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1. Executive summary
South Gloucestershire Council has investigated options to improve the layout of five junctions on the A4174 Ring
Road between the Lyde Green and Kingsfield roundabouts. This is part of a wider package of improvements to
ring road junctions proposed in the Joint Local Transport Plan 4 (2020-2036) for the West of England. We have
designed the options to increase the efficiency of the strategic road corridor. The proposals were consulted on as
part of working up a business case for funding from the government.
We launched a 12-week consultation from Monday 24th May to Monday 16th August 2021. Working with Jacobs
Engineering, we engaged with stakeholders through the following methods:

Around 680 unique visitors accessed our interactive website during our 12-week engagement. We were fortunate
to have the opportunity to meet with the community face to face due to the easing of COVID pandemic
restrictions. The events were held:
•

21 July 2021 between 5:00 pm and 8:00 pm at Warmley Community Centre

•

3 August 2021 between 5:00 pm and 7:30 pm at Emersons Green Village Hall

There was an estimated turnout of 70 people for the two face to face events.
However, although we were eventually able to hold face to face events, our online platform was instrumental as
we were able to reach those who weren’t comfortable with the easing of restrictions as well as those unable to
reach the engagement events. This was clear as we received 884 online responses to our questionnaire, resulting
in a significant amount of feedback.
The feedback we have received has enabled us to gain a thorough understanding of the community’s positions,
interests, needs and expectations. We are using this knowledge to inform next steps for the A4174 junction
improvements.
We presented five options to improve the junctions:
•

Lyde Green Roundabout

•

The Rosary Roundabout (also known as Emersons Green Roundabout)

•

Siston Hill Roundabout
4
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•

Deanery Road Roundabout

•

Kingsfield Roundabout

We asked the respondents for:
•

their travel preferences

•

their travel methods

•

their opinion on the overall scheme

•

their opinion on the plans for each of the five roundabouts

We have published these findings in this report.
Support for the scheme
A significant majority of respondents (73%) stated they were strongly against the scheme a further 11% were
somewhat against. Not many respondents were in support of the scheme with 6% strongly supporting or
somewhat supporting the scheme. A further 4% were not sure how they felt about the scheme. 10% of
respondents left the response blank. For further details please refer to section 3.5 of the report. This is a
significant contrast to the level of support that Wraxall Road received during its consultation in 2019 where the
majority of respondents supported the improvements.
Feedback from the community
There was a similar trend of responses for the individual roundabout proposals. The greatest support is for Lyde
Green Roundabout with a combination of 12% stating they strongly support or support the proposals. This
proposal received a largely negative response regardless with 69% of people stating that they strongly disagree
with the proposal.
The key reasoning given for the lack of support for the proposals are:
•
•
•

Disruption while under construction
Perceptions from Wraxall Road junction improvements
Money could be better spent elsewhere

It is clear that the current work on Wraxall Road to deliver a throughabout junction has had an impact on the
public’s perception of our proposals. Respondents felt that further throughabouts should not be committed to
without an understanding of how the Wraxall Road improvements perform when completed. It is also important
that we use the feedback provided regarding impacts of construction of Wraxall Road to ensure that any adverse
effects on the community while under construction are minimised as far as possible. It is also important to
reassure the public that investment in the junction improvements is not at the expense of other investment in
local transport infrastructure or other council services.
Other concerns regarding the proposed scheme can be found in section 3.5.
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Our response
We recognise the significant concern from residents around the proposals, particularly the Wraxall Road
Roundabout works, the delays caused during its construction and the uncertainty around the practical operation
as a throughabout junction and its benefits. We want to reassure the community of the benefits of this proposal
before taking any further steps. We will therefore take the time over the next year to monitor the performance
and impacts of the Wraxall Road Roundabout throughabout junction to compare its operational performance
against the forecast improvements which informed its design. This evaluation will inform our next steps with this
project.

1. Disruption while under construction
The approach to management of roadworks will take into account the feedback from the ongoing Wraxall Road
works and the thorough traffic modelling that has been used to assess the impacts, including peak and off-peak
traffic flows and will consider ways to prevent rat running.
If taken forward, a Construction Environmental Management Plan will be prepared to minimise the impact of the
works on local people, road users, businesses, and the environment.
We will use a range of traffic management techniques to minimise the impact on road users particularly traffic
rerouting through residential streets to avoid roadworks.
The expectation would be that the traffic impacts are minimised during the period of the roadworks, with two
traffic lanes remaining open in the peak periods and works coordinated between the various work sites allowing
for complementary works to take place at the same time.
Traffic diversion routes would be varied according to the situation and nature of the lane closures and would be
subject to approval of the traffic management team at the council.
2. Wraxall Road
It is acknowledged that throughabout junctions are new to the area and there is concern from the community
that they will not deliver the time saving benefits that have been forecast. In response to the consultation, the
council will delay submission of a funding bid to government for the A4174 Junction improvements and monitor
the performance of the Wraxall Road throughabout arrangement. This will provide evidence to the Council and
the public to inform a decision to submit a bid to government.
Data on the impact of construction of the Wraxall Road junction has been collected and will be used to minimise
disruption to traffic during further works if taken forward. This data includes analysis of the peak and off-peak
traffic flows during construction of the work. It is noted that the current works were undertaken during a reduced
traffic period due to Covid 19 lockdowns, whereby some working restrictions were removed, and this will be
reflected in our analysis.
Lessons learned will be taken into account in the design of the roadworks for the A4174 scheme and we will
assess the success of the Wraxall Road junction improvements before making a final decision to commence with
the other A4174 junction improvements.
3. Money could be better spent on other local transport projects
The need for this work is defined in the project objectives, these are to:
6
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•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Improve road network resilience and journey time reliability - It is anticipated that with no intervention,
the congestion along the A4174 and on adjacent traffic routes will considerably worsen due to planned
local growth in the area. The traffic modelling indicates that without the intervention, northbound
journey times will increase significantly between Hicks Gate roundabout and Lyde Green (an additional 6
minutes in the morning Peak; and 3 minutes in the PM peak might be expected). Southbound journey
times are also expected to increase, although the most significant increase occurs in PM peak
(approximately 1 minute more).
Reduce carbon emissions through relieving delays and congestion on the A4174 corridor between the
Lyde Green and Kingsfield roundabouts - It is anticipated that with no intervention, the congestion along
the A4174 and on adjacent traffic routes will worsen due to planned local growth in the area. The
increased journey times and poor journey time reliability resulting from this will worsen air quality along
the corridor.
Minimise the impact of traffic / infrastructure to the natural environment and, where possible, improve
the environment
Improve access to the north east Bristol fringe to help open up business opportunities
Protect and enhance access for non-car users (walking, wheeling, cycling and public transport)
Improve traffic safety
In December 2018, the Government announced eligibility for funding for the Major Road Network and
these proposals align with that national funding opportunity.
This funding opportunity is separate from other funding opportunities that the Council are successfully
accessing to invest in local roads and public transport improvements, including funding to fix potholes
across the Council area.

To see all of our responses please see Appendix F.

Next Steps
We do feel that there remains the need for intervention on the ring road to address congestion and the related
impacts on journey times and the economy, air quality and carbon emissions. Without intervention this situation
is forecast to get worse.
Due to the strong community concern around the effectiveness of the new Wraxall Road throughabout which
opens in October 2021 we will not be submitting a bid to government at this time. We will allow time for the new
arrangement to operate and for users to experience it. We will compare its operational performance against the
predicted improvements and use this evaluation to calculate carbon emission reductions delivered as a result of
the scheme. We will use the consultation feedback to amend our scheme designs where we can. A decision will be
made around submitting a bid to government in late 2022.
Updates on the project and more detail on next steps will be made available on our web page at:
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/A4174Improvements
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2. Introduction
The aim of this report is to publish our findings following our engagement with the community on our proposals
to improve the layout of five junctions on the A4174 ring road between the Lyde Green and Kingsfield
roundabouts. We also detail our response to the feedback from the community and our next steps.

2.1

Background

We have investigated options to improve the layout of five junctions on the A4174 Ring Road between the Lyde
Green and Kingsfield roundabouts. This is part of a wider package of improvements to ring road junctions
proposed in the Joint Local Transport Plan 4 (2020-2036) for the West of England. This scheme area includes
the A4174 which was identified by the Government in 2017 as part of the Major Road Network (MRN) which
made it eligible for Government funding. The MRN includes the most strategic local routes in England under
local authority control which provide essential connections to the Strategic Route Network (in the A4174’s case
the M4 and M32) managed by National Highways.
Consultation on this scheme will support the development of a full business case.

2.2

Purpose of the scheme

The A4174 Ring Road is a key transport corridor in South Gloucestershire providing a link between the A4 and
Bath to the south and the M32 and the M4 to the north, serving as a strategic route to avoid travelling through
the Bristol urban area. The ring road also provides access to local residential and employment areas.
The objectives of the scheme are to:
•

Reduce carbon emissions through relieving delays and congestion on the A4174 corridor between the
Lyde Green and Kingsfield roundabouts

•

Minimise the impact of traffic / infrastructure to the natural environment and, where possible, improve
the environment

•

Improve access to the north and east fringes of Bristol to help open business opportunities

•

Protect and enhance access for non-car users

•

Improve traffic safety

•

Improve road network resilience and journey time reliability

The scheme aims to improve the capacity of some junctions along the A4174 by:
•

Better utilising available space on the approach to junctions

•

Changing the type of some of the junctions

•

Expanding traffic signal control to locations that currently have no traffic lights.

The scheme will also aim to improve connections for active travel modes (e.g., walking and cycling) and other
non-road users where possible, as well as helping the flow of public transport through improved junction
performance.
The following five junctions included within this consultation are:
8
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•

Lyde Green Roundabout

•

The Rosary Roundabout (also known as Emersons Green Roundabout)

•

Siston Hill Roundabout

•

Deanery Road Roundabout

•

Kingsfield Roundabout

A construction management plan, subject to funding approval, will be prepared to minimise the impact of the
works on local people, road users, businesses, and the environment.

2.3

Methodology

2.3.1

Engagement process

The public engagement process was
supported by a dedicated webpage (see figure
1) on our consultation portal, which hosted all
the engagement documents and an online
feedback form. Our webpage can be found
here: A4174 Junction Improvement Scheme South Gloucestershire Online Consultations
(southglos.gov.uk)
The engagement period ran between Monday
24th May and Monday 16th August 2021.
As part of the engagement period, we
welcomed comments made online and by
email. The feedback methods were promoted
within engagement materials available on the
dedicated website, and a letter was sent to
residents and businesses located within 500m
of the junctions. The engagement period was
also advertised online via South
Gloucestershire Council’s website and social
media platforms.
Information about the engagement period was
sent to Town and Parish Councils and South
Gloucestershire councillors in addition to local
voluntary and community organisations.
Notifications were also sent to a range of other
stakeholders and interested parties.

Figure 1 Scheme webpage
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We promoted the consultation in the following ways:
•

A pre-briefing session was given to local district and parish councillors and a briefing note shared

•

Letters were sent to all properties within 500m of each junction

•

Emails were sent to relevant community, hard to reach, environmental and transport groups, as well as
all schools in the area

•

Virtual Messaging Signs promoting the consultation were located in 12 key locations along the ring road
and adjoining roads

•

A press release was issued to the local press at the start of the consultation and regular social media
posts were sent out on Facebook and Twitter during the consultation promoting the face-to-face events
and online engagement. The consultation was also highlighted in the local press and radio.

2.3.2

Virtual event space

We hosted our virtual event space on our consultation portal, along with a Statement of Reasons, FAQs, plans
and bird’s eye views of the junctions available to download, as well as a link to the online response form (see
figure 2).

