these respondents stated 
that they did not want any changes to be made to the area. 

 

• Overall, respondents expressed a significant preference for Design Option 2. Within the first week of 
the consultation, responses expressed a preference for Design Option 1, however, following the first 
in-person drop-in session, preference swung strongly in favour of Design Option 2. Outside the drop-
in session and throughout the consultation the Hampton Wick Association ran a ‘Choose Option 2 
campaign’. 

 

• When asked what they liked about Design Option 1, respondents were most likely to mention the 
greenery and the trees, as well as the pedestrian space for events and socialising. For Design Option 
2 respondents were most likely to say they liked the location of the crossing and the focus around the 
central pedestrian area 

 

• When asked what they disliked about Design Option 1, respondents were most likely to mention the 
loading bay – especially that it was too big or its location. For Design Option 2 respondents were 
most likely to dislike the loss of resident parking bays and the fact that Option 2 had less planting or 
greenery. 

 

• Overall, a key dividing issue was the location of one of the loading bays within the designs. Many 
respondents felt that the central loading bay in Design Option 1 was obtrusive, interfering with the 
pedestrianised space in terms of aesthetics, pollution and pedestrian safety. Moving the loading bay 
alongside the Foresters Arms was a strong driver of preference for Design Option 2, although this 
also created some concerns as it necessitates narrowing the adjacent pavement. Moving the central 
parking bay also allowed the moving of the pedestrian crossing which drew support from those 
preferring Design Option 2, as they felt it brought the two sides of the street together and was a more 
logical positioning for the crossing drawing visitors into the open space. 

 

• The feedback provided to the consultation suggests that elements from both design options could be 
incorporated into a final design version that would increase overall appeal. 
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3. Background  
 
The purpose of this consultation was to consult residents, local groups and other stakeholders and 
interested parties on proposals to redevelop the street scene in the centre of Hampton Wick. On behalf 
of the Council, specialist urban designers had undertaken initial workshops with community groups and 
others, to test out and develop ideas, and this consultation presented two resulting designs options for 
how the centre of Hampton Wick might be remodelled. 
 
 

4. Methodology 
 

Data was gathered using an online survey hosted on the Richmond Council website. The consultation 
material and questionnaire are included in Appendix 1 of this report. 
 
The online consultation was promoted through the council’s website and through the Hampton Wick 
Association (HWA). In addition, a leaflet was delivered to local residents informing them about the 
consultation and the in-person events. 
 
The consultation was open to all and respondents were asked for their full postcode 
and the capacity in which they were responding, to help the Council understand any impact on people in 
the local area. 
 
The consultation responses were analysed and reported by the Council’s Consultation Team on an 
anonymous basis under the guidelines of the Data Protection Act. The Consultation Team are qualified 
researchers and certified members of the Market Research Society, bound by the MRS Code of Conduct 
when conducting research. The team are also members of The Consultation Institute, a consultation best 
practice institute, which promotes high-quality public and stakeholder consultation. 
 
In addition to the online consultation, the Council hosted two in-person drop-in sessions at Bullen Hall in 
Hampton Wick, on the 15th May and the 5th June, where attendees could look at the designs, ask 
questions of the design consultants and discuss issues or concerns. Approximately 80 people attended 
each of these drop-in sessions. On the evening of the 5th June the Council also hosted an online open 
public forum with questions and answers, attended by approximately 50 people. 

 
 

5. Response 
 
In total, the Council received 333 responses. A demographic profile of respondents can be found in 
Section 7 of this report. In addition, 11 other responses were received via email, a summary of which is 
included in Section 6 of this report.  
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6. Results 
 
 
What is the main capacity in which you are responding to this consultation? 
 

 
 
There were 333 responses to this question.  
 
Over nine in ten respondents said that they live in the local area. In addition, there were responses from 
people with a business in the local area, who commute through the local area or work/study in the local 
area. There was one response submitted on behalf of a local group or organisation (Hampton Wick 
Association) and four responses in any other capacity. 
 
 

In what capacity are you responding to this consultation? 

  
Response Number of 

respondents to 
this question 

Percentage of 
respondents to 

this question 

I live in the local area 312 93.7% 

I have a business in the local area 9 2.7% 

I commute through the local area 4 1.2% 

I work/study in the local area 3 0.9% 

I'm responding on behalf of a local group or 
organisation 

1 0.3% 

None of the above / other 4 1.2% 

 
 
Those who selected ‘None of the above / other’ were either former residents or frequent visitors to the 
area. 
 
