
BISHOPSTOKE, FAIR OAK AND HORTON HEATH LOCAL AREA 
COMMITTEE  

Wednesday, 10 March 2021  

TRO, VARIOUS ROADS BISHOPSTOKE AND FAIR OAK 

Report of the Traffic Management Engineer 

 

 Recommendation(s) 

It is recommended that   
 
(1) Waiting and parking restrictions are introduced as advertised on the following 

roads: 

Breach Lane, Dartington Road, Bow Lake Gardens, Sedgwick Road, White 
Road, Nelson Road, Sandy Lane, Winifred Close, Bishops Court, Fair Oak 
Road; 

(2) Amended waiting restrictions are introduced as described in the report on the 
following roads: 

Church Road, Longmead Avenue, Stoke Park Road, Edward Road; 

(3) The proposed “No waiting Monday to Saturday 8am to 6pm” restriction on 
Church Road Bishopstoke is withdrawn; 

(4) An amendment is made to the provisions of the Borough of Eastleigh 
(Bishopstoke, Fair Oak and Horton Heath)Consolidation Order 2017 (as 
amended)  such that  up to six Disabled Person’s Parking bays can be 
introduced as required in any road within the Local Area which currently 
contains at least one Disabled Person’s Parking bay. 

 
 

Summary 
 
A proposal to introduce waiting and parking restrictions in various roads in Bishopstoke 
and Fair Oak was advertised on 29 January 2021.  Representations were received both in 
support of and objection to the restrictions.  This report summarises the comments 
received and recommends how to proceed 

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

Agency Agreement between Hampshire County Council and Eastleigh Borough Council 
dated 10 September 2019 
 

 

Strategic Implications  

Creating an excellent environment for all by removing obstructive and 
inconsiderate parking  

Introduction 

2. Various roads in the Local Area have been investigated in response to 
reported problems such as obstructive parking.  Site investigations were 
undertaken to assess the issues being experienced by road users, and to 
decide on appropriate measures to mitigate the issues.   

3. This report details the comments received during the public consultation 
period.  The Committee is asked to consider the comments received, before 
making a decision to introduce, amend or withdraw the Traffic Regulation 
Order. 

Detail 

4. Consultation was undertaken by means of a Public Notice on the Eastleigh 
Borough Council website, published in the Hampshire Independent 
newspaper, and posted on street furniture in the vicinity of the proposed 
restrictions.  The Public Notice was also posted to properties directly affected 
by the proposals.  Plans showing the proposed restrictions are in Appendix 1, 
along with amendments recommended in the light of comments or objections 
received 

5. 48 representations were received, in relation to seven sites.  There were also 
four objections relating to the proposal to introduce up to six Disabled 
Person’s Parking bays as required, in various roads within the Local Area. 

6. The objections for each site are summarised below, along with the Engineer’s 
response.  The full (redacted) text of the representations can be found in 
Appendix 2 

7. Longmead Avenue junction with Church Road  

Comment Engineer’s response 

Twelve objections were received to 
the proposed “No waiting Monday to 
Saturday 8am- 6pm” restriction 
outside St Mary’s Church on Church 

The proposed “No waiting Monday to 
Saturday 8am- 6pm” restriction was 
intended to provide a place for Blue 
Badge holders attending church 
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Road Bishopstoke; the objections 
were from the Church Parish Council, 
other parish officials and members of 
the congregation. 

The clerk of Bishopstoke Parish 
Council queried if there was an 
exemption from the waiting restriction 
for wedding and funeral cars  

services and for wedding and funeral 
cars to wait.   

Given that the Church Parish Council 
and members of the congregation feel 
that the status quo offers the best way 
of catering for the needs of the 
various users of the church, it is 
recommended that the proposed “No 
waiting Monday to Saturday 8am- 
6pm” restriction is withdrawn.  

Three objections were received to the 
proposed “No waiting at any time” 
restriction at the junction of 
Longmead Avenue and Church Road.    
the objectors rely on being able to 
park on-street, and would wish to 
maximise the available kerbside 
space 

It is recommended that the proposed  
“No waiting at any time” restriction on 
the south-east side of Longmead 
Avenue is reduced in length by 2 
metres, such that the restriction would 
run from the “Give Way” marking 
north-westwards to the top of the 
dropped kerb ramp.  Given the 
relatively wide bellmouth at the south-
east side of the junction, this 
amendment should address some of 
the objections, whilst maintaining 
appropriate visibility for users of the 
junction. 

