Meeting: Traffic Management Meeting

Date: 11 September 2013

Subject: Various Locations in Central Bedfordshire - Consider
Objections to Proposed Disabled Parking Spaces

Report of: Jane Moakes, Assistant Director Environmental Services

Summary: This report seeks the approval of the Executive Member for Sustainable

Communities - Services for the introduction of disabled parking space at
various locations in Central Bedfordshire following the publication of

proposals.
Contact Officer: Gary Baldwin
gary.baldwin@amey.co.uk
Public/Exempt: Public
Wards Affected: Caddington, Dunstable Central, Dunstable Icknield, Dunstable

Manshead, Dunstable Northfields, Dunstable Watling, Eaton
Bray, Houghton Hall, Parkside, Tithe Farm
Function of: Council

CORPORATE IMPLICATIONS

Council Priorities:
The proposal will improve road safety and improve parking facilities.
Financial:

The cost of assessing, processing and implementing the required Traffic Regulation
Order is approximately £12,000, but has been spread over the 2012/13 and 2013/14
financial years. This is funded from the Traffic Manager’s budget for unspecified
parking schemes, which is outside of the LATP process.

Legal:

None from this report

Risk Management:
None from this report

Staffing (including Trades Unions):
None from this report

Equalities/Human Rights:

None from this report

Community Safety:

None from this report



mailto:gary.baldwin@amey.co.uk

Sustainability:

None from this report.

RECOMMENDATION(S):

That the proposals to introduce disabled parking spaces at various locations in
the South of Central Bedfordshire be implemented as published, with the
following exceptions:-

a) The proposed disabled space in Cantilupe Close, Eaton Bray be withdrawn

and consideration be given to identifying an alternative location to the

front/side of the applicant’s home.

Background and Information

1.

The provision of dedicated parking bays for individual with mobility problems and
who are holders of ‘blue badges’ has always been a difficult and delicate situation.
Historically it was addressed by the use of advisory parking bays but this was far
from ideal and led to disputes when non badge carrying vehicles were parked in
the bays and could not be legally challenged.

In order to better regulate this provision Central Bedfordshire Council
implemented a policy that subject to budget and consultation, can provide a
legally enforceable parking bay for those applicants that meet the criteria within
the new policy. This requires the advertisement of a Traffic Regulation Order.

To make best use of the available finance requests are being managed on an
area by area basis with a single TRO covering a number of sites on the ‘batch
order’ principle that has been adopted for ad-hoc TROs to reduce publishing and
other costs.

This is a proposal to introduce Disabled Parking Spaces at various locations in
Central Bedfordshire. The parking spaces have been requested by disabled
people who wish to have a disabled parking space outside their homes. Some of
the requests have been on hold for some time, for a number of reasons, including
the development of the revised policy.

The proposals were formally advertised by public notice during July and August
2013. Consultations were carried out with the emergency services and other
statutory bodies, relevant Town and Parish Councils and Elected Members. Local
residents and businesses likely to be directly affected by the proposals were
individually consulted by letter.

No objections have been received in response to published proposals in:-

e Allenby Avenue, Dunstable

e Chiltern Road, Dunstable

e Graham Road, Dunstable

¢ Cemetery Road, Houghton Regis




e Cumberland Street, Houghton Regis
e Plaiters Way, Houghton Regis
e Trident Drive, Houghton Regis
e Lancotbury Close, Totternhoe

e Park Avenue, Totternhoe
Consequently, it is recommended that these be implemented as published.

7 In respect of the other locations, the following representations have been
received:-

e Alfred Street, Dunstable — 1 objection

e Churchill Road, Dunstable — 1 objection

e Park Street, Dunstable — 2 objections

e Victoria Street, Dunstable — 2 objections

e Fenwick Road, Houghton Regis — 2 objections.
e Fensome Drive, Houghton Regis — 1 objection
e Church Mead, Studham — 2 objections.

e Cantilupe Close, Eaton Bray — 6 objections.

Copies of all representations are included in Appendices D to K and are
summarised below.

