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[bookmark: _Toc223092283]Summary

This report, authored by Jessika Brake with BDEF (Bristol Disability Equality Forum), presents the findings from targeted engagement with Disabled residents and allies on Bristol City Council’s South Bristol Liveable Neighbourhoods (SBLN) project. It sets out the views, concerns, and recommendations shared by participants to highlight how the proposals may impact Disabled people and to identify what is needed to ensure the project is accessible, inclusive, and equitable. We have tried to record the feelings and thoughts of community members whilst also providing opportunities and ideas to move forward in future endeavours based on the opinions highlighted through the engagement sessions.
BDEF is a Disabled people led organisation where all staff members, trustees and the majority of our members are Disabled people themselves. We create the space and support for Disabled people in Bristol to speak for themselves, to each other, and to those in power. We use Social Model of Disability/Identity First language and work from a Disability Equality perspective. This approach and language are reflected in this report.   
Planning by BDEF started in September with engagement sessions starting in November and ending in December 2025. During this engagement period, BDEF delivered three sessions with the public to support Disabled residents to understand the project proposals and share their views. These sessions provided accessible online and in-person opportunities for Disabled people and allies who may not have been able to fully participate in the wider engagement activities led by Bristol City Council. 
The sessions were open to Disabled members of the public who wished to share their views on the project. Priority was given to residents living in the postcodes directly affected by the proposals, while also welcoming Disabled people who travel through the proposed SBLN zones and allies to Disabled people, such as non-Disabled parents and carers of Disabled children and adults. 
Although the main purpose of this engagement work is to allow Disabled people who need accessible information or additional support to share their views and participate fully in the consultation, the insights identified demonstrate wider benefits. Designing neighbourhoods and public spaces that work for Disabled people also support many others, including parents and carers with young children and/or Disabled children or young people, individuals with temporary mobility problems or injuries, and older people. Inclusive design benefits everyone, including those with physical and non-visible impairments. By embedding accessibility from the outset, public spaces can be designed to be safer, easier to use and more welcoming for everyone, helping to promote greater independence, participation and social inclusion across communities.
[bookmark: _Int_P6x6oItw]Engagement with local residents revealed that in all areas of SBLN, issues around ‘Parking’, ‘Displacement of Traffic and Reduction of Vehicles’, ‘Quality of Life Impact’, ‘Scheme Clarity and Accessibility’, and ‘Public Transport Infrastructure’ were the most common concerns raised. The findings draw on direct feedback from Disabled residents and allies to Disabled people and identifies 10 key insights that reflect the community’s primary concerns and suggestions. 

Parking
Disabled residents consistently raised concerns about the loss of on-street parking, particularly proposals that reallocate car parking spaces for bike hangars, planters, and parklets. Many reported existing difficulties finding parking near their homes and expressed concern that proposed reductions in parking spaces, zoning changes, and modal filters could further limit access and mobility. 
Displacement of Traffic and Reduction of Vehicles
Residents raised concerns that proposed road closures, one-way systems, and modal filters could lengthen journeys and increase congestion on remaining routes. Many Disabled people rely on cars or taxis for essential travel, and these changes may make access to healthcare, shops, schools, and places of worship more difficult. Feedback also noted potential impacts on carers, emergency services, and deliveries, as well as health concerns about increased emissions from longer journeys. 
Public Transport Infrastructure
Many residents stated that current public transport provision in South Bristol is limited, unreliable, and largely inaccessible. Buses were described as a vital form of transport for many Disabled people, yet concerns were raised about poor route coverage, reduced wheelchair capacity, and lack of direct connections to key destinations such as Temple Meads. Residents felt that improvements to public transport infrastructure should be addressed before measures aimed at reducing car use are implemented to ensure that Disabled people are not excluded from moving around their communities. 
Dividing Community into Zones
Feedback indicated that dividing neighbourhoods into zones may create practical and social challenges for Disabled residents. Zoning and roadblocks were reported to increase the distance people need to travel to park or access services, which can be difficult for those with limited mobility. Residents expressed concerns that zones could reduce community cohesion, create feelings of being “trapped,” and increase isolation for people who already face barriers to participate in their communities.
Resident Safety
Safety was a major concern, particularly for Disabled people, women and older residents. Participants reported fears about longer walking distances from parked vehicles, poor lighting, and reduced surveillance from ‘quieter streets’ increasing vulnerability to harassment or assault. Many described feeling unsafe due to fast or reckless cycling and e-scooters. Outdoor seating, street clutter, bollards and planters were also seen as potential hazards for people with mobility aids and people with sensory impairments. 
Economic Barriers
Disabled residents identified potential financial impacts associated with the proposals. These included increased fuel costs from longer journeys, higher taxi and private hire fares, costs associated with parking permits, and Clean Air Zone (CAZ) compliance. Additional concerns were raised about increased costs for carers and support workers travelling longer distances, as well as the cumulative impact on low-income households already affected by cost-of-living pressures. 
Lack of Inclusive Mobility
Residents highlighted gaps in inclusive mobility within the proposals. Feedback emphasised the need for well-maintained pavements, dropped kerbs, step-free routes, accessible seating, accessible public toilets, and clear signposting. Concerns were raised that new street features such as bollards, planters, and outdoor furniture on pavements could restrict movement for wheelchair users and people using mobility aids. Residents also noted that not all Disabled people qualify for Blue Badges and that mobility solutions should account for a wider range of access needs.
Quality of Life Impact
Many residents linked the proposed changes to potential impacts on quality of life. Issues raised included longer journeys to essential services, reduced ability to socialise, increased isolation, and difficulties accessing healthcare, shops, and community spaces. Older residents and those with limited mobility noted that changes to parking and traffic arrangements could affect independence and confidence. Residents also highlighted the importance of local shops and services in supporting daily living and wellbeing.
Scheme Clarity and Accessibility
Residents reported difficulties understanding the scheme due to the complexity and volume of information provided. Feedback highlighted challenges with survey length, technical language, lack of visual maps, and limited availability of accessible formats such as Easy Read materials during early stages of engagement. Some residents felt they lacked sufficient information to provide informed responses, particularly regarding parking changes and traffic impacts. Improved clarity, accessible communication and earlier provision of inclusive materials were identified as important for meaningful participation.
Lack of Co-Design
Residents expressed that Disabled people were not sufficiently involved at the earliest stages of shaping the proposals. Feedback indicated that engagement felt focused on consultation rather than co-design, with limited opportunity for Disabled residents to influence priorities, questions, or proposed solutions. Residents noted that experiences of Disabled people who lead active lives, work, care for families, or rely on flexible transport were not always reflected. Greater involvement of Disabled people throughout the design process was identified as important to ensure proposals reflect lived experience.

[bookmark: _Toc223092284]Background

The national and local context of this report is a challenging one with significant implications for Disabled people’s safety, wellbeing, and social participation. Across England and Wales, there has been a continued rise in police recorded hate crime, with over 10,000 cases of Disability hate crimes recorded in the year ending March 2025[footnoteRef:1]. This increase reflects persistent risks to people’s safety and sense of belonging, compounding existing fears around the social exclusion of Disabled people in society.  [1:  “Hate Crime, England and Wales, Year Ending March 2025,” GOV.UK, October 9, 2025. https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/hate-crime-england-and-wales-year-ending-march-2025/hate-crime-england-and-wales-year-ending-march-2025.
] 

Recent social, economic, and political changes across the South West have placed growing pressure on community cohesion in Bristol. Following the anti-immigration demonstrations in 2024, there are growing tensions between communities in the city and gaps in social trust[footnoteRef:2]. For Disabled residents who already experience loneliness and isolation, this presents additional barriers to feelings of safety and confidence in public spaces.  [2:  Kamaljit Poonia and Ruth Pitter, “‘Community building, the missing blocks,’” Https://Services.Bristol.Gov.Uk/Files/Documents/10109-Community-Cohesion-Report/File (Bristol City Council, 2025), https://services.bristol.gov.uk/files/documents/10109-community-cohesion-report/file.] 

