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Introduction 
This report presents findings of a project co-produced by Up 

Our Street’s community research team between August 2016 

and February 2017. The main aim of our study was to find out 

what wellbeing means to people living in Easton and Lawrence 

Hill, and what could be done to improve it. We were also keen 

to learn more about the intersection of different issues that 

matter to people, be they social, economic, or environmental 

concerns, and about their impact on everyday life locally. 

In academic and policy literature wellbeing is often defined 

through two main aspects: how well people feel and how well 

they function1. The past decade has seen a rapid growth in the 

number and popularity of various tools that aim to measure 

and improve wellbeing, from Five Ways to Wellbeing proposed 

by the New Economics Foundation in 2008 to the more recent 

Index developed by the Happy City initiative. Since 2011 the 

Office for National Statistics has asked four subjective 

wellbeing questions as part of its largest household survey, the 

Annual Population Survey2, and there has been a lot of interest 

in measuring and comparing wellbeing indicators nationally 

and between cities. But concurrently another trend has 

emerged with a much stronger attention to place-based 

aspects of wellbeing. For example, a recent report jointly 

published by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD) and Carnegie UK Trust argued for a 

sharper focus on place so policies and interventions can be 

tailored to local settings and, more importantly, to improve 

civic inclusion. It argues that “where policy makers and analysts 

collaborate with local people to gather wellbeing data, citizens 

have a chance to say what matters to them”3. Our project was 

one response to this call for place-oriented research and 

analysis. We wanted to understand local perceptions of 

wellbeing so effective and inclusive interventions can be 

developed. Its overarching objective was to generate primary 

data from interviews and surveys with local residents to better 

understand their perspectives on, and experiences of, 

wellbeing. 

By way of introduction, the next section outlines key 

demographic and wellbeing information available for the area 

and the following section provides background information on 

the research team and the project itself. The second part of the 

report outlines our mixed-methods approach and briefly 

discusses methodological aspects of each stage. It also 

provides a breakdown of research participants by area, age, 

gender, ethnicity, faith, employment, disability and sexuality. 

The third part presents research findings split into five thematic 

sections we identified in our research: Services, Environment, 

Livelihoods, Connections and Emotions. 

The abovementioned themes emerged as the essential 

components of wellbeing in the eyes of our research 

participants. However, they should not be read as discrete 

categories. People we spoke to usually mentioned all these 

themes in one breath when describing what matters to their 

wellbeing and why wellbeing matters to them. So rather than a 

list of possible areas for intervention, the themes should be 
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read as a checklist of conditions that any intervention seeking 

to improve wellbeing locally should be assessed against. 

About the local area 
Easton and Lawrence Hill wards are located in the inner city of 

Bristol and enjoy convenient access to the city centre, which 

many research participants considered a major advantage of 

living in the area. Both wards are relatively large with around 

14,000 and 18,000 residents, and diverse with 37.9% and 59.6% 

share of Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) population 

respectively4. Further, Lawrence Hill is amongst the most 

disadvantaged wards in the city with 36% of residents classed 

as income deprived according to the 2015 Index of Multiple 

Deprivation, though the situation seems to have somewhat 

improved since the publication of the 2010 Index5. Further, 

Upper Easton is one of five areas within Bristol where male 

healthy life expectancy is in the lowest 5% in England and 

Barton Hill, which is within Lawrence Hill, is in the lowest 5% 

countrywide for women6. Another important socio-economic 

variable is the acute shortage of good quality housing in the 

area which is driving up rents and house prices beyond levels 

affordable to many local residents. 

That said, it would be wrong to see the neighbourhood through 

the lens of its socio-economic needs alone. The neighbourhood 

is characterised by colourful and vibrant community life with 

many popular shops, cafés and restaurants dotted across 

Easton in particular. Further, it enjoys exceptionally high levels 

of community activism as evidenced by the numerous 

grassroots initiatives that emerge locally. For example, in May 

2014 and in response to the aforementioned housing crisis 

Easton residents set up ACORN (the Association of Community 

Organisations for Reform Now) “to fight locally to end 

evictions, rip-off tenancy fees, and unhealthy housing7”. The 

group successfully campaigned for an Ethical Letting Charter to 

be endorsed by Bristol City Council. Bristol Energy Network, an 

umbrella organisation which “promotes community solutions 

for sustainable energy provision and use”, also has its origins in 

the neighbourhood as it sprouted from Bristol’s first local 

energy group which was set up by Easton residents in 20098. 

Many other community groups and ethnic minority 

organisations, such as Black South West Network, Somali 

Resource Centre or Dhek Bhal to name but a few, are based in 

Lawrence Hill.  Easton and Lawrence Hill also buck the trend for 

lower levels of voter turnout in deprived areas that is otherwise 

typical of Bristol, and both wards see comparably high levels of 

political activism and electoral participation. 

 

About the research team 
Up Our Street has worked with Easton and Lawrence Hill 

residents on neighbourhood management, communications 

and community development projects since 2000. It started as 

an amalgamation of the resident led boards for the New Deal 

for Communities programme in Barton Hill and the Easton 

Neighbourhood Renewal Partnership in 2010, and continues to 

work directly with local people to effect change. 

According to Lisa Godson and Jenny Phillimore, “unlike 

traditional approaches to research in which researchers 
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generate research themes and interpret findings, the 

community research approach aims to empower community 

members to shape and have some ownership of the research 

agenda9.” It is a collaborative process involving academics and 

non-academics, and is action-oriented, but also brings a set of 

challenges, from the lack of clarity about who counts as a 

community researcher to just how much academic rigour and 

expertise are required to maintain validity of research 

findings10. Ultimately, community research was chosen as a 

research approach to ensure it was oriented towards social 

action. While this report presents findings as of the end of 

January 2017, research work at Up Our Street is set to carry on. 

Events to disseminate findings and use them as a basis for 

promoting change are already underway and include a Festival 

of Solutions planned for March 2017. 

Our community research team was drawn from the local area. 

All researchers were educated to degree level and had a range 

of community research and development experience among 

them. Their past work included public health, community 

engagement, journalism and broadcasting, interpreting and 

translation. All researchers came from minority ethnic 

backgrounds and brought their lived experience to the project, 

which helped to make it more inclusive. Further, recruiting 

members of the researched communities as researchers also 

meant that the project was action-oriented and driven by a 

strong commitment to identifying areas for social change that 

could be effected locally, rather than a need to generalise and 

generate knowledge, which is the primary objective of much  

academic research. 

While the project utilised the language skills and expertise of 

the team members, it also empowered them as researchers 

through comprehensive training in social research methods, 

provided by the Productive Margins programme at the 

University of Bristol. The training process also helped to ensure 

that research design and methodology were robust and 

allowed for accurate data collection.  
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Research methods 
Our work started with defining research aim and objectives: 

Fig. 1: Research aims and objectives. 

The project brief specified three parameters, namely that 

research was to be co-produced and engage a diverse group of 

participants with particular emphasis on ethnic diversity while 

using a quantitative survey as the main data collection method. 

The latter requirement served to ensure research design is not 

dissimilar from other approaches to measuring wellbeing in the 

area, in particular the Council’s Quality of Life in Your 

Neighbourhood Survey11 (QLS). 

The QLS has been conducted annually since 2001 to provide a 

set of indicators measuring quality of life in the city, and for 

comparing results between wards. Each year just over 29,000 

residents are invited to take part in the research and the 

completion rate hovers around 15%. However, proportionately 

fewer Muslim, black and minority ethnic (BME) and disabled 

people take part in the survey, and men and younger people 

tend to be underrepresented too. For this reason the results are 

adjusted for non-response by weighting12. 

We opted for a different approach and aimed to co-design a 

research tool that would resonate with Easton and Lawrence 

Hill residents, and give them an opportunity to take part. The 

research was hence planned as a three-stage process whereby 

we decided to first interview residents in public locations across 

the two wards, asking open questions about their views on 

wellbeing in the local area. Their responses were then to be 

analysed thematically, and our research themes of Services, 

Environment, Livelihoods, Connections and Emotions were 

subsequently derived from this analysis. At the second stage, 

and based on interview responses, the research team co-
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produced a survey questionnaire. The survey was available to 

complete online and generated around a hundred responses. 

