
 

 

 

 

CHANDLER’S FORD AND HILTINGBURY LOCAL AREA COMMITTEE 

WEDNESDAY 23 MARCH 2016 

VALLEY PARK AND SURROUNDING AREA - TRAFFIC REGULATION 
ORDERS - OBJECTION REPORT 

Report of the Head of Transportation and Engineering 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is recommended that: 
 
(1) The proposed waiting restrictions in Castle Lane are implemented as 

advertised. 

(2) The proposed waiting restrictions in Conway Close, Donnington Drive, 
Guildford Drive, Montgomery Way are implemented as advertised (except for 
a section in Conway Close where a disabled persons parking bay is to be 
provided). 

(3) Committee decide whether the proposed waiting restrictions in Velmore 
Road are implemented or not.  

(4) The Prohibition of Driving Order in Velmore Road is revoked as advertised. 

(5) Existing Prohibition of Driving Orders are reviewed in next years’ Traffic 
Management programme. 

Summary 
The proposed revocation of a Prohibition of Driving Order in Velmore Road has been 
advertised along with proposed waiting restrictions in various roads within Valley Park 
and surrounding roads in Chandler’s Ford.   

During the advertisement of the proposed Traffic Regulation Orders sixty-one 
representations were received, twenty-eight of which were objecting to the proposals.  
In addition there was an objection from Hampshire Constabulary.  This has 
subsequently been retracted subject to an agreement that the existing Prohibition of 
Driving Orders in Eastleigh are reviewed with a view them being revoked.   

This report summarises the representations received and recommends how to proceed 
with the proposal.  

Statutory Powers 
Section 42 Highways Act 1980; Agreement dated 30 March 2009 between Hampshire 
County Council and Eastleigh Borough Council by virtue of Section 19 of the Local 
Government Act 2000 and the Local Authorities (Arrangements and Discharge of 
Functions) (England) Regulations 2000 and by virtue of Section 1 of the Local 
Authorities (Goods and Services) Act 1970; Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984; Traffic 
Management Act 2004. 

 



 

 

 

 

Introduction 

1. Chandler’s Ford and Hiltingbury Local Area Committee prioritised the 
provision of waiting restrictions to deal with day-long parking by non-residents 
within Valley Park as one of their schemes to be progressed within this year’s 
Traffic Management Programme.  

2. Following informal public consultation in May 2015 it was agreed by the Local 
Area Committee that proposed restrictions should be continued along Castle 
Lane and also within Velmore Road due to concern about the impact of 
displaced parking in these areas. 

3. This report gives the details of the proposed waiting restrictions and proposed 
revocation of an existing Prohibition of Driving Order in Velmore Road and 
provides a summary of representations received during the statutory 
consultation period.  The Committee need to address the objections, before 
making a decision on whether the proposed Traffic Regulation Orders should 
be progressed, or otherwise.  

4. The reason for the proposed waiting restrictions is to improve road safety and 
to regulate parking in Valley Park and the surrounding roads.  The effect of 
this order would be to introduce a ‘no waiting at any time’ restriction at 
locations where there are safety issues due to on-street parking (areas on 
Castle Lane, Conway Close, Donnington Drive, Montgomery Way and 
Odiham Close) and to introduce ‘no waiting Monday to Friday 10am-11am 
and 2pm-3pm’ in order to prevent all-day parking (on Castle Lane, Conway 
Close, Donnington Drive, Guildford Drive, Montgomery Way, Netley Close, 
Odiham Close, Velmore Road).   

5. To implement the no waiting restrictions it will also be necessary to revoke the 
existing Prohibition of Driving Order on Velmore Road.  Prohibiting driving in 
Velmore Road (except for access to those properties along it) in combination 
with the proposed waiting restrictions prohibiting parking at certain times of 
the day could be confusing to road users.  Further to this, the enforcement of 
Prohibition of Driving Orders can only be undertaken by the Police and is 
resource intensive.  Hampshire Constabulary have asked that the use this 
restriction, across the Borough, is reviewed with a view to revoking them and 
replacing with waiting restrictions where suitable. 

6. Plans TM01/01382/001RevA2 and TM01/01382/002 contained within 
Appendix B to this report show the location and extent of the proposed 
restrictions. 

