
 

 

Appendix B 
 
A summary of objections received is given below, by ward, along with the officers’ 
response. 

Chandler’s Ford East 

Avon Green 
 

1. There were three objections to the proposals in Avon Green.  There was also 
one comment relating to the impact of the proposed restrictions in both Avon 
Green and Ribble Close on Bodycoats Road.  This is detailed below but is 
included within the Ribble Close statistics. 

2. Objection 1: Your reasoning states that the restrictions are necessary to 
prevent parked cars from blocking access to residents’ driveways, however, 
there are no driveways within the areas you intend to restrict.  As the majority 
of houses in the close don't have individual driveways, parking is already 
difficult and added restrictions will limit spaces even further.  

3. Response: Obstruction results when vehicles are parked within the turning 
head opposite residents’ driveways.  Lack of available parking in the vicinity is 
acknowledged and the waiting restrictions that are proposed should improve 
access to off-street parking spaces which are already present.  

4. Objection 2: The proposed yellow line on the northern edge of Avon Green 
will prevent one of my employees parking outside his house. He has to take 
home his work van. I am informed that there is nowhere else for him to park. If 
the yellow lines did not extend around the corner then he will still be able to 
park his van in a safe and secure way.  

5. Response:  The issues raised are acknowledged however parking on the 
corner of the turning head opposite driveways to other properties causes an 
obstruction.  

6. Objection 3:  My house is situated towards the end of the cul-de-sac where 
parking can already be an issue for residents. By restricting anyone from 
parking at the turning head will only make this issue worse.   

7. Response: See response above in paragraph 3.  

8. Comment 1: I am not in objection however I would like to raise concern 
regarding the knock on effects this could have on surrounding roads, in 
particular Bodycoats Road. People that would be parking on Ribble Close and 
Avon Green will now park on Bodycoats which is already a busy road and 
there are clear safety issues with additional people parking on Bodycoats 
road. 

9. Response: It is acknowledged that there may be some displacement of 
parked vehicles onto Bodycoats Road from the proposed restrictions in Ribble 
Close.  It is more likely that any individuals currently parking vehicles at the 
end of Avon Green will park further along Avon Green rather than Bodycoats 
Road. 



 

 

Purkess Close 
 
10. In respect of the waiting restrictions proposed in Purkess Close there were 

three objections (two of which were from non-residents), as well as one 
supporting representation and one comment received.  The comment was 
made by a locally elected member of this committee. 

11. Objection 1:  The proposed measures are unnecessary.  Purkess Close with 
its relatively small amount of traffic is a more suitable place for school drop off 
and pick up than the surrounding roads.  However your proposal would 
eliminate almost all parking at these times since the southeast side is largely 
covered by access to drives. School related parking causes no inconvenience 
to residents. With regard to commercial vehicles the majority of movements 
occur between 9am and 3pm.  The proposal is to also impose waiting 
restrictions in the cul-de-sac. I totally fail to see why.  If there are occasional 
access problems for short periods, these occur only along the straight section 
of road. There are only two parking locations in the cul-de-sac, outside nos. 
11 and 17.  These are normally occupied by residents’ vehicles. I can recall 
no occasion when parking in these locations has caused an obstruction.  

12. Response:  A no waiting restriction is proposed on one side of Purkess Close 
during school drop off and pick up times in order to regulate parking and 
prevent vehicles from being parked on both sides of the road resulting in 
obstruction.  The majority of residents seem to park on the south side of the 
road and it therefore seems sensible that the restriction is placed on the other 
side (north side) of Purkess Close.   

13. By restricting parking on the straight section of Purkess Close, individuals are 
likely to park at the end of the close within the turning circle instead, if 
restrictions are not introduced then obstructions to driveways or the turning 
facility may occur. 

14. Objection 2: The proposed no waiting in the turning circle of Purkess Close 
does not seem a good idea, as there are houses without off road parking that 
come off of that turning circle. It is of my opinion that you shouldn't be allowed 
to stop those properties being able to park at their house. 

15. Response:  See response above (paragraph 12). 

16. Objection 3:  I would like to object for the following reasons: 1). Parking is not 
an issue in the turning circle.  2). Houses on the turning circle who have no off 
road parking and as a result they will not be able to park outside their homes.  
3). The loss of parking amenity will have a negative effect on their house 
price/desirability 4). By restricting parking on one side you are pushing the 
residents to park on the other side which is already limited due to drop kerbs 
on that side of the close.  5). The proposed measure is intended to improve 
the road during school times, why are the restrictions going to be in place 
during the summer holidays?  

17. Response:  With regards to the proposed restrictions in the turning circle 
please see paragraph 12.  In response to the point about school holidays 
there are legal difficulties with applying a restriction that operates term time 
only. When a restriction is to apply during a certain period, dates and times 
are specific whereas term times are not always well known and this can be a 



 

 

problem for enforcement.  It is possible to apply dates so that the prohibition is 
not operating for most of the school summer holidays for example 1st 
September to 20th July.  However any change to the restriction would need to 
be re-advertised and the signs would be larger to accommodate the additional 
text. 

18. Support: During school drop off and pick up times, I have to say hurray and 
about time to.  This is a problem that has gone on far too long with people 
double parking both road and pavements.  Right up to the junction with 
Brownhill Road.  Thank you. 

19. Response: Support for the proposed restrictions is acknowledged. 

20. Comment:  In principle I can see here is a need but not as published. The 
morning restriction is not necessary as the parents tend to drop and go. Also, 
when there are overnight visitors, this order would mean they have to move 
their cars before 8.00 and not return for an hour every weekday of the year. 
The turning head does not need any restriction, I have never known a vehicle 
to be unable to turn. I have even seen large lorries turn with cars parked either 
side of the neck. Also this area provides 3 road spaces, some houses that 
abut the turning head have no off road parking. Any restriction would cause 
problems further down the road.  Further email - This came as a surprise to 
most residents in the road, even neighbourhood watch coordinator knew 
nothing. The PM restriction is widely supported. The AM restriction is not so 
popular as the morning is mainly drop and run. The problem is that during 
school hols the restriction remains live and any overnight guests would have 
to be up and gone by 8.00 am.  Those who live near the turning head do not 
support any restriction it the head (not spoken to all but none found in favour).  
Cars weave past cars parked along the road so I also support the road 
restriction but not the turning head.  I suggest, double yellow as per TRO 
narrative, impose stopping restriction for PM only, and omit the parking head 
restriction. The footpath from Purkess Close to Kingsway needs to be uplifted 
as this will become a busy walkway, it should be 4 foot wide but is now less 
than 2 foot in places. 

21. Response:  The link between Purkess Close and Kingsway is a Rights of 
Way footpath and maintenance falls to Hampshire County Council. The raised 
issue has been reported to Hampshire County Council. The response from the 
County Council is as follows: ‘The scheduled programme of vegetation cutting 
has been put together based on input from parish councils and reports from 
previous years.  This route was not identified as a priority and as such we are 
unable to arrange for it to be cut at this time.   If you think that this path should 
be a priority please contact your parish council and ask them to consider 
whether they would nominate this path to be cut in future years.’ 

22. With regard to the comment relating to knowledge of the proposal, the 
proposed restrictions in Purkess Close were advertised following prioritisation 
and agreement by this Committee (as were the other sites within this report).  
The Local Authorities Traffic Orders (Procedures) Regulations sets out 
consultation requirements.  In accordance with the procedures the proposed 
waiting restrictions were advertised in the free local paper ‘The Hampshire 
Independent’ on notices erected in Purkess Close as well as on the Eastleigh 
Borough Council website and Hampshire County Council Portal.  There were 
some technical problems experienced with our website however this was 



 

 

resolved and following legal advice the consultation period was twice 
extended. 

23. Seven properties are accessed off of the turning head.  Objection/comment 
has been received from two of those properties.   

24. With regard to the turning head also see paragraph 12. 

25. The restriction being in place for the morning and the afternoon school pick 
up/drop off times is in line with other similar restrictions within the Borough.  
The problem may not last as long in the morning but the problem is the same; 
parents parking to collect or drop off and causing an obstruction. 

26. During the consultation period there were four other representations made to 
the proposed waiting restrictions within Purkess Close.  None of these 
objected to the morning period of the restriction.   