8. Bedfordshire Police has no objection to any of the proposals.

9. The main points raised by those objecting to the proposed disabled parking
spaces are as follows:-

10. Alfred Street, Dunstable

The objector says that the couple who have applied for the disabled space are
active and often stay away from home. Given the fact that many residents have
more than one car and there is insufficient on-street parking capacity, it is unfair
for them to have a disabled space that will be frequently unused. Due to its
length the disabled bay will effectively take up two parking spaces.

11. Churchill Road, Dunstable

The objection is on the grounds that the applicant has a driveway that could be
used for parking. On-street parking is already heavy in Churchill Way and the
proposal will remove a valuable space. The objector questions how long the
applicant will be living at this address.




12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Park Street, Dunstable

The objections are from residents who live immediately adjacent to the proposed
disabled space and feel that it would cause them significant inconvenience as
they would not be able to park directly outside their homes. One points out that
there is sufficient parking space in the bay opposite the applicant’s home. The
disabled person is not the driver and could be dropped outside the home and the
able-bodied driver could then park elsewhere. The disabled space would de-value
their property

Victoria Street, Dunstable

The houses where the applicant lives already have allocated car parking areas
that are not available to other residents of Victoria Street. One of those parking
areas has a disabled space which is under-used. Parking is heavy in Victoria
Street, so a further space would be lost if the disabled bay is installed. Disabled
people already have the 3 hours exception from most parking controls which is
sufficient for most of their needs.

Fenwick Road, Houghton Reqis

The objectors say there is not enough space for all the residents to park their
vehicles outside their homes without losing one more. One objector works shifts
and is already unable to find parking when he returns home in the early hours. It
is suggested that the grassed area in front of nos.44 -52 be converted to parking.
The applicant has a garage which should be used for parking. One applicant
claims that they intend to drop the kerb outside my own property, so that they
could install a driveway and the disable space would prevent this. The disabled
space would reduce the number of cars that could be parked in that particular
area.

Fensome Drive, Houghton Reqis

The disabled space is longer than is necessary for a private car. The applicant
does not encounter any difficulties in parking outside their home, so the space
cannot be justified. The disabled space will involve the installation of an unsightly
sign and post.

Church Mead, Studham

The objectors question the need for this disabled space in such a road. There are
eight bungalows and four of the residents have blue badges, three of which do not
see the need for a disabled space.

Cantilupe Close, Eaton Bray

The objectors say that the disabled space would obstruct the passage of
emergency vehicles and reduce forward visibility which has safety implications.
The space would also create problems for the residents who live opposite when
attempting to manoeuvre on and off their driveways. The applicant apparently
normally parks in the parking areas located to the front/side of their home further
into Cantilupe Close. This parking place is only very slightly further in walking
distance than the proposed disabled space would be. It would make more sense
to mark out a disabled space in that area. A police officer has allegedly previously
asked the applicant to move his vehicle from the site of the proposed parking
space to the aforementioned parking areas.



18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Responses and Conclusion
Bedfordshire Highways’ response to the points above are as follows:-

The Council’s policy dictates that to be eligible for a disabled parking space the
applicant must be a blue badge holder and be receiving Disability Living
Allowance at the Higher Rate for Mobility. These criteria confirm that the
applicant has been assessed as having severe mobility issues and the Council
is not in a position to make further judgements regarding an applicant’'s medical
condition. Consequently, the following responses do not refer to any medical or
mobility related issues that any of the objectors might have raised.

These disabled spaces have been designed to be used by the individual who
applied for the space. However, they cannot be reserved for one particular
person or vehicle, so if the disabled bays are installed they could be used by
any blue badge holder.

Alfred Street, Dunstable

On-street parking is heavy in Alfred Street due to the fact that most properties
have no off-road parking, but that is the very reason why the applicant needs a
reserved bay outside their home, otherwise they might be forced to park some
distance from their home and walk. The size of disabled parking spaces are
necessarily larger to give disabled persons more space to get into and out of
their vehicle and room to load/unload essential equipment.