Consultation 

7. Initial consultation was undertaken with the Police and locally elected 
Members. Elected members supported the proposed waiting restrictions and 
gave their approval for the public advertisement of the proposed Traffic 
Regulation Order.   



 

 

 

 

8. Hampshire Constabulary raised an objection (para 5) to the proposed waiting 
restrictions.  They are concerned that, once the proposed restrictions are 
introduced, vehicle parking will migrate to roads subject to Prohibition of 
Driving Orders. This will create an additional enforcement issue for Police 
where one previously did not exist. It will place additional burdens upon the 
Neighbourhood Police Team and an expectation for a level of enforcement 
beyond Police capacity to provide. The estate parking identified in this 
proposal is primarily a traffic management issue. The Highway Authority is the 
lead agency for resolving local traffic management issues which are most 
effectively dealt with via local parking restrictions.  

9. Hampshire Constabulary requests that the current proposals are amended to 
include revoking the Prohibition of Driving Orders in the surrounding area and 
replacing them with waiting restrictions similar to those proposed. The 
reasoning behind this is that drivers have a better understanding of, and are 
more likely to comply with, waiting restrictions compared to Prohibition of 
Driving Orders. 

10. Subsequent discussion has taken place with Hampshire Police who have 
since agreed that they would retract their objection to the proposed waiting 
restrictions provided Eastleigh Borough Council commits to reviewing the 
waiting restrictions in the roads subject to a Prohibition Of Driving Order in the 
vicinity of the scheme within the 2016/17 traffic management programme.  
This agreement would allow Eastleigh Borough Council time to monitor the 
effects of the proposed restrictions and determine whether displaced parking 
proves problematic and to consider whether or not new TRO’s may be 
required. 

11. On the 20 November 2015 the proposals were formally advertised in the 
Hampshire Independent, on the Eastleigh Borough Council (EBC) website, 
the HCC Public Notices Portal and on public notices placed within the affected 
area.  Objections and letters of support were invited between the period 20 
November 2015 and 31 December 2015.  Public exhibitions were also held on 
21 and 23 November 2015. 

12. A total of sixty-one representations were received during the public 
consultation period for the proposed waiting restrictions on roads within 
Eastleigh Borough.   

13. Twenty-eight of the responses to the public consultation were objections, 
twenty-three were supporting the proposal and nine respondents stated their 
support if various amendments were made (e.g. the issue of residents 
permits, amendments to the location and extent of the restrictions).  A neutral 
representation was also submitted by Hampshire County Council to the 
proposed waiting restrictions. Although the County Council requested that bus 
stop clearway markings be installed in the bus stops on Templars Way in 
order to prevent them from being used inappropriately.   

14. Table 1 below shows the breakdown of representations received. The roads in 



 

 

 

 

the residential area of Valley Park have been shaded grey. 

15. Table 1: Representations by location 

Road Support Support with 
amendment 

Objection Neutral Total 

Castle Lane 7 4 6 - 17 

Conway Close 5 - 2 - 7 

Donnington Drive 3 1 1 - 5  

Guildford Drive 4 2 6 - 12 

Montgomary Way  4 - 2 - 6 

Templars Way - - - 1 1 

Velmore Road - 2 11 - 13 

TOTAL 23 9 28 1 61 

 

Consultation Response 

16. Each of the individual representations received are summarised in Appendix A 
along with the response of the Head of Transportation and Engineering.  The 
most frequently raised issues are summarised by location below. 

 
Castle Lane 

 
17. There were seventeen comments regarding the proposed restrictions in 

Castle Lane.  Seven of the respondents were in support, four supporting with 
amendment to the proposed restrictions and six respondents objected. 

 
18. The key areas of concern to the proposed waiting restrictions on Castle Lane 

that emerged from the consultation were: i) the area where no restrictions are 
proposed; ii) the proposed extension of the double yellow lines near Castle 
Lanes’ junction with Bournemouth Road; and iii) the section of proposed 
double yellow line near the boundary of Test Valley Borough Council. 

 
19. In the section of Castle Lane where no restrictions are proposed, three 

properties that front this section reported that parked cars close to their 
driveways make it difficult to exit onto Castle Lane as they restrict visibility.  
They believe that this would be worsened by the proposal.   

