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Reasons to refuse planning application P17/V3298/FUL 
 
Comment by West Way Community Concern, January 2018 
 
Summary 

This application is for change of conditions 2 (approved plans) and 4 (phasing plan). 

The material changes which concern us relate to:  

(i) re-configuration of Block D; 

(ii) re-design of main car park, to remove the internal ramp between lower and upper decks; 
(iii) proposals within the new draft deliveries and servicing strategy (TN13).  

The developer tries to present these changes as minor, while in fact they would significantly change how the 

centre would operate, in terms of vehicle access, servicing and deliveries.  A new limited transport 

assessment (TN12) is therefore provided with the application, and also a new draft deliveries and servicing 

strategy (TN13).  

In providing an amended deliveries and servicing strategy, the developer is effectively requesting a change 

to one of the planning conditions on V0246 (condition 17). No application has been made for either 

amendment or discharge of that condition, but approval of the S73 application could be pre-determining the 

condition.  

The overriding reason for asking for refusal is that the changes cause increased concerns over public safety, 

over and above those which were identified when the original application P16/V0246/FUL was approved. 

The amended servicing strategy creates safety issues. This should be revised to minimise dangerous left 

turns, and all deliveries by large vehicles should avoid rush hours and school drop-off and collection times. 

HGVs should not use Arthray Road during night hours. 

The changes to the car parks mean that traffic through the centre of the site will be much greater than 

previously stated, changing the way in which a key central area can be used and reducing its safety. 

There are issues relating to disability and accessibility and security arising from bad design, which need to be 

addressed. 

1 Material changes which create the problems 

Retail units 

There have been changes to the internal layout of the retail units in Blocks C and D. Block D was to be four 

retail units, and has been re-configured to two foodstores. Block C, originally 3 units, has been downgraded 

by being re-divided into three units, with a significant reduction in space due to the relocation of the Energy 

Centre from Block B. An area of high activity has therefore been re-located to the west of the site. Transport 

and servicing have had to be redesigned to accommodate these changes. An updated table of retail floor-

spaces should have been provided with this application.  
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Car park 

The removal of the ramp between the two levels of the car park is presented as being to improve circulation 

in the car parks. As a result ‘circulation’ is now via Arthray Road and Church Way. This is covering up what 

appears to be the key reason for the changes; the inclusion of support pillars for Block B, which were absent 

from the approved plans, with Block B being supported only by the stair well.  

Church Way in the approved application was for access to Block F car park (33 places), and as a very minor 

secondary access to the upper deck (94 spaces) of the two deck car park, with the main route to/from this 

upper deck being via Westminster Way and the internal ramp. Now it will be the only access to the upper car 

park which would have 104 places. That is, Church Way will now be servicing 137 spaces, whereas in the 

approved application it was servicing 33 spaces, and secondary access to 94 spaces (though the traffic 

forecasts did not include any such secondary access). For comparison, currently the car park off Church Way 

has 74 spaces. 

2 Deliveries and servicing strategy 

The note TN13 supersedes the original draft strategy TN4. Planning condition 17 of V0246 says that ‘No 

building shall be occupied until details of a comprehensive servicing and delivery management plan (broadly 

in accordance with Technical Note 4 and including details on the management and use of service areas)’. 

TN13 is materially different from TN4. The key changes between TN4 and TN13 are: 

- trebling the number of articulated lorries through the West Way junction and along Church Way;  

- introduction of delivery bays for such lorries on Church Way. 

This is not ’broadly in accordance with TN4’, as Condition 17 requires. There are no service areas proposed, 

so the requirement for details of management and use of these areas cannot be met. 

If this application were to be approved, by implication it would be accepted that delivery would be as per 

TN13, not TN4, then it would be pre-judging discharge of condition 17 to V0246. It would not be possible 

for the Vale to refuse to accept the delivery strategy once the development was built. 

3 Operation of the centre conflicts with the SPD 

The changes proposed under S73 materially alter the way the centre would operate. Block D was to have 4 

retail units, total 907.4sqm GIA, uses A1-A5. It has now been re-configured to accommodate 2 foodstores, 

Tesco and Iceland, the latter with a basement storage area introduced. There is one additional tiny retail 

unit. By locating 2 foodstores, of combined GIA similar to that of the intended Co-op 'anchor store', together 

in Block D, a zone of high activity is created at the western end of the site. This is contrary to the SPD, 

whereby zones of high activity were to be concentrated to the east of the site, and it is at variance with 

the consented scheme.  