 
 

93.7%

2.7%

1.2%

0.9%

0.3%

1.2%

I live in the local area

I have a business in the local area

I commute through the local area

I work/study in the local area

I'm responding on behalf of a local group or
organisation

None of the above / other
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What is your postcode? 
 
There were 332 responses to this question. The postcodes provided were used to create a map 
illustrating where people were responding from. The majority of responses were from people within the 
immediate vicinity of the area directly impacted by the proposals. 
 
The map below shows the distribution of responses from all respondents who provided a postcode. 327 
responses (98.5%) came from KT1 or TW11 postcodes. 
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Which of the two options do you prefer? 
 
316 respondents provided an answer to this question.  
 
Amongst those respondents expressing a preference, Option 2 was clearly preferred over Option 1. 
 
Of the 5% of respondents who did not express an opinion, over half stated later in the questionnaire that 
they did not want either scheme, or any similar scheme to be actioned. 

 
 
Respondents were asked to tell us what they liked and disliked about each of the design options. 
 
 

Please give us your views on Design Option 1: I like … 
 
147 respondents provided an answer to this question explaining what they liked about design option 1. A 
further 22 respondents used the space to express their dislike of the design.  
 
Amongst the 147 positive responses to this question, 45 were from people who preferred Option 1; 
respondents were invited to tell us what they liked or disliked about both designs, regardless of which 
they preferred. 
 
The most mentioned feature of Option 1 that respondents liked was the greenery, green space or trees. 
A total of 50 respondents (34% of those answering positively) and over half (53%) of those who 
preferred option 1 mentioned liking the greenery, green space or trees. 
 
37 respondents (25% of those responding positively) said they liked the creation of more space for 
events/ socialising and pedestrians. This was also the second most mentioned feature liked amongst 
those preferring design option 1 (31%). 
 
28 respondents (19% of those responding positively) liked the inclusion of (more) seating in the design, 
18 respondents (12% of those responding positively) liked the option to include market stalls and 14 
respondents (10% of those responding positively) commented on how the design gives Hampton Wick a 
more specific focal point or centre. 
 

Option 1, 15.0%

Option 2, 79.9%
Not Answered, 

5.1%
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Comments have been grouped into themes and those mentioned by 3 or more respondents are 
summarised in the table below:- 
 
 

  Please give us your views on Design Option 1: 
I like …  

 All responding to this question All preferring Design Option 1 

Response  Number of 
respondents to 

this question 
(n=147) 

Percentage of 
respondents to 

this question 

Number of 
respondents to 

this question 
(n=45) 

Percentage of 
respondents to 

this question 

General like (unspecified)  26 18% 6 13% 

Greenery/ green space/ Trees  50 34% 24 53% 

More space for events/ socialising/ 
pedestrians  

37 25% 14 31% 

(more) Seating  28 19% 11 24% 

Like market stalls  18 12% 9 20% 

Like the focal point/ centre  14 10% 2 4% 

General like configuration  12 8% 7 16% 

Widened pavement/ narrower road  10 7% 3 7% 

Blocking access to Park Road  9 6% 4 9% 

Not losing too many parking bays  8 5% 6 13% 

Like the paving  8 5% 1 2% 

Safer for pedestrians/ cyclists/ safer 
generally  

8 5% 4 9% 

Like the crossing/ position of the crossing  5 3% 3 7% 

Reduced vehicle speed/ traffic calming  4 3% 1 2% 

Loading bay same side as shops  3 2% 2 4% 

Like the mural  3 2% 0 0% 

Like the bike parking  3 2% 0 0% 

Other Comment 18 12% 4 9% 

NB Respondents were able to select more than one option, so percentages add up to more than 100 

 
 

Please give us your views on Design Option 1: I dislike … 

There were 258 responses to this question, 226 of which were from respondents who preferred Option 2. 
25 respondents who preferred Option 1 mentioned something they disliked about the design. 

Nearly half of respondents (and 53% of those who preferred Design Option 2) commented that they 
disliked the loading bay or felt the loading bay was too big. In addition, there were 101 comments (39% 
of all responses and 44% of those who preferred Design Option 2) stating that they disliked the location 
of the loading bay.  

