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Overview
This report presents a summary of the second Banwell 
Bypass and Highway Improvements consultation, which 
ran for six weeks from 10 March to 22 April 2022.

This was a non-statutory consultation to gather feedback 
on our progress to date designing the Banwell Bypass, 
including the proposed changes to Banwell village and its 
surrounding area, as well as measures to reduce possible 
impacts of the Scheme in nearby villages of Sandford, 
Churchill and Winscombe. 

To support the consultation, North Somerset Council 
(NSC) provided information booklets that outlined details 
of the Scheme and a consultation questionnaire asking 
the public for views on:

Introduction

The latest version of the design 
of the Bypass and Southern Link.

Proposed improvements to the 
village of Banwell.

Proposals to nearby roads and villages, 
including measures to address possible 
impacts of the Scheme.

Responses to the consultation, along with results of 
environmental assessment and technical investigations, 
will help us to consider further changes or improvements 
needed to the Scheme’s design ahead of planning 
application submission. 

Chapter 3 of this report summarises the main 
themes raised in the consultation. Chapter 4 
outlines the outcomes of the consultation and 
explains how that feedback has been considered.
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Scheme background
In 2019, NSC successfully secured £97.1 million of 
funding from Homes England’s Housing Infrastructure 
Fund to deliver essential infrastructure needed to benefit 
existing communities and support the delivery of 7,557 
new homes. 4,482 of these new homes will be located 
at existing Weston villages development sites of Haywood 
village and Locking Parklands where homes are already 
under construction. The location of the remaining homes 
will be subject to the new Local Plan process. 

Banwell has experienced the negative impact of traffic 
congestion on its local community, economy, and 
environment since the 1930s. These problems have 
worsened over time as increased population and rising 
car ownership have brought more traffic to the area. 

To tackle these long-standing issues, a bypass to the 
north of Banwell, including a Southern Link, is proposed. 

The Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) will be used to 
build the new bypass of the village of Banwell, fund 
improvements to the surrounding roads and pathways, 
improve the area’s utilities network and provide an 
expansion of Winterstoke Hundred Academy 
secondary school in Locking Parklands.

In Spring 2021, we appointed Alun Griffiths (Contractors) 
Ltd, with Arup & TACP as technical and environmental 
designers/advisors for the Bypass. 

Early technical investigations were carried out throughout 
2021 to better understand how the Bypass might affect 
local communities, the environment, wildlife and more. 
These helped inform the first Bypass consultation, 
which was held for six weeks over Summer 2021.

Improve the local road network to 
deal with existing congestion issues.

Ensure the development respects the local 
area and minimises visual impact upon the 
surrounding countryside and Mendip Hills 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).

Improve and enhance Banwell’s public 
spaces by reducing traffic severance 
and improving the public realm.

Innovative and efficient in reducing 
and offsetting carbon from the design 
and construction of the infrastructure.

Provide the opportunity to increase 
active and sustainable travel between 
local villages and Weston-super-Mare.

Ensure the development provides the 
opportunity to increase bio-diversity 
net gain by at least 10%.

Deliver infrastructure that enables housing 
development (subject to Local Plan).

Proactively engage with stakeholders 
in a way that is both clear and transparent.

Scheme objectives
In delivering the Scheme we will strive to:
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What has happened  
since the first consultation  
in Summer 2021? 
We received over 1,100 responses to our first 
consultation. The responses were analysed and, 
along with findings from early surveys and technical 
investigations, were presented in two reports:

• Consultation Report

• Options Appraisal Report 

Those reports helped us to make a decision on the 
Bypass route in October 2021, choosing to take 
forward “Northern Route 2” to the north of Banwell.

Following the route decision, we began work 
designing the Bypass and the Southern Link, 
as well as improvements to the village of Banwell 
and improvements to nearby roads and villages, 
including measures to address the potential impacts 
of the Scheme.

The Scheme timeline below helps to illustrate 
and explain the progress to date and plans 
for the Scheme in the future.
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Timeline 

Key Dates Activity Description

Early  
2022

Pre-Application  
Consultation

Following the closure of this consultation we have 
been looking at your feedback, making any required 
changes to the Bypass design so that it’s finalised for 
planning application submission.

Summer 
2022

Submission of  
Planning Application 

A planning application must be submitted for the Bypass. 
This would seek approval from the Local Planning Authority 
to progress to construction. The public will have the opportunity 
to comment on proposals through the planning process.

Summer 
2022

Land  
Acquisition

By agreement with landowners, we will be seeking to acquire land 
and rights required to build the Bypass and any environmental or 
other mitigation works involved. It is envisaged that a Compulsory 
Purchase Order (CPO) will be required to ensure the Bypass can be 
delivered. This will enable the Council to acquire any land and rights 
needed to build the Bypass should agreement not be reached with 
landowners and affected parties. The decision whether or not to 
make a CPO will be subject to further internal Council authorisation.

Winter 
2022/ 
2023

Anticipated Public 
Inquiry and Statutory 
Process

If there are objections to the CPO that cannot be resolved, a 
public inquiry will be required. An independent Inspector would 
hear evidence, in front of the public, from interested parties and 
stakeholders. The Inspector would make a recommendation to 
the Secretary of State on how to proceed. The decision whether 
to confirm the CPO would rest with the Secretary of State.

2023 Expected Start 
on Site

If planning consent is granted for the bypass, any land 
not already acquired for construction would be acquired 
and work on site would begin.

2024 Open to Traffic If the plans go ahead without delay, the Bypass 
will be open to traffic in 2024.
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2 Approach to consultation

Prior engagement 
Before the launch of the first consultation, we set up 
community working groups with the help of Banwell, 
Winscombe & Sandford and Churchill Parish Councils. 
These groups provided a forum for members to share 
their aspirations and raise any concerns about the 
possible impact of the Bypass on their local area. 
Working group sessions were held in May and November 
2021 and helped shape the Scheme designs shown 
at both consultations.  

We have also had regular meetings and discussions 
with Banwell, Churchill and Winscombe & Sandford 
Parish Councils, attending Parish Council meetings in 
April and November 2021 and again in January and 
March 2022. These meetings provided updates on 
the Scheme and provided an opportunity for the Parish 
Councils to feedback on, and help shape changes 
to, our design progress.

In December 2021, we hosted a webinar for residents 
of Banwell to help explain proposed changes to access 
around the area as a result of the Bypass. The residents 
of Castle Hill, Dark Lane, Eastermead Lane and Moor 
Road were invited to feedback to us as part of the 
webinar session.

Engagement
Over the course of our second non-statutory, six-week 
consultation the council provided a range of opportunities 
for local people to engage and respond.

On Thursday 10 March 2022 the second consultation 
was launched using the council’s online eConsult system. 
It was important to ensure the consultation was also both 
inclusive and accessible, so paper and accessible copies 
of documents were also made available (on request). The 
council’s customer services team were also available to 
support over the phone.

We produced two consultation booklets to help residents 
respond, one outlined our proposals in detail and the 
other provided a shorter summary of the design to date. 
This was to better engage a range of people with varying 
levels of interest in the technical detail behind the design. 
These booklets were available online, by post or at our 
drop-in consultation events. 

We held five public information drop-in events over the 
course of the six-week consultation. These took place 
throughout the day and into the evening in Banwell, 
Churchill, Winscombe, Sandford and Weston-super-
Mare. The sessions presented the information from 
the consultation documents and gave attendees the 
opportunity to ask questions of the project team.

In total, 557 people attended the five sessions. 
Feedback was positive and constructive, with attendees 
appreciative of the large format plans and drawings, 
as well as the opportunity to raise any ambitions or 
concerns with team members of varying specialism.

Covid-19 was a key consideration in organising the 
engagement activities and all reasonable efforts were 
made to help ensure the venues were covid secure 
and with social distancing adhered to.

In addition to the public information drop-in events, 
statutory and non-statutory environmental groups 
were invited to engage in environmentally focussed 
design discussions – including Natural England, 
Somerset Internal Drainage Board, Environment 
Agency, and Mendip Hills AONB.
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Promotion and materials
Inclusivity was a key focus of the consultation, providing 
a range of ways for residents to get involved and share 
feedback, regardless of where they live in the local area. 

To help achieve this the following different channels 
were used to promote the consultation:

• The dedicated Banwell bypass webpage on the 
NSC website was updated at the launch of the 
consultation to include large buttons linking directly 
to the eConsult platform, along with further details 
of the drop-in information events.

• The launch of the consultation was also supported 
with a press release, published on the news section 
of the NSC website. The release also informed 
articles in several local papers. 

• Postcards were delivered to 5,000 households 
in Banwell and neighbouring villages ahead of the 
launch of the consultation, providing links to the 
council website and the online survey, as well as 
details of drop-in events and the customer services 
phone number.

• A news item signposting to the consultation was 
included in the winter edition of the council’s North 
Somerset Life magazine, delivered to approximately 
100,000 households in the area.

• Further signposting was included in the council’s 
March and April 2022 eLife newsletters which is 
sent to a distribution list of approximately 70,000 
email addresses.

