
Question 5 Do you have any other comments or suggestions about the proposals?  Theme Officer Response - in all cases reference to 'the 

Data Report' means appendix C

thanks for the consultation. thank you for your response

I am really pleased we are finally going to see a solution to what has been a serious problem for a long time. thank you for your response

If the scheme doesn't work what is Plan 'B'? Professional experience, independent consultant 

support and traffic modelling confirm the proposal 

does work.

Yes, stop building more houses and flats, infrasturcture cannot cope any more. Growth to 2026 is set out in the Sites & Policies 

Development Plan; April 2018.

http://www.n-somerset.gov.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2015/11/Site-Allocations-Plan.pdf

There was, as I said to XXX XXX, no consultation with residents before you decided that this money would be subdivided between the 

Gordano Services roundabout and Wyndham Way improvements. I am quite angry about this. There should have been a proper 

consultation with residents likely to be affected about how the money should best be spent on the A369.

Prior to developing a scheme proposal there was 

nothing to consult upon.

Engage a panel of independent experts to look at this to encourage an objective assessment of options and impacts. Too many times 

we have huge sums of public money invested in schemes that turn out to be 'white elephants' usually because they are proposed and 

pushed through by small numbers of influential individuals who see a benefit for themselves, but to the detriment of the masses, or due 

to a lack of expertise fail to address the key issues causing the problem. Empower those experts to make the final decision avoiding 

personal views or lack of expertise from enthusiastic amateurs from getting in the way of the right answer.

My final comment is; whatever you do, don't make it worse!

Jacobs provide full independent professional support 

to NSC professionals around scheme identification, 

engineering design and traffic modelling.

www.jacobs.com

Do the job properly please before someone gets killed on the M5 or Portbury hundred. The overall objective is to improve safety on the M5 

What traffic count data has been used to generate and validate these models? Over what period and locations was it collected?

What assumptions have been made to generate the traffic forecasts?

How will the proposed rail station have an impact on the road use?

Data collection is summarised in the Data Report. 

Growth in the models is drawn from the North 

Somerset Sites & Policies Plan and controlled to 

TEMPRO. The highway impacts of reopening the 

Portishead Railway will be defined in the Transport 

Assessment accompanying the Development 

Consent Order, anticipated in early 2019. The initial 

output suggests no adverse impacts that warrant the 

postponement of the Wyndham Way scheme.

This improvement is good but limited by the flow of traffic at cabstand. Have other traffic flow systems been thought about ie oneway 

down the highstreet or light instead of a roundabout?

Following consultation, further monitoring has 

demonstrated the exit from Sail Roundabout is not 

impeded by congestion arising from Cabstand  or the 

traffic signals at Aldi. - see Data Report.

2. Confirmation of the time period the models have been looked at e.g. what time is the sequence of videos reflecting? The models (2017, 2017+scheme, 2026+scheme) 

represent the average weekday period 16:00-19:00. 

The video extracts represent the periods 17:00-

18:00.

3. The cost of the proposed works on Wyndham Way seem realistic at £1m but why, if these are to help with the M5 Junction 19 

problem are they not being paid for by Highways England?

Both elements of the wider scheme (at J19 and 

Wyndham Way) are being funded by the Department 

for Transport in direct response to standing traffic on 

the M5.

Non specific



4. As already stated, the crossing at the Sheepway roundabout end of Wyndham Way is at times the cause of preventing vehicles 

leaving this roundabout. Perhaps consideration should be given to moving this further away from the roundabout as well as looking at 

the timing of the hold on red.

Further monitoring of the pedestrian crossings was 

undertaken post consultation and demonstrated that 

the crossings are not the cause of the congestion. 

This is explored at length in the Data Report.

5. The third video provided is demonstrating "likely traffic conditions with the improvements at junction 19 and Wyndham Way in place, 

plus the traffic growth from forecasted future housing development and traffic growth up to 2026" can the forecast future housing and 

traffic generation figures be confirmed?

The future growth is taken from the North Somerset 

Sites & Policies Plan and controlled to TEMPRO.

http://www.n-somerset.gov.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2015/11/Site-Allocations-Plan.pdf

6. Have junction improvements at Clevedon Junction 20 been factored into any of the modelling works? The VISSIM models relate to the immediate area 

around the J19 and Wyndham Way schemes. J20 is 

beyond the modelled area.

7. What are Highways England doing with the £2.8m earmarked for work on Junction 19? The two lanes off the Mway onto the 

roundabout and around to the Portbury Hundred appear to have improved matters but perhaps some road markings on the merging 

lanes at the start of the Portbury Hundred impressing on drivers the need to filter would assist and also a slip on the approach to 

Sheepway Roundabout.

The overall budget is £2.8m with £1m earmarked for 

Wyndham Way and £1.8 earmarked for J19. In due 

course Highways England will be able to provide 

details of their proposed scheme.

On your traffic modelling videos it show traffic heading into the Portbury Hundred roundabout, with two lanes, as it is now. Currently the 

LH lane is for traffic turning left toward Clevedon, yet in your video, it show two cars side by side travelling straight-on and going round 

the roundabout side-by-side. What provisions will you be making to the width of the roundabout? Your consultation only refers to the 

widening of Wyndham Way. Clearly, a significant amount of traffic turns left at that roundabout so a third lane is required, again about 

which there is no mention in your proposals.

The left hand lane on Portbury Hundred will be 

marked left (into Portbury Common) and straight 

ahead (Wyndham Way). Officers accept this might 

introduce some delay for drivers heading towards 

Portbury Common.

And where has the commuter traffic been consulted regarding the draft proposals? I know many who do commute and they have never 

seen anyone investigating.

My contact details are xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx Please inform me where I can consult the data and the details on which the proposals are 

based.

Regards,

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

Data collection is discussed in the Data Report

I think this is a really bad idea as there will still be congestion at the Sail roundabout. Following consultation further monitoring 

demonstrated the exit from Sail Roundabout was not 

impeded by congestion. - see Data Report.

I cannot see how widening a stretch of road between two roundabouts will benefit anyone. The 'sail' roundabout will cause a bottleneck 

so this is just another waste of money.

Following consultation further monitoring 

demonstrated the exit from Sail Roundabout was not 

impeded by congestion. - see Data Report.

# advertise the directions available in each lane early with signage and not just road paint; hopefully this will cut down on the amount of 

cars that travel in the left lane only to try and cut in to the right at the end of the proposed widening (just like they do on J19 

roundabout...)

Expected lane use will be clearly marked in the 

proposed scheme. 

It is very disappointing to see the number of trees identified for removal and all the planting that has been done by Portishead in Bloom. 

Will the charity be compensated for the cost of all the bulbs that have been planted. Money that was raised by the public to make the 

entrance into Portishead look more inviting. We have been a Gold Winner for a number of years - I suspect this work will mean we 

won't be for some time whilst the work happens and maybe not following it - depending on how well a job the contractors do in making 

good after.

It would ruin the verges and entrance to the town.

I believe that the destruction of trees to widen the road could be avoided by a) &b)

These plans will do nothing but move congestion further into Portishead, and at the sacrifice of some of the little green space we have 

left, that hasn't been developed on. 

Stop destroying hedgerows and greenery coming into portishead

Non specific

Following the consultation Officers and Independent 

Consultants spent a number of evenings watching 

traffic behaviour and seeking a scheme that 

achieves the same outcomes but with less adverse 

impacts on the Gateway, Entering a Residential 

Area, feel of Wyndham Way. Despite exploring a 

number of proposals, officers and consultants were 

unable to identify such a scheme.

The scheme as consulted upon proposed to remove 

a number of trees in order to better manage the 

remaining trees, encourage bird life and increase 

biodiversity below the canapy. These trees will now 

remain.

It is worth noting that the new trees being provided 

represent a 25% increase in planting compared to 

removal.

Loss of green space, trees, 

planting. Loss of Gateway.



 If it does not work, will the tarmac be dug up and grass and trees reinstated? The plan indicates that 15 trees, a long hedgerow and 

wild flower meadow will be removed, to be replaced by a few feet of hedgerow and flower beds, 5 cherry trees and a planter. Are we 

supposed to be happy with that? 

I also feel very strongly about the tearing up of trees and planted out borders along the proposed route. These form part of the 'green 

corridor ' environment that makes up a pleasant approach into Portishead for visitors and residents. Another stretch of black tarmac 

does not benefit anyone or any wildlife.

All vegetation removed or damaged should be replaced or made good unless already accounted for on the plan issued in April 2018. 

Wildlife must be respected, in particular there are bats in the area.

Please start thinking outside the box of roads, roads, roads. They are ugly things that take away green space, divide habitats, 

encourage pollution.

I am disappointed that the plans do not explain how loss of wildlife habitat will be minimised and mitigated.

There is no description in the plan of how damage/removal of mature hedges and trees will be minimised. There is no indication that 

native, pollinator friendly plants will be planted in the "landscaping improvements". A cherry tree is not a useful pollen source for bees. 

It takes a long time for mature hedges and trees to grow, I request NSC and town Council to consider minimisation of habitat loss as a 

central design consideration. Thank you.

Additionally to fell perfectly healthy trees, which reduce pollution, for several seconds possible travel delay seems totally unnecessary 

and will seriously impact on the present pleasant and beautiful scene which greets both visitors and residents to Portishead.

pity about the loss of existing trees etc

My opposition to the scheme is actually that this scheme will ruin the green attractive entrance to Portishead

The plans show 6 of the poplar trees being felled (behind my property) - there are significantly more trees than this and removing only 

6 will reduce the stability of the remaining trees (as advised by North Somerset several years ago when discussing the effe t of the 

trees on my property). There is also the risk (particularly if more of the trees are felled that there will be an effect on the soil to the rear 

of the Heron Gardens properties as this is shrinkable clay which, as a result of the trees has become desiccated and shrunk causing 

issues with patios, fences and outbuildings. Removal of the trees potentially will cause soil heave having further impact. To avoid these 

issues it may be better to reduce the height of the trees significantly (which would enable the 6 proposed trees to be felled) and to 

maintain this reduced height by regular pollarding as had previously been promised.