30 responses (12%) referred to the location of the pedestrian crossing or the fact that the location of the 
pedestrian crossing does not move in Design Option 1 when it moves in Design Option 2. 

17 (7%) responses disliked the loss of parking bays and 11 responses (4%) disliked reducing the width 
of the road. 
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Comments have been grouped into themes and those mentioned by 3 or more respondents are 
summarised in the table below:- 

 

  Please give us your views on Design Option 1: 
I dislike …  

 All responding to this question All preferring Design Option 2 

Response  Number of 
respondents to 

this question 
(n=258) 

Percentage of 
respondents to 

this question 

Number of 
respondents to 

this question 
(n=226) 

Percentage of 
respondents to 

this question 

General dislike (unspecified) 9 3% 6 3% 

Dislike loading bay general/ loading bay 
too big 

120 47% 120 53% 

Loading bay location 101 39% 99 44% 

Location of crossing/ crossing does not 
move 

30 12% 26 12% 

Loss of parking bays 17 7% 11 5% 

Dislike reducing width of road 11 4% 5 2% 

Blocking access to Park Road/ re-routing 
traffic 

9 3% 3 1% 

Proposal does not address heavy traffic/ 
jams 

8 3% 4 2% 

Dislike smaller piazza/ open space (vs 
design option 2) 

8 3% 8 4% 

Proposal does not address Hampton Wick 
needs 

7 3% 1 0% 

Design prioritises vehicles, not 
pedestrians 

7 3% 7 3% 

Not good for cyclists 6 2% 6 3% 

General dislike configuration 5 2% 5 2% 

No cycle lane/ not enough space for 
cyclists 

5 2% 5 2% 

Dislike water-fountain 5 2% 5 2% 

Too many cycle racks/ street clutter 3 1% 2 1% 

Hampton Wick doesn't need market stalls/ 
dislike stalls 

3 1% 3 1% 

Increased danger for pedestrians 3 1% 3 1% 

Dislike mural 3 1% 2 1% 

Other comment 42 16% 28 12% 

NB Respondents were able to select more than one option, so percentages add up to more than 100 
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Please give us your views on Design Option 2: I like … 
 
There were 251 responses to this question expressing why respondents liked Design Option 2. In addition, 3 
respondents used this space to express their dislike for Design Option 2. 
 

97 respondents (39% of those answering positively) said they liked the location of the crossing; there 
were 8 comments stating that they felt the location of the crossing helped join the two sides of the road 
together. 
 

64 respondents (25% of those answering positively) said they liked the square, piazza or pedestrian area 
and the focus around this area. 47 respondents (19% of those answering positively) said they liked the 
more open, or bigger design of the square/ piazza (vs Design Option 1). 
 

39 respondents (16% of those answering positively) commented that they liked the fact that the loading bay 
was moved away from the centre of the area (vs Design Option 1). Comments on the location of loading 
bay(s) were a key differentiator in opinions of the two design options. 
 

Comments have been grouped into themes and those mentioned by 3 or more respondents are 
summarised in the table below: 

  Please give us your views on Design Option 2: 
I like …  

 All responding to this 
question 

All preferring Design Option 
2 

Response  Number of 
respondents 

to this 
question 

(n=251) 

Percentage of 
respondents to 

this question 

Number of 
respondents to 

this question 
(n=227) 

Percentage 
of 

respondents 
to this 

question 

General like/ like everything 29 12% 26 11% 

Like (re)location of crossing 97 39% 87 38% 

Like the square/ focus round central area/ 
pedestrian area 

64 25% 60 26% 

More open design/ bigger open area/ square/ 
piazza 

47 19% 46 20% 

Welcoming/ sense of community and events 42 17% 41 18% 

Like moving loading bay away from centre 39 16% 35 15% 

Safer for pedestrians/ pedestrian friendly 22 9% 22 10% 

Like the design/ looks nicer/ more aesthetic 21 8% 20 9% 

(More) Greenery 21 8% 17 7% 

Like wider pavements/ narrower road 11 4% 9 4% 

Relocated crossing joins two sides of the road 8 3% 8 4% 

Like the seating 8 3% 7 3% 

Like the paving 8 3% 6 3% 

Like the configuration 7 3% 7 3% 

Like cycle stands/ parking 7 3% 5 2% 

Slows/ cuts/ calms traffic 5 2% 5 2% 

Like market stalls 5 2% 5 2% 

More parking bays 5 2% 5 2% 

Better for local businesses 5 2% 5 2% 

Like closing junction/ Park Road 4 2% 4 2% 

Like the mural 3 1% 3 1% 

Other Comment 13 5% 9 4% 

NB Respondents were able to select more than one option, so percentages add up to more than 100 
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Please give us your views on Design Option 2: I dislike … 

There were 112 responses to this question, 29 of which were from respondents who preferred Design 
Option 1, 7 from respondents who expressed no preference, and 76 from those who preferred Option 2. 