27. If Committee decides to amend the times of operation of the proposed 
restriction the modified scheme would need to be re-advertised and consulted 
upon because it would be a substantial change to that which has been 
advertised. 

28. The issue regarding overnight guests and displaced parking is acknowledged.    
It is noted that most properties have off-street parking and there would be 
areas of unrestricted highway within Purkess Close. 

Ribble Close 
 
29. There were six objections and four comments to the proposed restrictions in 

Ribble Close. 

30. Objection 1:  I have never witnesses a vehicle not being able to access the 
close.  In an effort to keep the road clear car users park partially on the 
pavement which reduces access for pedestrians with prams etc., however this 
can be balanced if care is taken in how far on to the path a car is parked.  If 
implemented over 20 vehicle owners will be affected in addition to visitors. It is 
already very difficult to find somewhere to park.  I have a garage that I cannot 
use because of its size and restricted access. Others are in a similar situation.  
The displaced vehicles will move onto Bodycoats Road which will lead to 
crime concerns.  The majority have ruled out having a driveway due the 
differing ground levels making it too expensive. It is also not environmentally 
friendly with the water run-off.  If one of the arguments is that bin lorries 
cannot access the area perhaps smaller lorries should be considered.  Will 
hold a blue disabled badge in the near future, I know that many others have 
these cards and will use them to park on the double yellow lines making the 
whole exercise of painting them, pointless. 

31. Response:  Restrictions are proposed to improve safety and re-inforce the 
Highway Code.  It is proposed in response to concerns from members of the 
public and locally elected members.  Lack of available parking and difficulty in 
using existing off-street parking and limitations in creating driveways to the 
front of properties in the close is acknowledged. With regard to blue badge 
holders they can park for up to 3 hours on double yellow lines provided that 
the vehicle is parked safely and is not causing obstruction. 



 

 

32. Objection 2:  We agree with no waiting at any time at Ribble Closes’ junction 
with Bodycoats Road and the bends it proceeds to as parking here creates a 
hazard. However, parking along the spur outside numbers 29 to 37 creates no 
hazard due to the natural aperture of the road. We have lived and parked 
outside our property for the last 15 years and in that time there have been no 
incidents or accidents, in fact the traffic that is parked along the ‘spur’ acts as 
a traffic calming measure. Access to the close has never been limited by 
parked cars. If the proposed restrictions were implemented 14 vehicles would 
be affected, this creates major issues. These vehicles will be forced to park on 
Bodycoats Road, already heavily congested parking fall-back, a busy through-
fare, bus and school route which is heavily pedestrianised.  Avon Green has 
similar restriction proposals, meaning more displaced vehicles increasing the 
accident risk. Specifically in terms of the ‘Ribble Close Spur’ restrictions 
between houses 29 to 37, there is no alternative option to create any off-street 
parking in the form of a drive way due to the steep incline leading up to the 
houses. How will these houses unload shopping, young children and 
deliveries when they cannot park outside or anywhere near their own 
properties? Additionally this would considerably de-value house prices.  
Finally, the cost of the yellow lining and the employment of an enforcement 
officer is a cost that we are sure the council can do without.  Might we suggest 
a counter proposition specifically for the houses between 29 and 37? There 
are upper off-street pathways that give access to these properties and the 
pavement that runs alongside the road in front of these dwellings is 
redundant. We therefore propose removing this section of the pavement to 
allow the provision for allocated parking bays for the aforementioned 
properties, similar to the parking bay that currently runs alongside the rear 
garden of number 7. This would in turn widen the close and solve the issue of 
many displaced vehicles.  

33. Response:  See above response (paragraph 31).  It is acknowledged that 
some vehicles may park on Bodycoats Road as an alternative.  Concern 
regarding lack of parking is acknowledged.  The Traffic Management budget 
would not be able to fund the creation of additional parking bays. 

34. Objection 3:  I completely disagree with the proposed parking changes to 
Ribble Close, having lived here for 10 years the parking situation can cause a 
mild frustration but I have not been aware of any safety issues that have 
occurred during this time and I don't believe access has ever been fully 
restricted. I think it's ridiculous to introduce parking restrictions without 
providing an alternative location for residents to park, I'm sure all residents 
would be happy with the restrictions if there were somewhere to park but there 
simply is not. The proposals (specifically Ribble Close) don't seem to have 
been considered properly by the council and appear to be a "lazy" attempt at 
resolving a parking issue which may not even truly exist. 

35. Response:  See response in paragraph 31. Comment regarding the lack of 
parking is acknowledged. 

36. Objection 4:  We accept that the neck of Ribble Close can be congested at 
times because of the volume of parked cars restricting the effective width of 
the Road. Often this makes it difficult for cars joining from Bodycoats Road 
and also causes issues for access up Ribble Close to large vehicles. 
Additionally cars parking on Bodycoats Road close to the junction impair the 



 

 

view for vehicles joining Bodycoats Road from Ribble Close. We have also 
had issues with cars parking up on the pavement and restricting pedestrian 
access.  I strongly believe that the cars which currently park on the neck of 
Ribble Close will simply move the issue further in to the close. Parking within 
the length of Ribble Close has long been an issue and displacing more cars 
up into the body of the close will not in my opinion ease these issues. The 
section of the spur immediately after the current proposed restrictions end is 
very narrow and would be easily blocked by cars parking up there. This will 
make the spur more dangerous and cause issues for the movement of large 
vehicles on the spur. Additionally the displaced cars will block our driveway or 
making turning in and out of it more difficult. With the issue of displaced cars 
in mind, we have concerns with the extent of the restrictions. It is not clear to 
me why restrictions are proposed across the eastern side of the spur running 
into the main close (in front of houses 29-37). I am not aware of any existing 
issues here and believe this will only serve to exacerbate the issue of 
displaced cars. I would also note that the houses facing the road here are 
raised up from the road and cannot convert their gardens into driveways. With 
no other realistic option, this will increase the likelihood of these cars being 
displaced. In summary, we believe that the proposed restrictions are too 
onerous, reach too far and will serve primarily to move the issue further into 
the Close. Potentially, the proposed restrictions may congest other sections 
instead and specifically may lead to the blocking of driveways 

37. Response:  See paragraph 31.  Concerns about displaced vehicle parking is 
acknowledged. 

38. Objection 5:  My main objection is that it is too easy to paint double yellows 
without giving the consequences enough consideration. Instead of solving 
what some people consider a problem you are just pushing it elsewhere, in 
this case I am sure that the vacant spots in Bodycoats Road will now be used 
for parking bearing in mind that this is a busy bus route and on a bend in the 
road. Some people may say that there is a safety issue, but over the last 
several years we have had many accounts of fire engines and ambulances 
having to enter the close, to the best of my knowledge with no problems. Has 
the council received any complaints from the emergency services? Many HGV 
delivery vehicles use the close and not once have I ever been asked to move 
a vehicle. Should these proposals go ahead and drop kerbs be necessary for 
some residents, the least the council should do is provide some sort of grant 
towards the expense. 

39. Response:  The lack of parking available to residents and the potential 
consequences of the proposed waiting restrictions raised are acknowledged.  
I can confirm that the Traffic Team have not been made aware of any 
problems experienced by emergency services with regard to accessing the 
close.  We have however received a number of contacts from residents 
concerned about safety as well as access along the section of road where 
restrictions have been proposed. The Council has a limited budget for traffic 
management and therefore it is not possible to provide a subsidy towards 
dropped kerbs. 

40. Objection 6:  The parking in Ribble Close at the moment is absolutely 
dreadful and the impact of these lines would affect parking for almost 14 cars. 
I can understand that a yellow line should be put on the corner of No. 7 as 



 

 

vehicles park on this corner and it is dangerous if you are walking as you are 
unable to walk on the pavement and have to walk on the road and vehicles 
turning in Ribble from Bodycoats Road cannot be seen.  With so many 
vehicles having to find other means of parking, is going to cause a lot of 
problems. 

41. Response:  The impact of the waiting restrictions on parking availability for 
resident is acknowledged.  

42. Comment 1:  We have lived in Ribble Close for 20 years and are not aware of 
any accidents or obstruction to emergency vehicles.  The restrictions will 
result in vehicles being parked elsewhere and certainly in Bodycoats Road 
which could cause local angst among the neighbourhood. Similar proposals in 
other nearby roads will compound the potential issue with Bodycoats Road.  
The topography of the curtilage of the properties in Ribble Close precludes the 
constructions of off-street parking.  Many of the properties are owned by 
families with very young children or elderly persons who require reasonable 
proximity access to their vehicles. Parked vehicles can minimise vehicle 
speeds especially in residential areas. By removing parked vehicles there is 
potential to increase vehicle speeds and encourages the use of the road as a 
play area for young children, football etc.  Implementation of the restrictions 
will require extra street clutter by posts, signage etc. and a cost to the local 
taxpayer. 