However, I think it's a shame that our lovely green corridor into our town will have more tarmac and will lose some beautiful mature 

trees in favour of mast-arms

Ensure new planting provides at least as much screening for neighbouring properties as at present.

Finally, to remove an attractive, welcoming green space and replace it with a 3 lane road must Be one of the most ludicrous schemes 

this town council has ever considered.

 The whole area needs money spent so traffic coming in and traffic coming out is eased. I'll give a clue what can do that...it goes chuff 

chuff chuff chhoobwhhhooo. Or they used to.

investing it in a train line

The sooner that there is a rail link into Portishead the better - us the money to accelerate this.

 Furthermore, Portway railway station will open next year giving us both good service to Bristol and a direct connection to the national 

rail network. This will save >£100 million because it won't be necessary to reopen the railway from/to Portishead. I believe the railway 

from Portishead will not be effective because it won't stop in central Bristol-unlike the buses- and commuters won't be interested in an 

hourly service. Can we see the ROI analysis?

Following the consultation Officers and Independent 

Consultants spent a number of evenings watching 

traffic behaviour and seeking a scheme that 

achieves the same outcomes but with less adverse 

impacts on the Gateway, Entering a Residential 

Area, feel of Wyndham Way. Despite exploring a 

number of proposals, officers and consultants were 

unable to identify such a scheme.

The scheme as consulted upon proposed to remove 

a number of trees in order to better manage the 

remaining trees, encourage bird life and increase 

biodiversity below the canapy. These trees will now 

remain.

It is worth noting that the new trees being provided 

represent a 25% increase in planting compared to 

removal.

Re-opening of the Portishead railway is a project in 

its own right, that is progressing with the expectation 

of train services being reinstated in early 2020s.

The funding available to undertake highway 

improvements in Portishead and at J19 comes from 

Department for Transport in direct response to the 

standing traffic on the M5. It is doubtful that a 

credible business case could be developed that 

linked longer-term reinstatement of Portishead rail 

with shorter-term reduced congestion on the M5

Invest in Portishead Rail

Loss of green space, trees, 

planting. Loss of Gateway.



The road network needs comprehensive improvement. Key funding for (the never ending saga that is) the Portishead Railway has just 

been stopped, and if the railway ever happens this still will not be for many years. I am not convinced even if it is ever built it will solve 

traffic issues at rush hour. I think the maximum capacity proposed was 2 trains an hour, and then these will only have 2 carriages.

Another road for Portishead was always a necessity before railway was considered then we would not have the problems as more and 

more living places are built without any structure to get in and out.

Cutting the central reservation bushes back away from the Sail roundabout allowing incoming traffic to see if the road onto the 

roundabout from the village quarter is free allowing continuous traffic entry.

 Please trim the greenery on the entry to the 'Sail' roundabout down; they obscure visibility to the right which causes unnecessary 

slowing/stopping even when the roundabout is clear.

Cut down the hedges on the roundabouts, they are very dangerous

I would also like to propose that the hedge on the right hand side of the right hand lane as you approach the Sail Roundabout be 

removed so that you can actually see traffic coming around the roundabout. This causes a lot of the delay while people wait.

I would also like to see the amount of foliage on the roundabout itself reduced significantly so that motorists can see all around the 

roundabout - at the moment it is dangerous and people are uncertain about whether it is safe to go from most of the approaches as 

they cannot see whether anyone is coming (or how fast they are going).

Another very simple and cost effective way to help keep traffic moving would be to keep the hedges on the approach to the Sail 

Roundabout cut to a level which the driver of a standard height car could clearly see over, or take out the last couple of metres. Most 

people have to stop and edge forward to see the oncoming traffic before moving onto the roundabout. The point of a roundabout is to 

keep the flow and give way rather than stop. Removing or cutting back the last few meters on the central reservation would still have 

enough impact to encourage drivers to slow on approach but allow them to judge whether to proceed whilst still "rolling".

Therefore, the main issue is visibility. Drivers approaching the GG roundabout on Wyndham Way (from the sail roundabout) have an 

obscured view of traffic on the roundabout because of the height and position of the hedge between the two lanes of traffic. This 

means cars have to stop at the roundabout before proceeding. If this hedge were lowered or removed, Portishead bound traffic would 

have a much clearer view of the oncoming traffic on the roundabout and could normally proceed without stopping.

I appreciate that the hedge may be there to encourage lower speeds, but this could be achieved by other means (e.g. speed bumps).

I suggest the bushes entering Portishead from A369 on the 'Sainsbury's' round a bout are reduced significantly or removed. Vision at 

this point is currently dramatically reduced for an average height car causing vehicles to stop & become stationary rather than 'give 

way' to check for traffic and tailbacks especially at peak times on an evening could be quickly reduced with this small and inexpensive 

resolution!

 If the hedging on the traffic islands around the roundabouts into Portishead were regularly cut back and down, drivers would be able to 

enter and leave the roundabout at a faster pace, as they could safely see oncoming traffic, instead of having to slow down and edge 

out until they can see clearly. THIS is a quick and cost effective way of keeping traffic moving.

I hope that these proposals have counted the demand at the roundabouts correctly because I believe that the build up of traffic is at the 

sail roundabout not at the "Sainsbury's" roundabout. If this is the case I think the costs of the project will not represent value for money.

I am concerned about access into the Sainsbury's roundabout from Sainsbury's it is all ready a very difficult to turn right at this 

roundabout towards Portishead and with an extra lane on the A369 it will be even more difficult. I suggest a clearer view be made on 

this roundabout

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to comment.

Re-opening of the Portishead railway is a project in 

its own right, that is progressing with the expectation 

of train services being reinstated in early 2020s.

The funding available to undertake highway 

improvements in Portishead and at J19 comes from 

Department for Transport in direct response to the 

standing traffic on the M5. It is doubtful that a 

credible business case could be developed that 

linked longer-term reinstatement of Portishead rail 

with shorter-term reduced congestion on the M5

Invest in Portishead Rail

Planting, as well as providing a pleasant 

environment, is deliberately provided on 

roundabouts to reduce forward visibility, reduce 

vehicular speeds and improve road safety. However, 

regular maintenance is important to ensure planting 

doesn't become overgrown. Through the 

consultation the issue of the hedge in the central 

reservation on the approach to Sail Roundabout was 

raised on a number of occasions. Maintenance 

colleagues are working to ensure this hedge remains 

maintained to an appropriate height.

Works to improve visibility 



I wrote a letter to the North Somerset Times newspaper which was printed in the Wednesday 23rd May edition. I was in the traffic 

queue on the Portbury Hundred and then Wyndham Way approaching the 'sail' roundabout one evening and noticed that the hedges 

on the traffic islands of the roundabout were so high that the traffic on the roundabout could not be seen. Every car approaching the 

roundabout was stopping and proceeding cautiously past the hedges before getting onto the roundabout, and this was causing delays 

resulting in the queues. Even if Wyndham Way is widened I believe it is the flow of traffic onto the roundabout that is the limiting factor, 

not the width of Wyndham Way. Part time traffic signals could also be used on the roundabout to improve flow through the roundabout 

which may obviate the need to widen Wyndham Way. The hedges were finally cut last Wednesday and Thursday after my letter 

appeared in the North Somerset Times and there is better visibility of the roundabout which seems to have improved flow already. 

However, the hedges are still not low enough and are restricting the view of the roundabout, especially for drivers who sit lower in cars. 

The hedges need to be reduced in height or removed altogether, and certainly not allowed to grow higher again. 

Your proposals will not help the congestion. You should reduce the height of the roundabout and remove the shrubs and plants on the 

approaches to the roundabout to enable the traffic to flow smoothly as vehicles at present have to stop on Wyndham Way to see 

around the foliage before entering the roundabout. This will cost a fraction of the cost of your proposals.

(a) ensuring that the vegetation on the approach to the sail roundabout is kept as low as possible to improve visibility & thus prevent 

the necessity for drivers to stop.

I think the hedge in the middle of the road as you approach the Sail roundabout should be removed as drivers' view of the traffic 

coming from the right is restricted causing drivers to stop each time. By removing the hedge back about 20metres would improve 

visibility for drivers approaching the roundabout and speed up traffic thereby reducing the queueing.

Also, the hedges at the ends of the roads at the sail roundabout need to be removed just before the roundabout; to enable traffic to 

flow more quickly and easily off Wyndham Way. Visibility is currently too poor, even though the hedges have been trimmed recently.

The models don't seem to include pedestrian crossings, which I believe are the main cause of delay.  A ramp based bridge could 

remove the lights and improve traffic flow and cost less allowing the remaining money to fund other projects

The 3 videos shown are a great idea to show how the current and future traffic moves.

However none of the videos show what happens when the pedestrian crossings are on a red light. The red lights come on every 

couple of minutes in the morning with people walking to work/school.

I really feel that if these traffic lights were not there, then traffic would flow at a much better rate and there will be no reason to spend so 

much money on road widening

I believe a foot bridge would have a much more positive impact on the community.

# Tune the traffic lights / use motion technology to shorten the amount of time that they remain on red - currently the crossing can be 

clear for a good period before traffic can flow again

Retention of the two controlled pedestrian/cyclist crossings will probably negate most of the advantage otherwise to be gained at peak 

hours. Provision of bridges with railings to prevent other crossing would make the proposal more effective and much safer.