Churchill Road, Dunstable

The applicant does have a driveway, but it is rather awkward to manoeuvre a
vehicle onto or off of it. There are suggestions that neighbours deliberately park
in such a way that their cars make it extremely difficult or impossible for the
applicant to use their driveway. If the applicant moved out and the disabled
space was no longer required it could be remove, but a revocation Order would
need to be made

Park Street, Dunstable

This location is difficult in the respect that residents all park on the side of the road
opposite to where the applicant lives and therefore it is impractical to mark the
space directly outside their home. There is a parking bay on the opposite side of
the road, which should be used for parking parallel to the road. However, due to
the fact that Park Street is one-way, drivers normally park at right angles to
maximise the space available. A disabled space could be marked at right-angles
to the road, but it would appear rather odd, particularly when not in use as it would
protrude a significant distance out into the road. It is not always practical for a
disabled person with severe mobility issues to be left to unaided whilst a partner
parks or collects the car.




24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Victoria Street, Dunstable

There are two off-road parking areas, both apparently owned by the housing
association for their tenants. The one at the rear of the applicant’s home is
located fairly close to their home, but appears to be well used and does not
contain a disabled space. Consequently, it is likely that this is frequently
unavailable to the applicant. The other parking area may be too far away for
someone with mobility issues, although it does have a marked-out disabled
space. Assuming that the applicant currently parks in Victoria Street, the disabled
space will not have a significant impact on the number of parking spaces available
in that road, it will simply mean that the applicant can be confident that a space
will be available outside their home.

Fenwick Road, Houghton Reqis

Parking is heavy in the area, which is one of the reasons for the application. The
grassed area to the front of the applicant’s home is a relatively narrow strip of
land that would be difficult to utilise for parking. There is a block of garages
close to the applicant’'s home, but regrettably residents appear unwilling to use
the garages, presumably because they do not feel that their cars will be safe
there. Drivers tend to park in a fairly indiscriminate manner at the end of this
road and it is possible that the disabled space would bring about a net reduction
in parking capacity. An enquiry was received from one of the objector about the
possibility of installing a vehicle crossover in April 2013, but there has been no
further correspondence on the matter. In any event it would appear to be feasible
to accommodate both the disabled space and the dropped kerb access.

Fensome Drive, Houghton Reqis

The dimensions of disabled spaces are dictated by Regulations and must be
larger than general purpose spaces due to the needs of disabled people. It is
accepted that parking is not exceptionally heavy in this road, but the applicant
claims that they are frequently unable to park outside their home. The proposed
space can be accommodated within the frontage of the applicant’s property and
therefore will not have a significant impact on others.

Church Mead, Studham

The applicant meets the criteria and there is a convenient parking area outside
their home which could be converted to a disabled parking bay. The disabled
space could be used by anyone with a blue badge; be they a resident or visitor.

Cantilupe Close, Eaton Bray

It is highly unlikely that a parked vehicle on this stretch of road would prevent
access by emergency vehicles. The road is not especially narrow and if
necessary the emergency services would drive over the footway to reach their
destination. This is a residential estate road carrying relatively little traffic and the
alignment of the road should keep speeds low. Hence, a parked vehicle at this
location is unlikely to create any significant road safety concerns. It is entirely
possible for vehicles to be currently parked on the length of road identified for the
disabled space, so residents might already be faced with having to deal with
parked cars opposite their driveways. It is expected that with careful manoeuvring
drivers would be able to access/egress their driveways should a car be parked at
the proposed location.



However, the applicant reportedly already uses the parking area to the front/side
of his home and these spaces would seem to be a more sensible location at
which to provide a disabled space. Consequently, it is recommended that the
current proposal be put on hold pending consideration being given to providing a
disabled space at this alternative location. See illustration below.

Proposed
s disabled bay

Parking area to
location

front/side of
applicant’s home

Appendices:

Appendix A — Overview mpas

Appendix B — Drawings of Proposed Disabled Parking Spaces
Appendix C — Public Notices for Proposed Waiting Restrictions
Appendix D — Objection — Alfred Street, Dunstable

Appendix E — Objection — Churchill Road, Dunstable

Appendix F — Objections — Park Street, Dunstable

Appendix G — Objections — Victoria Street, Dunstable
Appendix H — Objections — Fenwick Road, Houghton Regis
Appendix | — Objection — Fensome Drive, Houghton Regis
Appendix J — Objections — Church Mead, Studham