Figure 2 Our virtual event space

2.3.3

Feedback form

Our feedback form can be found in Appendix C. The form began by asking respondents for their comments on
the scheme overall and then divided into comments for the proposals on each individual roundabout. The
questionnaire finished by asking respondents about themselves.
2.3.4

Online events

The online events were an opportunity for people to visit the virtual event space and ask questions to our team,
who were answering through chat function in real time. This was an opportunity for the public to get answers to
their questions in the safety of their own homes during the COVID-19 restrictions.
10
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The events were held on:
•

Wednesday 23 June between 08:30 am and 7.00 pm

•

Thursday 1 July between 08:30 am and 7.00 pm

2.3.5

Face to face event

Due to the uncertainty around Covid-19 restrictions, we have encouraged citizens to visit our Virtual Event Space
to find out more about the scheme and speak to the project team.
However, we were able to arrange two face-face events which were held on:
•

21 July 2021 between 5:00 pm and 8:00 pm at Warmley Community Centre

•

3 August 2021 between 5:00 pm and 7:30 pm at Emersons Green Village Hall

2.3.6

How we analysed the feedback from the community

Responses to the multiple-choice questions were readily quantified for analysis. However, our feedback form also
provided respondents with space to write further comments.
We have used a method known as coding to group common open text responses into overarching themes and
related sub-themes. The sub-themes provide more detail on points raised by the community.
We were then able to quantify the data and see how many respondents commented on each theme and related
sub-themes. For the themes, we were able to quantify the number of respondents mentioning the theme. For the
sub-themes, we were able to quantify the number of mentions as a respondent may mention more than one subtheme within a theme.
Using a coding approach, we were then able to see which themes and sub-themes are most important to
respondents.
Please refer to Appendix E for our full coding framework.
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3. Response to our engagement
3.1

Number of responses

Across the engagement period, there were 682 visits to the website and 888 responses to the feedback form.
884 of these responses were made online and 4 were received through the public events.
41 people also emailed a question or comment using the email address provided on the website.
Due to the number of individual comments made it has not been possible to include the full text of all comments
within the main body of this report.

12
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4. Common feedback themes
4.1

Overall response

There were several themes that emerged consistently in responses received across all the different methods used
to collect feedback. These were:

Traffic/Road - Responses referring to a change in road usage or traffic e.g., Traffic lights
causing congestion.

Sentiment - Responses referring to an opinion or general feeling around the project

Environment - Responses referring to the environmental impact of the project e.g., removal
of trees, carbon emissions and wildlife.

Cost - Responses referring to the cost of the project e.g., too expensive, or public money
could be used on other things.

Safety - Responses referring to the safety of the roads as a result of the project e.g., danger
to cyclists and pedestrians.

Timeframe - Responses referring the timing of the project e.g., wait for other projects to
finish beginning this scheme
The most common themes for each response method are outlined below in section 4.5.

4.2

Face to Face Feedback form responses

The most common themes raised by respondents to the feedback form were:
1. Issues with traffic and congestion, especially in regard to disruption that will be caused to traffic during
construction
2. The cost of the project, there were regular mentions that the project is very expensive, and the money
could be better spent
3. Support for improvements to public transport
4. Issues with the increase in air pollution during construction and as a result of the road widening
increasing cars on the road
5. There was a general concern on the effect of the proposals on the environment including the cutting
down of mature trees and the climate emergency strategy.
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4.3

Feedback form analysis

The feedback analysis follows the question order in the feedback form. Please refer to Appendix C for the
feedback form.

4.4

Support for the overall proposals

The opening two questions were designed to help us understand respondents’ feelings on the overall proposals
for the scheme and if they had any comments regarding these proposals.

Figure 3 Respondent’s level of support for the overall proposals for the scheme

As you can see the above diagram, the majority of people were against the scheme with 73% of respondents
saying they were strongly against and a further 11% were somewhat against. A low number of respondents were
in support of the scheme with an estimated 6% strongly supporting or somewhat supporting the scheme. A
further 4% were not sure how they felt about the scheme.
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4.5

Comments on the scheme overall

For question 2, respondents were asked to add comments on the overall scheme. These responses have been
analysed and divided into the following themes: Traffic/Road, Sentiment, Environment, Cost, Safety and
Timeframe (see page 9 for theme descriptions).

Total number of comments per theme
900

820

Number of comments

800
700

604

600
500
400
280

300

245

200

122
61

100
0
Traffic/Road

Sentiment

Environment

Cost

Safety

Timeframe

Theme
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4.5.1

Traffic/Road
Traffic Sub-Themes
Disruption while under construction

Number of comments
210

Scheme will Increase congestion

108

Public transport improvement required

87

Against Traffic lights
Issues with other road projects

85
73

The scheme would increase car
dependency

57

Suggestion

49

Link to M4

29

Maintain current road instead

27

Lack of cycle/bus lanes

23

Possible increase in accidents

22

Throughabouts

17

Other
Wrong junction/roundabout

17
16

All the respondent’s comments in relation to traffic/road were grouped and quantified as seen above (ranked
from highest to lowest number of comments):
Disruption while under construction
A majority of the comments for traffic/road were concerns that the disruption on the ring road would be too
much during construction. Respondents felt that the benefit of the scheme did not outweigh the detriment that
the disruption would cause. Typical comments include:
Disruption during construction: “Disruption caused digging up the road and changing layout is more hassle than
it’s worth, as changes will not improve flow of traffic as volumes will remain high.”

“The roadworks will be chaos”
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Our response:
The scheme will be paused to understand the impact of Wraxall Road roundabout changes.
If taken forward, a Construction Environmental Management Plan will be prepared to minimise the impact of the
works on local people, road users, businesses, and the environment. We will use a range of traffic management
techniques to minimise the impact on road users, reflecting best practice from similar work elsewhere in the
country, and feedback from the Wraxall Road junction improvements.
Data on the impact of the Wraxall Road junction roadworks has been collected and will be used to minimise
disruption to traffic during further works. This includes analysis of the peak and off-peak traffic flows during
construction of the work. It is noted that the current works were undertaken during a reduced traffic period
whereby some working restrictions were removed, and this will be reflected in our analysis.
Objections were received from residents on Anchor Road and Stanley Road who have been experiencing an
increase in traffic which is using the road as a rat run to avoid the queues caused by construction of Wraxall Road.
Our forecasting indicates that without the intervention, with the anticipated growth in housing and demand for
travel the type of delays recently experienced through the construction of Wraxall Road will be a permanent
fixture.
Increase Congestion
A majority of respondents felt that these proposed changes would do nothing to improve traffic flow but instead
would only create more problems, which would increase the levels of traffic and emissions.
“It's ridiculous it will cause more problems more traffic”
Our response:
We will watch and consider the effectiveness of Wraxall Road throughabout before deciding on proceeding
further with the scheme. It is anticipated that with no intervention, the congestion along the A4174 and on
adjacent traffic routes will considerably worsen due to planned local growth in the area. The scheme aims to
relieve congestion and improve the capacity of some junctions along the A4174 Ring Road by better utilising
available space on the approach to junctions, changing the type of some of the junctions, and increasing the
efficiency of the network.
The traffic modelling indicates that without the intervention, northbound journey times will increase significantly
between Hicks Gate roundabout and Lyde Green (an additional 6 minutes in the morning Peak; and 3 minutes in
the PM peak might be expected). Southbound journey times are also expected to increase, although the most
significant increase occurs in PM peak (approximately 1 minute more).
The traffic modelling with the scheme can be seen to reduce the journey time on the A4174. For some
movements (i.e., Hicks Gate to Lyde Green in AM peak) the proposed improvements offers the journey savings of
over 2 mins compared against the pre COVID travel times).
Public transport improvement required
A number of respondents commented on how the money being spent on this scheme could be better placed in
improving public transport in and around the scheme area. This in turn would reduce car dependency and reduce
emissions, fitting with South Glos council Climate Emergency Strategy.

17
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“This plan does not include any thought to improving public transport. A better funded and easily accessible
public transport system would reduce congestion and improve air quality and also improve access to the north
east side of Bristol. This would also bring environmental, health and economical benefits. Changing the layout
of roads will not reduce congestion, instead encourage more people into their cars and eventually lead to the
same issue. We need to think differently about transport and make public and active transport much more
accessible.”

“This money should be spent on better public transport e.g., trams, more train stations/lines. This will reduce
the need for cars, and therefore increasing the road capacity won't be necessary. It looks horrendous and is just
cutting more of our countryside out.”
Our response
The scheme is designed to encourage necessary strategic car trips to remain on the A4174 as the most suitable
road designed to accommodate longer distance car journeys, and deter traffic rerouting through our local
communities, where public transport is most needed and would be delayed by these diverting journeys.
The scheme aims to help the flow of public transport on bus routes through reducing congestion at junctions
used by the service. The road space around the Lyde Green junction will be increased to provide at least three
lanes at all points, except for a four-lane section adjacent to the Westerleigh Lane bus link. The Westerleigh Lane
bus link will have a sensor to detect buses as they approach and assist them in joining the roundabout. At the
Rosary Roundabout, new additional links between the existing cycle and pedestrian networks will be provided to
the existing metrobus stop on Emerson Way.
Currently bus services run between Lyde Green and the Rosary Roundabout on the A4174 and buses cross some
of the other junctions. Adding new traffic signal control technology locks in the capability for bus locations to
be communicated to the central system which can be programmed to provide all buses on all approaches with
high levels of priority at the junction, improving public transport journey times.
Without the proposals, future bus services seeking to use the ring road will be subject to any delays experienced
by all traffic.
Traffic lights
A number of respondents commenting on the existing traffic lights and signal timing. Respondents felt it would
be better to remove the traffic lights from the roundabouts in order to create a constant flow of traffic.
“Please stop adding traffic lights to roundabouts - this is what causes the gridlock, increases journey times, and
also increases the pollution due to the constant "stop-start" rather than a constant trickle of traffic”
Our response
Traffic lights allow the council to manage movements from all roundabout arms adapting the timings at busy
periods. Where no bridges or subways are available traffic lights allow for pedestrians and cyclist to cross the ring
road safely.
The traffic modelling indicates that in the morning peak hour the junction improvements are forecast to cut
journey times by 5 minutes per vehicle heading north from Hicks Gate to Lyde Green.

18
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Other sub-themes
Respondents mentioned the following issues around the scheme in relation to traffic/road. These include:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Issues with other projects – respondents raised concerns with other projects for example the Hambrook
lights junction and the works at Stoke Gifford.
Public transport – a significant number of respondents raised that public transport in the area needed
improving which would support the reduction of cars on the road, these include dedicated cycle lanes,
pedestrian infrastructure and upgraded buses.
Increase in cars on the road – respondents are concerned that these proposals will increase the number
of cars on the road, making their journeys more difficult instead of easier.
Link to M4 – a number of respondents have asked whether these proposals are in line with the new
proposed M4 junction and suggest the new M4 junction will help decrease traffic dramatically.
Wrong junction/roundabout – some respondents have said that this area is not the most appropriate for
these proposals and that they would be better served at Badminton Road roundabout for example.
Lack of cycle/bus lanes – respondents raised the issue that there are no provisions for bus or cycle lanes
so question the projects relevance for bus users.
Other – better flow of traffic, reduce congestion, increase cyclist routes, high risk, current traffic problems
and emergency service access
Possible increase in accidents – concerns that these proposals will increase confusion and create a higher
risk of accidents
Maintain current road instead – many respondents have argued that the money set aside for this project
could be better spent on maintaining the existing roads that need repair
Throughabouts – not many respondents commented on throughabouts but one respondent raised that
they have seen them be effective in some parts of the UK.