• Throughout the consultation period, the Council’s 
corporate social media channels were used to 
highlight the consultation and signpost to the 
eConsult platform. Over the six-week period social 
media posts achieved over 85,500 reach and 5,000 
engagements on Facebook.

• Parish councils also supported the consultation 
using their own social media channels to reach 
their communities.

As well as promoting the consultation to the public, 
letters were sent to statutory and non-statutory groups 
and bodies in advance of the launch to ensure they 
were able to respond in an official capacity.

Landowners, including those previously contacted 
regarding surveys and investigation works, also received 
letters in advance of the consultation to provide notice 
of the launch date. Targeted meetings took place with 
landowners in November/December 2021 and again 
in January/February 2022.
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Feedback 
Formal responses to the consultation were accepted 
by completion of the online survey, or by paper copies 
returned to the council, by Friday 22 April 2022.

In addition to consultation responses that followed 
the formal response template provided, several written 
responses were sent to the Banwell bypass email inbox 
or by post. Details are provided in Section 3 of this report.

Drop-in events in Banwell, Churchill, Sandford, 
Winscombe and Weston-super-Mare were promoted as 
information events and those attending were encouraged 
to formally share their feedback using either the online 
survey or paper copies (which were available to take 
away). Some attendees completed paper copy surveys 
that were provided to Council officers or support staff at 
the drop in events. 

The project team responded to general enquiries received 
by email to help consultees access and respond to the 
online consultation (or paper copies) when appropriate. 
Enquiries were responded to within ten working days 
wherever possible.  

Formal responses were received from residents, 
businesses, statutory bodies and other local bodies, 
including Banwell, Churchill, and Winscombe & Sandford 
parish councils. The following (non-exhaustive) list details 
some of those who responded to the consultation:

• Sedgemoor District Council

• Mendip Hills AONB

• British Horse Society 

• Puxton Parish Council

• Yatton and Congresbury Wildlife Action Group 

• Winscombe Fire Station

• Bristol Water 

• Historic England 

• Avon and Somerset Police 

• Sport England

• Woodland Trust

Analysis approach 
All consultation responses received were analysed to 
understand individual views, opinions, and suggestions. 
Responses to consultation questions were collated and 
analysed in detail to understand the overall findings and 
to identify key differences in responses from the range 
of user groups.

All free text responses were analysed in two stages:

1. Analysis by theme 
Identifying common topics and ideas that 
came up repeatedly to produce a high-level 
summary of the responses.

2. Identification of  
‘matters’ raised 
Looking at individual suggestions raised 
within each of the key topics and themes 
and, where appropriate, combining them 
to form a single overarching matter.

Each matter raised was passed on to the technical team 
for consideration in development of the bypass’ design. 
The team’s responses to the key themes can be found 
in section 4 of this report.
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3 Responses to  
the consultation

Summary 
We received a total of 487 responses within the 
consultation period. This consisted of 442 formal 
survey responses (received online). and 46 letters or 
written responses which were returned to the council. 

Not all respondents answered every question when 
completing the consultation survey, but all responses 
were considered in the assessment. As a result, the 
total number of responses to each question varies.

In this section, key findings from both the consultation 
survey and supplementary written responses are drawn 
together to summarise the feedback received.

This has been divided into the following sections:

Section 3.2
General Questions

Section 3.3
Banwell Bypass and Southern Link 
(Questions Q3a to Q3e of the consultation)

Section 3.4
Banwell village 
(Questions Q4a to Q4h of the consultation)

Section 3.5
Churchill 
(Questions Q5a to Q5e of the consultation)

Section 3.6
Sandford 
(Questions Q6a to Q6e of the consultation)

Section 3.7
Winscombe 
(Questions Q7a to Q7e of the consultation)

Section 3.8
Key themes and comments 
from general consultation feedback.
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General questions
Consultation responses were sought from individuals; 
businesses; parish councils; and public, voluntary and 
community organisations. 95% of the formal responses 
represented individuals (not identifying themselves to 
represent an organisation). 

The questionnaire asked for limited personal information, 
including postcodes, to help us better understand the 
location of respondents. This offers an indication of the 
diversity of communities involved. 

Consultation responses were received from a range 
of locations, as per Figure 1, with 35% of responses 
made by residents of Banwell, and 43% of responses 
obtained from the surrounding villages of Sandford, 
Winscombe, and Churchill. 22% of responses came from 
respondents in different parts of North Somerset such 
as Blagdon, Puxton, Weston-super-Mare and Clevedon. 
No responses were received from respondents based 
outside of North Somerset.

35%

22
%

14%

10%
19%

Banwell

Churchill

Elsewhere in North Somerset

Sandford

Winscombe

Figure 1: Where do you live?

Heatmap of respondent locations

139

1

Value
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Question 3a - What do you think of the draft 
improvements and measures proposed for 
the Banwell Bypass and Southern Link?

Respondents were asked what they thought about 
the draft improvements and measures proposed for 
the Banwell Bypass and Southern Link. In total, there 
were 333 responses from the 442 online consultation 
submissions.

Of the 333 responses, approximately 51% were generally 
in support of the Scheme, 22% were generally opposed 
to the Scheme, and 27% of responses did not express 
a clear opinion.

Selected quotes from the responses:

“I think its excellent and decades overdue”

“Will solve a number of problems regarding 
traffic in Banwell, but will create major 
flow problems in Sandford and Churchill”

“The current plans have not been 
made fully accessible for equestrians”

“The Bypass should make car 
journeys to Weston much easier”

Banwell Bypass and Southern Link Road 

Of the 333 responses, 490 individual points were raised. 
These were classified into themes in order to identify 
particular areas of concern. Some of the key themes 
raised included comments relating to traffic, horse riding, 
the environment, and impact on surrounding villages. 
Comments in support said the proposals will help reduce 
traffic congestion and improve air quality within Banwell. 
Respondents were also in support of the walking and 
cycling links which would be provided and considered 
they would improve access and connectivity within 
the area. 

Comments of concern related to the Scheme’s impact 
on the environment, particularly the impact on the AONB, 
rare habitats and possible contamination of the Southern 
Link on groundwater (the Source Protection Zone, or the 
SPZ). Concerns were also raised about the increased 
traffic within surrounding villages, and the impact that 
this would have on noise and air pollution.

Some respondents requested design changes or 
proposed alternative proposals to the Scheme. This 
included the use of traffic lights in the middle of Banwell, 
and proposing a one-way system along Knightcott Road/
West Street and High Street. Some respondents also 
proposed to extend the bypass to the A38 to ensure it 
passes Sandford and Churchill as well as Banwell.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Access Traffic concerns Safety Walking/cycling

Environment Impact on villages Housing

Figure 2: Summary of Key Themes

Horse riding
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65
%

35
%

No Yes

Figure 3: Do you think the plans for the Banwell 
Bypass and Southern Link will have any negative 
impacts on you?

Question 3b - Do you think the plans for the 
Banwell Bypass and Southern Link Road will 
have any negative impacts on you?

Respondents were asked to respond ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to 
the following question; ‘Do you think the plans for the 
Banwell Bypass and Southern Link will have any negative 
impacts on you?’ In total there were 342 responses to 
this question.

Figure 3 shows 65% of respondents believed 
the plans would have negative impacts on them.

Figure 4: What negative impacts?

Question 3c - What impacts?

Question 3c asked respondents who believed that the 
plans would have a negative impact on them to explain 
what that impact would be (in their opinion). 

In total question 3c received 215 responses with 245 
points raised. 

The most common themes are shown in Figure 4.These 
themes were traffic, the environment, and horse riding.

26%

54%

20%

Traffic Horse riding Environment

Comments expressed concern about the negative 
impacts that would occur if traffic increased. This 
included impacts on air pollution, light pollution, 
noise pollution, health problems among residents 
 more dangerous roads, and difficulties entering/exiting 
homes. Comments also expressed concern that their 
house prices could decline as a result of these impacts. 
Most of these comments came from respondents 
living outside of Banwell.

Some respondents expressed concern that connectivity 
by car might be reduced on the existing road network. 
For example, services will be cut off and emergency 
services will be hindered. Also, journey times could 
increase. A number of responses were about the 
proposed closure of Wolvershill Road to through-traffic 
south of the bypass, and several suggestions that this 
should not be included in the plans. 

Respondents raised concerns that there could 
be largely negative impacts on the horse-riding 
community as a result of the proposals, due to 
the loss of access to bridleways and increased 
traffic making riding more dangerous.
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Question 3d - Can you suggest any ways to 
change the plans to counteract the negative 
impacts you mentioned?

Respondents were asked to suggest any changes 
they’d like to see to the plans, to counteract the negative 
impacts they’d identified in response to Question 3c. 
In total, question 3d received 215 responses with 287 
separate points raised. 

Topics raised most were design (64), traffic (39), 
alternative preference (38), access (24), horse riding 
(22), walking/cycling (16), the environment (15) and 
mitigation (13).