Remove the traffic light controlled crossings and replace with Zebra crossings

The proposed wider road means that the timings for the pedestrian crossings will need to be increased to allow people time to cross 

the greater distance. As the effect of the pedestrian crossings is not evident in any of the videos, it would appear that they have not 

been taken into account at all. They certainly should be and especially the greater time that would be needed to cross the road after the 

proposed alterations have taken place.

My experience driving into Portishead at just after 4 p.m. this afternoon was that the traffic was already stacked back up half way along 

the Portbury Hundred, but there was virtually no traffic at the Sainsburys roundabout.

The crossings stop traffic frequently,meaning there is no continued flow as illustrated in your videos. One crossing in a 500m length of 

road should be more than adequate, two means you are stopped not once but twice, on almost every journey in or out of Portishead at 

commuting times. 

Following the consultation period further monitoring 

of the cycle / pedestrian crossings were undertaken. 

This confirmed officer understanding that the 

crossings are not a cause of the congestion on 

Portbury Hundred. This is discussed at length in the 

Data Report

North Somerset Council Policy (Joint Local Transport 

Plan) and national best practice seeks to encourage 

and facilitate walking and cycling, along with use of 

public transport. Therefore removing these crossings 

or discouraging their use by reducing the 'green man' 

timings is not an option. Overbridges would 

disadvantage pedestrians due to lengthy access 

ramps required to meet equality requirements. 

Underpasses draw concerns around anti-social 

behaviour and personal safety.

Following the consultation the scheme has been 

modified to provide the cycle and pedestrian 

crossings in two phases. This means that the 

crossing distance on the 'into Portishead' 

carriageway will remain similar to the existing (similar 

vehicular red time) whilst up to twice as many 

vehicles will be able to pass through the crossings in 

the 'inbound direction'.

Please note the two pedestrian / cycle crossings on 

Wyndham Way and the one within the traffic signals 

at Aldi are coded into the model using timing 

observations undertaken in 2015. These timings are 

further discussed in the Data Report

Alterations to the pedestrain 

crossings including building a 

bridge or subway

Planting, as well as providing a pleasant 

environment, is deliberately provided on 

roundabouts to reduce forward visibility, reduce 

vehicular speeds and improve road safety. However, 

regular maintenance is important to ensure planting 

doesn't become overgrown. Through the 

consultation the issue of the hedge in the central 

reservation on the approach to Sail Roundabout was 

raised on a number of occasions. Maintenance 

colleagues are working to ensure this hedge remains 

maintained to an appropriate height.

Works to improve visibility 



Have the people who planned this actually travelled daily around Portishead? The only problem with Wyndham Way is at school times 

in the morning and afternoon, and that is caused by the second pedestrian crossing being heavily used and not having a delay on it. If 

pedestrians were made to wait slightly longer this would help to alleviate the problem.

Instead of traffic being held up as you come off the first roundabout by the pedestrian crossing, thus causing tailbacks at the entry to 

the roundabout, put in a footbridge

The congestion in the evening heading into Portishead is caused by several factors the most being the sheer amount of people 

entering Portishead, but this is exacerbated in Wyndham Way, not by the fact it is a single road, but by the two sets of pedestrian lights. 

The first set especially causes traffic being unable to pass around the roundabout especially between 3.30 and 4.15 when the kids are 

coming back from school. This causes a lot of tailbacks early in the afternoon, whilst the evening is just amount of people travelling.

Your current traffic model does not represent the pedestrian crossings being use. Both of them cause tailbacks but specifically the first 

one coming in causes the most problems as people jam up the roundabout and as I said, try to get into Portishead at 3.45 and you will 

be queuing (sometimes nearly back to the Sheepway junction). 

I believe keeping the pedestrian crossings will still make tailbacks as mentioned previously. Have they thought about putting an under 

pass in?

Change the pedestrian lights to make them shorter, or better still provide bridges, especially for the schoolchildren to use instead.

Whilst the modelling suggests the queuing into town in the evening would be helped by those heading straight on not having to queue 

behind the majority turning right, I can't see such a small stretch of widening having a significant impact on the queue up to the 

Sheepway roundabout. It doesn't take into account the congestion caused by having two sets of pedestrian lights on this stretch which 

don't seem to synchronise in any way, and cause traffic to build up. We obviously need people to be able to cross safely so they are 

needed but could operate in a more co-ordinated way.

The problem going out of town in the morning has not been addressed at all. I frequently have to queue from town to the Sail 

Roundabout to get to work near Sainsbury's.

In relation to Wyndham Way ( Portbury Hundred to Wyndam Way/Quays Ave), traffic flows are adversely affected by 

pedestrian/pelican crossings which are used extensively for the morning & afternoon school pedestrian traffic. 

I use Wyndham way regularly and a lot of the backing up is caused by the pedestrian crossing just after roundabout from the portbury 

Hundred.

Would it be better to replace this crossing with a foot bridge .

As if you increase the width of the road you will increase the time required to cross the road and the time the lights are red therefore 

negating the extra lane.

Remove both crossings and bring one into the middle

The proposal of an extra lane is a waste of money. As it's the two sets of pedestrian crossings that slow the traffic. Your computer 

model and staff i've just visited at the drop in meeting at the folk hall, (Portishead) are wrong. I'm a local resident. And see the traffic 

flowing at rush hour when the pedestrian lights are not being used. Simple suggestion is: Replace the pedestrian crossings with 

footpath subways (no steps for the disabled). Traffic will then keep flowing.

The plan should be integrated with the random acts that stop the traffic on Wyndham Way i.e. the pedestrian crossings which have a 

significant impact on the capacity

There is no proof that these alterations to Wyndham Way will have the desired effect. If they do, it will only be for a short time each 

weekday. For the remainder of each 24 hour period congestion on this stretch of road is not a problem.You would get a better result in 

reducing congestion if you removed the pedestrian crossing by the Sheepway roundabout - that is what really holds up the traffic. Try 

pressing the button and measure the tailback that results.

The traffic build up is worsened by having a crossing so close to the sheepway roundabout, can the crossing be replaced by a DDA 

compliant bridge?

Following the consultation period further monitoring 

of the cycle / pedestrian crossings were undertaken. 

This confirmed officer understanding that the 

crossings are not a cause of the congestion on 

Portbury Hundred. This is discussed at length in the 

Data Report

North Somerset Council Policy (Joint Local Transport 

Plan) and national best practice seeks to encourage 

and facilitate walking and cycling, along with use of 

public transport. Therefore removing these crossings 

or discouraging their use by reducing the 'green man' 

timings is not an option. Overbridges would 

disadvantage pedestrians due to lengthy access 

ramps required to meet equality requirements. 

Underpasses draw concerns around anti-social 

behaviour and personal safety.

Following the consultation the scheme has been 

modified to provide the cycle and pedestrian 

crossings in two phases. This means that the 

crossing distance on the 'into Portishead' 

carriageway will remain similar to the existing (similar 

vehicular red time) whilst up to twice as many 

vehicles will be able to pass through the crossings in 

the 'inbound direction'.

Please note the two pedestrian / cycle crossings on 

Wyndham Way and the one within the traffic signals 

at Aldi are coded into the model using timing 

observations undertaken in 2015. These timings are 

further discussed in the Data Report

Alterations to the pedestrain 

crossings including building a 

bridge or subway



A majority of the problem is the pedestrian controlled traffic lights, surely taking out one or both sets of traffic lights and installing either 

a subway or bridge over the road will be safer and ease the congestion.

None of your traffic modelling videos include the hold ups caused by the two pedestrian crossings. The crossing nearest to the 

Sheepway roundabout causes the roundabout to lock up and starts tail backs on the Portbury Hundred. Once the tail back has started 

it is slow to clear - just like jams on the motorway when traffic momentarily slows down causing a tail back.

Unless you remove the pedestrian crossings the scheme will have limited success. Bit of a problem.

(b) making the pedestrian crossings via 2 ramped bridges.

It would be great (and relatively easy) to experiment with the signal timings at the crossings to see what positive effect that could have 

on the traffic flow; it could even prove the scheme unnecessary!

The traffic flow videos are extremely professional, however, no consideration seems to be incorporated in respect of traffic flow 

interruption when the cycle and pedestrian controlled crossings are operated, which, from past experience with a wider road crossing, 

will increase the duration of interrupting traffic flow, particularly if the unknown mandatory application of raised level road surface 

crossings, which are a common feature in Portishead, instead of full 'dropped kerb' method at road level, will further delay traffic flow 

negating any benefit to car commuters..

1. The main reason for the hold ups are the pedestrian traffic lights - two sets in a very short space of road, which being Toucan lights 

not Pelican mean that people crossing the road are half way home before the traffic can move. Increasing the width of that part of the 

road from Sheepway to the Sail roundabout would mean even longer crossings, and therefore presumably more stoppage time. 

Bearing in mind that the visibility at the roundabout is not good, the lane markings are not clear, and there are three further sets of 

traffic lights to the end of the Wyndham Way, how can anyone think that this will improve things?

Both the Sheepway roundabout, and the Sail roundabouts need to be traffic light controlled (to incorporate the 2 pedestrian crossings 

on Wyndham Way, which contribute hugely to the build up of traffic outbound in the mornings). These traffic signals then need to 

prioritise traffic from Quay's Avenue and Portishead Town Centre (currently often held up by joining traffic from less busy routes).

Resurface road with different type of material to ensure less traffic noise.

Reduce speed limit to 30 m.p.h to reduce traffic noise.