To see a summary of the comments made arranged by sub-theme see Appendix B.
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4.5.2

Sentiment

All the respondent’s comments in relation to sentiment were grouped and quantified as seen below (ranked from
highest to lowest number of comments):

Sentiment sub-themes
Opposes the scheme
Wraxall Road
Unnecessary
Benefits unclear
Against road widening
Question
Support the scheme
Outdated due to COVID-19
Overcomplicated
Grievance
Suggestion
Other
Location specific issue
Devaluation of houses/people moving away

Number of
comments
202
85
74
60
41
34
28
25
23
14
5
5
5
3

Wraxall Road
A majority of the comments for sentiment were concerns about the Wraxall Road project. Respondents’ concerns
were that the work done on Wraxall Road has unduly increased congestion and made journeys more difficult
along with causing traffic to use unsuitable routes through local communities. The second most raised issue was
that these proposals are unnecessary and not required. Typical comments include:
"You’ve already disrupted the traffic for long enough on the Wraxall road roundabout and there has been little to
no progress in the time it’s already taken."
"If the current improvement to the Wraxall Road roundabout are any indication how this will go then each round
about well cause huge tail backs for over a year and therefore increase pollution around them.”
Our response:
Data on the impact of the Wraxall Road roadworks has been collected and analysed to minimise disruption to
traffic during further works. Should the scheme be taken forward following the monitoring and evaluation of
Wraxall Road, lessons learned will be taken into account in the design of the roadwork for the A4174 scheme.
Unnecessary
Respondents felt that the proposed changes to the roundabouts were not required as they work well as they are.
Instead, they felt investment could be made in improving the public transport in the area.
"The current roads and roundabout are more than sufficient”
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Benefits unclear
Some respondents felt that they could not see how these proposed changes would benefit the congestion and
traffic flow of the area.
“Don’t see how this is an improvement"
"Cannot see how the proposed scheme will improve the flow of the ring road"
Our response:
The need for this work is defined in the project objectives, these are to:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Reduce carbon emissions through relieving delays and congestion on the A4174 corridor between the
Lyde Green and Kingsfield roundabouts
Minimise the impact of traffic / infrastructure to the natural environment and, where possible, improve
the environment
Improve access to the north east Bristol fringe to help open up business opportunities
Protect and enhance access for non-car users
Improve traffic safety
Improve road network resilience and journey time reliability

Critically, the improvements will provide immediate and long-term benefits in reducing journey times and
improving the flow of traffic along the ring road. For example, by 2036 modelling data suggests that in the
morning peak hour the junction improvements are forecast to cut journey times by 9 minutes northbound
between Hicks Gate and Lyde Green.
Other sub-themes
Respondents mentioned the following issues around the scheme in relation to sentiment. These include:
•
•

•
•
•

Against road widening – a number of respondents raised that road widening will not reduce traffic but
encourage further car use
Outdated due to COVID-19 – respondents raised a key point that the longer impact of COVID-19 on
travel and traffic is not yet clear and we cannot know yet what working patterns people will have in the
future
Grievance – a few respondents had an issue with the project as a whole and felt that this work will just
create further disruption that is not needed
Overcomplicated – Respondents felt this was a complicated solution to a traffic issue – may cause
confusion and possible accidents
Other – effect on business, devaluation of houses, suggestion of education for drivers

To see a summary of the comments made arranged by sub-theme please see Appendix B.
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4.5.3

Environment

All the respondent’s comments in relation to the environment were grouped and quantified as seen below
(ranked from highest to lowest number of comments):

Environment sub-themes
Carbon emissions
Climate Emergency Strategy/General
climate issues
Deforestation
Effect on wildlife/vegetation
Increase in car use
Aesthetics
Noise pollution
Local transport note 1/20
Suggestion
Light pollution
Traffic lights increasing emissions

Number of comments
117
53
37
20
14
12
11
8
4
2
0

Carbon emissions
A majority of the comments for environment were concerns over air pollution. A significant number of
respondents felt that these measures were likely to increase the number of cars on the road and therefore
increase pollution. There were also concerns at the levels of pollution that will result from the construction works
and the traffic that comes as a result of the work. Typical comments include:
“It will increase carbon emissions by encouraging the use of the motor vehicle (see: induced demand), as well as
the enormous emissions involved in actually building the scheme.”
Our response:
It is anticipated that with no intervention, the congestion along the A4174 and on adjacent traffic routes will
worsen due to planned local growth in the area. The increased journey times and poor journey time reliability
resulting from this will worsen air quality along the corridor. The production of the business case will include an
appropriate assessment of CO2 and particulate emissions and these outputs will be shared when available.
Nitrous Oxide (NOx) levels are anticipated to go down, as the upgraded junctions will improve car speed and
acceleration.
Climate Emergency Strategy
A high number of respondents raised concerns over how this scheme fitted into our plans to address the Climate
Emergency and the general commitment to reducing the impacts of climate change. Many respondents felt that
the scheme would encourage car use instead of promoting the public to use active travel methods.
“This scheme is not compatible with South Glos's adopted Climate Emergency Strategy. “
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“To combat the climate emergency, it is essential to discourage driving. You will not achieve that by increasing
road capacity for motorists, which is the core purpose of this scheme.”
Our response:
As part of the monitoring and evaluation of the Wraxall Road throughabout scheme we will monitor the impact
on carbon emissions against the forecast reduced congestion. This scheme both reduces the carbon impacts and
supports sustainable transport investment and is designed to focus strategic car trips to the A4174 as the most
suitable road designed to accommodate longer distance car and freight journeys. This will additionally deter
traffic rerouting through our local communities and consequently maintaining the defined travel hierarchy
without major rat running on to smaller roads mid journey.
We all need to travel less and where possible to use sustainable modes of transport. South Gloucestershire
Council are committed to making active travel and public transport attractive to more people. The transport
network is made of up roads with different classifications. The A4174, which in 2019 was taking between 40,000
and 50,000 vehicle trips a day of which approximately 1500 are Heavy Good Vehicles was designed to cater for
strategic traffic. Most exemplar cities for walking, cycling and public transport have a prominent strategic ring
road or equivalent at the edge of the urban area which is designed to intercept and take large volumes of traffic.
A strategic road allows for the populated urban and residential areas within the ring road to be balanced in
favour of people rather than cars. We are aiming to emulate this wholistic approach in the West of England - The
A4174 junction improvements were included in the Joint Local Transport Plan (2020-2036) alongside a package
of transport infrastructure measures aiming to reduce traffic in our built-up areas and provide people with more
sustainable travel options. We have ambitious proposals for delivering complementary sustainable transport
improvements. Kingswood High Street pedestrianisation was recently awarded funding for delivery, bus corridor
investment on A432 and A38, our Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan and our masterplan for Yate
which has a vision for a 15-minute town.
Carbon and Greenhouse gas impacts are a key consideration when an individual scheme is designed, the impacts
are assessed by Government as part of its Transport Appraisal Guidance process and decisions are not taken
lightly. If the government does decide to fund the scheme and it’s taken forward, appropriate mitigation and
offsetting work will be identified and delivered in accordance with that assessment.
The Government has recently published its Transport Decarbonisation Plan and we will be aligning to it. The
Transport Secretary does state that in any imaginable circumstances, most longer journeys, passenger, and
freight, will be made by road; and that rural, remote areas will always depend more heavily on roads. The plan
outlines that investment in our roads is necessary at this time to ensure the functioning of the nation and to
reduce congestion which is a major source of carbon. It does commit to the decarbonisation of all forms of
transport through zero emission vehicles, increased cycling, walking and public transport and using technology
to reduce the need for travel.
Loss of trees
A number of respondents are concerned about whether trees will be cut down during construction – specifically
the mature trees.
“This is not required and will impact / destroy ancient trees on Austin roundabout. Loss of greenery and
enjoyment.”
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Our response:
Some of the vegetation and trees on the existing roundabouts and approaches to the junctions will need to be
removed to enable us to construct and operate the scheme safely. New vegetation and trees will be planted in
other areas, such as locations adjacent to the ring road, to compensate for this loss. We are currently assessing
the trees so that we can replace them with appropriately sized species.
Respondents mentioned other issues around the scheme in relation to environment. These include:
•
•

•

•
•
•

4.5.4

Aesthetics – a number of respondents are concerned over how these proposals will impact the aesthetics
of the area by destroying the surrounding greenery
Local Transport Note (LTN) 1/20 – respondents stated that the scheme would not be in line with the LTN
1/20 cycle design guidance, and the aims of the scheme are not compatible with it (See response to
safety 4.5.5).
Increase of car use – this issue has been raised in relation to traffic/road and environment. The issue is
similar in both categories, that by widening the roads you will increase the number of cars on the road,
increasing emissions and car dependency
Noise pollution – respondents raised the effect that the traffic noise is going to have on those that live
close to the road, especially during construction
Effect on wildlife – it was raised that the disruption during the construction of the scheme will disturb
wildlife and also the removing of trees will disturb existing animal habitats
Light pollution – this was a specific concern of the lights around Hicks Gates and Hambrook being on
24/7
Cost

All the respondent’s comments in relation to cost were grouped and quantified as seen below (ranked from
highest to lowest number of comments):

Cost sub-themes
Waste of money
Money could be better
spent
Too expensive
Expenditure on other
projects
Question

Number of comments
108
90
42
4
1

Waste of money/money can be better spent
A majority of the comments for cost were that respondents felt these proposals were a waste of money and in
tandem with this, that the money could be better spent. A key issue that kept arising was that respondents felt
this money could be better spent on public transport improvements or on repairing the current road network
instead of investing in a new project. Typical comments include:
“Mindless waste of money”
“Waste of taxpayers’ money”
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“Please save the money and use it to improve the quality of existing roads reducing potholes and resurfacing
where necessary.”
Our response:
The scheme itself would be funded through the Department for Transport’s ringfenced Major Road Network
funding package which aims to reduce congestion on the UK’s road network. To gain funding from the
Department for Transport a clear cost benefit has to be shown in the business case.
Local councils, together with all public bodies, receive separate funding for their revenue and capital spending
which carries strict criteria on what can and cannot be spent. The Government funding available for this proposal
is capital money.
Capital – if the council spends money on improving the council’s assets, then this is capital expenditure. This
would include purchasing new assets, such as land and buildings, but also refurbishing and improving existing
ones. Capital expenditure is funded through capital income sources such as capital receipts and borrowing.
Revenue – this is the council’s day-to-day expenditure and includes salaries and wages, running costs such as
fuel, utility bills and service contract payments. As a rule of thumb, if the expenditure is consumed in less than a
year, then it is revenue. The council funds revenue expenditure through revenue income sources such as the
council tax and charging users for the services they use.
Bus services, potholes and maintenance, costs of social services and education are funded through revenue
funding.

Respondents mentioned other issues around the scheme in relation to cost. These include:
•
•

Too expensive – respondents felt this project was overpriced
Expenditure on other projects – a number of residents raised issue with how much money has been spent
on other projects such as Wraxall Road
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4.5.5

Safety

All the respondents’ comments in relation to safety were grouped and quantified as seen below (ranked from
highest to lowest number of comments):

Safety sub-themes
Active travel suggestion/lack of active travel
Poor cycling and walking improvements
Risks to cyclists
Lack of detail of cycling and walking
improvements
Risk to pedestrians
Suggestion
Reckless driving
Dramway
Traffic lights
Bus lane/ pedestrian lights
General

Number of
comments
55
15
13
12
8
4
4
4
3
3
1

Active travel suggestion
A majority of the comments for safety were active travel suggestions. Respondents felt that there were not
enough provisions for cycling and pedestrian infrastructure. They felt that these proposals were encouraging car
dependency and not providing suitable active travel alternatives. Respondents argue that in order to encourage
active travel, cyclists and pedestrians need equal provisions to motorists.
There were also a number of concerns over the risks to cyclists and pedestrians. Respondents noted that it will be
dangerous for cyclists and pedestrians to cross some of the roundabouts and that a traffic free over or underpass
is required to ensure safety. Typical comments include:
“A distinct lack of improvements for active travel and public transport. In fact, the proposals remove a pedestrian
crossing at Siston Hill Roundabout. The plans consequently do not follow LTN 1/20 I am not convinced increasing
the capacity of the road and reducing emissions are compatible aims. The disruption for those changes to every
roundabout will go on for”
“Need to improve walking/cycling with grade-separated routes both along line of A4174 and along line of
Westerleigh Road.”
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Our response:
The A4174 Ring road has a continuous parallel free cycle route for its length which is largely motor traffic free,
and the junctions proposed for improvement have a mix of shared and segregated walking and cycling provision
already separated from the road.
In response to the consultation feedback, improvements to active travel at the junctions have been developed
further in accordance with current guidance. These include improved crossings and improved footway and cycle
paths within the vicinity of the junctions.

