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Feedback Report 

Stoke Gifford – Phase 4B Waiting Restriction Review 
 

Purpose of the report 
 

The purpose of this report is to feedback the results from the recent consultation on the 

Phase 4B Stoke Gifford Waiting Restriction review.   

 
Background 
 

Funding has been secured to carry out an area wide waiting restriction review for the Stoke 
Gifford ward, and with the ward being quite a large area it has been decided to split the 
review into 3 phases, phase 4A, 4B and 4C. This particular consultation is focusing on phase 
4B. 
 
Following meetings and site visits with the local councillors and a review of requests that 
have been received over a period of time, it is proposed to introduce waiting restrictions to 
alleviate obstructive and inconsiderate parking on various roads within Stoke Gifford to 
improve safety and visibility for all road users and pedestrians.  
 
Purpose of Scheme 
 

The purpose of the scheme is to address the obstructive and inconsiderate parking in the 
identified roads and to amend existing waiting restrictions. 
 
Proposed Scheme 
 

The proposed scheme is to introduce double yellow lines to improve access and visibility on 

roads that have been identified and to convert existing advisory white keep clear lines to 

double yellow lines.  

 

It is also proposed to revise the ‘no return’ specified times for the existing limited waiting bays 

throughout phase 4B, as indicated on the proposal plans.   

 
Drawing Reference 
 

Drawing number T429-669-05 4B shows an overview of phase 4B, indicating each inset of 

where waiting restrictions are being proposed within the overall scheme boundary. Drawing 

number T429-669-06 4B insets 1 to 5 shows the existing arrangements and T429-669-07 4B 

insets 1 to 5 shows the existing and proposed waiting restrictions together. 

 
The affected roads are scheduled below;  
 

• Albany Gate 

• Balmoral Close 

• Barn Owl Way 

• Beaufort Crescent 

• Belmont Drive 

• Brins Close 

• Buckingham Drive 

• Hatchet Lane 

• Hawthorn Way 

• Holyrood Close 

• Kent Close 

• Knightwood Road 

• Lancaster Close 

• Lysander Walk 
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• Cade Close 

• Cerimon Gate 

• Charbon Gate 

• Charles Avenue 

• Chevening Close 

• Constantine Avenue 

• Court Avenue 

• Dighton Gate 

• Dorcas Avenue 

• Dumaine Avenue 

• Elizabeth Crescent 

• Field Farm Close 

• Gadshill Drive 

• Gatesby Mead 

• Gloucester Close 

 

• Mead Road 

• Montague Close 

• North Road 

• Parsons Avenue 

• Ratcliffe Drive 

• Richmond Avenue 

• Rock Lane 

• Roman Walk 

• Sandringham Road 

• Seyton Walk 

• The Green 

• Touchstone Avenue 

• Tybalt Way 

• Windsor Close 

• York Close 

 

 

*Roads within this review where there are NO proposed changes, have not been listed 
above* 
 
Consultation 
 
A public consultation was undertaken between 30th December 2019 and 20th January 2020. 

Postcards advising of the consultation were delivered to properties who may be affected by 

the proposed restrictions that are being considered. A total of 84 colour notices were erected 

on available street furniture adjacent to each proposal site for members of the public to view.  

 

Details of the proposals including a plan and statement of reasons were also entered onto 

the Councils website. Emails advising of the consultation were sent to the local councillors, 

parish council and emergency services, amongst other statutory stakeholders who were also 

invited to view the consultation. 

 
Feedback from the Consultation 
 

The drawings showing the proposed waiting restrictions on the online consultation was 

viewed a number of times, as outlined below; 

 

• Inset 1 - viewed a total of 622 times.  

• Inset 2 - viewed a total of 521 times. 

• Inset 3 - viewed a total of 451 times. 

• Inset 4 – viewed a total of 601 times. 

• Inset 5 – viewed a total of 415 times. 

 

There were 212 individuals and organisations who completed the questionnaire. Overall 

there was support for the proposals as a whole with 145 in favour, 52 against and 15 who 

didn’t know. In addition, 2 other written responses were received where neither respondent 

had no objection to the proposals going forward.  

 

The following section of this report will show a number of graphs that summarise the 

responses to the questionnaire. The first graph will show the overall support for the scheme 



Nigel Riglar,  

 Director for Environment and Community Services  

Streetcare, Transport and Waste, Design & Operations Team, P O Box 1954, Bristol, BS37 0DD 

Tel: 01454 868004 E-mail: TransportServices@southglos.gov.uk 

www.southglos.gov.uk 

as a whole. The additional graphs will show the overall responses received for each proposal 

throughout the individual inset plans 1 – 5.  

 

The responses to the individual questions and inset plans are summarised within the 
following section of the report:- 
 
Question 1:- 
 
 
 

 

YES – 68% (145 No) NO – 25% (52 No) DON’T KNOW – 7% (15 No) 
 
 
Inset 1:- 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

68%

25%

7%

Do you support the scheme as a whole? 

Yes No Don’t know

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Replace existing keep clear lines on Charles Avenue

Junction of Elizabeth Crescent, adjacent to No.7 & 36

Junction of York Close with Sandringham Road

Junction of Balmoral with Sandringham Road

Junction of Lancaster Close with Sandringham Road

Junction of Holyrood Close with Sandringham Road

Junction of Gloucester Road with Sandringham Road

Junction of Buckingham Drive with Sandringham Road

South side of Buckingham Drive junction adjacent to No2

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow lines?

Don’t know No Yes
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Inset 1, question 8:- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inset 1, question 11:- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inset 1, question 13:- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0 2 4 6 8 10

Yes

No

No - should be shorter

No - should be longer

Don’t know

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow 

lines to replace the existing keep clear lines on 

Holyrood Close, extending on one side to cover 

part of the turning area? 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18

Yes

No

No - should be longer

Don’t know

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow 

lines on both sides of Sandringham Road with 

one side extending into Kent Close? 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Yes

No

No - should be longer

No - should be shorter

Don’t know

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow 

lines on the junction of Windsor Close with 

Buckingham Drive, one side being extended to 

meet existing double yellow lines? 
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Inset 1, question 15:- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inset 2, question 16:- 
 

 
YES – 64% (31 No) NO – 34% (16 No) DON’T KNOW – 2% (1 No) 

 
Inset 2, question 17:-  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Yes

No

No - should be longer

No - should be shorter

No - should be on one side

Don’t know

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow 

lines on both sides of the carriageway outside 

No's 22, 58 & 15 Brins Close? 



Nigel Riglar,  

 Director for Environment and Community Services  

Streetcare, Transport and Waste, Design & Operations Team, P O Box 1954, Bristol, BS37 0DD 

Tel: 01454 868004 E-mail: TransportServices@southglos.gov.uk 

www.southglos.gov.uk 

Inset 2, question 18:-  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inset 2, question 19:-  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inset 3:- 

 
 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Yes

No

No - should be on both sides of the road

Don’t know

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow 

line extension on the north side of the 

carriageway outside No's 139 to 143, stopping 

at the zebra crossing on North Road? 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Yes

No

No - should be longer

Don’t know

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow 

lines adjacent to No22 Beaufort Crescent?

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Junction of Barn Owl Way extending into North

Road

O/s No 95/97 & 150 Rock Lane, up to the junction

and into North Road

Junction of Court Avenue with North Road

Replace the existing keep clear line outside No's

229 to 237 North Road

Junction of Parsons Avenue with North Road

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow lines?

Don’t know No Yes
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Inset 3, question 20:- 

 
Inset 3, question 21:- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inset 3, question 27:- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Yes

No

No - should be longer

Don’t know

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow 

lines on the junction of Field Farm Close with 

Rock Lane? 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Yes

No

No - should be longer

No - should be shorter

No - should be both sides

Don’t know

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow 

lines outside No's 1 to 5 Parsons Avenue

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

Yes No Don’t know

Do you agree with the proposed 'no return within 1 

hour' time restriction for the existing limited waiting 

bays on Rock Lane? 
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Inset 4:- 
 

 

 
Inset 4, question 28:- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Yes No Don’t know

Do you agree with the proposed 'no return within 4 

hours' time restriction for the existing limited waiting 

bay on Ratcliffe Drive? 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Outside No's 122, 120, 118 Ratcliffe Drive

Junction of Tybalt Way with Dumaine Avenue

Junction of Touchstone Close with Ratcliffe Drive

Junction of Dorcas Avenue with Ratcliffe Drive

Junction of Charbon Gate with Ratcliffe Drive

Junction of Lysander Walk with Ratcliffe Drive

Junction of Richmond Avenue with Ratcliffe Drive

Junction of Montague Close with Ratcliffe Drive

Both sides of Ratcliffe Drive to cover speed cushions

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow lines?

Don’t know No Yes

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Junction of Gadshill Drive with Ratcliffe Drive

Junction of Belmont Drive with Ratcliffe Drive

Junction of Hawthorn Way with Ratcliffe Drive

Junction of Seyton Walk with Ratcliffe Drive

Junction of Cerimon Gate with Ratcliffe Drive

Junction of Gatesby Mead with Ratcliffe Drive

Junction of Albany Gate with Ratcliffe Drive

Junction of Constantine Avenue with Ratcliffe Drive

Junction of Cade Close with Ratcliffe Drive

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow lines?

Don’t know No Yes
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Inset 4, question 32:- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inset 4, question 37:- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inset 4, question 48:- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

Yes

No

No - should be longer

No - should be on both sides

Don’t know

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow 

lines opposite N's 8 to 11 Touchstone Avenue? 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

Yes

No

No - should be longer

Don’t know

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow 

lines on the junction of Dighton Gate with 

Ratcliffe Drive? 
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Inset 4, question 50:- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inset 5:- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inset 5, question 50:- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0

10

20

30

40

Yes No Don’t know

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow 

lines?

At the 'no through road' section of Mead Road

Junction of Mead Road with Knightwood Road and North Road

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Yes

No

No - should be longer

No - should be on both sides

Don’t know

Do you agree with the proposed double yellow 

lines outside No 11 and 24 Richmond Avenue?
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Other comments 
 
A list of comments and the engineer’s response is provided in the questionnaire and written 
responses section below. 
 
Future Programme 
 
This consultation was carried out to inform local residents who may be affected by the 
proposed waiting restrictions throughout inset 1 - 5, ensuring that their comments and 
concerns are considered at an early stage. 
 
In view of the support received for the proposal as a whole, it is recommended to continue 
and implement the majority of the proposed waiting restrictions throughout insets 1 – 5. 
However, there will be proposals that will be removed from the scheme due to the majority of 
votes showing that they are not in favour for waiting restrictions to be implemented on the 
identified roads. The identified roads that will be abandoned from the overall review are 
outlined below; 
 

• Inset 1 – Junction of Windsor Close with Buckingham Drive 

• Inset 1 – Extension of double yellow lines on the south side of Buckingham Drive, 
adjacent to No.2 Sandringham Drive 

• Inset 1 – Adjacent to No’s 7 and 36 Elizabeth Crescent 

• Inset 3 – Outside No’s 1 – 5 Parsons Avenue 

• Inset 4 – Opposite No’s 8 – 11 Touchstone Avenue 

• Inset 4 – Junction of Tybalt Way with Dumaine Avenue 

• Inset 4 – Within turning area of Roman Walk 

• Inset 4 – North side of Cade Close 

• Inset 5 – Outside No’s 11 and 24 Richmond Avenue 
 
There will be an amendment made to some of the proposals to meet the responses to the 
alternative answers/comments provided within the questionnaire. The sites identified, with a 
description of the amendment being put forward to the legal advertisement stage is outlined 
below; 
 

• Inset 1, question 15 – Proceed with the proposed double yellow lines within the 
turning area to cover the shared vehicular access to properties No 4 – 10 Chevening 
Close. However, reduce that part of the proposed double yellow lines to allow for one 
parking space and to include the same proposal at the other end of the turning area 
outside No13. 

• Inset 1, question 17 – Proceed with replacing the existing advisory white keep clear 
lines on Hollyrood Close which extend to cover part of the turning area. However, 
continue to extend the proposed double yellow lines to cover the full extents of the 
turning area stopping at No15 driveway. 

• Inset 1, question 11 – Proceed with the proposed double yellow lines on 
Sandringham Road with Kent Close. However, extend the south side proposal, 
stopping at No65 driveway/garage access.  

• Inset 2, question 18 – Proceed with the proposed double yellow line extension on the 
north side of the carriageway outside Nos 139 – 143, stopping at the zebra crossing 
on North Road. However, extend the existing double yellow lines on the south side 
outside the Poplar Rooms car park access to improve visibility for visitors leaving the 
car park. 

• Inset 3, question 23 – Proceed with the proposed double yellow lines on the junction 
of Rock Lane with North Road. However, extend on the north side up to the driveway 
of No234 North Road.    

• Inset 3, question 22 – Proceed with the proposed double yellow lines on the junction 
of Barn Owl Way. However, extend both proposed double yellow lines on both sides 
of the carriageway up to No20 Barn Owl Way driveway. 
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• Inset 4, question 39 – Proceed with the proposed double yellow lines on both sides of 
the carriageway where there are existing traffic calming features on Ratcliffe Drive. 
However, following questionnaire responses, a section of carriageway will be left 
unrestricted outside No123 and 125.  
 

There will also be additional proposals to be included to the overall phase 4B scheme 
following requests received by local residents/members of public who completed the 
questionnaire and where an additional email request had been received. However, the new 
proposals will be subject to a second consultation in due course, and the sites that have 
been identified are outlined below; 
 

• Inset 1 – Junction of Chevening Close with Buckingham Drive. 

• Inset 1 – Within the turning area of Balmoral Close. 

• Inset 1 – Across the shared vehicular access of No’s 19 – 23 Sandringham Road 

• Inset 1 – Adjacent to No3 Elizabeth Crescent in a southerly direction. 

• Inset 1 – Extend the existing double yellow lines opposite Gatcombe Drive on 
Sandringham Road, stopping at the garden boundary of No14. 

• Inset 2 – On one side of the bend, outside No139 Brins Close. 

• Inset 4 – Extend existing double yellow lines on the east side of Ratcliffe Drive 
outside No14, continuing in a northerly direction connecting with proposals on the 
junctions of Cade Close and Albany Gate, stopping at the proposed restrictions at the 
junction of Gatesby Mead.  

• Inset 5 – Junction of Oxbarton with Knightwood Road. 
 
*Roads that have not been listed above have been recommended to proceed with the 
proposals that have been consulted on for those intended roads* 
 
As explained, a second consultation will take place shortly in the same manner as this one.  
Once the second consultation has been completed a decision will then be made as to which 
additional proposals, if not all, will be progressed to the next stage of this review along with 
the proposals that have already been agreed within this consultation. The proposals will then 
be forwarded to the Councils Legal team to prepare for the formal advertisement of this 
review. The Councils Legal team will draft a Traffic Regulation Order and advertise the 
proposals for a period of 3 weeks and during this time notices will be placed in the local 
paper and erected on the affected roads where there are available street furniture. Details of 
the proposals will also be published on the Council’s website, providing an opportunity for 
residents/general members of public to formally object to or support the additional proposals 
for this review.   
 
Depending on the outcome of the legal advertisement, it is anticipated that the scheme will 
be introduced after the Traffic Regulation Order has been signed and sealed during 2020. 
However, if objections are received during the advertisement stage, South Gloucestershire 
Council will be required to report objections to the Director of Environment and Community 
Services for a decision on how to proceed.  
 
Additional Information and Council responses 
 

1. It has been recommended to replace all advisory keep clear markings with double 
yellow lines due to a new policy where these markings will no longer be replenished. 
Therefore, the introduction of double yellow lines are deemed more appropriate to 
ensure that the section of highway is kept clear at all times.  

2. To your comments raised concerning private business operating within the residential 
area, I can only advise that you contact the council’s Enforcement team 
PlanningEnforcement@southglos.gov.uk 

3. The objectives of this review is to specifically address obstructive and inconsiderate 
parking, whereby only proposing waiting restrictions where it is deemed necessary, 
and to a minimum i.e. on junctions and narrow sections of roads to improve safety 
and visibility for all road users and pedestrians. The possible inclusion of waiting 
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restrictions to be implemented at the identified sites within this review had previously 
been requested by residents/ general members of public. 

4. Limitation of scope and budget means engineers cannot consider additional 
measures such as a residents parking scheme within this review. Suggestions such 
as this will also only be considered when 50% of dwellings have no off street parking, 
i.e. a garage and/or driveway available for one or more vehicles as outlined within the 
current residents parking policy; https://www.southglos.gov.uk/documents/Residents-
Parking-Policy.pdf However, a review of the Residents Parking Policy is about to 
commence and this may change the rules where the Council can consider introducing 
residents parking in the future.  

5. If you would like to request an investigation scheme for additional Traffic 
Management measures to be considered a request would need to be submitted for a 
possible inclusion on the Local Transport Priority List to determine whether such 
request would be viable. The following page on the SGC public website explains the 
scheme prioritisation process and how to submit a 
request:http://www.southglos.gov.uk/transport-and-streets/streets/road-safety-traffic-
schemes/local-transport-priority-list/ 

6. Following a significant amount of support for the review as a whole, along with the 
majority support for each individual proposal, it has been recommended to proceed 
with the current proposals for those intended roads that have not been mentioned 
within the ‘future programme’ section of the report.   