 
20. Four respondents made reference to the proposed extension of the double 

yellow lines at the junction of Castle Lane and Bournemouth Road.  They 
reported that there is not a significant problem at the junction and that parked 
vehicles help to keep traffic speeds down. Conversely another respondent 
stated that the double yellow lines at junction should be further extended.  

 
21. Four respondents stated they are opposed to the double yellow lines 

proposed to the front of their properties, near the boundary of Eastleigh and 
Test Valley, because they believe they are not justified or will cause 
inconvenience to residents, visitors, trades. A further two respondents stated 



 

 

 

 

that i) they support the scheme with amendment to the proposed double 
yellow lines as they felt they were too harsh, and ii) they support the no 
waiting restriction but not the double yellow lines.   

 
22. Six respondents said they support the proposed waiting restrictions because 

on street parking causes an obstruction to traffic flow, and/or access.   
 
23. The four respondents who stated their support for the scheme with 

amendment, requested the following: i) a change to the proposed restrictions 
on the brow of the hill (close to the Test Valley boundary) so that the double 
yellow line is on the south side of the road rather than on the north side, ii)  
the proposed double yellow lines near the Test Valley boundary be changed 
to a single yellow line (two respondents), iii) raised concern about parking by 
trades persons and suggestion that residents permits are issued. 

 
24. With regards to section of Castle Lane where no restrictions are proposed, 

this is intended to provide a small area where vehicles can park unrestricted.  
Some of the residential properties near the junction of Bournemouth Road 
have limited off-street parking and raised objections during previous 
consultations undertaken for proposed waiting restrictions on Castle Lane.  
Their grounds for objection related to lack of parking and justification for the 
restrictions.  Requests for the double yellow lines from the Bournemouth Road 
junction to be extended continue to be received due to safety concerns and 
therefore have been proposed as part of the scheme to deal with commuter 
parking.   

 
25. The area will provide parking space for a small number of vehicles and whilst 

it is acknowledged that parked cars can make it harder to exit properties, it is 
not believed that the proposals would worsen the current situation for these 
residents.  Rather than there being a long line of parked vehicles there would 
be the occasional vehicle parked to the west and opposite, on the single 
yellow line.  In the unrestricted section there would be up to three parked 
vehicles meaning that the visibility splay from these properties would be 
improved.  

 
26. Visibility splays of 43 metres can be achieved from the properties affected, 

albeit with some obstruction by parked vehicles.  This accords with guidance 
set out in Manual for Streets and Manual for Streets 2.   Advice provided on 
obstacles to visibility splays in built-up areas is that in practice it does not 
create significant problems.  It is possible to exit carefully from the affected 
properties in Castle Lane until oncoming traffic can be seen.  Furthermore if 
the proposed waiting restrictions are implemented the envelope of visibility 
would be improved by removing some of the existing parked vehicles. 

 
27. The proposed extension of the double yellow line restriction on Castle Lane 

from its junction with Bournemouth Road was advertised following requests 
from members of the public and local Members.    

 



 

 

 

 

28. The extension to the existing waiting restrictions on Castle Lane is proposed 
in order to improve traffic flow at the junction of Castle Lane and Bournemouth 
Road.  There have been reports that during peak hours, when there is also a 
queue of traffic waiting at the lights to exit Castle Lane,  vehicles parked near 
the junction on the south side of Castle Lane can obstruct traffic entering 
Castle Lane from Bournemouth Road. 

 
29. The current road layout allows a queue of three cars to wait at the signal 

controlled junction without causing any obstruction to passing traffic entering 
Castle Lane. 

 
30. In 2014 the extension of the double yellow lines was proposed and at that 

time, following consideration of objections received, some monitoring of the 
site was undertaken.  During the monitoring periods no obstruction to traffic 
flow or road safety issues were witnessed. It was highlighted that if traffic 
flows and queues at this junction were to increase it could cause obstruction.  
Any obstruction could impact on Bournemouth Road, due to vehicles being 
unable to enter Castle Lane.  Bournemouth Road is a C class road where it 
meets Castle Lane and becomes a B class road at its junction with Leigh 
Road (A335). It carries high volumes of traffic and it is a major bus route. 

 
31. This committee met on 22 January 2014 and gave consideration to the 

objections received to the proposed restrictions on Castle Lane and the 
potential benefit of the restriction if introduced.  The decision of the Committee 
was not to implement the proposed restrictions on Castle Lane at that time 
and to monitor the situation.   