At the same time, Disabled people are facing increasing economic insecurity. Changes to welfare provision, including reforms to Personal Independence Payment (PIP) and cuts to Universal Credit (UC), are projected to push an additional 340,000 chronically ill and Disabled people into poverty[footnoteRef:3]. Employment inequalities persist, with Disabled people across all ages experiencing significantly lower employment rates than non-Disabled people. With the UK disability employment gap standing at 31.5 percentage points in 2025[footnoteRef:4], these changes have a cumulative impact on existing financial hardships.  [3:  Tom Pollard, Hollie Wright, and Max Mosley, “The true scale and impact of benefit cuts for ill and disabled people,” New Economics Foundation, March 31, 2025, https://neweconomics.org/2025/03/the-true-scale-and-impact-of-benefit-cuts-for-ill-and-disabled-people.]  [4:  “The Employment of Disabled People 2025,” GOV.UK, November 18, 2025, https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/the-employment-of-disabled-people-2025/the-employment-of-disabled-people-2025#emp-loy.] 

The long-term impacts of COVID-19 continue to disproportionately affect Disabled people, exacerbating existing health and social inequalities[footnoteRef:5]. Alongside this, the cost-of-living crisis has reduced Disabled people’s ability to meet essential needs, with many having to cut back on heating, food, transport, healthcare, and carer’s support[footnoteRef:6]. Both crises have unfolded following 14 years of austerity, during which public services, social security, and local support systems were significantly reduced[footnoteRef:7]. [5:  Haiyang Li and Baoqing Sun, “COVID-19 and Disabilities: Impact and the Emergence of Long COVID,” The Palgrave Encyclopedia of Disability, January 1, 2025, 1–15, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-40858-8_431-1.]  [6:  “The Impact of the Rising Cost of Living on Disabled People in the UK,” GOV.UK, July 16, 2025, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-impact-of-the-rising-cost-of-living-on-disabled-people-in-the-uk/the-impact-of-the-rising-cost-of-living-on-disabled-people-in-the-uk.]  [7:  Annie Gouk and Tristan Cork, “By The Numbers - How 14 Years of Austerity Affected Bristol,” Bristol Live, July 10, 2024, https://www.bristolpost.co.uk/news/bristol-news/numbers-how-14-years-austerity-9401783.] 

Against this backdrop, this report brings together the lived experience of 34 Disabled residents in Bristol through engagement on the South Bristol Liveable Neighbourhood (SBLN) project. It identifies ten key findings to help inform more accessible, inclusive, and equitable approaches to neighbourhood design and decision-making. 

[bookmark: _Toc223092285]Engagement Methods

The data presented in this report comes from:
· 1 online SBLN session delivered by BDEF (Bristol Disability Equality Forum)
· 2 in-person SBLN sessions delivered by BDEF (Bristol Disability Equality Forum)
· Engagement outside of sessions including phone calls, emails, text messages, and one-on-one interviews
BDEF’s engagement around SBLN was guided by a participatory research approach. BDEF worked in collaboration with Disabled people and allies to gather lived experience from residents in South Bristol on how transport, parking, and other city planning decisions impact their daily lives. Through these collaborations, a series of qualitative interviews and discussions took place to identify access barriers and improvements needed to make SBLN genuinely inclusive. Support was also offered to residents to understand and complete the SBLN survey created by Bristol City Council. 
Using a participatory and collaborative approach brought valuable depth to the data gathered during this project. By adopting this research method, Disabled people and allies were positioned at the centre of discussions around accessibility and inclusion and framed as experts in developing solutions. This approach prioritised the principles of trust, lived experience, and co-production. BDEF is a Disabled people–led organisation operating under the Social Model of Disability, and all staff involved in data collection and research identify as Disabled themselves. This shared lived experience supported more open, informed, and accessible engagement with Disabled residents and allies throughout the project.
When choosing areas to engage around the city, priority was given to residents residing in postcodes directly affected by the SBLN proposals to reflect the localised challenges and barriers faced by Disabled people in South Bristol. Engagement tools included an Easy Read presentation of the SBLN scheme supported by visual aids, alongside guided discussions and structured interview prompts tailored to both the project content and participants’ access needs. Feedback was captured through a combination of mind mapping, verbal and written contributions to reflect both individual and collective views. Flexible participation options were offered, including phone calls, email, text, and one-to-one interviews. An Easy Read version of the SBLN survey produced by Bristol City Council was used to gather formal consultation feedback, and maps of the SBLN areas were provided during in-person sessions to support understanding and informed input from participants.
At the end of the engagement period, a total of 34 Disabled residents and Allies were engaged with. Engagement with local residents revealed that in all areas of SBLN, issues around ‘Parking’, ‘Displacement of Traffic and Reduction of Vehicles’, ‘Quality of Life Impact’, ‘Scheme Clarity and Accessibility’, and ‘Public Transport Infrastructure’ were the most common concerns raised. Feedback from residents was analysed for recurring themes and concerns, and recommendations were made to remove barriers and improve access and inclusion. 

[bookmark: _Toc223092286]Key Findings and Insights

[bookmark: _Toc223092287]Parking
Parking was one of the most frequently raised concerns across all BDEF engagement sessions on SBLN. Disabled residents consistently reported that access to nearby, reliable parking is essential for their independence, wellbeing, and ability to participate in community life. Many described already experiencing significant difficulty finding parking close to their homes, including within existing parking zones, and shared concerns that the proposed SBLN changes would reduce the already limited number of available spaces. 
Residents felt that proposals to reallocate car parking spaces for bike hangars, planters, and parklets prioritised the travel choices and needs of non-Disabled residents at the expense of Disabled people who rely on cars as an essential mode of travel. Participants highlighted that for many cars are not a lifestyle choice but a necessity, enabling them to travel independently and allowing family members, friends, and carers to visit them in their homes. Reduced parking availability was linked to increased isolation, particularly for people who are housebound or have limited mobility. 
Concerns were also raised about the introduction of new parking zones and modal filters, which residents felt would make parking more complex and time-consuming. Some Disabled residents explained that, under the new proposals, they would need to drive out of their own zone and re-enter another to find a space near their home. This would result in longer journeys, increased fatigue, and higher fuel costs. Older residents and people with mobility impairments were particularly concerned about being forced to park further away from their homes and walk longer distances. 
While some residents called for more Blue Badge parking bays to be made available, others noted that not all Disabled people qualify for a Blue Badge. Participants stressed the importance of parking policies recognising a broader range of access needs. Additionally, residents reported frequent misuse of existing disabled bays, with concerns that reducing standard parking spaces could make this issue worse. 
Introducing paid parking permits, such as the Residents’ Parking Scheme, risks placing an additional financial strain on Disabled residents, many of whom already face higher living costs related to their lived experience as a Disabled person, reduced incomes, or reliance on benefits. While the scheme seeks to encourage residents and visitors to consider more sustainable travel options, many Disabled people rely on regular visits by car from friends, family, and personal assistants for care, support, social contact, and wellbeing. There are also fears that making visitor permits chargeable may reduce the frequency of these visits, including necessary day-to-day visits by support staff, and risk increased isolation and unmet care needs. 
The push in proposals for the reduction of parking spaces in favour of bike hangars to further encourage cycling also does not account for the fact that many Disabled people cannot use a standard two wheeled bicycle. The cost of specialist equipment for active travel can present steep financial barriers for Disabled people, with adaptive nonstandard cycle options being substantially more expensive, ranging from £500 to over £3000[footnoteRef:8]. This means that despite its environmental benefits, active travel is not a viable option for many Disabled people who either cannot afford the specialist equipment, or who prefer other modes of transport due to health issues.  [8:  A Guide to Inclusive Cycling, 2nd ed., Wheels for Wellbeing, 2019, https://wheelsforwellbeing.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/FINAL.pdf.] 