7. As explained within the future programme section of this report, some sites will be 
abandoned from the scheme due to the majority of votes showing that they are not in 
favour for waiting restrictions to be implemented on the identified roads. Additional 
amendments will also be made at identified sites to meet the responses to the 
alternative answers and comments provided within the questionnaire, which will be 
put forward to the legal advertisement stage. Please refer to the description of the 
amendment being put forward to the legal advertisement stage for the identified sites.  

8. Additional sites where new double yellow lines have been requested, and are 
deemed appropriate, will be put forward for a second consultation for members of 
public to view and make comment. Following this, a decision will be made on whether 
these new sites can be included to the legal advertisement stage of this review. The 
sites identified have been listed within the ‘future programme’ section of this report. 

9. New requests for waiting restrictions to be considered on road(s) outside the scheme 
boundaries will not be considered within this review. This is due to not receiving 
previous requests prior to preparing the initial consultation for this review and 
therefore, these requests will be recorded and included to the next future review for 
this area.  

10. The Councils Parking Enforcement team will be informed of all new restrictions that 
are implemented on the public highway. To report a vehicle that is illegally parked on 
new/existing restrictions, please email parklegally@southglos.gov.uk to make them 
aware of any illegal parking so that they can arrange for a Civil Enforcement Officer 
(CEO) to attend site and enforce the offending vehicle.   

11. Sections within the Highway Code that state ‘DO NOT’ rather than ‘MUST NOT’ is 
providing guidance and advice to general road users only. Therefore, vehicles parked 
at/or near to sites outlined within rule 243 will only be enforced by the police should 
there be clear obstruction and/or safety concerns arising. 

12. The area wide Stoke Gifford waiting restriction review has been split into 3 phases 
(4A, 4B and 4C) but still inclusive to one full review. This particular consultation is 
focussing on phase 4B where the remaining phase 4C is still at the prepare stage and 
will follow phase 4B. Roads to which you have described will form part of phase 4C, 
where proposals will be considered to address obstructive and inconsiderate parking.   

13. Concerning pavement parking or obstruction, including obstruction of private 
accesses, I would advise that you contact the police via their non-emergency number 
101 or their website: www.avonandsomersetpolice.uk who are able to enforce clear 
obstruction of this nature. The Council does not have the powers to enforce 
pavement parking or obstruction of the highway.   
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14. Concerning the car park at Parkway Station, I can only advise that any comments or 
suggestions of this nature would need to be directed to First Group, as this land / car 
park is private and is managed by First Group. 

15. It has been deemed appropriate to continue to propose double yellow lines at the 
identified site to prevent future opportunities of motorists parking within the ‘no 
through road’ area, ensuring that the area is kept clear an unobstructed for cyclists 
using this strategic route at all times.  

16. Consideration for no waiting between times (single yellow lines) and new limited 
waiting restrictions (i.e. 2 hours, no return within 4 hours) had been considered on 
some roads within this review. However, it had been determined that such restrictions 
will have an adverse effect on residents and their visitors, and exceeds the overall 
aim of this review. Therefore, this type of waiting restriction will not be considered 
within this review.  

17. Requests to consider implementing measures to encourage parallel parking at the 
existing limited waiting bay on Ratcliffe Drive would significantly disadvantage the 
required on street parking demands for motorists wishing to visit local businesses. 
There are also existing waiting restrictions in place either side of the pedestrian 
refuge to ensure motorists do not park here. Therefore, alterations to the parking 
arrangement at this location will not be considered at the present time.  

18. Consideration to remove or relocate existing limited waiting bays will not be 
considered in this review. The existing/proposed amendments to the limited waiting 
time restrictions are also deemed appropriate for its intended purpose to prevent all 
day parking within this residential area, near to Parkway Station. Motorists are free to 
park for longer periods outside the lunchtime restricted allocated time limits. 

19. To your comments raised concerning the planning and design of new development 
sites, I can only advise that you contact PlanningLDF@southglos.gov.uk who may be 
able to provide you with further advice and understanding as to how the Local 
Development Framework policy is set out for South Gloucestershire communities. For 
queries relating to general approved planning applications, whether it be historical or 
for new housing developments, please contact PlanningSupport@southglos.gov.uk 
who can assist you with your enquiries. 

20. This initial consultation is to gather feedback from residents/members of public before 
making a decision on what proposals will be progressed to the legal advertisement 
stage of this review. The minor descriptive error for the proposal at the identified site 
had been corrected during this consultation, and also before the legal advertisement 
stage. Therefore, a further consultation would not be required to reflect the intended 
proposal for this road.  

21. There are no new proposals being consulted on for the road to which you describe. 
The current restrictions shown on the proposal plans are existing restrictions only. 
Consideration for additional off street parking facilities for the church is not within the 
scope and budget of this review and will therefore, not be considered at this time. 
There is also a zebra crossing sited on this section of road to assist with pedestrians 
to cross safely.  

22. To your request for existing road markings to be refreshed, I would advise that you 
send a request to the councils Highway Maintenance team direct via 
StreetCare@southglos.gov.uk so that the Highway Inspector for the area can review 
the request and pass to the appropriate team for action to prioritise accordingly. 

23. The proposed double yellow lines at the site to which you describe, does not extend 
across the shared driveway access. However, as explained within the FAQ’s 
document, it is legal to stop to load or unload on double yellow lines. Therefore, 
proposals across driveways will not affect residents from loading and unloading 
activities. 

24. The off street parking area to which you refer too is not adopted highway. Therefore, 
it is not the responsibility of South Gloucestershire Council to monitor activities within 
this off street parking area. 

25. As explained within the ‘Consultation’ section of this report, a total of 84 colour 
notices were erected on available street furniture adjacent to each proposal site only 
for members of the public to view. 
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26. To your comments concerning visibility barriers, I can confirm that there is an existing 
record of collisions occurring at this roundabout involving vehicles entering the 
circulatory carriageway at inappropriate speed from both arms of the B4057, and 
colliding with turning vehicles. These speeds are high because drivers can see 
vehicles approaching from the right from well in advance of the give way line, and 
believe they can make an early decision on whether to stop or go. If they make an 
incorrect decision, their high approach speed prevents them from pulling up safely, 
and a collision occurs. Measures to reduce these approach speeds are therefore 
likely to reduce the risk of such collisions. As a result the scheme was selected as 
part of this year’s capital programme funded form our road safety pot of funds. The 
use of screens is a widely used tool in the traffic engineer’s armoury, they restrict 
visibility and in turn reduce vehicle approach speeds, resulting in fewer collisions 
making the site safer for all users. This approach has been employed to great effect 
at a similar scheme at A4174/ Wraxall Road roundabout. At this site in the 5 years 
prior to the installation of screens we had 17 injury accidents at the roundabout, we 
have seen a reduction to 4 injury accidents in 3.5 years since installation. 

27. If you wish to apply for an advisory disabled persons parking bay, please view the 
councils website regarding such bays:   
www.southglos.gov.uk/transport-and-streets/parking/disabled-people-
parking/disabled-parking-bays/ which provides the necessary information (criteria and 
the policy) which can be viewed before applying. Alternatively please contact the 
Councils Assess & Decide Team who can provide further information and guidance 
on how to apply for such facility: transportservices@southglos.gov.uk 

28. Existing zebra crossings have been designed and implemented in accordance with 
Department for Transport (DfT), Local Transport Note (LTN) 2/95, The Design of 
Pedestrian Crossings. Several assessments are carried out prior to installing such 
crossing, and in particular to both pedestrians and drivers visibility, it is deemed that 
the existing crossing at the site to which you describe is good. Therefore, 
consideration to alter the on street parking arrangement near to the identified 
crossing will not be considered within this review. Concerning High Friction Surface 
(HFS) are only required on the approach to a crossing and not full width of the 
carriageway.   
 

Questionnaire and written responses  
 

Comments received at Consultation 
(Note comments have been reproduced as submitted so 
include all spelling and grammatical errors uncorrected) 

Officer’s response 

 
Although l agree in principle to the proposed extension of the 
yellow lines in Sandringham road, I find that the yellow lines 
have not been extended far enough round the bend and down 
to the first cul de sac on the right hand side of Sandringham 
road. I have and many other motorists have narrowly avoided 
accidents having to drive along Sandringham road on the 
wrong side of the road into a blind bend through inconsiderate 
parking. I feel that local residents should be given an 
opportunity to give their rightful suggestions on what should be 
the correct way these lines be laid. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
I agree with the yellow lines being on the very corners of 
Hawthorn Way but think considerations should be made about 
the families who park their cars down that end of the road at 
night and at weekends. Would it be possible to leave some 
space open for them to park so their lack of parking doesn't 
have a knock on effect on the rest of the road? Would permits 
be an option for residents in certain areas. 
Will you be resurfacing the roads to ensure the yellow lines 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 4 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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last? The side roads are in poor condition- I understand that 
this means the yellow paint will disappear quite quickly. 
 
I live at 123 ratcliffe Drive, we currently park one car on the 
road outside our house, if this scheme was put in place we 
would not be able to park our second car anywhere near our 
house! This would cause a great inconvenience to us and our 
neighbours who also need space to park their cars, where are 
all these cars going to go? This is a very quiet section of the 
road where there has never been an issue with cars being 
obstructed for any length of time! In general having lived in 
Ratcliffe Drive for 6 years I have never really seen any issues 
with people driving and walking around the area, I walk my dog 
twice a day! The busiest area is of course near the row of 
shops and this could be improved. I would never have bought 
our house if there was ever a known plan to restrict parking out 
the front of it, and I feel this would have a negative effect on 
the price of our property! Even if we built a bigger drive to 
house our second car where would our visitors park? 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  

 
I want to be able to park freely outside my own house. There 
are currently no issues with space at 123 Ratcliffe Drive. 
Where would I park? Would I be fined? Who comes up with 
these ludicrous ideas. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
The lines proposed opposite number 8 to 11 in touchstone 
avenue are most welcome as the parking is spreading further 
from the school as parkway parking seems to be worsening. 
However until the need to drive children to school is decreased 
by children attending their nearest school, traffic congestion 
and parking will continue to grow. It is ludicrous that children in 
Stoke Gifford are driven to surrounding schools while others 
are driven into Stoke Gifford and probably other areas being 
the same. It is a similar story at senior level with children criss 
crossing each other for schooling. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
I wholeheartedly agree with the Councils proposal to 
implement this scheme 
 
I would also like to ask that the planning department also look 
into businesses being run from private houses in Sandringham 
Road. This has had a massive impact on visibility particularly 
at the Kent Close end of Sandringham Road through 
dangerous customer parking and vehicles on pavements. I 
appreciate people often work from home, but due to the nature 
of the business customers and staff are arriving at the 
properties and parking irresponsibly for hours on end. 
 
Residents were never consulted when these businesses 
started trading, which would have given all a chance to appeal 
or question any planning application. 
 
Hopefully the Council could look into this matter in due course, 
I think it would help scheme that you are proposing massively. 
 
Thank you for the chance to comment. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 2 and 13 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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The current waiting restrictions are really quite pointless, a 
simpler time limit for the zone with a residents exception would 
be much better. 

Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 4 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
The junction of Rock Lane and Field Farm Close is being 
abused by users of Parkway. They are parking here all week. 
So the no waiting needs to be pushed up into the junction by 
more than 50 metres 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
There are no problems in Cade close, people/Folk imagine 
them. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
 

 
I believe this scheme will help with protecting not only the 
highway but also on the footpath which has been damaged 
before by careless parking on both and also we recently spoke 
to the police who agreed with us that restriction should be 
placed here as its very dangerous to others sometimes with 
cars turning in the circle. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
 

 
Whilst I agree with the scheme I do not understand why you 
have not seen fit to propose double yellow lines on Ratcliffe 
Drive opposite the end of Constantine Avenue. It makes it very 
difficult to exit from Constantine Avenue when the opposite 
side of Ratcliffe Drive is blocked with vehicles. Not only is it 
dangerous, but I was under the impression that it is illegal to 
park opposite a road junction. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 
 

 
This removes one useful parking space from the end of 
Chevening Close with no actual benefit to the residents here. If 
anything, this would need to go from houses 10-13 across their 
driveway access and not in the corners where two cars can be 
safely parked with no detriment to the residents. 
 
We also need clearance at the end of our road with parking 
restrictions on Buckingham Drive as people park badly here 
too causing visibility issues as we leave Chevening Close. 
 
Please see my attached diagram for a much better option that 
would benefit the Chevening Close residents. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
Very much agree with the proposals as parking can be 
obstructive. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 

 
1) I suspect that yellow lines opposite No's 8 to 11 Touchstone 
Avenue won't materially improve safety. It's a gradual bend, so 
one can see what's coming. It will cause problems for 
residents who sometimes need to park there. 
2) Yellow lines in Touchstone Avenue at the junction with 
Radcliffe Drive will improve safety, but they are an incomplete 
solution. The main problem is cars parking in Radcliffe at the 
junction with Touchstone. I'm always uneasy having to drive on 
the rhs of Radcliffe when approaching the Touchstone junction 
(coming from the primary school). It's a right-angle turn, and 
one can't see around it. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 7 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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Parking is quite restricted in the area already, so I believe the 
council should reconsider any additional limitations to it. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
I'd like to commend the planning staff for identifying all the 
problem areas down Sandringham Road. Well Done! I just 
hope that the new restrictions will be properly enforced; 
especially during the evenings after work or when the 
hairdresser at the narrow bend opposite Kent Close is open. 
Vehicles are often parked on the bend or even on the 
pavement. This makes the bend even more a blind one and 
forces pedestrians and pushchair pushers into the road. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 10 and 13 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 

 
If the proposed lines are to scale, I believe they extend further 
than is necessary. I live at no 7 Charbon Gate and haven't 
experienced any problems leaving the close. The proposed 
lines opposite my house will take away a valuable parking 
space that several residents use on a daily basis including us. 
I accept that on the corner itself the restrictions would be 
beneficial and improve visibility, but it is not necessary to 
extend the line alongside the actual house at no 135 Ratcliffe 
Drive, as this makes no difference to the visibility as they park 
their cars in front of their house, not to the side. 
I don't have an issue with the proposed lines outside my 
house, as recently a garden landscaper parked their vehicle 
there for 2 weeks and I had to contact them to ask them to 
move it (which they did), as it was annoying seeing it there. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 6 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 
 

 
I agree fully with the double yellow lines at Brins, it can be 
extremely difficult to get out from my house onto the main 
Brins road  

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
 

 
Parking problems in Stoke Gifford originate in the expensive 
parking charges at Parkway station. The council should try to 
get these reduced. We need to encourage use of public 
transport. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 14 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
The parking on Holyrood Close has become unbearable, 
putting double yellow lines in would make a huge difference. 
There's been numerous times recently when the rubbish men, 
delivery trucks and even an ambulance have struggled to get 
through the road due to inconsiderate parking on the bridge. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
 

 
Doesn't go far enough should be total ban on parking on the 
street in the whole of Stoke Gifford - including Little Stoke 
which this council chooses to ignore - it's impossible to walk on 
the pavements in Roads like Brockley Close and Farley Close, 
other roads like Lawford Avenue and Rossall Avenue have 
appaling parking problems because of Patchway Station and 
workers in the local area but as these are not in Stoke Gifford 
village they are ignored. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 12 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
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Whilst I agree with the rerstrictions at the junction with 
Knightwood road due to occasional parking and the proposed 
new access to Upper knightwood farm 
 
I can see no reason for yellow lines preventing the very 
occasional parking at the closed end of mead road.. As a 
resident for many years I have not been aware of any 
prolonged missuse of this area. The only times there has been 
any problem is if a resident is parked on a FRiday and the 
refuse lorrys have turning problems BUT that no longer occurs 
because it is very evident not to park on a friday. There is no 
obstruction caused to pedestiens or cyclist as there is ample 
room to pass any vehicle stopped there. If any person has 
complained I am at a loss to see why.I believe that to have 
yellow lines there would be a waste of time and money and 
needless authoritarien action. 

Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 15 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 
 

 
Re the very bottom end of Mead Road - is a no through road. 
Any yellow lines would be a complete waste of time and 
money and not needed at all, let alone the lines and any 
accompanying notices of restrictions which would be unsightly 
and spoil the area. The 'cul-de-sac' end is virtually always 
empty and quiet and only used as a turning circle or the 
occasional delivery. Pedestrians and cyclists use it regularly 
without problems, so why change anything here ? 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 15 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 

 
I am in agreement to any parking restrictions that make it safer 
for pedestrians. We have a huge parking problem in my road 
mainly due to Parkway Station. I know this because it eases 
during the holidays and we observe people leaving their cars 
and heading to the station. The only problem is the proposal 
will now push those cars further up our road and make it 
worse. We need double yellows all along the entrance to our 
road to make it safer to drive. We then need resident permit 
parking only. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 4 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
Whilst welcoming this consultation, in particular shared 
vehicular access to property No's 4 to 10 Chevening Close, 
can please consider extending the Windsor Close with 
Buckingham Drive yellow lines to across the Chevening Close 
Junction as this causes many problems including near misses 
and also in my opinion does not give enough space for 
emergency vehicles to access through. There is no direct 
house access at this point. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
Gadshill Drive is quite a narrow road with several bends and 
one sharp bend. Cars are often parked both sides of the road, 
on the bends and sometimes completely on the pavement, 
blocking the path of pedestrians. Driving down the road can 
sometimes be hazardous with cars parked in daft places, so 
you just can't see what is coming. Is it possible to put double 
yellow lines in certain places further down the road too, not just 
at the top? 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 13 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
I think that double yellow lines should also be added towards 
the end of Field Farm Close to prevent cars blocking access to 
the road leading up to houses 73, 75 and 77. Cars frequently 
park too close to the road leading up to the three houses and 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 13 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
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whilst it's normally possible to get a car through, emergency 
services often would not have enough room and recently an 
ambulance was prevented from getting through due to an 
inconsiderately parked car. 

your comments. 