A number of responses suggested ways the Scheme 
could be changed. Those that expressed opposition to 
the Scheme, suggested that it should be abandoned and 
alternative solutions put in place. Suggested alternatives 
involved traffic calming measures such as reduced speed 
limits, widening of roads throughout Banwell and smart 
traffic lights to reduce traffic volume and congestion. 
A number of responses asked to keep Wolvershill Road 
open to traffic and others stressed the need to ensure 
access to walkers, cyclists and horse riders is maintained 
and given priority over the car.

Question 3e - Do you think there is anything, 
not already mentioned, missing from the plans 
for the Banwell bypass and Southern Link?

Respondents were asked if they thought anything 
was missing or not already mentioned within the plans 
for Banwell bypass and Southern Link. In total 273 
responses were received, and 317 points were made. 

The key themes raised were traffic, environment, and 
horse riding. There were also concerns about the lack 
of information in the draft plans around some possible 
environmental impacts of the Scheme, specifically in 
relation to air and noise pollution impacts. 

Some respondents asked that more environmental 
and social impact assessments be completed to 
assess the Scheme’s impact on local villages.

Other respondents said they felt the Scheme design 
didn’t contain enough planting of trees and shrubs to 
reduce impacts and it was suggested that the Scheme 
also should provide wildlife road crossings so animals 
could safely cross the new sections of road.

A number of respondents also stated that the 
consultation materials lacked transport assessments and 
asked whether plans and traffic modelling considered the 
expected increase in the number of homes into the area 
through the Local Plan. Respondents had concerns that 
an increase in housing would create an increase in traffic, 
which could further increase congestion in the local area.

Another area of concern was Summer Lane Junction. 
Respondents felt there should be a reduced speed limit 
in this area and expressed concern that the proposed 
traffic lights would increase congestion on the junction. 

A common theme in the responses was that the plans 
need to include better enforcement of, and a reduction 
in, the speed limit.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Access Traffic concerns Safety Walking/cycling

Environment Impact on villages Housing

Figure 5: Question 3d - Summary of Key Themes

Horse riding
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Banwell Village

Question 4a - What do you think of the draft 
improvements and measures proposed for 
Banwell village?

Respondents were asked what they thought of the latest 
proposed improvements for Banwell village. In total 148 
responses were received with 147 points raised. Of the 
148 responses, approximately 62% were generally in 
support of the measures, 14% were generally opposed 
to the measures, and 24% of responses did not express 
a clear opinion.

The key themes were: traffic, design and impact on 
villages. This is illustrated in Figure 6 and summarised 
below:

Figure 6: Question 4a - Summary of themes raised

Traffic

32
%

6%

11%
6%

6%

8%

13%

18%

Design Walking/cycling

Horse riding Environment Impact on villages

Housing Other

Support:

• Comments were highly supportive of the Scheme 
and noted various benefits it would bring to Banwell 
village. This included: improved safety, health, traffic, 
reduced pollution, improvements in the environment 
and better conditions for walkers and cyclists.

Traffic:

• Points were supportive of plans as they 
would reduce traffic in Banwell village.

• Some comments suggested more could 
potentially be done in terms of traffic calming.

• A few comments noted concerns that the 
associated increase in housing in the area 
could contribute to increased traffic.

Design:

• Several comments were made about the  
relationship between the proposals and 
changes to parking in the village centre.

Impact on villages:

• Several comments were made about the impact 
of congestion, light, noise, and air pollution as a 
result of the proposals on the hamlet of Knightcott.

• Comments also acknowledged potential benefits for 
Banwell but expressed concern about wider traffic 
and environmental impacts the proposals could have 
on surrounding villages.
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40%

60%

No Yes

Question 4b –  Do you think the plans 
for Banwell village will have any negative 
impacts on you?

Respondents were asked if they thought that the 
placemaking plans for Banwell village would have 
a negative impact on them. This was a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ 
question, the response was generally positive as 
shown in Figure 7.

Question 4c - What are the negative impacts 
for Banwell?

Respondents who felt the Scheme would have a negative 
impact on them were asked to explain what they felt 
those negative impacts would be. In total 60 responses 
were received with 74 points raised. Themes raised most 
included the Scheme’s impact on traffic, the environment, 
and surrounding villages. 

The main points raised were concerns about the Scheme 
creating an increase in the volume of traffic, longer journey 
times and reduced access to villages including Banwell 
and Towerhead, as well as Worle and the M5. 

The loss of car parking on Dark Lane was also raised 
as an issue and several respondents felt the design 
didn’t consider the elderly population who rely on 
vehicular access. 

Possible impacts on residents’ mental health were raised, 
where it was felt the Scheme could increase noise, light 
an air pollution which could impact the environment and 
wildlife as well as the health of local residents.

It was also requested that Wolvershill Road remain 
open at both ends. Others asked that the Scheme be 
re-designed so that it naturally curves away from the 
motorway bridge. It was felt that this would allow part of 
Knightcott Road to become a private entry road for the 
houses in Knightcott and would provide a route to the old 
Banwell High Street, Loxton, and Christon via Well Lane.

Question 4d - Can you suggest any ways to 
change the plans to counteract the negative 
impacts you mentioned?

Respondents were asked to suggest any changes 
they’d like to see to the plans to counteract the negative 
impacts they’d identified. There were 52 responses with 
44 points made. 33 comments were suggestions, 
10 were negative/oppositions and 1 was neutral.

A range of comments were received, the majority 
suggested improvements to the proposals to combat 
any negative impacts. 

A number of comments queried the need for the bypass 
and suggested alternatives such as a changed route 
or suggested alternative interventions in Banwell (for 
example installing traffic lights or widening the road).

Comments also raised the need to better include horse 
riders in the proposals, including better crossing points 
and access to shared paths.

Figure 7: Would the plans for Banwell have 
a negative impact on you?
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Question 4e - How do you think the plans 
will affect the community feel of Banwell 
as a village?

Respondents were asked how the plans would affect the 
community feel of Banwell as a village. 141 responses 
were received with 145 points raised. The  points raised 
were mostly positive (69.5%).

The points most commonly raised are summarised below:

• Positive feedback focused on how the Scheme can 
improve air quality and noise for residents and hopes 
that the Scheme will result in more community spirit. 

• Some respondents also hoped that the Scheme will 
help those with medical conditions such as asthma, 
by reducing traffic through the village. 

• Others hoped that the Scheme would encourage 
business to return, allowing for farmers markets 
and craft fairs in the village centre.

• Some respondents said that when the main road 
had been closed in the past for roadworks, the 
village feels more like a community as people return 
to actively using the streets. 

• Concerns were raised that the Scheme would result 
in increased traffic into the Banwell area and that 
the village could become a town surrounded by 
a ring road and new housing developments. 

• Concerns were raised that horse riders hadn’t been 
considered in development of the plans. Some felt 
that Moor Road Equestrian Community should not 
be cut off as a result of the Scheme.

Housing was another common theme in responses to 
this question:

• Some respondents said that any proposed 
new housing should be located to the north of the 
bypass to maintain the integrity of Banwell village. 

• Some concerns were raised that increased 
numbers of vehicles as a result of the new 
housing could be counterproductive to reducing 
traffic through the village. 

• Some respondents felt that the amount of new 
housing proposed could also cause Banwell 
to lose its community feel. 

• Some felt that, although the Scheme itself 
will positively impact the community feel, 
the proposed housing will not.

Responses also made a number of alternative 
design suggestions:

• There was a suggestion that general traffic 
could be excluded from the village via bus 
gates to improve the Scheme. 

• Some respondents thought that a weight 
limit should be imposed on the existing Knightcott 
Road/West Street area of the village.

• Others felt HGV traffic should be limited 
and stick to A Roads.

• It was also suggested that the road should 
be reclassified to help  SatNavs redirect HGVs 
away from the village. 

• Concerns were raised about Wolvershill Road and 
whether residents would still be able to access to 
their properties. It was suggested that the route 
remain open to two-way traffic.

• The suggestion that the plans include 
improvement to Knightcott.

• The suggestion that the central area of ‘the narrows’ 
should be traffic calmed as a shared use area (like 
Oxford Street in Weston-Super-Mare) rather than 
pavements being extended.

• Other suggestions of providing benches 
and street furniture.

• Request to repair and widen local footpaths.

• Suggestions supporting local businesses e.g. 
enhancing the Bell Inn and Football Club.

• The belief that a traffic light system would 
be more effective than the Bypass and a 
better use of taxpayer money.
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Question 4f - How do you think the 
plans will affect how and where you 
travel in and around Banwell?

Respondents were asked if they think the plans will 
affect how and where they travel around Banwell. 152 
responses were received and 159 points were raised. 
Of the responses received 89 were positive, 52 were 
negative and 21 were neutral. 

There were comments of support that felt the plans would 
improve the walking and cycling environment of Banwell 
and surrounding villages, which will encourage more 
people to travel sustainably. It was also felt that the plans 
will improve journey times and improve access to Banwell.

Examples of responses for active travel included:

“I would be more likely to walk or cycle 
through Banwell and neighbouring villages”

“Multi user routes will enable all users 
to travel to and through Banwell”

There were some comments of concern that felt the 
bypass will not alter driver behaviour and therefore 
people would continue to drive their cars. Concerns 
were also related to the Scheme increasing the volume 
of traffic in the area and having a lack of consideration 
for pedestrians and cyclists.