43. Response:  The issues raised are acknowledged. No signage would be 
required for double yellow lines. 

44. Comment 2: All we really required was a restriction on the corner outside 7, 
Ribble Close, but as the lines go round the corner to the left, it would help if 
they could be extended to the parking bay on the left, to discourage parking 
on the pavement outside our side entrance and trampling on the garden. 
There is going to be difficulty for all to park.  Further email-Perhaps the 
pavement on the opposite side to Number 7 by the wall could be removed and 
angled parking bays installed instead, which would increase parking.  

45. Response: The proposed restriction to the side of 7 Ribble Close does not 
extend to the parking bay as it was considered to be excessive particularly 
due to concern by a number of residents about lack of available parking.  The 
Traffic Management budget is not able to fund the provision of new parking 
bays. 

46. Comment 3: Having lived in the close for 16 years we have not witnessed any 
rtc's either within Ribble Close or at the junction of Bodycoats Road. We are 
not aware of any issues regarding emergency vehicle access. Parking within 
the Close is at a premium, so we are concerned that the proposed restriction 
will cause more parking issues resulting in vehicles parking in Bodycoats 
Road making the situation worse for traffic.  We also understand that there are 
proposals for other roads within the vicinity, surely this will compound the 
issue further.   Parked vehicles within our close act as traffic calming.  We are 
advised that a residential road cleared of parked vehicle becomes a tempting 
playground for young children, football etc., with all the potential incidents that 
could occur with faster vehicles travelling along the road.  Implementation will 
result in direct costs to the local taxpayer, given the curtailing of funds, surely 
this money would be better spent on other issues within the Borough. 



 

 

47. Response:  Acknowledged. 

Chandler’s Ford West 

Skipton Road / Pennine Way 
Shaftesbury Avenue / Treloyhan Close / Ford Avenue 

 
48. Ten representations were submitted to the proposed waiting restrictions within 

Skipton Road, Pennine Way, Shaftesby Avenue, Treloyhan Close and Ford 
Avenue.    Five were objections to the proposal, four were supporting it and 
one was a comment. 

 
49. Objection 1: Regarding Skipton Road and Ford Avenue. Would like the 

restrictions along Skipton Road extended by about 20 metres.  Vehicles 
parked in Skipton Road, particularly large vans, obstruct the view of vehicles 
in the dip which are driving along Skipton Road towards Ford Avenue.  The 
restrictions may lead to an increase in the speed of vehicles.  Speed of traffic 
along this stretch of road is excessive and the route is being used as a rat run 
constantly.  Traffic calming measures in this vicinity should be included in the 
proposed measures.   Further email - Parking restrictions will lead to more 
parking alongside the roads with no restriction. There is day long parking by 
groups of workers leaving their vehicles to travel together in one vehicle to 
another location.  There is also some short term parking over 3/4/5 days by 
individuals working from the local airport or flying from there. I have not seen a 
traffic study for in Ford Avenue / Skipton Road since I raised the matter in 
2011.   

50. Response: In order to extend the proposed restriction further along Skipton 
Road the proposed Traffic Regulation Order would need to be re-advertised.  
In view of this it is not possible to consider an extension at present but this 
could be considered for prioritisation within a future programme.  Traffic 
calming measures are not being considered as part of this proposal.  Funding 
for traffic calming is limited and therefore sites are prioritised where there is 
already an incidence of speed related injury accidents.  The most recent 
accident data for the five year period 01/05/2010 to 30/04/2015 has been 
analysed and there were no speed related accidents.  Therefore this site does 
not meet the criteria for traffic calming measures to be considered. 

51. Objection 2:  Regarding Shaftesbury Avenue, Treloyham Close and Ford 
Avenue. The Order does not give any reason or purpose for the restriction.  
The effect of the Order will be to displace parked vehicles to other parts of 
Ford Avenue, causing contention and congestion.  Having the road completely 
clear of parked vehicles will increase speeding which can lead to greatly 
increased severity of injuries in the event of road traffic accidents. 

52. Response:  Concerns about these sections of road have been raised by 
members of public and locally elected councillors.  The reason for the 
proposed waiting restrictions is to improve safety at the junctions of 
Shaftesbury Avenue, Treloyhan Close, Skipton Road, and Ford Avenue as 
well as to improve safety on the bend in Skipton Road and at the junction with 
Pennine Way. With regards to the junction of Shaftesbury Avenue and Ford 
Avenue sight lines are restricted by parked vehicles and traffic approaches 
and enters the junction on the wrong side of road resulting in potential for 
conflict.  The likelihood of displaced parking is acknowledged however it is 



 

 

likely to be away from junctions and bend in the road where it is currently 
causing a safety risk.  There is potential for an increase in speeds when 
implementing sections of yellow lines and therefore the proposed lining has 
been kept to a minimum.   

53. Objection 3: Regarding Skipton Road and Pennine Way. As a resident I 
experience the problems of this junction daily.  The proposed yellow lines will 
not increase the safety at this junction as it does not address the fundamental 
flaw which is the traffic priority of the junction.  When speed humps were 
introduced in Chalvington Road it moved the rat running along Ford Avenue, 
Skipton Road, Pennine Way, Rosendale Road and Trevose Crescent.  At 
present the junction of Skipton Road and Pennine Way gives priority to 
Skipton Road which is a dead end.  However the through route is Ford 
Avenue, Skipton Road and Pennine Way.  Traffic proceeding along Pennine 
Way into Skipton Road is supposed to stop at the junction, but few do.  They 
assume all other traffic coming down Skipton Road are going to turn left into 
Pennine Way and pull out in front of motorists who are continuing along 
Skipton. Introducing the restrictions will do nothing to stop the above. If fact 
the opposite is true, when there are parked vehicles it slows the traffic down 
and more care is taken.  I would like the council to stop this at run, even 
blocking roads off as in Eastleigh to form dead ends. Or changing the junction 
priority and not parking restrictions.  As for the proposed yellow lines they 
would serve no purpose. They are normally only visitors cars parked here and 
the odd vehicle is beneficial as it slows traffic down. 

54. Response: Regarding traffic calming measures see response above in 
paragraph 50.  The junction has been assessed and it is considered that 
changing priority may reduce safety.  Due to the physical layout of the road 
and proportions of turning movements a change in priority is likely to result in 
an increase vehicle speeds. Making the manoeuvre from Pennine Way into 
Skipton Road would be tight and giving priority to this manoeuvre along with 
the potential for increased vehicles speeds it is possible that there may be an 
increase in vehicles leaving the road.  In view of the concerns raised it is 
recommended that the markings are refreshed to re-inforce priority at the 
junction and it is monitored. If necessary a triangle marking can be introduced 
and a give way warning sign installed. 

55. Objection 4:  Regarding Skipton Road and Pennine Way. I cannot agree that 
yellow lines will increase the safety of this junction.  I do not believe the 
problem here is parked cars but the fact that Skipton Road, Pennine Way and 
Weardale Road are used as a rat run.  Very few cars bother to slow down at 
the junction as they assume any cars coming down Skipton Road hill are 
going to turn left into Pennine Way.  There are seldom cars parked in Pennine 
Way by the junction.  This is in contrast to Ford Avenue where one side of the 
road has cars parked nose to tail and this causes a big problem when cars are 
travelling in opposite directions. Perhaps you could put double yellow lines all 
along both sides of that road.  If you wish to make these roads safer I suggest 
that instead of yellow lines you consider putting speed bumps on Skipton 
Road hill and along Pennine Way to deter rat running or at least slow them 
down. 

56. Response:  See above comment in paragraph 50 regarding traffic calming 
measures and safety improvements.  Ford Avenue should be considered for 



 

 

inclusion within a future traffic management programme.   