Pedestrian and cyclist safety
A number of respondents raised the issue of cyclist and pedestrian safety that will be affected if the proposed
changes go ahead. Respondents argue that adequate measures have not been put in place to ensure the safety
of cyclists and pedestrians when crossing wide and busy roads.
“Incredibly dangerous and unsafe for cyclists - cyclists will spend ages crossing the roundabout and will not feel
safe doing so.”
It increases risk to pedestrians and cyclists with more traffic lanes to cross.”
Our response:
Additional Improvements to pedestrian and cycle safety are being developed by the design team to reflect the
feedback received.
Deanery:
Upgraded cycle provision is provided to the east of the junction with a new segregated cycle lane facilitating
movements from the cycle path to the north-east of the junction. These link across the pedestrian crossing over
Deanery Road and into Baden Road where a new segregated cycle lane is also provided.
Kingsfield:
The current pedestrian crossing over Marsham Way is to be re-aligned to a straight two stage pedestrian and
cycle crossing. The existing zebra crossing over the Leisure Road arm is to be upgraded to a parallel crossing to
allow for segregated walking and cycling movements.
Lyde Green:
This option also proposes a number of cycle provision upgrades with upgraded signalised segregated cycle and
pedestrian crossings over each arm and parallel crossing over Westerleigh Lane. These are linked by new
segregated cycle and pedestrian paths around the junction linking on to the existing provision along each arm.
Rosary:
A new cycle/pedestrian link has also been added from the path to the north of Emersons Way to the metrobus
stop on Emersons Way, to improve access to the stop. New segregated cycle and pedestrian crossings are also
proposed over the A4174 north and Willowherb Road arms. Upgraded segregated paths between the crossings
are proposed that also link into the existing pedestrian infrastructure alongside these arms and to the A4174
south arm.
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Siston Hill:
The pedestrian crossing over the A4174 north arm will be removed due to the safety of the crossing within the
new scheme. Also, the existing steps access to the crossing does not meet current accessibility standards.
There is a low number of pedestrians who currently use the crossing and the alternative grade separated
crossings are available to the north at Carson Road and to the south both of which provide accessibility compliant
links. The additional walking distances are not significant.
Respondents mentioned the following issues around the scheme in relation to safety. These include:
•
•
•

Lack of detail of walking and cycling improvements – respondents stated that there was a lack of
information about what improvements will be made to cycling and walking infrastructure
Poor cycling and walking improvements – several comments were made in regard to the cycling and
walking improvements stated in the proposals are not good enough
Other - Traffic Lights, Suggestion, Reckless Driving, General
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4.5.6

Timeframe

All the respondent’s comments in relation to timeframe were grouped and quantified as seen below:
Timeframe sub-themes
Push back start date/wait till
other projects complete

Number of comments
61

There was only one sub-theme for issues relating to timeframe and this was to push back the start date or wait till
other projects have been completed before construction of this project begins.
Respondents raised the fact that a number of schemes have been started around this area including Wraxall
Road, and Pucklechurch M4 junction. They are suggesting that the work carried on these projects be completed
and the impacts of these projects be assessed before this scheme is started. Typical comments include:
“Why not wait until the first roundabout is operational and effectiveness can be judged before committing to
changing the others.”
“Surely you should see how the existing work eases congestion before forging ahead with this scheme”
Our response:
There is a high degree of confidence that Wraxall Road will operate as intended as this was designed and tested
using a validated microsimulation model, and indeed it is represented in the modelling for the scheme. We do
acknowledge however the concern from residents that a throughabout junction is new to the area. We will
therefore delay the submission of the A4174 Business Case submission to Government until we have monitored
the performance and impacts of the Wraxall Road Roundabout throughabout junction to compare its operational
performance against the predicted improvements. A decision will be made around submitting a Business Case to
government in late 2022.
Lessons learned will be taken into account in the design of the roadwork for the scheme and we will assess the
success of the Wraxall Road junction improvements before making a final decision to commence the scheme.
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4.6

Views that the scheme improves future journeys

The respondents were asked whether they believed the scheme would improve their journeys once complete.
The responses are as follows:

Figure 4 Respondent’s opinions regarding the scheme improving future journeys along the A4174

As you can see above (figure 8), the responses are largely negative, with 80% of respondents stating that the
junction improvements would not improve their journeys in future years. As little as 9% of respondents felt that
the scheme will improve their journeys and 10% were undecided.
A delay to monitor evaluate the performance of Wraxall Road roundabout before proceeding to submit a funding
bid will allow the public to experience a throughabout junction in operation and its benefits.
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4.7

How respondents travel along the A4174

Respondents were asked to state their usual methods of travel along the A4174. The responses are as follows:

How do you normally travel along the A4174?
600
527

513

500
400

300
200
137

72

100

54

40

31

7

0
By car
By car
By bicycle
(multiple
(single
occupancy) occupancy)

By foot

By bus

Other

By lorry / No response
van

Figure 5 Respondents normal mode of travel along the A4174

It is clear from the diagram above (figure 9), that a majority of respondents travel along the A4174 by car (single
occupancy) (527 respondents) or car (multiple occupancy) (513 respondents). Less commonly used modes of
travel include by bicycle (137 respondents), by foot (72 respondents) and by bus (54 respondents).
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4.8

Respondents use of roads served by the roundabouts

Respondents were asked to specify which roads served by the five roundabouts (Lyde Green, The Rosary, Siston Hill, Deanery, Kingsfield) they used most frequently.
The responses are as follows:

Which roads served by the five roundabouts do you most commonly use?
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742
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Figure 6 Roads most commonly used by respondents within the scheme area

As you can see from the diagram above (figure 10), the ring road is the most commonly used road by respondents either travelling north (759 respondents) or
south (742 respondents).
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4.9

Support for the Lyde Green roundabout proposals

Respondents were asked to what extent do they support the Lyde Green roundabout proposals. The responses
are as follows:

Figure 7 Respondent’s level of support for the Lyde Green roundabout proposals

As you can see the above diagram (figure 11), the majority of people were against the proposed changes to Lyde
Green roundabout with 69% of respondents saying they were strongly against and a further 10% were somewhat
against. A low number of respondents were in support of the scheme with an estimated 6% strongly supporting
or somewhat supporting the scheme. A further 7% were not sure how they felt about the scheme.
Lyde Green Roundabout comments:
Key themes:
880 Comments made
14 Positive comments
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Key topics:
Unnecessary: 81 comments
Respondents felt that the proposed changes to the roundabouts were not required as they work well as they are.
Instead, they felt investment could be made in improving the public transport in the area.
-

“I don’t believe this is necessary nor will it have the outcome stated in the proposal of reduced traffic or
better air quality.”
“I can't see how the changes are going to make any difference and at such a huge cost.”
“Unnecessary, the roundabout operates fine as is.”

Disruption while under construction: 61 comments
A majority of the comments for traffic/road were concerns that the disruption on the ring road would be too
much during construction. Respondents felt that the benefit of the scheme did not outweigh the detriment that
the disruption would cause.
-

“Leave the roads alone. Traffic is always caused by roadworks which could be completed fast, but you
choose to take years to complete.”
“It will also cause mayhem for residents who live nearby and have no choice but to use these roads whilst
the work is carried out”

Waste of money: 46 comments
A majority of the comments for cost were that respondents felt these proposals were a waste of tax-payers
money and in tandem with this, that the money could be better spent.
-

“Until there is proof of the success of the current project, stop wasting our money”
“No justification to change you’re wasting tax-payers money unnecessarily”
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4.10

Support for the Rosary roundabout proposals

Respondents were asked to what extent do they support the Rosary roundabout proposals. The responses are as
follows:

To what extent do you support the proposals for
the Rosary roundabout?
Not sure, 68, 8%

No response , 19, 2%

Strongly support,
51, 6%

Somewhat against, 80,
9%
Somewhat
support, 52, 6%
Strongly against,
614, 69%

Figure 8 Respondent’s level of support for the Rosary roundabout

As you can see in the above diagram, the majority of people were against were against the proposed changes to
The Rosary Roundabout with 69% of respondents saying they were strongly against and a further 9% were
somewhat against. A low number of respondents were in support of the scheme with an estimated 6% strongly
supporting or somewhat supporting the scheme. A further 8% were not sure how they felt about the scheme.
Key themes:
709 comments made
12 positive comments
Comments specific to the roundabout:
-

“The rosary roundabout moves freely at all times of
day and night as it is.”

-

“Again, I don't see the issue with the Rosary
roundabout. No special traffic jams detected in all my
years on this road during rush hours.”
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Key topics:
Unnecessary: 65 comments
Respondents felt that the proposed changes to the roundabouts were not required as they work well as they are.
Instead, they felt investment could be made in improving the public transport in the area.
•
•

“It is not needed, it works well as it is why do you need to spend that much money.”
“The roundabout functions well at the moment. Why change it?”

Disruption while under construction: 51 comments
A majority of the comments for traffic/road were concerns that the disruption on the ring road would be too
much during construction. Respondents felt that the benefit of the scheme did not outweigh the detriment that
the disruption would cause.
•
•

“Months of congestion for no benefit”
“The traffic is already very bad and it will be a complete nightmare with the roadworks whilst being
completed, especially as you intend to do all the roundabouts”

Money better spent: 36 comments
A majority of the comments for cost were that respondents felt these proposals were a waste of tax-payers
money and in tandem with this, that the money could be better spent.
•
•

“More wasted money and confusion”
“Like the Lyde Green round about this should have been sorted out when you developed the area the
first time around, your now just wasting money”
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4.11

Support for the Siston Hill roundabout proposals

Respondents were asked to what extent do they support the Siston Hill roundabout proposals. The responses are
as follows:

To what extent do you support the proposals for
Siston Hill roundabout?
Not sure, 53, 6%

No response , 20, 2%

Somewhat against,
64, 7%

Strongly support,
49, 6%

Somewhat
support, 48, 5%

Strongly against,
650, 74%

Figure 9 Respondent’s level of support for the Siston Hill roundabout

As you can see the in above diagram (figure 13), the majority of people were against were against the proposed
changes to The Siston Hill roundabout with 74% of respondents saying they were strongly against and a further
7% were somewhat against. A low number of respondents were in support of the scheme with an estimated 6%
strongly supporting or somewhat supporting the scheme. A further 6% were not sure how they felt about the
scheme.
Key themes:
778 comments made
7 positive comments
Comments specific to the roundabout
-

“Siston Hill roundabout traffic lights system is
broken. Coming from Sort It Centre towards Ring
Road is a nightmare.”

-

“The trees & shrubs in the middle of the Siston
roundabout are a haven for wildlife. Removing
the pedestrian crossing and steps down to it is
going to make it so difficult to cross to walk
across to Siston Common.”
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Key topics:
Unnecessary: 58 comments
Respondents felt that the proposed changes to the roundabouts were not required as they work well as they are.
Instead, they felt investment could be made in improving the public transport in the area.
-

“No need whatsoever”
“Unnecessary, the roundabout operates fine as is.”
“Same as other two works fine don't need upgrading, 16 years I have been traveling up and down this
ring road????”