 But safety for my family is what concerns me with this road as we walk to school over the crossing as does many Gordano students. 

The speed limit needs to be dropped to 30 not 40.

Following the consultation period further monitoring 

of the cycle / pedestrian crossings were undertaken. 

This confirmed officer understanding that the 

crossings are not a cause of the congestion on 

Portbury Hundred. This is discussed at length in the 

Data Report

North Somerset Council Policy (Joint Local Transport 

Plan) and national best practice seeks to encourage 

and facilitate walking and cycling, along with use of 

public transport. Therefore removing these crossings 

or discouraging their use by reducing the 'green man' 

timings is not an option. Overbridges would 

disadvantage pedestrians due to lengthy access 

ramps required to meet equality requirements. 

Underpasses draw concerns around anti-social 

behaviour and personal safety.

Following the consultation the scheme has been 

modified to provide the cycle and pedestrian 

crossings in two phases. This means that the 

crossing distance on the 'into Portishead' 

carriageway will remain similar to the existing (similar 

vehicular red time) whilst up to twice as many 

vehicles will be able to pass through the crossings in 

the 'inbound direction'.

Please note the two pedestrian / cycle crossings on 

Wyndham Way and the one within the traffic signals 

at Aldi are coded into the model using timing 

observations undertaken in 2015. These timings are 

further discussed in the Data Report

Alterations to the pedestrain 

crossings including building a 

bridge or subway

Reduce speed limit to 30 mph In 2006 and subsequently in 2013, the Department 

for Transport issued formal guidance to local 

Councils which gave them the tools to determine 

where speed limits should start and finish and what 

the limit should be for different roads, taking into 

consideration existing vehicle speeds, accidents, the 

nature of the environment the type of road use, the 

frontage development etc.

The document which Council’s now use to determine 

speed limits can be found at the Department for 

Transports website:

www.gov.uk/government/publications/setting-local-

speed-limits

This document goes into detail how a local Councils 

should go about assessing the speed limit along a 

particular road, with a 30mph limit needing to have a 

minimum of 20 houses along the road. 

Wyndham Way does not meet this criteria for a 30 

limit, in addition actual vehicle speeds do not show 

compliance with a 30 limit, therefore in order to 

implement a lower speed limit the Council would 

have to change the nature of the road in order to 

change driver behaviour this would require 

considerable traffic calming measures. 



Yes many but in the so say consultation the advisors in the presentation appeared to only want to defend their 'model'. It was 

interesting that the model only showed constant traffic flow and didn't show any bunching of traffic at known bottlenecks.

I would say leave the vast majority of the road alone - put cross lines on the sheepway roundabout ( the safety officer said this couldn't 

be done as no traffic lights on the roundabout - this didn't stop the council doing this by the Gordano School roundabout!!

From the second pedestrian crossing pull back the two (even making three potentially) filter lanes to increase roundabout flow and 

generally start slowing traffic earlier -50 just off motorway roundabout (as it is the other side of the A369) - 30 past the sheepway 

roundabout ( major estates/ hundreds of children / two main pedestrian crossings - put speed reminders up on the stretch and on the 

road towards the marina - oh and put an insert for the bus stop which is currently in the middle of the road.

Surely if you're going to add an extra lane there, you need to add an extra lane all the way along the Portbury Hundred - as more often 

than not the jam starts at the Sheepway junction. At J19 an additional Portishead lane has been introduced - this has not resulted in 

any less queuing traffic on the M5 - if anything it has made it worse as it has moved the queue of traffic into the middle lane.

What is the point in turning this road into an eyesore for such short problem times? It would be better to widen the Portbury Hundred to 

2 lanes inbound so that the traffic turning left into Bristol Road could split off sooner.

You need to recognise that the limited capacity on the A369 Wyndham Way also applies to the Portbury Hundred coming into 

Portishead. This single road should also be made dual carriage: surely this makes the best sense – duel carriageway all the way down 

the A369 – its not like there isn't space down there. This would solve the capacity issue by increasing it straight from the motorway 

(especially as there are two lanes off the junction and two lanes at the end).

By increasing the Portbury Hundred to two lanes and easing traffic this would also stop people heading down the Sheepway to avoid 

the traffic.

Whilst I agree it's a good idea to increase the road in to two lanes, I believe this needs to be flowed through to the Portbury Hundred 

which would solve the problem much better.

consider increasing the length of the two lanes incoming on the A369. 

Although I use this road daily, and do not live in the immediate vicinity, I am against the road widening scheme. There will only be a 

very small benefit in traffic flow I believe from my experience of many years of using this road. It must be remembered that the Portbury 

Hundreds is still only 1 lane in each direction, and that would be the area that would need widening instead. It will also allow traffic to 

speed and overtake in an area that is very well used by local pedestrians and cyclists. Road noise will increase considerably, and I 

believe there is higher potential for accidents between cars / lorries etc and those on two feet / wheels.

As I mention in answer to Q3 - the improvement is being put in the wrong place. The congestion is from the M5 Jct 19 roundabout to 

the first roundabout coming into Portishead. When you cross the roundabout onto Wyndham way the traffic moves quite well.

In other words, making the changes as outlined wont make any improvement to the congestion coming into Portishead. The road that 

does need widening is the A369 from the M5 Jct 19 all the way to the first roundabout as you approach Portishead and not Wyndham 

way between the two roundabouts.

Wrong scheme - twin lanes 

required on Portbury Hundred

Following the consultation NSC undertook additional 

observation surveys to ensure our understanding of 

traffic conditions and driver behaviour is correct. The 

council also took independent consultant advice. 

Without prompting, the consultants came to the 

same conclusion as officers; that lack of capacity 

within the Sheepway Roundabout is the primary 

cause of congestion that tails back along Portbury 

Hundred. 

There is merit in duelling Portbury Hundred, without 

additional capacity improvements at Sheepway 

Roundabout and on Wyndham Way, as it would 

double vehicular storage capacity and therefore 

create additional storage capacity for traffic released 

by HEs scheme. However, without the intervention 

proposed at Sheepway roundabout, individual driver 

journey times would not improve.

The scheme as proposed not only helps traffic 

distribute into the town, but it is also forecast to give 

individual drivers reduced journey times.

Reduce speed limit to 30 mph In 2006 and subsequently in 2013, the Department 

for Transport issued formal guidance to local 

Councils which gave them the tools to determine 

where speed limits should start and finish and what 

the limit should be for different roads, taking into 

consideration existing vehicle speeds, accidents, the 

nature of the environment the type of road use, the 

frontage development etc.

The document which Council’s now use to determine 

speed limits can be found at the Department for 

Transports website:

www.gov.uk/government/publications/setting-local-

speed-limits

This document goes into detail how a local Councils 

should go about assessing the speed limit along a 

particular road, with a 30mph limit needing to have a 

minimum of 20 houses along the road. 

Wyndham Way does not meet this criteria for a 30 

limit, in addition actual vehicle speeds do not show 

compliance with a 30 limit, therefore in order to 

implement a lower speed limit the Council would 

have to change the nature of the road in order to 

change driver behaviour this would require 

considerable traffic calming measures. 



My concern is it on its own doesn't go far enough, a dual carriageway from junction all the way into Portishead would be a better 

solution albeit at greater cost.

Finally, the Portbury Hundred needs to be a dual carriageway. There is plenty of scope along its full length to achieve this. Even if this 

also had a tidal flow lane (as described above) it might start to meet the needs of the Town now. A dual carriageway would provide 

some capacity for the ongoing growth in population of the town.

The money would be better spent widening the portbury 100. I fail to see how widening Wyndham way will alleviate the flow of traffic 

only stack it up.

 Is it feasible to have three lanes from jcn 19 through to Portishead with the middle lane open to outbound vehicles in the morning and 

inbound vehicles in the evening?

My comments as mentioned in Q3 - The road should be two lanes in each direction

Also a longer distance of split lanes approaching the first roundabout (boat roundabout) on Portbury Hundreds (where Sheepway joins 

from the right)

Reverse the direction of the lane widening to be heading out of portishead, not in.

To really improve traffic flows the double lanes should be reversed for the morning rush when traffic is not backing up to the motorway 

but the town is gridlocked. Use of flexible lanes (e.g. Salts tunnel in Devon) is very effective and should not be hugely expensive.

In the morning the problem is not traffic inbound but rather the town becomes gridlocked as commuters head towards Avonmouth, 

Bristol etc. At this time the double lanes should be reversed as they do at the Saltash Tunnel.

Has a tidal lane been considered? Changing the use of the existing lane 2 coming out of Portishead in the afternoon for example?

3. The traffic going out of Portishead in the mornings is just as important to control as the traffic coming in - this would only start to 

address half of the problem.

Wyndham Way needs to be dual carriageway, or this new third lane needs to be designed to allow tidal flow. ie. Open and available to 

outbound traffic during the morning rush hour, and then direction switched to be available to traffic inbound to Portishead in the 

evening.

I strongly oppose this proposal on the following grounds:

The modelling versions 2&3 seem to take no account of the impact of the pedestrian crossing just after the roundabout, yet this is 

strongly in evidence in the first traffic model.

Creating a short stretch of inbound 2 lane road, which then all has to converge on the Sainsbury's roundabout, will not help traffic flow. 

Why is there no thought of creating a flexible road, that moves from 2 lanes outbound in the morning, and 2 lanes inbound in the 

evening - surely that would help to alleviate traffic pressures suffered by Portishead residents.

Wrong scheme - twin lanes 

required on Portbury Hundred

Following the consultation NSC undertook additional 

observation surveys to ensure our understanding of 

traffic conditions and driver behaviour is correct. The 

council also took independent consultant advice. 