 
1. The entrance to Field Farm Close is often fully parked up 
and can be quite dangerous in the winter with an offset camber 
and visibility is much reduced by parked cars as you come 
around the bend in the close towards the exit. 
2. It is often difficult to see when turning into the close as high 
sided vehicles often park near the end of the road obscuring all 
visibility of the now single lane available (I have nearly been 
taken off of my motorcycle by a car coming out of the close at 
this junction on one occasion) 
3.Often cars / vans will be parked at the entrance to the close 
for up to a week 
4. Another concern has to be if parking on other roads in the 
area is further restricted the problem will (if it hasn't already to 
some degree) move further up into the close. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 6 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
Excessive use of double yellow lines will put a-lot of residents 
without any where to park. It is the visitors/onward travellers 
that park in the Ratcliffe Drive area to use parkway Station etc 
for daily onward travel that create the inconsiderate and 
dangerous parking situation. The double yellow lines will not 
deter this in any way, as there are still plenty of areas where 
these visiting car drivers can dump their car for the day! With 
the concentrated car parking spaces left, residents and their 
visitors will be restricted further in any on road parking places, 
A simple Monday to Friday 6am-6pm restricted parking 
allowed time (2 hours) and return parking restriction would 
have a more positive impact. Local police need to step up and 
address the inconsiderate/illegal parking 24/7, regular around 
the clock patrols and actually issue tickets to offenders, We 
have already paid for this service! I understand PCSO,s 
cannot issue parking tickets? Double yellow lines will cost 
more money! and only compact and move the parking problem 
to the limited areas left on the road. 
My concern is Will the double yellow lines mimick the highway 
code parking laws? "No parking within 10 metres of a 
junction"? Will yellow lines be extended to enforce the "No 
parking opposite any junction" As at present it appears the 
proposal only partly covers the parking laws as per the current 
highway code. Save the yellow paint money and put it towards 
another Police officer for the area 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 10, 11 and 16 above 
that provides information that corresponds 
to your comments. 

 
There is already very limited residential parking at Cerimon 
Gate, with some parking on the north side of the turn in to the 
road, limiting this will bring further stress on parking options 
and likely cause friction between residents. Double yellow lines 
on the south side of the entrance to the road would not 
impinge upon any parts of the road currently used as 
residential parking. 

 
Your comments have been noted. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 
 

 
This will devalue my house as my family and friends wouldn't 
be able to park outside my property .. 

 
Your comments have been noted. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
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comments. 
 

 
The no stopping (Mon - Fri, 8am - 5pm) zone outside St 
Michael's primary school needs times changing. 
A lot of the pupils are dropped of for 'breakfast club' at half 
past seven, and the roads become extremely busy with parked 
cars, while there are lots of children crossing the road to get to 
school. 
 
The time restriction needs changing to 7am - 5pm instead of 
8am - 5pm 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
This is one of the most sensible things has done in years re 
traffic safety. well done. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
 

 
The issue with putting yellow lines outside 1-5 is that is 
essentially getting rid of 2 parking spaces. Parking is at a 
premium in Parsons Avenue and I have written to the Parish 
Council about using the green to create further parking 
spaces, but this has been to no avail. 
 
Before removing places to park in Parsons Avenue, some 
consideration needs to be given to the effect this will have - 
there are barely enough spaces for residents as it is. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
As the main objective appears to be safety - please can you 
only allow parking on one side of the road. commuters arrive 
early in the morning and park in Buckingham Drive on both 
sides of the road making a very narrow pathway for cars to 
travel. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
I propose either double yellow lines or limited waiting outside 
number 3, Elizabeth Crescent. There are no restrictions on the 
other side of the road opposite number 3/4/5 and this is 
frequently parked up with commuters using parkway station. If 
an additional vehicle parks outside number 3, this makes the 
road very difficult to pass and I doubt an emergency vehicle 
such as an ambulance would get through the gap. An 
alternative and preferred option would be limited waiting for the 
entire road or area as is currently the case around St Michael's 
church, the green and North Road. This would prevent the 
roads becoming a car park for commuters. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 and 16 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 

 
The proposed double yellow lines are too long. 
 
While the yellow lines going along the dropped kerb of the 
entrance to houses 4-10 are welcomed (to replace the "No 
Parking" sign which was tarmac'd over...), by having the yellow 
lines then continue to go all around the curved kerb it will 
mean there will be one fewer parking space. 
 
I have uploaded an image of the suggested positioning of the 
yellow lines in front of houses 4-10. 
 
I would also suggest yellow lines in from of number 13, to stop 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
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people parking in front of their dropped kerb. 
  
Regarding where the double yellow lines stop we discussed 
this with the council last year and although not shown on plan 
the lines should extend across the head of the turning space to 
keep this clear for emergency vehicles large deliveries and 
refuse vehicles and stop 39 years of obstruction of access 
from our property 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
The down fall of the yellow lines outside No 22 is that it will 
send the cars that park there down outside other houses. So 
yes it will be safer but will not take away the problem. We need 
a parking permit for residents only as we are one of the closest 
roads to Parkway Station that hasn't got one. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 4 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 

 
I live on one of the roads in-scope for the proposed double-
yellow lines at the base/entrance to the road, and frequently 
visit relatives on a second such road. I strongly object to the 
proposals. Primarily this is because in the years I have lived 
here I have not experienced any problems with access or 
visibility or otherwise inconsiderate parking. The majority of 
parking I have seen in such places has been considerate, 
alongside verges or walls rather than directly outside 
residential windows, and often visibly by residents' or their 
visitors/guests. As such, the proposals represent a waste of 
taxpayers' money. If anything, the overall proposals for more 
yellow lines and restrictions dotted across Stoke Gifford would, 
I believe, create problems where there are presently none. 
People parking would simply move slightly further along the 
roads in question and for me that would increase the likelihood 
of obstructive parking right outside residences. If you 
absolutely have to do something, then half-measures like this 
would be the worst option. If there is a need, then it needs to 
be across all Stoke Gifford and, rather than double yellow lines 
which hinder genuine residents' parking, I would prefer the 
restricted "no parking for more than half an hour at lunchtimes" 
that we presently have around the Green/the Beaufort as that 
effectively stops day-long commuters occupying the spaces 
with minimal interference with residents' options. Far better all-
round, however, would be to try and proactively help rather 
than penalise commuters with the misery they face when using 
public transport. I'm assuming the Parkway park-and-ride is 
unpopular and under-used because it's stupidly expensive - so 
why not commit energy, pressure and money towards turning 
that around instead? 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 6, 14 and 16 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 

 
Is it possible to have double yellow lines or a waiting restriction 
extended to the reversing area at the bottom end of balmoral 
close, as at certain times of the day (or night) it has parked 
cars in it and i have difficulty getting out of my driveway 
opposite. many thanks if i could have some help on this. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
It is all very well putting double yellow lines and restrictions but 
who will monitor this?. There are already yellow lines on the 
rounderbout entrence by Tesco and people dangerously Park 
there. There definitely needs to be yellow lines on all corners 
of the side streets before someone is hurt. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 10 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
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When numerous vehicles are parked in Constantine Avenue it 
often presents a very tight chicane to drive through to access 
Roman Walk, especially for large service vehicles. 
 
As this road is a popular parking area for visiting the park, 
shops and school, a restriction on parking could resolve the 
access issue. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
In regard to the revised waiting time proposal outside the 
Tesco on Ratcliffe Drive; The waiting time is irrelevant. This 
waiting bay is extremely dangerous for cyclists travelling West 
on Ratcliffe Drive. All car users park 'nose in' to the waiting bay 
rather than parallel to the road (it is sized for parallel parking). 
This means that cars stick out into the road and cause an 
obstruction. However, the main danger for cyclists comes from 
the fact that car users have to reverse out of the bay when 
leaving, into a busy road, often with limited view of 
approaching traffic (due to other parked cars/vans). I have had 
several near-misses as a cyclist here. 
 
With regard to pedestrians, the island crossing at this location 
is usually inaccessible from the South side of Ratcliffe drive, 
due to cars completely blocking access to it from the shops. 
This is particularly bad/impossible with a pushchair. This would 
be a heavily used island crossing point, in light of the proximity 
to the school, however it is mostly inaccessible to pedestriants 
due to parked cars. 
 
Another hazard is when car users intend to park in the bay, 
only to find it full, but can't be bothered to use the free car park 
at the rear, and so park on the 'no waiting' area, or worse, on 
the pavement. 
 
My view, in light of there being ample parking at the rear of the 
shops, is that the waiting bay should be closed. It is a busy 
road with a lot of pedestrians trying to cross and cyclists put at 
risk of cars reversing with little visibility. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 17 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 

 
I do agree with the proposals, but I am concerned as to how 
they will be enforced. 
The double yellow lines and parking restrictions already in 
place in Rock Lane are continually ignored/abused. 
For example Monday evenings are especially bad when the 
parents/guardians of the local Brownie groups arrive - Parking 
on double yellow lines, restricting driveways, using driveways 
to turn around etc. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 10 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
I do not agree in these parking restrictions because as a 
resident in Stoke Gifford it's hard enough to park as it is 
already. Adding even more road restrictions may deter people 
from outside the area but the hardest hit will be local residents 
who will struggle to find a parking space. There's already lots 
of parking restrictions in place in Stoke Gifford and double 
yellow lines everywhere will just reduce precious available 
parking space. With the 20mph limit hopefully coming into 
force in the future, that should help people to slow down and 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 5 and 14 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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will improve road safety, no need for all the yellow lines. 
Maybe extend the 20mph limit to the whole of Stoke Gifford?! 
Perhaps work with parkway train station instead to reduce the 
ridiculous priced station parking, so that people from outside 
the area can afford to use the train station carpark therefore 
reducing traffic/parking problems. 
 
The proposal is welcome but doesn't go far enough. 
 
In particular, there is a section of Dumaine Ave between the 
junctions at Tybalt Way and Ratcliffe Drive, where too many 
cars park, particularly at school pickup time, as the area is 
near St Micheals School. 
 
The proposals are flawed because they leave this area 
unrestricted, leading to potentially dangerous parking due to 
poor visibility and congestion. 
 
Please extend the double yellow lines along this first Dumaine 
Ave between the junctions at Ratcliffe Drive and Tybalt Way. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 7 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
This proposal is welcome but please adjust it as described 
below. 
 
I often see cars parking right outside of my street when the St 
Michael's Primary School opens in the morning and especially 
at the afternoons during the pick-up time. Sadly, parents seem 
not too care how they park on my street and their cars are 
often quite large. It ends up with there being too many 
obstructions and become really annoying. 
 
I suggest the Council puts up a limited parking restriction 
during certain times of the day on the whole Dumaine Avenue 
so that they cannot park on my street during those busy 
periods. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 16 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
The proposed additional double yellows on Ratcliffe oppposite 
the shops and doctors surgery are very welcome as parked 
cars are a hazard here. 
The additional restrictions, like the present ones, are only 
effective if they are regularly monitored and enforced. Most 
problems are caused by school parents and all day station 
parkers and these need to be targeted regularly. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 6 and 10 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
I believe the Proposals under 4b will not help solve the 
problems it will merely move the number of cars using Stoke 
Gifford roads onto Beaufort Crescent as the majority of this 
road is control free. 
The restrictions should be expanded to include all of Beaufort 
Crescent, specifically extension of the "No Waiting Mon - Fri 8-
6" , to help me and my neighbours avoid the annoyance of 
people using the road as a car park as per attachment and 
stop dangerous parking on the road at school drop off and pick 
up time. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 
 

 
This does little to stop the casual parking in Brins Close by 
commuters using Bristol Parkway Car Park. Whilst satisfied 
the double yellow lines that were requested many years ago 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
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across the T junction outside 58 are planned there are NO 
extensions being shown to the existing lines at the entrance to 
the close. In summary I feel these planned changes do not go 
far enough to address the overall problems of parking in the 
area that have been increasing due to the expansion of Bristol 
Parkway Station. 

information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
I would like to comment on Gatcombe Drive. There are double 
yellow lines at the junctions of this road which has forced cars 
to park ON the pavements where there are no lines. I have 
cars parking opposite as well as adjacent to my driveway 
which make it very difficult to drive in and out of my driveway! I 
would appreciate yellow lines throughout the road! Drivers do 
not use their common sense when parking their vehicles. We 
have a lot of drivers who come to park way station and use our 
road for free parking! I don't think it's right, it adds congestion 
and unsafe pavements! A lot of children walk to either st 
michaels primary or abbywood or nearby shops, impossible 
when you've got younger children and you're having to dodge 
the cars along the pavement. Please could this be considered 
when painting new yellow lines. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 13 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
Why add double yellow lines when according to the highway 
code it is already illegal to park on corners of junctions? Make 
more frequent use of traffic wardens. 
 
The survey is missing the opportunity to address the issue of 
people parking in Stoke Gifford rather than paying for parking 
at Parkway or other sites where employees cannot park at 
work. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 10 and 11 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
We work everyday and there being no parking near by is such 
a huge inconvenience to us as some of us are coming from a 
long way. We park there because we need to, not to be an 
"inconvenience" to the people of stoke Gifford. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
I believe that the double yellow lines should be extended from 
Kent close into Sandringham road up to the first driveway on 
the south side of the road. 
 
The road is too narrow to allow cars to park on both sides of 
the road and either results in a slalom forming which needs to 
be weaved through or cars park on the pavement which 
restricts the use of the pavement on the south side and 
reduces the road to the point where refuse trucks have not 
been able to get through and have had to beep there horn to 
get people to come and move their cars and vans and 
emergency services (fire engines and ambulances) would 
struggle to pass if needed. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
On the corner of Barn Owl Way, people are parking and 
blocking the disabled access slopes, as well as compromising 
other drivers visability. On the corner of Tybalt Way ( where 
my mother lives,) they are blocking access for ambulances 
and even parking on the pavements ! 

 
Thank you for your comments.  
 
Please see note 6, 7 and 13 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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I live in Fabian Drive, which was subject to an earlier scheme 
to stop the people picking up kids from the nearby school. It 
has turned out to be a waste of time, due to it not being 
policed. 
Unless you have a better plan to police this scheme, you may 
be wasting your time and our money. 

Thank you for your comments.  
 
Please see note 10 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 
 

 
The proposed scheme does not go far enough, bays should be 
marked and time limited. 
The rest of the road should have double yellow lines. This 
should apply to the whole of the "Royals" Estate just not the 
roads mentioned. Every day oposite my house all the legal 
parking places are full by 08.30 with commuters' cars meaning 
that we can not have visitors by road. The council does not 
enforce the present parking restrictions, even when offenders 
are reported to them, so what is the point of extending the 
scheme if it is not enforced. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 10 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
Along with the parking restrictions more visible enforcement 
will be required to make any difference at all around school 
times. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 10 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
I completely agree to double yellow lines around Ratcliffe Drive 
and surrounding roads. I live on Brackenbury Drive and when I 
drive home from work during the week days I find driving can 
be dangerous because I cannot always see a car coming my 
way due to the amount of cars being parked. 
 
My only concern that the further up Ratcliffe there won't be 
double yellow lines, so I can only think for the (parkway 
parking) they will park further up and may park on the 
surrounding streets. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
It would be good if the scheme included our road, Lamord 
Gate as we're concerned that cars will be 'pushed out' of the 
zone in the consultation plans and in to our road. Our road, 
similarly to Cade Cl, has issues with cars parking on both 
sides of the carriageway, parking inconsiderately and 
dangerously. I have previously had to call police after myself 
and my daughter were threatened by an aggressive car owner 
who had parked over a driveway / pavement obstructing our 
path along the pavement. 
The turn out of Lamord Gate into Belmont Drive would also, in 
my opinion, benefit from the yellow lines proposed for the 
junctions. There is an entrance to the park immediately 
opposite the end of Lamord Gate, on / off of Belmont Drive and 
the curve of the road, coupled with badly parked cars can 
make the turn quite treacherous. This is also an issue in 
adverse whether where road conditions can make the turn 
challenging. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 9 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  

 
There is a lot of non-field farm close parking on the first 
straight part of Field Farm close. People do park dangerously 
on the corner, so I agree that these should be put in place, and 
possibly extended. However putting double yellows in will just 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 6 and 16 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
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push the problem further up the street. I would propose limited 
waiting bays in conjunction with the double yellows. 

your comments. 

