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CHANDLERS FORD AND HILTINGBURY VARIOUS ORDER REPORT

Report of the Senior Engineering Specialist 

Recommendation(s)

It is recommended that the Chandlers Ford and Hiltingbury Local Area Committee 
approve:

(1) The implementation of the ‘No Waiting at Any Time’ restrictions on Springhill Road, 
Steele Close and Ribble Close. as advertised.

(2) The amendment of the restriction across the frontage of 37 Fryern Close, removing 
this section from the order as a result of a resident’s objection.

(3) A review of Ford Avenue to include the northern end of the road and Tangmere 
Rise, before any order implementation. 

(4) A review of Brook Close to include the turning head, before any order 
implementation. 

(5) The Meon Crescent proposal with amendments, as indicated on the attached plan; 
and 

(6) The implementation of the Bournemouth Road restriction of waiting times within the 
layby outside of No 13 to No 17. 

Summary

A number of amendments to the current Chandlers Ford and Hiltingbury Traffic Regulation 
Order (TRO) have been proposed and consulted on as set out above.

Statutory Powers

Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984; Traffic Management Act 2004.
Legal Agreements

Agency Agreement dated 30 March 2009 between Hampshire County Council and 
Eastleigh Borough Council.
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Strategic Implications 

1. This report addresses a number of the strategic objectives: Tackling 
Congestion by dealing with inappropriate parking and helping to create an 
Excellent Environment for all.

Consultation

2. The formal consultation was advertised in the Hampshire Independent 
newspaper, on the Eastleigh Borough Council (EBC) website, the HCC Public 
Notices Portal and on public notices placed throughout affected areas. 

3. A number of comments were received regarding the proposals, and are, set-
out below.

Summary of Comments

4. This section summarises the responses received from residents in relation to 
each location and the Committee is asked to consider the comments received, 
in order to inform their decision on the implementation, or otherwise, of the 
Traffic Regulation Order.
 
The proposal for Fryern Close is designed to address obstructive parking at 
the western end of the close. One resident objected to the restriction across 
the frontage of No 37. On reviewing the objection it is apparent that the 
removal of section 81a  ‘’From the left hand boundary of No 38 in a north west 
direction to the left hand boundary of No 37 Fryern Close for a distance of 7 
metres’’ will still permit the restriction to address the issue it is designed to 
address.

The proposal for Ford Avenue is intended to address the regular obstructive 
parking at the Leigh Road end of the road and attracted three responses from 
Ford Avenue residents and three from Tangmere Rise residents (which is a 
small close off of Ford Avenue). All Six supported the proposals, but also 
mentioned the potential for the current issue to be displaced and requested 
that the measures be extended. Having visited the site and spoken to the 
residents it is considered prudent to apply to extend the proposed restriction 
to avoid the issue of displaced parking.

The proposal for Brook Close attracted three responses all of which were 
supportive. One  raised the question of the potential for parking in the turning 
head, which could cause access issues and also requested that the on street 
parking be limited to two hours. Having visited the site and spoken to the 
residents it is considered prudent to apply to extend the proposed restriction 
to avoid the issue of displaced parking.

The proposal for Meon Crescent has been proposed to address the issue of 
regular obstructive parking at the cul-d-sac entrance, inconsiderate parking on 
the footpath of the cul-d-sac and the obstruction of private accesses. This 
proposal received four responses three of which claimed there was no longer 
a problem to be addressed. The current situation has been confirmed with the 
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residents who brought the matter to the council’s attention and as a result the 
proposal is for the restrictions on the junction to remain, and the restriction 
alongside the footpath to be withdrawn from the proposal.

The proposal for Bournemouth Road attracted two responses; the first stated 
that whilst they welcomed the restricted time period, they felt the time could be 
shorter and the second objected to the restriction, claiming local workers have 
nowhere to park for the day. For information this proposal was intended to 
deal with the issue of local workers parking all day outside the shops, which 
was adversely affecting the businesses.  The time limits chosen are felt to be 
appropriate for the businesses at this location.  

Financial Implications

5. The cost of the TRO and associated signs and road markings are 
approximately £4000 and are funded through the Local Area Committee 
budget.  

6. Any amendments extending restrictions or new proposals will require the 
Traffic Regulation Order to be re-advertised and further consultation to be 
carried out. 

Risk Assessment

7. The risk is considered to be low as the objections have been considered and 
where appropriate, the points raised were used to amend the proposals 
before the order is taken forward to be made permanent.

Equality and Diversity Implications

8. The Equality Act is relevant to the decision in this report as the decision 
relates to eliminating discrimination, advancing equality of opportunity, or 
fostering good relations between different people in the following ways:  The 
decision/change of service will result in an improvement for people with 
mobility problems. A full Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) has not been 
carried out, because while there are some equalities impacts, it is not 
proportionate to carry out a full EIA.

Conclusion

9. The proposed Traffic Regulation Order to introduce new waiting restrictions in 
Chandler Ford and Hiltingbury received nine positive objections (in that the 
writer feels the measures should go further) and one comment supporting the 
proposals and asking if additional measures could be considered locally. 
Additionally it received five objections, relating to specific elements of the 
order.

10. This report takes the comments into account and makes a recommendation to 
address the points raised by minor adjustments (reductions in restriction) to 
the order. 
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DAVID PICKETT
Senior Engineering Specialist

Date: 25 January 2019
Contact Officer: David Pickett 
Tel No:
e-mail: david.pickett@eastleigh.gov.uk
Appendices Attached: Plan of each proposal

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.

* Appendicies
Plans of the restricted areas.

Bournemouth Road
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Charnwood Crescent

Meon Crescent amended plan
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Ribble Close

Fryern Close
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Springhill Close

Steele Close