57. Objection 5:  The plans to introduce no waiting at any time along Ford 
Avenue and Skipton Road are unnecessary and will make it almost impossible 
to park especially at weekends. I do not believe there is a safety issue at this 
junction and request that you provide objective evidence to back up your 
statement of such. The only circumstances I would withdraw my objection to 
this proposal is if a parking permit arrangement was introduced along the 
whole of Ford Avenue to put a stop to non-residents and commercial vehicles 
using the area to park meaning there is no space for residents. Vehicles 
currently park along Lincoln Place (a private road not adopted by the Council) 
when there are no spaces along Ford Avenue which results in emergency 
vehicles being unable to get to some of the properties. Your proposal will 
make this situation worse. 

58. Response:  The reason for the proposed waiting restrictions is given in 
paragraph 52.   I am afraid we are not able to consider a residents parking 
zone in Ford Avenue, Skipton Road or the surrounding roads.  To successfully 
implement this type of scheme a number of roads would have to be included 
within the scheme and there would need to be high uptake through the 
purchase of permits by residents.  Unfortunately Eastleigh Borough Council 
does not have a budget to subsidise residents parking schemes and the policy 
is that all new schemes must be self-financing. Additionally, as the majority of 
properties within the area have off-street parking available it is unlikely that 
residents would wish to purchase a permit to enable them to park on-street.  
This would mean limited income for the council and the cost of scheme set up 
and ongoing enforcement and administration costs would not be met.   

59. Comment 1:  Regarding Shaftesbury, Treloyhan Close and Ford Avenue 
junction.  The vehicles that park on the junction of Shaftesbury Avenue and 
Ford Avenue are in the main vehicle sharers or residents or business owners 
from Ford Avenue. The double yellow lines will displace these vehicles from 
the junction to further along Shaftesbury Avenue. If residents of Shaftesbury 
Avenue park on the road they do so on the north side just as they do on the 
western section of Shaftesbury Avenue on the other side of Chalvington 
Road. Given the length of kerb to driveways it is apparent that these displaced 
vehicles will most likely park on the south side of the road thereby creating a 
chicane of vehicles in Shaftesbury Avenue. The road is already used during 
peak hours as a rat run.  Speed of some of the vehicles is an issue. The 
creation of a chicane can only increase the potential for collisions. I have lived 
in Shaftesbury Avenue for well over 20 years and I am not aware of any 
collision at the junction with Ford Avenue but the current risk at this junction 
can be no greater than by creating a chicane elsewhere in Shaftesbury 
Avenue. This potential chicane hazard could be alleviated by continuing the 
yellow line on the south side of Shaftesbury Avenue to the junction with 
Symonds Close. This would reduce the danger by encouraging any drivers to 
park on the north side of the road along with residents and provide an 
unambiguous right of way along the road just as exists in the western end of 
Shaftesbury Avenue. It may be argued that a chicane could slow traffic, if that 
was a viable argument why are not more chicanes purposely created with the 
use of yellow lines etc. in residential areas. It can't be right for some straight 
roads namely the western end of Shaftesbury Avenue and not for the eastern 
end of the same road. I contacted the council today and was advised by the 



 

 

council officer that this proposal has been made to reinforce the Highway 
Code and for road safety. There has not been any apparent concern for road 
safety or the Highway Code since I have lived here. I am fully in support of 
making the junction of Shaftesbury Avenue and Ford Avenue safer but would 
ask that consideration is given before implementation to extending the yellow 
lines on the south side of the road as I have suggested. The cost increase in 
lengthening the yellow lines could only be minimal.  

60. Response:  Concerns are acknowledged but disagree with argument that a 
staggered parking along Shaftesbury Avenue would be just as dangerous as 
the current issues at the junction.  The issue should however be monitored 
and an extension to the double yellow lines, as requested, can be considered 
in a further traffic management programme if necessary.  Any additional 
restrictions would require public advertisement and consultation. 

61. Support 1:  Regarding Skipton Road and Pennine Way.  I am totally in favour 
of the above and if this proposal is as effective as junction of Weardale Road 
and Oakmount Avenue, C/Ford the Council should receive much credit.  This 
plan is long overdue. Motorists park on Pennine Way/Skipton Road near the 
junction, especially on the footpath which the parish council are not in favour 
of.  Persons using mobility scooter, wheelchairs and prams unfortunately have 
to move onto the road due to inconsiderate parking.  Vehicles parked opposite 
my drive are causing problems for myself driving out and reversing in.  This 
also means that visitors to my home cannot park on my drive.   

62. Response: Acknowledged. 

63. Support 2:  I am supporting this order because some residents in Ford 
Avenue are parking a lot of cars and commercial vans dangerously on the 
bends and too near road junctions, on Ford Avenue, Shaftesbury Avenue and 
Skipton Road, the problem seems to be getting worse and I am really 
surprised that there hasn't been a serious accident. There is also a problem at 
the Leigh Road end of Ford Avenue, I thought you might have extended the 
yellow lines there. The residents and guests double park and sometimes I 
wonder if emergency vehicles would actually be able to get through. 

64. Response: Ford Avenue at it junction with Leigh Road should be considered 
within a future programme of works. 

65. Support 3:  Regarding Shaftesbury Avenue / Treloyhan Close / Ford Avenue 
junction.  I fully support the introduction of the parking restrictions at this 
location. This has been a problem for a number of years with vans and cars 
parking in Shaftsbury Avenue just round the corner from Ford Avenue. It 
seems to be caused by someone working from home and having visiting  
workman's vans regularly parked there.  This makes a difficult corner even 
more dangerous.  I am pleased that the comments myself and my neighbours 
have made to Councillors are being acted upon. 

66. Response:  Acknowledged. 

67. Support 4:  Skipton Road and Ford Avenue.  Ford Avenue is a dangerous 
road, used as a 'rat run' to Oakmount Road avoiding the Leigh Road traffic 
lights. Some cars travel far too fast and speed humps would also be useful. 
Can I request parking restrictions to be added in future to Ford Avenue 



 

 

adjacent each side of Lincoln Place as it is a dangerous junction. A white line 
has been painted by the council across Lincoln Place which is of some help, 
but cars park up to this line and sometimes over it. This makes exiting Lincoln 
Place blind.  The council granted planning permission for these houses and 
has a duty of care to those who are equally at risk from this blind junction.  

68. Response: Lincoln Place is a private road and therefore the council would 
require the permission of the land owner to install waiting restrictions and 
there would also be a charge for the service. In order to take on the 
enforcement of the restrictions, a legal agreement would need to be entered 
into by both parties.  The Council does not normally enter into such 
agreements.  Waiting restrictions on Ford Avenue either side of Lincoln Place 
should be considered for a place on a future traffic management programme. 

Keble Road 

69. There were fourteen objections and four letters of support received to the 
limited waiting proposed in Keble Road. A summary along with the officers’ 
response is given below. 

70. Objection 1: I do not think these restrictions will help as they include 
everyone, not just non-residents who use our street to park whilst they are in 
work.  In fact I think it will have the opposite effect to the desired outcome. I do 
not think it's fair that residents will get penalised for parking for more than 3 
hours outside their own homes. The only solution would be to exclude 
residents from these restrictions. In short I object to the proposed parking 
restrictions as it will not only fail to have the desired effect but will compound 
the issue for residents. 

71. Response: I am afraid we are not able to consider a residents parking zone in 
Keble Road or the surrounding roads.  To successfully implement this type of 
scheme a number of roads would have to be included within the scheme and 
there would need to be high uptake through the purchase of permits by 
residents.  Unfortunately Eastleigh Borough Council does not have a budget 
to subsidise residents parking schemes and the policy is that all new schemes 
must be self-financing. Additionally, as the majority of properties within Keble 
Road have off-street parking available it is unlikely that residents would wish 
to purchase a permit to enable them to park on-street.  This would mean 
limited income for the council and the cost of scheme set up and ongoing 
enforcement and administration costs would not be met.   

72. Objection 2:  Whilst I agree local businesses do park on this and surrounding 
roads and yes it causes everybody an inconvenience, I do not think the three 
hour rule is an acceptable solution. Why should we as residents be limited to 
how long we can park on our own street. I would agree to parking restrictions 
if residents were not penalised. This will cause me more inconvenience than I 
endure now. Further email - I think it is ludicrous that you plan to restrict 
parking for RESIDENTS to park outside their own homes. We pay our council 
tax, our cars are taxed and insured, how can you justify restricting my parking 
outside my home to three hours a day. It was confirmed when officers and 
councillor visited the street that they found a space without any problems.  
Further email -Proposals not justified -I went out three times yesterday, 
returned with two friends at 10.30 and we all got spaces. 



