
 

ECS19/2020 

South Gloucestershire Council 
 
DECISION REPORT BY THE DIRECTOR OF ENVIRONMENT AND COMMUNITY SERVICES 
ACTING UNDER DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
 
 
SUBJECT OF REPORT:  TO CONSIDER OBJECTIONS TO THE PROPOSED WAITING 

RESTRICTIONS IN INDUSTRIAL ESTATES (WEST OF YATE), 
YATE 

 
DATE: 23 March 2020 
 
Purpose of Report 
 
1. To consider objections and comments received following the statutory advertisement of 
waiting restrictions in the industrial estates (west of Yate), Yate.      
 
Policy 
 
2. The joint Local Transport Plan (2011-2026) sets out policies to deliver an affordable, low 
carbon, accessible, integrated, efficient and reliable transport network to achieve a more 
competitive economy and better connected, more active and healthy communities. The Joint Local 
Transport Plan is based around five key transport goals. 
 

 Reduce carbon emissions 

 Support economic growth 

 Promote accessibility 

 Contribute to better safety, security and health 

 Improve quality of life and a healthy natural environment 

 
Background 
 
3. A scheme was introduced in the 2019/20 – 2020/2021 Local Transport Capital Programme – 
NM18/2018 introduce additional waiting restrictions in the three main estates in the west of Yate. 
These are; Westerleigh Business Park, Stover Trading and Beeches Industrial Estates and Great 
Western Business Park.  
 
The Issues 
 
4.  Concerns have been raised by businesses and local members  
 
5.  The scheme engineer has worked with the local members in developing the proposals. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Consultation  
 
6. An initial Public consultation was undertaken between 2nd and 25th November 2018.  A 
further consultation was carried out between 20th December 2018 and 31st January 2019, 
regarding providing an additional 12 spaces on Woodward Avenue, opposite Turner Drive. The 
drawings showing the proposals on the online consultation were viewed up to a total of 378 times. 
There were 88 individuals and organisations who completed the questionnaire.  
 

 
 
 

 
7. The advertised proposals consists of proposed waiting restrictions in: - Westerleigh Business 
Park, Stover Trading and Beeches Industrial Estates and Great Western Business Park. 
 
Plans showing the extents of the existing and proposed waiting restrictions may be seen in 
Appendix B. 
 
8. The proposals were advertised from 27th November 2019 to 23rd December 2019 

 
9. Responses received are as follows:- 
  

Received 2 supporting comments  

Received 28 objections to the proposed waiting restrictions 

Received 6 additional comments 

The responses are summarised in Appendix A. 
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Options 
 
10. There are three options for how to proceed:- 
 

 Implement the scheme as advertised 

 Amend the scheme 

 Abandon the scheme  
 

Financial Implications (includes tax implications such as VAT) 
 
11. Implementing waiting restrictions in Yate Trading Estate will cost an estimated £15,362. 
This includes the cost to implement the road markings and the necessary signage. The current 
spend on the scheme as of 9th of January 2020 is £3,293. This can be met from the 2019/2020 
budget allocated to cost centre VT001/XFV029. Should the scheme be abandoned then the 
remaining funding would be reallocated within the confines of the grant conditions. 
 

Alexis Garlick, Corporate Finance Manager. 
 01454 865383. 
 
Legal Implications 
 
12. In reaching a decision the Director must consider any responses received to the 
consultation. Details of the outcome of the consultations and the officer responses to them are 
contained in this report. There are no other legal implications arising from this report. 
 
Andrew Griffiths, Solicitor and Group Manager, Legal Team 
 01454 863037. 
 
Human Resources Implications 
 
13. There are no human resources implications arising from this report. 
 
Gaynor Fisher, HR Business Partner - Environment and Community Services  
 01454 868193. 
 
Environmental Implications  
 
14. There are no environmental implications arising from this report.  
 
Lucy Rees, Senior Environmental Policy & Climate Change Officer 
 01454 862224 
EnvironmentalPolicy@southglos.gov.uk 
 
Social Implications 
 
15. The consultation on the proposed changes has generated a number of responses which the 
report seeks to address, providing a balanced way forward. The proposed solution should help 
provide improvements to the social environment in the target areas. 
 
Mark Pullin, Strong, Safer Communities Manager 
 01454 868480.  
 