In addition to the online survey, community researchers set up 

stalls in public spaces and door knocked to carry out face to 

face surveys or to encourage participants to self-complete the 

questionnaire. This was done to ensure appropriate 

representations of the often underrepresented groups that our 

project sought to involve, and ethnic and faith minorities in 

particular.  

There was an issue with the survey that related to its 

accessibility. The online form was built using Up Our Street’s 

new database, which was not an ideal tool for a survey of this 

sort. This created problems when trying to fill in the survey 

using a screen reader. The software also did not allow for free 

text fields for questions where we would have liked to give 

participants space to say more, which was limiting. For future 

surveys we recommend using online survey tools compatible 

with screen readers, or testing bespoke questionnaires for 

accessibility and getting feedback from others on the design 

and usability of the survey. 

The third stage was planned to involve a series of focus groups 

around key issues identified in the survey. Our priority for that 

stage was to consult young people on the concerns for their 

lifestyles repeatedly expressed by adult research participants in 

interviews and surveys. However, a tight timeframe for the 

project meant we were unable to proceed with the third stage 

of the research. Nonetheless, the project went beyond the 

original research brief, which assumed the team would carry 

out and analyse 500 surveys, and instead opted for a mixed-

methods approach with 122 qualitative interviews and 467 

quantitative surveys. Still, we recommend further research 

should include a secondary analysis of quantitative data and 

qualitative research with young people to engage with their 

ideas of wellbeing and their needs. Given the difficulty we faced 

when trying to recruit young people for the survey or focus 

groups, it is recommended that alternative research methods 

be considered. 

Aside from making the research design process more 

participatory, starting with qualitative interviews allowed us to 

capture the range of possible responses to our research 

questions first, and then to quantify the frequency of these 

responses, thus giving us an insight into lived experiences of 

wellbeing in Easton and Lawrence Hill. 

Interviews 
The interviews were semi-structured and their schedule 

involved six main questions:  

 What does wellbeing mean to you? 

 Do you feel connected to your local area? 

 What are your main concerns in everyday life? 

 What could improve the wellbeing in the local area? 

 What local services do you use in a typical week? 

 What do you like about living here, and what would you 

change? 

Wellbeing is not a word that people use in everyday 

conversations, and it does not translate well into some of the 
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community languages we used in the course of research. This 

proved somewhat problematic and researchers had to 

occasionally rephrase the wellbeing question in terms of 

happiness.  

Fig. 2: Research sites. 

To reach a diverse group of participants we carried out a 

mapping exercise and conducted interviews in nine locations 

across the two wards, roughly indicated on the map shown in 

fig. 2. These interviews usually lasted between 7 and 15 

minutes, but some were longer. Overall, the researchers spoke 

to 122 residents at this stage of the research. Given the 

interviews were carried out in public we only monitored 

participants’ gender, ethnicity and age: 52% were male and 

48% female, 46% were White British and 54% were Other White 

or Black and Minority Ethnic. Only 16% of participants were 

under the age of 30, and 42% were aged 30-39, 20% were in 

40-49 bracket and 11%, 4% and 7% respectively were aged 50-

59, 60-69, and over 70. 
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Fig. 3: Colouring for grown-ups: the thematic analysis of 

interview data. 

Survey 
During the second stage of the research we co-produced a 

survey questionnaire, which was organised around themes 

identified in qualitative interviews and chiefly comprised 

multiple choice questions. The aim of the survey was to 

establish the frequency of the range of responses to our 

interview questions from the first stage. For example, we 

sought to establish which are the key local services in the 

neighbourhood, what is the level of satisfaction with them, 

what makes residents feel connected to the area, how they 

experience diversity, what are their main concerns, and how 

they feel about issues such as crime, health, or environment. 

The survey was available to complete online and we received 

just over 100 responses to it. The vast majority of surveys were 

completed face to face with researchers using iPads to enter 

answers directly to Up Our Street’s database, or allowing 

respondents to self-complete the survey form. Overall, we 

received 467 responses.  

The main reason for conducting the survey face to face was to 

enable the research team to involve a wide range of 

demographic groups in the research, and in particular give 

voice to those ethnic and faith minorities who have low 

participation rates in this kind of research. 

The survey had 40 questions and an additional section for 

diversity monitoring, and typically took between 15 and 30 

minutes to complete. The majority of questions were multiple 

choice, allowing participants to choose more than one option 

which applied to them. However, some participants treated it 

as an invitation to a broader conversation about wellbeing, the 

role of Up Our Street as a community development and 

communications charity, and the issues facing residents of 

Easton and Lawrence Hill in general. As a result, some surveys 

lasted for well over an hour. It is important to note that lone 

working proved to be far more effective at this stage in 

achieving a higher number of participants. It eliminated the risk 

of overcrowding one location and we were able to move 

between different venues across a larger area giving us better 

coverage across the ward. Lone working was also where more 
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time being spent per survey was evident. However, this was a 

positive factor as it created a comfortable space for in-depth 

conversations with participants openly explaining about their 

experiences of the survey. Lone working gave participants more 

time to express themselves and made researchers more 

approachable, which encouraged greater insight into the 

survey’s usability and allowed residents to voice honest 

feelings. 13 

The complexity of the survey meant that we had to approach 

participants in places and situations that allowed them time to 

speak to the researcher. It also seemed that the topic of 

wellbeing is less of a conversation starter than issues of more 

immediate concern to residents such as parking, transport or 

litter. For that reason, door knocking was not particularly 

effective. Participant recruiting was much easier in public 

spaces and, for example, communal areas in tower blocks 

proved good spaces to engage with residents. The researchers 

also set up stalls in libraries, gyms, community centres, drop-

ins, and waiting rooms of doctor surgeries. The latter were very 

useful for engaging older or disabled residents. Having Up Our 

Street’s logo visible also helped, as many residents are aware 

of the organisation and are used to it running consultations in 

the area14. Finally, the researchers also approached residents in 

cafés and takeaways.  

This research strategy allowed for participation of a very diverse 

group of respondents. People born in 51 different countries 

took part, and the top 12 are shown in fig. 4. 

Country of birth:   

United Kingdom 262 

Somalia 70 

Jamaica 13 

India 8 

Pakistan 7 

Poland 7 

Sudan 7 

United States 7 

Eritrea 6 

Ireland 6 

Ethiopia 5 

Germany 5 

Fig. 4: Number of participants per country of birth. 

We also tried to ensure a balance between Easton and 

Lawrence Hill residents, as well as between different areas of 

each ward in the research. This was not a straightforward task. 

Initially we sought to collect postcodes of research participants, 

but at the interview stage we learned that not everyone knew 

or was willing to share their postcode. In order to avoid creating 

a barrier to research participation, we decided to allow 

respondents to self-select the area where they live. This method 

proved imperfect for three reasons. First, Easton and Lawrence 

Hill ward boundaries do not always correspond with what 

residents call their area. For example, many participants we 
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spoke to around Stapleton Road between Old Market and 

Easton Way stated they live in Easton, whereas the area is in 

fact within Lawrence Hill boundary. Secondly, the two ward 

names are derived from their constituent areas which was also 

at times confusing for some residents. Thirdly, much of the 

neighbourhood is commonly referred to as Easton irrespective 

of ward boundaries. All this may partly explain the relatively 

high number of participants who stated they lived in Easton, 

and relatively low number of those who selected Lawrence Hill: 

 Easton  44.23% 

 Barton Hill 21.57% 

 Redfield 11.76% 

 Lawrence Hill 7.63% 

 Greenbank 5.45% 

 Whitehall 3.70% 

 Old Market 2.61% 

 Dings 1.09% 

 St Judes 1.09%  

 Newtown 0.87% 

Another difficulty was to adequately represent the population 

aged between 16-26 in the survey, which is evident from fig. 5 

which breaks down research participants by age. However, it 

has to be noted that while both wards are younger than Bristol’s 

average this is mainly due to the high population of 25-44 year 

olds and the population of adults under 25 is actually lower in 

the neighbourhood than the Bristol average. In light of this, we 

recommend any future exercise of this kind includes a strategy 

for engaging young people at the design stage of the research 

to also give them a voice in the research.  

Fig. 5: Research participants by age. 

As is often the case in social research, female participants were 

easier to recruit, and we had a particularly high number of 

women responding to the online survey. The female to male 

ratio in the survey was 55% to 44%, with just over 1% of 

participants choosing not to state their gender to researchers, 

as shown in fig. 6.  