 

 

73. Response: Acknowledged. See paragraph 71 above regarding the request 
for a residents parking scheme. 

74. Objection 3: The 3 hour restriction would also apply to residents. There are 
no proposals for the issue of free permits to residents for use by themselves 
or their visitors. It is not clear how cars would be timed or times monitored. 

75. Response:  See paragraph 71 above regarding residents parking.  Limited 
waiting restrictions are present elsewhere in the borough where a turnover of 
space is required or to prevent long term parking.  Enforcement would be 
undertaken in the usual way by civil enforcement officers. 

76. Objection 4:  Partner parks his car on the road outside our property during 
week days. If someone else always does and they often park so close to the 
end of the driveway, I have difficulty getting my car up my driveway. How does 
this help us! How will it be enforced?  I feel we should have been consulted 
first before the notice is posted in the road saying this WILL happen! This 
should be a ‘residents only’ parking road. This is the only scheme that we all 
feel will help us. We also notice, having walked the road with the proposed 
plan, that there are still unrestricted parking for approximately 13 cars. What is 
to stop local business employees from parking in these spaces all day!  
Further email- Why not leave it the way it was! At least if WE are parked 
outside OUR own house all day NON-residents can’t park there!   

77. Response: The purpose of the restriction is to provide space for residents 
and their visitors to park if there are no spaces available in the unrestricted 
areas of Keble Road (due to non-resident parking). Whilst the 3 hour max stay 
would apply to residents, it would prevent day-long parking meaning there 
would be space available should residents/guests find nowhere else to park. 
Enforcement of the 3hour bays would be undertaken by Civil Enforcement 
Officers and will be incorporated into one of their existing rounds. See 
paragraph 71 regarding residents parking.  It may be possible for the bar 
marking across the driveway to be extended to assist with access and egress 
and the resident should apply if they feel it would be beneficial. 

78. With regard to consultation with residents, this is the opportunity for views to 
be heard. All comments received during the consultation period are carefully 
considered prior to a decision being made on whether or not to  introduce the 
restriction proposed. 

79. Objection 5:  I am writing to object to the parking restrictions being proposed 
for Keble Road.  I visit my friend on the road and care for her children on a 
regular basis. Restricting my parking will make this very difficult. This 
proposed idea does not help the residents at all. 

80. Response: Acknowledged. 

81. Objection 6:  I look after my grandsons most weekends as my daughter 
needs to work. My concern is that I travel to Keble Road. I understand that 
parking is an issue during the week however as a regular visitor spending 2 
nights most weeks these proposed restrictions will have a big impact arriving 
and during the duration of my stay. I do feel these proposed parking 
restrictions are very harsh for genuine visitors like myself. 



 

 

82. Response: Acknowledged. 

83. Objection 7:  The current proposal does little to alleviate problems for 
residents.  Workers arrive well before 8am so that with the proposed 9am -12 
parking allowance they will thus be staying for the whole morning.  There will 
still be no space for residents' visitors.  The restriction should start from 8am 
and preferably for two hours only.  People do need somewhere to park.  A 
solution would be for Eastleigh Borough Council to build a multi-story car park 
on the Brickfield Road/School Lane estate. There are several vacant lots there 
at the moment.   

84. Response: It is possible that some will stay until mid-day, however it should 
still result in a better turnover of parking space.  We could amend the 
operational times and maximum stay period as suggested however given the 
opposition to the proposal it is unlikely that other objectors would support this, 
or feel that two hours would be long enough for their needs.  Building a car 
park is not something that the traffic management budget would be able to 
fund. 

85. Objection 8:  We have no off-road parking and cannot due to the proximity of 
our property to the junction. We will have serious difficulties parking during the 
day - especially leaving our car if we don't take it to work e.g. if we are away 
on holiday or ill. We do not feel this will solve the problem of parking across 
residents’ drives. Workers who are here all day will be able to swap cars with 
their colleagues.  We would like to have concessions for residents or 
preferably residents parking. Please rethink these proposals - they are 
supposed to help residents and they will disadvantage some of us and it is 
very unlikely they will help people either. Please deal with this problem at 
source. 

86. Response:  Parking difficulties are acknowledged.  Parking across driveways’ 
can be enforced by our Parking Services Unit and should be reported on 
02380 648579 at the time of the incident.  Residents parking see paragraph 
71. 

87. Objection 9:  I do not consider that there is any current need to change the 
current parking restrictions along Keble road. It appears that this proposal is 
just another example of the council make it more difficulty for its own residents 
to carry out their daily life, by preventing all day street parking, which enable 
workers to park in the area that they are employed i.e. the School lane 
industrial estate. 

88. Response: The purpose of the restriction is to provide space for residents 
and their visitors to park if there are no spaces available in the unrestricted 
areas of Keble Road (due to non-resident parking). Whilst the 3 hour max stay 
would apply to residents, it would prevent day-long parking meaning there 
would be space available should residents/guests find nowhere else to park.  

89. Objection 10:  The reasons given for the traffic order are flawed, in so far as 
there is little competition for parking spaces with incoming workers at the 
Chalvington Road end of Keble Road. The difficulties are more with residents 
who do not park on their drives. Due to prevailing local conditions i.e. road  
camber, services, lamp standards, trees etc., EBC has effectively ring-fenced 
my property, and I am unable to provide off road parking without using 



 

 

artificial ramps. I am forced to park in the adjoining roads. As I/we frequently 
work from home or use alternative transport, we will be forced to join the 
"three hour shuffle" as local workers come to move their cars around. The law 
would now advise that they have no right to access onto their empty drives 
from the road, only egress if already occupied. I'm sure that Audi knows that, 
and will continue to obstruct driveways at the Bournemouth Road end of 
Keble Road. Three hours will give them plenty of time to shuffle cars, and 
therefore no good will come of this proposal. Our household will be particularly 
disadvantaged by this proposal and I/we wish to object in the strongest 
possible terms. 

90. Response:  The Police have powers to enforce when obstruction has 
occurred, for example if a resident cannot exit their property (rather than enter 
it).  However Eastleigh Borough Council has taken up powers which enable 
Parking Services Enforcement Officers to deal with a vehicle parked across a 
dropped kerb regardless of whether there is a car on the driveway -the 
offence is parking at dropped footways. Residents are advised to phone 
02380 648579 at the time of the offence. 

91. Objection 11:   By placing three limited waiting bays down Keble Road, you 
are leaving the residents to compete with each other in order to gain use of on 
road parking. With only a few spaces left fully available, which everyone will 
be fighting for I cannot understand why you would think this is a good idea. 
Residents will be forced to park for only three hours then have to move our 
vehicles to another street. Although there will be a handful of spaces that will 
be fully available there is no certainty that the employees of local businesses 
will not grab those few spaces before the residents even have the chance to. 
If you really wanted to improve the parking for the residents of Keble Road, 
you would provide each resident with a parking permit 

92. Response: Residents parking is not an option at this location see above 
paragraph 71. 

93. Objection 12:  I would like to say that since the Hendy Ford garage moved a 
few years back there has not been a problem with workers parking in Keble 
Road. I really think that the money the council would have to spend on 
painting yellow lines and the cost of enforcing the parking restrictions would 
be better spent elsewhere. 

94. Response: View acknowledged. 

95. Objection 13: Free parking has always been available to patients of our 
surgery.  We have acquired additional parking space  on land on the corner of 
Brickfield Land - therefore 13 parking spaces available for patients.  
Unfortunately never enough and on busier days patients use Keble Road.  
Ideally there should be no parking restrictions.  However, given the nature of 
our practice and the frequency of patients coming and going I feel that if the 
proposed parking restrictions on Keble Rd are implemented, these restrictions 
should don't exceed a maximum of 2 hours per stay rather than the suggested 
3 hours.  Additionally the restrictions should apply to all: residents and visitors 
alike.  This is because all the houses on Keble Road have two or more off 
road parking spaces.  Sadly residents are deliberately parking their vehicles 
outside during the day to prohibit public access, whilst at night, when public 
parking is no longer necessary, they are using their own off road parking 



 

 

spaces. Public parking spaces should not be 'ear marked' saved or blocked 
and residents should be more compassionate in such instances.   