 
 

mailto:EnvironmentalPolicy@southglos.gov.uk


 
Economic Implications 
 

16. There are no direct economic implications arising as a result of this report 
 
Ian Steele, Economic Developments Project Manager  
 01454 868202 
 

Equalities Considerations 
 
17. This proposal has potential positive implications for some protected characteristics in terms 
of age and disability as these groups can be adversely affected by inconsiderate parking. There are 
no adverse implications identified. 
 
Mark Shearman, Principal Engineer, Design & Operations Team, Streetcare 
 
Privacy Impact Assessment 
 
18. There are no privacy issues. 
 
Mark Shearman, Principal Engineer, Design & Operations Team, Streetcare 
 01454 863601 
 
Risks, Mitigations & Opportunities 
 
19. Implementation of the scheme should increase safety for vulnerable road users. 
 
Other Implications 
 
20. There are no other significant implications for the council. 
 
Local Members 
 
21. Following circulation of the report the local members, the following comment was received –
Councillor Claire Young – “I have discussed this report with an officer, who clarified with regards to 
the Play Barn that there will be more spaces available nearby under the proposals than there are 
at present, albeit in a different position. Also there will be more parking spaces available overall 
after the proposals are implemented than there are now. I would like the council to look again at 
the public transport provision for the Badminton Road offices to address concerns raised in the 
objections from staff but that is obviously outside the remit of this scheme”. 
 
Conclusions 
 
22. Following the comments received following the advertisement of the proposals, it is 
recommended to amend the scheme as follows:- 
 

1. Retain double yellow lines in Armstrong way besides Dean Court.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Decision 
 

1. Amend the Scheme to retain double yellow lines in Armstrong Way next to Dean Court 

2. That the Head of Legal Governance and Democratic Services be authorised to seal the 
Traffic Regulation Orders. 

3. That the objectors are informed accordingly. 
 

Decision of the Director of Environment and Community Services 
 
I make the decision as recommended having been advised and taken account of all 
relevant factors.  
 
Signed: 
 
 
 

 
 
Nigel Riglar 
 
20 March 2020 
 
Departmental Contact 
Mark Shearman, Principal Engineer, Design & Operations Team, Streetcare 
 01454 863601 
 
Background Papers 
Responses to the advertisement of traffic regulation orders  
Statement of reasons 
Feedback statement and summary of comments to consultation 
 
Appendices 
Appendix A – Summary of objections 
Appendix B – Advertised drawings   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
APPENDIX A – STATUTORY OBJECTIONS 

Objectors comments Officers comments 

Great Western Business Park   

Comment 1 –  
Please can you get someone  to explain why in your 
new parking plan for this  estate why they have 
included the 2 dead end roads where there is no 
through traffic, roads which provide safe parking for 
trucks waiting to get into the businesses that are not 
open or where access is blocked  by other vehicles 
being unloaded...   

The restrictions on North Road were 
retained in order to maintain HGV 
access to businesses and protect the 
cycle route along North Road  
 
Hawkesworth Road has proposed 
restrictions on the junctions and one 
side of the carriageway to allow 
vehicle movements for businesses. 

Comment 2 –  
I am writing in response to the letter received today ref 
proposed changes to RTA 1984 in the Yate Business 
Parks (your ref L3/DFA23/STOP/PT.6317) 
 
As a Unit based in the Alpha Centre a number of these 
proposed changes will have a direct effect on our 
vehicle movements. 
Whilst I welcome the changes I am concerned that you 
will effectively just be moving the parking problems 
somewhere else. 
 
The Alpha Centre end of Armstrong Way is currently a 
mixture of Double yellow lines and Keep Clear 
markings, which are widely ignored. Areas where there 
aren’t current enforcements are obstructed by vehicles 
daily, this include breaches of the RTA 1984 law 
forbidding obstruction a pavement. This mainly 
happens on the unnamed access road to the Alpha 
Centre and causes difficulties for any vehicles 
accessing our estate. Have been a number of 
occasions where articulated lorries are struggling to 
access us because of inconsiderate or illegal parking.  
 
The proposed changes will aggravate this and I would 
propose you consider extending the no stopping lines 
to cover the corner access into the Alpha centre. We 
currently experience issues where parking here is 
either obstructing the pavement, or making it difficult 
for large vehicles to enter and exit. A large number of 
articulated vehicles end up in our industrial estate 
when they become lost and there is very limited space 
for these vehicles to turn around. This is going to be 
further aggravated if people start parking around the 
corners. Furthermore these changes will have to be 
regularly enforced as they are currently frequently 
flouted. 
 