 
The problem on Ratcliffe Drive is all day Parkers (rightly 
referred to by one councillor as "commuter abuse"). These are 
people who use parkway station to commute and will not pay 
for parking at the station. I walk to the station every day and 
walk back with people getting into their cars and driving off. 
They are from outside the area and are the problem. We have 
had some cars parked outside the house for days. It is now 
hard to drive along Ratcliffe Drive without regularly having to 
stop to let single-file traffic through. This proposed scheme will 
do nothing to solve this problem. It will corral the abusive 
parking into the few remaining areas where there are no 
restrictions as sure as night follows day, i.e. outside my house. 
This scheme attempts to protect splays in the interest of safety 
and to that extent is admirable, but not at the cost of the rest of 
us having to endure increased concentrated parking outside 
our own homes in the remaining unrestricted areas. Introduce 
permit parking for residents just like they have had to in 
Greater London to stop the same problem. A limited waiting 
policy would help stop all day parking but would penalise 
residents without a permit scheme. 
Our proximity to parkway station means this problem will not 
go away. Meanwhile the station car parks which are run for 
profit are half-empty. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 4 and 14 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
What consideration will be given to the possibility that people 
who currently park in the highlighted areas will simply move 
along the road to non-highlighted areas? The possible effect of 
this is that, they will then block areas, where residents who 
have more than one car currently park (one car on drive, one 
on street). Will the proposed plan simply move the problem 
elsewhere? 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
I agree in principle with the idea but not the execution. 
Customers of the businesses on The Green are unfairly 
treated by the limit of 30 minutes over lunchtime when use of 
the local businesses require up to an hour. I would suggest 
'limited waiting time 1 hour, no return for 1 hour. Thank you 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 18 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
There has been no mention of the fact that to drive or ride up 
Ratcliffe Drive near the Medical centre you have to drive on 
the wrong side of the road as the short stretch of road that has 
been narrowed always has vehicles park on one side making it 
even narrower thus negating the narrowing. Parking on 
pavements in the whole of the Stoke Gifford area needs 
immediate attention as it has been ignored by everyone in 
authority. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 6 and 13 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
The increased road safety measures are extremely important 
and needed to protect all road users and more importantly 
pedestrians including children. What consideration has been 
given to "policing" these proposed measures as they will only 
be as good as they are enforced. The other measure that 
needs to be considered is the speed of the traffic along 
Ratcliffe Drive - it is far to fast for a residential estate with a 
school adjacent attracting a large amount of traffic. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 5 and 10 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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I agree with the scheme in principal in respect of the proposed 
double yellow lines but I am concerned that the sections of 
road where people will still be able to park will become even 
more congested. This make it even more difficult for home 
owners, including their family members and visitors, to park 
near their home. If the waiting restrictions are implemented will 
dispensation or permits be given to residents to allow all day 
parking near their homes? Living in Gatesby Mead, and having 
garage/driveway parking for two vehicles how can other family 
members or visitors park for periods exceeding 4 hours? I 
think consideration should be given to providing more 
affordable parking at Parkway Station to deter commuters from 
parking in the residential streets. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 4 and 14 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
I would like to request changes to the current proposal. 
 
The proposal includes the curved bend outside No.3 and the 
area adjacent approx. 2 car widths into the corner. 
The bend area and the 1st car width is currently used as 
parking by residents, and parking here still provides sufficient 
access for the residents in the corner houses to easily pass 
onto their drives. 
Before recent tarmacking the area in the corner (2nd car width) 
had wording 'keep clear' painted in white, and this area needs 
the double yellows proposed. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
Overal I think this is a great scheme and long over due. 
Unfortunately i dont think it has gone far enough. 
Leaving Constantine Ave pulling out into Ratcliffe drive is very 
dangerous, The traffic all parks on the junction ( where the 
electricity box is ) this means when you pull out you have to 
drive on the wrong side of the road !!! I think the yellow lines 
should continue from Cade Close all the way passed 
constantine and onto Albany Gate. 
The Junction in Constantine Ave leading to Samian Way is 
also a dangerous hazard as cars park around the bend ( also 
rough sleepers in camper vans over night ) turning into Samian 
way means you also have to drive on the wrong side of the 
road. Cars also block drive accesses which mean locals have 
to park on the road which makes this worse 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  

 
The proposed is justified on grounds of safety. Currently 
vehicles park daily in the proposed area for restrictions. My 
concerns focus on what will happen once the lines are 
introduced. Any migration of the vehicles further up Barn Owl 
Way will impact on available parking, in particular the top end 
where the "T" configuration provided for turning. This is 
frequently used for parking and as such both restricts and 
hampers the ability of residents to use the driveway of their 
home. In addition,there is an impact on service and delivery 
vehicles, due to the restricted space created. I propose the 
addition of Double Yellow Lines at appropriate locations on the 
"T" turning configuration at the top end of Barn Owl Way. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 
 
 
 

 
5 properties 229 to 237 will be affected if the double yellow 
lines are in front of their houses however if the intention is to 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
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improve visibility on North road then if the lines are on the 
other side of the road and continuous from the new rock lane 
corner lines to the new Parsons Ave lines then only 1 house 
#234 will be effected and the visibility is still improved. 

Please see note 1 and 6 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 

 
The "obstructive and inconsiderate" (your words) parking 
offenders are the parents collecting their children from school. 
However, they are only parked for a very brief amount of time, 
apart from school plays, fates or fireworks. The main 
"obstructive and inconsiderate" parking offenders are the 
people using Ratcliffe Drive as a free car park and then 
walking to the station. If double yellow lines are put in place, 
there will be a "knock on" effect and the "obstructive and 
inconsiderate" parkers will start to park in all the roads off 
Ratcliffe Drive. This will then prevent residents from parking in 
their own drives - a current problem already. 
  

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
I particularly agree with the proposed double yellow lines 
around the corners at the junction of Ratcliffe Drive and 
Belmont Drive. If anything I would ask that the double yellow 
lines around the corner are longer, especially on the left side of 
Belmont Drive. Up to 4 cars park on the left hand side of 
Belmont Drive close to the junction with Ratcliffe Drive 
resulting in traffic approaching the junction with Ratcliffe Drive 
having to approach on the wrong side of the road. The view of 
the junction of Ratcliffe Drive and Belmont is also often 
restricted by a car being parked half on the pavement close to 
the junction. These parked vehicles combined with trees that 
also restrict the view of the junction to oncoming cars make for 
dangerous conditions. I have nearly been hit by cars coming 
round the almost "blind" corner when I've had to go on to the 
wrong side of the road to approach the junction. 
I will endeavour to attach 2 photos to show what I mean. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
We agree with the scheme but would add that we are very 
surprised you have not included the top of Oxbarton junction 
with Knightwood Road (effectively North Road) as part of it. 
This is actually a very dangerous spot at times. Cars parked 
on the blind bend force oncoming traffic onto the wrong side of 
the road (with nowhere else to go). In our opinion, there is 
more risk of a serious collision here than at the top of Mead 
Road, the next road along, which is included in this proposed 
scheme. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 
 

 
Completely disagree with proposal. 
Negative impact on people with 2 cars. 
Massive inconvenience for residents having friends and 
relatives to stay. 
Negative impact on environment and wildlife if front lawns 
need to be paved over to create extra parking. 
Will you provide parking permits to residents free of charge if 
you go ahead with this stupid scheme? 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 4 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 

 
Could the yellow line extend both sides along Ratcliffe Drive 
from the shops to Gatesby Mead (could be restricted single 
line between the proposed doubles) .. this would aid the flow of 
traffic during the day when cars from Parkway station are 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
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parked from 7am to 7pm. Have had too many near misses 
here especially with people who do not give way when the 
parked car is on their side. 

comments.  

 
The proposed yellow lines in Charles Ave. do not address the 
problem we have 
regarding inconsiderate parking, this includes double parking 
which is common (this causes problems for delivery lorries & 
refuse collection vehicles), parking on pavements which 
causes problems for parents with pushchairs, mobility chairs 
etc. 
 
I can foresee the proposed introduction of yellow lines 
elsewhere on the estate will increase the problem we already 
have. 
 
I believe the yellow lines proposed in Charles Ave should be 
extended or restricted parking times introduced such as no 
parking between 12 noon and 2 pm. I do not believe residents 
parking permits would be a viable option. 
 
As we the residents of Charles Ave are aware that being very 
close to Parkway Station we have daily problems with parking 
which includes long stay parking that has in the past been up 
to a fortnight. 
 
We have had this problem over many years and our parish 
councillors have been aware of this situation this included 
photos of the problem being sent to them. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 13 and 16 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
I support the yellow lines around all corners on Sandringham 
Road. There are too many cars parking for either part of whole 
of day on the corners. This has made navigating around the 
corners or onto the Sandringham Road from any of the 
junctions dangerous and difficult. The increase of vans and 
high vehicles has also made this problem worse. 
 
Residents who run businesses from residential homes with an 
increase in traffic and parking for periods of time, also does not 
help the issue. 
 
There also needs to be an enforcement of fines for vehicles 
parking on the narrow pavements forcing walkers to walk on 
the road. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 10 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
Please also consider the top corner of Parsons Avenue. 
People often park on the low pavements outside 24 and 25 
Parsons Avenue which could prevent emergency access to the 
bungalows (housing elderly/vulnerable people and provided by 
the local housing association). Yellow lines should be added to 
these corners for safety. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 
 
 
 

 
We already have issues with parking in Barn Owl Way from 
previous restrictions, with commutators leaving cars outside 
and at the bottom of the Cul de sac in Barn Owl way. The 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
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proposed double yellows without increasing any restriction into 
the cul de sac only now will increase the parking up the 
residential area, forcing cars on the wrong side of the road in 
Barn Owl Way. You do not address all the problem creating a 
dangerous and nuisance situation in our and other residential 
streets around the area as people avoid long term parking 
charges as the "dump cars for week on end" . You must 
include the whole problem as many dangerous situations are 
already happening with cars turning into the cul de sac on the 
wrong side of the road putting people at risk to which I would 
hold SGC responsible. This must also be addressed. 

information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
Thank you south glos council for taking action on the hugely 
inconsiderate parking that occurs on sandringham road on a 
daily basis. I'm surprised there has not been more accidents 
and living at the end of the line, I fear the day if we ever 
needed emergency services to attend. 
I would propose however, the further extension of the double 
yellows around the main bend on sandringham so that they 
finish opposite York Close. We now have residents parking on 
both sides of that bend causing a chicane effect on the bend!! 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
I totally disagree with your proposals to introduce double 
yellow lines along Radcliffe Drive and at the entrances to all 
roads leading off Radcliffe Drive. 
From the time restrictions you have already put in place its 
obvious that you appreciate where the main problem lays, i.e 
the dropping off and collection of pupils at St Michael's School. 
Indeed there have been occasions where coaches bringing 
pupils back to the school from visits have not been able to 
complete their journey along Radcliffe Drive due to the 
excessive/inconsiderate parking by the parents of those pupils. 
 
Your proposal for double yellow lines will not solve this 
problem, it will mean that Dorcas Ave and all other roads 
leading off Radcliffe Drive will be completely chocked during 
the dropping off and collection periods. If you have been 
conducting site visits then you will be well aware that your 
initial introduction of yellow lines solved nothing, it only moved 
the congestion further up Radcliffe drive and into those other 
roads. 
 
The Highway Code states that motorists should not park 
opposite or within 10 mtrs of a road junction. Whilst the H.C. is 
not law it can be used to support decisions made by the police 
or other officials responsible for parking enforcement. If you 
intend to staff, monitor and report those who park on your 
proposed double yellow lines then you all ready have the 
vehicle for so doing without incurring unnecessary 
expenditure. 
 
Apart from not solving the situation your proposal would create 
numerous problems for your council tax paying residents and 
any family or friends visiting their homes. 
 
Have any council officials spoken with St Michael's School to 
ascertain what actions they have taken to resolve this issue. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 11 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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I urge you to reconsider this proposal which will solve nothing 
and just move your problem else where. 
 
There is a small section of unrestricted parking outside 
numbers 14 and 16 Ratcliffe drive where awkward and 
unreasonable parking lead to our drive entrances being 
partially or totally blocked. I would like that section of Ratcliffe 
Drive to stop all waiting and parking there - make it a red zone 
on your plans please. It is difficult to drive out with the way the 
vehicles park. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  

 
DOUBLE YELLOW LINES WILL HELP THE TURNING POINT 
BY 10 & 20. HOWEVER EVERY PART OF THE ROAD THAT 
HAS NO DROPPED KERB WILL BE USED FOR 
COMMUTER PARKING EVERY DAY, AND AS 
RESTRICTIONS ARE APPLIED ELSEWHERE THIS WILL 
MEAN MORE ON-STREET PARKING 7 DAYS A WEEK, 
REGARDLESS OF EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS, 
DELIVERIES, WASTE COLLECTION, AND ACCESS FOR 
RESIDENTS. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 
 

 
I am concerned about the way cars park on both sides of 
Buckingham Drive because a fire engine or ambulance would 
not be able to get through. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
This feels like another kick in the teeth by the council and their 
local road planning office. Try stopping all the extra houses 
being built that will stop the threat of more cars and traffic 
around the roads of stoke gifford,little stoke and Bradley stoke 
which are already congested highly at peak times. Getting to 
work in the morning is no fun, sitting in endless traffic queues. 
Ask yourself why people choose to drive, not cause they are 
lazy because they have family commitments that they need to 
get home for at the drop of the hat, without relying on public 
transport. In the summer mths I choose to half walk and half 
drive into work, these introduction of yellow lines will ruin that. 
You try to introduce big companies into the area but there is 
never sufficient parking !! 
I feel the current road investment around Bradley stoke, stoke 
Gifford and little stoke are so behind and not sufficient for the 
volumes of people using them. This is just going to get worse 
with the airfield and stoke gifford new housing developments 
coming. Send road planners out at peak times to take a drive 
and feel the pain that local residents have to face, I bet then 
you will be able to think of better ways to spend your money!! 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 19 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 

 
Double yellow lines should additionally be located throughout 
Ratcliffe Drive (and possibly the side roads as well) so as to 
only allow parking on one side of the road at any point - when 
parking occurs on both sides it appears to be extremely 
difficult for emergency service vehicles to pass 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
I write regarding the 'No waiting at any time' markings 
proposed for Touchstone Avenue in Stoke Gifford. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
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QUESTION 32 
With regard to the stretch of road half way along Touchstone 
Avenue, opposite numbers 6 to 11, I would like to refer you to 
a previous similar proposal, your ref T429-589/JDL from 
October 2014. My husband and I would like to object to this 
current proposal, as we did before, on the grounds that if 
people are no longer able to park on the area of road in 
question, they will simply park on a nearby stretch of road, 
shifting any perceived problem. 
 
We have some difficulty getting on and off our drive when a 
vehicle is parked directly opposite. Some of my neighbours 
suffer similar difficulty when vehicles park opposite their drives. 
As things stand, all households have the same chance of 
suffering this inconvenience. If the proposed markings go 
ahead, it is likely that vehicles will be parked opposite my drive 
far more often than at present. We would like this stretch of 
road to remain as it is, with no parking restrictions. 
 
The stretch of road in question is no narrower than the rest of 
the street so there should be no reason to ban parking there. 
Furthermore, that stretch of road has the benefit of not being 
outside anyone's front windows, thus making it a very 
considerate place to park. 
 
QUESTION 31 
With regard to the markings proposed for the junction of 
Touchstone Avenue and Ratcliffe Drive, we are in favour of 
there being measures to stop people from parking in those 
areas as it is dangerous for other road (and pavement) users 
because it obstructs visibility. Should you go ahead with 
painting lines on the junction, I would also like to see the rules 
enforced. 
 
To the best of my knowledge, existing restrictions in our area 
are never enforced, such as the 'no stopping' school entrance 
markings on Ratcliffe Drive. I frequently see people stopping 
on the zig-zags to drop their children at school after 8am. If the 
new restrictions will not be enforced, then there is little point in 
spending the council's limited budget on putting them in place. 
 
 

Please see note 7 and 10 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 
 
 
 

 
The no waiting at any time should extend around the nearest 
corner, allowing one parking bay, and this should be mirrored 
on the other side of the cul-de-sac, this would provide a safe 
parking option and prevent obstruction of the road by parked 
cars . it also prevents cars blocking access to 13&14. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
I object in the strongest terms ANY interference with restricting 
or reducing the on street car parking capacity of my community 
at Stoke Gifford Residential Area. 
I suggest that it is the fault of the Council for not providing 
proper lay bye parking facilities to meet the needs of both the 
locals their visitors and the parents that have to drop off or pick 
up their children, in the first place. Installing Lamp posts in 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
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front of Traffic Lights comes to mind along with the threats to 
charge runners using Mead Park etc. 
This whole incompetence of the council planners to properly 
design the infrastructure so that people can safely park or 
service our homes and for our visitors/ guests to conduct their 
needs with out threats of penalties and harassment is 
TOTALLY unnecessary and draconian. NONE OF THE 
EXCUSES DESERVES THE PENALTY OF PARKING FINES. 
 