16-26
11%

26-35
30%

36-50
33%

51-65
18%

Over 65
8%
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Fig. 6: Research participants by gender. 

As stated before, the main reason for targeted recruitment of 

survey participants was to adequately capture the views of 

ethnic and faith minorities living in the neighbourhood. Easton 

and Lawrence Hill’s average ratio of BME residents is 50%, and 

in our survey we reached 47% responses from BME residents. 

40% of respondents were White British and 11% were Other 

White, mostly European but also surprisingly many North 

Americans. 2% chose not to state ethnicity. 

Fig. 7: Research participants by race and ethnicity. 

According to the 2011 Census, 29% of the population living in 

Easton and Lawrence Hill is Christian and 25% is Muslim. As fig. 

8 shows, these groups participated in our survey in high 

numbers, although the survey slightly overrepresented people 

with no religion, which was again chiefly attributed to online 

responses. 3% of participants chose not to state their religion.  

Female
55%

Male
44%

Prefer not to 
say
1%

White British
40%

Other White
11%

Non-White 
(Black, Asian, 

Mixed)
47%

Prefer not to 
say
2%
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Fig. 8: Research participants by faith. 

During the first stage of the research we heard from residents 

who were concerned with their mental health, but we failed to 

reach many with physical health conditions or disabilities. This 

improved during the second stage where we set up stalls in two 

out of three doctors surgeries in the area, and in total 11% of 

our participants stated having a disability, as shown in fig. 9. 

Fig. 9: Research participants by disability. 

Interestingly, the proportion of participants who preferred not 
to say if they had a disability was 4% and when we asked 
participants about their employment status as many as 6% 
preferred not to say. Only 33% of participants worked full-time 
and the employment status responses hinted at the changing 
nature of work and employment. Some respondents failed to 
fit in with the traditional categories. One said, when completing 
this section: “Some weeks I’m full-time, and some weeks I’m 
part-time or unemployed… I work as NHS bank staff, it’s agency 
work, and it all depends”. The full breakdown is shown in fig. 10 
and we recommend using a separate category for irregular or 

None
34%

Christian
25%

Buddhist
2%

Hindu
1%

Jewish
0%

Muslim
25%

Sikh
1%

Other
9%

Prefer not to 
say
3%

Yes
11%

No
85%

Prefer not to say
4%
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precarious employment when monitoring for employment 
status in similar research. 
 

Fig. 10: Research participants by employment status. 

The final characteristic we monitored for was sexuality, shown 

in fig. 11. Given that Lawrence Hill ward includes the Old Market 

area, where many LGBTQ bars and clubs are, the responses 

from these communities seem slightly on the low side. 

However, it has to be noted that surveys were often carried out 

in public spaces and as many as 11% participants chose not to 

state their sexuality, the highest ratio of all monitoring 

questions. Further, one of the researchers observed that her 

visibly religious clothing seemed to affect some responses. 

Fig. 11: Research participants by sexuality. 

To summarise, monitoring responses show that our survey 

engaged a diverse group of participants, which well reflects the 

demographic composition of the area. The main shortcoming 

was the difficulty we had involving younger residents, that is 

those aged below 26 years old. Any similar research would 

Full time
33%

Part time
27%

No - looking
7%

Student
4%

Retired
11%

No - can't (ill 
health, 

homemaker, 
etc.)
12%

Prefer not to 
say
6%

Heterosexual
83%

Lesbian
1%

Gay
2%

Bisexual
3%

Prefer not to 
say
11%



15 | www.eastonandlawrencehill.org.uk 
 

likely benefit from developing a young people engagement 

strategy at the design stage of the research to improve 

participation. Further, given that the nature of work is changing, 

traditional categories for monitoring employment status might 

benefit from rethinking. 

Approaching residents in public spaces proved effective, 

enabled us to correct for self-selection bias, and ensured a 

diverse group of participants was reached. The downside was 

that sometimes it was harder to ensure confidentiality and 

some responses may have been affected by that, as well as by 

the participants’ perceptions of community researchers. In 

addition, some communities are less familiar with Up Our 

Street’s work than others and as a result seemed less willing to 

engage in research on the doorstep or in a public setting. As 

such, this approach might be less suited to research projects 

where more sensitive questions are asked, and approaches 

where some form of rapport is built before the start of the data 

collection process might be preferable. 

Finally, the research team put in a lot of effort to enable as 

many residents as possible to participate by guiding them 

through the form, completing the form for those with low 

computer literacy, and by interpreting the form when speaking 

to those with low English literacy. However, the survey length 

proved to be a barrier in itself. For many participants answering 

nearly 50 questions was too much, and even the 15 to 20 

minutes required to complete the survey was more than they 

could spare. So while co-producing the survey and allowing 

participants to guide our choice of research sites to conduct 

surveys was undoubtedly helpful, choosing methods other than 

quantitative surveys in the first place might be an easier way for 

enabling community participation in social research, and for 

ensuring the process of data collection is not rushed and not 

driven by numerical targets. However, upon undertaking this 

research project again “it would be highly advised to invest in 

a statistician to get an accurate sample number to know exactly 

how many surveys are needed to make the data accurate and 

reliable. Without one, the amount of surveys to be conducted 

to achieve viability could be anything from 1000 surveys to 20 

surveys. We just wouldn’t know without that information15”. 
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Findings 
 

Fig. 12: Ejaz Ahmad conducts a survey in Easton Leisure Centre. 

 

Wellbeing 
The project aimed to shed light on the meaning of wellbeing in 

the local context of Easton and Lawrence Hill. We worked with 

the widely recognised definition asserting that wellbeing 

indicates how well people feel and function, but we were 

curious what exactly makes local residents feel and function 

well. 

We found that, when responding to open questions about 

wellbeing, research participants usually referred to five key 

themes: 

 Connectivity: how people relate to one another in their 

neighbourhood, and quality of their interactions; 

 Emotions and values: how people feel about themselves 

and others; 

 Environment: natural, landscaped and built settings in 

which people function, and how they are used; 

 Livelihoods: the cost of things such as food, housing and 

transport, as well as investments coming into the area; 

 Services: amenities needed in everyday life and their 

accessibility; may be run by public or private providers. 

Most often, when defining wellbeing, our participants 

mentioned several themes at once. One person said that 

wellbeing “is something to do with your health and 

surroundings16” and another suggested it describes “how well 

people feel about themselves and with themselves17” hinting at 

the importance of the wider community for individual 

wellbeing. This motif kept coming back, and many agreed that 

a sense of fulfilment in life, or how good we feel about 

ourselves, to a large degree depends on “the community you 

live amongst18.” The role of family was also very important to 

people we spoke to, and some said wellbeing hinged on 

“having love and being happy19.” The notion of social and 

environmental security also often cropped up and one person 

said that “wellbeing means that everyone is protected and the 

environment is good20”. Livelihoods also mattered a lot to 
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research participants: one of them said wellbeing is “the quality 

of life and opportunities21” one has and another that it is about 

“children, and being healthy, and working22.” 

Fig. 13: Themes derived from qualitative interviews. 

It also has to be noted that several interview participants 

struggled to define wellbeing or said they were not familiar 

with this term at all. This was particularly common when 

engaging with residents who spoke English as a second 

language, and an added difficulty was that wellbeing does not 

translate well into community languages we used in the 

research (Somali, Urdu and Polish have no intuitive equivalents 

of the concept of wellbeing).  

In general, local residents taking part in the qualitative survey 

said the following key issues mattered most for their wellbeing: 

 Feeling physically healthy and fit. 

 Being safe and not worrying about the future. 

 Belonging to a diverse but connected neighbourhood. 

 Living in a good environment with good access to green 

spaces. 

 Living in a vibrant community with shops and cafés. 

 Feeling positive about the future of their children and 

youth in general. 

 Living in a cleaner, tidier area. 

 Living in an environment that provides opportunities for 

personal development and community engagement to 

everyone. 

The latter comment came up a lot when we spoke to people in 

the Dings, where there is no local shop, and some complained 

that “there are just people going back and forth to work23”. This 

links with a known predicament of urban planning that without 
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local public places for socialising it is harder to build a wider 

sense of community. 