Disruption while under construction: 51 comments
A majority of the comments for traffic/road were concerns that the disruption on the ring road would be too
much during construction. Respondents felt that the benefit of the scheme did not outweigh the detriment that
the disruption would cause.
-

“The disruption during construction of the proposals make them of significantly low benefit to the
surrounding area.”
“Perceived benefits are dubious and disruption during construction unacceptable, waste of public
money”
“As before. Also, I live near here, the traffic congestion due to building works would seriously impact the
surroundings area potentially increasing air pollution in this area.”

Carbon emissions: 36 comments
A majority of the comments for environment were concerns over air pollution. A significant number of
respondents felt that these measures were likely to increase the number of cars on the road and therefore
increase pollution. There were also concerns at the levels of pollution that will result from the construction works
and the traffic that comes as a result of the work.
•

•

“Increasing the capacity for more road vehicles will mean more people will use private transport instead
of taking public transport. This will increase the carbon footprint, not reduce it. It will also increase
particulate emissions as there will be more tyres on the road and more braking for each set of traffic
lights.”
“Will further encourage racing and speeding. Will encourage more cars to use this route thus polluting
the houses that surround this area. Work on the A4174 is taking a long time and causing much
congestion. We do not want this repeated in other areas”
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4.12

Support for the Deanery roundabout proposals

Respondents were asked to what extent do they support the Deanery roundabout proposals. The responses are
as follows:

To what extent do you support the proposals for
Deanery Road roundabout?
Not sure, 55, 6%

No response , 19, 2%

Somewhat against,
78, 9%

Strongly support,
50, 6%

Somewhat
support, 48, 5%

Strongly against,
634, 72%

Figure 10 Respondent’s level of support for the Deanery Road roundabout

As you can see in the above diagram (figure 14), the majority of people were against the scheme with 73% of
respondents saying they were strongly against and a further 9% were somewhat against. A low number of
respondents were in support of the scheme with an estimated 6% strongly supporting or somewhat supporting
the scheme. A further 6% were not sure how they felt about the scheme.
Key themes:
727 comments made
4 Positive comments
Key topics:
Unnecessary: 54 comments
Respondents felt that the proposed changes to the
roundabouts were not required as they work well as they are.
Instead, they felt investment could be made in improving the
public transport in the area.
-

“No need whatsoever”
“Unnecessary, the roundabout operates fine as is.”
“Same as other two works fine don't need upgrading, 16 years I have been traveling up and down this
ring road????”
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Disruption while under construction: 50 comments
A majority of the comments for traffic/road were concerns that the disruption on the ring road would be too
much during construction. Respondents felt that the benefit of the scheme did not outweigh the detriment that
the disruption would cause.
-

“The disruption during construction of the proposals make them of significantly low benefit to the
surrounding area.”
“Perceived benefits are dubious and disruption during construction unacceptable, waste of public
money”
“As before. Also I live near here, the traffic congestion due to building works would seriously impact the
surroundings area potentially increasing air pollution in this area.”

Carbon emissions: 40 comments
A majority of the comments for environment were concerns over air pollution. A significant number of
respondents felt that these measures were likely to increase the number of cars on the road and therefore
increase pollution. There were also concerns at the levels of pollution that will result from the construction works
and the traffic that comes as a result of the work.
•

•

“Increasing the capacity for more road vehicles will mean more people will use private transport instead
of taking public transport. This will increase the carbon footprint, not reduce it. It will also the particulate
emissions as there will be more tyres on the road and more braking for each set of traffic lights.”
“Will further encourage racing and speeding. Will encourage more cars to use this route thus polluting
the houses that surround this area. Work on the A4174 is taking a long time and causing much
congestion. We do not want this repeated in other areas.

Comments raised at Face-to-Face meeting and correspondence:
Comments were raised around the impact of the Deanery Road roundabout impact on residents. These concerns
were around the proposals to move the road closer to Baden Road and reducing the space of the existing turning
head. In particular, the reduction of visual screening from vegetation, an increase in noise pollution, air pollution
and existing issues with antisocial behaviour at the turning head.
Concerns were also expressed around the location of the existing air quality monitoring equipment on the A4174
being too far away from the junction, exacerbating the existing challenges of right turning off A420 into Deanery
Road/Brook Road and the current conflicts between motor and cycle traffic at Deanery Road where cyclists
access the subway.
Our response:
Mitigation is being considered in the response to these concerns, a noise and air quality impact will be
undertaken, and mitigation will be put in place for an adverse impact, a monitoring and evaluation programme
will be put in place and funded to ensure that the impact of the proposal are assessed against the scheme
commitments. Design responses road safety and antisocial behaviour will be considered.
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4.13

Support for the Kingsfield roundabout proposals

Respondents were asked to what extent do they support the Kingsfield roundabout proposals. The responses are
as follows:

To what extent do you support the proposals for Kingsfield
roundabout?
No response , 18, 2%

Not sure, 67, 7%

Strongly support,
51, 6%

Somewhat against, 76,
9%
Somewhat
support, 50, 6%

Strongly against,
622, 70%

Figure 11 Respondent’s level of support for the Kingsfield roundabout

As you can see in the above diagram (figure 15), the majority of people were against the scheme with 72% of
respondents saying they were strongly against and a further 9% were somewhat against. A low number of
respondents were in support of the scheme with an estimated 6% strongly supporting or somewhat supporting
the scheme. A further 7% were not sure how they felt about the scheme.
Key themes:
661 comments made
7 Positive comments
Comments specific to the roundabout:
•

“Kingsfield roundabout is the weir lock gate of
northbound traffic. Get that wrong and you'll
have floods there pushing back to Keynsham,
get it more wrong and the northbound stretch
will flood instead pouring across Kingswood and
Longwell Green residential areas and blocking
up all side roads. Traffic light free left filter lanes
needed here to allow uninterrupted flow as well
as the traffic control system linked to Hicks Gate
and Deanery Road flow levels’’.
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Key topics:
Unnecessary: 51 comments
Respondents felt that the proposed changes to the roundabouts were not required as they work well as they are.
Instead, they felt investment could be made in improving the public transport in the area.
-

“No need whatsoever”
“Unnecessary, the roundabout operates fine as is.”
“Same as other two works fine don't need upgrading, 16 years I have been traveling up and down this
ring road????”

Disruption while under construction: 45 comments
A majority of the comments for traffic/road were concerns that the disruption on the ring road would be too
much during construction. Respondents felt that the benefit of the scheme did not outweigh the detriment that
the disruption would cause.
-

“The disruption during construction of the proposals make them of significantly low benefit to the
surrounding area.”
“Perceived benefits are dubious and disruption during construction unacceptable, waste of public
money”
“As before. Also, I live near here, the traffic congestion due to building works would seriously impact the
surrounding area potentially increasing air pollution in this area.”

Traffic lights: 37 comments
A number of respondents commenting on the existing traffic lights and signal timing. Respondents felt it would
be better to remove the traffic lights from the roundabouts in order to create a constant flow of traffic.
•

•

“Increasing the capacity for more road vehicles will mean more people will use private transport instead
of taking public transport. This will increase the carbon footprint, not reduce it. It will also the particulate
emissions as there will be more tyres on the road and more braking for each set of traffic lights.”
“Will further encourage racing and speeding. Will encourage more cars to use this route thus polluting
the houses that surround this area. Work on the A4174 is taking a long time and causing much
congestion. We do not want this repeated in other areas”
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5. Key thoughts and suggestions
5.0

Sentiment

Responses referring to an opinion or general feeling around the project
The following suggestions have been made within the theme sentiment:
•

•

•
•

“Simple tweaks, like people not being able to turn right from straight over lanes & make sure the traffic
light sequences are always correct & this would help without causing massive delays. Also feel maybe
you could educate drivers on how 2 lane roads work (outside lane is for overtaking) & this would help the
traffic greatly”
“The council could reduce peak flow by encouraging local employers to allow for flexible working times. I
would prefer an independent cycle route which is away from the road and safe enough to take my young
children on”
“A total waste as there are other measures that should be taken first. Tidying up and widening the Bath to
Bristol Cycle track being one”
“No mention has been made of alternative techniques such as turning off the traffic lights at the existing
roundabouts, improving visibility when approaching roundabouts so drivers do not have to necessarily
have to stop or making the roundabouts into simple crossroads (Light controlled). These options would
be much cheaper and simpler to do and without the chaos of 3 years of roadworks”

5.1

Traffic/Road

Responses referring to a change in road usage or traffic e.g., Traffic lights causing congestion
Traffic and road had a significant number of suggestions, here are the key suggestions broken down by theme
and further suggestions can be found in Appendix A.
Key topics:
Flyovers:
“This ring road needs flyovers not more traffic lights”
“Scrap the proposals and establish which is cheaper, flyovers or underpasses”.
“It would make far more sense to have underpasses or flyovers to maintain a constant stream of traffic on
A4174”
Underpass
•
•
•

•
•

•

“How about underpasses that allow cars to keep following under the roundabout when going from Lyde
Green to Keynsham etc pretty obvious especially when most other cities do this.”
“Three things need to happen. 1 Build the M4 Jcn 18a off the Westerleigh Road. This junction was on the
original plan for the A4174. 2 Stop building new houses along the A4174 without building a new highcapacity road. 3 put in an underpass on the busy roundabouts so traffic does not need to stop. This will
improve air quality as well.”
“Only way is to build an underpass for through traffic.”
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Traffic lights:
•
•
•

5.2

“If the scheme goes ahead here needs to be part time signals at roundabouts ONLY at peak times. Traffic
lights must be switched off and revert to normal roundabout rules at all other times.”
“Money could be spent making improvements to other facilities and even traffic lights without changing
road layouts would have more of an impact and be less confusing.”
“Surely additional traffic lights, without the need for "throughabouts", would/should be sufficient,
especially if they are properly controlled from, say, a central command station with the ability of
amending the sequences according to traffic.”

Environment

Responses referring to the environmental impact of the project e.g., loss of trees, carbon emissions and wildlife
The following suggestions have been made within the theme environment:
•

5.3

“There should also be an assessment of when the increase in carbon caused by this work will be offset by
the improvements of the scheme.”

Safety

Responses referring to the safety of the roads as a result of the project e.g., danger to cyclists and pedestrians.
The following suggestions have been made within the theme safety…
•
•

5.4

“The cycle path/pedestrian pavement should be continued up Westerleigh Road (past the garden
centres) until it meets up with the cycle path leading into Westerleigh village.”
“Constant speed without acceleration and braking. Anyone remember the temple meads overpass? Need
over or under passes and average speed cameras to keep moving at Constant speed.”

Our response to your suggestions

We are carefully reviewing the community’s ideas and suggestions incorporating them where possible into our
options. We will also consider other factors in the refinement process such as economic costs and benefits,
environmental and amenity impacts and opportunities, legal obligations, health and safety, and carbon. The
scheme is expected to provide operational benefits relating to carbon that over time will outweigh the
construction impacts.
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6. Positive comments
There were 28 positive comments made in the overall comments on the scheme (Q2).

The general consensus of the positive comments was that any measures being put into improving traffic flow will
be greatly received.
It is important to residents to keep local roads safe and encourage cars to use the main roads during their travel.
Respondents also supported the concept of ‘throughabouts’, stating that they have seen them be very effective in
other parts of the UK.
For example:
•

“Anything to ensure a better flow of traffic along the A4174 is very welcome. Hopefully it will be built
(Lyde Green Roundabout) to capture the potential additional M4 junction”.

•

“Like the Throughabout ideas to relieve congestion at major roundabouts”

•

“Absolutely brilliant proposal. The current state of the A4174, especially at rush hour, is terrible. The
traffic in all the proposed locations at the moment is terrible and so are the surrounding routes.”