It is a shame that this issue was not 
raised at the initial consultation stage 
as it is now too late to add any new 
restrictions to the scheme. However 
your request has been recorded so 
that is can be considered for the next 
time waiting restrictions are reviewed 
in this area.  



I have also experienced a number of near misses at 
the new junction to Apollo park where vehicle fail to 
yield. Some of this is due to driver error but most of the 
time it is due to poor visibility of moving vehicles due to 
vehicles parking/waiting very near to the junction. 
Highway code guidelines state that you should not be 
stopping or waiting within 10 metres of a junction for 
this very reason.   

Support 1 – Thank you for your support.  

Comment 3 –  
I have received notification about waiting restrictions 
that are being reviewed. I would like to submit 
photographic evidence of the issue we face on a daily 
basis in Collett Way, we face constant obstruction by 
these cars parking across gateways dropped kerbs, on 
the kerb forcing people to have to walk in the road as 
the pavements are obstructed. 
 
We struggle everyday with the amount of lorries 
struggling to enter the estate to do their deliveries as 
these vehicles are causing an obstruction. 
 
I propose that Collett Way becomes no waiting 
between the hours on 7am till 5 am 5 days a week. 
(Double Yellows) 
 
I do hope my neighbours do contact you too as they 
face these same issues on a daily basis. 

The proposal has been proposed to 
stop obstructive parking.  
 
We are proposing double yellow lines 
already, a time restriction would be a 
single yellow line.  
 
 

Objection 1 – 
1. Opposite our current entrance you are 
proposing to remove double yellows. Often arctic 
lorries park here which prohibits deliveries into our 
warehouse, and when we have our bin lorry collection 
there isn’t enough turning circle for them to leave when 
cars are parked. You are proposing to make this permit 
which we object.  
2. There is a proposed removal on Armstrong way 
which is before the Dean road turning. This right turn is 
often backed up to North Road due to the public 
looking to use the recycling centre. To put a waiting 
area on the opposite will stop traffic heading west on 
Armstrong way. We object to this as it’s going to cause 
additional congestion unnecessarily. 

In view of your concerns, the scheme 
will be amended so that the waiting 
restrictions are not removed.   



 
 
 
 

Objection 2 –  
The change to no parking at the end of Armstrong way 
will have a devastating effect on the Play shed, we are 
not normally busy Mon – Fri as most of our business is 
done over the weekends,  
We are a community interest company and really 
cannot afford customers not having parking spaces 
available on Armstrong, 
I fully understand if you put restrictions on that length 
of road preventing HGV,s parking there making it 
sometimes difficult making your way towards the 
roundabout past Oakland Business Park but it really 
doesn’t need no waiting at any time 
The trading estate I would suggest only has about 5 % 
off units which are open Sat and Sun,  
Your colleagues in the Parking warden’s department 
can confirm we have parking issues already around the 
weekends and to take spaces away will only heighten 
the problem and will have a massive detrimental effect 
on the business  
When children come to play at the venue it’s the only 
time some of them run and keep fit      

The restriction has been proposed due 
to safety concerns of vehicles leaving 
and entering the estate. 
 
Alternative parking has been provided 
on Armstrong Way to the east of the 
Play Shed.  
 
 

Comment 4 -  
Thank you for your recent letter regarding waiting times 
on our trading estate. 
 
We have reviewed the proposed plans and it will be a 
massive improvement over the current situation. 
 
However i would like to add one comment. On Collett 
Way there is a section shown with no proposed 
restrictions. As this road is not wide enough to park on 
and drive lorries down people instead park on the 
pavement (see attached photos). Aside from the 
obvious pedestrian obstruction it causes we are also 
unable to maintain our fence and hedge due to cars 
being parked so close. You may also be aware of the 
frequency of electricity cable repairs required on this 
trading estate due to damage caused by vehicles on 
the pavement. It also obstructs our gate and the gate 
opposite from Commercial vehicle access. 
 
With this in mind we would like to propose that all of 
Collett Way be restricted from parking. 

Thank you for your support  
 
There is a need for some parking on 
the estate and with the proposals on 
the opposite side of the road, this 
should allow vehicles to park on the 
road. In addition, the proposed 
restriction across your access should 
allow vehicle movements.  