 
32. Since 2014 complaints have continued to be received and during site visits 

queue lengths had extended. In view of this the proposal to extend the 
restriction has been re-advertised and is the subject of this consultation and 
objection report. 

 
33. The no waiting at any time restriction from the brow of the hill west towards 

the Borough boundary was proposed for road safety reasons.  When travelling 
uphill towards the Bournemouth Road junction, forward visibility is limited.  
The introduction of no waiting at any time along this stretch of the road would 
reduce the likelihood of conflict with oncoming traffic because vehicles will 
remain on the correct side of the road. 

 
34. In response to requests for residents’ permits, unfortunately it is not feasible to 

introduce such a scheme in Castle Lane or its surrounding roads because the 
majority of properties have off-street parking. Eastleigh Borough Council has 
delegated residents parking matters to Area Committees, which have to meet 
the full costs of implementing, maintaining and administering permit schemes. 
Very few, if any, residents would need to purchase a permit to park on-street 
making the scheme financially unviable.  

 



 

 

 

 

35. The following extract is taken from Hampshire County Council’s Traffic 
Management Policy and Guidance 2014 and supports our approach: 
‘Residents’ parking schemes will only be provided if most residents have little 
or no off-street parking space and if residents’ difficulty in finding a space to 
park is caused by the parking of non-residents vehicles.  In situations where a 
road is being used as long stay parking by commuters, for example, but most 
residents have off-street parking, a single yellow line restriction preventing 
parking for part of the day will be more appropriate if a need for restricting 
parking has been identified.’ 

 
Valley Park (Conway Close, Donnington Drive, Guildford Drive, Montgomery 
Way) 

 
36. There were a total of thirty representations relating to roads within the 

residential estate of Valley Park.  Sixteen of the representations were in 
support the proposed restrictions, three supported with amendment to the 
proposal and eleven objecting to the proposed restrictions.  A summary of the 
comments received are broken down by road below. 

 
Conway Close 

 
37. Seven representations were received with regard to the proposed waiting 

restrictions in Conway Close (including one supporting comment that made 
specific reference to both Conway Close and Montgomery Way). Five 
respondents were in support of the proposed restrictions and two objected.   

 
38. Two of the objectors stated that waiting restrictions are not justified and would 

be an inconvenience to residents and their visitors. One of these respondents 
also felt the proposal was in breach of the Human Rights Act. 

 
39. The five respondents in support of the proposed scheme commented that it 

would reduce access problems, pavement parking and congestion. 
 
40. An application for a disabled persons parking bay has been submitted by a 

resident in Conway Close concerned about the impact of the proposed waiting 
restrictions.  The application is currently on hold, if the proposed waiting 
restrictions in Conway Close are implemented then a disabled bay will be 
provided for the applicant.  In order for the bay to be utilised the section of 
proposed single yellow line adjacent to the pinch point on the west side of 
Conway Close would need to be omitted from the Traffic Regulation Order. 

 
41. Should the restrictions not be implemented to the full extent, thus leaving 

some space for residents to park at all hours of the day (including the position 
that the applicant currently parks), then there will be no need for the bay to be 
implemented.  

 



 

 

 

 

42. The committee should note the objectors’ concerns regarding justification and 
inconvenience; this will need to be balanced by the supporting representations 
received.   

 
43. In response to the suggestion that the proposal may be in breach of the 

Human Rights Act, it should be pointed out that case law supports that traffic 
regulation is not in-and-of-itself a contravention of the Article 8 right to respect 
for private and family life.  Further, it can be confirmed that the proposed 
waiting restrictions have arisen following numerous complaints by residents 
over a number of years.  Complaints have been received regarding all day 
parking by non-residents causing inconvenience, obstruction, as well as 
safety concerns.   

 
44. It should be noted that Traffic Regulation Orders have to be made lawfully and 

in accordance with the Local Authorities Traffic Orders (Procedures) (England 
and Wales) Regulations 1996.  This Statutory Instrument sets out the 
procedure for making Traffic Orders and provides all individuals with the 
opportunity to object and for all representations to be considered prior to 
making a decision on whether or not to proceed with the proposed order. 