We do not have a problem with cars parked on Ratcliffe Drive. 
This seems an unnecessary use of money which could be 
spent on repairing the huge potholes around Parkway Station. 
Many houses require parking for an additional car (as we do) 
and for relatives visiting etc. There are no alternative places to 
park for elderly relatives with limited mobility, as in our case. 
There are serious environmental factors to consider with these 
proposals. Many houses will need to pave over their front 
gardens to allow for parking, this has implications: 
1. Loss of habitat for wildlife such as grass, hedges, plants etc 
2. Increased flood risk due to lack of natural drainage (less 
grass and soil areas) This puts more pressure on the road 
drainage systems which are liable to cause flooding. These 
are serious implications at a time when we are trying to reduce 
flood risk and support the environment. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
Absolutely a good idea, driving or cycling when Ratcliffe Drive 
is blocked up with people parking for the station can get very 
difficult. The council should also make sure that this doesn't 
just push the problem further out from the station. The lines 
should extend round the corner into Gadshill Drive (and other 
similar side roads) as there is frequently a car, van or other 
vehicle parked immediately as you turn into the road meaning 
you have to turn in on the wrong side of the road. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
Instead of patching the problem by making it harder for 
residents to park by their homes, the parking at the station 
needs to be free or the charges dramatically reduced to stop 
the cars for the station from parking on the streets. 
 
Yellow lines just pushes the problem slightly further away from 
the station but does not reduce or remove it. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 14 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 
 
 

 
Double yellow opposite the junction with Constantine Avenue 
should be continuous as it is dangerous to exit Constantine 
Avenue into oncoming (usually speeding) traffic. These cars 
are only parked during the week by Parkway commuters who 
should be using the station car parks. The Highway code says 
no parking within 10 meters of a junction. (I think the whole 
estate should be residents' parking with limited waiting). 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 4, 8 and 11 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments.  

 
I agree that action needs to be taken regarding the parking 
during school drop off and pick up times as currently the 
parking creates obstructions and reduced visibility. When the 
parking restrictions were introduced by the school parking 
moved to Dumaine and Tybalt Way. Now the corners are 
heavily parked but also cars are parked both sides of the road 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 7 and 16 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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which can make the road impassable. I have had to sit in the 
car and wait for someone to return before I was able to drive 
into Tybalt Way and go home. 
 
I believe that if the double yellows are just added to the corner 
of Tybalt/Dumaine then cars will park more heavily on both 
sides of Dumaine and into Tybalt Way causing an obstruction. 
I think additional restricted parking during 8-9 and 3-4 should 
be added to one side of both roads to stop the road being 
obstructed, At times if there was an emergency an ambulance 
or fire engine would be able to get through as a result of 
inconsiderate parking. 
 
Extending the current yellow lines on Sandringham Road 
beyond Gatcombe Drive to York Close or Balmoral Close will 
keep the first bend in the road clear of traffic on a bend. There 
have been occasions recently when a car has been parked 
just passed the current yellow line on the bend with cars 
already parked on the other side. This makes a bend hard to 
navigate and it is hard to see any on coming cars. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
This scheme is welcomed - Stoke Gifford has long suffered 
from major parking problems and many of these are caused by 
commuters/ holidaymakers using Parkway Station and wishing 
to avoid the ridiculously high parking charges. What was 
originally designed to offer free parking and encourage 
commuters to use the train and keep cars out of he centre of 
Bristol has developed into a cash cow for privatised GWR and 
turned Stoke Gifford village into a car park. 
 
In addition to the proposals for North Road and Brins Close, I 
believe the double yellow lines on the eastern side of the 
entrance to Brins Close should be extended further up the 
close - this is currently being used as a car park by daily/ 
weekend commuters and often leads to a lack of visability and 
residents drives being blocked. Sort It vehicles also have 
problems negotiating the vehicles parked throughout Brins 
Close. 
 
On North Road the existing double yellow lines outside the 
Poplar Rooms need extending to the entrance. Parking 
immediately on the east side of the park entrance causes 
hazards and lack of visability to vehicles entering and exiting 
the car park. This parking often involves lorries and other large 
vehicles. The entrance is heavily used by children attending 
the pre-school and the playground and sports facilities and 
offers real danger of serious accidents. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 6 and 8 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments.  

 
In principle yes I agree but these proposals are pushing the 
problem to the lower part of Beaufort Crescent. We currently 
already have parkway station commuters parking all day as 
well as St Michael School staff. The more restrictions put in 
place is just increasing the problem in Beaufort Crescent. 
Resident parking zone could be the answer. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 4 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 

 
I object to the double yellow lines at the bottom of Mead Road 
for the following reasons. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 15 and 20 above that 
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1) The consultation documents and maps for Inset 5 describe 
the suggested road markings as "Proposed No waiting 
between times". This turns out not to be the actual proposal 
and I only learned about the "No Waiting at any time" as I 
enquired about what the time restrictions were going to be. 
A consultation has to accurately represent the proposed 
changes in order to be valid. Indeed, I was not intending to 
respond to the consultation as I would have been happy with 
some time restricted parking, and there may be others who 
have looked at Inset 5 and come to the same conclusion 
without realising that the actual proposal was something 
different. 
For the area covered by Inset 5 I think at the very least the 
current consultation should be voided and restarted once 
accurate maps and descriptions are published. This applies to 
the other areas if the same sort of errors have been made. 
 
2) The reason given for the restriction at the bottom of Mead 
Road is to ensure access remains clear for cyclists and 
pedestrians. There is already a pavement for pedestrians 
separate from the road access so I don't think this is an issue. I 
cycle through the access frequently and have not had any 
problems with access whether there is a vehicle parked there 
or not. Given that there is an existing deliberate restriction in 
the form of the gateway in the road which is much narrower 
than the available road area even with a car parked I do not 
see any need for further restrictions. 
The major obstruction in that area is the overgrowth of fast 
growing brambles on the north side of the road, which impinge 
onto the road surface by several meters at times and which 
are cleared very infrequently, perhaps once a year at most. If 
that was cleared back to the road edge then the usable road 
would be at least two vehicles wide. 
The inset map shows that lines are planned to be painted on 
that side of the road so presumably this growth will need to be 
cleared right back, or the brambles removed altogether, in 
order to deploy a kerb and paint the lines. So the very action of 
deploying the lines will require actions which would in fact 
remove their necessity in the first place. Furthermore there 
would be much more frequent maintenance required 
throughout the year in order to stop the overgrowth from 
obscuring the lines, which would otherwise happen very 
quickly. 
 
3) The area covered by the proposed lines is the only 'visitor' 
parking available to our house (number 49). Other areas 
further up the road are usually occupied by residents or their 
visitors and so if this area is removed it will become very 
inconvenient for anyone visiting as they would be required to 
park much further up the road. Selecting our house alone for 
this removal of parking facilities when other pinch points 
further up the road are being overlooked does not seem 
particularly equitable. 
 
So in summary, I do not consider this consultation to be valid 
for Inset 5 since the published materials do not reflect the real 
proposal, any obstructions that this scheme is intended to 
mitigate at the bottom of Mead Road could be addressed by 

provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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better verge maintenance which will be required anyway if the 
lines are installed, and that the changes remove the only 
visitor parking option to us at the bottom of the road while 
leaving other passage and parking issues in Mead Road 
unaddressed. 
 
The stretch of road earmarked for double yellow lines is not 
the only stretch of road in Touchstone Avenue that suffers 
from obstructive or inconsiderate parking as this also takes 
place outside our house (39) and can prevent our neighbours 
opposite at number 4 from getting into their steeply sloping 
driveway. There is a risk that double yellow lines opposite 
number 11 will increase the problem parking outside our 
houses. 
We were previously consulted about double yellow lines next 
to number 38 which was to allow an occupant of a house 
opposite to get a large caravan out of their shared drive. Our 
negative response is unchanged. This is a very infrequent 
occurrence and is much more easily sorted by conversations 
with any car owner who might be parked there. 
The wider problem of too many cars at 3.30pm picking children 
up from St Michaels School nearby needs to be addressed 
separately, by either providing a Park and Ride option or 
persuading parents to walk their children to and from school or 
use buses etc. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
I agree with double yellow lines on the junction of Cade Close 
and Ratcliffe Drive. People do tend to park their cars on the 
junction in a dangerous way so double yellow lines will stop 
that. 
 
I am not happy about the length of the double yellow lines. 
They are much longer than in any similar streets. I think they 
should just go around the junction, in keeping with other 
streets off Ratcliffe Drive. I live at number 4 and the proposed 
double yellow lines will wrap around the majority of my 
property. This means it will often be difficult to get a parking 
space outside my house. I and any visitors to my property will 
have to park outside my neighbours' proporties which will 
annoy them. If I manage to get the last remaining parking 
space outside my house, I will be parking very close to my 
neighbour's drive (number 5) making it very difficult for them to 
access their drive. The proposed length of the double yellow 
lines will also mean that people parking their cars will run out 
of space and have to park their cars in the turning area at the 
end of the street instead, which will make turning at the end of 
this cul-de-sac difficult and dangerous. 
 
I propose that double yellow lines are installed only on the 
junction of Cade Close and Ratcliffe Drive. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
While I agree that there should be yellow lines to stop people 
from parking close to the junction of Cade Close, I don't think 
there should be a continuation of the yellow lines along the 
north side of Cade Close because: 
 
1. it would mean there would be only one small parking space 
outside my own house. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
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2. the space available would mean I would need to park very 
close to my next door neighbour's drive which would make it 
difficult for them to enter and exit their drive. 
3. some residents, visitors and members of the public would 
be forced to park in the turning space at the end of Cade Close 
which would inhibit cars from maneuvering, cause a potential 
health and safety issue in the event of an emergency and also 
block our neighbour's driveway. 
 
Re. Question 23 inset 3: The proposed double yellow lines 
around 150 Rock Lane should be extended round to the 
boundary of 234 North Road to improve visibility when turning 
right into North Road from Rock Lane. Visibility to the left is 
already poor. 
 
Re. Question 20 inset 3: The parking bay in front of 22 Rock 
Lane should be omitted as it forces vehicles to negotiate tight 
bends between parked cars. Larger vehicles, eg. refuse 
vehicles, emergency services, deliveries, etc, may have 
trouble passing when all the bays are in use. Keeping parking 
to one side of this stretch of Rock Lane would be safer for 
access and for visibility. Please note that this is the main 
access into Rock Lane from North Road due to the tight 90 
degree bend at the other Rock Lane/ North Road junction. 
 
Finally may I request double yellow lines be placed in front of 
the section of pavement opposite 136 Rock Lane. This 
pavement is regularly parked on by vehicles forcing children, 
pushchair users, dog walkers, etc out in the road. The paths to 
either side of 136 Rock Lane are very popular cut throughs 
from Bakers Ground to Rock Lane. The area between the 
grass verges in front of 136 Rock Lane and this pavement is a 
single width carriageway. Planning permission has been 
granted for second house on the 136 Rock Lane plot with its 
own access drive so there will be more vehicles. When the 
excellent double yellow line scheme goes ahead, drivers will 
be looking for alternative places to park and this will become 
even more used. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 7 and 18 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 
 

 
I have never seen such a preposterous proposal in my life. 
SAFETY AND VISIBILITY counter arguments: 
- More people will have to drive over pavements if they have 
driveways on their property, increasing risk to pedestrians. 
More cars crossing pavements. 
There wouldn't be this issue if the cars for the station had a 
designated free place to park – This would encourage people 
to use public transport. 
There will be numerous problems as a direct result of these 
proposed double yellow lines. To start, one issue that will arise 
is the residents of the local area will be forced to pave over 
their aesthetically pleasing green gardens in an attempt to 
make parking spaces. The houses in the plans were built with 
single garages that are too small for modern cars and the 
majority only have one driveway (Unless they have already 
paved over their front garden). The majority of homeowners 
have more than one car and therefore have to park on the 
road outside their houses. This has not been an issue thus far 
but will become a very apparent issue if the proposed plan is 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 14 and 26 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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carried out. Due to the paving over of these gardens there will 
be a detrimental increase in water runoff as rainfall will not be 
absorbed by concrete and tarmac, this is damaging to the 
environment as it will cause drainage issues and increase 
flood risks. There will be an increase in the number of cars 
driving over the pavement to access their new driveways, 
increasing risk to pedestrians. 
The real cause of the issue at hand: 
The cause of the alleged "parking issue" is simply down to 
commuters that use Parkway railway station and have to park 
their car. This can be demonstrated by the disparity in cars 
parked along the road between Monday to Friday and the 
weekend. Many commuters on low wages simply cannot afford 
the astronomical parking charges of £8.70 per day, not 
including their train ticket costs. This in many cases is more 
than the commuters earn per hour. A direct result of this is that 
the commuters simply park a short distance away i.e. Ratcliffe 
Drive and the surrounding area and walk to the station, saving 
them the parking charge. If the parking at Parkway station was 
affordable then commuters will pay and park at the station, 
minimising the not very apparent issue at hand. 
Average age of children to leave parental home is 31. More 
people have to share homes/rent out to lodgers meaning the 
number of adults in a 3 bedroom house could be 4 or more, 
each requiring their own car for their separate 
commutes/lives/jobs. With only one driveway and a garage too 
small for a car – or converted for more living space/bedrooms, 
they are forced to park on the street. Reducing the number of 
cars per household is not an option as public transport is 
simply not good enough for the general public to use – Buses 
do not travel to enough places, they aren't direct, not reliable 
enough, overcrowded, overpriced, late/don't show up, slow. 
Nor are they frequent enough for commuters to use. 
Issues for visitors to residents. 
Council keep patching over the real issues, that they often 
create themselves. Keeping themselves in the job and wasting 
tax payers money while making the area a less pleasant place 
to live. And often a more dangerous place to live. 
If you want people using public transport then make the 
parking free. 
 
Side note regarding "visibility barriers" on hatchet road 
roundabout. 
I do not recall being consulted on these simply dangerous 
eyesores. 
£22,000 is an absurd amount of money for some sheet-steel, 
scaffolding and green paint! Was planting some far more in-
keeping hedges that are good for the environment and cheap 
not considered? 
 
A lot of people who live on Ratcliffe drive park their cars in 
seyton walk, and it is hard to find parking sometimes. 
I absolutely agree with the proposed yellow lines in seyton on 
walk, but would ask that you put yellow lines all the way 
around our small street. People use our street to park to make 
their drug drop off and pick ups, and block us in from getting 
out of our drives in the summer if they are visiting the park. 
Please help us by yellow lining the whole street. Everyone has 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
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drive parking space, so we don't need extra parking. 
 
You are leaving around 4 parking spaces for around 8 cars for 
those residents that do not have driveways from 219 North 
Road upwards. 
Where do you propose that we park?? 
It is only residents that park here. 
I am supposed to have access to the rear of my property to 
enable me to park my car off the road but fences have been 
erected by Merlin beyond the boundary and I cannot fit my car 
down it! Nobody at the council will assist and now you are 
taking away our roadside parking. 
Where are we supposed to park????? 
I have lived here 10 years & there has never been any issue. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 1 and 3 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
I have two concerns that I would like addressed: 
1) there is a blind bend on Ratcliffe Drive between Gateby 
Mead and Hawthorn Way. Cars parked in this section of road 
currently make it difficult to pass by. The proposed scheme will 
force cars that currently park along Ratcliffe Drive nearer the 
school/train station to park in this section, thus making it even 
harder to drive past. 
 
2) The proposed double yellow lines for Seyton Walk will 
cause parking issues for residents. I agree that the yellow lines 
should be introduced since it is very difficult to enter the street 
currently due to parked cars. My concern is where those cars 
will be displaced to. There is very limited onstreet parking 
within the street. Aside from locations where residents 
currently park, there are three spots where someone could 
park, two of which make it impossible for residents to turn 
in/out of their drive. 
 
Overall, despite that I agree with the idea of the proposal, it will 
cause more parking nuisance issues than before for the 
residents of Seyton Walk. It is thus proposed that a better 
option would be to introduce a parking time restriction, such as 
4 hours max stay with no return within 4 hours. This will stop 
the nuisance parking, encourage local residents to use their 
off-road parking spaces, and encourage houses with mulitple 
cars to reduce the number of unnecessary cars - helping to 
minimise nuisance and climate change. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 16 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 

 
I have lived in Fabian Drive for 23 years and as far as I know 
there have been no issues/accidents at any of the areas where 
double yellow lines or restricted waiting times are proposed. 
Driveways are mostly short in this residential area and so 
these restrictions will make it difficult when residents have 
visitors. Also many families have older children still living at 
home that have their own cars, where are they meant to park? 
I also work at St Michael's school, parents who are dropping 
off children then going straight on to work seem to be having 
less and less areas to park safely and therefore I see daily that 
they stop on zig zags or stop in unsafe areas. I understand 
that the intention is to get people to walk their children to 
school but when they need to go straight to work this is very 
difficult. Please don't make my village a no waiting/parking 
zone, it really isn't needed. Use the money it would cost to 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 21 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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paint all these lines and produce signs to pay for roads to be 
repaired as many road surfaces are awful around here. 
 