 

Services 
Generally people reported high levels of satisfaction with the 

availability of local services, which can be partly attributed to 

the proximity of the neighbourhood to the city centre. A young 

man described Redfield as “the best place; it’s not too close to 

the city centre, where it’s crowded, and not too far because if 

you want to go there, it’s not too far and it’s easy to get there.… 

So I think it’s the best place, it’s close to everywhere you 

want24.” 

 

To quantify this feedback, in the survey we asked people to 

select services that are important for their wellbeing and 

responses are shown in fig. 14. Unsurprisingly, over three-

quarters said doctors surgeries were important. But over a half 

pointed to parks and green spaces, and nearly a half chose 

public transport. Waste collection was also high on the list but 

what we found most interesting was that local shops came in 

fifth, and significantly ahead of leisure centres, libraries and 

housing support. This tallies with qualitative interviews where 

participants often stressed the role of local shops not just due 

to their stocks of ethnic foods and spices, but also as centres of 

social interactions. On the other hand, the low position of 

support services for employment and welfare might be 

surprising given the relative deprivation of the area. This is 

further discussed in the Livelihoods section below. 

The only really mixed messages were on waste management 

and public transport. With regards to the latter, one person said 

the traffic was a problem and people should drive less because 

“we’ve got enough buses and there’s the train25”. On the other 

hand though, it was another resident’s impression that 

everybody is complaining about the buses due to bad service, 

and yet another participant said the Council should “deal with” 

First Bus and make the company improve its service. 

We were curious about the level of satisfaction with some of 

the key services, and health services in particular. When asked 

whether their GP surgery meets their needs, very few 

participants said it never or seldom happens, but over 20% 

answered “sometimes”. 

Fig 14: Which services are important for your wellbeing?

GP surgeries and doctors 76.45%

Local parks and green spaces 56.32%

Public transport 49.25%

Waste collection 45.40%

Local supermarkets and shops 42.83%

Leisure centres 37.90%

Local libraries 37.69%

Housing services 31.05%

Police 28.69%

Schools 28.69%

Cafes 28.27%

Help with employment 17.77%

Youth or day centres 16.92%

Places of worship, such as church or mosque 16.70%

Help with finances 11.56%
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Fig. 15: Does your GP surgery (your local doctor) meet your health 

needs? 

The main concerns about GP services highlighted problems 

with the availability of appointments, long waiting times, and 

the length of appointments not being sufficient to share 

concerns. 

 

We asked the same question about schools, where the pool of 

responses was much smaller given that 258 participants, or 

56%, had no first-hand experience of local schools. However, a 

number of participants told us their children went to schools 

outside Easton and Lawrence Hill, and overall the number of 

parents taking part in the survey was higher than the figures 

might suggest. In any case, answers received display a strikingly 

similar profile to the GP surgery question and show that 

residents are mostly satisfied with the quality of educational 

services. 

Fig. 17: Does your local school or education provider meet your 

family’s needs? 

As for key concerns identified, their distribution is much more 

balanced. Nearly a third of participants pointed to low 

attainment, a quarter was concerned with inadequate 

extracurricular activities or inadequate resources to facilitate 

learning such as staff, equipment, school meals, or provision for 

additional or special needs. A fifth of participants were 

dissatisfied with communication between schools and families, 

and with lower standards or expectations than in other schools. 
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Fig. 16: Main concerns regarding GP surgeries

Difficulty in getting appointments 46.47%

Waiting time too long to see a doctor 35.76%

Appointments are too short to share concerns 22.06%

They do not understand my wellbeing concerns 9.85%

My wellbeing concerns are not addressed by GP 9.42%

Not registered, or unsure who my GP is 3.85%
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Fig. 18: Main concerns of participants using local schools

Achievement and attainment is low 31.58%

Lack of resources to enable learning 24.88%

Not enough additional activities 24.88%

Not communicating well with  families 20.57%

Lower standards than other schools 20.10%
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Policing was the third service that we wanted to know more 

about. But as with other questions, the emphasis in our research 

was on people’s lived experiences rather than perceptions of 

policing. This proved hard to measure given some participants 

had no contact with police at all. In the survey we asked 

whether policing was responsive enough but feedback received 

while we carried out the research indicated this formulation was 

not clear enough and participants might read the question 

differently depending on their previous contact with police, or 

lack of it. Hence, we decided to only publish the list of main 

concerns with policing, where the participants could state they 

had no contact with the police. From that question, it is clear 

that residents’ main concern pertains to the level of community 

engagement, as well as insufficient response to antisocial 

behaviour, singled out because it was often mentioned in 

qualitative interviews, and to petty crime in general. In this 

context, the cut in funding for Police Community Support 

Officers (PCSOs) in the 2017/18 budget passed by Bristol City 

Council on 21 February 2017, which was in response to 

reduction in funding from central government, seems 

particularly troubling26. Also disconcerting was a large number 

of residents who stated concerns with unfair treatment and 

discrimination by the police that amounted to 61 people, or 

13% of those who took part in the survey. Of note, the high-

profile incident in Easton where police mistook their race 

relations adviser Ras Judah Adunbi for a wanted man and 

tasered him took place in January as the survey was coming to 

a close. Following the incident Bristol Mayor Marvin Rees spoke 

in defence of Judah, and the Independent Police Complaints 

Commission (IPCC) launched a gross misconduct investigation 

against the two police officers involved27. While the incident 

happened at a late stage of data collection, it may have affected 

some of the responses received in the survey. 

 

We were also interested in people’s commuting patterns. As 

reported above, we heard a number of complaints about 

transport services, and an expectation that the Council do 

something to improve the situation came across quite strongly 

in our interviews. At the same time, many residents felt that 

proximity to city centre and multiple transport links – given 

Easton and Lawrence Hill each have a train stop linking them 

with the Temple Meads and Parkway stations as well as the 

northern parts of the city – clearly were the neighbourhood’s 

assets.  

This was largely reflected in our survey. The key observation is 

that almost three-quarters of residents walk on a daily basis, 

and a relatively small percentage – just over 6% – said they 

never commute on foot. Buses are the second-most common 

form of transport, with 85% residents using them at least once 

Fig. 19: Main concerns regarding policing in the local area

Not enough community engagement 23.34%

Insufficient response to antisocial behaviour 22.27%

Insufficient response to petty crime 18.20%

Unfair treatment and discrimination 13.06%

Not enough feedback or follow up with victims 12.63%

Insufficient response to violent crime 9.42%

I had no contact with the police 37.47%
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a month and nearly a third using them on a weekly basis. This 

is perhaps not surprising given, by the 2011 Census data, the 

neighbourhood has lower than average car ownership ratios: 

36.8% of households in Easton have no car, compared to 28.9% 

city-wide. Lawrence Hill has 56.2% of car-free households, 

which is the highest ratio in the city28. 

Fig. 20: How often do you use… 

Perhaps most interestingly, nearly the same ratio of residents 

use trains and cars for moving around, albeit the pattern of 

their usage is different: cars are a much more popular form of 

daily transport with nearly 30% of participants stating they 

travel by car every day. Trains, on the other hand, are used by 

just over 27% of residents on a monthly basis, and 28% of 

residents rarely.  

Just below half of residents cycle, but when they do, they tend 

to rely on bicycles as their main means of transport: 23% of 

participants stated they use a bicycle on a daily basis, with 

further 10% cycling weekly. On the other hand, despite Bristol 

Community Transport and three car clubs (Co-Wheels, 

Enterprise, and Zipcar) operating in the neighbourhood, only 

13% and 5% of residents used them. However, given these 

operators are putting effort into developing their services, it will 

be interesting to see if these forms of transport become more 

popular over time. Still, motorbikes beat car clubs as to the title 

of the least relied on form of transport, with 97.5% residents 

never using them. 

When we asked about the cost of transport, it turned out there 

are vast differences between the residents. While the median 

spent was £10.00 per week, the average amount was much 

higher at £18.54. This reflects the fact that a relatively small 

proportion of residents spend high sums on their commute: 49 

people or just over 10% of participants spend £40.00 or more, 

and 13 people or just under 3% spend £100.00 per week or 

more. 

Overall, it seems that improvements to bus services, walking, 

and cycling infrastructure offer the best chance of making the 

local transport more sustainable in the near-term. These are the 

forms of transport that local residents rely on for their everyday 

needs. 

