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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.0 Introduction

The ‘Oldfield Park Growing Together’ project aims to 
increase social cohesion between the local residents of 
Oldfield Park and the many students also living in that area 
of Bath. This will be achieved by seeking to match under 
utilised student household gardens with local people who 
wish to grow their own food thus responding to a lack of 
allotments within Bath.

The project also aims to encourage a more sustainable 
lifestyle in the Oldfield Park area of Bath. The scheme will 
create a system in which unused student gardens can be 
reinvigorated as allotment spaces for local residents. The 
ideal is that this will create and improve dialogue between 
students and local residents which will work towards 
improving relations.

In this report we have investigated the feasibility of the 
project through research and developing dialogue with the 
community and local organisations who may be interested 
in getting involved in the near future.

 
1.1  Oldfield  Park

This report is focused upon the area of Bath called Oldfield 
Park, a large and popular residential area of the city. The 
total population of the area is 5412 of which 1064 (20%) 
are in the age range 18-24 group.  Of these we will 
assume most are students (From source Government 
Neighbourhood Statistics 2001). Due to the current 
increase in intake at the universities, it can be said that the 
proportion of students has now increased.

Unfortunately in past years, community relations between 
students and permanent residents have deteriorated, 
evidence of which has been shown in local papers. One of 
the causes of this tension is the state of student gardens 
and a perceived lack of respect for the local environment.

There are a total of 21 allotments in Bath, 2 of which are 
in the Oldfield ward. The number of plots available here 
totals 168. 

-Press articles documenting breakdown of community 
cohesion in Oldfield Park can be found in appendix 1A
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2.0 EVIDENCE OF DEMAND
2.0 Evidence of Demand

For Oldfield Park Growing Together to complete a 
successful pilot study and expand into a flourishing 
community garden share scheme there are four areas of 
demand that must be met. There must be enough student 
willingness to let growers take over their gardens; there 
must be sufficient growers available to operate in these 
gardens; Landlords must be willing to encourage the use 
of their gardens and the residents of Oldfield Park need to 
support the project both actively and in principle.

2.1 Evidence of Student Demand 

Student interest in the scheme will be vital when finding 
gardens to work in, but also assessing student opinion 
now can give a good idea of how easy it will be to get 
new tenants to accept the scheme in the future and to 
find out what is inhibiting student involvement. A survey 
of students(appendix 2B) has produced data on student 
interest in the scheme, barriers to this interest, guidance 
on how the scheme should work for students and informa-
tion on student characteristics, buying habits and opinions 
on food purchasing.

Out of 47 respondents 33 respondents had a garden at the 
back of their house and of these 79% were left as grass. 14 
students were happy to see their garden used and 20 stated 
they may want their garden used in the product yielding a 
possible 73% of students prepared to be involved. Two 
issues came up in the analysis of the questionnaire. First-
ly, there were certain issues that provided barriers against 
people being interested: Of those that didn’t want to be 
involved 67% saw the only accessible route was through 
the house as a barrier and 54% strongly agreed that the 
house being empty during the day was a barrier.  37.5% 
strongly agreed a housemate being wary of strangers 
would be an obstacle to involvement with 20% strongly 
agreeing that lack of willingness on part of the landlords 
would be a problem. Secondly the survey showed a very 
large turnover of students in Oldfield Park with the major-
ity of students (31 or 66%) not living in Oldfield park next 
year.  However 36% of these had been in Oldfield Park for 
over a year.

The study also outlined what people expect from the terms 
of the project. It suggested the best way would be to have 
access times agreed beforehand with 80% of those 
interested in the scheme regarding this as a condition 
and 43% of respondents saying they would not be happy 
with growers having access at just any time (without 
prior agreement). Additionally 32 out of 40 (70%) said they 
would not allow members to use the garden when no one 
is in. 51% of respondents would want something in return 
for the use of their garden with 67% of these seeing a 
share of produce grown as a fair incentive. 

In addition to this general student survey there was a first 
year student survey. This revealed similar results with a 
higher proportion 13 out of 14 having a garden next year 
with 5 people saying they would like to see their garden 
used and 4 saying maybe.

The study shows that although there was by no means 
universal student interest in the scheme a clear majority 
are or might be interested.  Through the questionnaire we 
have been able to realise what we can work into 
agreements to maximise the amount of people with a 
potential interest. There is clearly enough demand to set 
up a pilot study and even to expand the project from there. 
There is a coherent argument showing that interested 
respondants were in the majority and many of the issues 
or barriers were surmountable, suggesting that out of a 
group of new tenants coming into houses already involved 
in the scheme a strong majority would be willing to 
continue with the scheme.

-Full analysis of the Student Survey is found in appendix 
2B 
-A section to describe how we have conducted market 
research can be found in appendix 2A

2.2 Evidence of Demand from Growers

Without growers demanding space to grow there is no 
justification for this project at all. Evidence of demand for 
growing space can be taken from evidence of existing 
demand (the allotment waiting lists), our own surveys and 
existing activity in growing organisations in the area.

Allotment waiting lists for the two adjacent allotments to 
Oldfield Park (Moorfields road and Monksdale road) stand 
at 26 and 50 people long with more than a years wait. 
The overall waiting l ist for the whole of Bath has 
525 individuals on it, with some anticipated waits of over 
3 years. Since some of the publicity has been released 
one grower has contacted us to state her interest in being 
involved in the scheme, since her allotment has been built 
up on.

-Further information on allotment space in Bath is found in 
appendix 2C

Our survey of 23 residents revealed 39% of respondents 
answered that they would or might be interested in using 
student gardens to grow vegetables (2 people answered 
that they would definitely be interested in the scheme with 
7 stating they may be interested). Interest seemed to be 
higher between the ages of 45-65 with 5 out of 9 peo-
ple interested in growing (those who answered yes 
or maybe to question 7) in that age range. There was a 
slightly higher interest rate amongst men (46%) than in 
women (33%) 

-Full summary and analysis of the resident survey is found 
in appendix 2F.

The level of activity in the area from organisations such 
as Bath Organic Gardens, the Guerrilla Gardening group, 
Timsbury Allotments and Bath Area Garden Share scheme 
shows there is a high demand for green space and a lot of 
Bath residents interested in growing their own produce .

Further information on the work of these organisations is 
in appendix 2D.
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From all of the information we have collated, it seems there 
is significant demand for growing space in Bath and indeed 
in Oldfield Park. There are already at least two people who 
have stated their interest in growing in student gardens via 
our questionnaires and a further grower has been in con-
tact after seeing the publicity we have generated; therefore 
finding growers for a pilot study should not be difficult. 
Questions can still be asked as to whether the many 
people on allotment waiting lists are necessarily going 
to be interested in being involved in this project, 
however with a pilot study up and running and greater 
publicity for the project as a result it seems likely that there 
will be sufficient growers interested in our scheme to 
expand from the pilot study.
 
-Expanded sections on Evidence of existing growers 
activity can be seen in section 3 and Evidence of existing 
demand for space can be found in appendix 2C.
-A Full summary and analysis of the resident’s survey is 
found in appendix 2E

2.3 Evidence of Demand from Landlords
It was decided that landlord involvement was key to the 
long term success of the programme as it is the landlords 
are more constant than students.  Through agreements 
with enthusiastic landlords gardens can be secured for 
years and not just one letting term. One of the project 
coordinators has already obtained agreement from her 
landlord to pilot the project at her house. Two approaches 
have subsequently been made to landlords through 
letting agencies: A letter supposedly sent out 
through Roman City letting agency (no reply was ever 
sent to confirm this) and a more professional looking 
information leaflet sent out through Pullin Knight letting 
agency. 

-further discussion of landlord involvement is found in ap-
pendix 2H.
-A copy of the landlord’s leaflet is contained in appendix 
2D.

Approximately 100 leaflets were sent out and one week 
on (due to time constraints these leaflets were only printed 
and sent out relatively recently) we have received two 
replies. Both landlords were enthusiastic and wished to 
see their gardens used for this project. The first has a 
garden he describes as modest at his one property on the 
outskirts of Oldfield Park and the second landlord has 
several houses in Oldfield Park and seemed keen to see 
any or all of them used. It seems likely that more landlords 
will approach us as the pilot begins and publicity expands. 
There are several other large letting agencies which can 
be used to contact more landlords and we can encourage 
interested students to approach their landlords, with this in 
mind it seems likely that many more interested landlords 
can be found.

Three landlords have already declared support for the 
scheme and offered a one or more gardens from their 
property. We have obtained enough support to run a pilot 
study and have support from a landlord with multiple 
properties to expand the scheme.  In addition there are 
plenty of methods for contacting landlords we have yet to 
explore. 

-Leaflet used to advertise to landlords is supplied in 
Appendix 2D
-A more extended discussion of the role of landlords is 
contained in appendix 2H

2.4 Evidence of Demand from Residents 

The Growing Together project is both an environmental 
project and a community project that should look to im-
prove many of the community tensions present in Oldfield 
Park. For the project to succeed we need local residents 
to support the running of the project both practically, with 
their help advertising, mentoring/assessing or gardening, 
and with their interest and support to spread news of the 
project through the community. Newspaper coverage of 
the tensions in Oldfield Park along with the Bath and North 
East Somerset (BANES) Council Voicebox 15 Survey can 
reveal some of the tensions and how deep they lie. Infor-
mation on the local communities’ reaction to the project 
could then be obtained from residents’ questionnaires and 
from our Moorland Road street survey.

The Council’s Voicebox 15 Survey (appendix 2G) was 
completed by nearly 5000 households in BANES.  
Results to some of the questions were split up by ward 
to see how responses in Oldfield Park differed to the rest 
of the area. Key Findings from the survey include: a sig-
nificantly high proportion of people (42%) viewed cleaner 
streets as something that most needed improving, looking 
at this closer a similar question revealed an age divide in 
this question with a significantly low proportion (21.5%) of 
18-24 year olds believed cleaner streets was an area that 
most needs improving whereas a significantly high section 
of 65-74 year olds (32.2%) held this view. The survey goes 
on to show a significantly low percentage of the population 
believing that Oldfield Park is a good place to live (77% 
against an area average of 85%). A review of articles in the 
media (see appendix 1A) sheds further light on the prob-
lems in Oldfield Park. There are two articles firstly a Guard-
ian article discussing government responses to problems 
of areas in cities being colonised by student housing, with 
a section discussing specifically the issues in Oldfield Park 
and secondly a Bath Chronicle article entitled “The stu-
dents are back in town and eroding our community”. A sec-
tion of the Guardian article below reveals where some of 
the community demand for our scheme may come from:

Many of the Victorian houses that line the hilly streets 
here have been turned into flats. Not all tenants keep their 
homes and gardens as clean as the long-term residents 
would like. “You can always tell the student houses,”…

The resident survey completed by 23 members of the com-
munity can give further information on where and to what 
extent the Growing Together project can resolve some 
of these tensions. All respondents agreed Oldfield Park 
would be a better place if the presentation was tidier (70% 
strongly agreed) and there was a stronger neighbour-
hood network (59% strongly agreed). 22 out of 23 people 
agreed that the area would be better if students and the 
community worked together with 57% strongly agreeing 
with this statement. Out of those surveyed all but one per-
son replied that they would like to see student gardens put 
to use in this way. We can draw further analysis of resident 
opinions from the Moorland Road street survey. The sur-
vey received a generally positive opinion of the growing 
together project, whilst once again highlighting the issues 
of untidy student properties in the area. 
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Yet Not all residents necessarily blame students with one 
local resident quoted as saying: ‘the gardens should be the 
landlord’s responsibility; I feel sorry for the students who 
have to pay too much for what they get… you can’t blame 
them’. The survey showed a demand for some project or 
action to clean up student properties in Oldfield Park and 
showed a generally positive opinion to our project doing 
this.

-More comprehensive breakdown and analysis of Moor-
land Road street survey in Appendix 2F.

The resident survey also revealed a resource of people in 
the local community that may wish to help with the project. 
Six residents offered gardening skills (2 of which were not 
interested in growing themselves, but to give workshops), 
3 people were happy to help market/advertise the project, 
2 were prepared to help in assessment/mentoring with 
one keen to help in both marketing and assessment roles. 
There was a good mix of times at which people would be 
free to help and 2 people were willing to offer their time as 
much as once a fortnight and 6 people offered their time to 
help with advertising or mentoring at least once a month.

The research from a variety of sources shows a clear and 
fairly deep rooted issue with regards to student houses in 
Oldfield Park. A large factor resulting in issues seems to 
be the untidiness of student gardens. It is fair to say that 
students are not generally aware of the extent to which 
their untidiness is causing a problem in the area. There 
is unmistakable demand for some action in Oldfield Park 
that should make students more aware of the views of the 
community and improves the presentation of their gardens 
and the area in general. 

The Growing Together project was almost universally 
viewed as a good idea by the community. The extremely 
high level of agreement with the statement that students 
and the community working together would improve the 
area shows the area is in great need of a scheme like this. 
Six residents offering practical help and six offering gar-
dening help (possible overlap here, this does not mean 12 
residents in total) out of a total of just 23 responses shows 
a lot of support for the scheme and provides us with 
useful resources to take the project forward.  Crucially, 
it also evidences that, some permanent residents can 
hopefully be involved in coordinating the project in some 
ways, enhancing the sustainability of the project.

- Tables of analysis from the Voicebox 15 survey can be 
found in appendix 2G
- Extended summary and analysis from the resident ques-
tionnaire analysis can be found in appendix 2E
-Press coverage of Oldfield Park tensions can be found in 
Appendix 1A
-Results from the Moorland Road street survey can be 
found in appendix 2F

2.5 Summary

In this section multiple research methods were used to 
test the project feasibility and ultimately demonstrate 
significant demand for the project. Demand from growers 
for growing space in Oldfield Park is well established and 
with enough interest already to begin a pilot study it seems 
likely that more interest will be established once the pilots 
are up and running.