A number of responses also said that they thought the 
plans would make it harder to access Winscombe and 
the closure of Wolvershill Road could encourage rat 
running along Summer Lane.

Others suggested improvements to access, for example 
all footpaths being made cycle paths, or that numbers of 
proposed footpaths and bridleways should be increased. 
It was also requested that access be maintained at 
the northern end of Moor Road, and that access to 
Wolvershill Road also be maintained.

Question 4g - How do you think the 
plans will affect the natural environment 
in and around Banwell?

Respondents were asked how they think the plans will 
affect the natural environment in and around Banwell. 
157 responses were received with 160 points raised. 

Approximately 15% of respondents felt the plans will 
be beneficial to the environment around Banwell, whilst 
14% of respondents had concerns. The remaining 71% 
either provided alternative design options or expressed 
no opinion. Comments of support said that the Scheme 
would reduce noise pollution and result in better air quality 
around Banwell village. It was also felt that the proposed 
planting would provide a feeling of natural green space in 
the village which will encourage new wildlife into the area.

However, others expressed concern that land take and 
a loss of green space from the design could impact on 
wildlife. There was also concern that the proposals could 
create an increase in traffic and noise pollution, impacting 
on the natural feel of Banwell and the surrounding areas.

Some respondents provided suggestions to reduce 
environmental impacts. These included road crossing for 
wildlife over or under the bypass to limit the loss of wildlife 
corridors, increasing the amount of shrub planning and 
providing a community pond feature near the Solar Park.

Question 4h – Do you think there is 
anything, not already mentioned, missing  
from the plans for Banwell village?

Respondents were asked if there was anything, 
if not already mentioned, that they felt was missing  
from plans for Banwell village?

112 people responded to the question and 119 points 
were raised. The responses were: 26 suggestions, 
7 negative, 1 positive and 86 neutral comments.

18% of respondents believed that the consultation 
material was still missing some information or did 
not provide enough details, traffic data in particular.
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Churchill 

Question 5a - What do you think of 
the draft improvements and measures 
proposed for Churchill?

Question 5a asked respondents what they thought about 
the proposed measures for Churchill, including measures 
to reduce possible impacts of the Scheme. 101 people 
responded with 149 points made. Of the 101 responses, 
approximately 26% were generally in support of the 
measures, 30% were generally opposed to the measures, 
and 45% of responses did not express a clear opinion.

The most frequently referenced themes were:

Traffic

Safety

Speed limits

Walking and cycling

Design of proposals

22%

13%

21%

12%

9%

Other frequent topics included:

In general, respondents supported proposals that would 
make active travel safer, particularly for pedestrians and 
those travelling to school. There was also a supportive 
response to the proposals for speed reductions to make 
the village safer. These comments were also reflected 
in responses that made suggestions and or voiced 
concerns, where people felt there was potential to take 
the active travel proposals further and to impose further 
speed restrictions. 

Other respondents were concerned that traffic would 
increase in Churchill as a result of the Scheme. They felt 
this could make the conditions for walkers, cyclists, and 
horse riders worse, and also journeys to school more 
dangerous. Some thought the proposals for Churchill 
would not do enough to reduce the impacts of possible 
traffic increases. Some respondents were also concerned 
that the improvements did not adequately take into 
account horse riders. 

Those concerned with the impact of traffic made 
suggestions that the speed limit should be enforced and 
widened to a larger area. A number of responses also 
suggested general changes to the layout and design. 

Figure 8: Question 5a - Summary of themes raised
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Responses included:

“Increased traffic is a real concern on 
A38 and A368 roads which are already 
very busy and a bottleneck”

“The measures don’t go far enough 
to improve or ease the traffic flows 
through Churchill to the A38”

“The proposed 20mph restrictions 
in and around Churchill are a welcome 
feature, and in my view long overdue.”

“Far greater attention to the safety and 
cyclists and pedestrians in Churchill must  
be included. Enforced 20mph throughout 
all lanes in Churchill must be part of the plan”

“Speed reduction from 30mph to 20mph 
through Churchill village on A368 to Hillier’s 
Lane, Front Street and Church Lane is good; 
this reduced speed must be enforced and 
area-wide. ”

The themes raised in responses were:

Traffic:

• General concern that traffic will increase in the area. 
A number of those concerned felt that proposals for 
Churchill would not do enough to reduce the impact 
of increased traffic.

• Others thought that Churchill Gate junction 
improvements would not be able to cope with 
peak traffic flows and that congestion in the area 
could worsen.

Safety:

• Some responses felt proposals did not do enough 
to address the dangerous parts of the current road 
system (such as ‘The Drive’ exit). 

• There was also some concern that not enough 
attention had been given to the safety of the 
school routes (via bus, walking and cycling).

• There was further concern that more attention 
is needed for the safety of pedestrians and cyclists, 
in particular, whether safety could worsen withany 
future increase in traffic.

Design:

• Comments were made about Churchill Gate 
junction/traffic lights and potential improvements 
that could be made to the design. 

Active Travel:

• Comments noted the importance of providing safe 
footpaths and active travel links for pedestrians, 
cyclists and those walking to school.

• Comments supported the proposed footpath/shared 
path upgrades.

• However, some comments felt there was still scope 
to include pedestrian crossing to improve the active 
travel and footpaths.

Speed limit:

• Several comments felt that the proposals 
did not consider horse riders.

• Many of these comments asked if horse 
riders were included in shared path proposals.

Horse riding:

• Many comments supported proposed 
speed limit reductions.

• A number of comments asked that speed limits 
are enforced, and in some cases reduced further. 

• There were a number of requests for other areas 
to also be included within the speed limit areas.

Housing

• Some comments felt that new housing in the 
area could further contribute to traffic issues, 
especially if new developments are car dependent.
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Question 5b -  Do you think the plans for 
Churchill will have any negative impacts on you?

We asked respondents if they thought the plans for 
Churchill would have any negative impact on them. 
68% of respondents to this question believed that the 
plans for Churchill would have a negative impact on them.

Question 5c - What are the negative 
impacts for Churchill?

Respondents who felt that the Scheme would negatively 
impact on them were asked to explain what they thought 
the negative impacts would be. There were 59 responses 
and 82 points raised. The topics raised most were:

Responses about traffic, safety and active travel 
were often connected as people were concerned 
that increases in traffic would lead to a reduction in 
safety for pedestrians and cyclists. The responses 
are summarised below:

Traffic: 

• General concerns that traffic could increase 
in Churchill. Particularly at Churchill junction.

• Concern that local roads would not be able 
to cope with additional traffic.

• A number of comments highlighted rat runs 
in the village (e.g. Says Lane, Sandmead Road).

Safety:

• Some comments felt the proposals could 
make it less safe for children travelling to school.

Traffic

Horse riding

Safety

Environment

Active Travel

Connectivity

37%

9%

15%

9%

9%

6%

• There were also concerns that Ladymead Lane 
could become dangerous for pedestrians.

• More generally, some responses felt that any 
increased traffic will reduce road safety, particularly 
for pedestrians, but also cyclists.

Active travel:

• Some comments felt that the Scheme might be 
of disadvantage to those without a car because 
there were not enough active travel links.

• Others felt increases in traffic could make 
walking and cycling more dangerous.

• Comments noted that traffic lights/junctions 
might become harder to negotiate on foot/bike.

• There were a number of comments that felt 
increased fumes could worsen experience of 
walking/cycling in the village.

Horse riding:

• Comments felt the proposals were inadequate 
for horse riders and that they had not been properly 
considered in the design. 

• There were concerns that the proposals would 
negatively impact horse riders if they are unable to 
access off road paths. Others said that horse riders 
must be able to use Public Rights of Way.

• Further concerns were raised about additional traffic 
and possible issues for riders crossing the road to 
access the Mendip Hills.

Connectivity/Access:

• Some respondents felt that a potential increase 
in traffic could deter older people from walking 
around the village.

• Other respondents thought the proposals 
might increase traffic and, therefore, travel 
times. Particularly vehicles unable to exit smaller 
lanes due to the flow of traffic.

Environment:

• A number of comments raised concerns about 
the environmental impact of any increase in traffic, 
including air pollution, noise and light pollution and 
loss of green space, countryside and wildlife.

• Many of these comments made clear the importance 
of preserving the agriculture and wildlife of the area.
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Question 5d - Can you suggest any ways to 
change the plans to counteract the negative 
impacts you mentioned?

Respondents were asked to suggest any changes 
they’d like to see to the plans to reduce the negative 
impacts they’d identified. There were 61 responses 
with 81 points made.

Topics raised most were design (14), walking/cycling (9), 
speed limits (8), alternative suggestions (8) and horse 
riding (7). Of the points raised, there were suggestions 
(25) and some negative comments (9).

Of the points raised, there were suggestions (25) 
and some negative comments (9).

The findings are summarised below:

Design:

• Some respondents felt Ladymead Lane 
should be made into a dead end/access only.

• Others suggested that Says Lane is also 
closed to traffic.

• It was also suggested that the A368 be widened at 
the junction with ‘The Drive’ cul-de-sac or that traffic 
lights put in place so that the residents of The Drive 
can exit safely.