Environment 
When our conversations touched on the theme of environment, 

where remarks about built, natural and social environment 

were inextricably linked, a number of issues raised by residents 

surprised us. For a start, proximity to the city centre which was 

highlighted often as the neighbourhood’s asset proved also 

somewhat problematic. One participant observed that there 

were “too many cars” and the neighbourhood was “not safe for 

Daily Weekly Monthly Rarely Never

Bicycle 23.0% 9.5% 6.0% 10.7% 50.8%

Community 1.2% 3.4% 3.7% 4.9% 86.8%

Bus 16.4% 31.4% 17.0% 20.5% 14.8%

Car 29.7% 23.2% 4.7% 9.0% 33.3%

Car club 0.2% 0.5% 1.2% 3.2% 94.8%

Motorbike 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 1.5% 97.5%

Train 2.3% 8.4% 27.1% 28.3% 33.9%

Walking 74.5% 14.4% 2.0% 2.7% 6.3%
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children29.” This might be surprising given, as stated above, the 

area has some of the very lowest car ownership rate in the city 

but another person observed the area is frequently used as free 

car parking for commuters to central areas, saying there is “no 

parking for local residents, because people who work in the city 

centre take parking30.” Interestingly, while people appreciated 

community initiatives to make streets friendly there were also 

voices of dissent with one resident telling us: "kids should be 

able to play when they want. It's not a bad idea [to temporarily 

close streets] but it covers up the actual problem that all streets 

should be more child-friendly31." There were also calls to make 

specific streets one way to calm car traffic, and another 

concerned parent said more action should be taken against 

“cars speeding, especially in the summer32”. Another person 

remarked that parks are not always the best places for 

children’s play either: “kids want to climb trees but, you know, 

often there’s going to be dog poo all around them33.” 

Most participants agreed there were multiple issues with the 

cleanliness of the neighbourhood. Many people we interviewed 

flagged it up as a concern, although we also heard a single 

voice that gave a slightly dissenting view on the issue. A young 

university student living in Easton said about fly tipping: “I don’t 

have a big problem with it because sometimes I need the 

stuff34.” But the vast majority wanted to see action on fly 

tipping, littering, and dog waste, and agreed the area should 

be cleaner. 

Asked who should take action, respondents often pointed to 

Bristol City Council. But despite the fact they wanted to see 

waste collection services improved, they did not think it would 

alleviate the main problem, which is that people litter in the first 

place. “The litter is so bad”, said one resident, “and it could be 

so much cleaner if everyone put their own rubbish away35.” 

Overall, the state of local streets and parks was clearly seen as 

a shared responsibility of the Council and the public, with many 

participants stressing waste collection is not enough when 

residents do not take responsibility for their litter. As one 

resident pointed out when describing the always overflowing 

bins in Owen Square Park, “the kids go to put their rubbish in, 

and it’s not teaching them very much if they can’t fit their 

rubbish in the bin… they’re just going to drop it on the floor36.” 

 

This was reflected in the survey, where the main concern with 

open spaces according to over 56% of residents was that others 

disrespect them. About 39% and 29% respectively blamed 

problems on drug and alcohol misuse, while 30% and 25% 

Fig. 21: What are your main concerns with open spaces in your area?

People disrespecting common spaces 56.53%

Drug use 38.97%

Inadequate facilities, eg. not enough bins 30.62%

Excessive alcohol use 29.34%

Not enough green spaces and parks 26.34%

Green spaces and parks poorly maintained 25.48%

Inappropriate behaviour, such as harassment 25.27%

Air pollution 20.34%

Other 18.20%

Used by homeless people 14.99%

Cyclists not sharing mixed-use paths 14.99%

Too much noise 12.85%
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respectively expressed concern with inadequate facilities and 

poor maintenance of open spaces by the Council. Of note, 25% 

said there was not enough green space and parks in the 

neighbourhood in general, and over 20% expressed concern 

with air pollution. Of further note, the issue of sharing the 

Railway Path by different user groups kept coming back, usually 

in the form of discontent with the behaviour of some cyclists. 

Nearly 15% of survey participants thought that cyclists are not 

sharing mixed-use paths, and it was hard to find a participant 

in areas adjacent to the path who did not raise concerns about 

its capacity and usage.  

 

Given that littering, fly tipping and dog fouling were routinely 

brought up in interviews, and since most research participants 

blamed it on residents’ behaviour and attitudes, in the survey 

we asked why people litter in the first place. As many as 48% 

participants said this is because some residents simply do not 

care about their local area and nearly 30% stated many do not 

know how to recycle. This resonates well with a call by one 

interview participant who wanted to see “more enforcement to 

keep the area tidy37”. However, over 44% of participants said 

people litter because there are not enough bins; a further 35% 

thought bins are not emptied often enough and over 23% 

thought bin location is often not appropriate. In addition, over 

39% thought bulky waste collection charges are too high and 

lead to fly tipping. Most interestingly, while they were in the 

minority, nearly 22% of participants thought local businesses 

and not ordinary residents should take the blame for much of 

the littering and fly tipping in the neighbourhood. This view 

was also expressed in interviews, and we sometimes heard that 

“bins are misused by businesses and not residents38”. 

Some blame for the neighbourhood’s perceived problem with 

cleanliness was also attributed to issues with homelessness and 

substance misuse. A resident in the Dings said that drug use in 

a local park had increased lately39, and another person in the 

same area queried “why the Council does not build hostels for 

addicts in Clifton40”. A few more residents complained about 

hostels in their area too. That said, other research participants 

were supportive of addiction and homelessness support in 

general, and the above complaints have much to do with spatial 

concentration of social problems. 

Most importantly, despite a widespread concern about the 

state and availability of green spaces, as well as problems with 

litter in the neighbourhood, residents took pride in the local 

environment. Around 40% said their local environment makes 

them happy and 33% felt proud. Still, a significant minority of 

25% was angry about the way it looks and 20% felt like they 

want to move away. There has been a clear sense of frustration 

Fig. 22: Litter is a recognised problem in the area. Why do people litter?

Residents do not care about the area 48.18%

Not enough public bins 44.54%

Waste collection charges are too high 39.40%

Public bins not emptied often enough 35.55%

Residents do not know how to recycle 29.98%

Public bins are not in appropriate locations 23.34%

It is not residents but businesses that litter 21.84%

Other 18.84%

Residents do not litter in my area 5.57%
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about the prevalence and persistence of these issues, and it is 

clearly a priority area for intervention, proving that resident 

initiatives such as Tidy BS5, which is supported by Up Our Street 

and local councillors, have some way to go. 

 

 

Connectivity 
Despite some concern with some aspects of the social 

environment of Easton and Lawrence Hill, and the residents’ 

attitudes to shared spaces in particular, our interviews 

suggested that people generally get on really well in the 

neighbourhood. “It’s not just one single race, everyone gets 

along with each other regardless of faith or skin colour – that’s 

the best thing about Easton41,” a British Bangladeshi resident 

told us. In many cases it was exactly this mixedness and 

proximity to others that gave people a sense of place and 

belonging. The same resident continued: “when I go away, I feel 

homesick. It’s just not the same, there aren’t many places in the 

world like Easton. I know my neighbours, I know most of the 

people in my local shops42.” 

The importance of good, neighbourly relations was clear. A 

woman who moved to Lawrence Hill a few years ago from 

Brixton, where she had lived all her adult life, said: “I know most 

of my neighbours (…) and we do chat to each other to get to 

know how each other is. Say for instance if you’re not feeling 

great, we’ll have a chat, have a cuppa tea, and keep up with 

each other43.” An Easton resident added a thing she really 

values about the neighbourhood is that she has got “so much 

support on my street and neighbouring streets. Everyone is 

looking out for each other44.” 

Sometimes, diversity mattered to people in quite unexpected 

ways. One research participant told us: “I am happy. I have been 

here for a long time, and I’m around members of my Somali 

community45.” Other minority ethnic participants echoed this 

attitude and talked about diversity in terms of proximity to 

others from their own ethnic group. On the other hand, several 

White British participants stressed the convenience of having a 

wide choice of ethnic food on offer, and intercultural events in 

their local area. 