Vehicle access, servicing and deliveries are all made more difficult and less safe as a result of these changes. 

Specifically, on deliveries and servicing, the SPD says:  
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4.6.4 Service vehicle traffic should be directed to a dedicated access and servicing facility accessed from 

Westminster Way thus avoiding public areas and minimising service vehicle movements on residential 

streets. Secondary service vehicle access may be made from West Way, though limited to smaller service 

vehicles.  

4.6.5 A Service and Delivery Management Plan will be expected to accompany development proposals to 

minimise public highway and residential area impact.  

This S73 application proposes the exact opposite of what the SPD advocates. All servicing is directed from (or 

to) West Way and involves Church Way. It uses public areas as both access routes and delivery bays 

(currently all deliveries to Iceland, Tesco and Co-op use dedicated service yards). Service vehicle movements 

on Arthray Road, a residential street, would be increased, both as compared to the present arrangements 

and as compared with what TN4 proposed.  (See tables in annex 1.) To say that the latest proposals are ‘not 

much worse’ is untrue.  

As a consequence of the proposed delivery and parking arrangements, further features of the design 

framework set out in the SPD would be abandoned or weakened: pedestrian safety would be compromised, 

amenity space adversely impacted, and permeability of the site reduced. In terms of fulfilment of the aims of 

the SPD, the S73 proposals are a retrograde step.  

4 SAFETY 

All the difficulties outlined above come together to have a damaging effect on the way in which Church 

Way would be expected to function. This was already problematic under V0246. Under the S73 proposals, 

the problems have been exacerbated, with increased use of Church Way by vehicles of all sizes and 

associated issues of safety. Almost all the reasons for refusing this application fall directly or indirectly, under 

this heading.  

4.1 Church Way 

Under the consented application and its Condition 17, Church Way was for access to Block F car park (33 

places), and a secondary access to the upper deck (94 spaces) of the two deck car park, with the main route 

to/from this upper deck being via Westminster Way and the internal ramp. The transport consultant for 

V0246 used calculations that expected no traffic for the main car park to use Church Way – even though this 

was not really credible. A shared-use outdoor amenity space was to be created at the junction of Church 

Way with the EW street, opposite the community building. This is described in TN12, 1.6 as 'community 

plaza'.  

Under the application as varied by TN12 and TN13, Church Way is now required:  

- to provide delivery bays for the large HGVs serving 2 foodstores, and a delivery bay for Block F 

directly opposite;  

- to provide a through route from West Way via Arthray Road for HGVs delivering to 2 bays on 

Westminster Way; 

- to provide the only vehicle access to 137 car park spaces;  

- at the northern end and the West Way junction, to accommodate smaller delivery vehicles, as per 

TN4;  
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- to provide a key north-south pedestrian route (and cycle route) across the site;  

- to incorporate the ‘community plaza’. 

There would also be additional through traffic as a result of rat-running and movements between car parks.  

4.2 Deliveries and servicing  

(see tables in Annex 1) 

TN4 proposed deliveries to Block D (and Block C) being made from the rear of the units using vehicles small 

enough to turn in a designated space at the west end of the upper deck car park. Access was to and from 

West Way via Church Way. Somewhat larger vehicles might deliver to the front of the units in Blocks C and 

D, using the EW shared-space street.  

Key changes are as follows.  

a. Overall increase in the use of large goods vehicles.  

Taking the TN13 figures at face value, delivery traffic by vehicles at the heavy end of the scale (weight and 

length) would increase: HGVs now needed for delivery to three foodstores and the hotel. 

No HGV's travel through a shared-use space now. Under TN13 figures, 13 HGVs per day would do so each 

weekday. Under TN4, only those serving Co-op and the hotel would have executed the complete loop using 

West Way, the whole length of Church Way, and Arthray Road. This route requires HGVs to turn left from 

West Way into Church Way, a manoeuvre which is accepted in the industry as being more dangerous to 

cyclists and pedestrians than a right turn because of the limited visibility of the left side of the vehicle. 

Construction vehicles can be made less hazardous by a banksman, but no such provision would be in place 

for delivery vehicles. 

b. Lack of dedicated service areas  

No service yard facilities are provided within the site. Delivery areas are not separated from spaces used by 

the public. This raises concerns for public safety. 