Objection 3 – 

 
 
 

The road in question is already largely 
marked out with keep clear markings 
to maintain HGV access. It would be 
difficult to condone parking on the 
keep clears and parking on the 
footway.  
 
 

Objection 4 – 
Please take this as me raising an objection to the 
parking restriction proposed on Armstrong Way. I have 
regularly struggled to park at this location when taking 
my children to visit the Play Shed soft play and have 
even had to drive home on the basis there was no 
where to park. If the double lines are extended then 
there will be nowhere for their customers to park 
meaning loss of business to them. I cannot see any 
reasonable justification for extending the restriction 
already in place at this location.  

Please see response to objection 2 
about Armstrong Way.  

Objection 5 –  
I and writing to you to object against these double 
yellow lines that the council has appealed for at 
Armstrong way, Yate. I visit the play shed soft centre a 
lot and they have a small car park and which can not 
be helped so the alternative parking is down by the 
roundabout. I think we should be supporting small 
businesses and doing everything we can to help them 
survive and not to be destroying them and by doing 
this can potentially discourage costumers from going 
there as we might not be able to park. 

Please see response to objection 2 
about Armstrong Way.  

Objection 6 – 
I object to the double yellow lines on Armstrong way. 
This would cause me great inconviennce.   

Please see response to objection 2 
about Armstrong Way.  

Objection 7 –  
I would like to email to express my concern for putting 
double yellows on Armstrong way, yate. It would cause 
an inconvenience for both me and my friends and 
family visiting the local businesses around. I have a 
little girl and we love to visit the play shed and this is 
taking away some of the parking. I object again putting 
yellow lines on Armstrong way. 

Please see response to objection 2 
about Armstrong Way.  

Objection 8 –  
I am a patron of the play shed situated on Armstrong  
way and am a very loyal customer of theirs.  
 
After visiting the play shed today I was met with the 
news the south glos civil have proposed introducing 
double yellow lines along Armstrong way. 
 
I think this is a ridiculous proposal! Cars have been 
able to park along this road since the business park 
has been open and I believe that restricting the parking 

Please see response to objection 2 
about Armstrong Way.  



in this area is only going to hurt the local business 
around that rely on this parking in order make a living. 
 
This road has manage perfectly well for the last several 
years with no accidents, complaints about the current 
use of the road so I do not understand why this should 
be changed ‘ if it isn’t broke don’t fix it’  
 
I hope for the local business sake you do not go ahead 
with this plan as little changes like this could seriously 
effect local business’ 

Objection 9 –  
I have seen the post regarding putting double yellow 
lines in certain areas around yate. 
 
I am most concerned about the yellow lines down 
Armstrong road as this would cause me and I’m sure a 
lot more people major inconvenience. 
 
I don’t think there is any need for this. 

Please see response to objection 2 
about Armstrong Way.  

Objection 10 –  
I am writing to object to the change as it would make 
accessing businesses in the area impossible with my 
very young children and I would no longer be able to 
visit. 

Please see response to objection 2 
about Armstrong Way.  

Objection 11 –  
I oppose the double yellow lines looking to be located 
near the play shed on Armstrong Way at it would make 
visiting this establishment increasingly difficult. 

Please see response to objection 2 
about Armstrong Way.  

Objection 12 –  
I would like to object to the proposals to prevent 
parking on Armstrong way. As a parent I go to a fair 
number of parties in the playshed at weekends. The 
parking I have seen by people attending these parties 
is considerate and not obstructive and I fail to see an 
alternative without which I would not attend parties at 
the playshed as I suspect others would and their 
business would suffer. 

Please see response to objection 2 
about Armstrong Way.  

Objection 13 –  
As a parent in the local area, it is with great interest 
that I bring something to your attention. This proposal 
with jeopardise the running of a local business and 
Yates biggest soft play ‘The play shed’. We use this 
place for parties and if you were to go ahead this the 
proposal this would leave the play shed with hardly any 
space for parking. Unless you are hoping to provide 
somewhere else for the parents to park I honestly think 
if you go ahead with this you are basically closing a 
local business.  

Please see response to objection 2 
about Armstrong Way.  



Comment 5 –  

 
 
 
 
 

The restriction suggested wouldn’t be 
practical.  
 
Converting Armstrong Way to a one 
way is beyond the remit of the 
scheme.  

