Lambeth Parks User Survey 2025 Report

The Lambeth Parks User Survey 2025 was open between 10 October 2025 and 1 January 2026.
The aims of the survey were:

o To assess how the Lambeth Parks Service is meeting public need.
o To give an opportunity for individuals to feedback to the Parks Service on areas of concern.
o To gather satisfaction data over time to measure ongoing performance.

The Parks Survey was only provided online, in contrast to earlier years when market
researchers were deployed in parks. It was hosted on the Council’s Go Vocal website and
managed in house at no cost to the Parks Service.

We were very grateful to the network of Friends of Parks groups for their help in promoting the
survey. To a certain extent the pattern of responses on a park-by-park basis reflects which
groups were most active in promoting the survey on their own social media.

The survey was anonymous, unless respondents chose to identify themselves, or to log in to
their Go Vocal accounts. Any personal information was removed unread before analysis.

777 responses were received.

Overall satisfaction

Compared to 2024, there was a significant increase in those who thought the Parks Service
overall is either Good or Excellent, rising from 48% in 2024 to 61.5% in 2025

However, there was also an increase in those who thought the Parks Service is either Poor or
Very Poor, rising from 2.6% to 13.7%.

The net result is a drop in the total who rated parks overall as Satisfactory, Good or Excellent -
from 97% in 2024 to 87% in 2025.
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The increase in Good and Excellent, and the increase in Poor or Very Poor came from a range of
parks, approximately reflecting the share of the individual park’s share of the vote.

Individuals were asked how satisfied they are with different areas of the Parks service. Some
respondents skipped some areas, particularly as some areas such as playgrounds and toilets are
not present in every park, or some respondents do not use them.

The results are displayed below as a percentage to allow comparison across areas:
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As can be seen the most positive response was for ‘Plants, grass, flowers, trees.

Where did responses originate?

Lambeth Parks were enormously grateful for the help of our network of Friends groups in
publicising the survey through their mailings and social media.

The resulting volume of responses was double that achieved in 2024 (319), with several small
parks receiving a significant number of responses.




Please see table on Page 3 for complete list of parks and responses received.

Park Response Count
No park named
Holmewood Gardens
Kennington Oval
Lambeth Walk Doorstep Green
St Luke’s Church Gardens
Valley Road Playing Fields
Rush Common
St Mark’s Churchyard
Ufford Street Park
Cleaver Square
Coldharbour Lane Open Space
Elam Street Open Space
Grafton Square
Palace Road Nature Garden
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Loughborough Park

Tivoli Park

Archbishop's Park

Max Roach Park

Streatham Green

Agnes Riley Gardens

Slade Gardens

Vauxhall Pleasure Gardens

Hillside Gardens 11
Larkhall Park 12
Norwood Park 22
Ruskin Park 21
Vauxhall Park 29
Streatham Common 40
Myatt’s Fields Park 58
Kennington Park 60
Clapham Common 112
Brockwell Park 376




What can the Parks Service do better?

When we group the free-text into recurring topics, comments concentrate on a small number of
highly consistent themes.

Due to sample size at 40%, and specific concerns around events, Brockwell Park themes are
displayed separately.

All free-text responses have been read and noted by the Parks team.

A) What Can we do Better - All Parks (except Brockwell Park):

An analysis of the free text most frequent themes is detailed below.
1) Cleanliness: litter, bins, and collections (largest issue)
This is the most frequently mentioned improvement area. People repeatedly describe:

e Overflowing bins, especially after weekends/peak times

¢ Requests for more bins, bigger bins, and more frequent emptying

e A desire for animal-proof / lidded bins (foxes/birds scattering waste)
Overall message: visibility of waste undermines the park experience and drives perceptions of
neglect.

2) Nature & planting: trees, shrubs, biodiversity
The second most frequent area. Many of our respondents value nature highly:

¢ Plant more trees / increase canopy and shade

¢ Improve maintenance and aftercare (watering, pruning, replacements for dead trees)

e Expand wilding / wildflower meadows / biodiversity corridors

¢ Add more colour (shrubs, flowers) and improve horticultural upkeep
Overall message: people value nature highly, but many want “planting + proper maintenance”,
not just planting.

3) Toilets (availability, cleanliness, opening hours)

Toilets was the area with the lowest satisfaction in the numerical study. In the Freetext they are
described as:

¢ Insufficient in number/location for large parks

e Often unclean, closed, or not open long enough

e A priority for family friendliness (e.g., baby changing in some comments)
Overall message: toilets are a “basic service” gap that strongly affects enjoyment and dwell
time.