Without prompting, the consultants came to the 

same conclusion as officers; that lack of capacity 

within the Sheepway Roundabout is the primary 

cause of congestion that tails back along Portbury 

Hundred. 

There is merit in duelling Portbury Hundred, without 

additional capacity improvements at Sheepway 

Roundabout and on Wyndham Way, as it would 

double vehicular storage capacity and therefore 

create additional storage capacity for traffic released 

by HEs scheme. However, without the intervention 

proposed at Sheepway roundabout, individual driver 

journey times would not improve.

The scheme as proposed not only helps traffic 

distribute into the town, but it is also forecast to give 

individual drivers reduced journey times.

Wrong scheme - tidal working 

of lanes / twin lanes in each 

direction

The funding available to undertake highway 

improvements in Portishead and at J19 comes from 

Department for Transport in direct response to the 

standing traffic on the M5. It is doubtful that a 

credible business case could be developed that 

linked capacity improvements outbound with 

reduced congestion on the M5



I think we will see more traffic from Bristol road being stacked back as obviously giving way to traffic on the right from portbury 

hundred. Can't see how this is going to improve traffic but I guess only time will tell. 

Twin lanes through Sheepway 

Roundabout will disadvantage 

drivers exiting Portbury 

Common / Bristol Road

Following consultation further monitoring of the 

Portbury Common approach to Sheepway 

Roundabout was undertaken. This confirmed the 

existing twin lane approach is operating well with 

both lanes being utilised.

Whilst the scheme introduces twin lanes of traffic 

through Sheepway Roundabout, traffic tuning right 

into Portbury Common (from Wyndham Way or 

Sheepway) will continue to create gaps in this traffic 

at the same rate as currently. It is accepted that 

traffic exiting Portbury Common may experience 

some additional delay. However, when considered 

against the objectives of the scheme (to remove 

standing traffic on the M5 mainline) this is 

considered an acceptable disadvantage. 

Presently there is a lack of information provided to fully consider the proposal an make a fully considered representation.

Further information should be provided on the following;

1. Fuller explanation as to why Wyndham Way is seen as contributing to the problem? Experience of the journey from Junction 19 at 

peak evening time is that the root cause of congestion at Junction 19 is the time it takes for vehicles to clear the junction onto the 

Portbury Hundred due to heavy slow flows of traffic along this road (which is compounded by two other factors (a) drivers refuse to 

allow filter off the first two-lane section of the Portbury Hundred (b) vehicles use the Sheepway as a 'rat run' which effects vehicles 

from the Portbury Hundred entering the Sheepway as quickly as they might otherwise do. At no time have I experienced congestion on 

the Wyndham Way or had any major problem exiting the Sheepway roundabout onto it except on the rare occasion that the pedestrian 

traffic lights are on red (thought should be given to altering the time these take to change).

Your consultation also refers to the southbound M5 congestion being caused by the limited capacity of the A369. What utter 

nonsense!. The congestion is caused by the the traffic lights at the Gordano Services roundabout. If, at times of peak traffic flow the 

timing of the green lights are adjusted to permit more traffic to flow onto the A369 towards Portishead, this would reduce the 

congestion. This is not rocket science and one doesn't need a degree in traffic management to see the obvious solution. Clearly the 

authors of the consultation and planned proposals appear to have never sat in the traffic to observe what is happening. What is 

required to increase the capacity of the A369 to the levels required by 2026 as stated is a proper two-lane both ways dual carriageway 

all the way from the Gordano Services roundabout.

It is designed to improve traffic flow off the M5 but I'm concerned whether the J19 roundabout will continue to be the 'cork ' in the 

bottleneck, so traffic will still queue back onto the motorway.

What it will improve is the stupid road layout where at present the road into Portishead is two lanes off the J19 roundabout quickly 

narrowing to one, encouraging some idiots to race round the outside into oncoming traffic.

Having exited Jcn 19 of the M5 (southbound) every day, at afternoon rush hour, for years, I've never yet encountered an occasion 

whereby traffic has backed up from Wyndham Way, all the way along Portbury Hundred to the motorway roundabout, such that it 

impacts on traffic leaving the M5. Consequently I think it's incorrect and misleading to claim these proposals will ease the daily 

problems encountered on Jcn 19 southbound. The separate M5 proposals may - I haven't seen them

One easy win would be to make it clear with signs and road markings that as traffic comes off the roundabout at J19 to the Portbury 

Hundred they should merge in turn, rather than the left queue thinking that they have absolute right of way and blocking those who use 

the second portishead lane from merging in.

Fail to understand the 

proposal. Fail to understand 

link between Highways 

Englands scheme and the 

Local Highway Network

Many of the consultees concerns are not in-line / 

relevant with the objectives of the scheme proposed. 

Highways England will be undertaking improvements 

works at J19 that will help relieve congestion on the 

M5 in the afternoons. Their scheme aims to alleviate 

traffic queuing southbound on the motorway waiting 

to exit at J19. The existing congestion on Portbury 

Hundred is known to tailback into J19 on occasions. 

In order for Highways England's works to realise full 

benefit, the congestion on Portbury Hundred needs 

to be reduced. The proposal at Wyndham Way 

allows traffic to flow from Portbury Hundred, through 

Sheepway Roundabout, along Wyndham Way, to 

Sail Roundabout, where it can distribute into the 

town.

Existing merge at J19 onto Portbury Hundred. 

The Highways England's scheme will not address 

this issue immediately. However, funding is available 

to explore a further improvement that would address 

this issue.

Sheepway is used as 'rat run'.  Further monitoring 

of Sheepway was undertaken post consultation. This 

demonstrated that drivers diverting via Sheepway is 

a symptom of existing congestion on Portbury 

Hundred and not the cause per se. This is explored 

at length in the Data Report.



I viewed the video simulations of traffic flow with great interest to see how the Wyndham Way widening scheme would improve traffic 

flow at J19 slip road of the M5, but, unfortunately none of the videos show this junction hence do not convince me that this scheme will 

actually achieve what you suggest it will, otherwise you would have be very happy to include M5 J19 in all of these.

The simulation showing traffic flow as it currently is does show significant congestion on the Portbury Hundreds, and significant 

queuing traffic at the Sheepway roundabout, however, if widening Wyndham Way is to reduce this queue, then surely the video should 

also show queuing traffic on Wyndham Way up to the Sail roundabout....but it does not!! Hence this begs the question - why widen 

Wyndam Way if it is not already queuing?

Also, has anybody considered the simple fact that the section of Wyndham Way we are talking about is only 520 m long, and the 

Portbury Hundreds is 3060 m long, i.e. 6 times longer....do you really believe you can somehow squeeze a significant number of the 

queuing cars into that short distance and have them all then feed out at the other end without causing another queue further down at 

the next junctions......it just isn't going to work!!

I am amazed that, whoever commissioned the videos, didn't notice these simple errors!

Please do not waste any more money on this fundamentally flawed scheme.

There is only one viable solution to the M5 J19 slip road, ant that is the extra lane that was proposed some time ago, but now seems to 

have been dropped.

Please re-instate the M5 J19 extra lane scheme.

This effect has not been considered (Public drop in session 23/05/18). Since the objective is not to speed up traffic into Portishead but 

to clear the motorway then does the proposal consider the use of the redundant roads to achieve this objective. A tidal flow from the 

roundabout would clear the motorway provided that the J19 roundabout is reconfigured to enable traffic to use both lanes from the 

roundabout into Portishead. This is not currently possible due to the signals on the roundabout preventing Portishead traffic using 2 

lanes due to traffic into Portbury Wharf. It is clear that this scheme is not co-ordinated with all aspects of the traffic flow from the 

motorway as none of this appears to have been considered in the proposal (Public drop in session 23/05/18).

 Finally, the whole premise of widening this road in order to reduce the M5 jct 19 slip-road traffic is

crazy - based on nothing more than illusion and hope. Deal with the REAL issue i.e. adding an extra lane to the M5 jct 19 slip-road - 

and leave Portishead alone!!

Complete it as soon as you can. Need to also sort out the motorway exit as queing over the bridge is an accident waiting to happen.

I don't think much needs doing for the A369 stretch, other than simply improve the M5 Junction 19 in ways OTHER THAN extensive 

use of traffic lights, extra filter lanes and reducing signals to part time (as said previous question) would help to reduce queues, also if 

there was some kind of physical barrier for the filter lane on the southbound exit to help reduce last minute queue jumpers, the filter 

lane itself is decently long so enough time for those 'knowingly' approaching their exit to change lanes, but I think after a point a way to 

reduce and catch out dangerous queue jumpers need's the most attention.

The proposal is not necessary, the problems with traffic are not going to be solved by chopping down trees and destroying green space 

in Portishead. The traffic problems are at jnc 19 on the motorway and portbury hundred.

Save the money, and put it towards sorting out the junction 19. Someone is going to get seriously injured with the traffic backing up and 

big lorries continuing in the inside lane. Other than that forget about the traffic into Portishead with these minor mods.

I would like to propose the erection of a new sign at the M5 Gordano roundabout at the point where it joins the Portbury Hundred - a 

"Merge in turn" sign would help to ease the slowdown caused by people not wishing to allow traffic in the right hand lane merging as 

they feel they are somehow "pushing in" (even though these measures were introduced to help flow). I avoid that lane myself as I know 

how pig-headed people can be. These changes, along with the new scheme, should help everyone get around more easily at peak 

times.