I would like to suggest that the main problem with parking on 
North Road beyond the Green is not commuter parking but 
mostly down to users of the St Michaels Church Centre. 
Although the Centre has capacity for hundreds of people at 
various events it is crazy that there is not a designated car 
park. Consequently, non-local centre users park in local roads. 
The area around the church Centre up to the corner is 
particularly dangerous as it is usually single lane traffic and 
visibility is very poor (hence my son getting run over there). 
Rather than just extended double yellow lines further up the 
road, a better long-term solution would be for the St Michael's 
Centre users to come to some car park arrangement with the 
Beaufort Arms Pub, Coop Shop or the Trust Hall. If that is not 
possible, maybe local houses without driveways could be 
issued with a parking permit? 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 4 and 21 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 
 
 
 

 
The area between number 37 and 39 should also be included 
in this. When navigating the bend leaving Brins Close, there is 
no visibility around the bend. It also makes it extremely difficult 
for large delivery vehicles and the Sort It collections. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
The proposals do not address the problem of rail commuters 
parking all day and weekenders parking from Friday afternoon 
to Monday morning in Beaufort Crescent. I would like to see 
double yellow lines on all corners including outside numbers 
33 and 34 for safety and access reasons. Also I would like to 
see Limited Waiting signs as in Hatchet Lane, North Road, and 
Rock Lane. This would address the problem of all day 
commuter parking. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 16 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 
 

 
I am a disabled blue badge driver living on a corner off 
Ratcliffe Drive. I am concerned that by prohibiting parking 
outside my house and on every junction off Ratcliffe Drive, the 
overall parking area will be reduced. A similar number of cars 
will still park in a smaller area, (se ebelow). I am concerned I 
will be unable to go out for fear I will not be able to park close 
enough to access my home on my return. I usually park on 
Seyton Walk and cannot recall having an obstructed view 
when turning on to Ratcliffe Drive. 
The stretch of Ratcliffe Drive between Cerimon Gate and 
Gadshill Drive is straight and visibility is good. I cannot see 
what benefit such restrictions would have between these 
roads. 
Parking is already in shortage in the cul-de-sacs, the cars will 
spill onto both sides of Ratcliffe Drive, making it more 
dangerous to cross the road. Neighbours will become resentful 
of others parking close to their homes when they themselves 
are unable, and it will cause friction between neighbours. 
My daughter lives near the junction of Gatcombe Drive and 
Sandringham Road. When the yellow lines were painted she 
noticed commuters using Parkway Station began obstructing 
her driveway and parking on the pavement restricting 
pedestrian pushchair and disabled access, as the cars tried to 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 6, 13, 14 and 27 above 
that provides information that corresponds 
to your comments. 
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cram themselves into a more limited space, some moving to 
Ratcliffe Drive creating the perceived need for these 
restrictions. At weekends the road is clear. The root cause is 
the unaffordable cost of parking at Parkway station. 
 
People who live in these areas with more than 1 car will find it 
hard to park their cars if yellow lines are implemented. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
I am concerned that the proposed waiting restrictions on the 
south bend of the turning point will result in the cars that are 
currently parked there will be parked instead on the east bend 
of the turning point and in front of my property. 
Cars parked in proximity to my drive access makes exiting and 
entering my drive very difficult and often impossible when 
combined with cars parked on the opposite side of the road. 
This happens regularly now and I expect this to become much 
worse as set out currently in the drawings. 
I will support the waiting restrictions if they extend around the 
head and east bend of the turning point up to my drive access. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 
 

 
I would like to see the no waiting at any time on Ratcliffe Drive 
extending from Cade Close increased southerly along Ratcliffe 
Drive to meet up with the exisiting no waiting at any time to 
ensure that visibility is improved as often vehicles speed along 
to the roundabout at the view to the north is limited by parked 
vehicles. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
I believe that the a waiting limits between 1pm and 2pm should 
be applied along the whole of North Road. People often park 
at the far end past the zebra crossing and walk to the train 
station, rather than paying for parking at the station. Vehicles 
can sometimes be left for several days. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 18 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
The proposals set out in the consultation are long overdue but 
welcome, nonetheless. Inconsiderate and at times dangerous 
parking has been a nightmare in and around Cade Close for a 
number of years. The thoughtless parking of vehicles at road 
junctions is a significant hazard to the many child and elderly 
pedestrians in particular. The obstructions have caused 
difficulties for emergency vehicles to access, for example 
Cade Close, homes at critical times. And on refuse collection 
days such inconsiderate car parking provides an unnecessary 
hinderance to people trying to provide this important public 
service. 
 
The situation is exacerbated by rail commuters reluctant to pay 
high daily parking fees at nearby Bristol Parkway station. One 
would have hoped that through careful planning and dialogue 
with the owners of Bristol Parkway station that parking fees 
could be kept at a level to encourage rail users from outside 
the area to use facilities at the station. 
 
There are a few minor tweaks which I think should be made to 
improve arrangements for the area under consultation. These 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 6, 7, 10, 14, 18 and 22 
above that provides information that 
corresponds to your comments. 
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are as follows: 
 
Cade Close (1) extend no parking at anytime to outside 
numbers 5 – 11 Cade Close – one often sees cars parked 
here causing, at various times, an obstruction to driveways at 
the end of the cul-de-sac and is sometimes made worse by 
thoughtless individuals parking half their car on the pavement! 
The reasonable compromise would be to allow for one parking 
space outside of number 11. 
 
Cade Close (2) – the proposed yellow lines at the junction with 
Ratcliffe Drive do not in my view expend far enough along 
Ratcliffe Drive. My suggestion is that the lines need to go at 
least 45 feet (or whatever is the current guidance in the 
Highway Code) down Ratcliffe Drive. Exiting Cade Close is a 
real hazard for vehicles as the view along Ratcliffe Drive is 
obstructed such that one can only see when one's car is 
actually on the road itself – a real nightmare given the speed of 
vehicles using the road. 
 
No parking at junctions – In the course of my regular 
walkabouts in the village I have seen far too many near misses 
where cars are parked directly opposite a road junction. Two 
obvious examples spring to mind (1) on North Road at the 
junction with Brins Close – cars approaching from the Beaufort 
pub for example have to go round cars parked at this spot and 
are at risk of cars turning left on leaving Brins Close; and (2) 
On Ratcliffe Drive to access the road behind the shops (Tesco 
Express, Post Office etc) – cars travelling up to the junction 
are often turning in to this service road without being able to 
see if there is a car approaching the junction to exit. Clearing 
the road of parked cars just here would at least allow drivers to 
approach the junction and turn in safely. There are already a 
number of yellow lines painted on roads in the immediate 
vicinity. 
 
Two other related matters: 
 
1. Assuming the proposals go ahead as set out in the 
consultation paper then you'll need to carry out a road marking 
and signage scheme. Can you please do something to remedy 
the woeful state of disrepair of the existing road markings in 
the area – and here I'm referring to both yellow and white paint 
road markings? 
 
2. Of course, all of your efforts will deliver no benefit unless 
steps are taken to enforce the new parking regulations – there 
is little evidence that current parking restrictions are applied 
appropriately in and around the Ratcliffe Drive shops area. 
How are you going to ensure that parking regulations are 
going to be applied? 
 
I agree that a waiting time restriction needs to be in place on 
The Green/North Road/ Hatchet Lane, but not between 12 and 
2, as this is detrimental to lunchtime business in the OSR 
Coffee Shop (and possibly the pub). 
The northern side of North Road between Hatchet Road and 
Hatchet Lane needs to be made no waiting at any time. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 7 and 18 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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Allowing weekend parking by the entrance to the Co-op car 
park is far more hazardous than most of the places you have 
proposed to introduce restrictions. 
I am happy to be contradicted by my fellow residents, but I see 
little need for the proposed restrictions in Roman Walk. 
However, it is not unusual for vehicles to be parked in 
Constantine Avenue in ways that would make it difficult for an 
ambulance and impossible for a fire engine to access Roman 
Walk. 
 
Visibility on the bend of Touchstone Avenue is poor when 
vehicles are present. 
A longer set of double yellow lines would improve visibility. 
Double yellow lines which reach the entire length on one side 
of Touchstone Avenue would be ideal as this would prevent 
persons parking opposite each other on both sides of an 
already narrow road. 
I often see persons parking opposite each other on both sides 
of the road and this leaves the road appearing too narrow for 
emergency services vehicles to pass through. 
Double yellow lines which specify parking on one side of the 
street only would ensure access for emergency services 
vehicles. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
Whilst happy someone is doing something despite the 
residents continual frustration over anti social nuisance parking 
from cheap skate rail travellers. These people can afford 
bmws, mercs and other expensive cars but still refuse to pay 
parking and are not considerate where they leave their 
vehicles for anything up to two or three days at a go. I had an 
off road drive installed back in the late eighties when I moved 
in it cost serious money and planning including dropping the 
kerb. So I am better off than some but still get penned in by 
lack of access to the road. I have seen your lads collecting the 
rubbish having to man handle the bins up the road as they 
cannot squeeze through. A few years back a resident was 
taken up the road on a gurney as the ambulance couldn't 
access the house. There is a few repeat offenders that park on 
pavements grass or anywhere they feel fit one or two of these 
leave the car for days. I had a few words with one bloke who 
reappeared over a week later with his bags after a week in 
spain claiming it was cheaper than the airport parking. I realise 
its a problematic issue to control as its a road that all road tax 
compliant cars can use. Short of making network rail reduce or 
eliminate the horrendous charges it will always be an issue. I 
would like to see a resident parking installed but appreciate it 
would need some person to control it let alone police it but 
may be a time limit during the hours of normal commuting may 
deter the majority of the offenders. I would also agree to extra 
yellow lines across access points to peoples drives to stop 
people parking in a way that stops us leaving or arriving home. 
Many thanks for the opportunity to vent my anger. 
I have added a photo of regular parker who sometime leaves 
his vauxhall for a couple of days anywhere, quite often half 
and half on pavements as an example. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 4, 13 and 14 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 

 
I'm chair of the committee managing the Poplar Rooms and 
Trust Hall on North Road and we've had some users comment 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
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on restricted visibility when exiting the car park when the first 
car parking space on North Road outside the Poplar Rooms is 
occupied. It would be helpful to users trying to safely exit the 
car park if the current "no waiting at any time" markings could 
be extended one car length further along the road towards 
Rock Lane. 

Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
I am a resident of this road. Cars sometimes park on both 
sides at the site of the proposed double yellow lines and don't 
leave enough room for emergency vehicle access. Therefore I 
support the proposal. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
 

 
When you are doing this double yellows, can you also have a 
think about the path that cycles will take as they make their 
way through these roads. A lot of cycle commuters use these 
back roads, and it is frustrating as a cyclist to find that cars and 
vans have parked their cars right on the exits to some of the 
cyclepaths. If the double yellows can be extended to cover 
entrances to cyclepaths , this would be a good thing. 

 
Your comments have been noted. 
 
 
 

 
The waiting restrictions on The Green will make it impossible 
to attend meetings at the Church Hall. The surrounding roads 
will add to this problem. I am in favour of putting restrictions on 
one side of the road but not both. 
 
Similarly the long restrictions along Ratcliffe Drive will cause a 
big problem for people visiting the school or picking up their 
children. 
 
The parking bays around the Stoke Gifford shops front and 
back (Ratcliffe Drive) are used by some to park for very long 
periods denying use for customers of the shops. Their should 
be a waiting restriction here and it should be enforced. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see notes 19 and 21 concerning 
The Green, and notes 3 and 10 concerning 
Ratcliffe Drive that provides information 
that corresponds to your comments.  

 
I fully support this scheme which will address inconsiderate 
and dangerous parking in Sandringham Road, particularly at 
the junction of Sandringham Road and Kent Close. . One 
change I would like to suggest is to extend the existing double 
yellow lines on the north side of Sandrigham Road, between 
Gatcombe Drive and York Close to prevent parking on both 
sides of the road at a point where the road turns quite sharply 
and is a blind corner for drivers. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
The double yellow lines on the bend outside no.24 Richmond 
Avenue should be put on both sides of the road at the bend 
and not just on the one side as shown on the proposal map. 
Parking on either side of the road at the bend can potentially 
cause an obstruction and also makes it more difficult for 
vehicles to access the residents driveways in this vicinity. On 
some occasions vehicles park half on the road and half on the 
pavement at the corner which causes an obstruction for 
pedestrians using the path. 
 
Parking of vehicles on pavements around Stoke Gifford can 
cause an obstruction for pedestrians especially for the 
disabled and those with prams/pushchairs and this issue 
should also be addressed. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 and 13 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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Having lived in Field Farm Close for over 28 years the parking 
issue has increased dramatically in the past 10 years due 
mainly to the commuters using Parkway Railway station, some 
cars park regularly, some for two to three weeks at a time, of 
which some have no regard for pedestrian safety and create a 
dangerous situation with their indiscriminate parking. This 
matter has been brought to the attention of South Glos council 
on a number of occasions over many, many years which have 
been either ignored or brushed aside. Whilst i full support the 
proposed parking restrictions they, once again, do not go far 
enough to support the residents of the Close, and pedestrian 
safety. 

Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 6 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 
 
 

 
I can only comment for outside 7 Elizabeth Crescent ... I do not 
agree the proposal ... as for 36, I have no comments for this. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
Although the proposed measures are welcome they do not go 
anywhere far enough. 
Samian Way (and no doubt other streets) is plagued with cars 
parked to avoid paying the charges at Bristol Parkway and 
these proposals do not begin to address this problem. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
The fundamental problem of commuter parking has not been 
addressed and this scheme will cost money and make things 
worse for residents. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
My comments relate to North Road and Barn Owl Way in 
particular, and expand on tick box answers above. 
 
North Road 
Some of the prints I am making relate to the pedestrian 
crossings in particular. 
 
As you come from the Green towards the crossing the 
combination of the slight curve and the parking swapping sides 
from one side to the other beyond the crossing is very 
distracting for drivers. Coming' from the other direction the 
crossing is obscured on both sides from both sets of parking, 
and there is the distraction of oncoming traffic. It would be 
much safer for all if the parking were all on one side. 
Either side is better than swapping, but for best visibility the 
outside of the curve is better. 
 
I see you plan to extend the no waiting so the approach to the 
other crossing, which is good. 
It may be worth adding a limited waiting restriction outside the 
trust hall. 
Parking on the other side of the crossing is so narrow that no 
one does park there (this also applies on North Road near the 
other end of Rock Lane). There is probably no need to put in a 
restriction. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 5, 7, 16 and 18 above 
that provides information that corresponds 
to your comments. 
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On this side there is a high resistance surface on part of the 
road. Because of the curve it would be safer on this side to 
have it across the full width. 
There is a more radical approach to this junction and crossing. 
If the road was moved to ease the bend, the visibility of both 
the crossing and the junction could be significantly improved. 
 
I see that there are plans to restrict parking on North Road 
near Court Avenue. 
I have no comment on this. 
 
Barn Owl Way (some comments apply elsewhere too) 
When the road was first built there were planning conditions 
that every property should have off road parking for at least 
two vehicles. This meant that mostly two way traffic was 
possible. 
This is not now critical, but the realistic requirements are :- 
1. To get one relatively large vehicle along the road.(fire 
engine or recycling vehicle come to mind) 
2. Ideally to be able to turn this large vehicle around. 
3. Safe turning into and out of the road. 
The question about turning into and out of the road is slightly 
greater because of the relatively restricted view from and into 
the road. 
It is necessary to fit in the large vehicle mentioned above 
alongside a vehicles turning into and out of road. 
There are proposals for no waiting on the corners at the end of 
the road. 
This seems to be sensible. The length up the road needs to 
past the dropped kerb for pedestrians (existing). Also long 
enough for turning as mentioned above. This may be slightly 
more than shown on the plan. 
Much of the road is not wide enough to accommodate vehicles 
parked on both sides and the large vehicle in between. At the 
moment we reply on "common sense" to avoid a problem. Do 
we need to do more? Right now this is not a great problem. 
However over the recent past the pressure has been gradually 
increasing. Many properties now have more than one car and 
only off road parking for one. We seem to get by with this and 
visitors OK. However the level of parking of vehicles that do 
not have any association with the road is gradually increasing. 
It might not be long before it becomes a real problem. The 
question is when there is likely to be another review. If not for 
a while perhaps we should have limited parking etc before it is 
a real problem? 
 
Attached are two photographs. The Trust Hall crossing shows 
the surface in particular. 
The school room crossing has much worse visibility if you drive 
on the left. In both cases the pedestrian crossing is not very 
clear to be seen. 
 
 
why stop parking for doctors and staff to park and those who 
choose to park and walk the last mile to the station ... this is far 
to much and will impact the next roads as the problem moves 
... make all parking free at parkway and use there space .. this 
is just away to stop motorists trying to park and walk to work 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 14 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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The minor limited waiting increase from Monday to Friday 
13:00 - 14:00 limited waiting of 30 minutes, no return within 30 
minutes, to limited waiting of 30 minutes, no return within 1 
hour will not substantially reduce parking issues in the road, 
however it will substantially increase cost of monitoring for the 
council using the existing traffic officer patrols (unless the 
intention is that enforcement would still only be undertaken 
with the issuing of fines by visiting the road twice on a given 
day between 13:30 and 14:30 rather than the existing twice 
between 13:00 and 14:00. 
 
The change in parking restrictions will not materially deter 
inconsiderate parking in the street, but would increase 
inconvenience to local residents of the street who regularly 
park on the road during the working day for sensible reasons 
and whom currently obey the exiting parking restrictions on the 
road. 
 