Proposals that aim to remove parking spaces to discourage car use also fail to consider the cost of specialist equipment for active travel when it comes to walking and wheeling. Many Disabled people do not have access to mobility aids that are sufficiently high quality or appropriately suited to their individual needs to allow travel on foot or by wheelchair. This type of mobility would often require lightweight, dynamic, or motor assisted wheelchairs which can be extremely costly and not typically available on the NHS[footnoteRef:9] [footnoteRef:10]. In addition to this, many people with physical or mobility impairments struggle to use standard manual wheelchairs, which are often heavy and difficult to manoeuvre, while others with chronic illnesses can find it too painful to be sat down for long periods.  [9:  Frances Ryan, “Need a Wheelchair? Pay for It Yourself,” The Guardian, February 7, 2025, https://www.theguardian.com/society/2017/jul/19/wheelchair-pay-yourself-disabled-people-crowdfunding.]  [10:  John Pring, “Government Must Take Firmer Grip of ‘Inconsistent’ Wheelchair Services, Says Report,” Disability News Service, November 21, 2024, https://www.disabilitynewsservice.com/government-must-take-firmer-grip-of-inconsistent-wheelchair-services-says-report/.] 

Participants also highlighted wider impacts on safety and community cohesion. Increased walking distances due to reduced parking spaces, particularly during evenings and at night, were reported to heighten concerns around personal safety, especially for Disabled women and others who already experience higher risks of harassment, abuse, or violence in public spaces. Poor lighting and quieter streets resulting from modal filters were seen as compounding these risks, reducing confidence and willingness to travel independently.
Residents further expressed concern that concentrating traffic, parking demand, and through-routes onto a limited number of streets could create a sense of unfairness between neighbourhoods, fuelling “street-by-street” tensions and frustration among residents. Rather than fostering connection and shared public space, participants feared the proposals could fragment communities, undermine trust between neighbours, and disproportionately burden certain streets and households, particularly those with Disabled residents who rely on cars, taxis, or regular visitors. These impacts were viewed as counterproductive to the stated aims of improving liveability and community cohesion.

Quotes
“Cars are a lifeline for us. Not everyone can cycle or use a scooter.”
“If I can’t park in my own zone, where do I park?” 
“If parking spaces are taken away, I can’t have visitors. This will only make it harder for my friends, family and carers to see me.” 
“Life is getting increasingly difficult for those who cannot walk far or cycle, especially when public transport isn’t good enough. These proposals will make it harder for carers and family to reach us.” 
“Parking is already horrendous near my home. Walking further just isn’t an option for me because of my mobility issues.”

Recommendations
· Protect and prioritise accessible parking by ensuring that sufficient on-street parking remains available close to residents’ homes, services, and community facilities used by Disabled people.
· Increase the number of designated accessible parking bays and commit to delivering these before or alongside any reduction in standard parking provision.
· Recognise Disabled people who do not hold Blue Badges by introducing alternative mitigations, such as needs-based exemptions or additional short-stay accessible spaces to ensure displaced vehicles will be accommodated. 
· Assess safety impacts, including increased walking distances, personal security concerns, and the disproportionate impact on women and older Disabled residents. 
· Ensure parking and traffic changes do not increase isolation, particularly for Disabled and older residents who rely on visitors, carers, and support networks travelling by car. 
· Ensure Residents’ Parking Scheme changes do not create financial or practical barriers for Disabled people, particularly by protecting access for essential visitors such as carers, family members, and support workers who rely on being able to park near Disabled residents’ homes. 

[bookmark: _Toc223092288]Displacement of Traffic and Reduction of Vehicles
Residents raised significant concerns about proposals to reduce vehicle access through road closures, modal filters, and one-way systems. Participants explained that many Disabled people rely on cars and taxis as their primary means of transport due to mobility, sensory, cognitive, or fatigue-related impairments. Changes that limit direct routes or require longer journeys were described as creating additional barriers to accessing essential services, including shops, GP surgeries, dentists, schools, places of worship, and social activities.
Many shared that blocking roads and changing the way of traffic would make journeys longer, more stressful and more costly. For families with Disabled children, increased waiting times and traffic congestion were reported as particularly challenging. One resident described how proposed changes on Gathorne Road would result in more delays and congestion which would significantly affect their ability to transport their autistic daughter, who finds busy roads, longer journeys, and loud auditory environments to be particularly distressing, causing sensory overwhelm. Participants also expressed concern that one-way systems could increase vehicle speeds on certain streets, making people feel less safe.
Residents also raised concerns that one-way systems and road closures could increase congestion on remaining routes, pushing traffic onto a small number of main roads such as North Street and Coronation Road. Participants reported that this could lead to longer journeys, increased pollution, and reduced air quality, which would disproportionately affect Disabled people, particularly those with respiratory or cardiovascular conditions. Some residents felt this outcome conflicted with the environmental objectives of the scheme.
While proposals to block certain roads and introduce one-way systems may make it easier for people to walk and cycle, many Disabled people depend on cars and taxis as essential forms of transport. For Disabled residents in areas such as Southville, plans to block off multiple roads with bollards, planters, or cameras to reduce through-traffic and vehicle speeds are likely to make daily journeys more difficult and further reduce ease of movement around the neighbourhood.
Additional concerns related to safety and access, including the lack of clear planning around emergency service access, delivery vehicles, carers, and exemptions for Disabled people who do not qualify for Blue Badges. Residents reported a lack of clarity about how essential services would navigate restricted areas, how exemptions would work in practice, and whether Disabled people who do not qualify for a Blue Badge would be recognised. Overall, participants felt that the aim to reduce vehicle numbers did not sufficiently account for Disabled people’s transport needs or the cumulative impact on independence, wellbeing, and daily life.

Quotes
“The car isn’t a lifestyle choice for me – it’s the only way for me to get around.”
“More traffic on fewer roads will mean more pollution, not less.”
“[with the proposed changes] I would no longer be able to get to the shops from home without leaving the neighbourhood and potentially being stuck in traffic on St John’s Lane. This would make a short trip much longer and will add more cars to already busy roads and make going to the local shops more stressful and difficult than it needs to be.”

Recommendations
· Acknowledge essential car use for Disabled people and families, ensuring traffic reduction measures do not restrict access to healthcare, education, shopping, or support networks.
· Review the impact of road closures and one-way systems on journey length, congestion, pollution, and Disabled residents’ wellbeing before implementation.
· Provide clear, accessible information on how emergency services, carers, taxis, deliveries, and Disabled residents will access restricted areas, including how exemptions will work in practice.
· Ensure consistency with national and local policy, including recognition that Disabled people may require flexible, self-determined transport options.
· Involve Disabled people in the design and testing of traffic changes, particularly where proposals affect key routes used for daily travel.