All deliveries by HGVs use roadside loading bays which interrupt footways. For Block D, deliveries would be 

to a bay on the east side of Church Way, opposite the community building, and would use 16.5m articulated 

lorries. 

Deliveries by smaller vehicles use either roadside bays, shared use areas, or public car parks.  

c. Other deliveries not accounted for  

TN13 uses Other Goods Vehicle (OGV) forecasts to predict delivery numbers. This analysis dates from before 

2013, and since then the use of Light vans (LGVs) has increased greatly. Retailers increasingly use internet 

ordering which will increase delivery numbers.  

No mention is made of deliveries to flats and students. Internet ordering has increased dramatically over a 

short period, with delivery by multiple firms.  
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4.3 Servicing car parks  

Church Way will now be the only access to the upper car park, which now has 104 places and also provides 

the only access to the community building parking (33 spaces). That is, Church Way has to service 137 

spaces. (For comparison, currently the car park off Church Way has 74 spaces.)  In addition Church Way 

would be the likely access to Elms Parade car parks for traffic from the Elms Rise area. 

The parking accumulation forecasts 321 spaces out of 324 filled at peak times. With inevitable random 

variation that means the car parks are likely to be over capacity. People will have to try different car parks 

before finding a space, even if signing related to all six car parks, which does not seem to be proposed.  

In any case, almost all those wishing to park at the centre will be from the local neighbourhood: 

'encouragement' by VMS signage to park in a particular car park would be ineffectual for such users who will 

most likely have planned their route before reaching the signs. In particular, seeking to direct drivers to the 

lower car park would be unlikely to be effective. All in all, VMS is at best a crude device and, given the 

number of different car parks, it is inevitable that there will be parking-related traffic on the surrounding 

roads.  

4.4 Increase in traffic using Church Way and consequent safety issues  

a. Deliveries. 

There will be more delivery vehicles using Church Way than at present and in comparison with V0246, see 

item 4.2 above. 

b. Increase in traffic passing along Church Way  

The vehicle route between West Way and Westminster Way via the Church Way junction, Elms Parade and 

Chapel Way will cease to exist, leaving only the route via Church Way and Arthray Road. Church Way will 

bear the brunt of any parking-related traffic moving between car parks, (See Item 4.3 above).  

Church Way itself will be a through route from Arthray Road to West Way, as a more obvious route than at 

present. (It is possible to drive through via the car park, but it is not obvious.) It is therefore likely to be used 

to by-pass the Westminster Way lights, especially at times when the A34 is congested. Oxfordshire County 

Council’s response to V0246 from April 2016 draws attention to this risk. They went on to say that ‘it is 

difficult to see how the design is going to achieve the desired aim’ and ‘the proposals for service and delivery 

access into the site should be reviewed’. The changed designs have made the problems much worse, rather 

than addressing the issues raised by OCC.  

c. The 'all routes' West Way/Church Way junction  

Already under TN4 there would have been heavy use of this junction, with complicated traffic movements. 

Under the TN13 proposals, traffic flows in both directions would increase further. The higher the traffic 

volumes are overall the greater the dangers to cyclists and pedestrians, HGVs serving Blocks A and B have to 

loop round the site anticlockwise. Left-turning large HGVs turning in to Church Way across the path of 

cyclists, combined with vans and cars trying to get out from Church Way to West Way creates a considerable 

risk. This is as bad as construction vehicles, (which Mace have acknowledged as being dangerous) as there 

will be no banksman to ensure safety.  
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4.5 Church Way as a shared-use area  

a. The principle of shared space  

The new Church Way is designated as being for shared use, with road surfaces appropriate to this. 

(Question: How durable would these paved surfaces be, with HGV's regularly driving over them?) 

Church Way will be busier than it currently is. With more vehicles of all types passing through it can be no 

other than a road. There will need to be separation of pedestrians from vehicles, as acknowledged by a 

proposal for low kerbing. Will parked HGVs limit visibility, particularly for pedestrians crossing over and for 

vans seeking to turn right out of the EW street? 

Overall, the use of the entire length of Church Way as shared space in the way proposed is much more 

contentious than the way the EW street would function as shared space. (The latter is covered by the V0246 

approval: it combines pedestrians, bikes and some vans, plus access for emergency vehicles; no cars, 

certainly no lorries.) Before agreeing to further use of such a shared space, the Vale should consider the 

findings of the Holmes Report, see Annex 2 and full document attached. 

b. Pedestrians: safety concerns  

Safety of Church Way was already a concern to planning committee members at their site visit on 13 June 

2016.  