The current inconsiderate parking in the street has been 
caused by the following changes made by local businesses in 
the area - 
1) Co-op on Hatchet Road introducing a 2 hour parking 
restriction at all times throughout its car park - resulting in 
residents of the flats above parking in nearby streets. 
2) Beaufort Arms implementing parking enforcement in their 
carpark requiring that number plates are provided by all 
customers at the bar resulting in large number of customers 
parking in nearby streets rather than in the pub car park. 
 
The above two local changes over the past 12 months have 
resulted in a significant change in the use of parking bays on 
Hatchet Lane, in addition to a substantial increase in parking 
from people using St Michaels School Rooms and St Michaels 
Church/Church Hall since the facility opened. which naturally 
wouldn't be impacted by the proposed changes. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 10 and 18 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
I fully support the move to try and restrict parking at the 
junction of roads feeding into/from North Road. The Highway 
Code stipulates that vehicles should not be parked within 10m 
of a junction. This is continually flouted and I have seen some 
quite extraordinary parking where the junction is effectively 
blocked to anything larger than a small car. 
 
The parking restrictions on North Road do not go far enough. 
Parking needs to be banned on the stretch where North Road 
narrows between the Baptist Church in Rock Lane and the 
junction with Barn Owl Way. Vehicles are forced to overtake 
where the road narrows and visibility is poor (due to the bend). 
This has become a particular issue due to rail users and 
people attending large events at the St Michael's Centre trying 
to find on-street parking rather than paying to use the station 
car park. 
 
I would also like to see parking banned on both sides of 
Oxbarton by the grassed area between the second cul-de-sac 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 8 and 11 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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on the left (going up Oxbarton towards the main road) and the 
access to the underpass. In recent years large vans and other 
vehicles have been parked here forcing drivers leaving 
Oxbarton to overtake on a stretch where there is poor visibility 
of oncoming traffic due to the bend. 
 
I appreciate the proactive stance taken to address a long 
standing concern. We noticed that vehicle speed activated 
signs were put up along the busy part of Sandringham Rd, 
though only for a short period and would benefit the 
neighbourhood if they could be made permanent 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 5 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
I propose that the Double yellow lines should also extend to 
the top end of the close and right around to cover the 
pavement adjacent to my property and into part of the dog-leg 
to prevent people parking and blocking access to my drive. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
Sir, I think you should have restricted parking on Ratcliffe Drive 
opposite to the Touchstone Avenue turning as this large space 
is used as a Bristol Parkway free car park. However, it may be 
wise to allow temporary parking for mothers for school drop 
off. If you leave this area unrestricted it will be blocked all day 
long. Its also dangerous when turning out of Touchstone 
Avenue 
 
I think you should restrict the area opposite the Medical centre 
on Ratcliffe Drive as this is also used as a free car park for 
Bristol Parkway. 
 
Why can't we , in Touchstone Avenue, have the same 
restrictions as in Fabian Drive 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 6 and 16 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
I believe the proposed double yellow lines on the corner of 
Sandringham Road and Kent Close should be made longer 
along the Sandringham Road part of the road, extending all 
the way up to next dropped kerb (see diagram attached). I 
believe this is necessary as with the proposed changes, 
people will start to park opposite the dropped kerbs when the 
newly proposed double yellow lines are in place, blocking the 
access to the dropped kerbs significantly due to the small 
raised kerb that is already there on the plot side of the road 
(the run of dropped kerbs), where a car is normally parked (the 
raised kerb is only a short run but long enough for one car). If 
cars are parked on both sides of the road here, it makes it 
impossible for the dropped kerb side to get the cars off the 
drive ways, and also blocks the main carriageway for access 
and visibility. If the double yellow lines were extended on the 
opposite side to the plot side, it would keep the carriageway 
clear and also enable people to leave the dropped kerb 
driveways more safely, even when someone is parked by the 
short raised kerb on the plot side. If the lines were left as 
proposed, then I believe the carriageway would become more 
obstructed than it currently does, more often. 
 
I do not believe that DY lines should be installed on the short 
raised kerb opposite the proposed extension to the DY lines in 
the diagram, as this would encourage the road traffic to travel 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
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more quickly with no cars parked on either side of the road and 
cause danger to the children who live in the nearby area. As 
the kerb is only short, it does not pose a big visibility problem 
like the other side would, even if a car is parked by the kerb. 
 
I disagree with the proposed no waiting at the side of our 
house. Why is this only on our side and not on the other side. 
This space is used by both ourselves and neighbours when 
having visitors especially with young children. It does not block 
any driveways so I don't agree with the plan. What benefit is 
gained by having a no parking restriction. On the plan it does 
not show the many dropped kerbs in the road which prevents 
most cars parking on the road. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 7 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
I would be supportive of restricting parking on stretches of 
Ratcliffe Drive not immediately outside properties (for example 
opposite numbers 22-28 Ratcliffe Drive) to prevent regular 
weekday all day parking by commuters, who clearly park there 
to avoid parking at Bristol Parkway. The existing restrictions 
on, for example, Hatchet Lane and North Road would help a 
great deal. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 16 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
Of the roads i have disagreed with - they all have limited 
access due to the number of houses present. parking is 
already challenging due to the small drive ways of each house 
- possibly every house has at least one vehicle and the nearby 
roads are already congested. All it will do, will be to push 
parking onto the main roads which will make them more 
congested and dangerous. This will encourage more residents 
to remove their front gardens to assist with parking, increasing 
the threat to wildlife, flooding and the reducing the aesthetic 
look to the entire area. 

I would put restrictions on parking near the school at 
certain times of the day, I would want the parking at the 
doctors to be restricted to surgery use only, I would want 
restricted time parking at the shops, I would want to ensure 
users of the station can't park for free.... I DO WANT TO BE 
ABLE TO PARK OUTSIDE MY OWN HOME 24/7. I work shifts 
and am an essential car user due to my work - I have grown 
up children with cars living at home and want them to be able 
to park at home to protect their safety. I would consider a CPZ 
scheme as long as it wan't too expensive for residents. I don't 
want to dig up my front garden to park but fear it might come to 
this. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 4 and 14 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
I work in the GP surgery in ratcliffe drive, we have a real 
struggle keeping our small car park free for the use of our 
patients, often elderly and/or disabled and always unwell! 
restricting parking further in this area will make this problem 
much worse for us - staff are encouraged to use the side roads 
and this will not be possible if these plans go ahead. We have 
many people trying to use our car park - especially at school 
drop off and pick up times - again restricting the surrounding 
side streets would seriously exacerbate this problem 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
The proposed double yellow lines on the junction at Belmont 
drive to Ratcliffe Drive extend over my driveway. This will 
prevent me from unloading items from vehicles into my 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 4, 23 and 24 above that 
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property. Please could unloading/loading be allowed on the 
driveway to 105 Ratcliffe Drive or the yellow lines stopping 
before my driveway entrance (note no one ever permanently 
parks here so this would not become an obstruction). 
 
I would also wish to point out that the parking problems are 
caused by non residents parking in this area. This can be seen 
over the Christmas period when there is loads of on road 
parking space. Outside my property I have had cars parked for 
weeks by non residents who have taken the train to other 
destinations. There are also daily commuters who park here 
and then catch train. This activity started at the entrance to 
Ratcliffe Drive by Tesco, but has now spread down the road 
and onto side roads.This is an increasing problem that will 
need to be addressed by introducing resident parking zones. 
 
There is also parking spaces for the houses with no parking on 
corner Ratcliffe/Belmont drive which is situated on the left 
hand side from the entrance with Ratcliffe and Belmont Drive 
(see map with green highlight). This has a car park which is 
filled with a car which is not roadworthy, a caravan and a large 
storage box. As a result cars cannot park here and then park 
on the street. If this was freed up it would move some cars that 
are currently parked in the proposed double line area. 

provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 
 

 
I agree with lines on this junction so long as it doesn't come to 
far down due to family members having to park on road at 
times when home.i also agree that there should be no parking 
alone the roads from Tesco's around Ratcliffe drive due to 
commuters using it to park for the train station. It makes driving 
down that road very unsafe with drivers on the parking side 
rushing and pushing though, and not giving way. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
 

 
I believe that the existing double yellow lines at the top of 
Sandringham road which stop opposite Gatcombe Drive, 
should be extended as a traffic calming measure and safety 
matter. This part of Sandringham road is a blind bend where I 
have witnessed a lot of near misses from cars driving too fast 
and trying to squeeze through gaps between cars parked on 
both sides of the road. If the double yellow lines were 
extended to opposite York Close then these dangers could be 
prevented. 
I believe that the proposed double yellow lines from Kent 
Close on to Sandringham Road (opposite no's 62-68) should 
also be extended due to parking on both sides of the road 
making it too narrow for larger vehicles, including emergency 
vehicles to fit through. I have witnessed a council vehicle 
struggling on this part of the road and hitting a badly parked 
vehicles wing mirror off. 
I do not agree with the double yellow lines on the corner of 
Sandringham Road and Gloucester Close, as allowing 
vehicles to park on this part of Sandringham Road (outside no 
48) creates a natural traffic calming measure around this 
corner. For many years before a vehicle was parked here, 
motorists did not adhere to the speed limit on this part of 
Sandringham Road, making it dangerous. I think the proposed 
double yellow lines outside 1 Holyrood Close & double yellow 
lines at the end of Gloucester Close would be sufficient for 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 6, 7 and 8 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments.  
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motorists to have a clear view to pull out of the junction, but 
they do not need to be extended as far on to Sandringham 
Road as the proposed plans suggest or it will encourage 
dangerous speeding. 
 
 
I think parking restrictions ie no parking between 12.00 hrs & 
13.00 hrs weekdays to stop commuters parking all day. In our 
roads. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 16 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
Firstly I would propose a limited waiting only or double yellow 
lines outside number 3 Elizabeth crescent. We are unable to 
park outside number 3 Elizabeth crescent as doing so makes 
the road impassable especially to large vehicles, however 
other cars frequently park outside Number 3 and make the 
road unsafe to drive on. TheSe cars are frequently people 
using parkway train station so will not move all day, which 
makes the road dangerous. When people do this it makes 
reversing from our drive unsafe and both myself and my 
husband have had near misses in this situation. Cars park on 
the other side of the road, which is fine, but having a car 
outside number 3 makes it unsafe for everyone. Please 
strongly consider placing a parking restriction outside number 
3. 
 
In addition, on Gatcombe drive frequently cars park on both 
sides of the road which makes the road nearly impassable at 
times. Please look at this road in addition. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 8 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
I don't disagree with the proposals in general however they do 
nothing to stop people using Beaufort Crescent as a car park. 
We frequently have nuisance parking by people who some, 
when made aware of our concerns, are quite rude and 
offensive. There seems to be more efforts required to 
discourage this problem. Is there anything else that can be 
added to the proposals to prevent continued nuisance 
parking? 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 16 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
Motorists pay there road tax and in my view are entitled to park 
where ever is LEGAL. If they break parking rules such as 
parking on corners and junctions south glos council already 
have existing parking wardens and camera vehicles that can 
randomly uphold existing parking laws. Most people that park 
around Stoke Gifford are commuters to parkway station that 
pay expensive rail fares and can't afford the extortionate 
parking charges at the station. As a resident I have no problem 
with legal parking. This new scheme is probably expensive to 
implement and unneeded in my view and as most residents 
have off street parking I can't understand who is calling for this 
scheme ? 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
Whilst anything that is done to disuade, in particular, rail users 
from simply parking for the day rather than PAY to park at the 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
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station I do not feel that these measures will solve the 
problem. I believe that the ideal solution is residential parking 
permits and that where car parks are available (in front of and 
behind the shops in Ratcliffe Drive) the restrictions should be 1 
hour and not the present number. I also believe that a way 
should be found to enforce both of these solutions if adopted. 
Simply improving the various junctions will mean that those rail 
users mentioned will simply park in the roads off Ratcliffe Drive 
making it even more difficult for emergency vehicles and 
Refuse Collection vehicles. I understand that a downside of 
the Metro Bus is that people drive to the various stops and 
parkas close as possible. Once the new route up Hatchet 
Road towards Parkway Station is operational the situation will 
be even worse than it is now 

Please see note 3, 4 and 10 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
The entrance / exit part of field farm close is mostly used by 
cars parking all day and represents a hazard as you drive in to 
or out of field farm close. This is the ideal opportunity to 
increase the double yellow lines along the first straight section 
of field farm close up to the first house. 
 
There are many children who cross at this point so the parking 
restrictions would further meet the objective of the scheme. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 6 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 

 
Cerimon Gate 
It would be useful to extend the double yellow lines further 
from Gatesby Mead to opposite the exit from Cerimon Gate as 
motorists park their cars under the trees opposite the this exit , 
which makes it awkward to turn right out of Cerimon Gate. If 
there are no double yellow lines here then there will definitely 
be parked cars there all day. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
I think it would be advisable to extend the double yellow lines 
proposed from Gatesby Mead to opposite the exit from 
Cerimon Gate as parked cars opposite this junction make a 
right turn out of the cul de sac difficult. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
1. I agree that double yellow lines should be installed adjacent 
to no.15. It is very difficult for vehicles to turn out of the cul-de-
sac if people do park here. 
2. There is no need for double yellow lines immediately outside 
no.22 as it has two entrances and no room to park on the 
corner anyway. I have never seen anyone park here (only in 
front of the drive for deliveries). 
3. I believe that the double yellow line adjacent to no.55 should 
be extended along the full length of no. 55. People rarely park 
there but when they do, it is very difficult for larger vehicles, 
particularly the bin lorry to turn out of the cul-de-sac opposite 
no.55 and go further into Brins. When cars have parked on 
both sides, I have witnessed the refuse collectors having to 
abandon the second half of Brins Close and get a smaller 
collection vehicle to come later. In this case, a fire engine 
would not have been able to service the bottom end of Brins 
Close either. 
4. Residents of Brins Close may complain that we may see 
more Parkway station parking, due to the increased parking 
restrictions in nearby roads. However, I generally have no 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 6 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
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problem with commuter parking. Conversely, it is inconsiderate 
residents with HMOs that repeatedly park unsafely, blocking 
the pavement outside no.20 in particular. 
 
 
I think the yellow lines need to be on both sides of the road 
and longer, covering the bend and into the cul de sac 
completely to prevent any parking on that bend 
This is vital for the following reasons: 
-Large vehicles are damaging the pavement due to mounting 
the pavement in order to pass the parked cars, this is a daily 
event and worrying for pedestrians and if you are walking with 
a pram 
-- 2 of the vehicles left there are parked there are more or less 
100% of the time ,rarely moving creating a hazard and 
inconvenience for other road users, and it has lead to heated 
exchanges. Also several of the residents in the cul de sac 
have health issues and have expressed concerns about 
emergency services getting access due to the parking. 
People park right along the bend at times making it impossible 
to safely turn into and out of the cul de sac due to blocking 
visibility and impacting turning space- one resident has moved 
away due to the issues making them anxious when trying to 
get out and about. 
The community police have been out to deal with concerns 
regarding this in the past, wasting resource needed for more 
important issues 
Navigating the bend involves limited visibility until past the 
houses so ideally nothing should block either side of the road 
to keep it as safe as able to be - pedestrians and cyclists use 
the road as it is a cut through from Bradley Stoke to St 
Michaels school so some of these pedestrians are children 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 

 
I would suggest extending the proposed double yellow lines 
from Kent Close over the bridge and along the section of 
Sandringham Road on the opposite side to the existing 
properties (the grassed area). This section of road is narrow 
and cars often park up on the pavement alongside the grassed 
area and opposite existing driveways and existing parked cars. 
There have been several occasions where refuse lorries have 
struggled to get through on recycling day and have had to 
beep their horn in order to get people to move cars parked 
inconsiderately on this side of the road. I have also witnessed 
a council owned vehicle hit the wing mirror of a car parked on 
this side of the road due to the road becoming too narrow with 
cars parked both sides. With this in mind, I am also concerned 
that emergency vehicles may not be able to gain access to the 
bottom of sandringham road and Kent close if needed. 
 
I would also like to see the restrictions extended around the 
bend of sandringham road opposite Gatcombe Drive. This is a 
blind bend and visibility should remain clear. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 7 and 8 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments.  
 
 

 
The whole road has issues with station parking. This causes 
difficulties for people, along the main part of the road, getting 
on and off of their driveways. At times there are no spaces for 
visitors to our properties owing to the road being full of station 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 13 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
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parking. The private cut through at the end of the road doesn't 
help. 
This has nearly come to blows on several occasions as the 
residents have had problems with builders gaining access to 
their properties and clients, of those who run small businesses 
at home, being unable to park. 
Some of these people park on the pavements and there are 
several people on the road with mobility scooters and 
pushchairs. 
Please can the no waiting restrictions be extended through the 
top end of Brins Close.. Thank you. 
 

your comments.  
 