•

“Seems like a good idea, keep the (nasty, horrible, polluting) cars on the same road, making local roads
more people friendly”
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7. Questions asked
A total of 17 questions were asked by respondents in the feedback forms. Most of these centred around how the
scheme aims to reduce emissions and noise and what mitigations will be put in place to prevent disruption during
construction. For example,
1. “How is increasing a road’s capacity going to reduce emissions? Does modelling of future usage support
this? What assumptions have been made to claim lower emissions?”
2. “My main concern is an increase in road traffic noise to residents living in Barrs Court. What measures will
be put in place to reduce noise transmission?”
3. “What guarantee will you give that for 3 years we will not be blocked from leaving our homes?”
The FAQs in Appendix D provide a comprehensive list of responses to the questions posed during the
consultation.
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8. Other representations
We have received responses from several key stakeholders. Their feedback is summarised below:
Oldland Parish Council
Oldland Parish Council members compiled a list of questions for the project team, which have been responded
to. Areas of inquiry included the need for the project, evidence and assumptions used for decision making and
concerns the scheme could increase traffic. They questioned the sources of traffic survey data, and the accuracy
and reliability of the traffic modelling. The Parish Council were interested in how the Wraxall Road Roundabout
works has been considered in the modelling and whether the impact data from these works has been used to
mitigate similar impacts on this scheme.
The Parish Council queried how joining roads and roundabouts have been accounted for to ensure no negative
traffic effects on surrounding road network. They also questioned the approach to traffic management during
construction, including how the effects of increased traffic on diversion routes in residential areas will be
minimised.
The Parish Council wanted to know how sustainable transport will be supported on this route, including active
travel and public transport. They suggested extending the metrobus service along this route and implementing
further measures for sustainable travel such as a dedicated shared path for walking and cycling.
North Bristol SusCom
North Bristol SusCom wrote to us regarding their consultation response. They provided an overview of their
general comments which stated they were strongly against the proposals. Their reasons justifying this opinion
were because they felt the proposals are likely to make traffic, congestion and air pollution worse not better.
They also commented on the lack of encouragement for active travel methods in order to reduce single-car
occupancy. Furthermore, they felt the proposals do not offer any benefits to public transport such as segregated
bus lanes or improvements for walkers and cyclists.
Overall North Bristol SusCom feels that this proposal does not meet the net zero carbon targets and does not
support the needs of pedestrians, cyclists and public transport users.
Chris Skidmore MP
The Rt. Hon Chris Skidmore MP wrote to South Gloucestershire Council to formally respond to the council’s
consultation on improvements to the A4174 Ring Road roundabouts.
The letter stated that the MP supported the proposals in principle but named a number of issues he felt the
project needed to address. These included:
•
•
•

Tackling rat running
Waiting to see the effectiveness of the changes made to Wraxall road before beginning construction on
other roundabout junctions
Extending the metrobus

He also noted that he felt greater weight should be given to the responses from people living and working locally
around the proposed scheme.
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First Bus
First is the main bus operator in Bristol and the wider area who have many services traveling through and across
the A4174.
Congestion is a significant issue for First Bus resulting in significant disruption to services ultimately leading to
discouraged customers while increasing the cost of running.
Within the proposed scheme there are regular bus services crossing the ring road at Deanery Roundabout, Rosary
Roundabout and Lyde Green Roundabout. With Deanery Rod as the most prominent link across the eastern
fringe of Bristol with many services crossing frequently.
First Bus are concerned about the disruption during construction as they are affected whether it is an off-peak
closure or not. First Bus do not see this scheme as directly benefiting them. They have voiced their concerns that
the scheme will conflict with the wider WECA plans for bus service improvements, and state that a scheme with a
better end result is likely to be worth the disruption. They state that they would rather see a desire for the scheme
to increase active travel by encouraging people to use public transport rather than cars.
Bristol Civic Society
Bristol Civic Society submitted a response to our consultation providing their thoughts on the scheme. Overall,
while understanding the need for an effective ring road they do not feel this scheme will succeed in reducing
congestion and emissions. They feel that the lack of active travel improvements mean that people will continue
to use their cars for unnecessary journeys.
In terms of public transport, Bristol Civic Society raised the issue that there are no bus lanes in the proposal and
that the benefits suggested to cyclists and pedestrians are poor. They argue the money being spent on the
A4174 improvement scheme would be better spent on encouraging and improving active travel methods and
therefore overall do not support the scheme.
Siston Parish Council
Siston Parish Council members compiled a list of concerns for the Siston Roundabout improvement they felt the
project needed to address. These concerns include:
•
•
•
•
•

The continuation of pedestrian usage
Concerns that widening the roads will result in ruining the ancient Siston common which has a unique,
precious and diverse habitats
The issues faced from the Wraxall Road will continue as a result of this scheme.
Concerns over air quality as a result of disruption
The convenience of motorised traffic on the ring road is being put above the quality of life for the parish
residents, other road users and visitors to Siston common

Siston Parish council shared their concern for the trees and habitat on the Siston Hill Roundabout and insist it
should be retained and that the unique ancient commons are respected and cared for rather than destroyed. The
Siston Parish Council therefore do not support the overall scheme.
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St George Active Travel Group
St George Active Travel Group (SGAT) are a group of volunteers based in Bristol who encourage the use of active
travel. They wrote in to comment on the A4174 improvement scheme and summarised that they felt the
proposed scheme will increase the number of cars on the road and as a result will hinder the efforts being made
to reduce the amount of traffic on the road. SGAT’s concern is that while the scheme argues emissions will be
reduced by shortening journey time, what will occur is bottle-neck traffic in the suburbs leading to an increase in
carbon emissions.
They have proposed that South Glos council used funding to support projects that aim to reduce carbon
emissions and encourage the use of active travel.
Sustainable Transport Network
STN have written to state their objection to the A4174 improvement scheme. Their objectives are centred around
these key issues:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Climate emergency: they feel the proposal will increase the number of vehicles on roads and does not
align itself with the Bristol One City Climate Strategy
Induced demand: STN are against road widening as they feel create more capacity for motor vehicles
only increases vehicle use
Moving away from predict and provide: STN consider more innovative solutions are required to reduce
the number of short journeys being made by car
Methodology: STN argue that the scheme lacks a carbon impact assessment, and it is unclear whether a
business case assessment has been carried to derive a benefit cost ratio
Alignment with JLTP4: STN argue that the justification for the A4174 improvement scheme has been
removed because the J18a proposals are no longer going ahead
Public transport: lack of public transport improvements offered in the scheme
Walking and cycling: lack of walking and cycling improvements offered in the scheme

Avon & Somerset Police
Avon and Somerset Police commented on design elements of the proposals. scheme. Their observations are as
follows:
Lyde Green Roundabout: On the approach along Westerleigh Rd from the NE, the nearside lane has carriageway
markings for “A4174(S)”. Once on the RAB itself, that nearside lane then feeds you into the first exit, which is a
bus lane on Westerleigh Lane. It looks like a new splitter island will stop you carrying on around the RAB itself…?
The Rosary Roundabout: As you approach from the SW, the A4174 is 4 lanes. Lane 3 is paint marked for the
‘A4174 and Lyde Green’ but, if you follow the lane markings, it leads you off onto the A4174. There is potential
for “side swipe” collisions as vehicles try to move across the lane 4, should the motorist realise that they are in
the incorrect lane.
Siston Hill Roundabout, Deanery Road Roundabout and Kingsfield Roundabout appear to have similar anomalies
regarding carriageway directional markings. It is unclear how motorists will address the “throughabout”
approach, particularly as this is not a familiar arrangement in terms of road layout locally. Motorist education will
need to be provided.
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Liaising with stakeholders
We will continue to liaise with key stakeholders through emails and meetings beyond the business plan
submission and as the project goes forward.
To see our responses to the issues raised please see Appendix F.
Responses from stakeholders that include comments unrelated to the A4174 improvement scheme will be
reviewed and fed back to the relevant council department to consider.
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9. Summary and Conclusions
Over our 12-week engagement period we have received significant interest and feedback on the proposals for
the A4174 junction improvements. Our website received 632 unique visitors. We received over 888 pieces of
feedback from the website and face to face events.
Stakeholder responses highlighted that there is very limited support for the scheme at present. The key
reasoning for stakeholder dissatisfaction for the proposal was the disruption it would cause during construction
which was highlighted as a current issue for the community at present, due to the Wraxall Road junction
improvements.
We have noted particular themes of support, interest, ideas and areas of concern. For example, there was support
for preparing the ring road to withstand future demand.
From the survey responses we have noted that many respondents have suggested ideas such as flyovers, cycle
paths and an underpass. We will be looking at the feasibility of implementing the ideas submitted in more detail
as the scheme progresses.
Many respondents have raised concerns regarding carbon emissions, preserving the environment, the need for
traffic lights, increasing congestion, spending money wisely, and ensuring the improvements are necessary.
These responses have helped us to understand respondents concerns in more detail, and to determine what
refinements to our options we should consider.
We have reflected on the feedback we will delay the submission of the A4174 Business Case submission to
Government. We will complete the Wraxall Road throughabout scheme and allow time for people to experience
its new operation arrangement. We will monitor the impacts of the Wraxall Road Roundabout throughabout
junction over the coming year to compare its operational performance against the predicted improvements. With
this information a decision can, be made on the next steps with this scheme.
We would like to thank everyone who has contributed to our engagement process. The feedback we have
received from the community is part of the decision process to take this project forward. We will continue to
speak with the community, share information and listen to feedback as the project progresses.
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10.

Next steps

We are assessing the consultation feedback and amending our scheme designs where we can, to reflect the
feedback from stakeholders.
We will delay the submission of a business case to Government. The Wraxall Road throughabout will shortly be
completed and given the level of concern expressed we will undertake monitoring and evaluation of that scheme
to compare its operational performance against the predicted improvements. A decision will be made around
submitting a Business Case to government in late 2022.
Updates on the project and more detail on next steps will be made available on our project web page at:
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/A4174Improvements
Engagement going forward
We will continue to engage with a wide range of stakeholders, including, road users, local residents and
businesses, public transport services, active travel groups, local amenities e.g., schools, colleges, public services
e.g., police, ambulance, fire department, environmental groups, local parish councils and local representatives.
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Appendix A. Further traffic and road suggestions
Traffic lights

Underpass

Flyover

Motorway style

Car alternatives

Other suggestions

“If there are to be
further changes, the
council seriously need
to look into the
feasibility of switching
off lights outside peak
traffic.”

How about
underpasses that
allow cars to keep
following under the
roundabout when
going from Lyde
green to Keynsham
etc. pretty obvious
especially when most
other cities do this

“Why are you not
considering making
each of the junctions’
flyovers like
motorway junctions.
That will keep traffic
flowing much better.”

“Why not create
motorway style
junctions with slip
roads and under
passes?”

The best way to reduce
congestion is to give
people better
alternatives to using
their car, not to make it
easier to use a car.

A simple
improvement to
traffic flow would be
to ditch the 2+ lane or
allow HGVs to use it

“If the scheme goes
ahead here needs to be
part time signals at
roundabouts ONLY at
peak times. Traffic
lights must be switched
off and revert to normal
roundabout rules at all
other times.”

Only way is to build
an underpass for
through traffic

How about some
flyovers? Or an
underground metro.
Or, even better,
council-subsidised
bus services so that
they are free for the
user.

If you feel you must
do something, you
are better off making
the roundabouts
motorway style
junction. That way
there would be no
traffic flow resistance
in the form of lights
and roundabouts.

Perhaps look at ways
to encourage people
not to drive and think
of the environment for
this area rather than
creating more
disruption and
disturbing more
natural habitats and
wildlife.

Surely investing in
actually completing
the "ring" road itself
would be more
beneficial, rather than
reducing speed limits
and installing even
more complicated
junctions.

The roundabouts are
slow because of the too
many traffic lights. Try
peak times only and
monitor its impact. Not
enough direct public

It would make far
This ring road needs
more sense to have
flyovers not more
underpasses or
traffic lights
flyovers to maintain a
constant stream of
traffic on A4174.