[bookmark: _Toc223092289]Public Transport Infrastructure
For many residents, the quality, reliability, and accessibility of public transport in South Bristol were raised as challenging in light of the SBLN proposals, particularly in Southville. Many described local bus services as unreliable and poorly connected, making travel already difficult before any changes to road layouts or traffic flow are introduced. There are fears that introducing changes that reduce the number of vehicles or restrict road access risk further isolating Disabled people if they are not accompanied by meaningful improvements to transport infrastructure. 
Residents emphasised that a shift away from car use cannot be expected where viable if accessible alternatives do not exist. Bus service improvements are therefore imperative so that SBLN changes do not disproportionately disadvantage Disabled people who rely on public transport as an affordable and essential means of travel. 
Specific gaps in provision were repeatedly highlighted, including the lack of direct bus routes from Southville to Temple Meads Station and along Coronation Road to access healthcare services and places of worship. Many residents reported having to travel into the city centre or walk long distances to access a bus route, which is often inaccessible for people with mobility, pain, fatigue, or sensory impairments.
Concerns were also raised about accessibility on buses themselves. Participants highlighted reduced wheelchair capacity on newer electric buses, increased competition for wheelchair spaces in priority seating areas, and experiences of being refused boarding or facing abuse by bus staff and the public. Many felt that these issues reinforce perceptions that Disabled people’s travel is optional rather than essential.

Quotes
“The bus service in Southville just isn’t good enough. Without better buses, these changes will just cut people off.”
“I often have to go into town just to catch a bus. That’s not an option for everyone.”
“I’ve been in situations where bus drivers have refused to let me on because the wheelchair space was taken up by prams, and no one would fold them or move. Even though it’s legally a priority space for my wheelchair, I was told I had to wait for the next bus. There needs be more disability awareness and transport options that work for Disabled people.”

Recommendations
· Improve bus frequency, reliability, and route coverage in SBLN areas before implementing traffic reduction or road closure measures.
· Introduce direct, accessible bus routes connecting Southville and surrounding neighbourhoods to key destinations, including Temple Meads Station.
· Ensure bus routes reach essential services along roads such as Coronation Road, including GP surgeries, dental practices, community spaces, and shops.
· Work with other local transport authorities to protect wheelchair spaces on buses and ensure Disabled passengers are not excluded or discriminated against due to vehicle design changes and poor disability awareness.
· Align SBLN delivery with public transport improvements to ensure Disabled people are not disadvantaged by fewer travel options. 

[bookmark: _Toc223092290]Dividing Communities into Zones
Disabled residents expressed strong concerns that dividing neighbourhoods into zones through roadblocks, parking restrictions, and modal filters would make them feel isolated, restricted, and disconnected from their wider community. While some proposals aim to create more pleasant residential streets, residents reported that zoning risks reducing flexibility and independence for many Disabled people. One elderly resident shared fears that changes proposed in the survey to Coronation Street would make it harder to park near her dentist, potentially affecting her ability to attend appointments. 
Many felt that measures that required people to remain within designated zones to park or travel would make routine journeys more complicated and time-consuming, particularly for those who rely on cars for essential trips or support visits. These changes were seen as disproportionately impacting Disabled and older residents. Social impacts were also highlighted, fearing that zoning could weaken community cohesion by separating neighbourhoods. Some described feeling “trapped” within their zone, increasing isolation and undermining community cohesion rather than strengthening it. 

Recommendations
· Avoid implementing rigid zoning and road-blocking measures that restrict movement and increase isolation for Disabled and older residents.
· Ensure parking and access arrangements do not restrict movement for Disabled people and those who support them, including carers, visitors, and essential services. 
· Assess the cumulative impact of zoning on walking distances, detours, and travel time for Disabled people before implementation.
· Prioritise neighbourhood design changes that improve accessibility without making residents feel confined or disconnected from surrounding areas.

[bookmark: _Toc223092291]Resident Safety 
Disabled residents raised significant concerns about safety within their neighbourhoods under the proposed SBLN changes. While participants recognised the intention to encourage walking, cycling, wheeling, and scooting as environmentally positive, many felt that insufficient measures were proposed to ensure these modes of travel are used safely and responsibly. Residents reported experiencing reckless behaviour from cyclists and e-scooter users, including near-misses, lack of warning, and verbal abuse. This has led to reduced confidence moving around locally and negatively affected people’s sense of safety and mobility.
Concerns were also raised about changes to the physical environment. Proposals for outdoor café seating, parklets, bollards, and planters were described as potentially obstructive and intimidating, particularly for wheelchair users, people using mobility aids, visually impaired residents, and those with sensory sensitivities. Participants felt these changes could narrow pavements, create cluttered routes, and make navigating public spaces more stressful or unsafe. Residents highlighted broader safety risks linked to zoning, modal filters, and parking changes. Being forced to park further from home or walk longer distances, often in poorly lit or quieter streets, was seen as increasing vulnerability, especially for Disabled people, older residents, and women. Participants noted fears of harassment, assault, and reduced personal safety at night, raising concerns that the proposals could conflict with existing commitments to women’s safety and inclusive public spaces. These fears were framed within a broader context of rising hostility toward Disabled people. Statistics from the Home Office reveal that Disability hate crime has more than doubled over four years, with a 43% in the most recent year, according to Disability Rights UK[footnoteRef:11]. [11:  “Disability Hate Crime Rises but Only 1% See Prosecutions,” Disability Rights UK, n.d., https://www.disabilityrightsuk.org/news/disability-hate-crime-rises-only-1-see-prosecutions.] 

Finally, residents expressed anxiety about access for emergency services, carers, taxis, and deliveries. The lack of clarity around exemptions, route redundancy, and enforcement raised fears that blocked roads and restricted access could delay emergency response times, disrupt care schedules, and increase taxi journey times and costs, with no clear mitigation for Disabled people who rely on these services.

Quotes
“I’ve had a lot of bad experiences with abusive people on scooters and bikes. As a Disabled person with mental health issues, it makes me not want to leave my house sometimes.” 
“‘Spill out’ zones can be very intimidating for those passing by, especially outside bars, pubs and restaurants. More consideration needs to be made to make sure there are safe and accessible routes for Disabled people with mobility aids and sensory difficulties.”
“If I have to park further away and walk home in the dark, that doesn’t feel safe at all, especially when the streets are quieter.”
“Blocking roads makes me worry about ambulances, carers, and taxis. There’s no reassurance about how Disabled people will be protected.”

Recommendations
· Ensure that SBLN designs prioritise personal safety, particularly for Disabled people, women, and older residents, including safe walking distances and adequate street lighting.
· Introduce clear safety measures for shared spaces, including separation of pedestrians, cyclists, mobility aid users, and e-scooters where possible, alongside enforcement of responsible use.
· Maintain clear, unobstructed pavements and accessible routes, with rigorous impact assessments of spill-out areas, parklets, bollards, and planters.
· Provide explicit guarantees and clear guidance on emergency service access, carer access, taxi provision, and exemptions for Disabled residents, including those without Blue Badges.

