
Appendix 1:  Representations received

Representation 1
Upper St Helens Road 
Hedge End 
Southampton 
Hampshire 

By email to traffic.orders@eastleigh.gov.uk 

31st January 2020 

Your reference: The Borough of Eastleigh (Hedge End, West End and Botley) (Amendment No 
8) Order 2020 

My reference: Letter of Objection 

Dear Eastleigh Borough Council, 
“We” would like to respond to your Statement of Reasons, for proposed Traffic Regulation Order 
(TRO) on Upper St Helens Road, Hedge End, published on 31st January 2020, allowing just 25 
days for the public to make representation and state our objection to, The Borough of Eastleigh 
(Hedge End, West End and Botley) (Amendment No 8) Order 2020. 

Reason A "for avoiding danger to persons or other traffic using the road to which the 
order relates". 
1) Your own report for the meeting dated 27th January 2020, confirms only one minor accident in 
last five years, which was not due to parking. This contradicts reason A for the proposed TRO. 
There is no evidence that specifically maintain the double yellow lines will decrease any danger 
to person or other traffic. Indeed your engineers report for the meeting dated 27th January 2020, 
confirms that cars parking along one side the road, act to calm traffic not increase accidents. 
2) Double yellow lines will still prevent those with elderly or disabled residents from parking 
outside the relevant house and instead require them to cross the road, which you would agree is 
more dangerous, than if those concerned could park on the side of the road nearest the relevant 
residence. This would again contradict Reason A, which you have given for the TRO. 
3) The monitoring of the speed limit has not been done for a long enough period of time. Indeed 
your own findings, state over 15 % of vehicles were travelling too fast. Allowing the road to be 
clear of parked cars, would only allow more vehicles to travel faster, not slower. 

Reason B "for facilitating the passage of vehicular traffic on the road" 
1) Neither any bus company or the emergency services have ever made any complaints about not 
being able to pass down Upper St Helens Road. 
2) All reports of vehicles not being able to travel down Upper St Helens Road, are hearsay and 
are supported with no admissible evidence that Eastleigh Borough Council can provide. The 
reasons that you have been given have been fabricated to suit your own argument, even though 
your report for the Agenda on 27th January contradicts your reasons for the above proposal. 

Reason C "or preserving or improving the amenities of an area" 
1) Your third reason is to "preserve or improve the amenities of the area", what are these? By 
placing unsightly double yellow lines Eastleigh Borough Council is degrading and making more 
cluttered the area, as your meeting report for 27th January 2020 concludes. 

Conclusion 
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Therefore “We” object to the double yellow lines, and request the red dotted section of proposed 
double yellow lines shown here is removed: 
https://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/media/6928/uppersthelens_2020_plan.pdf. 
Furthermore, continued restrictions on this road, will cause parking problems elsewhere or 
residents to continue to park on neighbouring roads without restrictions. 
Unless you plan to adopt the same approach to other roads in Hedge End, these actions are 
discriminatory against residents in Upper St Helens Road. There are no restrictions in Lower St 
Helens Road, which have similar conditions, of parking, traffic, pedestrians. 
Eastleigh Borough Council is unable to provide any evidence to support Reasons A-C, and 
therefore without good enough reason, this proposed TRO is unlawful. 
If it is not cancelled “We” will challenge it through the legal system, please provide details to 
whom should “We” submit a Letter of Claim, for loss of civil liberties and the distress this action 
is causing a number of residents, including those who are elderly. Is this a county court of high 
court matter? 

The main issue has been people parking on the pavement and grass verges (if this is the amenity 
you are referring to in Reason C), none of this will be prevented from single or double yellow 
lines, as certain residents and visitors have continued to park on the double yellow lines, 
obstructing the whole pavement/grass verge, which has been documented by Hampshire 
Constabulary following a report made by me, if you require evidence. 

Eastleigh Borough Council could have, as a first stage, sent a letter to residents asking them to 
park properly, as PC 2007 from Hampshire Constabulary did last September 2019. Had they done 
so, all of these parking restrictions, which have cost thousands of pounds, could have been saved. 
“We” would also like to know why all residents concerned were not notified on the meeting on 
27th January 2020, why these changes have been implemented now at short notice, and why only 
three weeks have been given for representation, given the current experimental TRO does not 
expire for another four months?  “We” look forward to your response within 21 working days. 
“We also request an independent tribunal looks at the contents of this letter”. Throughout there 
has been no adequate consultation, merely a series of orders by Eastleigh Borough Council. 

Regards, 

“Residents of Upper St Helens Road”

______________________________________________________________________________

Representation 2

Following on from the Hedge End, West End and Botley LAC meeting on 27th January 2020 and 
having read the new proposals, we would like to support the TRO for continued double yellow lines 
from 2 Lyons Place to 47b Upper St Helens Road.

From a personal viewpoint we can confirm that under section 13, there has actually been commuter 
parking by several ______________ vans on a regular basis from 6am until 6 pm parking on this 
stretch of road and also weekend and overnight parking of commercial vehicles used by residents of 
Lyons Place for their work which because of their size obstruct site lines on egress from driveways, 
causing blind spots and potential collisions.

Please forward to Head if Legal Services.



Many thanks.