Walking/cycling:

• It was suggested that a direct off-road cycle/walkway 
be added to Dinghurst Road between Churchill Traffic 
Lights and Front Street Junction.

• There were concerns that the Public Rights of Way 
routes do not connect. 

• Comments also requested that shared paths 
are open to everyone including horse riders.

• Others felt that active travel should be central 
to the design of the lights.

• Traffic calming measures were suggested 
to include pedestrian pavements.

• The importance of providing pedestrian 
crossings was also raised, including the 
suggestion of an additional pedestrian 
crossing to cross Dinghurst Road.

Speed limit;

• Multiple comments supported speed limits, though 
some felt that the speed limits could go further and 
be extend into more areas.

Alternative suggestion:

• There were a number of comments suggesting that 
the bypass is not built or should be re-routed. This 
included comments that a system of traffic lights be 
installed in Banwell instead of the bypass.

Horse-riding:

• Many horse riders felt that horse riding 
had to be better considered in the plans.

Other:

• Comments raised concerns about pedestrian 
safety and highlighted the importance of reducing 
any impacts on pedestrian safety.
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Question 5e - Do you think there is anything, 
not already mentioned, missing from the plans 
for Churchill?

Respondents were asked if they felt there was anything 
missing from the plans for Churchill. There were 65 
responses with 79 points made.

Topics raised most included speed limits (20), crossing 
facilities (13), and safety (8). There were 52 suggestions, 
13 negative, 14 neutral comments.

The responses are summarised below:

Crossing facilities:

• Respondents made the suggestion of including 
a pedestrian crossing on the A368 at Hilliers Lane.

• Another respondent suggested a Pegasus crossing 
over the A38 at Dolebarrow Lane to improve safety.

Safety:

• Comments suggested that safety should be improved 
at the bus stop.

• Some respondents expressed concern for the safety 
of pedestrians, cyclists, equestrians and children and 
felt the plans should be made safer.

• Others felt the link to Churchill School from Sandford 
should be made safer.

Speed limit:

• Comments said that it was important the speed 
limit was properly enforced, particularly the 20mph 
limit. Some felt that this should be done through 
technology/speed cameras.

• Some respondents suggested the speed limit 
restrictions should be extended to cover a wider area. 
Several suggested the reduction to 20mph should 
begin at Pye Corner. 

• Others noted the importance of restricting speed 
on the roads.

Design:

• There were various specific suggestions concerning 
the design of proposals, such as: additional measures 
to connect Ladymead Lane to the A38 and the 
proposed active travel routes, making Ladymead 
Lane one –way so it’s safer for pedestrians, the 
inclusion of a pegasus crossing to cross the A38 
from the bridleway to Doleberrow Lane, additional 
pavements on the A386 and improved traffic lights 
at Churchill.

Information:

• There were requests for further information 
on how new paths will link into the existing 
Public Rights of Way.

HGV:

• A number of comments thought that measures 
should be put in place to reduce HGV traffic through 
the village.

Public Transport:

• There were further comments about the need 
to improve public transport in the area.
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Sandford 

Question 6a - What do you think of 
the draft improvements and measures 
proposed for Sandford?

Question 6a asked respondents what they thought about 
the proposed measures for Churchill, including measures 
to reduce possible impacts of the Scheme. There were 
77 responses to the question with 105 points raised. Of 
the 77 responses, 25% were generally in support of the 
measures, 35% were generally opposed to the measures, 
and 40% of responses did not express a clear opinion.

The most frequently referenced themes were:

Traffic

Speed limits

Crossing facilities

Walking/cycling

20%

19%

9%

13%

Respondents were concerned about a possible increase 
to the traffic through Sandford as a result of the Banwell 
Bypass. They were also concerned that traffic would 
not stick to the proposed 20mph speed limit and felt the 
proposed 20mph zone should extend to include a larger 
area towards Churchill. Some respondents also believed 
that the proposed traffic calming measures could make 
traffic worse.

Some respondents welcomed the 20mph speed limit 
proposals, but others had concerns that they might lead 
to traffic congestion, risk safety and impact to air quality. 
A number of respondents wanted to know how the speed 
limit would be enforced.

Comments were generally happy with the proposed 
walking and cycling routes, though some had concerns 
about missing links along A368 for cycling and felt links 
to Strawberry Line were incomplete. It was also 
suggested that footpaths could be widened in places 
such as east of Orchard Drive. 

Figure 9: Question 6a - Summary of themes raised
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Another area of concern was whether or not there were 
enough pedestrian crossings and if the toucan crossings 
were too close to the crossroads.

Responses included:

“The additional walking and cycling routes 
are necessary and will be appreciated by the 
community. However the road traffic measures 
are insufficient to ease the additional traffic 
flows at peak times and slowing the cars does 
not provide additional flow rates”

“Mixed bag of ideas, some of which will 
mitigate the effects of bypass and some 
which will increase the problems”

“Good ideas for improvements but we 
need more natural spaces for biodiversity”

“Don’t believe it is necessary to reduce 
speed limit to 20mph”

“Yes to reduced speed limit through village.”

“Slowing traffic is helpful but can make 
crossing the road very difficult, bearing 
in mind the increase in traffic we expect”

“Speed limit proposals and upgrading 
existing footpaths to bridle way are great 
improvements.”

“Supportive of these suggestions but 
recognise that there is the need to consider 
the comments of those who live there”

“The safe route to school is a good idea”

“The reduction in speed limits throughout the 
village are very positive and the proposed 
foot/cycle route into Sandford from the 
western end are positive.”

The themes raised in responses were:

Traffic:

• A number of respondents were concerned that 
traffic could increase as a result of the bypass, 
especially HGVs.

• There were also concerns about the impacts 
of additional traffic on noise and air quality for 
residents of Sandford.

Others expressed safety concerns for people living 
in Sandford due to increased volume of traffic. 

Speed limit:

• Responses were generally supportive of lower 
speed limits throughout Sandford.

• There were some concerns raised around 
enforcement of speed limits.

• Others felt lower speed limits should be extended 
to cover entire length of A368 between Sandford 
and Churchill.

Mitigation:

• Responses felt more traffic calming measures 
were needed to reduce the impacts of any potential 
traffic increase.

• It was also felt that more ecology/natural spaces 
were needed as part of the Scheme.

Other:

• Responses asked for double yellow lines on the 
A368 to prevent parking on the road, which impacts 
on traffic flow.

• Others said more walking and cycling routes would 
be welcomed and appreciated by the community.

• There were also requests that horse riders be 
better included in plans, particularly access to 
new shared paths.
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Question 6d - Can you suggest any ways to 
change the plans to counteract the negative 
impacts you mentioned?

Respondents were asked to suggest any changes 
they’d like to see to the plans to reduce the negative 
impacts they’d identified. There were 62 responses 
and 54 points raised. 

The main topics raised were a preference for an 
alternative to the Bypass and also speed limits. 

Alternative preference:

• Several comments suggested that negative impacts 
of the Scheme could be solved by making the 
Bypass take a different route, such as bypassing 
all three villages or making connections to the A38 
following Winscombe. This was largely in response 
to concerns about traffic increases.

Speed limit:

• Comments also referenced the proposed speed limit. 
Several said that the speed limit should be more 
strictly enforced, for example using speed cameras, 
to ensure that it is followed.

Other comments highlighted the need to better include 
horse riders in the proposals. Comments said that horse 
riders should be able to use all proposed shared paths.

Question 6e - Do you think there is anything, 
not already mentioned, missing from the plans 
for Sandford?

Respondents were asked if they felt there was anything 
missing from the plans for Sandford. There were 48 
responses and 41 points raised. 

Comments discussed a range of topics but the main 
two raised were walking/cycling and the speed limit.

Walking and Cycling:

• Many responses felt the plans didn’t provide enough 
for walkers, cyclists and horse riders and made 
suggestions that they thought would make travel 
easier and safer for those users.

Alternatives:

• Others commented on the design of the Scheme and 
suggested some alternative design features, such as 
roundabouts and traffic lights, that they felt could help 
reduce traffic in Sandford.

Question 6b – Do you think the plans for 
Sandford will have any negative impacts 
on you?

Respondents were asked if they thought the plans for 
Sandford would have any negative impacts on them. 73% 
of respondents believed that the plans for Sandford would 
have a negative impact on them. 

Question 6c - What are the negative impacts 
for Sandford?

Respondents who felt that the Scheme would negatively 
impact on them were asked to explain what they thought 
the negative impacts would be. There were 59 responses 
with 76 points raised. Theme raised were traffic (37), the 
environment (12), noise (6), design (5) and horse riding (5).

Traffic:

• Those concerned about traffic felt that the Scheme 
would have a significant negative impact in Sandford. 

• Many of the responses concerned about traffic 
said that they thought there would be increase traffic 
congestion, speeding, and accidents as a result of 
more vehicles on the road. 

• Some respondents were also concerned about 
the impact that an increase in congestion would 
have on journey times.

Environment:

• The main environmental impacts raised were about 
air and light pollution. Some comments that felt these 
impacts hadn’t yet been properly assessed. 