Support 2 – 
Yes I agree for the health and safety of everyone, 
especially those children at the play centre on 
Armstrong way who are left unattended on a busy road 
that has illegally parked cars everywhere. 
We have seen a few accidents over the years, 
fortunately no injuries, but the day will come when the 
chaos generated by illegal parking will cause a terrible 
loss. 
I do note that the restriction will have some impact on 
the day to day running of our business, but life is more 
precious. 
I would add that having a play area for children in the 
middle of a busy industrial estate, with insufficient 
parking does raise health and safety questions that 
need to be addressed. 

Thank you for your support.  
 
Please see response to objection 2 
about Armstrong Way. 

Objection 14 –  
We are opposed to the introduction of yellow lines to 
Collett Way on the Great Western Business site. We 
feel that the traffic congestion on Collett Way is mainly 
caused by the waste and recycling vehicles from Suez, 
approximately in excess of 300 HGV vehicles from 
Suez enter and leave Collett Way daily, often queuing 
from the recycling centre back to Dean road and on 
occasion back as far as Armstrong Way( we have 
photographs to support this) our customers and work 
vehicles have to therefore que also to get into our 
premises. 
We are concerned that the proposed restrictions on 
Collett Way will restrict our customers, delivery 
vehicles and staff from gaining access to our property 
just to enable Suez to have clear access for their 
vehicles and customers with no consideration to other 
businesses operating in this area. 
We are opposed to double yellow line restrictions 
within these roads without a alternative parking plan as 
this will cause substantial disruption to our business 
and our customers visiting our retail outlet. 

We are only proposing to install 
restrictions where parking clearly 
causes obstruction to HGV’s 
accessing businesses. This includes 
locations such as junctions, narrow 
sections of roads or access that are 
already marked up with keep clear 
markings.  
 



The proposed new parking spaces that are being 
offered will be located on the Westerleigh Business 
park and will only be of benefit to the Staff and visitors 
of South Gloucestershire Council, these parking 
spaces will be located too far away from our property 
to be of any benefit. 
The restricted waiting order on Collett Way will include 
vehicles in pursuance of statutory powers of duties, we 
can only presume that this will mean that refuse 
collection vehicles will be able to wait on this road but 
no other business vehicles will be allowed to which 
further reinforces our belief that the restrictions 
proposed are for the interest of Suez to carry out 
council business with no consideration for our business 
which is now surrounded by refuse and waste 
businesses operated by Suez. 
The Great Western Business park was built with the 
intentions for small business to operate, and we feel 
that the refuge, waste and recycling operation has 
outgrown the facility therefore having a negative effect 
on our business and others business within the area.  
We would also like to add that previously whilst the 
recycling centre was under construction Suez HGV 
lorries and staff parked on the Badminton road site, 
this considerably eased all traffic congestion on the 
Great Western Business site without the need for 
double yellow lines. Therefore, we feel that this would 
be a better solution to the proposed double yellow lines 
restrictions. 

Objection 15 –  
I would like to strongly object to the proposal to put 
parking restrictions or put double Yellow lines at the 
end of Armstrong Way by the roundabout  
 
This would have grave implications to the ability of The 
Play Shed to continue in its present format of offering 
young children the chance to do some healthy fun 
activities  
 
I can see no reason why any parking restrictions are 
needed on the trading estate on a weekend when 95% 
of the businesses are shut Sat and Sun 
 
Can I ask how many parking tickets have been issued 
within 200 meters of the Play Shed in the last 3 years, 
its already a very easy target for parking wardens who 
make it part of there weekend soft targets to visit when 
if they were to visit Dean Road every week day 
opposite the recycling centre they would witness 
several cars parked with wheels on pavements  
 
I really think the council needs to provide its employees 
better parking arrangements for those who work in 
Yate and therefore stop them parking in such places as 
you have proposed changes too    

Please see response to objection 2 
about Armstrong Way.  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SGC employees   