Appendix K — Objections — Cantilupe Close, Eaton Bray



Appendix A

- Park Street,
Dunstable ,
bl Bedfordshire
College -
5 Dunstable_ Campus %m
: \\\Q- () f%
& %
A Grove House = f:] Rl
o 2 Gardens % 2 paneR
E 5
e e e
Iz o Rd
= ton
. . MG chureh 5t "
Victoria Street, 5UNST MBI E
Dunstable . Alfred Street,
e %",;\P Dunstable
ptd? Bennetts o YT Bark
'l'l:rltvs.-nih::.ﬁ:)‘;h Recreation () Road Par
(é Ground e
%Q‘b %“‘o' %
< 2 A
1 % <
5 -
o c 2 Q.‘)o.
&F & %
g %
A (-
& -
?’ Lark Rise Lower RN i
Academy e
L
) 055}‘5@ .
LE T
P e Churchill Rd,
@ Downs Golf Club Dunstable
o
s
L. if s
%
b &
s * o University Technical
‘3_;. O\S“ %’* * College of Central
Lo %, 9}06 %‘"0, Bedfordshire
® o % 2
gROTARR o 2, &
e i ® L
5 o % @
2 2 % 3
o ) AL e =]
P K BB A =
2 i % % %
o . ol b, 4 g
b ,
e o & k) &
%at r;‘f"&“ o %’? 2 %9‘3030\
= %
i L o .
z 1 o “ o7 | Fenwick Road,
) o .
E\w\\zﬁ F Boptiaty b e Houghton Regis
2 = = @ o
= = ] e &
2 =] = a s
., % 28 N1 g L3
S g 3 2
8 socd N 2 S o
b d =} £
< N = -
% b © %
> = é_g Q:'F Py E‘bh\lt ) g;.&
a:_' 5 % & # .| Fensome Drive, % et
8 Thed?’ d & Houghton Regis '
L p d Rd
art = ST wheatfield R
’&0’3 e £8 o s e Gty o 0
o, B 00 Cres & 3 -
o B e & o \6?\ % s
E 3 R F AS S L ad o
E o . B ook 3
i) <3 L U, = 1
£ &, i, <)
L5 'F,p \v&,\-\\-{‘&" e e,Q‘“ G%-;v g
O'd, W B q\t_\‘e-“ ® dé}
.:,.Bnéu““ B ;:.I'\“Ea H&r:-
2 & T



Studham Bed - B
and Breakfast =~ ﬂf“
el
S
Ea
Eell Wood
Caps Grove
5t Mary th g
ary the =
Virgin, Studham (&) o
- %!'—_
™
0
Grove g Tannells e g ‘u,ngwﬂ“h R
— %&d
X o
E Xy
7
2 Church Mead,
B T
% Studham &
DHAM i
g @
A
®  commel Fid
Ci
CMman gy common Rd
Studham Sports /-
& Social Club
)
CLEMENT'S
7 END
S
N ¢
7 Y
S e
L
Rycote Farm (=
\
7'/,6, \
fye
Nossiter and Barnett
=) Limited Plumbing \
and Heating \
y@,&,‘? \
o \L
S
\\
Eston Béay | N\
- Methodist (i
soani@ N
The Orchards
S 2 1
~_ g ’s”ways Z_.
< e
= £ /
Northyt gy = 2 §
Yty 1< L
— -, The White L
e »,,",'D'\U'lﬁnd Horse 77\'&\999"‘9 = ——
T—— N Comg )
St M: Wallace g Eaton Bray (
1 0, S L
Cantilupe Close, N Saes > FEC
E: B
Eaton Bra & o SN\
y <> - e I =
% e Nurserie:
& gy i
& z
Ouzel & 2
Landscapes $ % '7% e
& & %
& Ik &
ACT Signs - g 0/’6‘ &
& Shopfitting = 9,
N and Signage
&
& %, .
) & N
< ¢ s 4 gaton P8
4 “'Pb Pe<c\ {96
S i 3
i £
F 2,
Knig® &




Appendix B

FA AY

- 100-000-94¥009

[E on Bumelg

oS L1DE TIOUAUE "SOURSYIND WIEM SYLDV SN0 Mol

fawy @ wbukdon 0ozZL - AEds

W SUsISuUSWIg ¥y :8zig Big eubug

‘Aeq Bunyed
pa|qesip pssodold

uojjepodsuel |
apiL Bumeig

[ ED0TWT | ETOEFO00L 0N S0UE]