Yes. The two lanes for Portishead on the southbound exit of Junction 19 are not really being used. There are still queues for the inner 

lane because cars coming off the J19 roundabout for Portishead do not allow the cars in the outer lane to merge (they seem to view it 

as 'pushing in'). There needs to be clear signage on the exit of the roundabout (start of Portbury Hundred / M5 junction) to "Merge in 

Turn". Also, there needs to be more publicity in the local press to encourage Portishead cars to use both lanes of Junction 19. Please 

instigate changes like the above before tarmacing over even more of Portishead. I do not want to see Wyndham Way widened 

unnecessarily.

Fail to understand the 

proposal. Fail to understand 

link between Highways 

Englands scheme and the 

Local Highway Network

Many of the consultees concerns are not in-line / 

relevant with the objectives of the scheme proposed. 

Highways England will be undertaking improvements 

works at J19 that will help relieve congestion on the 

M5 in the afternoons. Their scheme aims to alleviate 

traffic queuing southbound on the motorway waiting 

to exit at J19. The existing congestion on Portbury 

Hundred is known to tailback into J19 on occasions. 

In order for Highways England's works to realise full 

benefit, the congestion on Portbury Hundred needs 

to be reduced. The proposal at Wyndham Way 

allows traffic to flow from Portbury Hundred, through 

Sheepway Roundabout, along Wyndham Way, to 

Sail Roundabout, where it can distribute into the 

town.

Existing merge at J19 onto Portbury Hundred. 

The Highways England's scheme will not address 

this issue immediately. However, funding is available 

to explore a further improvement that would address 

this issue.

Sheepway is used as 'rat run'.  Further monitoring 

of Sheepway was undertaken post consultation. This 

demonstrated that drivers diverting via Sheepway is 

a symptom of existing congestion on Portbury 

Hundred and not the cause per se. This is explored 

at length in the Data Report.



I think this will reduce queuing at the sheepway roundabout, which is good and worthwhile in its own right, but I don't think it will help at 

J19. There is almost always at least a short section of the A369 free flowing between J19 and Portishead, even when traffic is 

congested at both ends, so I don't see how this scheme will have an impact at J19. Please explain how this works.

Revisit it. This isn't a consultation seeking solutions, it seems a tick box exercise to pass it through because there's no "I don't support 

this" option.

500m of works when a car takes, approx 5m of road space when driving? We're not going to bring forward many cars further down the 

road when the queues currently go back quite far towards the M5 junction some 2miles away. It will still flow as slowly except you will 

no longer be able to turn left off Sheepway towards Bristol Road as quickly as you can now.

To summarise, this would be a complete and utter waste of £1 million that will make no difference to junction 19 whatsoever, and there 

are better and easier ways to improve the flow of traffic on Wyndham Way in both directions.

Proposals are ridiculous and unnecessary. The result will be increased traffic in a populated area and the kids of green space and 

trees.

With a new building development being approved on the Sheepway/ Wyndhamway round surely this is not a good idea now.

I cannot see it working as a vast number of motorists have no knowledge of how to negotiate a roundabout with more than one lane, 

drifting from one lane to another rather than staying in lane whilst negotiating the roundabout.

Untenable!

Although the traffic modelling clearly shows queuing along the Portishead bound Portbury Hundred in the current situation, the model 

does not appear to show any particular congestion on the Portishead bound lane along Wyndham Way which I would have expected to 

see if this was the cause of congestion along Portbury Hundred. It is the roundabout itself that seems to be the cause of queuing. The 

provision of the additional left turn lane on the approach to this roundabout construction about 12 - 18 months ago (?) went some way 

to improving the congestion although the state of the road surface following the removal of the existing road markings was very poor 

which I hope will be rectified as part of the night works due to be carried out w/c 4th June 2018.

I summary I can not see how providing the additional lane along Wyndham Way will solve the problem of congestion along Portbury 

Hundred in the way indicated on the traffic modelling video although I can see that having the additional lane will have not have a 

detrimental affect on traffic flow (.

This will not improve the road or speed up the traffic in any way, in fact it may make it worse.

It seems to me this would be a complete waste of money - not to mention even more hold-ups while it's being constructed - and will not 

actually help the traffic coming off the M5 anyway. It would be better to spend the money on our vitally needed train, or even to 

increase the width of the Portbury Hundred.

What we really need, of course, is another road in and out of Portishead. And whoever agreed to build all those houses on the Village 

Quarter with only one exit ...?

Fail to understand the 

proposal. Fail to understand 

link between Highways 

Englands scheme and the 

Local Highway Network

Many of the consultees concerns are not in-line / 

relevant with the objectives of the scheme proposed. 

Highways England will be undertaking improvements 

works at J19 that will help relieve congestion on the 

M5 in the afternoons. Their scheme aims to alleviate 

traffic queuing southbound on the motorway waiting 

to exit at J19. The existing congestion on Portbury 

Hundred is known to tailback into J19 on occasions. 

In order for Highways England's works to realise full 

benefit, the congestion on Portbury Hundred needs 

to be reduced. The proposal at Wyndham Way 

allows traffic to flow from Portbury Hundred, through 

Sheepway Roundabout, along Wyndham Way, to 

Sail Roundabout, where it can distribute into the 

town.

Existing merge at J19 onto Portbury Hundred. 

The Highways England's scheme will not address 

this issue immediately. However, funding is available 

to explore a further improvement that would address 

this issue.

Sheepway is used as 'rat run'.  Further monitoring 

of Sheepway was undertaken post consultation. This 

demonstrated that drivers diverting via Sheepway is 

a symptom of existing congestion on Portbury 

Hundred and not the cause per se. This is explored 

at length in the Data Report.

Doubt the scheme will work - 

no spacific alternative

The proposal at Wyndham Way allows traffic to flow 

from Portbury Hundred, through Sheepway 

Roundabout, along Wyndham Way, to Sail 

Roundabout, where it can distribute into the town, so 

that Highways England can then implement a 

congestion relief scheme at J19 that will release 

more traffic onto Portbury Hundred. 

Following consultation the council remonitored traffic 

conditions and driver behaviour to confirm the 

council's understanding of conditions is correct. The 

council took independent consultant advice to 

confirm the proposal achieves the objectives.



An absolute nonsense. They are based on inaccurate and "fake" traffic studies - the problems on the M5 are not caused by Wyndham 

Way, and the portbury hundred looks nothing like the first video suggests, except in extreme circumstances - the closure of the 

motorway for example. Who have you consulted before coming up with these plans? No resident that actually used these roads that's 

for sure. A complete waste of time and money, attempting to solve a problem that doesn't exist. Where do you think all these cars 

entering Portishead are coming from? Do you not think they will have had to drive out of the town at some point, before coming back? 

So why only increasing lanes inbound? The whole thing makes absolutely zero sense to anybody with an ounce of sense. But like 

everything, despite people objecting, you'll do what you want anyway, ignoring those that speak sense and wasting yet more money 

that could be better spent elsewhere in the town. The decision has been made so what use is a "consultation", other than a box ticking 

exercise?

Absolutely, yes!

The current proposals are akin to fixing a broken leg with a sticking plaster, and represent a complete and utter lack of ambition and 

medium to long-term foresight.

Broadly, the Council and Highways England need to scrap this "patch job" and go back to central government for a sensible amount of 

funding to achieve a sensible and sustainable solution for the long term.

Currently, First Bus fail to provide a cost effective (£6.50 day travel card is robbery, so buses are underused), efficient (Bristol 1hr by 

bus) or reliable (!) alternative to using the car.

I think the proposals are a complete waste of time and money and will not solve a growing traffic problem. It just provides a parking 

space for more cars in the queue.

Having an alternative route into Portishead would be a more enduring solution, maybe via the Sheepway road.

2. The position of the bus stop also causes hold-ups, because it stops just before the roundabout, and then has to change lanes to get 

to Sainsbury's or Quays Avenue. Would it not be more sensible to move the bus stop back, or forward so that it doesn't hold the traffic 

up?

# Could the westbound bus stop also be made into a lay-by to ensure traffic continues to flow when the bus is dropping/collecting 

passengers

This scheme will not improve the traffic sirtuation whilst the two crossings and two bus stops remain. The bus stops do not have a full 

bay so one lane on either side is blocked by buses stopping on each of the 4 bus journeys per hour. The bus stop on the way into 

Portishead is on the two lane section just before the Sail roundabout pushing all traffic into one lane to pass or making one lane wait. 

The proposed second lane on this section of road will make little difference to the traffic flow currently and as more housing is built the 

situation will get worse. We are just being given another lane to crawl along which will accommodate a few more cars, but will in no 

way be enough to alleviate the J19 queuing problems

The plan states that the both bus stops will remain. However, if the bus stop on the new 2 lane carriageway remains as is, then every 

time the bus stops it will block the inside lane, resulting in traffic either having to wait or attempting to change lanes to get past it. In 

traffic this will result in delays and frustration of drivers wanting to get past.

Scrap the widening of Wyndham Way. Improve the flow along Bristol road by widening and banning all parking. Double yellow lines on 

both sides of the High street between Combe Road roundabout and The White Lion roundabout.

Include a "hard" road divider at the Sail roundabout, left lane for Portishead town, right lane for Sainsbury, marina and residential area.

Improve signage.

Parking restrictions should be implemented so there is no danger of lorries parking up overnight or for part of the night.

Relocate Bus stops / Bus 

laybys

Following the consultation the bus stops were 

remonitored. This confirmed that due to limited bus 

dwell time and the ability for vehicles to pass no 

significant traffic delay was introduced. This is 

discussed in detail in the Data Report.

Doubt the scheme will work - 

no spacific alternative

The proposal at Wyndham Way allows traffic to flow 

from Portbury Hundred, through Sheepway 

Roundabout, along Wyndham Way, to Sail 

Roundabout, where it can distribute into the town, so 

that Highways England can then implement a 

congestion relief scheme at J19 that will release 

more traffic onto Portbury Hundred. 