___________________________________________________________________

Representation 3

Sirs,I understand that EBC wish to make permanent the double yellow lines on Upper St 
Helens Road.In my view they have improved safety and to some extent traffic flow ( this is
a busy through road) but the limited parking on the even numbered side still causes 
problems because it is on the inner radius of the bend which creates a blind spot over
almost the whole length of that section either travelling up or down the road, this causes 
blockages when ever a truck/vehicle/bus/car goes up or down forcing opposing vehicles to 
squeeze into gaps between parked cars,as the road is quite narrow.Since there is adequate 
off street parking I would recommend making the existing double yellow lines permanent and 
the limited parking double yellow as a further TRO.
___________________________________________________________________

Representation 4

Upper St Helens Road north-west side from 44.5 metres north of Heath House Lane north-
westwards to a point 83 metres south-west of Lyons Place, and from 16.5 metres north-east 
of Lyons Place north-eastwards to a point 5 metres north-east of the boundary of Nos 47b & 
49; south-east side from a point 15 metres south-west of its junction with Stockholm Drive 
north-eastwards to a point 23 metres north-east of that junction. I live at ______________ 
and wish to give my full support of the retention of the current double yellow lines. Previously 
There were vans parking outside my property completely obscuring my view of Stockholm 
Drive exit to Upper St. Helens. Many occasions causing close encounters when trying to exit 
my property. I attended the recent council meeting that agreed to support the retention of 
these trial restrictions and I was pleased with their decision. I know that all the houses along 
this section agree that it is now much safer and wish to keep it as it is now. Thank you in 
anticipation that you will support the council decision.
_________________________________________________________________________

Representation 5

Outside my house are double yellows which I agree with, opposite there are restrictions. I 
fully support the double yellows and think then should be down both sides of the road. From 
my house and up the road is at the smallest width and when the cars are parked on the road 
it’s a struggle to get off the drives. Every drive in the road is large and therefore cars don’t 
need to be even parked there. If there is a van parked in the road the buses struggle to get 
down too.
___________________________________________________________________

Representation 6

Why is there only a 'No Waiting' restriction in place at the end of the closed end in front of 
property no. 60 in Lyons Place so cars can park on the kerbside opposite properties no. 54, 
56 and 58. If there is a 'no waiting' restriction just in front of property no.60 this does not 
make sense and should be in place for the entire length of the kerbside from the Street Light 
which the order notice has been attached to, to the end of the closed end of Lyons Place.



Either have a 'No waiting' restriction in for entire side in front of properties no.54 to 60 or 
nothing at all. I would support having a 'No waiting' restriction in place for the entire side of 
the roadside opposite the properties as having cars parked on the kerbside is both  
aesthetically degrading in the closed end and also blocks off the pavement for any 
pedestrian use.
___________________________________________________________________

Representation 7

I attended the meeting at the Hedge End 2000 Centre on the 27th Jan 2020, and would like 
to make the following comments for your consideration. 

1. I am strongly in favour of retaining the double and single yellow lines with restriction to 
waiting times.  as installed, it has made a wonderful and safe traffic flow system up and 
down USH road.

2. I note that residents of Lyons Place complaining of limited Parking in their area. 

 3. To appease the residents of Lyons Place it would be far better and safer to remove the 
Double Yellow Lines between No 40 to No 46 to provide more parking spaces for them      as 
it is also CLOSER TO THEIR HOMES. Also there is a Disabled resident who consistently 
parks all the time on the double yellow lines in this area. This action could be incorporated in 
place of the point made in No 4. They could still have good vision when coming out of their 
road 

4. It is noted that you are proposing the removal of the double yellow lines on the south side 
of the Stockholm drive junction. This will be a extremely detrimental step as traffic coming 
out of Stockholm Drive will not have a CLEAR VISION to turn left and drive up towards the 
Top of USH road in the event of parked cars returning                

    BLOCKING THEIR VISION.

5. I also noted that the council stated that the grass verges is Council Property. In Certain 
areas the council could consider the widening of the road to provide a Lay By for parking of 
cars. 

_________________________________________________________________________

Representation 8

How are you able to justify the current £9500 spending on this when there is no safety issue?

I hate to imagine the yearly bill for experimental and permanent TRO for what will also probably 
have do good evidence for being required. As stated before, if there is any safety issue would not the 
best thing to do is reduce the speed limit to 20 MPH, after all at 0 MPH, the risk would be zero?

But to state again, the report by Barbara on 27th Jan said there were no safety or accident issues, 
commute parking, so how can you say in the reason for the permanent TRO it is for safety and then 



state, in your letter “ianausti_20-02-2020_17-33-55 (which I’ve attached), that you do not accept 
this, and that this is just someone’s opinion:

This is not merely someone’s opinion, but also the conclusion of your senior engineer Barbara 
Thomas, who wrote in her report for the 27th Jan 2020 in the supplementary agenda 
 https://meetings.eastleigh.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=253&MId=6407&Ver=4 the following, 
why are you ignoring what she has written?:

https://meetings.eastleigh.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=253&MId=6407&Ver=4


Yet for the reasons for the proposed TRO you state the following, which therefore makes no sense as 
it contradicts the report. There are also no nearby amenities. Which you also give as a reason, this is 
not an opinion as you state in “ianausti_20-02-2020_17-33-55, but a fact. 

Therefore I  believe those at Eastleigh Borough Council, are now trying to come up with reasons to 
justify the expense of the experimental and proposed TRO, when you cannot provide any evidence 
or indeed your own reports provide evidence to the contrary. As I have already stated, FOI have 
shown there have been no reports by the emergency services or bus companies, and any reports 
from the same few residents are hearsay and unsubstituted.