However, it would be unfair to characterise the 

neighbourhood’s diversity as little more than “saris, samosas 

and steel drums for the already well-intentioned46” as the 2016 

Casey Review into integration put it. We found that people 

wanted to engage more and build stronger community bonds, 

and they identified a number of reasons why this is not 

happening. Of course, some people just did not make the 

effort. One person told us: “I do have a choice to get involved 

but haven’t reached out to community members other than my 

Fig. 23: How does your local environment make you feel?

Happy 40.04%

Proud to live in my area 32.98%

Safe 29.76%

Angry about the way it looks 25.27%

I feel like I want to move away 19.91%

I want to take action on antisocial behaviour 19.49%

Other 13.92%

I feel scared to leave the house 5.78%
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direct neighbours47.” But one Somali participant told us: “I do 

not [feel connected] because I’m very busy. I go to work very 

early, then I just eat and go out again. […] I feel more connected 

in St Jude’s, where I work, than here. I got to know people in 

my work area more because I’m always there48.” 

Many comments on the area’s diversity were expressed in terms 

of connections, links and involvement, and not integration or 

the lack of it. For that reason, we decided to frame our survey 

questions in terms of connectivity. Such language draws 

attention to density and quality of social relations or networks, 

and it avoids normative pitfalls that are embedded in the 

narrative of integration. 

 

We asked research participants about how they are connected 

to the area. As shown in fig. 24, the vast majority – nearly 71% 

– said they had friends locally and nearly 45% reported to have 

family in the area. But then, around 40% and 26% respectively 

said that they are connected through members of their ethnic 

community or faith group, which chiefly confirms the findings 

from qualitative interviews that what may be a sign of social 

separation from the perspective of integration is an important 

social link from the perspective of research participants. 

Connections through work, education, volunteering or taking 

part in activities were also important ways of connecting with 

others in the neighbourhood, and just above 7% of participants 

stated they did not feel connected. 

Still, some interview participants said they wished to see “more 

activities that bring people together”, though at the same time 

many residents acknowledged there is lots going on in the 

neighbourhood as it is. We therefore asked what type of 

activities were particularly needed and answers are shown in 

fig. 25. 

Fig. 25: Are there enough free activities that bring people together?

 

In general, the majority of participants thought there were not 

enough such activities. The only exception was community 

events, where the percentage of those who thought there were 

enough things bringing people together was 3% higher than 

Fig. 24: How are you connected to the area?

I have friends here 70.88%

I have family here 44.75%

Members of my ethnic community are here 39.83%

Members of my faith group are here 26.34%

I work in the area 25.48%

My children go to local schools 22.27%

Other connections 20.77%

I volunteer with a local group or organisation 19.70%

I am member of an interest group 15.42%

I do not feel connected 7.07%

Yes No No opinion

Festivals 41.74% 43.97% 14.29%

Community events 45.23% 41.82% 12.95%

Community forums 37.41% 40.94% 21.65%

Street parties 32.72% 49.77% 17.51%

Sporting activities 26.17% 49.30% 24.53%

Multi-faith events 26.23% 44.03% 29.74%

Youth activities 17.96% 44.90% 37.14%
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the percentage of those who disagreed. In particular, the 

answer points to the need for more activities for young people 

as well as sporting and multi-faith activities, and street parties. 

However, these answers may be somewhat dependant on 

where exactly people live in the neighbourhood, or their 

perceptions of particular areas within the neighbourhood. As 

one resident told us in an interview: “I used to live in Whitehall 

near Devon Road and the community there was less inclusive, 

people were not involved with their area so much. People didn’t 

talk to each other so much either and then I moved around the 

corner closer to Greenbank, and I could see that people were 

more involved with their community, which made me feel more 

engaged too49”. So it may well be that a more granular analysis 

would reveal some variation on a more local level and 

secondary analysis of collected data might be very useful in this 

case. 

Many adult interview participants expressed concerns about 

young people, though such comments never came from young 

participants themselves. For example, one person told us there 

was a need for “something for the youth, so that they don’t take 

the wrong path50.” Another person added that it is “sad seeing 

boys leading life the way they do. We can do more for our boys, 

like activities and not playing with law. We can create places to 

go for them in the evening51”. In particular, residents identified 

young people hanging out in parks and on streets as the root 

cause of the problem. In our view, the issue is complex and 

warrants a separate research project, one that would involve 

young people and not just be based on the perceptions of 

them. However, we asked survey participants to comment on 

one statement relating to young people made in an interview, 

and their answers are shown in fig. 26. 

 

Only 14% of participants thought young people hanging out 

on the streets was not causing any problems, but 44% agreed 

that while it was a problem young people themselves should 

lead on developing any solutions. Nearly 69% said there was a 

need for more evening activities and 55% pointed to a need for 

mentoring schemes. As stated above, our original plan to follow 

up on these findings with a focus group of young people could 

not be accommodated given the project’s short timeframe. 

When we asked people what stops them engaging more with 

other residents, over 41% said nothing stopped them. But like 

the interview participants cited above, 37% said they are too 

busy to connect more in their neighbourhood. Other reasons 

were less of an issue with just over 13% pointing to the 

language barrier and the lack of appropriate meeting spaces. 

Cultural competence and affordability were also an issue for 

some participants. Just above 4% said they were unwilling to 

engage more. 

More extra-curricular and evening activities 68.95%

Mentoring for young people 54.82%

Young people should decide 43.68%

Better support for parents 41.97%

They’re not causing problems 14.13%

Other 9.85%

Fig. 26: A resident said, “There needs to be more things for younger people 

to do in the evenings so they don’t need to hang out on the streets”. What do 

you think can be done about it?
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The sense we got from interviews that the cultural diversity of 

Easton and Lawrence Hill made residents proud was also 

corroborated by survey results. 

 

The majority of 56% and 55% respectively said diversity makes 

them feel happy and comfortable. 44% felt connected, and 38% 

each said it makes them feel more understanding of others and 

more integrated. This is another finding that confirms the 

language of integration is not the most suitable, or at least not 

the only way to talk about diversity. Many residents felt happy, 

comfortable or connected without necessarily feeling 

integrated. Another thing worth noting is that a not 

insignificant proportion of 9% and 7% respectively felt uneasy 

and worried because of diversity, and around 4% felt isolated 

or sad. 

 

Lastly, given that the theme of Connectivity encompassed 

people’s links with other residents as well as their influence over 

how the neighbourhood is run, we also asked residents about 

their participation in local decision-making. Two thirds said 

they voted in local and mayoral elections to influence decisions, 

and over 29% stated they know their local councillors. However, 

more proactive forms of involvement such as taking part in 

consultations and campaigns proved to be a minority activity, 

with just above 19% of residents getting involved in each. Of 

major note, over a fifth of residents said they could not 

Fig. 27: What stops you from engaging more with other residents?

Nothing stops me from engaging more 41.11%

I am always at work or too busy 37.26%

The language barrier 13.70%

Not enough meeting spaces 13.70%

Other 13.28%

I am a shy person 12.21%

Fear of being culturally insensitive 7.92%

I cannot afford to take part in activities 6.00%

I do not want to engage 4.28%

Fig. 28: How does diversity in your area make you feel?

Happy 56.10%

Comfortable 55.25%

Connected to others 44.75%

More understanding of my neighbours 38.33%

Integrated 38.12%

Safe 36.83%

Gives me a sense of belonging 29.76%

Uneasy 8.99%

Worried 7.49%

Isolated 4.71%

Sad 3.43%

Fig. 29: How do you influence decisions in your area?

I vote in local elections 68.74%

I vote in mayoral elections 65.10%

I know my local councillors 28.69%

I don’t feel I can influence decisions 20.56%

I get involved in consultations 19.91%

Through campaigns and political parties 19.27%

I attend neighbourhood forum meetings 14.56%

Other 13.70%
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influence decisions at all. While this is much less than the 

proportion of residents who say they do get involved in 

democratic processes, this sense of disenfranchisement is 

worrying in such a vibrant neighbourhood. 

 

Livelihoods  
Research participants often stressed the importance of being 

self-sufficient to their wellbeing. A Somali man told us: “before 

I started working, my biggest concern was securing work; now 

I can support myself52.” However, a number of participants 

raised concerns about the changing nature of work and about 

insufficient support to finding work. “There is no help from Job 

Centre53” said one person, and another added “I went to Job 

Centre, but now it’s all done on the internet54” and so they felt 

unsupported. 