 
Donnington Drive 

 
45. Five representations were received to the proposed waiting restrictions in 

Donnington Drive.  Three respondents were in support of the proposed 
restrictions, one supported with amendment to the scheme and one objected 
to the proposed waiting restrictions. 

 
46. The objector is concerned about where they would park during the restricted 

periods.  The individual who ‘supports with amendment’ has requested that 
the corner of Donnington Drive be double yellow lined to prohibit parking on 
the corner. This section of Donnington Drive is in Test Valley and will be 
referred to them for consideration.  

 
Guildford Drive 

 
47. There were twelve representations received regarding the proposed 

restrictions in Guildford Drive (including six comments that also made specific 
reference to Guildford Drive, Montgomery Way, Donnington Drive).   

 
48. Four of the respondents were in support of the proposed restrictions, two 

support with amendments (the issue of permits for residents) and six objected 
to the proposals. As residents permits would not be introduced in this area, 
these two supporters with amendment are assumed likely to object to the 
proposal, meaning that there are a greater number of objectors than 
supporters to the proposed restrictions in Guildford Drive. 

 
49. Those supporting the advertised restrictions stated that the roads are too 

narrow and obstruction and safety issues are caused by parked cars.  Of 



 

 

 

 

those who objected five stated that the proposed restrictions would 
significantly impact resident/visitor parking and would be too restrictive on 
residents.   

 
50. Whilst a higher proportion of respondents objected to the proposed waiting 

restrictions the total figure is low given the number of properties in Guildford 
Drive (fifty-eight), suggesting that the majority of households are either in 
support or indifferent. 

 
Montgomery Way 

 
51. Six responses were received to the restrictions proposed in Montgomery Way.  

Two representations were objecting to the proposed waiting restrictions and 
four were supporting. 

 
52. Two objectors and one supporter objected to the double yellow lines south of 

the footpath/cycleway because they believe them to be unnecessary from a 
safety perspective and will restrict parking for residents and visitors.   

 
53. Another supporter requested that the one hour restriction should be extended 

the whole length of Montgomery Way. 
 
54. Two objectors and one supporter stated that permits should be available. 
 
55. The proposed double yellow lines on Montgomery Way will replace the 

existing white markings that were installed previously to improve safety on the 
bend in the road and junctions.  The proposed restriction was extended further 
north in order to incorporate the junction of Donnington Drive and the shared 
cycleway/footway.  There is an option to reduce the length of the restriction 
slightly to approx. 10 metres north of Donnington Drive however it should be 
noted that this would result in zone signs being positioned outside property 
windows. 

 
56. It is not possible to introduce a resident’s permit scheme at this location 

because the majority of properties have off-street parking (Para 34). 
 

Templars Way 
 
57. A request was received from Hampshire County Council to consider adding 

bus stop clearways to the bus stops along Templars Way, between 
Montgomery Way and Lulworth Close.  To prevent the proposed changes in 
the wider area from resulting in these two lay-bys being used inappropriately. 

 
58. If the proposed waiting restrictions are implemented as advertised the bus 

stop clearway markings will be introduced. 
 



 

 

 

 

Velmore Road 
 
59. There were eleven objections submitted to the proposed restrictions in 

Velmore Road and there were two respondents supporting the proposed with 
amendment to the proposed scheme.   

 
60. In addition, Ward Councillors obtained and reported the following data which 

was obtained personally after the consultation period had ended; 9 supporting 
households, two undecided and one objecting.  

 
61. For information the combined data shows there are 10 households in support, 

9 households against and 1 undecided. (Please note that some of the 
households submitted more than one representations during the consultation 
period e.g. from husband and wife and therefore the figures provided by the 
household data will differ). 

 
62. The information received during the consultation period was as follows: 
 
63. Five objectors believe there is no justification to the proposed restrictions. 

That there is little parking during the day and it does not cause access or 
safety issues nor does it cause any difficult exiting drives. 

 
64. Eight respondents stated they object to the proposed no waiting Monday to 

Friday 10-11am and 2-3pm or to not being able to park outside their home, 
which would cause inconvenience to residents and that trades and deliveries 
would be affected. 

 
65. Two respondents stated that Velmore Road is a sensible place for employees 

to park (it is wide and residents have off-street parking).  They state that the 
proposed will displace car to less suitable roads. 