[bookmark: _Toc223092292]Lack of Inclusive Mobility
Residents expressed concern that Disabled people already face disabling barriers in the environment, with fears that the proposed changes would worsen access across South Bristol. Feedback from residents highlighted that changes such as increased space on the pavements for businesses ("spill-out" zones) would further restrict already limited pavement space. Street clutter resulting from spill-out areas, waste bins, bollards, signage, and parked vehicles were also identified as a major barrier to inclusive mobility. Wheelchair and mobility scooter users reported already being forced into the road or having to turn back entirely due to obstructed pavements. These obstacles were described as particularly hazardous for visually impaired residents, as they disrupt memorised routes and pose risks for cane users and guide dog users.
Residents also highlighted that many existing structural accessibility issues remain unresolved and should be prioritised before additional changes are introduced. These include uneven pavements, tree root damage to pavements, poorly maintained or missing dropped kerbs, and blocked routes caused by bins, A-boards, parked cars, and outdoor seating. Participants consistently reported that these barriers already limit where they can travel and how confidently they can move around their neighbourhoods. Without addressing these core issues, residents felt that proposed changes would compound exclusion rather than improve mobility. 
Residents emphasised the importance of access to inclusive public amenities and information to support independent mobility and participation in everyday life. There was strong support for increasing the availability of accessible public toilets and Changing Places facilities across South Bristol, as the lack of suitable toilet provision can significantly limit how far Disabled people feel able to travel and how long they can remain outside their homes. Participants also emphasised the need for consistent, accessible signage and information, including large-print, high-contrast formats, Easy Read materials, and accessible digital information. Clear and inclusive signage was seen as essential to enabling Disabled people to navigate neighbourhoods confidently, access services independently, and engage fully in community life.
Despite these challenges, residents responded positively to proposals that would increase resting places and seating, identifying these as essential enablers of independent movement. People with fatigue, pain, breathlessness, or limited stamina stressed that regular, accessible seating allows them to pace journeys, reduce physical strain, and feel more confident leaving their homes. Residents recommended that seating be provided at frequent intervals, particularly along busy routes such as North Street, and designed with armrests, backrests, and contrasting colours to support a range of access needs.
Across the feedback, residents repeatedly stressed that car use is not a lifestyle choice or luxury for many Disabled people but a necessity and a right. Transport options that assume people can walk, cycle, or use public transport without difficulty were described as failing to reflect lived experience. Participants noted that inclusive design benefits everyone, including older people, parents with young children, people carrying shopping or luggage, and those with temporary injuries. However, without a genuinely barrier-free environment, many people’s mobility is restricted, reinforcing exclusion rather than participation. 

Quotes
“There are already so many obstacles on the streets and pavements. Adding more seating for bars and restaurants will just make it harder for me to get around with my wheelchair.”
“The pavements where I live in Bedminster are uneven and hard to navigate. It feels unsafe. Those basic issues need to be fixed first.”
“Having places to sit and rest means I can walk further without worrying about overdoing it.”

Recommendations
· Ensure all public environment changes prioritise inclusive mobility, with clear, obstacle-free pedestrian routes for wheelchair users, mobility aid users, and visually impaired people.
· Address existing accessibility issues before introducing new infrastructure, including repairing pavements, dropped kerbs, and step-free routes, and removing trip hazards and obstructions.
· Introduce clear standards for pavement clutter, including the placement of bins, A-boards, bollards, and outdoor furniture, ensuring minimum clear widths are consistently maintained. 
· Expand accessible seating and rest areas on key pedestrian routes and high streets ensuring seating is accessible and visually contrasting.
· Increase access to accessible public toilets and Changing Places facilities in South Bristol.
· Provide consistent, accessible signage and information in large print, high-contrast formats, Easy Read, and digital formats to support independent navigation and participation.
· Strengthen enforcement against pavement parking and obstructive street furniture, using existing powers to protect safe pedestrian access.
· Recognise that car use is an essential mobility need for many Disabled people and ensure transport and street design reflects this alongside wider sustainability goals.

[bookmark: _Toc223092293]Economic Barriers
Disabled residents consistently raised concerns about the financial impact of the proposed SBLN changes, describing how changes to traffic flow, road access, parking, and zoning would significantly increase the cost of daily life. Participants emphasised that transport-related costs are already disproportionately high for Disabled people[footnoteRef:12], many of whom rely on cars, taxis, or paid support to maintain independence, access services, and receive care. The proposed changes were widely perceived as compounding existing financial pressures rather than alleviating them.  [12:  “Financial Barriers - Transport for All,” Transport for All, November 25, 2025, https://www.transportforall.org.uk/the-issues/financial-barriers/#:~:text=Research%20has%20found%20that%20disabled%20people%20are%20more,inaccessible%20transport%20further%20limits%20our%20opportunities%20for%20employment.] 

Residents reported that changes to road layouts, modal filters, and one-way systems are likely to result in longer journeys, detours, and increased congestion leading to higher fuel costs. For Disabled people who rely on regular travel for healthcare, deliveries, caring responsibilities, employment, or essential errands, these added costs were described as unsustainable, particularly in the context of the ongoing cost-of-living crisis. 
Significant concern was also raised about the impact on taxi and private hire vehicle costs. Participants feared that reduced vehicle access, congestion on fewer roads, and longer routes would drive up fares and waiting times. Many Disabled residents explained that taxis and Ubers are not discretionary expenses but essential forms of transport, particularly when public transport is unreliable, inaccessible, or unavailable. Without affordable taxis, some residents felt they would be unable to attend medical appointments, access shops, or participate in community life.
The Clean Air Zone (CAZ) was repeatedly highlighted as a major economic pressure. Residents described the expectation to replace vehicles as unrealistic and unfair, particularly given the high cost of second-hand vehicles that were eligible for financial support when CAZ was rolled out, the limited availability of accessible alternatives and the costs of specialist adaptations for an individual. For Disabled people who rely on specific vehicle types for mobility, equipment, or comfort, replacing a car was described as financially impossible. Participants felt that forcing people to change vehicles at a time of rising living costs risked pushing already vulnerable households into deeper financial hardship.
Participants also worried about the financial impact on carers and personal assistants. Residents explained that traffic restrictions and road closures could delay carers, increase their travel distances, and raise fuel costs. These could result in higher care charges, reduced visit times, or fewer available carers. Participants questioned who would absorb these additional costs, noting that care packages are already stretched and that no mitigation had been outlined within the SBLN proposals. 
The Resident’s Parking Scheme was identified as another potential financial barrier. Many residents stated that they could not afford permit costs, particularly where households require multiple permits or rely on visitors such as carers, family members, or support workers. Participants felt these costs would disproportionately affect Disabled people, who are more likely to depend on vehicles and regular visits for care and support. 
Overall, residents expressed strong concern that the SBLN proposals did not adequately consider or mitigate the cumulative economic impact on Disabled people. In the context of the cost-of-living crisis, rising transport costs, vehicle compliance requirements, increasing care expenses, and the persistent additional costs faced by Disabled households (Disability Tax)[footnoteRef:13], the proposals were seen as reinforcing inequality and exclusion. Without clear financial mitigations, residents feared the scheme would deepen poverty, limit independence, and reduce access to essential services. [13:  Leticia Veruete-McKay, Craig Moss, and Christopher Davy, “Disability Price Tag: The Extra Cost of Cuts,” Scope (Scope, June 2025), https://www.scope.org.uk/campaigns/disability-price-tag.] 


Quotes
“Life already costs more if you’re Disabled. These changes just add another bill we can’t afford.”
“My carer already struggles to get to me on time. If journeys take longer and end up being more expensive, I don’t know how that will work.” 
“Parking permits, taxi costs, care costs, rent, food, utilities, fuel... It all adds up.” 