4) Playgrounds & sports facilities (repairs + quality)

Frequent comments include:

¢ Broken / dated play equipment, insufficient swings, unsafe surfaces
¢ Maintenance for courts, skate areas, pitches and faster repair turnaround
Overall message: families notice slow repairs and uneven investment across facilities.

5) Safety, antisocial behaviour, and how parks “feel”
Many comments raise:

e Need for visible presence (wardens/police), especially around thefts/phone snatching
e Concerns about antisocial behaviour/drug use, particularly in evenings or secluded areas
e Linked calls for better lighting on key routes
Overall message: safety is both “real incidents” and “perceived safety” (lighting, visibility,
presence).

6) Paths, surfaces, drainage
People describe:

¢ Uneven surfaces, potholes, trip hazards

e Mud/flooding and poor winter usability
Overall message: access and quality of surfaces matter for older users, mobility needs, and
runners.

7) Secondary but notable themes

e Dogs (fouling, dogs in children’s areas, dog-free zones, leads)

¢ Cycling/e-bikes/scooters (speed, conflicts, requests for signage/controls)

¢ Events/festivals (damage to grass, restricted access, balance between commercial use and
public access)

¢ Enforcement/bylaws (fines, rule enforcement for litter/dogs/cycling)

Please see graph on Page 7




B) What can the Parks Service do better at Brockwell Park?

Nearly half of the survey respondents (376 respondents) commented on Brockwell Park.

Brockwell is the second biggest green space in Lambeth, so we would expect a high number of
responses anyway, however this appears to have been driven particularly by those who feel very
strongly about events in the park, and the impact of these. It is important that we read and respond
to these, however it should be noted that the survey is particularly designed to assess satisfaction
with the Parks Service, which does not include Event Management.

Because many comments mention multiple issues (e.g., festivals and toilets), counts are “incidences”
per theme. Totals across themes therefore exceed 376

1. Large events & access (reduce/stop/rotate/fallow/transparency) — 170
Fewer/lower-impact festivals; avoid long fenced/walled closures; rotate or add fallow years;
better community engagement and financial transparency.

2. Ecology, trees & grass (protection, watering, biodiversity, restoration) — 111
Protect veteran/young trees; fix/returf compacted or bare grass after events; increase native
planting, wildflower areas and habitats; tackle soil compaction.

3. Amenities, infrastructure & communication (paths, benches, signage, cafés,
playgrounds, Hall, ponds, consultation) — 58
Improve paths/drainage; more benches & shade; clearer signage/education; better
playground maintenance; café offer; ponds & lido care; clearer comms/consultation.

4. Toilets (availability, cleanliness, access) — 41
Reopen closed toilet blocks; more frequent cleaning; more capacity incl.
baby-changing/accessible provision.

5. Safety, enforcement & park management (rangers, gates, lighting, bikes/scooters,
dogs, crime) — 35
Reinstate rangers/wardens; Enforce Parks Bylaws; Close gates at night or improve lighting;
manage fast bikes/e-scooters; dog control; address theft/anti-social behaviour.

6. Litter & bins (capacity, recycling, collections) — 34
Bigger/covered bins; weekend/evening emptying; more recycling; volunteer litter-picks.

Please see graph on Page 8




What can we do better? By percentage, across top parks
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Brockwell Park - Top Themes from Free-text Responses (n=376)
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Inclusion

The survey was delivered entirely online at zero cost, and we are grateful to every respondent
for the time and effort they took to share their views.

As is often the case with online surveys, the response was skewed towards a white British
ethnicity (61%). To redress this, a shorter survey should be provided in future and carried out
by staff and volunteers in busy parts of target parks.

One fifth of those who answered the question stated they had a disability (19.1%). This level
might not have been achieved with a survey delivered only in person in the parks.

Respondents were slightly skewed towards female (56%) but not significantly.

In terms of Age, respondents were fairly even numbered in the age brackets between 25 and 74,
with the largest group being 55-64 at 22.7%, followed by 35-44 at 18%.

Lowest responses were seen from age 75-84 at 8.4%, and 18-24 at 0.9%. 18-24 is a smaller
sized group by three years, however this is still a very small sample.

Next Steps

The Parks Service is in a state of change with significant budgetary changes proposed. This
survey report will be evaluated as the new structure develops.

This report will be published within the survey platform and shared with the Parks Friends
Groups.

We are grateful again to everyone who has helped share and promote the survey and all
volunteers and staff who help make our parks the multifunctioning, wonderful places that they
are.

‘They're all real gems and make a tangible difference to the quality of my life.
Thank you for all the hard work that goes on to keeping them up.’