 
66. There were two representations supporting the removal of the Prohibition Of 

Driving Order. One objection was raised because they felt that restrictions 
need to be proposed with the Prohibition of Driving otherwise they would be 
inadequate.   

 
67. The two who support the proposal would prefer the Prohibition of Driving 

Order to be enforced. However if the proposed restrictions are introduced 
would reluctantly support it with the introduction of residents permits.  One 
objector also requested resident permits if implemented. 

 
68. The inconvenience that the proposal will cause to residents should be noted.  

The reason for the proposed no waiting is to prevent all day parking.  During 
the informal consultation stage concern was raised that vehicles currently 
parked within surrounding roads, which are subject to proposed waiting 
restrictions, will be displaced to Velmore Road.  

 



 

 

 

 

69. Whilst there may be limited problems currently in Velmore Road any displaced 
parking is likely to move to Velmore Road and therefore it was included into 
the proposals.   

 
70. It should be noted that loading and unloading is permitted on no waiting 

restrictions and therefore deliveries to properties will be unaffected. 
 
71. Unfortunately there are no exceptions for visitors.  Trades persons can apply 

for a dispensation to park through our customer service centre.  They would 
need to complete an application form with the details, times and dates of their 
visit and Parking Services will consider the application. 

 
72. It is not suitable to introduce waiting restrictions as well as have the current 

Prohibition of Driving Order in place  (paras. 8-10).  It is not feasible to 
introduce a resident’s permit scheme at this location because the majority of 
properties have off-street parking (Para 34). 

 

Financial Implications 
 
73. The cost of the TRO and associated signs and road markings would be 

funded through the Traffic Management Agency budget.   

74. Any amendments or new proposals which require the Traffic Regulation Order 
to be re-advertised and further consultation to be carried out will incur 
additional costs in terms of staff time and advertisement expenses that were 
not included in the original estimate for the work. Due to time and budget 
limitations such changes would be better addressed through inclusion in a 
future TRO. 

Equality and Diversity Implications 

75. An equal opportunities assessment has not been carried out because the 
report does not contain proposals for significant changes to existing services, 
polices or strategies and does not introduce any new services, policies or 
strategies. 

Conclusions 

76. One objection was received by Hampshire Constabulary.  This has 
subsequently been removed provided the existing Prohibition of Driving 
Orders in the area are reviewed, with the intention of revoking them and 
replacing with waiting restrictions. No other objections were received from 
other statutory consultees.   

77. Limited objection was received from members of the public to the proposed 
waiting restrictions and revocation of the Prohibition of Driving Order. 

78. In the interests of road safety and in order to deal with commuter parking 



 

 

 

 

issues it is recommended that the proposed waiting restrictions in Castle Lane 
are implemented as advertised. Given the objections raised to the unrestricted 
section to the front of 2 and 4 Castle Lane Committee should consider 
whether to advertise the extension to the single yellow line in a future Traffic 
Regulation Order to be undertaken. 

79. In view of the limited number of objections received to the proposed waiting 
restrictions in Valley Park (Conway Close, Donnington Drive, Guildford Drive, 
Montgomery Way) it is recommended that the proposed Traffic Regulation 
Order is implemented as advertised (except for the section on Conway Close 
where a disabled persons parking bay is to be provided). 

80. Committee should consider whether the proposed waiting restrictions in 
Velmore Road should be implemented or not given the written objections 
received.  The revocation of the Prohibition of Access Order in Velmore Road 
should be revoked as advertised.   

81. It is recommended that Prohibition of Driving Orders within the vicinity of this 
scheme are reviewed in next year’s Traffic Management programme with a 
view to revoking the orders and replacing with waiting restrictions. 

ED VOKES 
Head of Transportation & Engineering 

 
Date: 14 March 2016 
Contact Officer: Tracy Haskett 
Tel No: 023 8068 8230 
E-mail: tracy.haskett@eastleigh.gov.uk 
Appendices Attached: A – Representations received 
 B – Plans TM01/01382/002 and TM01/01382/001RevA2 
Report No: EN1256 

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972 - SECTION 100D 

The following is a list of documents which disclose facts or matters on which this 
report or an important part of it is based and have been relied upon to a material 
extent in the preparation of this report. This list does not include any published works 
or documents which would disclose exempt or confidential information. 

None 