Objection 16 - 
This is completely unacceptable. What is required is a 
considered approach for each area, not a blanket 
restriction. Turner Drive for example causing no 
problems for anyone and so why introduce waiting 
restrictions. For the Stover Road trading estate 
something needs to be done, but all that will happen is 
displacing cars elsewhere. The Council needs to have 
and demonstrate greater regard to its staff and its 
neighbours and while greater restrictions may appease 
the immediate neighbours, you will see more cars 
parked in residential roads further east and what then? 
More waiting restrictions. Give is a couple of years and 
staff will be parking in the residential estates in 
Chipping Sodbury. A short term reactionary approach 
is the last thing we all need. At the heart of this is the 
decision to build these offices in an unsustainable 
location and the staff and our neighbours has been 
paying ever since. Punishing staff further doesn’t really 
seem to be fair and so what is needed is an 
acceptance that there is a need for significant on-street 
parking to be available. If it’s not, then staff retention 
and attraction will become more difficult as this is 
already an unattractive place to work.  
There also is no reason why the parking of the 
unnamed road to Badminton Road could not be 
increased and bays demarcated out would help with 
the efficiency of parking.  
Overall a more enlightened approach is required.   

The restrictions in Turner Drive are 
located at access points or converting 
existing single white lines at crossing 
points.  
 
Additional parking has been provided 
in Westerleigh Business Park to cover 
the losses in Stover/Beeches Estates. 
Additional limiting waiting outside of 
Badminton Road Office is also being 
proposed.  
 
An additional 50 spaces on the closed 
road, south of the Culvert Avenue 
roundabout have been provided for 
South Gloucestershire Streetcare fleet 
vehicles and Streetcare staff, this 
improves the availability of parking in 
the Badminton Road Office car park 
and surrounding area.  
 
 

Objection 17 – 
I strongly object to the proposed parking restrictions at 
the Yate Trading Estates. The estates were designed 
for on street parking, which feature wide roads. The 
movement of larger vehicles is satisfactory and no 
different to what you find at other trading estates. 
Should any changes be taken, a full transport survey 
should be undertaken to provide evidence that LGVs 
cannot access areas of the estate. Furthermore, South 

Local businesses have raised 
concerns about HGV access to their 
businesses 
 
Please see response to objection 16 
about additional parking.  
 
The new car park in Badminton Road 
Office will provide additional spaces.   



Glos Council employees who commute from rural 
areas would be unable to park within a reasonable 
distance to the Badminton Road Office – of which the 
car park should be expanded further. This would 
reduce parking stress in the estate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Objection 18  – 
I am extremely concerned by the Councils proposals 
for the following reasons; 
• Parking is difficult enough in the current 
situation for staff and visitors alike. 
• There are many members of staff where car 
sharing and public transport is either not available or 
practical.  
• If parking was removed or severely restricted, 
SGC staff are more likely to be unable to get to work / 
meetings on time. 
• Staff would spend time in office hours moving 
their car to an alternative location once time 
allowances have been reached.  
• The Council runs the risk of employees finding 
themselves in situations where they are unable to park 
anywhere near offices or within the locality.   
• Having staff that are currently able to park then 
with the introduction of the new restrictions removing 
that ability staff may find work elsewhere. Or in some 
cases could lead to cases of constructive dismissal. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see response to objection 16 
about additional parking.  
 

Objection 19 – 
Any further restrictions on parking on the industrial 
estates will cause tremendous hardship and misery for 
people who are trying to get to work and don’t have 
parking.  Its not practical for everyone to catch a bus – 
the bus service from Thornbury to Yate is appalling 
both in timing and journey length.  If people are not 
expected to use cars for work then the public transport 
needs to be significantly improved first – assuming that 
everyone has hours to spare before and after work 
travelling is backward thinking and not family friendly. 
This needs a big rethink – surely the Council should be 
encouraging people to work and employment in the 

Please see response to objection 16 
about additional parking.  
 
 



area rather than making it so difficult for people that 
employers cannot find people and move away? 

Objection 20 –  
As a South Gloucestershire employee, I express my 
concerns over the proposed changes on the basis that 
there is very minimal parking in the area.  
As a South Glos employee without a parking permit, 
and very restricted working hours, I will find it almost 
impossible to park for work. 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see response to objection 16 
about additional parking.  

Objection 21 –  
I along with many colleagues here object to the 
proposals, as many of us working around here suffer 
from lack of public parking spaces and as many of us 
work a long way from work and live in rural areas 
catching public transport is not an option. 
Should these proposals go through it will create an 
impossible situation with regards to parking for work. 

Please see response to objection 16 
about additional parking.  