• Other respondents were concerned that there would 
be an increase in noise pollution. 

• Walking, cycling and horse-riding

• Concerns were raised that horse-riders 
had been excluded, or had been forgotten 
during the development of the Scheme.

• Others welcomed the proposed safe routes to School 
provided towards Churchill Academy.
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Winscombe 

Question 7a - What do you think of the 
draft improvements and measures proposed 
for Winscombe?

Respondents were asked what they thought about 
the proposed measures for Winscombe. 74 people 
responded with 102 points raised. Of the 74 responses, 
29% were generally in support of the measures, 31% 
were generally opposed to the measures, and 40% of 
responses did not express a clear opinion.

The themes raised most frequently were speed limits 
(25), traffic (19), support (12) and mitigation (9).

The responses are summarised below:

Traffic:

• Responses were concerned that traffic could 
increase as a result of the bypass.

• Measures to manage the traffic flow were suggested, 
such as smart traffic lights, mini roundabouts, 
a gateway, and signage.

• Comments supported and suggested further 
measures that could reduce rat-running.

Speed limit:

• Comments supported proposed new speed limits.

• Others suggested that speed limits should be 
extended to include more areas in Winscombe.

• There was some concern that the speed limit might 
not work or do enough reduce speeds and that more 
measures could be needed. 

Mitigation:

• Some respondents felt there could be more measures 
in the design to reduce impacts of the Scheme. 
For example, physical traffic calming features 
and pavement extensions. 

• Other comments felt measures were especially 
needed to reduce speeding and rat-running.

• Respondents were concerned that the proposed 
mitigation measures might do enough to deal with 
increased traffic.

Other:

• Comments supported any additional pedestrian 
crossing proposals or improved pavements that 
could further improve spaces for walkers.

• Comments raised the poor quality of the 
current pavements.

• There were requests that horse riders be 
better included in plans, particularly access 
to new shared paths.

Figure 10: Question 7a - Summary of themes raised
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Question 7d - Can you suggest any ways to 
change the plans to counteract the negative 
impacts you mentioned?

Respondents were asked to suggest any changes they’d 
like to see to the plans to reduce the negative impacts 
they’d identified. There were 56 responses with 83 points 
raised.

The main topics were traffic (35) and walking/cycling (11).

Respondents felt a 20mph speed limit within local villages, 
particularly Winscombe and Sandford, would help reduce 
the negative impact of traffic and reduce rat running.

Respondents also felt that the speed limit needed to be 
enforced in the form of physical traffic calming measures 
such as speed humps and speed cameras.

Some respondents said more paths and road crossings 
should be provided in Winscombe and along Sandford 
Road, suggesting pedestrian crossings controlled by 
traffic lights. 

Question 7e - Do you think there is anything, 
not already mentioned, missing from the plans 
for Winscombe?

Respondents were asked if they felt there was anything 
missing from the plans for Winscombe. In total there were 
53 respondents and 89 points raised. 

A number of responses said that the consultation material 
didn’t yet provide enough information about possible 
traffic increases and the design of the Scheme. One of 
the most common requests was for information about the 
impacts any proposed housing would have on the speed 
and amount of traffic in the future.

Respondents also asked for lower speed limits within 
Winscombe and the surrounding area, in addition to the 
provision of physical traffic calming measures such as 
speed cameras. 

A number of additional pathways were requested, 
including a path along the A371 to Banwell and a path 
to link The Grove, Ilex Lane and Broadleaze Way. It was 
suggested that the plans could include crossing points for 
active travel users along Sandford Road.

Question 7b - Do you think the plans 
for Winscombe will have any negative 
impacts on you?

We asked respondents if they thought plans for 
Winscombe would have any negative impact on 
them. 76% of respondents believed that the plans for 
Winscombe would have a negative impact on them.

Responses included:

“I approve of the proposed plans.”

“Satisfactory.”

“The proposed speed limit 
decreases are unnecessary.”

“I welcome the 20mph speed limits on Church 
Road and Winscombe Hill but this [should 
be] extended to include part of Hill Road and 
Sandford Road, the Lynch, Barton Road and 
Parson’s Way…”

“Generally good use of speed limits, but 
concerned about the additional traffic that will 
potentially access the A38 via Sandford Road” 

Question 7c - What are the negative 
impacts on Winscombe?

Respondents who felt that the Scheme would negatively 
impact on them were asked to explain what they thought 
the negative impacts would be. There were 60 responses 
with 62 separate points raised, 57 were negative, 4 made 
suggestions and 1 comment was neutral.

Comments raised concerns about the Scheme moving 
traffic issues from Banwell to Winscombe. Concerns 
were also raised in relation to safety, particularly on 
Church Road, noting a lack of pavements.

Comments raised a number of issues associated with 
a possible increase in traffic, for example air and noise 
pollution and reduced safety for walking, cycling and 
horse riding. People raised possible impacts on health 
due to increased stress and reduced air quality. 
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Key themes and comments
Written responses

The following points were raised in written responses 
to the public consultation (these did not follow the format 
of the questionnaire):

• Support for the bypass in principle as it will 
enable significant future housing development, 
important for the council to meet emerging Local 
Plan housing targets. 

• Concerns that traffic could increase/worsen 
with building of the Banwell Bypass. 

• Suggestion of an amended alignment for Northern 
Route 1 and a comment asking for this to be given 
more detailed consideration.

• Concern about possible noise, light and air 
pollution on residents and the environment, 
including designated sites. 

• Concerns about impact to the Mendip Hills AONB 
and request that it is protected including the traffic 
impact to the AONB. 

• Comments that the Banwell Bypass is likely to 
improve response times for emergency vehicles 
in peak travel hours due to reduced traffic, but 
 that there is potential to lengthen response times 
at quieter hours due to new lights, roundabouts 
and longer routing.

• Concerns about rat-running along Riverside and 
High Street and requests further confirmation of 
how this will be prevented.

• Comments asking that footpaths include horse riders, 
noting the importance of horse riders to the area. 

• Police support for lower speed limits where 
appropriate and where large-scale enforcement 
is not needed, noting the limit should only be 
introduced where average speeds are already 
close to the limit being imposed and the speed 
limit is clear to motorists. Further noting that the 
speed limit must be engineered.

Key themes

Whilst many of the common themes from individual 
questions have been discussed in the section above, 
there were a number of specific topics raised through 
the consultation survey, which we have noted below:

• Horse riding – comments stating the need for 
improved access and consideration of horse  
riders in the Scheme design.

• Wolvershill Road – comments on design and 
proposals, including objection to access restrictions.

• Comments concerned about possible increases 
in rat running and traffic in surrounding villages.

• Possible impact of the Scheme on greater horseshoe 
bats.

• Potential to negatively impact on farming and risks to 
livestock.

• Concern about new housing being delivered through 
the Local Plan.

• Comments about the environment and biodiversity 
net gain.

• Comments supporting the 20mph speed limit, but 
also suggesting further measures should be included 
to further slow traffic, such as speed cameras.

• Comments about the importance of Churchill 
Academy students having a safe route to school and 
therefore a controlled pedestrian crossing point on 
the A368 Dinghurst Road close to the junction with 
Hilliers Lane bus stop.

• Requests that the budget for mitigation measures is 
ring fenced to ensure it is not used in over-spend on 
constructions costs.
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4 Outcomes of  
the consultation

Can the reduced speed limit zones 
be extended to include more areas?

In effective Scheme design, the speed limit should be part 
of a wider package of measures to manage and reduce 
vehicle speeds. These wider measures can include 
engineering  and/or landscaping features and visible 
interventions such as signage or road surfacing that  
raise drivers’ awareness of how and where they’re driving. 
The purpose is for the speed limit to be self-enforcing by 
making a route look and feel like the limit.

We also must consider national and local guidance when 
we put 20mph zones in place. In general, they are only 
considered on built-up village streets which are primarily 
residential. Another consideration is the impact of any 
engineering features on the local landscape and character 
of the area. Too many interventions may make local 
infrastructure feel ‘over-engineered’. This is especially 
important within conservation areas.  

On that basis, there are some areas along the A368 
(between Sandford and Churchill) and A371 (Banwell 
and Winscombe) which are considered rural in nature, 
and would not usually be considered for a 20mph 
speed restriction when following national and local 
guidance. Whilst a 20mph speed restriction has not been 
implemented along these lengths of road, the speed 
limit has been reduced. For example, the existing 
40mph speed restriction between Sandford and 
Churchill is proposed to be reduced to 30mph under 
the Scheme proposals.

Since the second consultation, we have made some 
amendments to the new speed limit zones. This includes 
extending 20mph zones where possible to make the 
routes safer and more attractive for walkers, cyclists 
and horse riders. An example of this is where we have 
extended the proposed 20mph speed restriction east 
of Sandford so that it improves safety for users of the 
public right of way proposed as part of the Scheme, 
which is part of the proposed route to Churchill Academy 
from Sandford.

Responding to feedback
In this section, we have responded to some of the 
key topics and themes that you have raised through 
our second consultation. 