Following consultation the council remonitored traffic 

conditions and driver behaviour to confirm the 

council's understanding of conditions is correct. The 

council took independent consultant advice to 

confirm the proposal achieves the objectives.

Proposals don't appear to 

relate to the scheme objectives

Maintenance and parking management issues have 

been bought to the attention of appropriate council 

Officers.

Respondents are reminded the funding available to 

undertake capacity improvements in Portishead and 

at J19 comes from Department for Transport in direct 

response to the standing traffic on the M5. It is 

doubtful that a credible business case could be 

developed that linked pedestrian, cycle & equestrian 

improvements with reducing congestion on the M5.

The Council is currently promoting additional yellow 

line restrictions along Newfoundland Way and 

Phoenix Way to assist with traffic flows around the 

estate. The Council will continue to monitor traffic 

flows and listen to residents in order to identify 

problem areas and then seek to implement the most 

effective methods to minimise disruption whilst still 

maintaining safe environments.  



This road widening scheme will not achieve its objective, i.e. reducing queuing on M5 Junction 19 slip road.....even your own video 

simulations do not show it having any effect, so why bother?

A much more useful way to spend some money on Wyndham Way would be to resurface the whole section from the Sail roundabout to 

the High Street junction. This section of road is totally worn out, full of pot holes and any eyesore. Spending money on this would be 

very much appreciated by all the motorists who have to drive on it every day, risking suspension and wheel damage each time...

As ever, this scheme only looks to benefit car drivers. We urgently need pavement on BOTH sides of Bristol Road all the way along - if 

I want to go to Weston by bus, I have to cross the road TWICE in order to get to the bus stop. Any children wishing to walk to the 

football club have the same issue. If I want to walk along Sheepway from Bristol Road, I have to take my life in my hand crossing the 

roundabout or do a half mile detour into Heron Gardens (not good when you have arthritis) - and this traffic will get faster after the new 

lane is put in. The horse crossing on the A369 needs to be made into a proper Pegasus crossing; it is within sight of the roundabout 

and would force cars to slow before going into Wyndham Way or turning left into Bristol Road. Also, this should be a family friendly 

cycle route from Portishead via Sheepway across the A369 along Gypsy Lane and back via Portbury and the Nature Reserve. At 

present it is not usable by walkers except very brave ones, you have to rev up your horse to cross it and it is only usable with difficulty 

by cyclists. What a wasted opportunity. PLEASE get your engineers to think holisitically rather than just motoristically. Finally, we need 

a proper cycleway/bridleway/footpath on the WESTERN side of Wyndham Way. Using the existing cyclepath to go on into town means 

a long diversion round past the Sainsburys roundabout. Not very helpful for any of the above users and no good at all to horse riders.

The money would be better used in rebuilding and resurfacing Bristol Road which is subsiding and filling in the hundreds of potholes in 

the town.

Portishead has been blighted by terrible road planning decisions, Cabstand being a prime example, which is still awful, why do we 

need traffic lights on one pedestrian crossing (one side only) but not on the other, it doesn't make sense, the lights are not needed at 

all, the traffic is practically stopped approaching the roundabout anyway. Also the mini roundabout at the bottom of Clapton Lane which 

is ridiculously small for cars to manoeuvre around. Don't make any more road planning disasters which the plan for Wyndham Way 

surely is.

On street parking is a problem regarding flows along Bristol Rd/B3124 to & from Wyndham way. The current lack of a slip road to the 

B3124 from the Portbury Hundred on the approach to Portishead is another snag. I am concerned the proposal will not satisfactorily 

deal with the current problems as the two main roundabouts will need sophisticated traffic management to get the full benefit of the 

additional lane.

The many reincarnations of the Cabstand junction shows just how easy it is to waste money by looking at Portishead's traffic problems 

peicemeal.

I have felt for many years, and long before these proposed changes, that a road should be constructed from the "sail" roundabout 

across the brook to Brampton Way. This would reduce the congestion at the existing junction with the High Street now, and be very 

helpful in providing access to and from the town to the proposed Railway Station in the future, avoiding the presently congested area at 

Cabstand and Harbour Road where many more residences are being built. It would also allow easier access to Gordano School from 

the Ashlands development and integrate the perceived "two halfs" of Portishead. I have chatted about this to Councillors since XXX 

XXX first told me enthusiastically about the proposed "Sail" roundabout, and no one has ever said "what a silly idea" or even "where's 

the money coming from"?

Sort out harbour road as a bottleneck and next time NSC wants to sanction housing - make part of the deal that the house builder 

needs to negotiate/ construct and maintain a new road out of Portishead that is not a feeder into the A369

 I also think all of Harbour Road should have double lines each side to improve traffic flow in and out of Portishead but perhaps this is 

another issue but in my view is linked to the queueing in Wyndham Way certainly for traffic leaving Portishead.

Your proposals and consultation make no reference to the effect the debottlenecking of the Portbury Hundred roundabout will have 

further towards the town centre. In fact your consultation gives no facts whatsoever of the investigations and assessments underlying 

the proposals for widening Wyndham Way.

Many examples exist where a bottleneck is removed in similar circumstances only to become manifest further down the trajectory. 

Widening Wyndham way will allow a greater volume of traffic to enter the junctions by Aldi and with the junctions with the High Street 

and Cabstand. This is entirely logical, yet your traffic modelling video's show no such potential problems. So where is the data on which 

the modelling is based?

Proposals don't appear to 

relate to the scheme objectives

Maintenance and parking management issues have 

been bought to the attention of appropriate council 

Officers.

Respondents are reminded the funding available to 

undertake capacity improvements in Portishead and 

at J19 comes from Department for Transport in direct 

response to the standing traffic on the M5. It is 

doubtful that a credible business case could be 

developed that linked pedestrian, cycle & equestrian 

improvements with reducing congestion on the M5.

The Council is currently promoting additional yellow 

line restrictions along Newfoundland Way and 

Phoenix Way to assist with traffic flows around the 

estate. The Council will continue to monitor traffic 

flows and listen to residents in order to identify 

problem areas and then seek to implement the most 

effective methods to minimise disruption whilst still 

maintaining safe environments.  

The scheme moves traffic 

elsewhere

Following the consultation the council remonitored 

the Sail Roundabout. During the week's monitoring 

no exit blocking was observed neither did the 

roundabout itself fail to operate.  This confirmed 

officer understanding that the roundabout is 

considered balanced and operates well. This is 

discussed in detail in the Data Report. Therefore 

Officers remain confident that traffic will continue to 

distribute through the roundabout and the scheme 

doesn't merely move queuing to Sail Roundabout. 



I think that this is an absolute white elephant that will simply move the jam further along the road, whilst moving the main road closer to 

residential properties unnecessarily.

Waste of money, this will have no difference. It will just push the problem further up. I would advise that this project does not go ahead!

The proposed dual stretch is so short, it would simply create greater congestion nearer the town without offering much (if any) relief to 

the Portbury Hundred stretch at peak incoming traffic times. There are so many other town traffic problems crying out for attention that 

it is a pity that the funds couldn't be channelled from one allocated sector to another to solve these. It is also considered that the 

proposal would have little effect upon Gordano Roundabout, where motorway build-up is due to exit congestion, not static or even slow 

moving traffic on Portbury Hundred.

The traffic light crossings cause traffic to back up during the morning and evening rush hour. I feel that if there was traffic light control 

at the Sheepway roundabout the traffic would flow more freely. By widening Wyndham Way just to the sail roundabout you are just 

moving the bottle neck up a bit further. It may make Junction 19 flow a bot more freely but the jam will be moved into Portishead.

I was very pleased to learn that XXX XXX was behind the modelling as, having worked with him previously, I know his attention to 

detail is fantastic. However, the model of the current situation doesn't reflect what I frequently witness, in that:

* The high speed of the vehicles just after the merge from the junction 19 roundabout surprised me, as I've often seen two lane of very 

slow moving traffic merging on the bend and entering the P100 single carriageway very slowly. It strikes me that a longer section of 

dual carriageway then a merge on the straight section of the P100 would improve traffic flow here and help to avoid blocking back onto 

the roundabout.

* I suspect that pedestrian demands are actually more frequent during the traffic peak than the model suggests and I've often seen 

blocking right back through the Sheepway roundabout. Wyndham Way inbound usually moves much less freely in the PM peak than 

the model suggests. The flow onto the 'sail' roundabout is good; it's the crossings, especially closest to the 'sail' roundabout where 

traffic is impeded by frequent pedestrian demands. Consequently, my view is that the models are overly optimistic in the free-flowing 

nature of traffic on Wyndham Way inbound.

Overall, I think the proposed scheme will work, in that it will relocate a few hundred meters of the current PM peak queue from the 

P100 onto Wyndham Way and thus create additional stacking space for vehicles flushed through by whatever scheme the HA is 

proposing.  I am concerned that it'll make the traffic congestion worse at other times of the day as I've mentioned. 

I would be very happy to be contacted if, considering my background, any of the design team would like to talk to me. My name is 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

The reason that traffic builds up on Wyndham Way between the two roundabouts is not because of capacity on subsequent roads, 

Quays Ave and Wyndham Way (Gordano Gate (GG) roundabout to High Street). Both have ample capacity at rush hour. There also 

does not appear to be a material amount of traffic crossing the path of Portishead bound traffic at the Gordano Gate roundabout.