96. Response: Views acknowledged. 

97. Objection 14: This road houses a number of families to which I am close 
friends with 2. Having young children means we visit often and spend the 
considerable part of a day together.  I feel 'restricting' our visiting hours absurd 
and destructive to our links with families in this road.  The parking is already 
very limited to which often leads me to park in Shaftesbury Road and have to 
walk most of the length of Keble road to visit with one friend. Living in Kipling 
Road in Eastleigh we suffer similar problems of people on newer estates 
using our road as an overflow and visitors to Eastleigh park here so as to 
afford the extortionate parking fees imposed in Eastleigh car parks.  Even 
though we now have a very busy shopping complex over the road we still 
manage to park reasonably well and manage with 'business' visitors cars as 
their parking is usually for short periods of time. 

98. Response: Acknowledged. 

99. Support 1: Supports proposals. Would like to register concerns.  Given the 
proposed restrictions and reason for the order, will residents be given 
dispensation to park in the restricted parking areas for longer than the 
proposed 3 hours? I use the proposed restricted area to park my car. It would 
appear to me that putting the proposed restrictions in place and then 
restricting where residents can park defeats the whole object of the proposal. I 
strongly believe a better solution would be to introduce a residents only 
parking scheme. I would also like to say that I am surprised that residents 
have not been consulted over the proposals prior to the notices appearing in 
the road.  

100. Response: The restriction proposed will apply to all road users.  Residents 
will not be given dispensation to park in the limited waiting bays for longer 
than the proposed maximum stay of 3 hours.   

101. Support 2: I feel there is a major issue on our road, and something needs to 
happen, so I am happy with your proposal for the 3 hour bays. This will not 
affect me or my family personally, but I feel it will stop a lot of the Audi 
employees from parking down our road, so freeing space up for residence.                

102. Response: Support is acknowledged. 

103. Support 3: Thank you for addressing a problem which has grown in the last 
few years. We residents have long been unable to park in our road due to 
workers using it as a long term car park. However, I am concerned about 
visitors to my home. Most of my friends and relatives visit for a lot more than 3 
hours at a time. What can they do about parking? Will we have parking 
permits for visitors? If not, it would seem very unfair. Further email - Are there 
to be some unrestricted bays as well as the 3 hour ones?  I am in favour of 
the scheme in general, as something needs to be done. However, my 
reservation about we residents not having freedom to park for an unlimited 
time, remains. I understand the point about the scheme needing to be self-
financing and that therefore this is the best we can hope for. Given a choice 
between this scheme or nothing, I would vote for this scheme.   



 

 

104. Response: Concerns acknowledged. There will be some areas of road that 
will not be restricted. 

105. Support 4: I am very much in favour of this and sure it will ease the parking 
for residences and visitors. Hoping this gets approval and can be in place in 
the very near future thanks the council in advance for at last addressing this 
issue A+ 

106. Response: Support is acknowledged. 

Sutherlands Way 

107. Just one representation was received in respect of the proposed extension of 
the double yellow lines on Sutherlands Way. This is detailed below. 

108. Support: I fully support the proposed actions in Sutherlands Way. I would ask 
why the whole area in front of the flats is not marked with double yellow lines 
as they have an allocated parking area. 

109. Response: Support is acknowledged.  Safety on the bend in the road and 
sightlines into Southdale Court were highlighted as a concern and therefore 
the double yellow lines are proposed for extension by a small distance to 
improve safety.  The area of unrestricted highway to the front of the flats will 
remain.  This serves to provide additional safe parking space for friends and 
visitors of the local residents.   

Hiltingbury East 

Kingsway 

110. Five objections were received to the proposed waiting restrictions in 
Kingsway.  Two of the objectors have since retracted their objection following 
further information provided about the proposed scheme.   

 
111. Objection 1:  We operate from our own premises in Hiltingbury Road. We 

have 9 members of staff, 7 of whom drive to work from various areas. We 
have on-site parking for 3 cars.  These restrictions will seriously 
inconvenience our employees - on street parking is the only option for 4 of 
them. They currently park in Kingsway and are only there between 9.00am 
and 5.00 pm - when many of the residents will be at work. My reasons for 
objecting to the Order are not just because it will impact upon my business. 
The reasons for the Order are, firstly, that it will be "less onerous on the 
residents". These residents, without exception, have driveways for the parking 
of their cars. My staff ensure that they never park in a way that impedes 
access.  Secondly, the Order is to "maintain safety at the junction of 
Hiltingbury Road and Kingsway". There are double yellow lines extending 
back from this junction in all four directions. That is the method by which 
safety is secured. This is not a busy junction - very few cars use Kingsway.   

112. Response: The proposal is to amend existing waiting restrictions on 
Kingsway.  The current restrictions are ‘no waiting Mon-Fri 8am-6pm’.  The 
proposal is to amend the times of the restriction to ‘no waiting Mon-Fri 
between 9am-10am and 2.30-3.30pm’.  It appears that objector has 



 

 

misunderstood the proposed restrictions as this will not reduce on-street 
parking currently available to them. 

 
113. Objection 2: I object to the Traffic Order for Kingsway in Chandlers Ford as I 

believe that the reasons for its being are invalid. Most, if not all, of the houses 
along Kingsway have driveways for their cars and so it is not necessary that 
they 'need' the space outside of their properties and therefore I cannot see 
how a ban on parking will benefit them. The section of Kingsway that has 
Kingsway Gardens linked to it does not regularly have vehicles parked outside 
it, so if the residents are not using it now, why would they be in the future? I 
work in the vicinity of the area at a business that has limited park and yes, I do 
on occasion park in Kingsway. This is essential for me to be able to access 
my place of work and I feel that I am not inconveniencing anyone by parking 
outside a large hedge and not blocking access to anyone's property. This area 
is not just residential, it is also commercial. Employees of local businesses 
require parking.  Kingsway is not a busy road and traffic is not a problem.  I 
cannot imagine how a Traffic Order will maintain safety. I have worked here 
for 4 years - almost opposite the junction - and cannot recall there being any 
issues in respect of parked vehicles. There are double yellow lines around the 
junction which are obviously adhered to, so I don't believe that prohibiting 
parking further down the road will improve or even maintain the safety of the 
junction.  

 
114. Response: As above in paragraph 112. 

115. Objection 3: I work in the immediate area and parking is an issue for ALL 
local business. We occupy all spaces available to us but there isn't enough 
space for all the local business staff to park.  Parking on these roads doesn't 
present a hazard to anyone or inconvenience the local residence as they have 
large driveways they can use to park their own vehicles on. Parking on the 
roads doesn't stop residence accessing their homes or block access to 
anyone who would like to drive down the road. If you stop people parking on 
these roads you will need to supply new parking areas for local business and 
visitors to use to keep up with the demand and needs of the area as a whole. 
This will be more costly to the local residents and the council. The area is both 
residential and commercial the needs for all need to be met! All vehicles pay 
their road tax so if we are unable to park where is convenient for us outside 
our place of work/home we are in our rights to park on a local roads.  

116. Response: As above in paragraph 112. 
 

Hiltingbury Road (Kingsway Gardens to Winchester Road) 

117. One objection and one comment were received during the consultation period 
to the proposed waiting restrictions in Hiltingbury Road between Kingsway 
Gardens to Winchester Road. 

118. Objection: This will restrict/stop any deliveries to my house and provide no 
improvement to the junction. Currently the issue with the junction is cars 
turning right onto Winchester road creating congestion during rush hour times. 
This can easily be solved by stopping right turns. Church goes park on 
Hiltingbury Road and school children are dropped off at this junction on this 
stretch of road, which is much safer/less congestion than Winchester road. If 



 

 

double yellow lines are considered required for the corner, I suggest they stop 
within 5m of the junction.  Parked cars on the north side (unrestricted under 
the proposals) will increase congestion to the Junction. Yellow lines will lead 
to increased car speeds.    