31 respondents mentioned the loss of residents’ parking bays, many commenting on how Design Option 2 
results in the loss of more parking bays than Design Option 1. 

16 respondents commented that there was less greenery and/ or trees in Design Option 2 compared to 
Design Option 1. 

13 respondents commented that they disliked the road narrowing and associated widened pavement; 
these comments often reflected how a narrower road would not help traffic flow. 

11 respondents made negative comments about the loading bay(s), referring either to their inclusion or 
to comment that they were too big. 

10 respondents commented that they disliked the proposed water-feature; some respondents were 
concerned about the future upkeep of the water-feature while others preferred the idea of relocating the 
existing Victoria Memorial instead. 

Comments have been grouped into themes and those mentioned by 3 or more respondents are 
summarised in the table below:- 

 

  Please give us your views on Design Option 2: 
I dislike …  

 All responding to this question All preferring Design Option 1 

Response  Number of 
respondents to 

this question 
(n=112) 

Percentage of 
respondents to 

this question 

Number of 
respondents to 

this question 
(n=29) 

Percentage of 
respondents to 

this question 

Dislikes loss of (more) residents parking bays 31 28% 10 34% 

Less planting/ greenery (vs option 1)/ not 
enough planting  

16 14% 9 31% 

Dislikes road narrowing/ widened pavement 13 12% 4 14% 

Dislikes inclusion of loading bays/ loading 
bays too big  

11 10% 2 7% 

Dislikes water-feature  10 9% 0 0% 

Dislikes (re)location of crossing  8 7% 6 21% 

Closing vehicle access to Park Road  8 7% 2 7% 

Dislikes narrowing of pavement (due to 
loading bay)  

7 6% 2 7% 

Proposal will increase traffic/ congestion  6 5% 1 3% 

Does not address traffic problems on road 
to Kingston Bridge  

6 5% 2 7% 

No cycle path/ shared path/ no help for cyclists 6 5% 0 0% 

Too much street furniture/ clutter  8 7% 1 3% 

Dislikes the mural  5 4% 1 3% 

Less space available for market stalls  4 4% 1 3% 

Street furniture needs to be moveable/ flexible 4 4% 0 0% 

Other comment 34 30% 5 17% 

NB Respondents were able to select more than one option, so percentages add up to more than 100 
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If you have any further comments about the proposals, please tell us here. 

There were 143 responses to this question. There was a very broad range of comments but these have 
been grouped into themes where possible and summarised in the table below where a theme was 
mentioned by 3 or more respondents. 

26 respondents made additional or alternative suggestions to the proposals, including comments on the 
type of trees, the road surface to be used, the traffic through Bushy Park or using the loading bays as 
additional parking bays outside specific hours. 

22 respondents made negative comments about the loss of parking bays.  

19 respondents suggested that the proposals will make traffic, noise and / or pollution worse, while 18 
respondents commented that the proposals do not address the problem of traffic queuing through 
Hampton Wick while waiting to cross Kingston Bridge. 

17 respondents made a general positive response on how they liked the design(s) or that the scheme 
represented a general improvement.  

11 respondents said that neither scheme was good or that they disliked both schemes; these 
respondents did not suggest that they are necessarily against the broad objectives of the scheme, just 
the specific designs proposed. 

10 respondents made a negative comment, suggesting that they either disliked the proposals or felt they 
were not necessary. These 10 represent just over half of those who did not express a preference for 
either design option. 

 

 If you have any further comments about the 
proposal, please tell us here.  