It is recommended that the proposed 
No waiting at any time” restriction on 
the north-west side of Longmead 
Avenue is implemented as advertised, 
to give appropriate visibility between 
road users, including pedestrians, 
given that sightlines are shorter than 
on the south-east side owing to the 
geometry of the junction. 

8. Bishops Court 

Comment Engineer’s response 

Ten representations were received 
from residents of Bishops Court.  
They are not objecting to the 
proposed “No waiting at any time” 
restrictions, but request that the 
restrictions are extended further into 
Bishops Court along the narrowest 
part of the road. 

We will add the requests for  
additional restrictions further into 
Bishops Court to the list of sites for 
investigation for a future scheme. 

It is recommended that the proposed 
restrictions are introduced as 
advertised. 
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9. Breach Lane and Church Rd in vicinity of Dartington Road 

Comment Engineer’s response 

One resident commented that there is 
a daily problem finding somewhere to 
park, due to the ongoing building 
works and the number of dropped 
kerbs.  They query the need for the 
double yellow line in front of 118 
Church Road. 

 

The request for removal of the waiting 
restrictions outside no 118 Church 
Road will be added to the list of sites 
for investigation for a future scheme. 

It is recommended that the proposed 
“No waiting at any time” restriction on 
Church Road at its junction with 
Dartington Road is reduced from 17 
to 10 metres south of Dartington 
Road, because the adjacent bus stop 
is now redundant, since the service 
was withdrawn some time ago. 

Another resident objects to the 
proposed “No waiting at any time” 
restrictions outside Nos 1-3 Breach 
Lane, as this will encourage more 
vehicles to park on the north side.  
This is likely to result in driveways 
being blocked.   

Residents of Breach Lane have been 
in the habit of parking on both sides of 
the road, with the vehicles on the 
south side of the road partly on the 
footway.  This practice obstructs the 
passage of larger vehicle (which 
frequently use the road to access 
Bishopstoke retirement village) and 
pedestrians, and damages the kerb 
and footway.  From observation, most 
vehicles are parked on the north side.  
If residents find that their driveway is 
regularly obstructed, they can apply 
for an access protection marking.  It is 
recommended that the proposed “No 
waiting at any time” restrictions on 
Breach Lane are implemented as 
advertised. 

10.  Sedgwick Road 

Comment Engineer’s response 

Three representations were received.  
The BlueStar bus company supports 
the proposed restriction, which will 
improve overall journey time reliability 
and contribute to journey time savings 
through the Transforming 

The reason for the proposed 
restriction is to provide a passing 
place for traffic, including the Bluestar 
2 bus.  This location was selected to 
coincide with multiple dropped kerb 
accesses to driveways, in order to 
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Cities Project. 

One resident objects to the proposal 
because they have recently had a 
dropped kerb and access protection 
marking installed, so that they are 
able to park in front of their driveway. 

Another resident has also recently 
had a dropped kerb and access 
protection marking installed, but does 
not object to the proposed 
restrictions.  Both residents have 
asked for the cost of the access 
protection marking to be refunded if 
the proposal is implemented 

minimise the loss of kerbside parking 
places. 

The access protection marking is 
intended to highlight a dropped kerb 
access which should be kept free of 
parked vehicles.  It should not be 
provided if residents intend to park 
across their own dropped kerb.  There 
is kerbside parking elsewhere in the 
road, on a first come, first served 
basis. 

The residents have been informed 
that EBC will refund the cost of the 
access protection markings to the 
residents concerned if the proposal is 
implemented, in the interests of 
fairness. 

It’s recommended that the restrictions 
are introduced as advertised. 

11. Stoke Park Road 

Comment Engineer’s response 

Three representations were received, 
two in favour of the restrictions, and 
one objection.   

The objection is on the basis that the 
junction of Stoke Park Road and 
Sedgwick Road is wide with excellent 
visibility and only has light traffic 
usage.  Cars parked on the north side 
do not impede the BlueStar 2 bus 
service.  The school bus only runs 
once a day 169 days a year, which 
hardly justifies an “at any time” 
restriction. 