Much has been made lately of the process of gentrification as 

a key challenge to Easton and Lawrence Hill. House prices and 

rents have risen disproportionately quickly and more affluent 

residents are moving into the neighbourhood. Research 

participants also recognised this has a knock-on effect on the 

cost of local shopping and cafés55. This issue came up in our 

interviews, and many people worried about the impact of rising 

rents and house prices on the social fabric of their local area. 

For example, one interview participant said that “there is a risk 

of the people who actually make the community being priced 

out of the area. This is a concern… even my rent has gone up 

by £100 a month, which has brought the issue home56.” 

Another person remarked how they moved to Easton to escape 

rising house prices, but the problem caught up with them: “I 

used to live in a large house in Montpelier and the house prices 

went up when the MOD [Ministry of Defence] relocated to north 

Bristol. I was priced out and someone advised me to move to 

Easton57.” Now this resident worries about the way things are 

going in Easton, and the controversial Chocolate Factory 

project in particular, which will see the development of 

expensive flats with next to no provision of affordable housing: 

“whatever happens there will directly affect the wellbeing of 

people living in the area58”.  

 

Of the people asked in the survey, over 31% were worried and 

17% very worried that they may have to move away from the 

area if prices keep rising. On the other hand, a minority of over 

19% and 18% respectively said they were not particularly 

worried, or not worried at all.  

But the majority of research participants disagreed as to 

whether this process would adversely affect community 

relations. In response to a quote saying people move out too 

quickly to connect with them, 58% disagreed and 42% agreed, 

Extremely worried 17.39%

Worried 31.52%

Unsure 12.39%

Not particularly worried 19.78%

Not worried at all 18.91%

Fig. 30: A local resident said that “this area is becoming very popular, 

housing costs are increasing. I am worried that I won’t be able to live 

here if it keeps on going up.” Are you worried too?
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as shown in fig. 31. It also has to be noted that reasons for such 

transience are multiple and not all down to gentrification.  

 

While not a majority view, many strongly felt that housing 

issues are reshaping the neighbourhood. A person who has 

lived in Easton for 19 years, told us: “I loved the old sense of 

community but I think that is disappearing through a process 

of gentrification. I still see people that I know but there is a 

whole load of people who are moving in… Different kind of 

people, which is fine, but it seems to be driving people back 

into their groups or tribes now… which I attribute to 

gentrification and people not knowing each other as well as 

they used to here59.” When we asked about the effects of the 

perceived transience of the neighbourhood, participants said it 

affected their ability to build relations with neighbours, and the 

sense of belonging. But nearly a fifth expressed more positive 

feelings of wanting to know their new neighbours, and some 

thought this change was good for the neighbourhood, as 

shown in fig. 32. Importantly, whether residents saw the 

neighbourhood’s transience as a positive or negative thing, it 

shows how livelihoods are tied with people’s ability to connect 

with others in their neighbourhood. So some residents saw 

change as at least potentially a positive thing, but there was a 

clear sense that this change is currently unmanaged. 

 

Given this, it was interesting to find that it is the cost of utilities 

and everyday shopping – with nearly 51% and 42% of 

respondents respectively – that is the main financial concern in 

the area. Rising rents worry over 38% of residents and transport 

costs concern nearly 32% of them. Costs associated with buying 

and maintaining a house concerned around 27% and 20% 

respectively, while around 15% and 14% respectively worried 

about their mortgage payments and tuition fees. 

Strongly agree 8.15%

Agree 33.48%

Disagree 48.28%

Strongly disagree 10.09%

Fig. 31: A local resident explained that they do not connect with their 

neighbours, because “the people that live around me seem to move out 

very quickly.” Do you agree with her?

Fig. 32: How does the fact people move in and out of the area affect you?

I cannot build relations with my neighbours 25.91%

I do not know my neighbours 23.55%

I want to know my neighbours 19.91%

Made me feel unsettled 10.92%

I lost a sense of belonging 8.78%

It’s good for my neighbourhood 7.49%

I have a better relationship with neighbours 6.00%

I have a better sense of community 5.78%
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Importantly, nearly 16% of participants pointed to the cost of 

leisure activities as their main concern, but a similar proportion 

stated they had no financial concerns at all. The latter might 

confirm that while the neighbourhood, and Lawrence Hill in 

particular, scores high in indices of relative deprivation it clearly 

has pockets of affluence. But it may also reflect the fact that at 

least some of the residents are relatively happy with the 

financial resources they have, or that financial concerns are not 

overly important to them. Further research would be needed to 

unpick this. 

While everyday living expenses topped the list of the financial 

concerns of local residents, when we asked about investment 

priorities for the Council, housing was right at the top of the list 

with over 55% of participants identifying this as an investment 

priority. Nearly 45% thought it should be education, which is 

interesting given that participants who had first-hand 

experience of local education services were generally satisfied 

with them. But this may suggest that these two questions were 

read slightly differently and residents are rather satisfied with 

the quality of services given the level of investment, but believe 

this investment should be increased in the first place.  Parks and 

green spaces were identified as a priority by 42% while a third 

of participants wanted to see higher spending on waste 

collection and health promotion. Higher spending on 

community organising, transport, youth services, training, job 

creation and early years services were all supported by between 

22% and 29% of participants. 

 

 

This suggests while housing, education and green spaces are 

clearly priorities for public spending, Easton and Lawrence Hill 

residents were in favour of higher investment in general. 

Fig. 33: What are your main financial concerns?

Costs of water, electricity and gas bills 50.96%

Affordability of everyday shopping 41.76%

Rising rents 38.33%

Transport costs such as fuel, bus fares, etc. 31.69%

Cost of buying a house 27.41%

House renovation and maintenance 19.91%

I have no financial concerns 16.06%

Leisure activities 15.63%

Mortgage payments 14.99%

Tuition or education fees 13.70%

Fig. 34: What should the council invest money into in your area?

Housing 55.46%

Education 44.75%

Parks and green spaces 42.40%

Waste collection 32.76%

Health promotion 32.33%

Community organisations 29.76%

Transport 29.12%

Youth services 28.05%

Training and employment 27.62%

Support local businesses / create jobs 25.27%

Early years and childcare services 21.84%
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Feelings 
While the issue of antisocial behaviour came up often in 

interviews, we seldom heard about fear of crime. In the survey, 

however, we asked about it and over two-thirds was not 

particularly or not at all concerned with crime. However, over 

16% were unsure, nearly 13% strongly affected, and nearly 5% 

stated their life is extremely affected by fear of crime. 

 

When asked whether they felt safe in the neighbourhood, an 

overwhelming majority of over 94% said they feel safe at home. 

Local streets are also perceived as generally safe in daytime, 

with over 91% feeling safe. However, after dark over 38% of 

participants feel unsafe. Occasionally, answers to this question 

deviated from this pattern and we had female respondents who 

stated they feel safe on streets day and night, but feel unsafe 

at home. 

 

For those affected by fear of crime, reporting in the media or 

internet was the main reason for their concern. However, nearly 

19% stated they were a victim of crime at some point, over 17% 

said they knew someone who was a victim, and 16% witnessed 

crime themselves. It also has to be said that a relatively high 

proportion of survey participants – nearly 12% – said they feel 

intimidated in public places. When this view was expressed in 

qualitative interviews, it related to street harassment of women.  

  

Overall, while the majority of residents are not concerned with 

crime in general, surprisingly many were directly affected by it. 

This might explain the desire for more engaged policing and 

improved follow up action, described in the section on Services. 

Another feeling that we identified in interviews was that of 

social isolation. Again, while it was not the majority of 

participants that mentioned it we sought to quantify how many 

residents see this as a problem affecting their wellbeing locally. 

Nearly 54% people said they were not isolated and 17% had no 

opinion, but around 29% could relate to the sense of isolation 

expressed by an interview respondent.  

Fig. 35: Is your daily life affected by fear of crime?

Extremely 4.74%

Strongly 12.93%

Unsure 16.16%

Not particularly 35.99%

Not at all 30.17%

Fig. 36: Do you feel safe in your neighbourhood?

Yes No

In your home 94.21% 5.79%

When out daytime 91.38% 8.62%

When out at night 61.62% 38.38%

Fig. 37: If you are afraid of crime in your area, why is that?