PUNCO SUNSIUICIESE ROUID £ pSnpLday
sOupSSoasd WD 0
UogISSLG O e fRUW PUR JBudes
WD S30ULL LCADMEUU BATUOINTYT
WEHADOD umsesy
300 LU0 IR RH
#0 JBIOEUED S8 0 LOETRAUS Uy
DMISIVIN AIAENES IDNWNORD
S waly pasnpauday

(12201 NYD) =igeisung
198118 pauIY €1

awep j2efolg

)

Hn _uu.quﬂ.l.Es

Adwo

o~ SBRO
PEpINGEUCD Sy CLHOlVLE  EEd
UOIANISU0D 104 10N pddy
Japus) o4 849 PHUD
JUSLUWOD o4 Wi ‘ubisag
Aeunugaid TN CUMEI]

3eg  |pady|pyud]  siElep uoisiay |Aey

Ajuo siapjoH

abpeg ps|qesiq
10} aoeds Bunjiey

AN\
Vo o
\ N\ @%r.v 6///
9,
/ ’,
P
v #
8
e
A
Paqeg
[I2M MOj 0}
pexy aq o} sje|d

Bwp(a[qeisunp - j8a0)s paie £ | £L2L04) 100-000-9.F009\5Hip aay [\Ease yiompedisdeq Bupied paigesip 54 Fogg\Bunsswbusslemybly anyspiojpaqy] - jai sid

1 In




P AN

- ¥00-000-9.+v009

Ay op Bumelg

Aawy @ wbuidoo umous sy aleas

W sudisuaWIg Y - 8@1s Bug [eubug

"‘Aeq Bunpyied
pajqesip pasodold

uolelodsuel |
B[] Buiweig

[ E00TWT | ETDERI00E "ON SURI
THLE L1SE TUOUSUS ‘SPURSYIED WIRA SYUORSSN0H Loid
RUNCT SNSNOREE ROURD g FENDuGE S
shupssacsd g o
uogroasaud of pes) ARw pue ylufdos
ST RO USRINETA B ST
WBLEDDD umeE
‘300 fauogsg sAEslep =H
50 SN0 A S0 WOESRRIS S
DAY ASAENE SONYNTEO
2 Wy BRIl

(L266TLNYD) a[geysung
Aep) semog +

awep) aloig

ASpICpag

o

O3 ASUE MMM '

Fa B0

pEjangsucd sy CLElVLL  Eeg
USHanISuo 104 NON  pddy
Japua) 104 g8do  PyuD
JUSLULLGD 104 VN ubisag
faeunuaid TN CUwEID
2eq  |pddy | pyud SIE}Sp UOisineY  |Aed

AJuo siapjoH

abpeg pajgesig
\\-\\\\\ 10} s2eds Bunjied

/
/
ﬁ% /
& /o
9 /o
o /°/
\/.f ~ /
VIR

Brap (sjqesunp - Aem 53)M00 L4662 1] FO0-000-9.LF009\SEID 3Al [\Bale oM pe\sAeg Dupued pajqesip 9. F009\0uneswius|sAemybiy anyspioipsq ] - ja1 a4

nne | 1 I I 1 | I I 1 In




FA A

- 900-000-94¥009

ray op Bumeig

fawy @ wbufdoo 0ozilL - Seas

W SudiSUSWIg ¥y 8215 Gug euibug

‘Req Bunyied
pajgesip pasodold

uoljepodsuel |
2L Bumeig

[ SO0TWT | ST0SF000) 0N 20U
DLS 2198 TIOLIS ‘SPUSSEIID WEM, SHUDN SEN0H Kolid
PUNCT SUNSIICESE ROUD 10 pRonpodes
SOupss0asd AR 0
UCANIS0U Of PE AEL PUB JBUASSY
M E30ULL] LOORPaIdas PISUTERRY)
WBukdoD ume
@m0 Geuomess sisalen SH
o ARIRE MEEE B e
DMV ASNENS FINYNORO
4 wag pIAptaY