119. Response: Loading and unloading is permitted on double yellow lines, 
provided the vehicle is not parked unsafely or obstructively.  Therefore it will 
be possible for deliveries to be made to the property. A ban of right turn 
movements from Hiltingbury Road to Winchester Road would require a Traffic 
Order which is unlikely to be successful due objection by those who would be 
affected and the effect it would have on the surrounding road network. In 
addition it would require Police support to progress an order to prohibit this 
manoeuvre as they would be responsible for its enforcement, which is difficult 
and resource intensive.  Thornden School operates a drop off facility within 
the school grounds and there are also areas of unrestricted highway in the 
vicinity that could safely be used to drop children at school and where 
individuals attending Church can park. The restrictions are proposed at the 
junction extending into Hiltingbury Road a sufficient distance to keep the 
mouth of the junction clear, and on the south side to Kingsway Gardens in 
order to allow traffic to flow along Hiltingbury Road from the Winchester Road.  
Obstructions in Hiltingbury Road due to parked vehicles can impact on the 
operation of the junction and also result in vehicles backed up onto 
Winchester Road resulting in potential for rear end shunts. 

120. Comment: Double yellow lines will run down the length of the property across 
the entrance/drop down kerb to the garage.  Personal mobility is very 
restricted and as such there is a need for a parking space in front of the 
garage.  In January 2013 the matter was discussed at the Eastleigh Police 
Station. As a result the location was visited and we gained Police approval to 
continue parking on the condition that we allowed sufficient room on the 
pavement on the inside of the vehicle for pedestrians, buggies, wheelchairs 
etc. This we agreed to in writing. To comply with this agreement our vehicles' 
outside wheels will overlap the proposed new road markings. As various 
members of the family attend to needs it is necessary for this parking space to 
remain.  Whilst it has been mentioned that we could utilise my Mother in Law's 
blue badge this would prove to be impractical as it is some distance from her 
front door. I believe that the best solution would be to apply double yellow 
lines from the corner up to the garage's drop down kerb and then again after 
the garage.  

121. Response:  Please see paragraph 116 explaining the reason for proposed 
waiting restrictions. As the area where the car is currently being parked is 
footway the proposed restrictions would apply regardless of whether the 
wheels overlap the road markings. This is because waiting restrictions apply 
from the centre line to the back edge of the highway (including any verge and 
footway). It is not appropriate to remove the proposed section of waiting 
restriction across the access to the garage.  Blue badge holders can park on 
double yellow lines for 3 hours provided they do so safely, without obstruction 
and display their blue badge appropriately.  There will also be an area of 
unrestricted highway on the opposite side of the road. 



 

 

Peverells Wood Avenue 

122. There were four objections and two supporting representations received to the 
proposed waiting restrictions at some of the junctions on Peverells Wood 
Avenue. 

 
123. Objection 1:  The restrictions on Vespasian Way extend further than those in 

Apollo Road and removes a length of useful parking that does not negatively 
impact on the junction. Why is this? The council would be better to tackle the 
speed of traffic using Peverells Wood Avenue. The nature of the road, long, 
straight and relatively wide, causes some drivers to reach speeds of 60 mph 
and above, particularly at night and early morning.  I have personally had 2 
cars involved in accidents when they have been parked by my drive. Both 
these accidents have involved unacceptable speeds and had nothing to do 
with the junction.   

 
124. Response: The proposed restriction in Vespasian Way extends further due to 

the characteristics of the road  and nature of reported problems.  The Police 
are responsible for the enforcement of the speed limit and will be notified of 
the issues raised regarding vehicles driving in excess of the speed limit. 

 
125. Objection 2:  As the junction of Peverells Wood Avenue with Vespasian Road 

is a wide one, we would query as to why the proposed restriction is felt 
necessary.  We therefore object to the proposed for the following reasons: 1) 
The bus stop has been removed due to the service along Peverells Wood 
Avenue being withdrawn - so no more obstruction at this point.  2) Although 
building work has taken place recently, these have now been completed, so 
the road leading to the junction with Vespasian Road is normally clear. 

 
126. Response: It is acknowledge that building work has been completed. The bus 

stop is still used in the evenings and at weekends and therefore obstruction is 
still likely to occur at these times if vehicles are parked at this location. It is 
also potential for more daytime services along this road at some point in the 
future.   

 
127. Objection 3:  The traffic order will result in cars from the proposed areas of 

the order moving into adjacent areas of PeverellsWood/Scantabout.  Parents 
parking for Scantabout Primary School will seek alternative areas to park.  
This is likely to impact on Ionic Close and Tivoli Close.  Ionic Close/Tivoli 
Close consists of 14 and 9 dwellings respectively with access gates into 
Scantabout School located at one end of each close. The current volume of 
cars using Ionic Close as drop off/pick up points consistently exceeds 25 
vehicles am and pm.  Any increase due to the impact of the Traffic Order of 
traffic volumes will increase disruption and pollution to property owners.  
Parents park cars on pavements either side of Ionic Close (restricting traffic 
movements) and create a major safety hazard to children/parents/pedestrians 
that require to use Ionic Close as a thoroughfare.  Levels of inconsiderate 
parking will increase (residents’ driveways being blocked, pavement parking, 
and restriction to the width of the road restricting access of emergency 
services.  Have residents surrounding the school been notified of the possible 
impact this Traffic Order will have on disruption and safety?  Ionic Close and 
Tivoli Close lead in to junction access into Saracens Road and a main junction 



 

 

into Scantabout Avenue.  Any more increased traffic volumes in these 
locations will have a considerable impact on the safety. 

 
128. Response:  Some vehicles mays be displaced however the waiting 

restrictions to improve safety at the junctions and to reinforce the Highway 
Code.  Concerns road safety of Ionic Close and Tivoli Close is noted and 
whilst the impact is likely to be minimal these roads should be monitored and 
if necessary waiting restrictions can be considered in a future programme. 
Concerns about pollution and inconsiderate parking are noted.  If a driveway 
is obstructed Parking Services should be contacted on 02380 648579 at the 
time of the incident.  During the consultation period for these proposals an 
advert is placed in the Hampshire Independent newspaper and site notices 
are erected in the vicinity, the information is also available on line.  This is in 
accordance with current regulations for Traffic Regulation Orders. 

 
129. Objection 4:  My understanding of the reasons given for these restrictions 

are: 1) Complaints have been received about vehicles parking opposite the 
junction obstructing the bus stop and / or making it difficult for the bus to stop 
safely. 2) To improve safety due to an upward slope approaching the junction 
from Vespasian Road. Re 1) There was a building project at No. 33 and there 
were vans there during that time but they have long since gone. The bus stop 
has also been removed because the bus service has ceased. Re: 2) There is 
no issue with vehicle parking on the junction, even in school times (unlike for 
example Sarum Road junction with Constantine Avenue and there are no 
proposals for change there).  I have never heard of any accidents or near 
misses.  Having double yellow lines will urbanise the area. Why go all the way 
down the sides of Nos. 16 & 18? No-one has parked on the No. 16 side and 
therefore there has never been an obstruction when approaching the junction. 
This is very useful and safe parking space. If this is removed, where do we tell 
our family and visitors to park, on the busier Peverells Wood Avenue. 

 
130. Response:  Acknowledge point that building works have been completed.  

Re. bus stop see paragraph 126 above. Sarum Road junction with 
Constantine Avenue is on the list for consideration of waiting restrictions 
within the next Traffic Order to be undertaken in the area.  

 
131. Support: In support of the proposed waiting restrictions in Peverells Wood 

Avenue area. Would also like to request that further restrictions are introduced 
within the turning head in Justinian Close. We have terrible trouble with 
parents parking over our drives and blocking access points during school drop 
off and collection hours.  We currently have white lines (that are fairly worn) 
over the relevant sections that shouldn't be parked on, but these are not 
adhered to. Therefore I would like it to be considered that single yellow lines 
are added for use during school hours to replace the white lines that are 
ignored. 

 
132. Response:  Support is acknowledged.  The request for restrictions in 

Justinian Close will be added to file for consideration on a future programme. 
Hampshire County Council are responsible for road maintenance and in the 
meantime will be asked to refresh the white bar marking. 

 
133. Support: I have seen many incidents involving parking on this corner. I am in 

favour of the parking restrictions but would like to strongly advise that parking 



 

 

problem is on the right hand side of the Vespasian Way Junction in the 
direction of Apollo road and believe the lining should extend another 10m to 
the Bus stop/ lamp post as this is where the main problem lies. I have seen 
pushchairs have to be manoeuvred around cars parked on the footpath and I 
have seen children walk out behind cars parked here and nearly be run over 
because of no visibility, Vespasian Way is on a steep incline and the cars 
parked on and near this corner restrict, and in some cases totally obscure 
visibility to the right of the junction. At least one traffic accident has been 
caused by parking on this corner.  