Surely a more simple
layout, similar to a
motorway with
entry/exit junctions
style only, would
result in no need for

Rather than focus the
money on doing this to
the roads, effort needs
to be put into
removing existing
traffic (encouraging a

The council would be
better off having the
existing junctions run
on MOVA revalidated.
Having rush hour only
junctions would work
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Traffic lights

Underpass

transport links along
the ring road from east
to south. Bring back the
railway lines that are
being used as cycle
lanes

A much better idea
would have been just to
add a traffic light
system, or better still,
leave it as was.

54 | P a g e

Scrap the proposals
and establish which
is cheaper, flyovers
or underpasses.

Flyover

Motorway style

Car alternatives

Other suggestions

traffic lights, simply
put that if you miss
the exit junction, the
driver would then
proceed to the next
junction such as they
would on a motorway
- this would surely
allow for traffic to
flow more smoothly
and equate to less
congestion?

further modal shift to
active travel
mechanisms), so that
the roads are able to
cope with the
anticipated growth.

much better as during
the day they are not
required - with more
people working from
home the traffic
should be less.

Instead, a traffic lane
of the ARR should
converted to a buslane (later upgraded to
trams) to allow better
access for the non-carusing public to
destinations including
the Longwell Green
retail centre and the
Bristol & Bath Science
Park. Interchange
stops with buses (and
future trams) on the
radial roads crossing
the ARR should thus
allow the ability to
interchange between

I think it would be
preferable to
introduce a speed
limit on approaches to
the roundabouts, or
on the ring road in
general down to 50 or
40 mph to reduce
pollution.
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Traffic lights

Underpass

Flyover

Motorway style

Car alternatives

Other suggestions

services. In addition,
the ARR should be
reduced to 30 mph which will not decrease
its traffic capacity - in
order to allow surface
pedestrian crossings at
the public transport
stops. A cycleway
should be provided
alongside the ARR on
both sides, and
avenues of trees
planted alongside. In
other words, the ARR
should cease to be like
a British motorway,
and more like a Dutch
urban bypass.
The roundabouts are
slow because of the too
many traffic lights. Try
peak times only and
monitor its impact. Not
enough direct public
transport links along
the ring road from east
to south. Bring back the
railway lines that are
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The only way to ease
the flow is for traffic
is to allow those
going straight ahead
to either go over the
roundabout (via
flyover) or under (via
underpass). Those
wishing to take the
first exit at a
roundabout should

Extra bus lanes would
be a better idea (along
with extra buses). If
you really want
throughabouts use the
outside lane in either
direction as the bus
lanes and allow them
to cut across
roundabouts. Add
extra "inside" lanes to

I would say better
management of the
traffic streams like
organising a green
wave for cars on the
through road and
better management
of the traffic on the
junctions so cars are
not stuck would be a
better option. The 2+
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Traffic lights

Underpass

being used as cycle
lanes.

be able to do so
without the need to
stop via use of a
separate slip road.

Surely additional traffic
lights, without the need
for "throughabouts",
would/should be
sufficient, especially if
they are properly
controlled from, say, a
central command
station with the ability
of amending the
sequences according to
traffic

Three things need to
happen. 1 Build the
M4 Jcn 18a off the
Westerleigh Road.
This junction was on
the original plan for
the A4174. 2 Stop
building new houses
along the A4174
without building a
new high-capacity
road. 3 put in an
under pass on the
busy roundabouts so
traffic does not need
to stop. This will
improve air quality as
well.
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Flyover

Motorway style

Car alternatives

Other suggestions

restore the current
capacity but remove
the car share lanes.
The way to reduce
emissions is to make
public transport the
easier option

lane does not work,
although I do think
that buses should
somehow get priority.

Please can something
be done about closing
the road to through
traffic (even
temporarily whilst
work is completed)
from Siston Hill, under
the old Railway
Bridge, and along the
whole length of
Stanley Road and/or
Chapel Lane to the
A420 junctions?
Closing the road at or
under the Railway
Bridge, making
Stanley Road and
Siston Hill large culde-sacs open to just
residents and visitors
and stopping through
traffic would be an
excellent measure
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Traffic lights

Underpass

Flyover

Motorway style

Car alternatives

Other suggestions
and would improve
resident’s quality of
life, air quality for
residents and improve
road safety for
pedestrians and
cyclists that could still
use the street to
access the
Bristol/Bath Railway
Path and Common as
usual.

“The aim of improving
bus journey times
could be achieved by
reallocation of road
space away from
general traffic.”

Money could be spent
making improvements
to other facilities and
even traffic lights
without changing road
layouts would have
more of an impact and
be less confusing.
It would be good to
also have smart traffic
lights connecting the
roundabouts so that
when going at speeds
close or safely below
the speed limit then the
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“What is needed for
the future are
flyovers for the
junctions to keep the
ring road traffic
flowing separately
and properly. South

Open up an
additional M4
junction at Emerson’s
green”

“The aim of improving
bus journey times
could be achieved by
reallocation of road
space away from
general traffic.”

“If there is a plan to
work on both
entrances to Lyde at
the same time, this
will make the area
inaccessible. Should
the decision be made
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Traffic lights
traffic lights will be
green at every
roundabout for the
entire journey on the
proposed route.

Rather than creating
extra lanes on and off
junctions and cutting
through roundabouts,
more thought should
be given to improving
the traffic light
sequences at junctions
such as the Siston Hill
Roundabout. A system
of box junctions would
greatly improve this
roundabout.
“If you end up putting
traffic lights on the
roundabout, anyway,
why not just do that
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Underpass

Flyover

Motorway style

Glos Council needs to
look to see what has
been done in cities
abroad and think
major improvement,
not tiny adjustments.”

“It's okay in theory,
however, would be far
more efficient to have
the "straight ahead"
lanes on the
"throughabout" as a
flyover to reduce
stationary traffic

Car alternatives

Other suggestions
to work on only one
roundabout at a time
here, I would have a
more favorable
response. The idea of
3 years of disruption
to even leave the area
and go to work is very
distasteful.”
“Either have a 4 way
stop or a roundabout
but not both.”

“Need to build link
road from a4174 to
motorway.”

“The roundabout in
the lyde green
roundabout coming
from the willy wicket
to turn right into
downend definitely
needs looking at as
people very often cut
across to go towards
downend when they
were in the lane to
carry on the a4174.”

“If you’re looking to
ease congestion and
have less pollution,
then a possibility may
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Traffic lights
and save the money
and agony for people
living nearby!”

Traffic light cameras
required many people
ignoring red stop lights.
Speed cameras
required - 50MPH
sections speed ignored.

Underpass

Flyover

Motorway style

Car alternatives

Other suggestions
be to abolish the 2+
Lanes, which appear
to be under utilised. I
feel it’s a poor way to
spend council money

here are other
proposals that would
assist, such as a
simple left hand filter
lane similar to that
near Pucklechurch.

If improving public
transport is not an
option, may I suggest
that work on the ring
road be done on
weekends as well as
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Traffic lights

Underpass

Flyover

Motorway style

Car alternatives

Other suggestions
night where/when
possible please
If a left-hand filter
lane to join and exit
M32 at hambrook
without need to stop
at lights was added
this would avoid the
daily crawl from willy
wicket to m32

60 | P a g e

A4174 Junction Improvements Public Consultation Report.

Appendix B. Summary of sub-theme comments
Traffic/road

Disruption while under
construction

Key comments
“Disruption caused digging up the road and changing layout is more hassle than it’s worth, as changes will not improve flow of
traffic as volumes will remain high.”
“The roadworks will be chaos”

Increase congestion

“It's ridiculous it will cause more problems more traffic”

Traffic lights

“Please stop adding traffic lights to roundabouts - this is what causes the gridlock, increases journey times, and also increases
the pollution due to the constant "stop-start" rather than a constant trickle of traffic”

Suggestion

“What is needed for the future are flyovers for the junctions to keep the ring road traffic flowing separately and properly.”
“Look at the money wasted on the hambrook lights junction.”

Issues with other projects

“The changes at Stoke Gifford and Bristol templemeads have done nothing other than create congestion and create a reason
for people to travel the same piece of road twice.”
“You MUST create far better infrastructure for other forms of transport; notably dedicated and prioritised public transport, and
dedicated, prioritised and safe cycle routes.”

Public transport improvement
required

“£30 million could provide so much dedicated cycling a pedestrian infrastructure in these areas which would help people
make the jump from cars to other transport modes.”

Increase in cars on the road

“just going to increase car use and ultimately make travel harder.”

61 | P a g e

A4174 Junction Improvements Public Consultation Report.
Traffic/road

Key comments
“Changing the layout of roads will not reduce congestion, instead encourage more people into their cars and eventually lead
to the same issue.”

Link to M4

“Why make adjustments to this ring rd to motorway when it would ease traffic by adding a M4 junction”

Wrong junction/roundabout

“the money and traffic disruption would be better served by removing the 2+ lane from Badminton Road roundabout down to
Bromley heath road as this causes massive problems during the morning rush hour.”

Lack of cycle/bus lanes

“As a bus user what is in it for me? No bus lanes and looks like it will be impossible to cross these on foot. I'm very much
looking forward to 3 lanes of queuing traffic instead of 2.”

Other

Better flow, reduce congestion, increase cyclist routes, speed enforcement, high risk, current traffic problems, emergency
service access

Possible increase in accidents

“This will only stop traffic and cause confusion, higher risk of a accidents.”

Maintain current road instead

“Waste of taxpayers’ money, the money should be spent on EXISTING roads that are in a poor state of repair”

Throughabouts

“Throughabouts will be alien to some, but I have seen them very effective in other parts of the country (e.g., Bracknell).”
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Appendix C. Feedback form
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Appendix D. Frequently Asked Questions
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Appendix E. Code frame
Sentiment
Supports
Opposes
Benefits unclear
Question
Wraxall Road
Grievance
Unnecessary
Outdated due to COVID-19

101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108

Devaluation of houses/ people moving
away
Overcomplicated
Against Road Widening
Suggestion
Other
Location specific issue
Cost

109
110
111
112
113
114

Too expensive
Expenditure on other projects
Question
Money can be better spent
Waste of money
Traffic/Road
Better flow
Disruption while under construction
Wrong junction/ roundabout
Public transport improvement required
Traffic lights
Suggestion
Reduce congestion
Increase Congestion
Throughabouts
Issues with other projects
Increase cyclist routes
Increase car dependency
Possible increase in accidents
Link to M4
Lack of bus/cycle lanes
Speed enforcement
Maintain current road instead
High risk
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Codes

Codes
201
202
203
204
205
Codes
301
302
303
304
305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315
316
317
318

A4174 Junction Improvements Public Consultation Report.