This was before HGV delivery bays were added to the mix. There will now be large lorries manoeuvring in 

and out of a bay and cutting off pedestrian use of the east side of the street very close to the junction with 

the EW street. Small children will be particularly at risk in the shared areas, and the presence of HGVs makes 

the risk much greater. 

Church Way provides the principal north-south walking route from Elms Rise to West Way. Pedestrians (and 

cyclists) have to use at least some section of Church Way to get across the site. The pedestrian route from 

Elms Rise to West Way is needed to access the bus stops and by parents escorting children to school. It 

would also be busy with commuter traffic in an extended morning rush hour. Delivery slots for HGVs 

between 0700 and 1000, as TN13 proposes, could not be more inappropriate, and 1800-2000 is not much 

better. Avoidance of main retail hours may be right for vans operating within the centre of site but why for 

HGVs going round the outside of the site? Pre-booked delivery slots in rush hours also seem unworkable 

because of frequent traffic congestion in the wider Oxford and A34 area. HGV movements on Westminster 

Way in the morning rush hour would conflict with residents, students and hotel guests leaving car parks onto 

Westminster Way.  In summary, there is no coherent strategy for delivery hours across the site.  

c. The ‘community plaza’ 

In May 2016, Mace submitted a DAS Addendum, suggesting that the area between Block F and Block D 

would provide:  

“a shared surface allowing pedestrians and vehicles to use the space and a place that can be 
appropriated by the community for functions and festivals throughout the year. 

 
In the usual everyday arrangement the area provides a clear connection to the central space and a 
slow moving shared space where the pedestrian community mixes with local cars and drivers. Paving 
patterns direct the eye to the library and community building at the head of the public space. Casual 
seating can be placed around the retail units in Buildings D and E as users enjoy the afternoon sun. 
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On event days, cars can be stopped and the space appropriated as a stage set in front of the 
community building. A place for a community party.” 

This (pseudo) amenity space was introduced into the plans late on in response to justified concerns about 

lack of sunlight and lack of ground level public space on the site. With the S73 application these concerns are 

revived. The amenity space was introduced here because it was the only area with adequate daylight (and 

that in the afternoon only). It would now be too busy to play that role. Hence, the development would 

deviate further from the intention of the SPD to ‘transform the public realm’ and to provide amenity spaces 

for residents and users. 

5 Permeability  

Permeability was already poor in the consented application. S73 has made matters worse, against the SPD 

objective to ‘improve access, permeability and parking’. 

 a. North-south route. 

This is the route via Church Way, in which vehicle movements will dominate, See Item 4.4b above. 

 b. Access to EW street from the main car parks  

See S73 DAS Part 5, Sec 4 and drawing 1205-AP-100-E. 

This is linked to the problems with Church Way but should be seen as a significant issue in its own right. 

Some attempt has been made to improve the route between Blocks B and C into the main site from the 

lower car park. However there are now many unsatisfactory and unsafe features of the exit between Blocks 

C and D from both main car parks. The split route consists of steps and a ramp down from the upper car park 

and a ramp up from the lower car park. Both are narrow alleyways. They are separated by a landscape strip 

with a retaining wall. A flight of steps crosses the dividing strip, to provide stepped pedestrian access 

between upper and lower car parks; a single lift is provided, and there is a flight of stairs within the car park 

area.  

(i) These alleyways would be likely to be needed by those forced to park in the wrong car park for their 

intended destination. It is also a poor introduction to the centre for any newcomer arriving by car (including 

hotel guests with luggage) - uninviting and potentially confusing.  

(ii) The narrow alleyways could be unsafe, or perceived to be unsafe, because there is no surveillance. They 

are flanked by high blank walls to the east and a residents' only entrance lobby to Block D). This is poor 

design (see Design Guide). 

(iii) The alleyways would be heavily used by residents in the student blocks. The only entrance to the student 

accommodation in Block D is situated along the upper passageway (this is a change, resulting from the re-

configuration of Block D retail units). The main student cycle parking is at the far (west) end of the lower car 

park (inconvenient in itself), making the ramp between there and the EW street the most likely route for 

students going to/from the bike storage areas.  