 
The parking during school collection hours on Ratcliffe drive is 
a disgrace, especially the lazy inconsiderate parents who still 
continue to block the road and park in the Health Centre, thus 
depriving patients access to parking. I have been at the health 
centre and heard parents park there and then go into the 
Pharmacy and just look along the shelves just to legitimise 
there reasons for being there. Something needs to be done, 
however this will only make things worse for shoppers at the 
local CO-OP, I don't bother to try and shop their between 3 pm 
and 3.45 as you cannot park because of the Parents blocking 
the car park. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 

 
I think the proposals are sound and sensible. 
You seriously need to reconsider the 20mph limit in the village 
of Stoke Gifford as no amount of parking restrictions will stop 
irresponsible speeders especially at school start and finish 
times 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 5 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 

 
I heartily agree with proposed road restrictions as it's mainly 
commuters not wanting to pay for parking at Parkway Station. 
 
I also think it's quite dangerous where people park on opposite 
side of road to Beaufort pub/ Allen and Harris as causes 
issues with traffic coming from roundabout heading up North 
Road. 
 
Thanks 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 

 
Might some of the parking problems be alleviated if the parking 
charges at Parkway Station were not so expensive? The 
parking for the Park and Ride facilities in South Birmingham 
are free and the public transport is well used. (I guess the 
Council has no say in this as the car parks are not on its 
property.) 
Pleased about a residents' parking scheme being a no-go. I 
would not welcome this as I have lovely family who all like to 
visit together. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 14 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 

 
When the children leave St Michaels school in the afternoon 
the number of cars waiting with their engines running is 
ridiculous. The parents have no regard for anyone. I have seen 
cars waiting on people's drives, either side of the road making 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 10 and 13 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
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it difficult for traffic to pass through. Also if you walk pass the 
cars waiting the pollution is awful.If they put their phones away 
and walked it would help no end. 
 

your comments.  
 

 
1. The main problem with excessive parking - is Parkway 
Railway Station. 
2. The current Parking Restrictions are not Policed, so there is 
little value in putting new restrictions. 
3. If, by chance, these restrictions are adhered to - it will then 
just displace the parking beyond them, causing more distress - 
the problem will still exist, but in a different location. 
 
4. I ask that the following action be considered - the existing 
parking area in Hunts Ground Road be extended - there 
appears to be enough space to virtually double it. It should be 
free parking - if a charge is made it will not be used (It is 
seldom more than a quarter full anyway). 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 5, 10 and 14 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments.  
 

 
My concerns are about the proposed new restriction in 
Hawthorn Way and also Gatesby Mead is that this may push 
parking into these cul-de-sacs and will cause problems for 
home owners in these areas. 
 
Also, the restricted parking across the road from the shops on 
Ratcliffe Drive, is always flaunted and never enforced. There is 
a continual abuse of this double-yellow line zone and nothing 
is ever done about it. The new scheme is all well and good, 
BUT, it has to be enforced. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 10 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments.  
 

 
I don't agree with the proposals as it will limit parking for 
residents and their visitors. Also as a disabled person I rely on 
street parking to access both shops and visiting friends. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 

 
Very recently someone has begun parking their car on 
Sandringham Road in the area between Gatcombe Drive and 
York Close. They are parking on the same side as the 
Electricity Sub-Station, on the bend, and this causes an 
obstruction and is potentially dangerous. If the proposed 
double yellow lines were to extend from the corner of Balmoral 
Close further to take in the area opposite York Close towards 
Gatcombe Drive this would reduce the possibility of 
obstruction. 
 
Attached is a copy of the plan with the relevant area 
highlighted in blue. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 
 

 
Mayne the council.is not aware that both 118 and 110 are 
houses of multiple occupation and therefore have multiple cars 
that need somewhere to park. We are also victims of 
employees of the doctors surgery parking outside our houses 
for the whole working day as well as parkway station 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 4 and 6 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments.  
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commuters. 
I agree that double yellow lines are a good idea to cover the 
busy corner of Ratcliffe Drive, but parking is required outside 
of 118 for the use of residents, otherwise they will be forced to 
park elsewhere causing an inconvenience to other residents. 
Please would you consider a residents parking scheme for this 
small strip from 118 to the school zig zags, so that we and our 
visitors would be able to park where they need to and 
therefore not cause a nuisance to others? 
I would be happy to provide more information if required. 
As an aside, the double yellow lines that we have across our 
driveway as an attempt to deter people from parking there are 
no longer visible, so we very much hope these will be replaced 
soon. 

 

 
As the main parking problem is caused by commuters using 
Parkway Station, we feel a lot of the proposed changes will 
only move the problems, not solve them. Commuters will then 
park in the smaller, nearby roads off Radcliffe Dr, like ours 
causing obstruction to utility and emergency vehicles. It will 
also cause obstructive parking to residents making access to 
their own drives difficult and dangerous. 
We would like to suggest having limited parking hours in these 
roads 
or residents only parking so that the same problems that are 
happening now will not just be moved to these areas. We 
would also like to suggest making the car parks in Radcliffe 
Drive and North Road pay and display with a cheaper rate for 
short term parking to assist local shoppers and patients using 
the surgery as the surgery car park is often busy. 
Before any parking changes are implemented, I'm sure local 
residents would appreciate a meeting to discuss them. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 4 and 16 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments.  
 

 
Concerned that vehicles will be searching for parking 
availability in Samian Way, as issues have occurred in respect 
of parents parking to take and collect children from the local 
school. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 

 
The proposed double yellow lines on the junction of Albany 
Gate with Ratcliffe Drive to ensure that visibility and access 
requirements are retained for road users at this junction are 
insufficient on the proposal. 
 
I ask that an additional (short) double yellow line is also 
provided so that the driveway of 18 Ratcliffe Drive has yellow 
lines ensuring it is no longer obstructed by parked cars who 
will still be able to park next the the walled area between 18 
Ratcliffe Dr and Albany Gate. Currently they often park 
inconsiderately blocking my access. 
 
 
The entrance to the Trust Hall car park has poor viability and 
requires extended double yellow lines of at least 1 vehicle 
length. At present, vehicles leaving the premises cannot see 
vehicles approaching from Rock Lane direction and we 

 
Please see note 7 and 8 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments.  
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witness near misses on a daily basis. There is poor viability for 
pedestrians also. With increasing use of the premises, 
including a daily preschool, this is urgently required. There is 
currently no restriction and vehicles park for several days to 
avoid Parkway charges. The current proposal will not solve 
this issue. 
 
I feel further restricting parking in the area will only move 
people to park in other areas. As a tenant in a HMO (5 people 
in total) our driveway is already in constant use and often we 
end up having to park on the road (although admittedly not on 
the junctions). When I have visitors it can already be difficult to 
find places for them to park. Reducing the amount of parking 
available I feel will just make things worse. Those parking 
closer will reduce the parking further. I believe at present the 
police already have powers to intervene where someone's 
parking is dangerous or causing a nuisance to others. Most of 
the inconsiderate parking I have observed has been during 
school pickup/drop-off times and I do not believe these 
restrictions will alleviate that. The highway code also advises 
on what is an appropriate distance to park from a junction. 
Providing signposted, free alternative parking I think will be the 
best option for all involved, not reducing parking further. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 

 
Having lived in Dighton Gate for 15 years and driving daily 
around the areas proposed, there is no issue with visibility at 
any of the proposed junctions off Ratcliffe Drive. Road safety is 
not an issue. My children have walked and cycled 
independently from a young age along these roads without 
incident or concern. 
There are too many properties that have dropped curbs to 
extend drive way areas reducing off street parking available 
within my cul-de-sac which means I have to park on Ratcliffe 
Drive. I would not be able to park in the vicinity of my home 
with these proposals which are completely unnecessary, will 
make no difference to local residents other than 
inconveniencing them and costing the public. When family 
members visit, there will also be no where for them to park. My 
parents are elderly and are unable to walk very far so this 
would also be a barrier for them. Please do not allow these 
unnecessary proposals to proceed. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 

 
I do not think this scheme is required. I walk, cycle and am 
learning to drive around these streets and there is no problem 
with safety or visibility at any of these junctions/locations. I 
would not be able to park my car any where near my home if 
this scheme was to go ahead, yet there is plenty of space at all 
times of the day currently. It will have an adverse affect on 
local residents to go ahead with these proposals when there is 
no problem that needs solving. My grandmother would not visit 
us as she is unable to walk very far and she will be unable to 
park near our home if the proposals go ahead. I do not think 
they are needed and do not think they should go ahead. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 

 
The parking restrictions proposed is one small part of a long 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
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and constant bend around Touchstone Avenue. As such, it is 
not in itself, more or less of a hazard than elsewhere. 
 
People do not drive quickly around the corner or generally on 
Touchstone Avenue as any parked car, anywhere, causes a 
significant obstruction that required care. 
 
This place is one of the few places that someone can park 
without being directly in front of a house. By denying this 
parking space it will force people to park elsewhere to the 
detriment of other homeowners in the road. This is not so 
much of an issue at school times (as people will tend to park 
as near to the junction as possible) but it does mean that 
people seeking to park a car for a period of a day or more will 
now park in front of someone else's property. Thus other 
house owners are unfairly impacted. 
 
There is no logic to treat this part of the road as any different 
than other parts. 
 
In the past (2014), there has been a request to limit parking in 
this area to make access easier to the houses opposite (6-9?). 
My response at that time was: 
 
"1. The access from the driveway serving those houses is no 
different to anyone else's access to their drive on the road. 
There is plenty of room to get a car out even if another is 
parked on the far side of the road; 
2. This place is one of the few places that someone can park 
without being directly in front of a house; 
3. By denying this parking space it will force people to park 
elsewhere to the detriment of other homeowners in the road. 
 
The problem is made worse by one of the owners choosing to 
purchase (and park outside their house) a large caravan. I am 
not sure that the other residents should be disadvantaged as a 
consequence." 
 

 
Please see note 7 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 

 
I assume the proposals have been posted on posts in the 
relevant roads/streets that you intend to alter the parking? 
However Both Knightswood Rd and the adjacent "The 
Orchard" have no notices, so are both included in the 
proposals? 
Otherwise there is a real possibility that parking will be drawn 
into this location, as it is the last point before you get to the 
B4057 ( The northern boundary of Stoke Gifford Parish) 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 25 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments.  
 

 
I agree with the yellow lines on the corners but would like the 
area of yellow lines to be reduced at the front of the house on 
Ratcliffe Drive (91) on the corner that meets Seyton Drive so 
that one car can be parked outside. The house and plot is 
large. Adult children and the adults of the family will have great 
difficulty parking. In addition one member of the family is 
disabled and would have difficulty parking directly outside her 
own house. 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 6 and 27 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments.  
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I object to the proposed Phase 4B Waiting Restrictions around 
the Stoke Gifford area on the following grounds: 
 
1. The fundamental problem is not being addressed, which is 
the extortionate parking charges at Parkway Station. Travelers 
and commuters will choose the cheaper option, which is to 
park in the residential areas near-by and walk to Parkway 
Station. Parkway Station parking should be free for their 
customers, otherwise a lot of their customers (who are on a 
low wage or just want to save the money) will avoid the 
parking charges of £8.70 per day (and exactly 5 times that 
price for a weekly ticket!). Note: parking in the near-by 
residential areas is not a problem at weekends. 
 
2. Parking on Ratcliffe Drive, although incorrectly sited in the 
proposal as a visibility problem (as drivers should be able to 
cope with all sorts of road conditions and still drive safely), 
actually has the benefit of slowing the traffic down to legal 
limits. When the road is clear of parked cars I frequently see 
and hear cars speeding past my corner plot house obviously in 
excess of the 30 MPH speed limit. 
 
3. Putting in more parking restrictions will only push the 
"problem" further away and in to the narrower side streets 
causing severe access issues for those residents. People do 
not change their habits and will usually choose the cheaper 
option (i.e. not parking at Parkway Station). A lot of residents 
with more than 1 car will be force to pave over their front 
gardens to park their cars. This will not only adversely affect 
the streets' visual amenity and safety (as a lot more cars will 
be driving over the pavements), it also has an adverse 
environmental impact of increased water run-off, increased 
flood risk and reduced natural habitat for plants and wildlife. 
 
4. The proposed street corners' double yellow lines extend too 
far around the corner properties preventing the residents from 
parking outside their own homes! These people will be forced 
to park else where, probably in the narrow side streets, which 
will cause future complaints from those residents and 
consequently yet more double yellow line proposals. If there 
are to be double yellow lines on the corners, then make them 
as short as possible to allow people to park outside their own 
homes, but not on the corners. The double yellow lines should 
not extend to the dropped kerb of the next house, this is 
ridiculous! 
 
5. Although parking at St Michael's School start and finish 
times is an issue, putting in further restrictions will only push 
this parking problem further round Ratcliffe Drive, more in to 
the doctor's surgery and shops car park, in to the side roads 
off Ratcliffe Drive, out on to Hatchet Lane/Beaufort 
Crescent/North Road. Sometimes when I need to drive a 
disabled person to the doctors at school pick-up time the 
doctors car park is full mostly with people waiting in their cars 
to pick up their children, while the surgery waiting room is 
virtually empty. These people arrive early to secure their 
parking spaces on the road, doctors or shops car park. In cold 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 14 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments.  
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weather they sit in their cars and can be seen eventually 
getting out and walking to the school on-mass. The problem is 
there is nowhere else for these people to park and walk round 
as the current parking restrictions (further away) prevent this. 
Again, I expect, these existing restriction were put in place to 
prevent Parkway Way Station customers parking there all day 
for free. 
 
6. Double yellow lines, other parking restrictions and signs 
adversely affect the visual amenity of the area. 
 
 
These new proposals are just "band-aiding" the fundamental 
problem - which never gets addressed - simply make the 
parking at Parkway Station free for their customers! or make 
free parking near Parkway Station. 
 
Possible solutions: 
 
A. Make the parking charges at Parkway Station free. 
 
B. Make the parking at the (mostly unused) Park and Ride 
near Parkway Station free. 
 
C. Use a piece of council land near Parkway Station as a free 
car park. 
 
D. If you really want to be Green and get people to use public 
transport, then make the parking free! This will reduce the 
Stoke Gifford, A4174, M32, Bristol, etc congestion issues and 
also reduce the environmental impact of those cars. 
 
E. Educate people to walk or at least car share to drop-off and 
pick-up their children from St. Michael's School. I know of 
many people who live just off Ratcliffe Drive who drove their 
children to the school! Also, a least one employee of the 
school, who also lives just off Ratcliffe Drive, drives to work 
each day! As far as I know, none of these people are disabled, 
it's just laziness. 
 
F. Remove or reduce (not increase) the parking restrictions 
slightly further away (e.g. on Hatchet Lane, North Road, etc) 
so people can park and walk to drop-off and collect their 
children from the school. 
 
It's not a town centre, people won't park at Parkway Station for 
any reason other than the train! There is nothing else around. 
So make it FREE! 

 
 
I would welcome the implementation of this scheme as a 
resident who suffers from inconsiderate and obstructive 
parking on a daily basis. 
 
I am often unable or struggle to move my car off the driveway 
due to vehicles blocking and obstructing my pathway without 
the potential to hit my vehicle or theirs. Unfortunately, on a few 
occasions I have knocked my car against the driveway to 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 14 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
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avoid hitting cars parked inconsiderately. To avoid this 
happening, I have resorted to driving across my front garden 
or giving up entirely. 
 
As a daily commuter from Bristol Parkway station, I have also 
observed that car owners (i.e. non-residents) are driving to the 
consultation areas and using the residential streets to avoid 
parking charges at Parkway. Residents should not have to 
suffer this obstructive parking everyday or risk road collisions 
because train commuters refuse to pay to park their vehicle 
from Parkway. 
 
Whilst I understand the proposal, by putting yellow lines at the 
end Rock Lane and North Road, you haven't considered where 
people living opposite the end of Rock Lane will be able to 
park. The proposal will only leave room for three cars to park 
there which is insufficient. 
 
This could lead to cars parking further up rock lane which is 
narrow in places and could prevent emergency vehicles trying 
to get through. This could also see increased traffic flow, which 
would be a worry especially as our road is a popular cut 
through for the school kids to St Michaels Primary School. 
 
Cars currently parked there tend to be homeowners cars near 
houses. I would say we're too far to walk for any parkway 
commuters 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 

 
The signs and markings will be useful to remind people of 
considerate and sensible parking decisions 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 

Email Submissions: -  
 
I have reviewed the plans online and was wondering if I may 
request an additional double yellow line marking area. 
 
I live at (information removed for data protection purposes), on 
a small cul-de-sac just off the main road with a number of 
other properties. We regularly find people parking on the main 
road and then walking up to the station. The issue is that they 
park very close to our dropped kerb which makes visibility 
during exiting the cul-de-sac unsafe at times. I also worry that 
with the new markings being proposed, this current problem 
will be exasperated. 
 
I have attached some screenshots from the Google Maps 
below. I have also discssued the idea with my fellow 
neighbours and they are very keen for the issue to be 
resolved. 
 
We propose that the double yellow lines would extend by two 
full kerbs from the dropped kerb on either side to ensure full 
visibility and safety when exiting our road.   
 
Any help would be greatly appreciated, 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 8 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments.  
 

 
Paper Questionnaire Submissions: 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
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Please see note 10 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 

 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 above that provides 
information that corresponds to your 
comments. 
 

 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 10 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 

 

 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
 

  
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3, 10 and 18 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
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your comments. 
 

 

 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
Please see note 3 and 6 above that 
provides information that corresponds to 
your comments. 
 

 