Recommendations
· Assess the cumulative financial impact of SBLN proposals on Disabled people, including fuel costs, taxi fares, parking charges, vehicle compliance, and increased care expenses.
· Introduce clear financial mitigations for Disabled residents, including exemptions, reduced charges, or capped costs for parking permits, visitor permits, and essential vehicle access.
· Ensure Clean Air Zone (CAZ) policies and compliance requirements do not disproportionately disadvantage Disabled people who rely on specific vehicles for mobility or care, particularly those on low incomes.
· Protect and prioritise affordable access for carers, personal assistants, and support workers by ensuring direct routes, exemptions, and parking access near Disabled residents’ homes.
· Recognise transport and parking as essential access needs rather than discretionary expenses and embed this principle across all SBLN financial planning and decision-making to ensure Disabled people are not financially penalised for accessing essential support. 

[bookmark: _Toc223092294]Quality of Life Impact
Residents shared that the proposed SBLN changes would have a significant negative impact on their quality of life. Many expressed concern that longer journeys caused by road closures, zoning, and one-way-systems would make it harder to access essential services such as food shopping, healthcare, places of worship, and community spaces. 
The loss of nearby parking and the introduction of zoning were frequently linked to reduced independence, feeling “trapped” or “cut off” from the wider community. Disabled and older residents reported fears that having to park further away from their homes and essential services would be unmanageable due to breathlessness, pain, fatigue, or limited mobility. Residents described these changes as adding another barrier to daily life for people who already face significant challenges moving around the city.
Many participants expressed that the proposals risk increasing social isolation, particularly for Disabled people who are home-bound or rely on friends, family members, and carers travelling by car to visit them. Proposals to reduce parking spaces and increase restrictions were seen as likely to reduce visits, limit social contact, and negatively affect mental wellbeing. Some residents described feeling “penalised” for being Disabled, stating that the proposals did not adequately recognise their needs or circumstances.
The emotional impact of the proposals was a recurring theme. Residents used strong language such as “anxiety,” “fear,” “stress,” “frustration,” and “anger” to describe how the changes made them feel. Many stated that South Bristol is already "liveable", and that the scheme threatens their ability to carry out everyday activities that support independence and wellbeing. The consultation process itself was also described as distressing, with concerns that Disabled voices were not being sufficiently heard or reflected in the proposals, leading to feelings of exclusion and of being overlooked.
Concerns were also raised about the wider knock-on effects of the scheme, including increased taxi costs and longer journey times, with no clarity on who would absorb these additional expenses. Participants worried that higher transport costs could reduce access to care, limit social opportunities, and affect the ability of carers to attend appointments on time. Emergency service access, delivery vehicles, and support services were also cited as areas where delays or confusion could have serious consequences for Disabled people. 

Quotes
“The scheme will make it harder for me to get to my place of worship.”
“Life already takes more planning when you’re Disabled. These changes feel like another obstacle on top of everything else.”
“I feel like I’m being punished for needing a car.”
“Local shops are a lifeline for me. If they close because of these changes or if I can't reach them, I don’t know how I’ll manage.”

Recommendations 
· Assess quality-of-life impacts alongside transport outcomes, ensuring changes do not reduce Disabled people’s independence, wellbeing, or ability to participate in community life.
· Protect access to essential services, including healthcare, food shopping, places of worship, and community facilities, by maintaining direct routes and nearby parking for Disabled residents.
· Ensure parking and traffic changes do not increase isolation, particularly for Disabled and older residents who rely on visitors, carers, and support networks travelling by car.
· Consider mental health and emotional wellbeing as part of scheme design, recognising that anxiety, stress, and loss of confidence are significant impacts for Disabled residents.
· Mitigate increased transport costs, including taxis and private hire vehicles, to ensure Disabled people are not financially penalised for accessing essential services and care.
· Recognise transport as an access need, not a lifestyle choice, and embed this principle consistently across SBLN design, exemptions, and implementation.

[bookmark: _Toc223092295]Scheme Clarity and Accessibility 
Disabled residents consistently reported that information about the SBLN project was difficult to understand, overwhelming, and inaccessible. This included the consultation surveys, project reports, and wider communications produced by Bristol City Council.  Many participants described both the Standard and Easy Read surveys as overly long, complex, and difficult to navigate, with too many response options and questions that felt leading or unclear. In several cases, residents felt unable to give informed answers because insufficient information was provided about what was being proposed, what specific terms meant, or what the likely impacts would be.
A common concern raised about the Easy Read version was the limited amount of clear visual information. Residents noted that the survey asked for opinions on proposals such as parking zones and traffic changes without providing maps or street-by-street details. For Disabled people who rely on visual aids to understand written information, this made it particularly difficult to fully understand or visualise how the scheme would affect their day-to-day lives. Without this information, many felt they were being asked to comment on proposals they could not properly assess.
Residents also raised concerns about the lack of evidence or justification presented for the SBLN proposals in South Bristol. Many participants said they did not recognise the issues the scheme appeared to be responding to, such as speeding and high traffic volumes, describing their neighbourhoods as already relatively quiet and liveable. Disabled residents expressed frustration that no baseline data, local evidence, or examples from other Bristol Liveable Neighbourhoods were shared in accessible formats to explain why South Bristol had been selected or what specific problems the scheme aimed to solve.
The timing and availability of accessible materials was another significant barrier. In conversations between Bristol City Council and BDEF in August 2025 (prior to the survey launch), accessibility of information was highlighted as a priority. The consultation went live in early September 2025 without any accessible formats in place. Many Disabled residents felt pressured to complete the Standard survey despite it being inaccessible, leading to physical strain, visual discomfort, and emotional distress. Easy Read versions of the consultation survey were not made available until 4th October. This delay created a significant barrier to equitable participation, preventing many Disabled people from fully understanding the proposals or providing informed feedback during the most influential stages of the consultation. In recognition of this impact, for the Easy Read survey, the deadline was extended past the original deadline until 1st December 2025.
Bristol City Council has a policy in place that sets out how communications should be created and shared in a way that allows everyone to equitably access the information. This ‘Accessible Communication Policy’ states that that communications should be proactive, timely, and designed in a way that is “clear, easy to understand and in formats that can be understood by everyone” [footnoteRef:14]. Given that the SBLN proposals will directly impact Disabled people, ensuring that information about the scheme is communicated in clear, accessible language is therefore essential to ensure that all residents understand changes that affect them personally and to meaningfully engage in decisions about their own lives. [14:  Bristol City Council, “Accessible Communications Policy Bristol City Council – Corporate Policy,” Bristol City Council (January 6, 2025), https://democracy.bristol.gov.uk/documents/s108442/9.3+Appendix+A2+-+Accessible+Communications+Policy.pdf.] 

The delay also impacted BDEF staff working on the SBLN project, with the lack of accessible materials placing additional pressure on already limited delivery timescales. Staff had a reduced timeframe in which to complete outreach, event promotion, venue booking, and session preparation once Easy Read materials became available. Physical printed versions of the Easy Read survey were delayed further until 21 November 2025, just days before the 1 December consultation extension deadline. This reduced opportunities for outreach, as it meant shortened time to distribute paper copies through community venues or to drop off surveys with digitally excluded Disabled people. The impact of these delays was therefore felt by residents but also the Disabled employees working in Disabled people led organisations. 
Disabled residents also reported feeling insufficiently consulted at earlier stages of the project. While Bristol City Council carried out pre-engagement and engagement phases in early and mid-2024[footnoteRef:15], participants were unaware of any accessible materials or targeted engagement for Disabled people during these stages. BDEF was brought in to support the consultation at a later stage in September 2025, rather than being involved from the outset in the project’s design and planning. Earlier and sustained involvement of a Disabled-led organisation would have supported a more inclusive approach, helping to prevent barriers that ultimately limited participation. The lack of prior targeted engagement with Disabled people was viewed by participants as a missed opportunity to shape the project’s priorities before proposals were developed. Many residents felt that if Disabled people had been meaningfully involved from the outset, proposals that restrict transport options or reduce access would have been adjusted earlier.  [15:  Bristol City Council, “South Bristol Liveable Neighbourhoods Engagement Report 2025,” 2025, https://www.bristol.gov.uk/files/ask-bristol/9800-south-bristol-liveable-neighbourhood-engagement-report/file.] 