Not afraid of crime 56.53%

Crime reports in the media or internet 22.27%

I have been a victim of crime 18.84%

Someone I know has been a victim of crime 17.56%

I have witnessed crime 16.06%

I feel intimidated in public places 11.78%
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We heard about many reasons for social isolation and the 

survey showed that these are relatively equally distributed. It is 

worth noting too that these reasons relate to various themes 

identified in our study. Firstly, over 36% of participants stated 

lack of support networks and language barriers are each main 

reasons for social isolation, and 25% said so about 

intergenerational barriers. These link directly to the theme of 

Connectivity. Secondly, mental health and substance misuse 

problems, and inadequate mental health support, which link to 

the theme of Services, were pointed out by over 34%, 33% and 

30% of participants. Issues related to Livelihoods also mattered, 

with around 33% and 31% respectively stating financial 

difficulties or unemployment were reasons why people may 

feel socially isolated, and 22% said it was also to do with 

problems with finding accommodation. A minority of 21% 

thought residents’ own traditions and beliefs were also a cause 

of isolation. 

 

In several interviews participants complained of unfair 

treatment by the Council, police, or other residents. But these 

complaints are relatively rare, and nearly 72% of survey 

participants stated they always or usually felt treated fairly in 

the neighbourhood. However, nearly 6% said it happens rarely 

and well over 7% said they are never treated fairly. 

 

The last questions in the survey related to the perceptions of 

health and mental health. Here, the majority of over 60% were 

healthy or very healthy, and nearly 30% said their health was 

average. Nearly 7% felt unhealthy and 3% very unhealthy. 

Strongly agree 6.87%

Agree 22.32%

Unsure 17.17%

Disagree 32.19%

Strongly disagree 21.46%

Fig. 38: One resident said “I feel isolated in my neighbourhood.” Do you 

agree with his statement?

Fig. 39: What are the main reasons for social isolation in this area?

No support networks 36.62%

Language barriers 36.40%

Mental health problems 34.26%

Alcohol and / or drug problems 33.19%

Financial difficulty 32.98%

Unemployment 31.26%

Poor mental health support 30.84%

Health and disability issues 30.19%

Other / Do not know 26.77%

Intergenerational / age barriers 25.48%

Problems finding accommodation 22.06%

Residents' traditions or beliefs 21.41%

Always 30.52%

Usually 41.34%

Sometimes 14.72%

Rarely 5.84%

Never 7.58%

Fig. 40: Do you feel that you are treated fairly in your neighbourhood?
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What is worth stressing, when talking about things that matter 

to their health, 45% of survey participants stressed living in a 

good environment. For 42% it was important to have access to 

leisure facilities and doctors, and 38% stressed access to 

outdoor activities. In general, it is important to note more 

participants pointed out access to leisure spaces and centres 

over medical support as the most important to their physical 

health. 

  

Participants reported similar levels of satisfaction with their 

mental health. Nearly 65% said it was good or very good, and 

just over 10% said it was bad or very bad. 

  

Research participants pointed to multiple things that may affect 

their mental health, and some of them referred to their 

individual circumstances – such as bereavement – rather than 

wider social determinants as shown in fig. 44. However, over a 

third of residents felt the work-life balance, personal 

relationships, and the state of the environment each impact on 

their mental health. Nearly 31% said financial concerns have an 

impact, 27% highlighted relations with friends, and stress at 

work affects the mental health of over 27% of respondents. 

Fewer participants pointed to access to support networks, 

counselling, and other factors. Clearly, working conditions and 

financial concerns emerge as key determinants of mental 

health in the neighbourhood. 

Fig. 41: Do you feel physically healthy?

Very healthy 20.77%

Healthy 39.61%

Average 29.76%

Unhealthy 6.85%

Very unhealthy 3.00%

Fig. 42: What are the most important things for your physical health?

Living in a good environment 45.18%

Access to gym, swimming, or leisure centre 42.61%

Access to GP / doctors 42.61%

Access to outdoor activities 38.33%

I am healthy 30.62%

Access to other health services 18.84%

I am on medication 18.20%

Other 10.92%

Not enough healthy takeaways / food in area 10.49%

Be less lazy 4.93%

Fig. 43: Do you feel in good mental health?

Very healthy 30.47%

Healthy 34.33%

Average 24.46%

Unhealthy 8.37%

Very unhealthy 2.36%
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Finally, to better understand how they relate to one another, we 

asked residents about their main concerns in general. Over 58% 

and 50% respectively pointed to the cost of living and the state 

of the environment. Rising rents and house prices concerned 

40% and 36% of participants, and a third were worried about 

the future of their family, anti-social behaviour, their physical 

and emotional health, and having sufficient funds to support 

themselves. Fear of crime and loneliness concerned 18% and 

13% respectively. Overall, this shows while the satisfaction with 

life is relatively high in the neighbourhood, it is somewhat 

undermined by anxiety of what the future might bring. 

  

 

Conclusion 
Looking back at the project, it is remarkable that this much 

research was co-produced by a small team of part-time, trainee 

community researchers within just six months.60 It was 

interesting to observe how the team was connecting with the 

Easton and Lawrence Hill residents. Research participants were 

extremely interested in the research and often surprised that 

someone had taken the time to come out and talk to them. The 

researchers saw this genuine engagement as something quite 

invaluable61, and without keen participation of hundreds of 

local residents the work presented in this report would not be 

possible. Of course, it was often a challenge to reach out to 

some of the most disadvantaged communities in Bristol and 

give them a voice, but the community research model made it 

possible. 

Fig. 44: What is affecting your mental health?

Work - life balance 36.40%

Personal relations 33.40%

Living in a good environment 33.40%

Financial concerns 30.84%

Relations with friends 26.77%

Other 26.55%

Stress at work 22.27%

Access to support networks 22.06%

Access to physical activities 17.56%

Access to counselling 11.35%

Poor physical heath 11.13%

Fear of crime 9.85%

Bereavement 7.71%

Access to psychotherapy 6.64%

Fig. 45: What are the main things that worry you?

Cost of living 58.24%

The state of environment 50.32%

Rising rents 40.26%

Rising house prices 35.97%

Future of my family 35.33%

Anti-social behaviour 34.05%

My emotional health 33.83%

My physical health 33.19%

Having no money to support myself 31.69%

Fear of crime 18.20%

Having no friends / loneliness 13.49%
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We got a rather clear answer to our main research question 

about the meaning of wellbeing in Easton and Lawrence Hill. 

Research participants often had sophisticated understandings 

of it. They linked wellbeing with how well they feel and function, 

but usually acknowledged that wellbeing is not an individual 

matter. They stressed the role of community relations, social 

and natural environment, and describe wellbeing as embedded 

in wider economic relations. 

Clearly, the neighbourhood’s cultural diversity is seen as one of 

its main assets. Residents position themselves differently in 

relation to it and some admit they have few links outside their 

own ethnic community. While the fact that residents have very 

different lives but they still get on well together can be 

undoubtedly seen as a strength, responses to our survey 

suggest that the best way to bring people together might be 

though promoting joint activities as well as action on issues of 

shared concern, such as anti-social behaviour or the use and 

cleanliness of green and open spaces. 

Socio-economic issues, in particular the cost of living and 

housing, seem to have a significant impact on the 

neighbourhood’s wellbeing. On the latter the message seems 

clear, and well over a half of local residents thinks the Council 

should prioritise investment into housing. On the former, 

further research is needed. Few residents think employment 

support or training could resolve the problem. This may be 

down to their past experience of employment advice not being 

adequate to their needs, or a result of low expectations of the 

type of work they could get. It may also be that the work of 

improving residents’ life chances should start much earlier. 

After all, education was the second most popular area for 

increased investment from the local authority. 

This leads to the key area where the project raised many 

questions, that is the wellbeing and future of the 

neighbourhood’s youth. On this, it is hard to provide any 

conclusions other than a recommendation for further research 

to identify problem areas in the first place, before thinking of 

possible interventions. 

This was a multivalent project and it generated just as many 

questions as answers. We expect the true conclusion is yet to 

be written by Up Our Street and its partners in the 

neighbourhood: activists, volunteers and workers from the 

public and community sector who can follow up on concerns 

and opportunities for social action identified by this research. 

More than anything, we hope the report will be read and used 

by residents themselves, as they are the ones who make Easton 

and Lawrence Hill a truly remarkable neighbourhood. 
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