(9G2€¥7LNHD) slgeisung
‘193118 MJed €2

awep 12loig

L]

W=D

N 0T AIWE MMM '

~ 180

PIINGEUCD S chiamil  =eg
UOMINUISUCD 104 10N pddy
12pus) jod 849 Pyud
JUSWIWLOD Jo4 Wi uBisag
Freununaig WIN umElg
SEQ  |pady|pauD|  SiEep Uosiaey |Aey

AJuo siepjoy
abpeg pe|gesiqg
10} @oeds Bunjed

oBpey —
porgEiC PN
mfw\o \\/
- \\.H.Uﬂr \.\
SRS %
AN\ \\\.&@
NN S

Gmp(sdp 2/qRISURD - 19245 WIBd £ 9G/CF 1) 900-000-9.#009 |80 aA [\Base yomped\sieq Bunued paigesip 9. p003\Bussubuaisfemybiy anyspiopsa - a1 aid

oot | 1 | 1 | 1 ] | | 1 lo




TA A

800-000-94¥009

ARy op Bumesg
fawy @ wbufdoo oozl 8eas
W suoIsuawIg ¥y - =25 bug [euibug

‘Aeq Bunpjied
pajqesip pasodoid

uoljepodsuel |
8L Bumeig

(06¥8¥1 NYO) algeisung

}23.)S BLOIA GO}

awep 1aioid

ANSPIoJpSY

=D

u—j._u.u.uw WE MMM '

7 JBH0

pajINgsUsD 8 CLA0LL  ed
UDOINOSU0D 104 TON  pddy
Ispua) 104 849 PHuD
JUSLULLOI 104 wN “uBisag
FaEUNalg VIN UmEIQ
aeq pddy | pyuD SHElap uoisiaay  |Aay

Auo s1epjoy
abpeg pajgesiq
10} s2eds Bued

[ §00TVT ) ETOEPO00L DN S0USIN]
TS L1OE TUOUIUS ‘RARSEINGD- B SHUOR SENCH LCd
I2UNCD SUSIIIESE ROUSD.A BEINpLTSY
slupssocsd B2 10
uognI3said o ped SELS pUR JUBNAd0s
o salULu Uomnposday DRSUCENEUN
TalutoD umo
R0 LRuaTs LAEsRN BH
O RIOLU0T D 0 SOTIULSC 30
SNV ASAHNS SONYNOEO
U1 Wy, pIonpada

Gmp (sdp sigeisung - J8al)s BUCIIIA GOI. 0G#8F L] 800-000-9.#009\sHup 8y [\ease yiompedsieq Bunyed peigesip 9. F009\Buusawbus slemubly aiyspiojpsqy] - jal siid




TA A

- 1 10-000-94¥009

oy op Buiweig

fawy @ whufdoo 0ozl - eeas

W susisuawng FY 2215 Big ewbug

‘Aeq Bunyed
pajgesip pasodold

uoneyodsuel |
2] Bumeig

(266061 NY2)
sibay uoybnoH

‘PeOY olmus4 ot

awep 1eioig

walg

00 K DUE RN '

Ajuo siapjoH

abpeg pe|qesiq
10} a2eds Bunjed

[ E0OTW b EZDEFO00L “ON 3303301
TLE L1DE TUCWAUS SURSEISD MBA SHUOp Snon loug
NG USRS RGUS D A9 PRSIy
“SOUESEIn (A3 K
LgRIaST 0 P3| KR PUR JYDNAdo
R SBLEL LORINpsda) PRTIgneUT
B0 U
D URUDTED SRR EH
20 SFINANCT) S8 10 BOISSRERT U M
DMV AZNENS IONYNOED
D w0y paINpud