Landlords, who are often blamed for the problems with 
student housing, have shown some interest however 
only a limited number have been contacted and the option 
for contacting them through students for projects in 
specific gardens has not been explored as yet. Additionally, 
landlords are likely to be wary of new projects but as suc-
cessful pilot studies are in place interest will be far more 
easily accessed. 

Students showed significant interest in being involved in 
the scheme, suggesting not only that we have a decent re-
source of gardens at our disposal for the pilot but also that 
most students would be happy to find the scheme operat-
ing in a property they are looking to move into, an issue 
which is key to the sustainability of the scheme. The local 
community were very supportive of the scheme and of-
fered some help in running and setting up of the scheme.

There is conclusively enough demand for a pilot study 
to go ahead and on the whole there is enough demand 
to anticipate some growth of the scheme beyond pilot 
studies.  However, the extent to which the scheme can 
grow is currently unclear. This section has highlighted the 
significant resource of growers and gardens in the area 
and has shown support and demand for the scheme from 
students, the community, landlords and growers and thus 
there is no reason to believe that a sufficient proportion 
of this resource cannot be converted into flourishing and 
productive garden shares.
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3.0 EVIDENCE OF PARTNERSHIP
3.0 Partnerships

Evidently the formation of strong and reliable partnerships 
within the community is vital for the projects success.  To 
ensure the scheme is sustained and integrated, Growing 
Together aims to work with as many players as possible.

3.1 Organisations

Contact with relevant groups and individuals have already 
been made. All groups/individuals were contacted 
because they are involved in similar projects or have 
common goals. The reason for contacting the 
groups however do vary and their roles once the project 
is launched will therefore differ. 

-Hopeful achievements by building up relevant contacts
The aim in contacting groups and individuals was to base 
the outcome of this feasibility study on a more 
comprehensive, externalised view of the project. In 
addition it was hoped that partnership with a series of 
interconnected groups and individuals would provide a 
basic level of support on which to eventually launch the 
project. Other principal objectives were to:-

- Collect ideas/advice offered by groups with experience 
- Find a model on which to base this scheme
- Record opinion and comments from people on obstacles 
that could be expected
- Prepare for possible setbacks in planning
- Build up a network through which to find out about 
gardening-focused events
- Gain access to tools and other practical materials, e.g. 
seeds, at below market prices
- Have access to groups through which to advertise the 
project

Methodology in building partnerships
Methods of making the project known to groups/individual 
were diverse. The first step was to brainstorm all groups 
which could be beneficial to the project. Internet research 
and talking to existing contacts helped to form a contact 
list. Secondly contact was made via. email or telephone to 
key group members and a meeting was suggested. Thirdly, 
meetings were conducted with a clear outline of objectives 
for the meeting. A list of all contacts including details can 
be found as Appendix 3B. Notably, meeting with members 
of the Bath Area Garden Share (BAGS), Bath Organic 
Group (BOG) and Transition Bath, Jeff, Virginia Williamson 
and Peter Andrews answered many queries.
 
Additionally, research into events and existing schemes 
were made. Case studies (found in appendix 3A) outline 
findings from attending these. One event which stood out 
as being helpful was the Ready, Set, Grow event held in 
the Guildhall in February, attended by many groups which 
the team have since contacted. 

-Case studies into existing garden share schemes can be 
found in appendix 3A
-Information on all the organisations there have been links 
with is found in appendix 3B

3.2 Individuals 

From contact with various community organisations it 
became apparent that there was an overlap between 
groups in terms of members. Key members stood out as 
valuable points of contact. These included Peter Andrews 
and Virginia Williamson as well as others involved in per-
sonal endeavours listed in the appendix (Appendix 3C). 
The importance of individuals with involvement in several 
areas of the community is that the project’s recognition 
and progress will naturally be spread between groups by 
word of mouth. On top of this, it may become necessary to 
get a key community figure on board with the project on a 
permanent basis in the future to act as an all-year round 
liaison to temporary student leaders.

-Information on active community members with whome 
links have been established is found in appendix 3C.

3.3 Community meetings/events
Community meetings and events which took place in the 
Oldfield Park area since the beginning of the year were 
attended in order to gauge a general public response to 
the project. Community events ranged from general area 
meetings for voicing issues, e.g. PACT meeting to visiting 
an existing allotment in the Bath area, namely in Timsbury, 
to assess future practicalities. 
Outcomes and findings so far

Each case study revealed pointers on which to progress 
and elements of the project to bear in mind. These have 
been listed in the case studies found in the appendix 3D. 
Positive outcomes from meetings with partners have dem-
onstrated that:-

- There is a large support base from organisations and 
individuals
- In terms of contracts and project models, a range exists 
to support altogether  project objectives
-  Advertising of the project will not be a problem as similar 
issues are well advertised via. email lists/ marketing spots 
i.e. Green Park Station as well as at events and other 
group’s meetings.
- Getting hold of supplies will be simplified by being in con-
tact with certain groups e.g. Trading Hut
- Finding gardeners will be a simplified effort due to con-
tacts

However key areas to focus on are:-

- Most people who are interested in the project are already 
involved in other projects and so shall act more as advice 
givers that anything else.
- Methods to persuade landlords to get involvement follow-
ing the pilot.
- The proper adaptation of existing models to support 
projects objectives.
- The complexity of needing three parties involved in the 
project and contractual issues surrounding this.
- Availability of student services throughout the year fluctu-
ates and thus non-student support is essential.
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- Living up to project promises must be guaranteed, 
focus on community cohesion and presentation must not 
be lost.
-Duty of care, feedback and monitoring progress of project 
are important if the scheme is to become reputable and for 
its long-term success.
-Case studies arising from some of the meetings/events 
that have been attended are contained in appendix 3D

3.4 Summary
Partnerships are a valuable resource to the research and 
will remain so if the project is set into motion. Building 
a network of organisations and individuals will help with 
a d v e r t i s i n g ,  f i n d i n g  r e s o u r c e s ,  t o o l s  a n d  f o r 
r e c e i v i n g  o n going advice from those with previous            
experience with a similar project. Saying this, independence 
of a student run project must not be lost. Student leaders 
must dedicate time to the upkeep of a recognised scheme 
and other involvement must be acknowledges sufficiently.

4.0 Issues around contracts

The contract connected with the scheme is incredibly 
important as it takes into account issues such as:

- Dictating important aspects of the project between 
the landlords, students and growers.
- Taking into account issues expectations, access 
and from a liability perspective it is important that the 
contract details responsibility.

The existing contract which is currently used in Bath for 
the BAGS scheme is a good outline for some of the issues 
that are needed to be considered for the project. The 
contract must be adapted to take into account the all 3 
parties involved in this scheme.

This contract can be suitably adapted to suit the needs 
of the Growing Together Project when pilot schemes get 
underway.

-Examples of contracts we can work from are contained in 
appendix 4A

4.0 ISSUES AROUND CONTRACTS
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5.0 Sustainability 

The major concern of the project is that it will continue to 
develop and be a valuable part of the community on its 
own steam.  This is a theme which is relevant in every 
area of the feasibility considerations and a topic to be 
celebrated with innovative yet realistic solutions.   

5.1 Issues and Remedies

- Student turnover
Students are temporary tenants which is the differential 
factor for this project from similar existing schemes.  
Potential problems
- Different students each year
- New students may dislike the scheme
- Harvesting and planting times do not correlate 
with University term times

- Duty of care 
 There is a concern that whilst students are away 
(growing/ harvest seasons) and due to the fact that the 
current project leaders will also be absent during the 
above mentioned times, that responsibility for the project 
must still be delegated accordingly. It is essential that there 
is a reliable person at the centre of the network who can 
take responsibility and be accountable if problems occur.  
The scheme is  mi ld ly  dependent  upon f ind ing 
a  permanent point of contact within the community. An 
example of this would be proactive members of the local 
community, churches and the Student Community 
Partnership.

- Responsibility if garden share fails.
In the event that something fails within the garden sharing 
system there must be safeguards and a responsible body 
to solve the problems and keep the scheme on track.  This 
could be a number of parties: 

- Student Community Partnership works with the council 
allotments association to restore gardens to pre- project 
state.  

- Volunteering activity where keen gardeners from the area 
(students or permanent residents) restore the garden to its 
original state.

- Growers themselves will take responsibility for the state 
of the space after they have finished.  This could be written 
into the contract.

- Continuity and project monitoring
There is a requirement for a permanent member of the 
community to act as project monitor and a student liai-
son team to ensure good relations. 

Project monitor - An individual or group who are heavily 
involved in the project and living in the city.  There are a 
number of local players and organisations that this report 
has identified.

Student liaison team - A continuation of the core team may 
be sourced through University societies such as     People 
and Planet.  This will also need to be sustained.
- Universities Students Unions could provide the support 
and coordination, for example SCA    
- Involvement of wider community – schools, churches, etc

- Continuation of project awareness 
Promotion of the scheme both to the local community and 
particularly to students every year would be essential to 
secure continuity.  This could be developed from the current 
point using the web, posters/ leaflets and word of mouth.

The project also opens the door for subsequent 
community- student events to work towards one of the 
major aims of community cohesion.  Examples of such are; 
local produce parties, seed swaps and growing workshops 
which may be ways to involve and empower all people in 
the area.
   
As the scheme begins to mature the need for excessive 
advertisement should subside and it will begin to take on 
a truly sustainable form where it is self supporting and self 
promoting.

- Landlords
One of the key elements to the projects long term success 
would be to fully involve the landlords in a way that is both 
beneficial and desirable to them.  Some if the issues are 
discussed in the case for demand and related appendices 
and to summarise there must be sustained benefit/ interest 
to landlords for the scheme to continue.  This could be 
achieved by encouraging them to take note of the 
improvements to their property made and maintained by 
dedicated gardeners.

- Monetary issues
Although the overall necessity for money in the scheme 
has proved minimal there is nevertheless a need for some 
funding in areas such as acquiring gardening equipment 
and administration costs.  For the project to be truly sus-
tainable it is hoped that it could generate its own income 
rather than depending on external funding.  
This could be achieved in a number of ways:
- selling produce 
- fundraising events
- social enterprises 

5.2 Summary of sustainability

It is apparent that initially a lot of energy will be required 
to get the project off the ground and subsequently to keep 
the project afloat.  There are bound to be issues which may 
threaten the continuation of the project at the beginning, 
it is generally agreed that these must be navigated with 
care if the project is to be a long term success.  However, 
it is suggested that once properly underway, the project 
will have enough momentum to function without excess 
energy input and the scheme can really flourish. 

5.0 SUSTAINABILITY ISSUES
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6.0 Overview

This section aims to outline the process of the feasibility 
study bringing to attention some of the major actions that 
the core team were involved in and the results of these 
activities.

6.1 Actions

Research was initiated by contacting a number of 
organisations within Bath and attending local community 
meetings, both of which provided further contacts and 
useful advice and information. 

In summary:
- Resources available to gardeners were discovered.
- Relationships with groups such as BOG and BAGS 
were established, which can be called upon for advice and 
support at a later date if required. 
- Demand through allotments research was highlighted

Although it was found there was plenty of evidence for 
demand for growing space it is also important that community 
members are willing to participate in a scheme which may 
entail complications and which requires more than an 
informally arranged growing space.  Market research 
provided the following information:

- Members of the community should be willing to 
input time and effort to the scheme, 
- Hard to reach interested members of the community
- Difficult not to advertise the scheme as if it were 
up and running (as just a feasibility study). 
- A number of interested parties were found.
- Students would be willing to participate in the 
scheme if thrie landlord was also willing.
- Largest issue for students was access to gardens 
and security of their possessions in the property whilst no 
one was in. 
- There is a need for incentivising the scheme for 
the students most likely with exchange of produce. 
- Benefits for landlords are numerous and evident 
thus no incentive is required here. 
- Residents would be willing to participate.

The scheme aims to resolve trust issues within the 
community whereby students build a relationship with the 
local member of the community using their garden 
consequently building up trust and weakening this barrier.

Although sustainability issues mentioned in section 5 will 
be affect the sucess of the project, there are measures that 
can be taken to prevent failure from happening. A large 
concern is the fact that there is an extra person involved in 
the contractual agreement. Previous schemes have worked 
well with owner occupiers and local residents. This scheme 
incorporates the student and the landlord both of whom 
will need to agree upon the contract. Any subsequent 
problems with the scheme will therefore involve more 
people than past schemes.

Having spoken to a number of permanent residents of Old-
field Park it is apparent that untidy gardens are a pressing 
issue in terms of the upkeep of the appearance of the 
local area. Many residents were in support of the project 
for this reason, as well as the added benefits of social 
cohesion it will bring. It is evident from the street survey 
that there are a great number of concerns about student 
gardens. The street survey also provided some negative 
feedback, which will be taken into account. 

Awareness raising was successful and the project received 
a good amount of press which will hopefully encourage the 
support of the project through various groups of people. 
The fact that the project attracted radio media attention 
suggests that it is a popular subject for discussion and 
hopefully this will give more insight, along with responses 
to the Bath Chronicle article, as to people’s thoughts on 
the project.

6.2 Summary of Process

Every route that could have been investigated has been 
energetically pursued.  All of the avenues that the core 
team have explored have opened many doors for further 
research and potential projects.  Considering the time and 
resource restrictions that the study was subject to a vast 
amount of information, contacts and potential have been 
attained.

6.0 FEASIBILITY OVERVIEW 
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7.0 Conclusion

This report has demonstrated that the project will be feasible.  
Yet, until piloted, the real term success is still unknown.  
It is evident that to begin with the project will have to 
remain on a very small scale. Through the research 
carried out in this report there are a number of issues 
which may arise which will be confirmed/ highlighted by 
piloting the scheme. 