 All 
responding to 
this question 

All preferring 
Design 

Option 1 

All preferring 
Design 

Option 2 

All 
expressing 

no preference 

Response  Number of respondents to this question 

 (n=143) (n=24) (n=103) (n=16) 

General like/ improvement  17 5 11 1 

General dislike/ scheme not needed/ don't want 
these sort of improvements 

10 0 0 10 

Makes alternative suggestion(s)  26 1 20 5 

Dislikes loss of parking bays/ wants more parking  22 2 16 4 

Proposal will make traffic/ noise/ pollution worse  19 2 9 8 

Plans don't address problem of traffic queuing for 
Kingston Bridge/ need to extend beyond HW  

18 4 9 5 

Closing road causes problems elsewhere/ dislikes 
closing road  

15 3 7 5 

Would like shared use pavements/ cycle lane  15 4 11 0 

Dislikes loading bay(s)/ too many/ too big  12 1 11 0 

Would like more/ to maximise greenery  12 4 5 3 

Neither scheme good/ dislikes both schemes (but 
don't state that they are against the overall objectives) 

11 1 7 3 

General dislike/ scheme not needed/ don't want 
these sort of improvements 

10 0 0 10 

Concerned features/ planting etc. will not be maintained  10 2 6 2 

Likes the addition of square/ piazza  9 2 6 1 
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 If you have any further comments about the 
proposal, please tell us here.  

 All 
responding to 
this question 

All preferring 
Design 

Option 1 

All preferring 
Design 

Option 2 

All 
expressing 

no preference 

Response  Number of respondents to this question 

 (n=143) (n=24) (n=103) (n=16) 

Will increase community/ village feel  9 1 8 0 

Wants Victoria memorial instead of water-feature  7 0 6 1 

Likes both schemes  6 1 5 0 

Proposals will help local shops/ businesses  5 2 3 0 

Concerned about emergency vehicle access  5 0 0 5 

Questions business case for plans/ negative impact 
on shops  

4 0 1 3 

Proposals only/ unfairly help 2 businesses  4 0 2 2 

Doesn't do enough to slow/ calm traffic  4 1 1 2 

Will act as extended beer garden/ too many people/ 
noise/ litter  

4 1 2 1 

Dislikes/ too much cycle parking  4 1 3 0 

Likes the addition of market stalls/ potential for a market  3 1 2 0 

Slows/ calms traffic generally  3 1 2 0 

Doesn't want water-feature  3 0 2 1 

Proposals will decrease pedestrian safety  3 0 1 2 

Likes (more) seating  3 1 1 1 

Dislikes Mural  3 1 2 0 

Worried about potential increased vandalism  3 1 2 0 

Requests further information  8 0 6 2 

Other comments    48 8 34 6 

NB Respondents were able to select more than one option, so percentages add up to more than 100 
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7. Other responses received 
 
The Council also received 11 responses to the consultation by email. 

Responses came from nine individuals and two groups: Richmond Cycling Campaign and Richmond 

Living Streets. 

Richmond Living Streets submitted a document containing feedback on both design options. The 

comments from Richmond Cycling Campaign endorsed the feedback supplied by Richmond Living 

Streets. 

The email feedback concurs with the overall feedback from the online survey and expresses a general 

preference towards Design Option 2. 

Email responses have been considered alongside online and paper questionnaire submissions during 
the evaluation of the consultation feedback. 
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8. Demographic Profile 
 
The table below shows the composition of the consultation sample:  
 

Demographic Sample base Proportion (%) 

Gender 

Female 161 49.2% 

Male 147 45.0% 

Prefer not to say 18 5.5% 

Prefer to self-describe 1 0.3% 

Base: 327 respondents 

What was your age last birthday? 

19 and under 0 0.0% 

20 – 24 8 2.5% 

25 – 34  23 7.1% 

35 – 44 39 12.0% 

45 – 54 62 19.0% 

55 – 64 67 20.6% 

65 – 74 68 20.9% 

75+ 39 12.0% 

Prefer not to say 20 6.1% 

Base: 326 respondents 

Do you consider yourself to have a disability? 

Yes 17 5.2% 

No 292 90.1% 

Prefer not to say 15 4.6% 

Base: 326 respondents 

How would you describe your ethnic group? 

White 273 83.7% 

Mixed/multiple ethnic groups 14 4.3% 

Asian or Asian British 3 0.9% 

Black/African/Caribbean/Black British 1 0.3% 

Other ethnic group, please specify: 3 0.9% 

Prefer not to say 32 9.8% 

Base: 326 respondents 
 
 

NB Respondents who did not provide answers to the demographic questions are not included in the  
above table.   
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Appendix 1 – Consultation material 
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