IS FETTs)
pajanysuod sy clialil  =Ea
UDQINGSUCD J04 10N pddy
Jzpuay Jog gds  -PHYD
JUSLUILLGD 104 wiN cubiseq
AreunulEig WM CUMEI]

sjeq  |pddy|pyuo

S)IEISP UDISIASY  |ASY

\
// ) \ *
\ D
@ aww.
© KRR P
Wov A

Ewp (S0P SI0a] GOJEnoy - PEo YoImUs] 9F Z6S0G 1] 1 10-000-9ZFO091SEIP 341 [162I6 YoM PES|SAE] DUNIEd Do[qesip 5 FO090uIeatBuSEAemUB aiyspiopagy] - 159 515

ool 1 1 | I 1 1 1 I 1 In




T AN

Aay

010-000-94¥009

opy) Bumesq

[ B00TWT ) ETDEFO00 oM SUNT

fawy @ wohuidoD 0ozl - Eels

W suDIsuswWIg ¥y - 8zIg B1Q [euibug

‘Aeq Bunpjed
pajgesip pasodold

uofjepodsuel |
2L Bumesg

(L11L9EL NYD)
sibay uoybnoH
‘DAlIQ Bwosua4 |9

awep) 1eloig

TLS L1DS UOUSUS TRURSENGD "R SHUDK “SENcH Lokd
[FUNG AUNSIESE RAURD 3 BRInpAE Y
“sBupssowd D 0
LCANZRS0M ) BEE SR PUR uBuiDe
wouD SA0ULD UomNPoaday PISUOENELN
JoSURSTD URSED
300 auanesg sisslen SH
0 BN0LUOD A0 o Lorss|uLEd U
DNIYILATNENS IONYNTRD
Sl Wwag paonpeiday

Aluo slapjoy
abpeg pajgesiq
1o} s2eds Buryed

ANspIojpag

{ale]

x:.uﬂ..nw._._ﬂ._s.’; ‘

7~ =230

pajINsucd 8y ELR0VZE  -Sied
UD{2MsLoD 104 10N pddy
Jspua} 104 R e]
JUBLLULLCD 104 Wi uBisaQg
AaeuLnaid WIN UmEIg
seq | pddy | pyuD S|IBjap UoISIASY  [ABY

Bmp (sdp sifias uojyBinoy - aAUp SWOSU3) | | F9E L] DL0-000-9.2+#009\STup aA) [(eae yiompeo\sAeq Bunued ps|gesip 9/ F00g\busssubusisiemyBiy anyspioypsqy] - JaJ sjid

ool | ] | | | 1 ] 1 1




FA A

- $10-000-94¥009

raY opN Bumwesg

fawy @ wiufdoo
W suoIsusWg

00Z:L - =eas
¥y 3215 big euibug

‘Aeq Bunjied
pajgesip pasodolid

uoljeuodsuel |
a1 Bumesg

(7196 NYD) weypnis
‘PESIAl YouNyd 9

awen paioig

[ 500w | ETDEFOE0L oM SOURT
TLS LLDS TUCUAUS TRURSEIND MEM, SHUON FEnoy Loug
[PNCD AURSLGEIE RGUID T FRONpLIY
stupssacsd By 40
LORNZS S0 0 BRS MRW puR juliuioes
WD SRl SCAITEI PR
FSuido uRsey
R0 URuanes sl SH
0 RO D 0 OSTIULST e e
DNV ATNENS ITNYNDED
4 woy pasrpuday

Ajuo sispjoy
ebpeg ps|qesiq
10} a2eds Gunjed

RANspIopIg

=D

x:.uﬂ..uw.._._ﬂ..!.s.; ‘

~ e

pEINGSU0D B cLagiLL  s=ed
UOHINISLOD 10 TON pddy
J2puayiog 849 PyYD
JUSWILLCD Jod wiAl subisag
Freunuysig ]
sjea |pddv|puo sEjep uoisinay  [Asy

Bmp {5dp - WBYPMS - PESW Y2unyd 9.7£ 196] G10-000-9.F009\501p A [\Bale yiompea\sieq Bupued pajgesip 8. F008\BulssubusisiemyBly aiyspiojpsq)] - a1 a4

oo |

1 | | | | | | | | lo




VA A

LEN

- 610-000-94¥009

oN Bumeg

Aawy @ wbufdon

05z - SEs

W suDISuaWwIg

¥y :azg Dig eubug

pajgesip pasodold

‘Aeq Bunyied

uonepodsuel |
apy) Bumelq asolD) adnnues)