Altogether this proposal is an ill-thought-through attempt to overcome difficulties inherent in the material 

changes made to the two-deck car park.  
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6 Accessibility 

Disabled parking spaces on Church Way have been replaced by the delivery bay. The bulk of parking spaces 

for users with disabilities are in the lower car park.  

Accessibility by people with mobility difficulties has been made more difficult with narrow ramps and steps 

included in the access points between Blocks B and C and between Blocks C and D to the upper and lower 

car parks. Even for able bodied people the access would be narrow and intimidating especially at night-time, 

with issues for personal security. 

There are questions as to whether Church Way could be navigated safely by wheelchair users and those with 

mobility scooters. (Presumably the community building is the only place on the site with an accessible public 

toilet).  

There are no disabled parking bays located conveniently for the Block D foodstores. 

7 Cycling 

Cycle parking for Block B involves an unsafe route through the upper car park. 

There is almost no public cycle parking for Tesco & Iceland.  

8 Security  

This needs to be given higher priority in the application. 

Would users feel confident using the main car parks at night? Would there be suitable quick means of 

escape in an emergency? CCTV is not adequate protection against an attacker. Cycle storage areas are not 

secure and so could attract intruders.  

It remains the case that the student blocks would have staff on site only during weekday office hours, 

otherwise only student 'wardens' backed up by a phone number. This is unusual: cover is normally 24/7 in 

such accommodation. The student blocks have side entrances. Tailgating by intruders could be a serious 

problem. 

There is still no indication how, or from where, the site would be managed in an operational basis. Any space 

to be set aside for this is not in Blocks B, C, D or F for sure.  

There are ‘before first occupation’ Planning Conditions on these matters. But that seems too late for such an 

important issue. The principles of ‘Secured by Design’ should be applied and a specific review of security 

aspects of the current plans be conducted by the Vale’s Crime Prevention Design Adviser. 

9 Waste management  

Mace is to use a private company, so waste management is out of the Vale's hands. A lot of refuse stores 

have been re-located in the S73 revamp of Blocks B, C and D. But is what is now proposed safe? Would 

routes needed in case of fire be blocked by parked bins on collection days, for example? Whose 

responsibility is this? These questions should be answered before permission is given to operate the centre. 
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10 Traffic 

Other parts of this objection have pointed to the increase in traffic expected along the Church Way link 

through the site. It can be assumed that through traffic will be at least as great as at present, and probably 

greater, since current traffic cutting through Chapel Way and Elms Parade would now switch to Arthray Road 

and Church Way. On top of that Church Way will be servicing 137 car parking spaces compared to 74 now 

(plus Elms Parade). We estimate that traffic levels would be at least 50% higher than the applicants forecast. 

The figures provided in Technical Note 12 are unreliable, building on the already faulty analysis provided for 

the V0246 application. The Transport Assessment for V0246 included trip generation rates that are not 

plausible for the land uses proposed (figures based on a very large supermarket were used rather than for 

smaller ones which are more intensively used). It also had incorrect distribution of traffic with through traffic 

being assigned to the small car park underneath Block A, resulting in over 100 trips per hour into, and out of, 

a 37 space car park. In addition the V0246 transport assessment assumed no traffic for the upper car park 

would travel through Church Way, but that all would use the lower deck as access. 

TN12 assumes that signing and encouragement will mean that the lower deck will be used by the vast 

majority of shopper parking, although this would be least convenient for the foodstores in Block D. The 

choice of data shown in TN12 is patchy and does not include the figures that relate to the changes proposed. 

It is not possible to replicate their figures. As before, the TA is simply not fit for purpose; being based on 

flawed assumptions and wrong data, the outputs cannot be believed. As an example, figures in TN12 show 

321 spaces out of 324 spaces occupied at peak times for the entire site, while the lower car park would have 

35 spaces free at this time, demonstrating that the figures are logically inconsistent.  

So the traffic levels through the site will be much higher than the applicants propose. In addition much of 

this will be through traffic which is less likely to travel at speeds appropriate to a safe shared space. This 

adds to danger, and lessens the ability of the area to function as a public square. At best it would be a 

through route with relatively wide pavements in some places. 

11 Comment 

It is obvious that the underlying problems with the proposed development arise from two factors. 