The actions undertaken through the feasibility study have 
generated a number of interested landlords.  The next 
step is to continue advertising the scheme to growers as 
a real opportunity and to start to match growers with these 
gardens.  

Students will become engaged forthwith as the spring 
gardening commences, and they start to understand how 
food grows and why it is important to strive towards 
self reliance.  Through this activity the project will enable 
students and the local community to begin to interact in 
the neighbourhood.
 
The next stage will be to establish a solid pilot study which 
will require monitoring and time commitment. Should the 
pilot project fail, the scheme itself should not be disregard-
ed as in many other cases it has shown to be successful. 
Through the remedies mentioned in the report, any failures 
can be mitigated and learnt from by applying the feasibility 
research to the pilot study.  

Overall this study has been an excellent tool for the 
initiation of the ‘Oldfield Park Growing Together’ initiative.  
The wheels are now in motion for disused space in the city 
to become alive and valuable and for students to become 
more active members of the community.

7.0 CONCLUSION
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APPENDICIES
1A Press Articles Surrounding Social Tension in Oldfield Park

John Denham to tighten house rules in student enclaves
• Dispersal of population sought in university towns
• Changes will not improve cohesion, says NUS

Ministers are to act against student enclaves by pushing through new laws making it harder for neighbourhoods in university 
towns to be colonised by large student populations.

Such enclaves often lead to resentment between students and local people, with whole boroughs left underpopulated in the 
summer months while renting students go on holiday. Some residents also argue that students upset the character of an 
area by ignoring the community in which they live.

John Denham, communities secretary and MP in the university town of Southampton, is a long-term campaigner against 
the impact on towns of large student bodies living in HMOs (Houses in Multiple Occupation, or those containing more than 
one household).

Denham is planning to tackle the issue through a change in the so-called Use Classes Order 1987 – which allow councils 
to control undue concentrations in specific types of property – by allowing for HMOs to be brought under greater council 
control. He is also likely to cap and control the distribution and the dispersal of HMOs by using the local planning system to 
set up “areas of restraint”.

The news comes as tens of thousands of students return to university this weekend for the start of term.
The National Union of Students (NUS) has campaigned to keep the planning laws unchanged, arguing that students should 
be free to live close to one another in communities.

“We would welcome these proposals if they were about improving standards of student accommodation, but we fear that 
they actually just amount to unconstructive headline-grabbing, said Wes Streeting, the NUS president.

“If John Denham is in fact planning to clamp down on houses of multiple occupancy in this manner, he will be forcing stu-
dents to pay private companies to live in ghettoes away from the rest of the community, or to find accommodation in the 
unregulated market. This will do nothing to improve community cohesion.”

In one of the key changes, Denham is expected to tighten rules regarding the number of people not within the same family 
permitted to live in the same HMO, by lowering the threshold from six to three or four. Critics argue that a lower cap may 
drive out those dependent on current HMO law, such as a couple with a lodger who then decide to have a child.

A source stressed that Denham was not being anti-student, and that he recognised that only a minority of students are 
involved in the type of anti-social behaviour that can blight neighbourhoods.

But the source added that the sheer number of students living in one particular area often makes it difficult to sustain a 
strong and vibrant community.

Problem towns have been identified as Bath, Nottingham, Southampton, Leeds, York and Loughborough. As many as 50 
community groups in 30 different towns have been campaigning on the issue.

A government consultation on how to tackle the issue has recently closed with a huge response from 900 councils, resident 
associations, universities, individuals, MPs, councillors, and campaign groups.

Denham inherited the consultation when he became communities secretary in the spring, but has been campaigning on the 
issue since 1992.

In a parliamentary debate in June 2007 Denham said: “Local authorities must have legal powers to set limits … on the 
spread of HMOs.” 

Guardian article (accessed 20.03.10)
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The front line: ripples in Bath
The young people seemed to be behaving themselves in Oldfield Park, Bath’s student land, this afternoon.

Clara Kelly was on her way to a hardware store to buy a bin for her digs. Ollie Burton-Towell was taking a stroll in the warm 
sun to get a feel for his new neighbourhood. Others were chatting over a cappuccino in one of the cafes that line the main 
drag, Moorland Road.

They all agreed – living, shopping and working in such a lively area with term-time still a few weeks away was just great.
Not all the permanent residents are so sure. David Pye, shopkeeper and chair of the Moorland Road Association, admitted 
there were some tensions.

Many of the Victorian houses that line the hilly streets here have been turned into flats. Not all tenants keep their homes 
and gardens as clean as the long-term residents would like. “You can always tell the student houses,” said Pye. “They are 
the ones with rubbish outside and sheets hanging up in the windows instead of curtains.”

He said there could be parking problems when the students were in town – but by the same token some of the shops suf-
fered during holidays.

Liberal Democrat councilor Will Sandry said there could be aggravation if a “party household” took up residence next 
door.

There are two universities in Bath, with students swelling the population from about 85,000 to the 100,000 mark.

Joey Cozens-Smith, president of Bath Spa University Students’ Union, said students brought many benefits and called on 
the government not to move to segregate communities. “It is our view that legislation to control where students live would 
punish the students that contribute heavily to the community they are a part of,” he said.

Steven Morris 
Bath Chronicle articles (accessed 20.03.10)

The students are back in town and eroding our community
Thursday, November 05, 2009

It can hardly have escaped everyone’s notice that the students are back in town.

For some people this means perhaps minor disturbances such as having to wait longer to queue in Sainsbury’s or a bigger 
queue for the bus. Where we live, in Oldfield Park, it means parties on a Tuesday night till four in the morning, being unable 
to park anywhere vaguely near our own houses and a steady stream of young people in our neighbourhood who haven’t 
the slightest interest in fitting into our community. It feels as if our community space is being steadily eroded and as more 
students move in, families are moving out.

This probably sounds so far like a real complaining letter, of which you have probably received hundreds over the years.
However, it’s actually my chance to tell your readers of something that has just happened that has been absolutely brilliant.

A local landlord who owns the house a couple of doors down from us chose to take a lower rent after we told him how much 
our environment is changing and we now have a family living close to us with two young children, who hopefully will stay 
a while. I’m hoping that landlords will read this letter and, fingers crossed, reverse the trend of making as much money as 
possible for themselves and consider their responsibilities to the communities in which they own houses.

Comments
Bath would be much poorer - in every sense - without the students. 
Tom Trosborg, Bath 06-Nov-2009  10:42

Not sure what the problem is, I live in Oldfield Park and don’t experience any of this. If there is a party, talk to the occupants, 
and if it continues, report it. As for parking, my road has few student cars, and they are mostly small and considerately 
parked, unlike the non-students who often have 2 large vehicles taking up a lot of space
JC, Bath   05-Nov-2009 16:14

Don’t blame the students - blame the greedy landlords!
AH, Bath 05-Nov-2009 12:38

Our family moved out of a very happy home in Oldfield Park nine years ago because the situation had become intolerable. 
God knows what it is like now.
Malcolm Cupis, Bridgeyate 05-Nov-2009 09:49

Bath Chronicle articles (accessed 20.03.10)
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2A Market Research Overview

Questionnaires
A large part of the Market Research involved collecting opinions of the community. It was decided that compiling a question-
naire of significant questions was the best method for doing this. The questionnaires were made to look professional and 
were laid out with question banks and definite categories of answers in order to keep opinion as quantitative as possible, 
to simplify analysis at the end. 

Content
The questionnaires were made up of questions on general life in Oldfield Park, improvements that would like to be seen, 
concerning community cohesion, sustainability and land use issues including consumer habits for vegetables and fruit. We 
also asked for contact details if the respondent was interested.
Separate questionnaires were compiled for students and nonstudents as a perspective was needed from both groups. It 
was also decided that a prize draw was created to incentivise the student questionnaire. A possible prize of £50 was to be 
given to a student picked at random.

Method
Questionnaires were distributed by recruited volunteers from both Bath University and Bath Spa University, and project 
leaders. All volunteers attended a project briefing session and were instructed to ask residents to fill out a questionnaire, 
either to be picked up on the way back along the street, or left with the occupier to be dropped at local points: the Co-
operative supermarket and the Velo Lounge, a local cafe/bar. Uncompleted questionnaires were also left at Velo Lounge. 
Pre prepared maps were marked whether the occupier was a student or not for future reference.

An electronic version of the student questionnaire was made available online using surveymonkey. The link to this as men-
tioned in section 3.2 was on the Bath University homepage. The questions corresponded exactly with hard copy as the 
results of both were to be analysed together.

With the help of the environmental officer at Bath University, Peter Phelps, a slightly altered questionnaire was emailed to 
first year students, asking only those anticipating living in Oldfield Park to fill them out. 

Most questionnaires gave some sort of qualitative feedback too, and a notable amount of people left their contact details 
– a sign of interest in the project. 

Analysis
Data from the questionnaires was inputted into an excel spreadsheet and pivot tables were created in order to usefully as-
sess the information. The following was found:

Appendix 2B- Student Questionnaire Analyses.

Student Questionnaire:
47 students responded to the survey. Of this 31 were respondents to the online survey and 16 were respondents to the 
paper survey.

Garden availability
33 out of 47 respondents said they had a garden at the back of their current rented property. Of this, 26 (79%) gardens are 
left as grass. This shows great potential for development of these gardens through the scheme.

It is important to mention however, that the majority of respondents said they would definitely not be living in Oldfield Park 
next year, either because they would not longer be a student (16 respondents) or for other reasons (15 respondents).  This 
does not mean that their responses lose significance as the properties that these students are currently renting will still be 
available to students in subsequent years, most probably with the same garden conditions. In addition to this, 36% of those 
that would not be living in Oldfield Park next year had lived there for over a year. 37% of those that said they would definitely 
be living in Oldfield Park next year had lived there for less than a year.

Willingness to participate
When those with under-utilised gardens were asked if they would like to see their garden used in the project, 14 (30%) said 
yes and 20 (43%) said maybe. 

Although from the above responses it seems that most students would consider the scheme, one barrier highlighted, with 11 
out of 14 (79%) respondents saying they strongly agree, is the fact that the house is often empty during the day. It was also 
highlighted that a barrier to participation was due to wariness of strangers using their garden. This concern was particularly 
prominent in all female houses with 55.6% agreeing with the statement. Although this was a less significant concern it is 
still worth mentioning.

For those who said they wouldn’t like to see their garden used in the project, the main reason was due to access – the 
only access to the garden was through the house which may present security issues and unwillingness from landlords and 
tenants. This highlights a significant barrier to participation for gardens only accessible through the house. Another main 
reason for not wanting to participate was that 8 out of 12 (67%) respondents who said no, it was because they believed 
their landlord would be unwilling. 
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With regards to access times – 43% of respondents who are willing to participate said that they would not be happy with 
community members accessing their garden at any time and 13 out of 14 (93%) respondents said that the access times 
would have to be agreed beforehand. Of the respondents who said they may want to participate in the scheme, 16 out of 
20 (80%) said that they would allow access as long as times were agreed beforehand. It is clear from this that the most 
preferable way to allow access is by prior arrangement. Respondents also made it clear that they would want someone to 
be present in the house whenever members of the local community were using the garden. This can be supported by the 
fact that 70% (32 out of 40) of all respondents said that they would not allow members use the garden when there is nobody 
in.

Only 51%(24 out of 47 who answered the question) of respondents said they would expect something in return for allowing 
community members to use their gardens. Of this 51% the most popular option was some of the produce grown with 67% 
(16 out of 24) of respondents who said they expect something, choosing this option.

Land Use and Sustainability
The first question of this section was asked in order to ascertain the purchasing habits of students toward fruit and vegeta-
bles. The question enables a link to be established between the purchasing habits and the likelihood of participation in the 
scheme. This question enabled multiple options to be ticked so the numbers and percentages are not mutually exclusive. 
42 out of 47 who answered the question said that they bought fruit and vegetables from supermarkets. 10.9% (5 of 47) of 
respondents said they bought fruit and vegetables from farmers markets and market stalls. Of those who said they would 
be willing to be involved in the project, 6 out of 14 (43%) said they bought fruit and vegetables from the local greengrocers, 
compared to only 3 out of 12 (25%) who said they would not be willing to participate in the project. This may suggest more 
or an awareness around the origin of the fruit and vegetables purchased, therefore more of an interest in gardening. Only 
4 of respondents said they purchase fruit and vegetables from box schemes or local independent growers. Surprisingly, 13 
out of 47 respondents said they grown their own vegetables. The percentage of those who said they would participate in the 
scheme was however not significant enough to be able to say there was a correlation between the two. Only one respond-
ent said they did not buy fruit and vegetables. 

96% of respondents said that price was important when purchasing fruit and vegetables. In addition to this, 64% of those 
would said they would participate in the scheme said that it was important to purchase fruit and vegetables from the UK. 
Another important factor was fair-trade, with 53% (24 of 45) of respondents saying they considered this to be an important 
factor.

32 out of 45 (71%) respondents said that it was not important to them to purchase fruit and vegetables from the South West 
region. 29 out of 45 (64%) respondents also said that organic produce was not important. 24 out of 45 (53%) respondents 
said they would not consider supporting local businesses as an important factor. However of those who said they would 
participate in the scheme, 57.1% of them said they consider it an important factor, again suggesting raised awareness about 
the support of locally sourced produce.

Interestingly 100% of those who said they would like to participate in the scheme said they considered quality as an impor-
tant factor when purchasing.  Of all respondents, 44 out of 46 (97%) said that quality was important. 

Conclusion

The above data suggests that there is demand for the scheme due to the fact there are many gardens (26 of 47) just left as 
untended grass and 30% of people would be willing to participate in the scheme. Most students felt that major barriers to 
the project would be the willingness of landlords to participate, with the majority of those who said they wouldn’t participate 
giving this as their reason. Access to the garden was also a major factor in the reasons behind non-willingness to participate 
in the scheme.  In addition to this it can be seen that any use of the garden should be agreed beforehand, with someone 
always being present in the house when members of the community are using the garden. 