Furthermore, there is an issue of people using the Sheepway route as a cut through at rush hour. Sheepway is a quiet residential road 

and national cycle route that runs alongside the Portbury Hundreds. During rush hour, some drivers get frustrated at the size of the 

queue on the Portbury Hundreds and decide to use Sheepway. Unfortunately, unless those drivers decide to cut through the dense 

residential Vale estate at the end of Sheepway, they are forced to use the sail roundabout. Most seem to choose to use the sail 

roundabout. The main direct impact of this is that it is essentially queue jumping. People coming off Sheepway and using the sail 

roundabout have to block Portbury Hundreds traffic in order to use the roundabout, slowing the flow of traffic on the Portbury Hundreds 

from Sheepway to the sail roundabout.

Assuming that the volume of traffic that can pass through the sail roundabout from the M5 in not linked to whether they arrive via the 

Portbury Hundreds or Sheepway, this should not have a direct impact on M5 exiting traffic. However, cars arriving from two directions 

at a roundabout as opposed to one does reduce the flow of traffic. Therefore, if the flow of Wyndham way between the sail roundabout 

and Gordano Gate roundabout was reasonably good, people using Sheepway as a cut through hampers the flow. I would like to see 

right turns onto Sheepway from the Portbury Hundreds banned between 17:00-19:30 with exceptions for residents, buses and cyclists.

Restrictions on Sheepway Following the consultation further monitoring of 

Sheepway was undertaken. This confirmed the view 

that only when the queuing on Portbury Hundred tails 

back to Sheepway junction (junction near the 

footbridge to Portbury Village) do the majority of 

drivers start to divert via Sheepway. The council fully 

agrees that once drivers start to divert and arrive at 

the Sheepway Roundabout they have priority over 

traffic exiting from Portbury Hundred, exacerbating 

the congestion on Portbury Hundred. However, the 

council remains of the view that drivers diverting via 

Sheepway is a symptom of the congestion on 

Portbury Hundred, not the cause per se. The 

computer modelling undertaken prior to the 

consultation modelled the period prior to congestion 

tailing back to the Sheepway junction and drivers 

diverting via Sheepway. This showed with the 

scheme in place the queuing on Portbury Hundred 

doesn't tail back to the Sheepway junction and, by 

extension, drivers don't start to divert via Sheepway. 

The scheme moves traffic 

elsewhere

Following the consultation the council remonitored 

the Sail Roundabout. During the week's monitoring 

no exit blocking was observed neither did the 

roundabout itself fail to operate.  This confirmed 

officer understanding that the roundabout is 

considered balanced and operates well. This is 

discussed in detail in the Data Report. Therefore 

Officers remain confident that traffic will continue to 

distribute through the roundabout and the scheme 

doesn't merely move queuing to Sail Roundabout. 



Yes, why is the option to place temporary traffic lights at the Portishead end of Sheepway to hold the traffic that currently uses this road 

as a "rat run" and then enters the roundabout and thus causing the traffic entering Portishead to have to stop at the roundabout to 

allow this traffic across the roundabout? Surely this trial would provide a view as to whether this widening of Wyndham Way is 

necessary.

Also, improve the junction of sheepway with Conference avenue. Remove the no right turn so traffic coming along the sheepway can 

cut through the vale and village quarter. Thereby keeping off wyndham way.

Sheepway itself needs a short section of Bus Lane or a Bus Gate at about halfway. This means the road will be a no-through road for 

ordinary cars, and can revert to being a safe route for bikes to reach the cycle paths. It will mean Sheepway will cease to be a 

dangerous rat-run in the evening rush hour (which I currently use!). That traffic joins the Sheepway roundabout with priority over the 

Portbury Hundred, exacerbating the traffic queuing on that road to get back into Portishead.

Traffic lights for traffic com8ng out onto th3 roundabout at Sheepway to prevent traffic using it as a rat run.

Please don't spend £1 million encouraging people to stay in their cars and inviting more people to get in their cars. Spend it on a 

frequent bus service to Portway to connect with the P+R service. This will give us cheap and reliable access to Bristol, reduce road 

traffic and also provide a connection for people who live in Portishead and work in Avonmouth.

 Simply adding an additional lane to the road is not the answer to the transport challenges. Invest in public transport and make it more 

affordable to get people off the roads. Buses are too expensive and unreliable. Put morning and evening express buses on to Bristol. 

Addressing the root cause of why people don't use the bus to commute.

Just for a moment, take the time to imagine a world where the public transportation is fairly complete, where there are pathways to 

transportation stops, where only public and certified vehicles can take the few roads and rails available, where deliveries are made with 

electric vehicles on pathways, where disabled people can travel safely and easily via electric scooters, electric people movers etc., to 

the stops where public transportation can pick them up. If all the money poured into the road system were spent on public transport, 

plus the money people would spend on vehicle tax and maintenance, we'd have a magnificent system, with loads of green space, 

bicycle trails, walking trails, etc.

Yes. It would seem to be a forgone conclusion that this work will proceed irrespective of any objections.

The root cause of this issue is the sheer volume of traffic. Despite the regular frequency of the public buses the majority of road users 

are car bound.

My suggestion is to install an additional bus stop and 'pull-in' (half rather that full bus width) on both sides of the carriageway adjacent 

to the first of the two pedestrian crossings (nearest Portbury Hundred).

Why: First Group operate 3 principle bus routes to and from Portishead. The X3 / X4 (X3A) serve Bristol, the X5 Cribbs Causeway. For 

residents living at the southern end of the Vale the nearest bus stop is located at the end of Sheepway adjacent to the end of 

Conference Avenue. The X5 is routed down the Portbury Hundred and therefore any potential Vale users have quite a walk down to 

the Bristol Road / Heron Gardens stop.

Currently the X3 / X4 both trail along Sheepway in both inbound and outbound directions. Sheepway bus stops are infrequently used 

by residents apart from the Conference Avenue stop, this is in my view the main reason both services use this route. By using 

Sheepway extra time is incurred in the schedule as the road twists about and the morning buses have also the additional problem of 

entering the constant peak flow of outbound traffic on the A369 at the Portbury footbridge junction.

By installing the two bus lay-by's at the suggested location, the X3 service could take the Portbury Hundred direct route to the city 

rather than circuitous Sheepway. For residents of the Vale / Sheepway the X4 would still be using the Conference Avenue stop / 

Sheepway route.

The acceleration of the bus service has to be beneficial and would hopefully increase bus usage thereby decreasing car dependency 

and use.

This is clearly the appropriate time to take this action of creating these two bus stops (partial pull-in's as in further up the road), 

additional costs would surely be minimal in light of the overall scheme and the potential benefits of public transport use.

Improve public transport. The funding available to undertake highway 

improvements in Portishead and at J19 comes from 

Department for Transport in direct response to the 

standing traffic on the M5. It is doubtful that a 

credible business case could be developed that links 

improved public transport with reduced congestion 

on the M5.

Restrictions on Sheepway Following the consultation further monitoring of 

Sheepway was undertaken. This confirmed the view 

that only when the queuing on Portbury Hundred tails 

back to Sheepway junction (junction near the 

footbridge to Portbury Village) do the majority of 

drivers start to divert via Sheepway. The council fully 

agrees that once drivers start to divert and arrive at 

the Sheepway Roundabout they have priority over 

traffic exiting from Portbury Hundred, exacerbating 

the congestion on Portbury Hundred. However, the 

council remains of the view that drivers diverting via 

Sheepway is a symptom of the congestion on 

Portbury Hundred, not the cause per se. The 

computer modelling undertaken prior to the 

consultation modelled the period prior to congestion 

tailing back to the Sheepway junction and drivers 

diverting via Sheepway. This showed with the 

scheme in place the queuing on Portbury Hundred 

doesn't tail back to the Sheepway junction and, by 

extension, drivers don't start to divert via Sheepway. 



The first video is incorrect. I use this road very regularly, both as a pedestrian and as a driver. I have never seen the traffic behave in 

the way shown in your model. The other 2 videos must also be incorrect, as the "information" from the first model must have been used 

to inform the others.

I question the wisdom of carrying out work based on inaccurate information.

Other Following consultation the council remonitored traffic 

flows, volumes, speeds and driver behaviour. This 

confirmed the understandings upon which the 

models are built to be correct. This is discussed in 

the Data Report.

I am concerned about the increased traffic flow around Conference Avenue during the construction phase of this scheme. Conference 

Avenue will become a 'Rat Run' for commuters trying to avoid being stuck at the temporary traffic lights which will be placed on 

Wyndham Way controlling the traffic down the remaining single lane. There is a significant safety risk to this as many school children 

will be moving around and across Conference Avenue at the start & end of the school day....what will be done to mitigate this danger?? 

This is especially significant on Conference Avenue as it has sections which are block-paved, i.e. almost pedestrianized and not 

intended for commuter traffic.

It is anticipated that the scheme can be constructed 

alongside the existing road with reduced lane widths. 

It is not anticipated that temporary traffic signals will 

be required.

No. Seems a good proposal. Thank you for your response

I object to the destruction of the area to make way for the widening of the road. The videos clearly show that any queues at the 

Sheepway roundabout have absolutely no impact on J19, so justification on the grounds of safety at J19 are simply nonsense in my 

view.

I suspect the whole scheme is simply part of the planned continued exponential expansion of Portishead which will, as a result, 

miraculously have 'capacity' for further house building.

This is, in my view, totally unnecessary - as nature fills a vacuum so traffic fills road capacity at certain times of the day. People adjust 

their travel to suit.

The relationship between the proposed scheme at 

Wyndham Way and the proposed scheme at J19 is 

discussed above. Land use allocations, including 

housing allocations, to 2026 are set out in the North 

Somerset Sites & Policies Development Plan; April 

2018.
http://www.n-somerset.gov.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2015/11/Site-Allocations-Plan.pdf

END END END