 
134. Response: Monitor and consider extension to the restrictions on Peverells 

Wood Avenue if required. 
 

Charnwood Gardens/Charnwood Crescent 
 
135. One petition was received (with 7 signatories from five properties) objecting to 

the proposals in Charnwood Gardens. The petition was signed by seven 
individuals from five properties.  One letter of support was also received. A 
further objection was received after the deadline. 

 
136. Objection (petition):  What is the evidence for the need for the proposed?  

Why this junction and not the one across the road with Charnwood Close?  
Have never experience any problem negotiating this junction nor witnessed 
any incident involving any other drivers using this junction.  The offset junction 
between the one named and the one diagonally opposite is extremely 
generous giving a wide turning space whichever direction you are coming 
from and going to.  The benefit of the proposals to road users is negligible.  
The drivers view cannot be improved by approaching the junction closer to the 
kerb - this brings them closer to cars parked on Charnwood Crescent in 
remaining parking spaces - closer means the field of view is diminished. The 
risk to pedestrians in minimal.  This is a very quiet environment both in terms 
of motorised traffic or walkers.  My neighbours, some of whom are elderly, are 
already challenged to find a parking space when they need easy access to 
bring in their shopping.  The loss of spaces will cause real problems.  This will 
compromise the parking for the Dial-a Ride bus that comes on a weekly basis. 
It will also cause problems for delivery vehicles.  I will concede however the 
dropped kerbs do need to be given greater prominence and I would therefore 
propose a compromise:  1. A single yellow line preserving and protecting 
pedestrians using the dropped.  2.  Allow the proposed line/restriction on the 
opposite side to go ahead.  No-one ever parks on this that side in any case.   

137. Response:  Complaints have been received about parking at the junction of 
Charnwood Gardens and Charnwood Crescent and this site was 
subsequently prioritised by the Local Area Committee for waiting restrictions. 
Waiting restrictions are proposed at the junction to improve sightlines, and 
extend into Charnwood Gardens in order to prevent displaced vehicles 
causing obstruction. Concerns regarding loss of parking are acknowledged, 
loading and unloading is permitted on double yellow lines provided it is done 
safely and without causing obstruction. 

138. Objection: There have not been any issues regarding parking. I feel that the 
new proposal would cause a lot of issues as there would be less space for 
people to park who live in the flats and Charnwood gardens. This would then 



 

 

mean they would have to park their vehicles further up the road of Charnwood 
Crescent creating more congestion to the main road and less parking for the 
residents or visitors to Charnwood crescent. 

139. Response:  There is likely to be some displaced parking further along 
Charnwood Crescent although it will be minimal.  Concerns are 
acknowledged. 

140. Support:  As a resident of the above address I am pleased to see that 
progress is being made with regard to the parking of vehicles on the corner of 
Charnwood Gardens and Crescent.  For the past few years I have been 
concerned about the lack of visibility for vehicles leaving the Gardens and 
entering the Crescent.  I have long anticipated an accident happening.  
Thankfully it has not.  

141. Response:  Acknowledged 

 Hiltingbury Road 

142. One objection was received to the proposed restrictions on Hiltingbury Road 
east of Ashdown Road during the consultation period. An email of support 
was also received following the consultation period. 

143. Objection:  The proposal to extend the double yellow lines across the front of 
No's 143-149 Hiltingbury Road will have no effect on traffic flow as there will 
always be cars parked there (although fewer in No.). May I suggest that you 
consider extending the yellow lines westward. This would have the same 
effect but it would mean that A). It would be easier for us to access our 
driveway without having cars parked opposite - it would also be clear of the 
access to Sycamore House flats, and B). it would move parked cars away 
from the access to the development due to take place at No.153 Hiltingbury 
Road where at the Local Area Committee concerns were raised about blind 
spots due to adjacent parked cars when exiting the premises. Please do not 
consider removing this parking altogether as the speed of traffic will increase 
significantly, - currently the parked cars act effectively in calming the traffic 
speed.  

144. Response:  The proposed waiting restrictions will provide a larger gap 
between parked vehicles which will improve forward visibility and provide a 
larger passing place for vehicles to pass.  By extending the waiting restrictions 
eastwards as proposed it will remove parked vehicles further from the access 
to Sycamore Place, which will also benefit safety of turning movements 
into/out of the access, as well as forward visibility of such movements. It is not 
recommended that all parking be removed from Hiltingbury road as it does 
help to reduce vehicle speeds. 

145. Support: At last! Due to inconsiderate parking of cars and vans on the main 
road it has become dangerous for pedestrians to cross as you cannot see 
clearly if car is coming behind. Also for road users as cars speed in between 
parked cars. Bollards need to be placed outside entrance to Hiltingbury 
recreation ground on the grass verge to stop cars parking up on them. 

146. Response: Acknowledged. 



 

 

Richmond Close 

147. Three objections were received to the proposed waiting restrictions in 
Richmond Close. A further comment was received following the consultation 
period. 

148. Objection 1: Lived in Richmond Close for 27 years and has never been a 
problem before and cannot understand why it is now. Will create a lot of 
tension as parking is already limited and problematic. I have no garage and no 
drive. This applies to many residents. Request that these proposals are 
reconsidered. 

149. Response: Complaints have been received from residents and from our 
Refuse Collection team with regard to access difficulties and obstruction due 
to parked vehicles.  Concerns are acknowledged. 

150. Objection 2: I run a business which finishes late in the evening and by the 
time I come home there is no parking space left other than Richmond Close. 
Also I start my day mid-morning, it is a total disruption of my daily routine to 
move the car early in the morning if the proposed traffic regulation order on 
Richmond Close. There is simply not enough parking spaces for the residents 
in the area. It will degrade the quality of life of the residents and make them 
unhappy living in the area. 

151. Response: Acknowledged. 

152. Objection 3: Objection to double-yellow lines around north end of Richmond 
Close around the dropped-kerb area. Because it is unnecessary due to 
restrictions implied by dropped kerb anyway, and will inconvenience residents 
and visitors wanting to stop / park outside their own homes. 

153. Response: Acknowledged. 

154. Comment:  Just to confirm my verbal representation to you last month.  
Problem - overnight parking on corners and grass verges preventing access 
by refuse vehicle (usually just before, or around 8am).  Single yellow lines are 
wasted, after 8.30am the Close has no parking problems at all and single 
yellow lines for daytime parking would be more nuisance than benefit.  Double 
yellow lines on the corners and turning circle I would support, as long as they 
do not extend across our driveways.  The main problem we have is vehicles 
parked actually across the lower East corner kerb while vehicles are also 
parked on the opposite side.  This effectively prohibits any large vehicles 
entering the Close and restricts vision for cars leaving the Close.  This does 
not happen in the daytime.  In the straight section of the close, vehicles park 
half-on/half-off the grass verge between 6pm and about 8.30am weekdays - 
sometimes allday Saturday & Sunday.  This narrows the road for large 
commercial vehicles but allows car access.  This practice has damaged the 
kerb and churns up the grass verges.  This parking needs to be restricted by 
either wood posts or an exceptionally high kerb (or make a lay-by).  There is 
no fear the offending vehicles would just double park - the road is too narrow, 
they would have to relocate to their driveways/garage space (always 
unoccupied but further to walk!!).  Parking in the turning circle and on corners 
HAS to stop, it is dangerous.  One alterative - remove the grass verge on the 
East side (it is not well kept anyway) and provide a parking lay-by.   This 



 

 

would tidy up the street AND solve the parking problem.  Our grass verges are 
neglected anyway. Double yellow lines at the corners & turning circle YES - 
single yellow lines on the East side NO.   BUT ALSO, solution to overnight 
grass verge parking - I can supply photographic evidence if required. 

155. Response:  The proposed waiting restrictions have been drawn up in 
partnership with Refuse Services and will improve access for their vehicles.  
With regard to the request for removing the restrictions from across the 
driveways at the north end of the Close, this may result in obstruction to the 
garages and the footpath.  The verge parking issue was not part of the Brief 
for this scheme and if wooden posts would be beneficial the Committee would 
need to consider it for inclusion within a future programme of work.  With 
regard to removing the verge to provide additional parking, the Traffic 
Management budget would not be able to fund this. 