Around half of respondents said they would not expect anything in return for letting community members use their garden 
which suggest that incentivising may not be so important. The most popular exchange, suggested by those who said that 
they would expect something, was some of the produce grown. In this respect, the request for produce is similar to other 
existing schemes where 25% of the produce is agreed to be shared.

When considering purchasing factors, there may be a correlation between willingness to participate and purchasing choices 
influenced by raised awareness about the importance of locally grown vegetables to the environment. It may be said that 
those who were willing to participate who prefer to buy their fruit and vegetables locally rather than from supermarkets. 

The fact that students indicate price to be a major factor influences the purchase of fruit and vegetables could add another 
incentive for their participation. The offer of fruit and vegetables in return for use of the garden could save students money 
spent on fruit and vegetables as it will be readily available to them at no cost. Similarly quality was highlighted as an ex-
tremely important factor with 100% of willing participants saying this was very important, again incentivising their participa-
tion as their fruit and vegetables will not have been transported across a number of miles, thus loosing their freshness and 
quality. 
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First Year Student Questionnaire:

14 First year students responded to the online survey. The survey was sent to all first years by the Environmental Manager 
at the university who is in support of the project. Those who were planning on living in Oldfield Park next year were then 
asked to fill out the questionnaire. 

Garden availability
Out of the 14 students, 13 of them had a garden in the houses they were planning on moving into. Of this 13, 10 (76.9%) 
gardens are left as grass which shows a great potential for these gardens to be used in the scheme. 

Willingness to participate
When asked if they would like to see their garden used in the project, 5 (35.7%) said yes and 4 (28.6%) said maybe. 

Although from the above responses it seems that most students would consider the scheme, one barrier highlighted is that 
the only accessible route to the garden is through the house. 64.3% of respondents said this was the main issue. 8 out of 
14 respondents also said that they felt a barrier to the scheme was that their landlord would be unwilling.

If the scheme was to go ahead, 69.2% of respondents would not be happy with residents using their garden at anytime. The 
preferred agreement would be for students and residents to agree a time beforehand with 50% of people choosing this as 
a possible option (maybe). 8 of the 14 would not be happy with residents using the garden when they are not in.

13 out of 14 respondents said that they would want something in return for residents using their garden. Within that, the 
most common response was ‘some of the produce’ grown’, with 10 people (71.4%) saying this was a suitable exchange.

Land Use and sustainability 
The majority of first year students buy their fruit and vegetables from the supermarket (13 out of 14). This question al-
lowed for multiple answers to be picked and the next most popular way to buy fruit and vegetables appeared to be market 
stalls with 3 respondents saying they used this method. Other choices included farmers markets, local greengrocers, box 
schemes and ‘I don’t buy fruit and vegetables’.

When considering the factors that influence the buying of fruit and vegetables, 11 respondents said that they consider price 
to be very important. When asked if it was important if the produce was grown in the South West region, 12 respondents 
said it was not important. Another factors that was considered important was quality, with 8 people saying this was reason-
ably important.

Conclusion

The above data suggests that there is demand for the scheme due to the fact there are many gardens just left as untended 
grass and 35.7% of people would be willing to participate in the scheme. Most students felt that major barriers to the project 
would be the willingness of landlords to participate, access to the garden presence of a tenant in the house whilst local 
residents are using the garden.  In addition to this, any use of the garden should be agreed beforehand.

It is also clear that the scheme must be incentivised and students expect a share of the produce grown in their gardens. 
In this respect, the request for produce is similar to other existing schemes where 25% of the produce is agreed to be 
shared.

The fact that students indicate price to be a major factor influences the purchase of fruit and vegetables could add another 
incentive for their participation. The offer of fruit and vegetables in return for use of the garden could save students money 
spent on fruit and vegetables as it will be readily available to them at no cost.

Data Tables for students analysis:

Table 1- Do you have a garden?
Q3a Total
no 14
yes 33 70%
Grand Total 47

Table 2 Garden Availability Against Garden Use
Growing vegetables/fruit Blank Tick Grand Total
no 11   11
yes 30 3 33 9.1%
Grand Total 41 3 44
Planting Plants/Flowers Blank Tick Grand Total
no 11   11
yes 27 6 33 18.2%
Grand Total 38 6 44
Left as Grass Blank Tick Grand Total 
no 10 1 11 
yes 7 26 33 78.8%
Grand Total 17 27 44 

-some vegetable growing and interest in gardening vast majority left as 
grass

Table 3- How likely is it that you will be in student houses in Oldfield Park 
next year?
Q4 Total  
Definitely 10 Very Likely & Definitely 34.0%
Definitely Not 7 Definitely Not & Unlikely 66.0%
Fairly Likely 3  
I will no longer 
be a student 16  
Unlikely  8  
Very Likely 3  
Grand Total 47 
 
-High turnover of students in Oldfield Park with the majority leaving.

Table 4-Likelihood of being Oldfield Park resident next year against 
number of years in Oldfield Park. 
Q4 < 1 year 1-2 Years 2-3 Years 3+ Years Grand Total
Definitely  7 1 2   10
Definitely Not 7    7
Fairly Likely 2 1   3
I will no longer 
be a student 6 4 4 2 16
Unlikely  6 2   8
Very Likely 2 1   3
Grand Total 30 9 6 2 47
Has been a resident for more then a year 36% 
Of those who have been in Oldfield for less than a year how many are 
likely to be there next year 37% 
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Table 5-Do you have an underused Garden that could be put to use 
against would you like to see your garden put to use?

Q5 Maybe No Yes Grand Total  
No 4 10 3 17  
Yes 16 2 11 29 
Have underused gardens 63%
Total 20 12 14 46  
Might want gardens used (answered yes or maybe to 6) 74% 
Definitely happy to see them used 30%   

-Shows evidence of the presence of underused gardens and shows a 
majority could be interested in the project

Table 6a,b,c&d - Barriers to joining the project

Q7a- Only access route is through the house 
  Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Somewhat Agree 2   4 6
Somewhat Disagree  2 1 3
Strongly Agree 6 4 1 11
Strongly Disagree 7 2 5 14
Grand Total 17 6 11 34
Strongly agreed out of those that said maybe  35%
Strongly agreed out of those that didn’t want to be involved 67%
Agree and might want to be involved 38.2%
Disagree and might want to be involved 44.1%
disagreed out of those that said maybe 52.9%
 
Q7b-The House is often empty in the day 
  Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Somewhat Agree 8 3 8 19
Somewhat Disagree 5 1 1 7
Strongly Agree 7 6 3 16
Strongly Disagree   1 1 2
Grand Total 20 11 13 44
Strongly agreed out of those that said maybe 35.0%
Strongly agreed out of those that didn’t want to be involved 54.5%
agree and might want to be involved 59.1%
Disagreed out of those that said maybe 25.0%
 
Q7c- Wary of Strangers 
  Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Somewhat Agree 6 1 1 8
Somewhat Disagree 5 1 4 10
Strongly Agree 2 3  5
Strongly Disagree 3 3 3 9
Grand Total 16 8 8 32
Strongly agreed out of those that said maybe 12.5%
Strongly agreed out of those who didn’t want to be involved 37.5%
agree and might want to be involved 31.3%
Disagreed out of those that said maybe 50.0%
 
Q7d- Suspects Landlord Unwilling 
  Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Somewhat Agree 6 6 7 19
Somewhat Disagree 5 2 6 13
Strongly Agree 3 2  5
Grand Total 14 10 13 37
Strongly agreed out of those that said maybe 21.4%
Strongly agreed out of those that didn’t want to be involved 20.0%
agree and might want to be involved 43.2%
Disagreed out of those that said maybe 35.7%
-Access routes and empty houses caused the biggest problems but all 
caused barriers for some.

Tables 7 a,b,(c&d)&e-Garden access arrangements Q8a- Anytime  
 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Maybe 6   3 9
No 11 9 6 26
Yes 3 3 5 11
Total 20 12 14 46
Out of yes to 6 how many said no 42.9%
Overall % that didn’t mind or might not mind 43.5%
% that do mind out of those who might be involved 50.0%
 
Q8b-Anytime agreed beforehand 
 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Maybe 1 1 1 3
No 3 8  11
Yes 16 3 13 32
Grand Total 20 12 14 46
Out of yes to 6 how many said no  0.0%
Overall % that didn’t mind or might not mind 76.1%
% that do mind out of those who might be involved 8.8%

 

Q8c-Only when the house is not empty 
 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Maybe 5 3 4 12
No 8 7 6 21
Yes 7 2 4 13
Total 20 12 14 46
Out of yes to 6 how many said no 42.9%
Overall % that didn’t mind or might not mind 54.3%
% that do mind out of those who might be involved 41.2%
 
Q8d- Only when more then one of us is in. 
 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Maybe 5 1 2 8
No 9 3 5 17
Yes 6 8 7 21
Total 20 12 14 46
out of yes to 6 how many said no 35.7%
overall % that didn’t mind or might not mind 63.0%
%that do mind out of those who might be involved 41.2%
 
 
Q8e-Only when there is nobody in 
 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Maybe 5 1 2 8
No 12 9 11 32
Yes 3 2 1 6
Total 20 12 14 46
out of yes to 6 how many said no 78.6%
overall % that didn’t mind or might not mind 30.4%
%tht do mind out of those who might be involved 67.6%

Table 8a,b,c&d- Expectation of anything in return from the scheme

Q9- Would you expect anything in return from the scheme? 
    Total 
No 23 
Yes 24   51.06%
Total 47 
Q9-Expectation & what is considered a fair swap
Help with Gardening, Other filled in, Some of the Produce, Total
No 1  1  2  4
Yes 5  3 16  24
Total 6  4 18  28
overall % produce 64.3%   
Overall % Gardening Help 21.4%  
% Produce out of those that want something 66.7%  
   
Q10b- What is considered a fair swap against interest in the scheme  
  Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Help with Gardening 2 4   6
Other filled in 2 1 1 4
Some of the Produce 9 2 7 18
Grand Total 13 7 8 28
%of people who said yes that want produce 87.5%
% of people who said maybe that want Produce 69.2%
% of maybe that want help with gardening 15.4%
 
Q9 Expectation in return against interest in scheme
 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
No 9 5 8 22
Yes 11 7 6 24
Total 20 12 14 46
% who wanted something out of those who said yes 42.9%
% who wanted something out of those who said maybe 55.0%

Table 9a-h Information on Student Buying trends;
Do you buy from against do you want your garden used?
Q11a- Supermarkets Total 
Blank 5 
Tick 42 89%
Total 47 

Q11b- Farmers Markets 
 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Blank 18 11 12 41
Tick 2 1 2 5
Total 20 12 14 46

Shop in Farmers Markets 10.9%
Q11c- Market Stalls 
 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Blank 19 10 12 41
Tick 1 2 2 5
Total 20 12 14 46
Shop at Market Stalls 10.9%
   
Q11d- Local Greengrocers 
 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Blank 19 9 8 36
Tick 1 3 6 10
Grand Total 20 12 14 46
% shop in local greengrocers  25.0% 42.9% 21.7%
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People who buy from greengrocers are more likely to be interested

Q11e-Box Schemes 
 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Blank 18 12 12 42
Tick 2  2 4
Total 20 12 14 46
Buy from box schemes 8.7%
 
Q11f- Local Growers 
 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Blank 19 10 13 42
Tick 1 2 1 4
Total 20 12 14 46
Buy from Local Growers 8.7%
 
Q11g- Grow My Own 
 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Blank 13 10 10 33
Tick 7 2 4 13
Total 20 12 14 46
 35.0% 16.7% 28.6% 28.3%
Not enough responses for it to be reliably significant but suggests sup-
port more likely from growers

Q11h- I don’t buy Fruit and Vegetables 
 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Blank 20 11 14 45
Tick   1  1
Total 20 12 14 46
    2.2%

Table 10a-g:  How important are the following issues against interest in 
the scheme?

Q12a-Price Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Reasonably Important 10 6 7 23
Vaguely Important   1 1 2
Very Important 10 5 6 21
Grand Total 20 12 14 46
Important?    0.9565217
price is important regardless of support for scheme

Q12b- Grown in SW Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Not Important 8 3 3 14
Reasonably Important 4 4 4 12
Vaguely Important 7 5 6 18
Very Important    1 1
Grand Total 19 12 14 45
Important  21.1% 33.3% 35.7% 28.9%

People who support the scheme are more likely to regard SW produce as 
important but people who answer maybe are less likely to connect with 
this message-possibly why they say maybe?

Q12c-Grown in UK Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Not Important 8 2 3 13
Reasonably Important 8 3 5 16
Vaguely Important 1 4 2 7
Very Important 2 3 4 9
Grand Total 19 12 14 45
Important  52.6% 50.0% 64.3% 55.6%

People In favour of our scheme are more likely to regard locally grown 
vegetables as important also over 50% of people view vegetables grown 
in UK to be important

Q12d-Organic Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Not Important 8 3 8 19
Reasonably Important 8 4 3 15
Vaguely Important 3 5 2 10
Very Important    1 1
Grand Total 19 12 14 45
Important  42.1% 33.3% 28.6% 35.6%
Organic is seen as important by 35.6% but most important in maybe (too 
little to regard as significant )

Q12e- Fairtrade Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Not Important 3 3 3 9
Reasonably Important 9 3 8 20
Vaguely Important 4 6 2 12
Very Important 3  1 4
Grand Total 19 12 14 45
Important 63.2% 25.0% 64.3% 53.3%
People who responded positively to the scheme are MUCH more likely 
to buy fairtrade.