In some cases, we have made further changes to the 
design ready for the planning application to be submitted.
Where the design is sufficiently developed, we have 
explained these changes in detail. 

In other cases, we have explained why certain 
suggestions have not been included in the Scheme 
design. 

You will be able to see the next version of the Scheme’s 
design, as well as complete findings of surveys and 
technical investigations used to inform the design, when 
the plan application is submitted.

Will horse riders be able to use  
the shared use path?

In continuing to develop the design of the Scheme, 
we have held a walking, cycling and horse-riding 
stakeholder engagement workshop (via a webinar) and 
have consulted with local horse riders and horse riding 
groups, as well as the British Horse Society, Sustrans, 
and other user groups.

Horse riders will not be prohibited from using the 
proposed shared use path proposed alongside the 
bypass. This includes any new path being provided 
as part of the Scheme.

What are your plans for Moor Road?

Based on further design development and consultation 
feedback, we have updated the proposals for Moor 
Road to ensure access for all users. The updated design 
provides a direct highway link between Moor Road and 
Riverside. This link would provide access for vehicular 
traffic as well as walking, cycling and horse-riding users. 
The width of the highway would be in-keeping with the 
existing width of Moor Road. A new overbridge of the 
River Banwell is proposed as part of the link. There would 
no longer be a junction proposed between the bypass 
and the north of Moor Road.

You can see the proposed design in the Planning 
Documents - General Arrangement Drawings (Sheet 3)
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Concerns raised over the extent of proposed 
measures in Winscombe

To address concerns raised about the extent of the 
proposed mitigation measures in Winscombe, we have 
made a number of amends to the design. This includes 
extending the 20mph zone to include The Lynch and the 
introduction of an extra crossing point at the end  
of Sandford Road. 

What more can be done for the Banwell village 
placemaking measures

We have updated the proposals at the Narrows and the 
Square following consultation feedback and discussions 
with Banwell parish council and local residents. This 
includes re-instating a kerb in front of a shop front, 
changes to the road and footway width, and amendments 
to the square in the vicinity of the Bell Inn.

Traffic lights would be a better solution 
to traffic issues in Banwell than a bypass

This was raised during the first consultation. 
Since then, we have completed further assessments 
of the option of introducing traffic signal controls in the 
narrow approaches to the Banwell Narrows.

Our assessments project that a five arm traffic light 
system, as proposed in consultation, would result in 
an increase of 15 minutes or more to delays during peak 
periods. This is due to the time requirements for phasing 
the green lights at all 5 arms (West Street, Church Street, 
High Street, Castle Hill, and East Street). This modelling 
also does not include signal-controlled pedestrian 
crossings, which if provided would further impact 
on junction capacity due to the additional traffic 
light phasing requirement.

This additional traffic delay would cause further 
congestion through Banwell, which would make 
the existing issues that the proposed bypass seeks 
to reduce worse.

Due to the narrow and constrained nature of the streets, 
it would be also difficult to place the required traffic lights 
in suitable locations to control traffic.

How will proposed speed limits be enforced?

We have designed the Banwell bypass and the 
proposed measures for Banwell village, Sandford, 
Winscombe and Churchill so that they help to regulate 
the speed of vehicles in the local area. As set out in our 
consultation booklets, the proposed measures have been 
designed so that vehicle speeds through the village are 
self-enforced through the use of carriageway narrowing, 
additional crossings, speed limit signage, changes to road 
surfaces and more. This is supported by national and 
local guidance, and by Avon & Somerset police guidance.

There are currently no plans to provide a fixed safety 
camera to regulate traffic speeds as part of the Scheme. 
There are several mobile safety camera locations located 
along the A371 and A368.

Concerns raised over the extent of proposed 
measures in Sandford?

There were a number of concerns about road safety 
in Sandford, particularly due to the potential additional 
volume of traffic and speed of traffic in the village.

To help address these concerns, we are proposing a 
number of features in the design, this includes:

An extension of the 20mph zone towards Churchill as 
mentioned above, as well as a build out ofthe crossing 
point to the east of the primary school so that pupils can 
get to and from school more safely. We are also looking at 
including planting and additional road markings between 
the crossing point and 20mph zone.

We have added additional features close to Sandford 
Primary School since the consultation feedback. This 
includes filling in the bus stops outside the school so that 
there is more footpath space for the children and parents 
using them. This also helps narrow the road, so that 
buses stop in road to pick up and drop off. This provides 
extra traffic calming for vehicles travelling on the A368 
during the school run.   
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Has a Walking, Cycling & Horse Riding 
Assessment and Equalities Impact 
Assessment been completed for the Scheme?

Both a Walking, Cycling and Horse-Riding Assessment, 
and an Equalities Impact Assessment, have been 
undertaken. These will be publicly available when we 
submit the design to planning. At that point, there will be 
an opportunity for you to comment on the documents. 

Request for information regarding the impacts 
proposed housing developments will have on 
the volume and speed of traffic in the future?

Further detail around possible impacts of housing 
proposed through the Local Plan and its effect on 
the speed and volume of traffic will be included in the 
Transport Assessment. This will be available as part of 
the planning submissions and there will be an opportunity 
to comment on it as part of the planning process. 

The Banwell Bypass will result in negative 
impacts for the environment?

An Environmental Statement has reported on the 
Environmental Impact Assessment undertaken for the 
Scheme, which has been completed in accordance with 
current legislation, guidance, and policy. It has highlighted 
beneficial impacts associated with the Scheme under 
a number of environmental topic headings and also 
described how any adverse impacts could be avoided, 
mitigated, or compensated.

Can you provide a bypass of Sandford 
and Churchill as well as Banwell?

A longer bypass of Banwell, Sandford and Churchill 
linking to the A38 has previously been considered by 
the Council. However, due to funding availability, early 
assessments of this option envisaged a phased approach 
to project delivery. 

The current Housing Infrastructure Fund requirements 
do not align with the time needed to deliver such an 
extensive bypass network, with the costs considered 
prohibitive at this time.

Concerns that Banwell village will be a rat run?

The placemaking measures proposed as part of the 
Scheme have been designed in a way that will reduce 
traffic through Banwell village. They form an important 
function within the overall Scheme in deterring vehicles 
from travelling through Banwell.

Can there be improvements made to passing 
places for vehicles in Banwell?

In response to this consultation feedback, passing 
places through Banwell village have been made longer 
to accommodate passing for vehicles.

What is happening to public transport?

The bypass would maintain and improve journey times 
for existing public transport routes. Any future public 
transport provision will come from the NSC Integrated 
Transport Unit.

Concerns with the impact to 
Banwell Football Club?

We are in regular discussion with Banwell FC. Based on 
the use and characteristics of their land, our assessments 
has concluded that the land is protected through policy 
DM68 of NSC’s Development Management Policies (sites 
and policies plan part 1) which relates to the protection 
of sporting, cultural and community facilities. We have 
identified and included suitable replacement land in the 
planning application which will be provided as part of the 
Scheme.
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Effect
Assessment of likely significant effects

 Construction Phase Operation Phase

Air 
Quality

No predicted significant 
effects with mitigation 
measures in place.

No predicted significant effects.

There would be beneficial effects for 
residents in Banwell village due to the 
reduction in traffic through the village.

Cultural 
Heritage

No predicted significant 
effects with mitigation 
measures in place.

No predicted significant effects 
with mitigation measures in place.

There would be beneficial effects to heritage 
in Banwell village due to reduced traffic through 
the designated conservation area.

Landscape

The Scheme would result 
in adverse effects on both 
the landscape and visual 
amenity.

32 properties would have a 
moderate adverse effect and 
50 would have a substantial 
adverse impact during 
construction.

The Scheme would result in adverse effects 
on both the landscape and visual amenity.

With the proposed mitigation measures 
(landscaping and planting) the scale and 
significance of these changes would be 
reduced over time, from 50 properties with 
a substantial adverse impact at construction 
stage to 3 properties with a substantial adverse 
impact by Year 15 (once planting has established).

Biodiversity

There are no predicted 
significant effects with 
mitigation measures in place.

A bat, dormouse and badger 
protected species licence 
would be required and the 
site clearance works would 
be in accordance with 
relevant method statements.

No predicted significant effects with mitigation 
measures in place for designated sites, habitats, 
and protected species.

The Scheme would exceed the NSC target 
of 10% biodiversity net gain over the long term.

Geology 
and Soils

No predicted significant 
effects on geology or land 
contamination.

No likely significant effects on geology or land 
contamination. However, there will be some loss 
of agricultural land due to the required land take.

A summary of the identified effects are outlined in Chapter 17 of the Environmental Statement. 
These findings are set out the table below:
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Effect
Assessment of likely significant effects

 Construction Phase Operation Phase

Material Assets 
and Waste

No predicted 
significant effects.

Not included in the scope of 
this environmental impact assessment.

Noise and 
Vibration

Adverse noise effects have 
been assessed and are 
expected at 11 locations 
during the daytime only.

No predicted significant 
vibration effects with 
mitigation measures in place.

134 residential properties, together with Banwell 
Methodist Church, predicted to experience likely 
beneficial effects. Banwell Primary School and 
Banwell Village Hall predicted to experience likely 
significant beneficial effects.