Finally, residents noted that information about SBLN and engagement opportunities were not well promoted to Disabled people communities. Most participants were unaware of earlier engagements and felt that communication channels did not effectively reach Disabled residents or provide information in accessible formats, particularly on the Bristol City Council website. This left some participants feeling excluded from the process and unable to meaningfully influence decisions that would directly affect their lives.
Residents described these issues as part of a wider need for greater clarity and accessibility in the scheme’s engagement approach. Several Disabled residents explained that not having accessible information from the outset made it harder for them to fully trust or participate in the consultation. This also highlighted the importance of viewing accessibility as a fundamental requirement, consistent with the council’s ‘Accessible Communication Policy’, rather than something considered later in the process. Participants stressed that future consultations should fully reflect the council’s Accessible Communication Policy and its duties under the Equality Act 2010, so that Disabled people are able to engage on equal terms from the very beginning of any decision-making process.

Quotes
“The information is overwhelming and confusing. I couldn’t work out what they were actually proposing.”
“I found the survey really hard to fill out. It was just too long.”
“There weren’t any maps in the survey, so I couldn’t actually picture what the changes would actually look like.”
“Because the Easy Read version was delayed, I filled in the standard one and hurt my eyes doing it.”
“I didn’t know any of this was happening until very late on. I feel left out of the whole process.”

Recommendations
· Ensure the existing Accessible Communications Policy is consistently applied and meaningfully considered across all stages of communication, engagement, and delivery.
· Provide accessible information from the very start of all project stages, including pre-engagement, engagement, and consultation phases, rather than retrofitting accessibility at a later stage to ensure equitable participation.
· Ensure Easy Read, large print, plain English, and accessible digital formats are published at the same time as standard materials, so Disabled people have equal time to engage and respond.
· Involve Disabled people and Disabled people-led organisations from the very beginning of project stages, recognising them as experts in accessible information. This allows Disabled people to advise on language and format and shape how information is shared to ensure accessibility is embedded throughout.
· Simplify consultation surveys, reducing length and complexity and ensuring that questions are clear and easy to understand.
· Include clear visual aids, such as maps, diagrams, and street-by-street information, to support Disabled people who rely on visual information to make informed decisions.
· Improve accessibility of Bristol City Council’s digital platforms, making information easier to find, navigate, and understand for people with varying access needs and levels of digital confidence.
· Ensure consultation materials reflect the full range of impairments, not only physical mobility, and consider cognitive, sensory, visual, and non-visible access needs throughout.

[bookmark: _Toc223092296]Lack of Co-Design
Disabled residents consistently reported that they did not feel meaningfully involved in shaping the SBLN proposals. Many participants felt that the targeted involvement of Disabled people took place too late in the process, after key decisions and assumptions had already been made. As a result, the consultation was perceived as limited to responding to pre-defined options rather than offering Disabled people genuine opportunities to influence priorities, identify issues, or co-design solutions.
Residents highlighted that the language and length of consultation materials were difficult to access, which further limited participation. Several participants said the survey questions did not reflect Disabled people’s lived experiences, particularly in relation to transport and mobility. They felt that if Disabled people had been involved from the outset, proposals would have been framed differently to reflect their lived experiences.
Participants also raised concerns that the consultation did not adequately reflect the diversity of Disabled people’s experiences. Discussions were perceived as focusing primarily on people with the most visible or severe physical impairments, overlooking a large group of Disabled people who work, have families, maintain social lives, and rely on flexible transport options to participate fully in their communities. 
Residents also highlighted a gap in recognising Disabled people who do not qualify for a Blue Badge. Many explained that, even without a badge, they still need convenient access to parking, visitors, carers, and essential services, and felt that these needs were not fully reflected in the proposals. This left some feeling that the scheme did not fully consider the day-to-day realities of many Disabled people.
[bookmark: _Int_vPqrbOx8]Participants noted that involving Disabled people from the earliest stages, including project scoping, design, and pre-engagement, would have helped identify access needs sooner and ensured that lived experience shaped the survey options before they were finalised. Doing so would support more inclusive and better informed proposals.
Prioritising the lived experience, expertise, and cultural knowledge of Disabled residents in South Bristol would have supported a more genuinely co-designed approach to the SBLN project. Targeted and meaningful involvement of Disabled people from the outset would have helped build trust with the public, demonstrating that their knowledge and experiences were valued. Sharing power in planning, research, design, and decision-making would have enabled Disabled residents to influence priorities and proposals in ways that reflect real-life access needs. 
Overall, residents reported that a co-design approach to SBLN would have likely increased participation, improved the relevance and quality of feedback, and led to outcomes that are more inclusive and responsive to local needs. The absence of early and accessible co-design opportunities contributed to feelings of exclusion, mistrust, and frustration among participants.

Quotes
“The survey doesn’t reflect my life or how I actually get around.”
“I don’t have a Blue Badge even though I’m Disabled. It feels like people in my situation have just been forgotten or completely ignored.” 
“It feels unfair and scary because it doesn’t understand how Disabled people live.”

Recommendations
· Embed co-design with Disabled people from the earliest stages of project development, including scoping, identifying local issues, and developing solutions.
· Work in partnership with Disabled people-led organisations to build trust with underrepresented groups and design engagement methods, materials, and timelines that reflect Disabled people’s lived experiences.
· Ensure consultation materials and surveys are tailored to Disabled residents based on their feedback, using accessible language and addressing a wide range of impairments, not only physical mobility.
· Avoid presenting consultations as fixed or pre-determined without adequate input from Disabled people and clearly demonstrate how Disabled people’s contributions will influence decisions and outcomes.
· Work in collaboration with Disabled people to review consultation questions to ensure they reflect real-world access needs, rather than assuming walking, cycling, or wheeling are viable options for all.

[bookmark: _Toc223092297]Encouraging Steps Toward Inclusive Practice

While residents raised concerns about certain proposals, participants also identified several positive steps that they welcomed and strongly supported. Many residents showed enthusiasm for elements of the scheme that aimed to create more welcoming, people-focused neighbourhood spaces. The proposed introduction of additional benches and rest areas was particularly well received. Participants felt that accessible seating would support those with mobility impairments, chronic illnesses, fatigue, and pain to travel further and participate more actively in community life. 
Residents also responded positively to ambitions around increasing green spaces and creating areas that foster community connection. Many supported environmental improvements and shared aspirations for safer, cleaner, and well-maintained neighbourhoods. Importantly, residents strongly welcomed the council’s decision to collaborate with a Disabled People’s Organisation (DPO) to deliver targeted outreach sessions. Participants described these sessions as a rare opportunity to speak openly in a safe, accessible space where their lived experience was taken seriously. 
Many participants took the time to contact BDEF following the sessions to express how much they valued the opportunity to contribute and how much it meant to them. Several noted that they wished more Disabled residents had been able to access similar engagement opportunities. 
The provision of Easy Read materials and accessible formats was also positively highlighted. Residents reported that this made them feel “seen”, “heard”, and “included”. This demonstrated recognition of the barriers faced by Disabled people in accessing information and an effort to meaningfully engage those who often feel overlooked or forgotten in consultations.
Some described the collaborative approach with BDEF as a positive step toward rebuilding trust between Disabled people and the council. Taking the time to actively listen to lived experience, work alongside a DPO, and create accessible opportunities for dialogue was seen as a move toward greater institutional accountability, transparency in decision-making, and stronger social cohesion. Residents emphasised that meaningful engagement of this kind helps foster confidence that Disabled people’s voices are not only heard, but capable of influencing outcomes. 
Residents expressed wanting this approach to continue – particularly early co-design, sustained partnership with DPO, accessible communications, and the creation of safe engagement spaces. By building on these positive steps, the council has a clear opportunity to deepen trust, strengthen relationships, and embed inclusive practice in a way that benefits the whole community. 