Q12f-Quality Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Not Important 1     1
Reasonably Important 9 5 10 24
Vaguely Important   1  1

Q12f-Quality Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Not Important 1     1
Reasonably Important 9 5 10 24
Vaguely Important   1  1
Very Important 10 6 4 20
Grand Total 20 12 14 46
Important  95.0% 91.7% 100% 95.7%
Very Important 50.0% 50.0% 28.6% 43.5%
People who respond yes to scheme are more likely to regard quality as 
important but not as very important so much.

Q12g-Supporting Local Businesses 
  Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Not Important 5 2 2 9
Reasonably Important 6 5 5 16
Vaguely Important 6 5 4 15
Very Important 2  3 5
Grand Total 19 12 14 45
Important  42.1% 41.7% 57.1% 46.7%
People who like our scheme are more likely to regard supporting local 
businesses as important

Table 11- Gender of housemates against willingness to be involved in 
the scheme.
Q16 Maybe No Yes Grand Total   positive 
All Females    6 3 3 12 25% 75%
All Males    4 2 2 8 25% 75%
Mixed Sex   7 3 8 18 44% 83%
Total    17 8 13 38 34% 79%
People in mixed sex houses are significantly more likely to like the 
scheme

Table 12- Number of other housemates against willingness to be involved 
in the scheme.
 Maybe No Yes Grand Total positive
2 1 2 1 4 26.9% 76.9%
3 12 4 6 22  
4 4 1 4 9 46.2% 76.9%
5   1 2 3  
7+   1  1  
Grand Total 17 9 13 39  
people in bigger houses slightly more likely to respond yes 

Table 33 Gender of housemates against me or my housemates being 
wary of strangers as a barrier.
     Agree, Disagree,  Strongly Agree, S. Disagree, Total 
All Females   4   2 1 2 9 55.6%
All Males       2   3  3 8 25.0%
Mixed Sex     1   4 2 3 10 30.0%
Grand Total   7   9 3 8 27 37.0%
more likely to be wary of strangers in an all female house    
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Appendix 2Ba- Resident Questionnaire Analysis

Resident Characteristics
The resident questionnaires were completed by just 23 people giving a limited sample size which should be considered in 
analysis. Of those that returned questionnaires 9 were between 20 and 35 (39%), 4 in the 36-55 range (17%), 6 in the 56-65 
age range (26%) and 4 were the 66+ (17%). The residents were a more or less equal distribution of men to women (11 to 
12) and were all white and British. 87% of people surveyed had gardens and 40% of these grew fruit and vegetables and 
75% planted flowers and plants. 2 had allotments and 2 were on the waiting lists.

The responses received suggest a settled resident community with fairly little movement out of Oldfield Park. Of those sur-
veyed 61% had lived in Oldfield Park for 11 years of over and only 26% had lived in Oldfield Park for less than 5 years. 83% 
claimed it was very likely or definite that they would stay in Oldfield Park for the foreseeable future and 78% of people who 
had been there for less than 10 years stating the same. 

Demand for Growers
Of those surveyed 39% or respondents answered that they would or might be interested in using student gardens to grow 
vegetables (2 people answered that they would be definitely interested in the scheme with 7 stating they may be interested). 
Interest seemed to be higher between the ages of 45-65 with a 5 out of 9 people interested in growing (answered yes or 
maybe to question 7) in that age range and 2 respondents saying they were definitely interested, whereas between 20-45 
interest was at 4 in 10 (with nobody saying they would definitely be interested) and nobody interested above the age of 
66. There was a slightly higher response wait in men (46%) then women (33%) but no other information could be reliably 
obtained from such a small sample size.

Community Help
 Many people in the community were interested in helping out with the scheme. 6 of these were offering gardening skills (2 
of which hadn’t been interested in growing themselves) 3 people interested in advertising or marketing the project and 2 
interested in assessment/mentoring with the project and one respondent willing to offer time for both mentoring and adver-
tising. Six out of ten respondents were happy to offer their help evenings and weekends and five out of ten were happy to 
help in holidays (one was happy to help evenings weekends and holidays). In terms of frequency of help at least 2 people 
were happy to help at least once a fortnight with 4 people happy to help with advertising at least once a month and 2 people 
happy to help with assessment and mentoring at least once a month.

Community Opinions
All respondents agreed that Oldfield Park would be a better place if the presentation was tidier and there was a stronger 
neighbourhood network, with 70% (16) and 59% (13) respectively strongly agreeing with this statement. 96% (22) agreed 
residents and students working together would improve the area (57% strong agreement) and 68% agreement that the area 
would be better if more space was available for growing fruit and vegetables (32% strong agreement). When asked if they 
would like to see gardens put to use in the project 22 out of 23 people said yes.

Assessing people’s attitudes to sustainability and self sufficiency, 30% of those asked said they would definitely or would be 
very likely to attend a course on self sufficiency or gardening techniques. Commitment to more local produce was clear also 
with 65% (15) of people shopping at local greengrocers (almost equal to supermarket support of 74%), 21% (5) shopping 
at farmers’ markets and 30% (7) growing their own. When shopping residents of Oldfield Park prioritised quality over eve-
rything else with 100% stating quality was (very or reasonably) important to them. Once again locality seemed important to 
respondents with 17 (81%) stating that supporting local businesses is important to them and 18 (86%) declaring it important 
that vegetables are grown in the UK for them when shopping. Organic status was less popular with only 6 people (30%) 
claiming it as important to them in comparison with 17 (77%) with fair-trade status and the same for price.



23

Tables and Statistics from the Market Research.

Q1&2  How many Years have you been in Oldfield park vs is this your first house?
1 How many years have you been in Oldfield park? 
  no 1 no 2 yes Grand Total
< 1 year       3 3
11+ years 3 2  9 14
1-4 years     3 3
5-10 years    1 2 3
Grand Total 3 2 1 17 23 
% <1 yr 13%    
% 1< >10 26%    
% >10 61%    
% in same house for over 10 years 64%    
Resident characteristics – quite settled

Q3- Do you have a garden? against Garden Use (Produce growing, 
Planting and/or left as grass)
3a- Do you have a garden? 
 Blank Tick Grand Total
no 3   3
yes 12 8 20
Grand Total 15 8 23 
% have a garden 87%  
% that use garden for produce 40%  
3a Blank Tick Grand Total
no 3   3
yes 5 15 20
Total 8 15 23
% use for planting plants 75%
   
3a Blank Tick Grand Total
no 3   3
yes 9 11 20
Total 12 11 23
% Left as grass 55%

Q4 Do you have an allotment against are you on a waiting list for an al-
lotment.
4a- Do you have an allotment 
 No Yes Grand Total
No 18 2 20
Yes 2  2
Total 20 2 22
% of people without gardens on allotment waiting lists 10.0%  
% if people who have an allotment 9.1%
  
Q5- Oldfield park would be better if… against Years in Oldfield Park
5a-Residents and Students worked together in community 
 < 1 year 11+ years 1-4 years 5-10 years Total
Neither Agree or Disagree   1     1
Somewhat Agree 1 5 1 2 9
Strongly Agree 2 8 2 1 13
Grand Total 3 14 3 3 23
% agree 95.6%    
% strongly agree 11+ yrs 57.1%    
% strongly agree average 56.5%    
     
5b-Presentation was tidier 
  < 1 year 11+ years 1-4 years 5-10 yearsTotal
Somewhat Agree 2 5     7
Strongly Agree 1 9 3 3 16
Grand Total 3 14 3 3 23
Agreement 10.0%    
Strongly agree 69.6%    
     
5c-More space for growing veg/fruit
   < 1 year 11+ years 1-4 years 5-10 years Total
Neither Agree or Disagree 2 4 1   7
Somewhat Agree   5 1 2 8
Strongly Agree 1 4 1 1 7
Grand Total 3 13 3 3 22
Agreement 68.2%    
Strongly Agree 31.8%    
     
5d-Stronger neighbourhood network 
  < 1 year 11+ years 1-4 years 5-10 years Total
Somewhat Agree 1 6 1 1 9
Strongly Agree 2 7 2 2 13
Grand Total 3 13 3 3 22
Agreement 100.0%    
Strongly Agree 59.1%    

Q6- How likely to stay in Oldfield park against years in the area
  < 1 year 11+ years 1-4 years 5-10 years Total
Definitely 1 7     8
Fairly Likely   2 1 1 4
Very Likely 2 5 2 2 11
Grand Total 3 14 3 3 23
Very Likely & Definitely likely to stay 82.6% 
Very Likely & Definitely <10 yrs 77.8% 

Q6&7 Are you interested in being involved in growing in the gardens & 
Would you like to see gardens put to use in this way?
7 No Yes Grand Total
Maybe   7 7
No 1 13 14
Yes   2 2
Total 1 22 23
Would or might be interested 39.1%
Would like to see student gardens used in this project 95.7%

Q9 Do you have gardening skills that you would be willing to offer for the 
project against are you interested in growing?

9 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
No 5 12   17
Yes 2 2 2 6
Total 7 14 2 23
Offering gardening skills 26.1%
Offering gardening skills but not interested in growing 8.7%

Q10 Interest in self sufficiency.
10 Maybe No Yes Grand Total
Definitely 1 1 1 3
Definitely Not   6  6
Fairly Likely 2   2
Unlikely 2 6  8
Very Likely 2 1 1 4
Total 7 14 2 23
Likely (very & Definitely) to attend 30.4%
Interested and likely to attend 55.6%
Might attend & likely to attend 39.1%
Might attend but not interested in involvement 14.3%

Q11 Involvement- Interest in Advertising/ Marketing the project against 
Assessment and monitoring
11a Blank Tick Grand Total
Blank 17 2 19
Tick 3 1 4
Total 20 3 23
Interested in contributing 26.1%
interested in Assessment/mentoring 13.0%
Interested in Advertising/ marketing 17.4%

Q12 When people can contribute (filtering off the people who did not 
want to contribute-11c ticked)
12  Blank Tick Grand Total
All Three  1   1
Evenings  1  1
Holidays  4 1 5
Weekends 2  2
Evenings  2  2
Grand Total 10 1 11
Evenings and Weekends 60.0% 
Holidays  50.0% 

Q13- How often would you be willing to volunteer against (i) when you 
can contribute (ii) Advertising interest (iii) interest in assessment/Mentor-
ing all out of the people who are willing to volunteer.
13  Evenings Holidays Weekends W+E Total
Once a fortnight    1   1 2
Once a month  1 4 2 1 8
Weekly  1    1
Grand Total 1 1 5 2 2 
At least once a fortnight 27% 
  
13- Advertising Blank Tick Grand Total
Once a fortnight 2   2
Once a month 5 3 8
Weekly   1 1
Grand Total 7 4 11
Will help out with advertising weekly 9%
Will help out with advertising once a month at least 36%

13- Assessment Blank Tick Grand Total
Once a fortnight 2   2
Once a month 7 1 8
Weekly   1 1
Grand Total 9 2 11
Will help out with assessment weekly 9%
Will help out with assessment once a month at least 18%

Q15-% Shop from which sources:
% Supermarket  73.9% 
% Farmers Markets  21.7% 
% Market Stalls  13.0%
% Local Greengrocers 65.2% 
% Box Schemes 4.3%
% Local Growers 4.3% 
% Grow their own 30.4%
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Appendix 2C- Evidence of Existing Demand for Space

As outlined in the introduction there is a large demand for growing space in the city.   Through our contacts and research, 
this need has been reiterated.  

Bath city allotments
Bath and North East Somerset Council (BANES) are responsible for the 20 allotment sites in Bath and the sites are main-
tained by B&NES Parks and Green Spaces Team. The average size of an allotment plot is 125 square metres, & generally 
plots range from 50m2 to 150m2.  The application process works by residents ascertaining if there are free allotment spaces 
in the nearest two sites to their homes and contacting the council with details of their name and address to be added to the 
allotment list waiting list.

As of September 2008, the annual rent for a plot 125m2 is  £32.20 and prices vary according to size. See table 1. for prices 
relating to plot size.

Plot size Sq. Metres Rent Water Charge Total
50 £11.70 £2.95 £14.65
75 £17.55 £2.95 £20.50
100 £23.40 £2.95 £26.35
125 £29.25 £2.95 £32.20
150 £35.10 £2.95 £38.05
175 £40.95 £2.95 £43.90
200 £46.80 £2.95 £49.75
225 £52.65 £2.95 £55.60
250 £58.50 £2.95 £61.45
275 £64.35 £2.95 £67.30
300 £70.20 £2.95 £73.15

Table 1. Plot sizes and prices for Bath City allotments
 (taken from BANES website)

Allotment inspections are carried out periodically to 
ensure the conditions of the allotment agreement are 
being adhered to. The basis of this agreement is:
- At least 50% of the plot cultivated and the 
remainder kept under control.
-  Weeds kept to a minimum.
-  Grass to be cut on paths between plots
-  General plot tidiness
It is important to highlight the number of people waiting
 for an allotment in Bath. This is shown in Table 2.

Evidence of Existing Grower’s Activity

BOG Community Garden

In 1990, Bath Organic Group (BOG), as mentioned in the evidence of partnership section, set up a community garden 
based in the Lower Common allotment site in Royal Victoria Park in Bath. The upkeep of the community garden is done 
entirely by volunteers and gardening sessions are held twice weekly where volunteers can come along and use the space to 
grow vegetables, soft fruit and tree fruit. There is also a forest garden, an orchard, sheds, polytunnels, greenhouse, treebog 
(loo), a play area & composting area. 

There are around 30 people who volunteer on Tuesdays and Saturdays, with this increasing to 50 in the summer and early 
autumn months, (see appendix 3.1.1 for exact figures) demonstrating a definite demand for growing space and a keen inter-
est in gardening. Gardening courses are held here annually. The demand for these tends to be very high with all available 
places fully booked for the course each year. It is apparent that there is more demand than the course can actually cope 
with, but due to it being self-funded and not subsidised BOG are restricted with the number of courses they can run and the 
number of people they can take on here.