Objection 22  –  
I understand that HGVs do have trouble with 
obstructive parking and that providing access for HGVs 
needs addressing BUT why do waiting 
restrictions/double yellow lines need to be introduced 
on both sides of roads when surely one side will 
alleviate problems for HGVs gaining safe access to 
businesses.  The proposed scheme is taking things 
from one extreme to another, making it impossible for 
those of us who wish to have the flexibility of a work life 
balance of being able to drive to work.  I live out of 
county in a rural area of Gloucestershire.  Although I 
live “local” to Cam & Dursley Rail Station, parking at 
this station is very limited and at full capacity which 
causes obstructive parking and the shuttle buses to 
this station are infrequent.  This is impossible for a full 
time working mother of 2 children.  I wish to be able to 
maintain a healthy work life balance by being able to 
drive to work and be able to park within reasonable 
walking distance to the Badminton Road offices. 
 
Improve access for HGVs on the trading estates as 
well as putting some thought into the work force of 
South Gloucestershire Council who cannot gain access 
to the car park at the Badminton Road office. 

Please see response to objection 16 
about additional parking.  

Objection 23 –  
I have seen that you are proposing to restrict further 
areas around the council offices for staff to park. 
 
I like many others I have spoken to within my 
workplace at Badminton Road are horrified that this is 
even being considered. 
  

Please see response to objection 16 
about additional parking.  
 
Notices have been placed on site 
since the 13th of December at the 
locations where restrictions are 
proposed. In addition notification was 
pasted on to SGC internal website.  



It’s interesting that this has only been submitted a 
couple of times on the intranet and staff who will be 
affected will not be able to respond as your proposal 
has since been and gone.  
 
The council are being very unreasonable to the staff 
who just wish to come to work and park without having 
to have this stresses added to their already pressured 
day.  
Surely the council is trying to avoid undue stress and 
anxiety in the workplace on a daily basis and now this 
is being considered!  
Don’t we have a Health and Wellbeing process in place 
and Mental Health flyers all around and on the 
intranet? How is this helping? 
 
Since the Kingswood Council offices closed and all 
staff were squashed into Badminton Road we all had to 
change the way we work by hot desking and logging 
around laptops daily with personal belongings in tow as 
well to and from the building only then to have to walk 
for ages back to their cars in sometimes very poor 
weather is just not acceptable and now this proposal! 
 
I know of work colleagues who arrive late after 
dropping off children to school, social workers returning 
from assessments/reviews only to turn around and go 
back home to work as they cannot find any suitable 
spaces available anywhere and are penalised for being 
late. 
 
I work for an operational team and we have to be in at 
a certain time and this is not always possible for 
members who have children who arrive late as they 
have been just driving around only to be penalised as 
well. All they want to do is come into work and WORK! 
 
Where is the sense in all this? 
 
If it is evitable that this is passed “based on lack of 
response” then an alternative solution needs to be put 
in place to enable staff who work for the council* who 
cannot find anywhere to park and have to walk very far 
to introduce a similar scheme (when the Kingswood 
Civic Centre staff were due to move over to Yate) 
where there were suitable locations they could “park 
and ride*” to work in a happy frame of mind which 
helps the workforce not to be stressed out and angry 
because they just could not find a place to  park. 
This will show that the staff do matter to the Council as 
at this time all I can see is very frustrated/ fed up staff 
having to battle again to be heard and respected. 
 
Please be reasonable. 
 

 
The park and ride is beyond the remit 
of the scheme.  



Objection 24  – 
I work in South Gloucestershire Council’s Badminton 
Road office and like many of my colleagues I have to 
travel to work by car. I am office based and therefore 
need to be able to park for the full working day. 
Although there has been an extension to the office car 
park recently this does not help the huge majority of 
staff who do not have access to this facility. Although 
the Statement of Reasons document states that there 
will be an increase in parking spaces these mainly 
seem to be in the form of spaces restricted to four 
hours which is of little use to full time workers. 
I do not live in Yate and the public transport links are 
not sufficient for me to regularly use public transport to 
get to work therefore I will have to continue to 
commute by car. If parking is restricted in this area a 
huge number of office workers will be forced to park 
elsewhere which will just move the problem to another 
area.  
There are clearly problems for lorries moving around 
the industrial estate and I agree that some measures 
need to be put in place but the proposals are too 
extreme. Most areas of the trading estate have wide 
roads that would still be wide enough for lorries to pass 
with cars parked on one side of the road. Removing 
small areas of parking for lorries to turn may be 
necessary but removing large areas is not.  
The proposed measures seem like a very extreme 
solution to the problem and very short sighted to 
remove parking options for the council’s own staff 
without providing a viable alternative – people will 
continue to drive to the area and will be forced to park 
elsewhere potentially causing further problems 

Please see response to objection 16 
about additional parking.  