Current traffic problems
Emergency service access
Short term benefits only
Environment

319
320
321
Codes

Carbon Emissions
Local transport note 1/20
Increase of car use
Aesthetics
Light pollution
Deforestation
Noise Pollution
Climate Emergency Strategy/ General
Suggestion
Effect on wildlife/ vegetation
Traffic lights increasing emissions
Safety

501
502
503
504
505
506
507
508
509
510
511
Codes

Risk to pedestrians
Risk to cyclists
Active travel suggestion/lack of active
travel
Traffic lights

601

603
604

Suggestion
Reckless driving
General
Lack of detail of cycling and walking
improvements
Poor cycling and walking improvements

605
606
607

Bus lane/pedestrian lights

610

Dramway
Timeframe
Push back start date/wait till other
projects complete
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602

608
609

611
Codes
701
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Appendix F. Summary of Responses
Concern

Our Response
Traffic and Road

Disruption while under construction

•

•

Increase in congestion

•

•

•
•

•
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A Construction Environmental Management Plan will be prepared to
minimise the impact of the works on local people, road users, businesses,
and the environment.
Data on the impact of the Wraxall Road junction roadworks has been
collected and will be used to minimise disruption to traffic during further
works.
It is anticipated that with no intervention, the congestion along the A4174
and on adjacent traffic routes will considerably worsen due to planned local
growth in the area.
The modelling indicates that without the intervention, northbound journey
times will increase significantly between Hicks Gate roundabout and Lyde
Green (an additional 6 minutes in the morning Peak; and 3 minutes in the
PM peak might be expected).
Southbound journey times are also expected to increase, although the most
significant increase occurs in PM peak (approximately 1 minute more).
The modelling with the scheme can be seen to reduce the journey time on
the A4174. For some movements (i.e., Hicks Gate to Lyde Green in AM
peak) the proposed improvements offer the journey savings of over 2 mins
compared against the pre COVID travel times).
Given the level of concern we will delay submission of the business case and
let the Wraxall Road throughabout junction bed in. We will then monitor and
evaluate the performance of this junction and assess it against the forecast
benefits. We will consider this evaluation before making a decision on
submitting a business case to government.
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Rat running through Anchor Road caused by construction of Wraxall
Road.

Greater focus on public transport improvements

•

Our forecasting indicates that without the intervention, with the anticipated
growth in housing and demand for travel the type of delays recently
experienced through the construction of Wraxall Road will be a permanent
fixture.

•

We will learn from the rerouting of traffic associated with Wraxall Road
works and look at ways to mitigate this behaviour with future works,

•

The scheme is designed to encourage necessary strategic car trips to remain
on the A4174 as the most suitable road designed to accommodate longer
distance car journeys, and deter traffic rerouting through our local
communities, where public transport is most needed and would be delayed
by these diverting journeys.
The scheme aims to help the flow of public transport on bus routes through
reducing congestion at junctions used by the service. The road space around
the Lyde Green junction will be increased to provide at least three lanes at
all points, except for a four-lane section adjacent to the Westerleigh Lane
bus link. The Westerleigh Lane bus link will have a sensor to detect buses as
they approach and assist them in joining the roundabout. At the Rosary
Roundabout, new additional links between the existing cycle and pedestrian
networks will be provided to the existing metrobus stop on Emerson Way.
Currently bus services run between Lyde Green and the Rosary Roundabout
on the A4174 and buses cross some of the other junctions. Adding new
traffic signal control technology will provide the capability for bus locations
to be communicated to the central system which can be programmed to
provide all buses on all approaches with high levels of priority at the
junction, improving public transport journey times.
Improvements to journey times on the Ring Road will also provide
improvements to any new bus networks that utilise this network

•

•

•

Respondents felt it would be better to remove the traffic lights from the
roundabouts to create a constant flow of traffic.
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•

Traffic lights allow the council to manage movements from all roundabout
arms adapting the timings at busy periods. Where no bridges or subways are
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•

available traffic lights allow for pedestrians and cyclist to cross the ring road
safely.
The modelling indicates that in the morning peak hour the junction
improvements are forecast to cut journey times by 5 minutes per vehicle
heading north from Hicks Gate to Lyde Green.

Sentiment
Wraxall Road

Data on the impact of the Wraxall Road roadworks has been collected and analysed
to minimise disruption to traffic during further works. Lessons learned will be taken
into account in the design of the roadwork for the A4174 scheme. These works will
be coordinated to minimize disruption across the network with 2 lanes in each

Benefits unclear

The need for this work is defined in the project objectives, these are to:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Reduce carbon emissions through relieving delays and congestion on the
A4174 corridor between the Lyde Green and Kingsfield roundabouts
Minimise the impact of traffic / infrastructure to the natural environment
and, where possible, improve the environment
Improve access to the north east Bristol fringe to help open up business
opportunities
Protect and enhance access for non-car users
Improve traffic safety
Improve road network resilience and journey time reliability

Critically, the improvements will provide immediate and long term benefits in
reducing journey times and improving the flow of traffic along the ring road. For
example, by 2036 modelling data suggests that in the morning peak hour the
junction improvements are forecast to cut journey times by 9 minutes northbound
between Hicks Gate and Lyde Green.
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Environment
Carbon emissions

It is anticipated that with no intervention, the congestion along the A4174 and on
adjacent traffic routes will worsen due to planned local growth in the area. The
increased journey times and poor journey time reliability resulting from this will
worsen air quality along the corridor. The production of the business case will
include an appropriate assessment of CO2 and particulate emissions and these
outputs will be shared when available.
Nitrous Oxide (NOx) levels are anticipated to go down, as the upgraded junctions will
improve car speed and acceleration.

Climate emergency strategy

This scheme both reduces the carbon impacts and supports the sustainable
transport investment and is designed to focus strategic car trips to the A4174 as the
most suitable road designed to accommodate longer distance car and freight
journeys. This will additionally deter traffic rerouting through our local communities
and consequently maintaining the defined travel hierarchy without major rat
running on to smaller roads mid journey.
We all need to travel less and encourage people where possible to use sustainable
modes of transport. We are committed to making active travel and public transport
attractive to more people. The A4174 was designed to cater for strategic traffic.
Most exemplar cities for walking, cycling and public transport have a prominent
strategic ring road or equivalent at the edge of the urban area which is designed to
intercept and take large volumes of traffic. A strategic road allows for the populated
urban and residential areas within the ring road to be balanced in favour of people
rather than cars. We are aiming to emulate this wholistic approach in the West of
England - The A4174 junction improvements were included in the Joint Local
Transport Plan (2020-2036) alongside a package of transport infrastructure
measures aiming to reduce traffic in our built-up areas and provide people with
more sustainable travel options. We have ambitious proposals for delivering
complementary sustainable transport improvements. Kingswood High Street
pedestrianisation was recently awarded funding for delivery, bus corridor investment
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on A432 and A38, our Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan and our
masterplan for Yate which has a vision for a 15-minute town.

Carbon and Greenhouse gas impacts are a key consideration when an individual
scheme is designed, the impacts are assessed by Government as part of its Transport
Appraisal Guidance process and decisions are not taken lightly. If the government
does decide to fund the scheme and it’s taken forward, appropriate mitigation and
offsetting work will be identified and delivered in accordance with that assessment.
The Government has recently published its Transport decarbonisation plan and we
will be aligning to it. The Transport Secretary in the forward to the plan does state
that in any imaginable circumstances the clear majority of longer journeys,
passenger and freight, will be made by road; and that rural, remote areas will always
depend more heavily on roads. The plan states that investment in our roads is
necessary at this time to ensure the functioning of the nation and to reduce
congestion which is a major source of carbon. It does commit to the decarbonisation
of all forms of transport through zero emission vehicles, increased cycling, walking
and public transport and using technology to reduce the need for travel.

Environmental impacts (including loss of trees)

Some of the vegetation and trees on the existing roundabouts and approaches to
the junctions will need to be removed to enable us to construct and operate the
scheme safely. New vegetation and trees will be planted in other areas, such as
locations adjacent to the ring road, to compensate for this loss. We are currently
assessing the trees so that we can replace them with appropriately sized species.
Respondents mentioned other issues around the scheme in relation to environment.
These include:
•
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Aesthetics – a number of respondents are concerned over how these
proposals will impact the aesthetics of the area by destroying the
surrounding greenery
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•

•

•
•

•

Local Transport Note (LTN) 1/20 – respondents stated that the scheme
would not be in line with the LTN 1/20 cycle design guidance, and the aims
of the scheme are not compatible with it
Increase of car use – this issue has been raised in relation to traffic/road and
environment. The issue is similar in both categories, that by widening the
roads you will increase the number of cars on the road, increasing emissions
and car dependency
Noise pollution – respondents raised the effect that the traffic noise is going
to have on those that live close to the road, especially during construction
Effect on wildlife – it was raised that the disruption during the construction
of the scheme will disturb wildlife and also the removing of trees will disturb
existing animal habitats
Light pollution – this was a specific concern of the lights around Hicks Gates
and Hambrook being on 24/7

Issues with Deanery Road Roundabout/Baden Road proposals reduction of visual screening from vegetation, an increase in noise pollution,
air pollution and existing issues with antisocial behaviour at the turning head.

Mitigation is being considered in the response to these concerns, a noise and air quality
impact will be undertaken, and mitigation will be put in place for an adverse impact, a
monitoring and evaluation programme will be put in place and funded to ensure that the
impact of the proposal are assessed against the scheme commitments. Design responses
road safety and antisocial behaviour will be considered.
Cost

Waste of money/money can be better spent

The scheme itself would be funded through the Department of Transport’s
ringfenced Major Road Network funding package which aims to reduce congestion
on the UK’s road network. To gain funding from the Department of Transport a clear
cost benefit has to be shown in the business case presented to the Department of
Transport.
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Local councils, together with all public bodies, receive separate funding for their
revenue and capital spending which carries strict criteria on what can and cannot be
spent. The Government funding available for this proposal is capital money.
Capital – if the council spends money on improving the council’s assets, then this is
capital expenditure. This would include purchasing new assets, such as land and
buildings, but also refurbishing and improving existing ones. Capital expenditure is
funded through capital income sources such as capital receipts and borrowing.
Revenue – this is the council’s day-to-day expenditure and includes salaries and
wages, running costs such as fuel, utility bills and service contract payments. As a
rule of thumb, if the expenditure is consumed in less than a year, then it is revenue.
The council funds revenue expenditure through revenue income sources such as the
council tax and charging users for the services they use.

Bus services, potholes and maintenance, costs of social services and education are
funded through revenue funding.
Safety
Active travel suggestion

The A4174 Ring road has a continuous parallel free cycle route for its length which
is largely motor traffic free, and the junctions proposed for improvement have a mix
of shared and segregated walking and cycling provision already separated from the
road.
Improvements to active travel at the junctions, in accordance with current guidance,
are proposed as part of the scheme. These include improved crossings and improved
footway and cycle paths within the vicinity of the junctions.

Pedestrian and cyclist safety

Deanery:
Upgraded cycle provision is provided to the east of the junction with a new
segregated cycle lane facilitating movements from the cycle path to the north-east
of the junction. These link across the pedestrian crossing over Deanery Road and
into Baden Road where a new segregated cycle lane is also provided.
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Kingsfield:
The current pedestrian crossing over Marsham Way is to be re-aligned to a straight
two stage pedestrian and cycle crossing. The existing zebra crossing over the
Leisure Road arm is to be upgraded to a parallel crossing to allow for segregated
walking and cycling movements.
Lyde Green:
This option also proposes a number of cycle provision upgrades with upgraded
signalised segregated cycle and pedestrian crossings over each arm and parallel
crossing over Westerleigh Lane. These are linked by new segregated cycle and
pedestrian paths around the junction linking on to the existing provision along each
arm.
Rosary:
A new cycle/pedestrian link has also been added from the path to the north of
Emersons Way to the metrobus stop on Emersons Way, to improve access to the
stop. New segregated cycle and pedestrian crossings are also proposed over the
A4174 north and Willowherb Road arms. Upgraded segregated paths between the
crossings are proposed that also link into the existing pedestrian infrastructure
alongside these arms and to the A4174 south arm.
Siston Hill:
The pedestrian crossing over the A4174 north arm will be removed due to the low
number of pedestrians who currently use the crossing and the alternative grade
separated crossing available to the north at Carson Road.

Timeframe
Push back start date/wait till other projects complete
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This project will be paused to allow the Wraxall Road Throughabout junction to be
completed its performance monitored against the predicted improvements. With
this information a decision will be made to submit a Business case to government in
late 2022.
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There is a high degree of confidence that Wraxall Road will operate as intended as
this was designed and tested using a validated microsimulation model, and indeed it
is represented in the modelling for the scheme.
Lessons learned will be taken into account in the design of the roadwork for the
scheme and we will assess the success of the Wraxall Road junction improvements
before making a final decision to commence the scheme.
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