16 properties predicted to experience 
likely significant adverse effects.

32 residential receptors predicted to experience 
likely significant adverse effects between the Lowest 
Observed Adverse Effect Level (LOAEL) and SOAEL.

Population and 
Human Health

Significant adverse effects 
on properties and land 
directly impacted by the 
Scheme’s route and location.

Negative health outcomes 
are identified in relation 
to a number of health 
determinants. This includes:

• Access and accessibility 
to housing

• Access to community 
facilities (e.g. health, 
social care, sporting, 
education facilities)

• Access to open 
space and nature

• Neighbourhood amenity 
(air quality and noise)

• Traffic volumes

• Crime reduction and 
community safety

• Social cohesion/ 
inclusive design

No predicted significant effects with mitigation 
measures in place.

Positive health outcomes are identified in relation 
to a number of health determinants. This includes:

• Access and accessibility to housing

• Access to community facilities (e.g. health, 
social care, sporting, education facilities)

• Access to open space and nature

• Neighbourhood amenity (air quality and noise)

• Social cohesion/inclusive design

Negative health outcomes are identified in relation to:

• Community safety (due to increased volumes 
of traffic)
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Effect
Assessment of likely significant effects

 Construction Phase Operation Phase

Road Drainage 
and the Water 
Environment

No predicted significant 
effects with mitigation 
measures in place.

No predicted significant effects 
with mitigation measures in place

Climate
No predicted significant 
effects with mitigation 
measures in place.

Greenhouse Gas (GHG): No predicted significant 
effects with mitigation measures in place.

Climate Risk Resilience: Medium climate change 
resilience risks which could result in a significant 
effect. These significant effects can be addressed 
during the detailed design and appropriate 
maintenance of the Scheme.

Cumulative 
impacts

In-Combination effects: 
There is the potential for 
significant in- combination 
effects on properties directly 
impacts by the Scheme.

Cumulative impacts: Given 
the anticipated timing of 
construction or the location 
of the other planning 
applications considered 
there are no predicted 
cumulative impacts during 
construction.

No predicted significant in-combination effects on 
receptors with mitigation measures in place.

Any small scale developments between the Banwell 
and the Scheme or large scale developments to 
the north of the Scheme are considered likely to 
have significant cumulative impact upon the historic 
landscape of the area.
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Why are you shutting Wolvershill Road  
to the south of the bypass?

We are proposing to limit vehicular access to Wolvershill 
Road, allowing access for Wolvershill Road residents, 
public transport, some agricultural traffic and walkers, 
cyclists, and horse riders only.  
The purpose of this closure is to limit rat-running 
between Worle and Banwell along Wolvershill Road.  

By limiting the amount of traffic travelling along this 
section of Wolvershill Road, we can provide air quality 
and noise benefits  for residential properties on the 
road and provide more opportunities for residents to 
safely walk, cycle or ride horses for short journeys within 
Banwell.    Banwell Parish Council have expressed their 
support for the closure of Wolvershill Road to the south 
of the bypass.

Traffic would still be able to use the section of Wolvershill 
Road that runs to the north of the Bypass. The alternative 
route for those wanting to access the southern section of 
Wolvershill Road would be traveling along the bypass to 
the west, then continuing through to Banwell village. It is 
not believed that the alternative route will add a significant 
amount of time to journeys for those who want to travel 
from Banwell village to the north of the bypass using the 
southern section of Wolvershill Road. An alternative route 
would also be to travel via Locking Parklands (once built).

Concerns over the impact of the Scheme 
within the Mendip Hills Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB).

The only part of the Scheme located within the AONB is 
the Southern Link. As was highlighted in our consultation 
material, the Southern Link will help to remove through 
traffic from Castle Hill and Dark Lane, reduce traffic along 
the A371 through Banwell and encourage more vehicles 
to use the Bypass whilst also encouraging safer travel 
for walkers, cyclists, and horse riders. As such, it is a 
necessary part of the Scheme, which cannot be designed 
in a way that completely avoids impact on the AONB.

The current design of the Southern Link will be fairly 
self-contained, using a number of landscape features 
to reduce visual impacts on the AONB. This includes 
introduction of noise barriers and trees close to Dark 
Lane. The Southern Link would have a good degree of 
integration with the adjacent wooded hill slopes to further 
reduce visual impact.  We recognise that the Scheme 
may have slight adverse effects on the character of the 
AONB in the early years of its delivery – particularly as 
new planting and trees grow in – but we are confident

that these will reduce over time to  create a good level of 
landscape integration with the surrounding area and the 
wooded hill slopes at Banwell hillfort. 

The inclusion of the Southern Link within the AONB 
is assessed within the Landscape Chapter of the 
Environmental Statement (to be published as part 
of the planning submission).

There will be increased noise and air pollution 
as a result of the Banwell Bypass

We have undertaken a noise assessment as part of the 
Environmental Impact Assessment for the Scheme. The 
outcome of the noise assessment will be included within 
the Environmental Statement which will be submitted 
as part of the planning application. You will have the 
opportunity to comment on the assessment once the 
planning application is submitted.

There are a significant number of properties within 
Banwell village centre (199 residential, including 
18 dwellings yet to be completed on an upcoming 
development on Wolvershill Road  ) that would experience 
noise reduction as a result of the Scheme. These 
properties are mostly situated on East Street, Castle Hill, 
West Street and Knightcott Road, together with a small 
number of properties closest to Wolvershill Road. Banwell 
Methodist Church, Banwell Primary School, and Banwell 
Village Hall are predicted to experience a likely significant 
beneficial effect.  

A noise assessment has been undertaken for surrounding 
villages (Sandford, Winscombe, and Churchill), which is 
also reported on within the Environmental Statement. 
The predicted road traffic noise levels, using the predicted 
annual average weekday traffic flows from the traffic 
modelling, would not result in any significant noise effects.

Additional noise surveys have been undertaken within 
Sandford, Winscombe and Churchill to further verify the 
outcomes of the noise assessment.

An air quality assessment has also been undertaken 
as part of the Environmental Impact Assessment for 
the Scheme. The location of the proposed route outside 
of Banwell would have a significant beneficial impact 
to air quality for those living in Banwell village given the 
significant reduction in traffic travelling through the village. 

An assessment of air quality impacts within surrounding 
villages has also been undertaken within the nearby 
villages of Sandford, Winscombe and Churchill. Air Quality 
impacts as a result of the predicted annual average 
weekday traffic flows from the traffic modelling are 
also predicted to be negligible.
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5 Conclusion 

Did the consultation achieve  
its purpose?
Our second consultation on the Banwell bypass has 
helped to gather feedback from the local community on 
our progress on the Scheme’s design. This has helped 
us to better understand what local people like about the 
proposals and where they think they could be improved. 

Since the consultation closed, our design consultants 
have used this feedback to continue to develop the 
Scheme’s design, leading up to submission of the 
planning application in Summer 2022.  We have also 
engaged further with parish councils, and local residents 
/ businesses on the proposals, including proposals within 
wider communities.

The consultation successfully engaged a broad range of 
respondents, with feedback received from landowners, 
residents, businesses, and those with a wider interest in 
the proposed Scheme each conveying their own areas 
of interest. The large number of survey responses from 
these groups has also provided the design team with 
important sample of information to consider as work 
on the project progresses.

The range of methods used to promote the consultation 
focussed on inclusion, with the option to engage 
digitally or using print materials and to find out more 
in a face-to-face setting. This helped ensure that the 
broad range of respondents listed above were able 
feedback in this first consultation and help shape 
the bypass at this early stage.

In addition, background information provided to support 
the consultation survey included key details of the story 
so far, outlining how the first consultation has informed 
the design and the important role of involvement from 
local people, parish councils and other organisations 
in that process. 

Responses received in this consultation provided a broad 
range of suggestions as to how respondents felt the 
design could be improved. 

Responding to 
queries

Next steps 
Design of the Banwell Bypass and highway 
improvements will continue to progress until the 
planning application is submitted, taking into account 
the feedback to the consultation. 

At the point of the planning application being 
submitted, the complete set of documents and 
assessments used to inform the Scheme design will 
be available for new or further comments.

We are particularly conscious of the number of 
comments raising traffic concerns in nearby villages 
of Sandford, Churchill and Winscombe and are ensuring 
those comments are thoroughly considered as we 
prepare the Scheme for the submission of a planning 
application. Once the Traffic Assessment is completed 
and published it will provide traffic data as far as 2039, 
which has helped to shape continued design of the 
Scheme. We believe that the mitigation measures 
suggested as part of the Scheme will help to mitigate 
adverse traffic impacts caused by the Bypass. 

As a significant number of responses were received online 
in comparison to paper copies, it is clear that many were 
able to access the digital consultation materials with ease.

Based on the volume of responses and the range of 
feedback received, NSC consider the consultation has 
been successful in providing the design team with the 
information needed to continue developing designs.  
As addressed in section 4, there were several main 
themes which the council and design consultants have 
and will look to address, along with several opportunities 
raised by respondents which will be considered and 
presented during submission of the planning application 
in Summer 2022.