Objection 25 -  
Firstly I do not see how there can be a net gain in the 
number of parking spaces once the new lines are 
drawn. This may be the case for people wishing to park 
for a small amount of time to visit businesses on the 
industrial estates but there is a net loss of spaces for 
staff of Badminton Road Offices who need to park all 
day. The BMR car park extension is not available to be 
used by most members of staff so this will do nothing 
to reduce the number of people who will find it 
extremely difficult to attend find somewhere to park in 
the future.  What are we supposed to do? 
Although I live in Yate I am unable to walk to work as I 
have a bad back which is aggravated by walking long 
distances, using my car for work is therefore my only 
option. The bus service to my home is not frequent 
enough to consider and would cost £15 a week for 
such a short distance. I had to catch the bus last week 
and waited 40 minutes as it did not turn up, there was 
nowhere to sit so I ended up with a sore back and a 
cold as the weather was terrible. 
 

Please see response to objection 16 
about additional parking.  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Objection 26 – 
I disagree with restricting parking zones on the 
suggested trading estates. I have worked for South 
Gloucestershire Council in Badminton Road for almost 
5 years and have always parked on the trading estate, 
I have never seen an occasion in which lorries are 
unable to move. I find the amount of parking you are 
suggesting taking away barbaric and unreasonable.  
 
Creating a building which only situates less than half of 
the employees is the issue, staff are forced to find 
parking and by pushing people to have to park further 
away you are endangering staff and adding 
unnecessary stress.  
 
If people park in a way that is disruptive to others then 
they should be held personally accountable, not taking 
away the only parking for all.  
 
I myself find parking stressful enough especially during 
busy days and when walking back alone in the dark, by 
taking away this parking you are giving staff no choice 
but to walk further. I have on occasion had to drive 
back home to work as there is already not enough 
parking, this adds cost to myself and my family, takes 
extra of my working time away and adds stress to my 
working day. On multiple occasions I have been 
followed and shouted at which I find incredibly 
intimidating, I ring a member of my family to keep me 
company during my walk from the far end of the trading 
estate and have been made to feel really intimidated 
and scared, I am not the only person this has 
happened to and to further endanger us is ridiculous.  
 
As a council you promote and employ young 
apprentices, to implement your suggestions you are 
possibly endangering them.  
 
It is sad that it seems that it will take a serious incident 
to happen to a member of staff before this situation is 
taken seriously.  
 
On quieter days you chose not to open the car park to 
give respite to staff working all week, and now you are 

Please see response to objection 16 
about additional parking.  
 
  



suggesting taking even more away and I can’t fathom 
the reason for it. As a local authority and business, you 
should be looking after your staff the way you intend to 
look after residents. 

Comment 6 –  
I park on the trading estate for work at the council, 
there is really no other parking.  
I would welcome more available parking for everyone 
needing it. 
 

Please see response to objection 16 
about additional parking.  
 

Objection 27 –  
I work in the Yate office for South Gloucestershire 
Council and have done for 2 years. 
Parking is limited as it is. Due to a lack of suitable bus 
times and limited parking on roads, I have to park up 
and wait for up to 40 minutes in the Westerleigh Road 
Estate to be sure that I will get a place. Buses only run 
once an hour and do not integrate with South 
Gloucestershire Council work times which are not 
flexible because they are tied to being on the phone at 
certain times. 
Within the industrial estate there does seem to be 
underused / empty parking facilities which, if opened 
up to the public would alleviate some of the parking 
pressure. 

Please see response to objection 16 
about additional parking.  
 
 

Objection 28 –  
The provision of parking at South Glos. Council is 
terrible. 
No thought has gone into ordinary people who DO 
NOT have a parking permit and need to find 
somewhere to park around the council offices. 
 
Getting wet walking to and from work is a regular 
occurrence during the winter.  

Please see comment about additional 
parking.  
 

Stover Estate   

 

It is a shame that this issue was not 
raised at the initial consultation stage 
as it is now too late to add any new 
restrictions to the scheme. However 
your request has been recorded so 
that is can be considered for the next 
time waiting restrictions are reviewed 
in this area. 
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