Guerrilla gardening 
Transition Bath have set up guerrilla gardening as part of their food section. Guerrilla gardening is the idea that members of 
the community find under utilised spaces within the city and carry out gardening/ maintenance on the area. Having spoken 
to members of Transition Bath it can be seen there is a demand for this type of gardening. Benefits of this are:
- Skill bank
- Use of under utilised spaces
- Raising awareness
- Well presented, self sufficient green spaces

There is also a fantastic community garden in Park street that has been initiated with Guerrilla Gardening Tactics.

Allotment Location plots,    vacancies,  waiting Approx waiting time
Abbey View 57 0 46 1+ years
Avon Park 10 0 17 1+ years
Bloomfield Road 143 0 48 1 + years
Brookfield Park 10 0 19 2+ years
Canal Gardens 41 0 49 3+ years
Claremont Road 50 0 86 3+ years
Combe Down 62 0 40 3+ years
Eastfield Avenue 21 0 26 3+ years
Fairfield Park 49 0 60 2+ years
Hampton Row 11 0 19 1+ years
High Common 31 0 42 2+ years
King Georges 8 0 20 2+ years
Larkhall  79 0 50 1+ years
Lower Common East 140 0 106 1+ years
Lower Common West  54 0 45 2+ years
Lyncombe Hill Farm 49 0 46 2+ years
Lyncombe Vale 10 0 15 2+ years
Mendip Gardens 15 0 20 3+ years
Monksdale Road 133 0 50 1+ years
Moorfields Road 35 0 26 1+ years
Ring Common Paddock 64 0 72 2+ years

Table 2. Allotment sites in Bath, no. of plots at site, no. of plots 
available, number of people waiting and approximate waiting times 
(taken from BANES website)
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CASE STUDY: Totnes Garden Share Scheme

The town of Totnes, in partnership with South Devon Community Supported Farming, set up a garden share scheme in 
2008 as part of their transition network. The scheme was extremely successful and now has over 30 people involved in the 
scheme. Not only is this achieving its goals of a long-term community initiative, but it is also sustainably feeding the people 
involved in the scheme and their respective families. Totnes garden share scheme has provided much inspiration for similar 
schemes across the country. The scheme definitely shows there is evidence for demand in that it is a well supported com-
munity project and has proved easily sustainable through regular events and community buy-in at all levels. Totnes have a 
comprehensive garden share website and also provide resources to anyone wishing to start a garden share project. The 
organisers have made the following resources publicly available on the website:

- garden share poster
- garden owners document
- gardeners document
- garden share agreement
- sign for plots
- feedback forms for all parties involved

As well as this, step-by–step advice for setting up a garden share scheme is also available.
(http://totnes.transitionnetwork.org/gardenshare/startupscheme)

Not only does the scheme offer keen gardeners the chance to increase their growing space but the project has also created 
local basic gardening courses which have been rolled out to over 40 people between October 2008 and July 2009. In 
addition to this, at the end of July 2008 and 2009, over 40 residents went on an Edible Garden Crawl to view existing garden 
share plots in order to promote the work that had been done and inspire further work.

Conclusion

Conducting research into how the allotments currently work in Bath has enabled an insight into how a garden share scheme 
may be conducted and the type of agreements that may need to be drawn up. The demand for green spaces is clearly high 
and this is evident by the number of people on the allotments waiting list. Although the above research is a demonstration 
of demand across the whole of Bath it still illustrates that there is an interest and requirement for garden spaces. The case 
studies presented in this section, in particular the Totnes Garden Share also demonstrate that a garden share community 
project can be done relatively easily and successfully with the right publicity, awareness raising and commitment from all 
of those involved.

Appendix 2D- Awareness Raising.

Flyering
Leaflets advertising the scheme to both students and 
potential growers were produced and distributed in various 
ways. In order to target students, the Volunteer Fair at the 
University of Bath was used and we attracted a number 
of helpful persons. In order to capture potential growers 
and target the right groups of people, Ready Set, Grow 
was attended.  Flyers were given out here and left with the 
Bath Area Garden Share group to distribute also. 

Another way that the project has been advertised using 
flyers was using Moorland Road (the main road within Old-
field Park containing many shops and conveniences) as 
a means of advertising the scheme. One example of this 
was putting a flyer on the community notice board in both 
the Post Office and Sainsbury’s local.

University of Bath Homepage
An article was drafted about the project (see appendix 
3.2.4) and sent to internal communications at the Univer-
sity of Bath who then approved. The article was uploaded 
under the volunteering centre and summarised the project, 
also including a contact email address if anyone wished to 
get involved. The article also had a link to an online survey 
created as part of the questionnaire market research. The 
outcome of this was positive and around 30 people com-
pleted the online questionnaire. Not only did this benefit 
the market research but also really helped raise aware-
ness around the University.

Impact
Impact is the student newspaper at the University of Bath. 
The same basic article was used, with a slight change to 
target the student audience. Along with the article was the 
flyer created (mentioned above) to create a more visual 
article. Again this had the impact of raising awareness of 
students at the University.
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NEED MORE SPACE?

op.growers@googlemail.com

GROWING TOGETHER
Oldfield Park 

If you are in need of growing space this may be the 
scheme for you.  Students and the community are   
volunteering together to establish a garden share 
scheme which could allow you to cultivate unused 
space in student gardens!  

If If you  live in or around Oldfield park  and would be  
interested in being a grower please contact Justin 
Lee-Gammage at:

mob. 07531192893

Bath Chronicle
The University of Bath Press office drafted an article based on the initial article describing the project (see appendix 3.2.5). 
The article included a photo of the project leaders holding gardening equipment. In the recent past there have been many 
articles in the Bath Chronicle about the negative relationships between students and permanent residents in Oldfield Park. 
This article not only helped to dispel the negative relationship, but it also acted as exposure of the project at a city level. 
There were several letters/ comments about the article in the following weeks print. The relationship with the Chronicle is 
hoped to continue as the project progresses and it is hoped there will be more articles to come.

OP e-newsletter
Having made contact with the Oldfield Park ward councillors, it was suggested that an article about the project should go 
into the Oldfield Park e-newsletter, written and sent out to a number of residents at the beginning of every month by the 
councillors. The same article was forwarded with the aim of awareness raising and targeting the specific audience of Old-
field Park residents. (please see appendix 3.2.6 for evidence of this)

Bath Bomb
Bath Bomb is a blog spot which publishes news that may not appear in local newspapers due to its controversial content. 
The site claims to be ‘Bath’s premier radical scandal rag’ and is in association with Bath Activist Network. There has also 
been an article published on here via Bath Activist Network. This article can be found in appendix 3.2.7. 

The aim of this was again to try and reach different groups of people with different interests and hope that the project could 
gain some interest from this group.

Radio Bristol
Through a press release issued by the University Press Team, Radio Bristol found out about the project and were extremely 
interested. There was an interview carried out for a live Radio Bristol breakfast show which helped to raise awareness in 
Bristol and Bath areas.  

Conclusion 
The mass of promotion around the project went a long way to raising awareness and more importantly intrigue about the 
project.  All of the methods employed were fascinating and it was interesting to see which tactics worked best.  As the 
project is likely to appeal to only a select few people it was important to advertise as much as possible to find them, this is 
an ongoing process.
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Appendix 2F Landlord Engagement

Importance of engaging landlords
Key for the projects success is the involvement of landlords as they will ultimately have control over what happens upon the 
property.  There have been many types of involvement discussed from the active landowner who actively encourages the 
project to the latent landowner who simply agrees to allow the project develop and does not get involved.

The project must be attractive and incentives offered to really get landlords engaged.

Contacting landlords
Contact was made with ‘Pullin Knight’ on Herbert road, near to Moorland road. 
The project was conveyed using a simple leaflet and sent to landlords in the post, via Pullin Knight. This detailed the aims, 
motivations, and landlords projected role in the project as well as acting as a brief questionnaire to collect some data. Finally 
it contained FAQ’s that landlords that have asked previously, answering any queries they may have. The leaflet pulls the 
project into the radar of the landlords and the idea is presented succinctly.

Issues inhibiting the scheme
Comments from residents suggested that landlords would only be interested if there was a monetary incentive.  Certainly 
within the community there was a sense of distain for this particular group.  

It is important to emphasise landlords participation would be fundamentally minimal with the benefits of a utilised and at-
tractive garden.  The garden share could have a positive effect on the desirability of the property and also the price of the 
rent.

Summary and response
Leaflets were successfully sent out and there have been a number of interested landlords. The landlords have contacted 
the Growing Together project team and are willing to offer their gardens for the scheme. Contact will be maintained and the 
gardens will be used as pilot projects.

Appendix 2E- Moorland Road Survey

To Enhance the Market Research street surveys were carried out in Moorland Road.  This was designed to supplement our 
core questionnaires and get a wider opinion of the project.  Also by having a presence in the centre of the area the scheme 
was actively presented and discussed in more detail and on a personal level with local people.

The questionnaire was abbreviated into seven simple questions to form a quick and coherent dialogue which could allow 
easy perception of people’s opinions.  For efficiency the same questions were asked to students and local residents.  This, 
as a different method, was incredibly effective and allowed for direct comparison of ideas.  

The survey made it possible to quickly gather people’s opinions and promote the project.  By talking to people it was also 
possible to learn more about the intricacies of Oldfield park and consider some of the issues that may affect the project. 
 
‘I’m not sure that I would want someone using my garden.’  Student resident. 

‘it is a good idea, I would like to have someone to use my garden.’ Student resident.

‘Growers are always sharing ideas, and food!’  Local resident 

‘the gardens should be the landlords responsibility, I feel sorry for the students who have to pay too much for what they 
get… you can’t blame them’  Local resident

From the small group of local people addressed it is clear that there is a generally positive outlook towards the scheme.  
However the residents willingness to participate in the project was not quite so encouraging.  Although people thought the 
project sounded like a good idea it faced a lot of scepticism and dis-involvement from local people and students alike.
A major point that was highlighted was the need to keep up appearances of the student gardens which, as proven, are 
usually unsightly and have a negative effect upon the local environment.

Can the scheme affect this problem as growers would be mainly concerned with the back gardens?

Some of the major issues raised:
Residents 
- Accesses to alleyways, lots are shut off with gates by council…
- Mostly have their own gardens and struggle with that
- Worry about the safety of their vegetables with rowdy students around.
Students
- Want access to their gardens in the summer for Barbeques etc
- Disbelief in the possibility that their garden could be used
- Not at all bothered about vegetable growing and couldn’t care less
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Appendix 2G Voice box 15 Tables:

There was a lot of useful information to be taken from the voice box 15 survey on attitudes to both community cohesion and 
sustainability. 
It is apparent from the tables 1-3 below that there are significant community cohesion issues in Oldfield Park; Table 1 re-
veals a statistically low proportion that agree the area is a nice place to live. Table 2 sheds some light as to what people are 
bothered about in Oldfield Park showing a high percentage of people viewing clean streets as something that most needs 
improving. Table 3 analyses this further showing a trend in opinions on clean streets showing a statistically high rate of 
agreement that street cleanliness most needs improving in 65-74 year olds and a statistically low rate in 18-24 year olds. 
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Tables 4 and 5 give an insight into attitudes towards sustainability. Students do not prove to be highly sustainable with a 
higher then average number installing renewable energy and a statistically high number riding bikes but this can be offset by 
a statistically low number willing to take more trips on bike. The only people who were statistically less keen and partaking 
less in buying locally produced food were those of a student age (up to 34 in the case of willing to). 
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Appendix 3A- Existing Garden Share Case Studies.

- CASE STUDY: Existing Garden Share
Students, landlords and growers were interviewed to ascertain how the scheme came about, how it worked both contractu-
ally and practically, and most importantly the social cohesion aspects of the garden share.

Students
Practicality - The garden share scheme was already in place when the students moved into the property so the students had 
no choice about whether or not they wanted the garden share scheme. The scheme was first mentioned when viewing the 
house and the growers live next door to the student property. The garden has a back alley access so there is no requirement 
for the neighbours to access the garden via the house. 
Contract - There is no official contract drawn up between the students, the landlord and the growers and the students re-
ceive none of the produce grown. Herbs are taken occasionally if required. 
Relationships – the students have minimal contact with the growers with the occasional chat. The relationship between the 
two has improved as a result of the scheme in that without the scheme there would be no relationship between the students 
and the neighbours. This was evident through the fact that the students had no contact with or had never spoken to their 
other neighbours.
Benefits – landlord had mentioned that there was a security benefit as it if there was someone in the garden it always looked 
like someone was in.

Landlords
Practicality – the landlord is not local and set up the scheme as a result of a request from the next door neighbours who 
needed more space due to a young family. The scheme has required no effort on the part of the landlord. The landlord also 
believed that the scheme offered a good chance for the students to get to know their neighbours in the short time of their 
tenancy.
Contract – as mentioned above there is no official contract drawn up and the arrangement is very informal. The garden 
share scheme isn’t mentioned in the housing contract. The housing contract specifies that it is the students responsibility to 
look after and tend to the garden. 
House is not advertised but tends to get let by student referrals from year to year.
Incentives - When asked if financial incentives were attractive as a persuasion point to get landlords involved in the scheme, 
the landlord said that turning the scheme commercial would offset the social cohesion aspects of the scheme. As an incen-
tive for students the landlord believed that a share of the produce was much more attractive and beneficial in terms of the 
aims of the scheme.
Benefits – tidy garden, helps build relationships between students and neighbours, use of otherwise redundant land, no 
intrusion of privacy.
Disadvantages – none, however suitability of garden needs to be assessed, as for example other property owned by the 
landlord has a large grass/recreational area not suitable for turning into a vegetable plot.

Other – composting is another issue that needs to be considered as council garden waste facilities aren’t great in the city. 
In addition to this water use needs to be looked as well – will the grower use water from the students house? How is this 
accessed? How is this paid for? Also should encourage minimal water usage as it is not beneficial to vegetable growing to 
flood the plot.