No restrictions are proposed on other 
nearby junctions used by the No 2 
bus; these junctions are much tighter. 

 

The proposed waiting restriction on 
the north side of Stoke Park Road is 
intended to give sufficient room for 
larger vehicles, including a school 
bus, to turn right from Stoke Park 
Road into Sedgwick Road.   

Recent information is that the school 
bus has been discontinued.  Given 
that the case for the restriction on the 
north side of Stoke Park Road outside 
No 43 is somewhat marginal, it is 
recommended that the proposed 
restriction outside No 43 is removed, 
but the remainder is introduced as 
advertised. 

 

12. White Road 
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Comment Engineer’s response 

Eight representations were received, 
from six households. 

Four objectors agree with the 
proposed restrictions at the junctions 
at either end of White Road, but 
object to the proposed restrictions 
along the west side, as they or their 
visitors rely on being able to park at 
the kerbside.   They feel that the 
proposal will exacerbate the parking 
issues in nearby roads, and two of the 
objectors feel that a better solution 
would be to close one end of White’s 
Road to stop rat-running traffic, and 
one suggests a permit parking 
scheme be considered. 

Residents of two households have 
requested that the proposed waiting 
restrictions on Edward Road be 
reduced as one of them relies on 
being able to park outside his house.  
If he had to park further along the 
road, it would be difficult for the 
neighbour opposite to manoeuvre in 
or out of his driveway.  He also 
suggests that a parking bay partly on 
the footway, similar to those in nearby 
Nelson Road could be provided. 

The carriageway on White Road is 
approximately 6 metres wide, and it is 
observed that in general, vehicles 
park with all four wheels on the 
carriageway on the east side, and 
partly on the footway on the west 
side.  The carriageway is not wide 
enough to allow parking on both sides 
without obstructing the passage of 
vehicles.  Parking on the footway 
obstructs the passage of pedestrians, 
and damages the kerb and footway.  

Complaints about traffic travelling 
along the road are outside the scope 
of this report, and closing one end of 
the road would not address the issues 
caused by the parking that takes 
place within in the road. 

A permit parking scheme would not 
be suitable in this area where the 
majority of residents have at least one 
off-street parking place and the 
kerbside space is taken up by the 
residents themselves 
(notwithstanding the temporary influx 
of contractors’ vehicles associated 
with the nearby developments). 

The footways on White Road are not 
wide enough to allow a parking bay to 
be constructed partly on the footway, 
if funding was available for such a 
scheme, the width of footway required 
would be at least 1 metre which would 
leave an unacceptably narrow strip of 
less than half a metre available for the 
passage of pedestrians. 

It is recommended that the proposed 
restrictions on Edward Road are 
reduced by 2 metres outside No 44, 
which should meet a request 
expressed by three of the objectors.  
It is recommended that the remainder 
of the proposed waiting restrictions at 
this site are implemented as 
advertised.  Much of the east side of 
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White Road would still be available for 
parking, and the number of 
contractors’ vehicles in the area 
should reduce over time as the 
nearby developments are completed. 

13. Sandy Lane/Winifred Close 

Comment Engineer’s response 

Three representations were received, 
two objections and one supporting.  
The objectors are concerned that the 
proposed restrictions will not prevent 
parking on Sandy Lane opposite the 
junction with Winifred Close.  They 
feel that the restrictions would be 
better on the west side of Sandy 
Lane, because this is on the inside of 
a bend and cars are often parked 
here. 

The supporting comment is that the 
proposal is very sensible, but could 
be improved by extending the 
restrictions further north to include the 
frontage to 117 Sandy Lane, because 
vehicles exiting Inglewood Gardens 
have their sight line to the right 
compromised by large vehicles which 
are often parked there. 

The proposed restrictions are 
intended to protect visibility for users 
of the junction with Winifred Close 
and Sandy Lane, and to improve the 
passage of vehicles on Sandy Lane 
(including local buses), by restricting 
kerbside parking to one side of the 
road on this part of Sandy Lane.  
Whilst this side of the road is on the 
inside of a slight curve, it is a gentle 
curve and the parked cars do not 
compromise visibility of oncoming 
traffic.  At this location, the 
carriageway on Sandy Lane is 
approximately 7 metres wide; if a car 
is parked opposite, this gives a 
running carriageway of 5 metres 
which is more than enough room for 
vehicles to manoeuvre in or out of 
Winifred Close.  There are no 
recorded injury accidents during the 
last five year period.  