  
Firstly, the developer has attempted to put too much development into the available area - over 2,000m2 

more than suggested in the Botley Centre most intensive development scenario. Secondly, there is an 

absence of a design plan based on urban design principles and a holistic approach to the development. The 

servicing and ancillary functions of the centre appear to have been an after-thought, such that it is required 

to make use of residential streets as delivery routes and public spaces as unloading areas. This contravenes 

the requirement of Condition 17 of V0246, which refers specifically to ‘service areas’.   

While we understand that changes may be made in response to tenant wishes, the density of development 

which has been approved is turning out to be practically inflexible and unmanageable. These revisions, like 

those made to the 2016 plans, just create new problems. If this application is permitted in its current form, it 

would be building up a long term safety and amenity problem for the community. A re-think would seem to 

be the best way forward.  

We ask that the Vale do not approve this application. 
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12 Reference 

Accidents by Design: The Holmes Report on “shared space” in the United Kingdom, Lord Holmes of Richmond 

MBE, July 2015 

  

https://westwayconcern.files.wordpress.com/2018/01/holmes-report-on-shared-space.pdf
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Annex 1 

Deliveries to foodstores and hotel, HGVs 

 Deliveries using West Way Deliveries using Arthray Road 

Now Iceland (Elms Parade service 
yard), 2-way 

Tesco, Co-op, 2-way 

V0246 TN4 
 

B (Co-op) + A (hotel)1 B (Co-op) + A (hotel)1 

S73 TN13 
 

B (Co-op) + A (hotel)1 
Tesco + Iceland2 

B (Co-op) + A (hotel)1 

Tesco + Iceland2 

1 
Full loop, anticlockwise: from Westminster Way traffic lights, west along West Way, turn left into Church Way; Church 

Way from end to end; left into Arthray Road; north along Westminster Way. 
 
2
Full loop, clockwise (probably): from Westminster Way traffic lights, south along Westminster Way, turn right into 

Arthray Road, turn right into Church Way; Church Way from end to end; turn right onto West Way. 
(These routes are shown in ‘Deliveries and Servicing strategy, part 6’, albeit labelled the wrong way round) 

 
Deliveries excluding those using HGVs, all vehicles max 7.5t. 

 Deliveries to Route Unloading 

Now Elms Parade West Way, 2 way Service yard 

    

V0246 TN4 
 

Elms Parade; Block E Small loop3 Block E car park 

 Block A Small loop3 front of units, mainly on street 

 Block C, D West Way, Church Way, 
2-way 

Car park upper deck 

 Block F West Way, Church Way F car park? 

    

S73 TN13 
 

Elms Parade; Block E Small loop3 Block E car park 

 Block A (W-facing units) Small loop3 front of units, on street 

 Block A (other retail units and 
flats); Block B 

Full loop4 delivery bay on Westminster 
Way 

 Block D (tiny unit); Block C 
(small vehicles only) 

West Way, Church Way, 
2-way 

upper car park 

 Block C (vehicles > 3t) Small loop5 EW street 

 Block F West Way, Church Way, 
2-way 

delivery bay on Church 
Way 

3 
Small loop, clockwise: along West Way to new left-in junction at Chapel Way, through car park behind Block E, right 

turn onto Church Way, and right onto West Way. 
 
4 

Full loop, anticlockwise: from Westminster Way traffic lights, west along West Way, turn left into Church Way, Church 
Way from end to end; left into Arthray Road, north along Westminster Way 
 

5 
Small loop, anti-clockwise: along West Way, left in at Church Way, along EW street, left turn onto Westminster Way. 
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Annex 2 

Key findings and recommendations from ‘Accidents by Design: The Holmes Report on “shared space” in the 

United Kingdom’, by Lord Holmes of Richmond MBE July 2015 

Key findings:  
 People’s experiences of shared space schemes are overwhelmingly negative.  

 Overzealous councils are risking public safety with fashionable ‘simplified’ street design.  

 Over a third of people actively avoid shared space schemes.  

 63 per cent of people who have used shared space schemes rated their experience as poor.  

 Significant under-reporting of accidents in shared space.  
 

Key recommendations:  
 Immediate moratorium on shared space schemes while impact assessments are conducted.  

 Urgent need for accessibility audits of all shared space schemes and a central record of accident data 
including “courtesy crossings”, which must be defined and monitored.  

 Department for Transport must update their guidance so that Local Authorities better understand their 
responsibilities under the Equalities Act.  

 