[bookmark: _Toc223092298]Conclusion

Disabled people in South Bristol are navigating the proposed South Bristol Liveable Neighbourhoods (SBLN) scheme against a backdrop of rising social tension, economic insecurity, reduced public services, and long-standing barriers to access and participation. As this report demonstrates, the cumulative impact of these pressures means that changes to neighbourhood design, transport, and public spaces cannot be considered in isolation. For Disabled residents, decisions about parking, road layouts, zoning, public transport, and street design directly affect safety, independence, wellbeing, and the ability to live full and meaningful lives. 
The findings of this report show that Disabled people engaged with felt that they would be likely to be disproportionately affected by the SBLN proposals. Across all engagements, residents consistently highlighted that measures intended to reduce car use and encourage alternative modes of travel risk exacerbating existing inequalities when essential access needs are not adequately recognised or mitigated. For many Disabled people, access to cars, taxis, carers, and visitors are not optional conveniences but critical enablers of daily life. Proposals that increase journey distances, reduce parking availability, or that restrict direct routes therefore have profound consequences, including increased isolation, reduced access to healthcare and essential services, safety risks, and declining mental health and wellbeing. 
The emotional impact of the scheme and the consultation process itself was a recurring theme. Disabled residents described feelings of anxiety, fear, frustration, and exclusion, with many expressing that they felt penalised for being Disabled. 
The report also identifies several areas where the scheme could be strengthened, particularly around clarity, accessibility, and engagement. The late availability of accessible materials, including Easy Read formats, made it difficult for many Disabled people to participate equitably in the process. Without accessible information and targeted outreach at earlier stages, Disabled people had limited opportunities to shape the scope, priorities, and assumptions underlying the scheme. As a result, many participants experienced the consultation as reactive rather than collaborative and felt that accessibility had not been embedded from the beginning as a core design principle.
The challenges highlighted in this report reflect patterns identified in previous Low Traffic Neighbourhood (LTNs) schemes and other forms of engagement across Bristol. While policies and frameworks exist to support inclusive practice, there remains a gap between these commitments and how they are applied in practice. Without early co-design, transparent sharing of evidence, and accessible communication throughout the process, schemes such as SBLN risk excluding residents instead of delivering equitable outcomes.
Addressing these concerns will require a more systemic shift in approach. Engagement should be seen as an ongoing, collaborative process that shapes both the design and delivery of projects. Disabled people need to be recognised as experts in their own lived experience and included from the earliest stages of scoping through to implementation and review. This also involves actively reaching Disabled people who do not hold Blue Badges, those with non-visible impairments, older residents, carers, and people who are digitally excluded.
To support genuinely inclusive and sustainable neighbourhoods, Bristol City Council will need to embed accessibility, inclusion, representation, and equity at the centre of future planning and engagement. This includes providing timely, accessible information, offering clear explanations for proposed interventions, and setting out mitigations where Disabled people may be disproportionately affected. It also requires recognising transport as a fundamental access need rather than a lifestyle preference, ensuring that environmental aims are pursued in ways that uphold Disabled people’s rights, dignity, and quality of life.
The evidence on the barriers Disabled people face in navigating their neighbourhoods is already well-established. What is needed now is a renewed commitment to action — one that moves beyond compliance and consultation and towards genuine co-production, accountability, and meaningful change. 

[bookmark: _Toc223092299]Summary of Recommendations

For Bristol City Council

· Fully consider and respond to the findings and recommendations set out in this report before implementing the South Bristol Liveable Neighbourhoods (SBLN) scheme.
· Embed accessibility and inclusion at the earliest stages of scheme design, scoping, and engagement, including the early involvement of Disabled people’s organisations such as BDEF (Bristol Disability Equality Forum) to ensure Disable people’s voices are meaningfully captured and reflected from the outset. 
· Ensure all consultations comply with the Bristol City Council’s Accessible Communications Policy, including the timely provision of Easy Read, large print, and alternative formats from the start of any engagement work. 
· Provide clear, accessible information about proposals, including detailed maps, parking impacts, and mitigation measures to enable informed participation.
· Ensure consultation and engagement teams receive appropriate training on disability equality, inclusive engagement, and working with Disabled communities. 
· Continue to work in genuine partnership with Disabled people-led organisations, recognising their expertise and allowing sufficient time and resources for meaningful collaboration.
· Ensure consultations reflect a broad and inclusive understanding of disability, encompassing both visible and non-visible impairments. Proposals, mitigations, exemptions, and access measures must be designed to meet the needs of people with a wide range of impairments including mobility issues, chronic illness and long-term health conditions, visual impairments and blindness, deaf and hard of hearing people, mental health conditions, neurodivergent people, cognitive impairments, and learning difficulties. 

For West of England Mayoral Combined Authorities, Transport Authorities and Services

· Ensure public transport remains reliable, safe, affordable, and accessible for Disabled people across all modes, including buses, rail, walking, wheeling, and cycling infrastructure. 
· Protect and maintain wheelchair spaces, priority seating, and step-free access on buses and trains, ensuring any service or vehicle design changes are evidence-based and community-led.
· Ensure transport routes, frequency, and timetables reflect Disabled people’s travel needs, including access to healthcare, work, caring responsibilities, and social life.
· Improve coordination between walking, wheeling, cycling, and public transport infrastructure to ensure routes are genuinely accessible and barrier-free.
· Address the impact of increased journey times, service charges, and rising taxi costs on Disabled people, including those reliant on multiple short trips for care and support.
· Involve Disabled people and Disabled-led organisations in transport planning, design, and evaluation processes.

For Local Authorities and Frontline Voluntary Sector Services

· Work collaboratively with Disabled people and Disabled-led organisations to co-design neighbourhood, transport, and public-realm proposals that reflect lived experience. 
· Ensure frontline staff receive training on disability inclusion, accessible communication, and the Social Model of Disability so that they can effectively engage with and support Disabled people. 
· For local authorities to include disability equality in their strategies, data monitoring, and local needs assessments.

For BDEF (Bristol Disability Equality Forum) 
· For BDEF to continue raising awareness of disability equality, working alongside Disabled people and strategic partners to amplify its reach, as well as targeting communications at marginalised groups who are most severely impacted.
· For BDEF to conduct further research into the experiences of Disabled people to enhance understanding of the disproportionate impact of poverty, employment, access to services, healthcare, education, housing and transport. 
· For BDEF to work with Disabled people and partner organisations to develop practical, inclusive policy recommendations that promote access, independence, and equity.
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