We will add the request for further 
restrictions on Sandy Lane to the list 
of sites for consideration in the next 
financial year. 

It is recommended that the 
restrictions are introduced as 
advertised. 

14. Disabled bays (various roads) 

Comment Engineer’s response 

Four comments were received 
objecting to the imposition of up to 6 
disabled bays on their road 

There are no current proposals to 
install any new Disabled persons’ 
parking bays (DPBs).  The proposal in 
question is to amend the existing 
TRO in such a was so as to enable 
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the Council to install up to six DPBs in 
a road, as required for disabled 
residents, without having to go 
through a TRO process each time.  
This would make the process of 
installing and removing DPBs much 
quicker and more flexible.  Residents 
directly affected by proposed DPBs 
would still be consulted.  It is 
recommended that the committee 
approves this proposal as advertised 

15. No representations were received in relation to the proposed “No waiting at 
any time” restriction at the junction of Rose Close and Church Road, the “No 
waiting at any time on footway” restriction outside the playground in Church 
Road or the time limited parking bay in Fair Oak Road, and it is recommended 
that these restrictions are introduced as advertised. 

Financial Implications 

16. The costs of the TRO and associated road markings are funded from the core 
TRO Programme budget as part of the “Various roads” allocations, at a cost of 
approximately £4000 

Risk Assessment 

17.  If the proposals are not implemented, it is likely that the issues with 
obstructive and inconsiderate parking would continue  

(a) at the junctions of Church Road with Longmead Avenue, Bow Lake 
Gardens, Dartington Road, Breach Lane, Bishops Court and Rose 
Close;  

(b) at the junction of Sandy Lane and Winifred Close 

(c) at the junctions of White Road with Edward Road and Longmead 
Avenue 

(d) in Sandy Lane, Sedgwick Road, White Road and Breach Lane 

(e) in the layby outside the “Welcome” store in Fair Oak Road 

(f) on the footway outside the playground in Church Road 

Equality and Diversity Implications 

18. The Equality Act is relevant to the decision and an Equality Impact 
Assessment (EqIA) has been carried out and attached as Appendix 3 to the 
report.  In summary the EqIA shows that: 
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(a)  There is a positive impact to disabled road users by increasing the 
speed and flexibility with which Disabled persons’ parking bays can be 
implemented or removed 

(b) There are positive impacts to road users by prohibiting waiting at 
junctions, which improved visibility between road users (including 
pedestrians) at potential conflict points 

(c) There are minor positive impacts by prohibiting waiting at the kerbside, 
thereby discouraging drivers from obstructing footways and driveways 

(d) There is a minor positive impact to pedestrians by prohibiting waiting 
on a footway 

 
 

19. Climate Change and Environmental Implications 

The proposals should not increase Greenhouse Gas/CO2, or damage ecology 
or the environment.  Providing a passing place for traffic (including buses) will 
have a minor benefit in reducing congestion. 

 

Conclusion 

20. The proposals have due regard to the requirement of S122 of the Road Traffic 
Regulation Act, by securing the expeditious, convenient and safe movement 
of vehicular and other traffic (including pedestrians) and the provision of 
suitable and adequate parking facilities on the highway.  The proposed waiting 
restrictions attracted objections, comments and expressions of support.  This 
report takes into consideration all the representations received and 
recommends that the committee approves the introduction of the restrictions 
as advertised, with the exception of those amendments detailed in 
Paragraphs 7, 11 and 12 above, and the “No waiting Monday to Friday 8am to 
6pm restriction outside St Mary’s Church Bishopstoke, which it is 
recommended is withdrawn. 

BARBARA THOMAS 
TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT ENGINEER  

 
Date: 23 February 2021 
Contact Officer: Barbara Thomas 
Tel No: x8231 
e-mail: barbara.thomas@eastleigh.gov.uk 
Appendices Attached: 3 
 

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 
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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 