Growers
Practicality – the scheme has been in place for a number of years and each year new students are informed. Access is not 
a problem as side alley. Landlord has given key for access to utility room so water from house can be used. The garden 
can be used anytime. Residents feel inclined to not use the garden if, for example, the students are using the small area of 
garden available for a BBQ or party so as not to encroach on their privacy.
Contract – as above
Relationships – have minimal contact with students, but as above, still a basic relationship. Over the years there have been 
a few students who were interested in gardening and more of a relationship was built up with them.
Benefits – ability to grow vegetables without space constraints and the food tends to taste better than shop- bought. The 
garden also has a compost bin which enables students and growers to compost food waste, then using it for the garden 
preventing the use of synthetic fertilisers.
Disadvantages – since the growing area is not their own back garden, it is not visited everyday and sometimes produce can 
be deteriorated by bad weather or insects/slugs. Also one year, on one occasion a student stepped on produce which had 
just been planted causing slight frustration to growers.
Other – fully in support of the scheme and feel it would improve the appearance of the area if student gardens were kept 
tidy. In addition to this it may generate some student interest in gardening and keep interest in gardening going through 
different generations.

Conclusion
It can be seen from the case study that the scheme can work well and on an informal basis. It is however important to high-
light expectations from all sides before entering into the garden share. On a larger scale the arrangement would need to be 
managed more formally. It can be seen that relationships were established but not necessarily improved. It can be seen as 
a clear benefit that relationships are now in place meaning that if there were any problems they could easily be sorted. It can 
also be seen that the scheme requires little effort from landlords as the growers tend to the garden and after initial permis-
sion, there is little landlords have to do. Students are in a similar position. Overall the scheme has had a positive impact on 
all involved; perhaps less of a difference has been made to the student tenants.
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Case Study Interview Transcripts:

Interview schedule – Student
Before you begin sharing your views with me I would like to reassure you that what you say will be treated with care and confidentiality.
Can you tell me a little about yourself: 
• Age?   21
• University course?   Chemical Engineering - Masters
• How long you have lived here [this house] in Oldfield Park?   2 Academic years

Details about the garden share 
Can you tell me a bit the garden share? 
• For example how did the idea arise?   N/A
• Was it already in place when you moved in?   Yes
• If so, were you forewarned by your landlord that it was part of the contract?  Short mention in contract
• If not, were you TOLD to participate or did you have the option of whether you wanted to participate?  
  Assumed they would, no disagreement, not sure what would’ve happened if they had disagreed!!
• When was the garden share first mentioned?   In the first viewing of the house.

Sustainability and legal arrangements
Can you tell me how the arrangement is managed?
• So for example is there a contract drawn up between you, your next door neighbour and your landlord? 
  No – very informal/ laid back

Motivations/incentives
Can you tell me your reasons for being involved in the garden share? N/A
So for example are there any incentives for your involvement?
• Do you get any of the produce?   No vegetables but pick herbs – if they wanted to they wouldn’t know when to dig up/pick 
vegetables.
• Do you get any form of financial benefit?   No

Practicalities of the arrangement
Are there any problems with accessing the garden?   No – side alley access
Do you have agreed times when the garden can be used?   No
Who decides this?   N/A
Do your neighbours use your garden when you’re out?  Yes

Cohesion and relationships with neighbours
• What is your level of contact with your neighbours?   Minimal/ friendly chats
• Would you say it has increased as a as a result of the scheme?   Yes
• Do you feel it has improved the relationship between you and your neighbours? 
   Yes – in previous student housing, no contact, or very little contact or relationship with neighbours. For example don’t speak 
to or know the neighbours on the opposite side.

Advantages/disadvantages
Are there any advantages to the arrangement, can you tell me a bit about this?   
  Quote from landlord – security benefit – as there is always someone in the garden, makes the house look like its occupied deterring 
thiefs etc.
Are there disadvantages?   Restricted social space/garden for recreational activities

Schemes in Oldfield Park
Would you be happy to support further schemes similar to this in Oldfield Park?   Yes – quotes, if asked will support.
Closing interview
Is there anything you would like to add?
  The house is privately owned, no estate agent involvement, possibility house is on Uni housing list (not sure). 
  Neighbours are a young family
  Landlord owns 3 other properties in Oldfield Park.
Thank you for your time

Interview schedule – Landlord 
Before you begin sharing your views with me I would like to reassure you that what you say will be treated with care and confidentiality.
Details about you
Can you tell me a little about yourself? 
• How long have you been a landlord of this property? [Oldfield Park]   7/8 years
• Do you yourself live in Oldfield Park?  No- Oxford but visit once a month or as and when required

Details about the garden share 
Can you tell me a bit the garden share? 
• For example how did the idea arise?   Neighbour requested as they had small children and wanted more space for recreation but 
keep space for gardening.

Practicalities of the garden share
In what ways does having a garden share in your property affect you?
• For example is it a lot of effort?   No effort
• Do you feel like the extra hassle has been overcome by the positives of having a tidy, well-kept garden?   N/A
Legal and financial arrangements [be prepared to move on if necessary]   Very informal arrangement

We are interested in the practicalities of such an arrangement, and are wondering if you could share with us how you manage to make this work.
• Some considerations that we have had is that landlords could collect extra rent from those who use the garden Don’t agree as even if you did 
financial benefit would be insignificant as payment so small (cf allotments prices)
• Some landlords use this rent collection to deduct students from their overall rent.
• What do you think about this kind of arrangement? Don’t believe this will bring any benefits, in fact it offsets the social benefits of the scheme – 
much more in favour of sharing produce as an incentive
• Do you have any suggestions that would help us? 
Do you think financial benefits are a good incentive for the scheme?   No – produce sharing better
What do you feel the incentives/benefits for the students are?   Gives students chance to get to know neighbours in short period that 
they are living there. Also tidy garden
What do you feel the incentives/benefits for the garden users are?   Make positive use of redundant land.

Have you ever had problems with students being uncomfortable with the scheme?   No
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Do you see any sustainability issues with the fact that students change every year?   No

Do you advertise the house to include that a garden share is taking place? 
  House generally recommended form student to student as a referral so don’t generally advertise. Scheme not included in contract – contract 
states that it is the students responsibility to look after the garden so the scheme is beneficial to the students in that this responsibility is taken away from 
them. Informal arrangement
.

Please describe any advantages/disadvantages that you can think of regarding the scheme.
 Advantages – helps build relationships with neighbours, student gardens are tidy, good time out for gardeners, no intrusion of privacy
 Disadvantages – personally none, however there may be the issue that the garden is not suitable as half may be suitable for recreation and half 
for gardening – may vary with students preference each year
Would you be happy to say you in support of further schemes similar to this existing in Oldfield Park?   Yes
Do you own other properties within Oldfield Park?   Yes Arlington Road
Would you mind us using this garden share scheme as a case study when promoting the project?   No but ask neighbour for permission

Closing interview
Is there anything you would like to add?
  Advice – have some way of catagorising suitability of gardens (e.g other property in Arlington Road is not suitable as it is large enough 
to play football etc so this is what it is used for)
  Also have we considered benefits of composting due to poor green waste recycling facilities in Bath? Takes the pressure off reliance 
on council recycling – another benefit.
  Encourage gardening with minimal water use as more water on surface therefore roots grow here and don’t go deeper. If less water 
deeper more stable roots.
Thank you for your time

Student/resident relations
• Has the relationship with the students [you garden share with] improved as a result of this scheme? 
  Minimal contact with students – don’t see them in winter and in the summer if out having a BBQ tend not to do any gardening as feel 
imposing/encroaching on privacy. Last years students had a small interest in gardening.
• Do you feel the level of contact/interaction with your neighbours has increased as a result of the scheme?   No
Sustainability and legal arrangements
Can you tell me how the arrangement is managed?
• So for example is there a contract drawn up between you, your next door neighbour and your landlord?
  Have had contact with landlord since the beginning. If need anything or have any queries just ask landlord. Informal arrangement
 
Are there any sustainability issues?   For example the fact that students mostly likely change every year?
Landlord always informs students but due to location of landlord problems could be easily sorted if any arise.
Have you had any problems accessing the garden?   No – access via alley behind, landlord also provided key to storage part of house 
where a hose can be connected to a tap for watering. 
Do you have problems with you using the garden when the students are out?   No can use at any time
Do you have agreed times when the garden can be used?         “                     ”

Practicalities of the arrangement
Can you tell me a little about the practical arrangements of maintaining a garden share? 
• For example how you are finding it?
• Are there any informal arrangements for example are the students offered a portion of the produce?  
   No – just offer produce if students out in garden or if have a surplus of vegetables e.g. runner beans.
• Do you feel that the students have respect for your efforts in the garden?  
   Respect in so much that they don’t get involved or steal any vegetables. Never had any problems except one student trampled all 
over onions just after they’d been set!!
Advantages/disadvantages?
Are there any advantages to this arrangement?   Can grow vegetables as current garden too small, fresh vegetables at own use, taste better 
than shop-bought, saves a little bit of money (but seeds/plants not so cheap anymore)
Are there any disadvantages?   As its not own back garden don’t visit everyday and bugs/slugs sometimes ruin produce

Schemes in Oldfield Park
Would you be happy to support further schemes similar to this in Oldfield Park? 
  Yes feel it would visually improve the area for students and residents.

Closing interview
Is there anything you would like to add?
  2 people to manage the garden
  Have compost bin and compost acts as natural fertilizer, however, recently have bought grow-green fertilizer as patch not as produc 
  tive as previously. (use newspaper and veg peelings etc, EXCEPT potatoes and rhubarb leaves)
  Don’t have to pay for water – assumed student house is not metered and just pay standard rate.
  Students aren’t brought up growing vegetables therefore don’t have an interest. Also residency is only temporary for students.
Thank you for your time
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Appendix 3B- Partner Organisations

Partner 1: Bath Area Garden Share (BAGS)

BAGS is an organisation with links with Transition Bath. It aims to match up potential growers with unused garden space. 
The project has been going for a year and was set up following the success of Totnes garden share. So far BAGS have 
managed to match up approximately 10 gardens with growers. This is thanks to the work principally of two committed indi-
viduals. The scheme functions by responding to applications from both parties, arranging a first meeting – the participants 
are matched according to garden size needed/available and proximity. Their role in the long term is to function as a media-
tor and to act as a point of contact for the participants; this also involves monitoring the partnership’s success annually. 
BAGS consider a casual arrangement preferable; however a condition of joining the scheme is to take out public liability 
insurance. 

Contact with BAGS was made at the beginning of the project. The first opportunity to meet with the organisers was at the 
Ready, Set Grow event in the Guildhall (see section 2.2). From this a meeting was scheduled between members of BAGS, 
Transition, BOG and the Growing Together project team. Many of these organisations overlap in terms of membership. 

Website: http://www.transitionbath.org/garden-share

AIMS: The intention of the meeting was, first and foremost, to raise awareness of the project with members of the organisa-
tion and establish a solid connection. Secondly it was hoped that lessons could be made from their experience with setting 
up a similar project and hear their advice on what should be focused on. There was no seeking of contribution of their time 
and efforts directly to the project; instead a benefit was seen to be having a source for future consultation. 

OUTCOMES: See Case Study from meeting, Appenx ....
Partner 2: Transition Bath

Transition Bath is a group which brings together members of the community who share the vision of a more sustainable 
future. Their ultimate goal is to make the change from a fossil fuel-dependent society to one of self-reliance, by moving 
towards a low carbon economy. 

The group is fairly large and meets at least once a month to discuss actions. The organisation also hopes to gain a wider 
participation through education on topics such as environmental damage and self-sufficiency. It was from this group that 
BAGS emerged.  Transition Bath itself is part of a national network of ‘Transition Towns’. 

See website: http://www.transitionbath.org/welcome

Transition Bath works in the community on projects brought to the attention of the group by its members. Awareness of 
these actions arose partly through a contact already made through the university (Jamie Colston was a point of contact for 
the People and Planet Society). Transition were also present at the Ready, Set, Grow event. Transition Bath meets approxi-
mately every month to discuss progress/general actions, but also set up meetings for action groups on individual actions.

AIMS: Awareness of the project has been raised among the core members of Transition Bath. It is also worth mentioning 
that there is an overlap of members between other groups key tour project, for example, Peter Andrews from BAGS is also 
heavily involved in Transition Bath.  It is hoped that ‘green’ events where the project can be promoted can be found through 
Transition Bath. It would be also be helpful to attend meetings regularly to update people on the progress of setting up and 
to keep up on the advertising.

Transition Bath as part of a network is a good contact to have in order to gather information on other schemes on a national 
scale, frequently and reliably ask for advice and as a central group which feeds into or in somehow connected with many 
other local groups.

OUTCOMES: As of yet, a few meetings have been attended concerning Transition Bath actions. If the project gets properly 
started, it would be useful to attend regular meetings and to add the Oldfield Park Growing Together as a major action for 
the agenda.

Partner 3: Bath Organic Growers (BOG)

Bath Organic Group was set up in 1986 to promote sustainable, local food production and organic gardening in and around 
Bath. On their site they have a demonstration allotment, which they use to demonstrate how organic gardening is done, 
including holding practical activity sessions. They are an affiliate of Garden Organic. 

As well as this, BOG sell plants and surplus produce at Bath’s Farmers Market on Saturday during the growing season. 
They also organise talks, courses and outings relating to organic gardening. In addition they welcome school visits. BOG 
holds an annual Seed Swap in February and open day to their site on the last day of the flower show. Trading Hut, a re-
source co-run by BOG with Bath Allotment Association, is a resource pool for seeds, compost and tools.
 
Contact was first made with BOG at the Ready, Set, Grow event held in February at the Guildhall. Peter Andrews is also 
involved with this organisation. 

Website: http://www.bathorganicgroup.org.uk/

AIMS: BOG run various courses which may help encourage practical participation. After speaking to Peter it became clear 
that if the demand for courses is high the number of courses will increase. It is hoped the effect of this will be cyclical – an 
interest in the project will instigate a higher level of skill sharing which can be used in this project. This will eventually be 
passed onto new keen gardeners and feed back into BOG. 
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As one of the creators of the Trading Hut it will be good to keep in contact with BOG, in order to purchase tools and other 
resources at a fair price for the project. Resources from Trading Hut who sell growing materials and equipment at trade 
prices for growers. Trading Hut provided a gardening recipe document which contained information on how to grow various 
vegetables and plants in a small space. The booklet details tools and articles required and also suitable planting times. This 
could be useful when piloting the project to new growers. Materials such as water butts, compost bins, seeds etc. will be 
essential each time a new garden share pairing commences. 

BOG are key organisers of the annual flower show in Bath.  This would be a good opportunity to advertise through a well 
attended event, this of course will be in search of keen growers interested also in growing vegetables, not just flowers.

OUTCOMES: BOG have acknowledged their willingness to interact with this scheme in terms of seed and skill sharing, 
advice on starting up.

Partner 4: Bath Allotments Association/ Trading Hut

Bath Allotment Society charges membership (as does BOG), which allows the member to purchase cut price materials at 
the Trading Hut. 

Bath Allotment Association: http://www.btinternet.com/~richard.wiltshire/bnesaa11.htm

Trading Hut Web address (see here for list of items and prices) http://www.ee7drs.org.uk/bog/trading_hut.html

Partners 5: Bath and North East Somerset (BANES) Council
Bath and North East Somerset initially proposed this scheme through its Student Community Partnership Branch (SCP). 
Training undertaken has been supplied by staff at BANES council and when it comes to advice, they have been more than 
willing to help. Being associated with the council raises the profile of the project, as people will recognise the scheme as 
having some official backing as well as being seen as a project aimed to make genuine improvements in the area. 

The Parks and Open Spaces department of the council is responsible for allocating allotments and has data on waiting list 
length, vacant plots and contact details of people yet to be allocated a plot. 

OUTCOMES: This department has been receptive to the project. Simon Memory, who is in charge of the allotment aspect 
has agreed to contact people on the waiting list with project enquiries. This will enable gardeners who live in or near Oldfield 
Park to be found and get involved. In addition, water butts can be bought from the council for £15. 

Partner 6: Twerton Time Bank

Time Bank Plus in Bath functions on a system of individual to individual volunteering in the community.  Time spent carrying 
out a task in the community is given by someone else who wants to volunteer on a project which benefits other volunteers. 
Although as of yet the scheme has not been useful, it could be used as a way to generate labour for gardening if there is a 
shortage, advertising the project volunteers with a key interest in gardening who may want to take on the commitment full 
time. An idea discussed by the project leaders was to use the Time Bank to ask for people to help with clearing of gardens 
before the growers took over with the management of the land.

Partner 7: Churches

St Bartholomew’s and St Alphege’s Churches in Oldfield Park were suggested by members of BAGS as good community 
organisations to have as points of contacts for our project. Although suggested as a useful contact, currently there has been 
no contact as this was not seen as a priority. On the condition that the project goes ahead, it will be important to get in touch 
with all local churches to make sure community involvement is maximised and widely spread. Churches will also be a good 
resource for spreading the word and finding out relevant local events to attend.

Partner 8: Volunteer Centre in Bath
The Volunteer Centre in Bath gives people local to Bath the opportunity to get involved with local community projects and 
organisations. They support individual who are interested in their activity and try to place volunteers according to their de-
mands for development of skills/experience. More information available from their website: http://www.vol-centre.org.uk/
about_us.htm

 AIMS: This meeting was a great opportunity to expand our understanding of the human resources that may be available to 
the project.  It is a high priority to get local volunteers involved in the scheme as well as students as we feel that it would be 
in keeping with the ethos of the project. 
 
OUTCOMES: From the meeting we established how we could work with the volunteer centre and also how to go about 
advertising for volunteer roles.  We talked about the various types of research methods that are under consideration and 
also how best to fulfil the roles available.   

The team had decided to use the questionnaires as the primary form of research and it is clear that we needed help to col-
lect all of the information required.  We set about advertising for the position of ‘Market researcher’ through the Volunteer 
Centre. Student volunteers were also found though the advertisement of the post via. University email lists. This turned out 
to be successful for acquiring volunteers for questionnaire distribution quickly.
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Volunteer Opportunity Registration- reduced

It is in your interest to make this opportunity sound interesting enough
 to attract volunteers to become involved.

Organisation Name  
Oldfield Park Growing Together.

Opportunity Title
Market Researcher

Volunteer centre
University of Bath Students’ Union
Claverton Down
Bath 
BA2 7AY

Contact name  Jonathan Evans 
This is assumed to be the person a volunteer would need to contact
Main telephone 07*********
Email op.growers@googlemail.com

Volunteer Commitment 
Short  term An activity requiring a commitment of a few hours to 1 or 2 days. Y

Specific opportunity dates 
Start date  22/02/2010 End date  05/03/2010

Times for the opportunity 
Please tick each box when volunteers will be required or circle ALL
All Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun
AM      Y Y
PM Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
EVE Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Description of the Opportunity
The ‘Oldfield Park Growing Together’ project is a scheme aimed at freeing wasted student gardens to allow them to be used as allotments for local resi-
dents.  Volunteers are required, short-term, to be involved with market research in the community in Oldfield Park.  This opportunity will be of interest to 
anyone who is keen to improve presentation and public communication skills. Training will be provided on face-to-face communication in order to equip 
you with the skills to promote and research the project.  

Short description of the opportunity
Enthusiastic people required to promote and research the ‘Oldfield Park Growing Together’ scheme.  You can gain training around the research methods 
and a chance to improve public communication skills.

Skill & Qualifications Required
Good communication skills and confidence when interacting with the public are essential.  It is necessary that volunteers are literate and enthusiastic as 
to effectively inform and research.    

Directions
We will be working in Oldfield Park and will meet at the crossroads in the centre of Moreland road.  Buses 10, 12, 17, 418 and U18 all go to Moreland 
Rd.

Additional/Specific Suitabilities
16-17 year olds Y
18-25 year olds Y
Employee Volunteering Y
Groups - Small (2-10) Y

Recruitment
Please tick any that apply 

Recruitment method:
Application form Y
Informal discussion Y

Expenses:
Lunch Provided

Induction:
N/A

Insurance cover:
No?

Support on offer:
The Oldfield Park Growing Together team will be happy to provide support

Training:
Basic training will be provided to equip volunteers with the skills necessary to complete the research work.

Minimum Period:
2 hours

Signed  Date 12/02/2010

Name Jonathan Evans

Organisation: Oldfield Park Growing Together.
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Appendix 3C- Active community members

Jamie Colston – Heavily involved in Transition Bath, Jamie coordinated events in town with events on campus and encour-
aged further student involvement. He is a key contact for up and coming events in the Bath area, especially as he has past 
experience working on community projects with students.

June Player – June Player is a resident of Oldfield Park who works on community projects to try and make the area tidier. 
She has managed the Oldfield Park station for a sustained period of time now and involves young people including school 
groups, ecologically aware groups and any other members of Oldfield Park who are keen to see an improvement in its 
presentation. June is very interested in the project and hopes that there can be some synergy between some events/issues 
as there are a number of common themes. 

Barry Cruse – Barry Cruse has lived in Oldfield Park for a long period time and was once Chair of Moorland Road Business 
Association. He has a keen interest in projects which have an emphasis on community work and cohesion. Contact has 
been made to see his response to the project – it was suggested that he could perhaps act as a non-student project ‘man-
ager’. Barry is happy to support the project and is currently the chair of the Bath in Bloom competition.

Shaun McGall – Shaun is a local Liberal Democrat councillor for the Oldfield Ward covering Oldfield Park, Moorland Road, 
the Moorfields Estate, The Oval, Stirtingale Road and part of Englishcombe Lane. His role is to deal with issues raised in 
the area and to push for improvement in these areas. For this reason he is very keen to support the scheme. News and 
other contacts can be found on Shaun’s website: http://oldfield.mycouncillor.org.uk/.  Shaun is also a Learning and Teaching 
Deveopment Officer at the University of Bath which involves liaising with academic and support staff together with ensuring 
active and effective communication between the Students’ Union and the Learning and Teaching Enhancement Office, as 
well as staff within partner institutions and external organisations, in order to support and disseminate best practice in learn-
ing and teaching. More information can be found at: http://www.bath.ac.uk/learningandteaching/staff/smcgall.php. Due to 
his involvement with the student community and his influence on issues local to Oldfield Park, Shaun is a vital contact.

Appendix 3D- Community meetings/events

Meeting Case Study 1: Ready, Get Set, Grow - 13/02/2010

The Ready, Get Set, Grow event was organised by BANES Allotments Association, Bath Area Garden Share (BAGS), Bath 
Organic Group (BOG), Transition Bath and BANES Council’s Park & Open Spaces team as a free information fair. The fair 
was aimed at prospective vegetable growers, either in allotment spaces, community gardens, in garden share schemes or 
just within their own gardens. 

The fair provided two opportunities for this project. Predominantly it was a chance to gain some very useful contacts of 
people who are involved in similar schemes in the Bath area but also provided an opportunity to gauge responses to the 
scheme at an early stage of the study. Responses were highly motivating with unanimous praise for the idea of the scheme 
and provided clear assurance of the popularity of the ‘growing your own’ movement in Bath. It also allowed our project lead-
ership to make ourselves known, explain our objectives to people and recognise the potential for future support amongst 
existing organisations. From this event several meetings were arranged.

 Meeting Case Study 2: Oldfield Park Partners and Communities Together (PACT) Meeting

PACT meetings are an opportunity for the people of the Oldfield ward to raise local issues with their councillors Shaun Mc-
Gall and Will Sandry. The meeting provided an opportunity to present the project to a group of local residents and allowed 
the opportunity to gauge residents opinions on the student presence in Oldfield park.

There were several subjects raised during the meeting but from the comments of local people it became clear that student 
houses in Oldfield park are a notorious source of untidiness and antisocial behaviour. It was also apparent that most local 
people were not prepared to enter into a dialogue with students about their issues, however many of the Oldfield residents 
reacted favourably to this scheme. They particularly welcomed any scheme that bridged the student resident gap, cleaned 
up student gardens and provided the opportunity for more growing space. Present was the chairperson of the Bath in Bloom 
committee, Barry Cruse who provided the quote:
“I am absolutely delighted with this initiative, it will give gardeners who are on waiting lists for allotments the opportunity to 
get growing sooner rather than later”

The meeting provided a lot of positive feedback and reasserted the requirement for greater community cohesion and better 
presentation in student gardens. The publicity it produced and the contacts gained in Barry Cruse and the local councillors 
have formed partnerships within the Oldfield park community which will be invaluable in taking the scheme forwards.

Meeting Case Study 3: Timsbury Allotments

Timsbury is a small village eight miles southwest of Bath. The availability of allotment space in the parish dates back to be-
fore wartime but, as is the case in many areas of the country, in more recent times these allotments had fallen into disrepair. 
Three years ago a significant amount of the allotment area was seriously overgrown with brambles. A small committee of 
individuals from the village decided at this point to take control of the allotments, clear this area and manage it in a sustain-
able way. Three years on this management committee have won the “Volunteer team of the year” for Bath and North East 
Somerset Community Awards 2009/2010. The allotment is a great example of a group of local people who felt empowered 
to free up growing space in their area and, with the help of the local community, made it happen. The allotment now runs 
successfully and is well used, with all patches filled and approximately eight people on a waiting list. The committee strongly 
encourages organic and sustainable growing methods but does not dictate this as a necessity.
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A trip was arranged to see the allotments and discuss the synergy between the Growing Together project and the allot-
ments, with Chairman of the Timsbury Allotment Committee, Bill Pearce. Several major outcomes of this visit were:
 Sustainability of the scheme: Its enduring nature was key factor of the success of Timsbury allotment association. 
For a project to run effectively long term it takes consistent, regular input and a highly organised approach. Bill claimed 
when he became chairman he believed it would be 4 months hard work then he could relax and the association would run 
with little input, yet he has found the work has continued over the years. For the Oldfield Park Growing Together it will be 
important for the leadership of the scheme to be expanded beyond students and bring in more permanent members of the 
community to play a part in coordinating the scheme. 
 Logistical and Contractual Issues: Bill highlighted the necessity to consider and draw up clear guidelines and rules 
before gardening starts. The issues he particularly focused on were on organic gardening and then necessity to regulate 
towards this, or just to advise and educate towards it; the use of bonfires and providing alternatives (compost bins) for waste 
management; Storage space for garden tools; water sources within garden space and looking towards the installation of 
water butts and contractual issues they had faced and had to include in contracts. They have provided copies of their con-
tractual agreement and other resources they have used. (see appendix 2.2.1)

The allotment visit provided many issues to answer particularly regarding ensuring the project can run effectively after our 
initial committee of students have moved on. It also provided a source of information to better inform us on what needs to 
be looked at to progress beyond a feasibility stage into beginning the project. Timsbury can provide a lasting link for advice 
and inspiration when formulating and maintaining the garden share project in Oldfield Park.
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Appendix 4A- Existing Contract

This is the existing contract as used by BAGS to formalise the garden share arrangements.  The simplicity of the agreement 
is brilliant.  It gives us hope for the project as it shows the purity of the operation of the idea.  We can use this document as 
precedence when designing our contracts between landlords, students and the local growers.

Some adaption will be required to allow for the inclusion of the three parties involved yet it is perceived that it will still be a 
fundamentally simple agreement between household (landlord and students) and community (growers).  This formality will 
help to ensure the success of the Oldfield Park Growing Together project.    
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