(Z¥¥L61NYD) Aeig uoje3

aso|D adnjpue ¢ e
awep) 1alold __ |
| @
o ﬁ. k
amspioipag ©| &
| m
) -]

o ASUUE" MMM

, -fru(/

Ajuo siapjoy

~ 120

ebpeg pajqesiq

PRJINASU0D BY

1o} a2eds Buied
CHLAOVSE  =1ed

USIINSuo 1o ON pddy
JapUa) 104 g2d9  Pyud
JUSLLIWOD 104 8490 :ubisag
AeunUald TN CUAEIT

21eq  |pddy | pyud

SiElap UDISIASY  [ASM

DR TS

OISO e S PP B T B0 D00 OZ P0G LiD Sy (e S0t JIom P eoysA ey Dungred Delqe st 57 Pony D nne s aihns S e Ty Sy STy et 1o =1

oo | 1 | | | | 1 | 1 1 Io




Appendix C

Bedfordshire

PUBLIC NOTICE

CENTRAL BEDFORDSHIRE COUNCIL PROPOSES TO INTRODUCE DISABLED PERSONS’
PARKING SPACES AT VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN CENTRAL BEDFORDSHIRE

Reason for proposals: The proposed Order is considered necessary in the interests of
improving parking facilities for disabled persons. The proposed disabled parking spaces are
mainly in residential streets where on-street parking is heavy and disabled persons frequently
experience difficulties in finding a parking space close to their home.

Effect of the Order:
To introduce Parking Places for Disabled Badge Holders at the following locations:-

1. Alfred Street, Dunstable, north-east side, from a point in line with the south-east flank wall
of no.13 Alfred Street extending in a north-westerly direction for approximately 7 metres.

2. Allenby Avenue, Dunstable, west side, from a point in line with the south flank wall of no.28
Allenby Avenue extending in a northerly direction for approximately 7 metres.

3. Chiltern Road, Dunstable, south-east side, from a point in line with the boundary of nos.34
and 36 Chiltern Road extending in a north-easterly direction for approximately 7 metres.
(re-location of existing disabled parking space)

4. Churchill Road (south-east spur), Dunstable, south-east side, from a point approximately 2
metres north-east of the boundary of nos.2 and 4 Bowles Way extending in a north-easterly
direction for approximately 7 metres.

5. Graham Road, Dunstable, south-west side, from a point in line with the projection of the
north-west flank wall of nos.42/44 Graham Road extending in a south-easterly direction for
approximately 7 metres.

6. Park Street, Dunstable, south-east side, from a point approximately 3 metres north-east of
the boundary of nos.24 and 26 Park Street extending in a south-westerly direction for
approximately 7 metres.

7. Victoria Street, Dunstable, south-west side, from a point in line with the boundary of nos.92
and 94 Victoria Street extending in a south-easterly direction for approximately 7 metres.

8. Cemetery Road, Houghton Regis, north-east side, from a point approximately 2 metres
south-east of the north-west flank wall of no.6 Cemetery Road extending in a south-easterly
direction for approximately 7 metres.

9. Cumberland Street, Houghton Regis, south-west side, a point in line with the boundary of
nos.1 and 2 Malmsey Cottages extending in a north-westerly direction for approximately 7
metres.

10. Fensome Drive, Houghton Regis, north-east side, from a point in line with the boundary of
nos.79 and 81 Fensome Drive extending in a south-easterly direction for approximately 7
metres.

11. Fenwick Road, Houghton Regis, south-west side, from a point approximately 1 metres
south-east of the boundary of nos.40 and 42 Fenwick Road extending in a north-westerly
direction for approximately 7 metres.

12. Plaiters Way, Houghton Regis, north-west side, from a point approximately 5 metres north-
east of the boundary of nos.81 and 83 Plaiters Way extending in a north-easterly direction
for approximately 7 metres.



13. Trident Drive, Houghton Regis, at the southern end of the parking bay at the south-eastern
corner adjacent to Neptune Close for the full depth of the parking bay and extending
northwards by approximately 4 metres (parking place at right angles to road).

14. Church Mead, Studham, east side, for the whole of the southern parking area from a point
in line with the boundary of nos.4 and 6 Church Mead extending in a northerly direction for
approximately 4 metres (parking place at right angles to road).

Further Details of the proposal and plans may be examined during normal opening hours at
Dunstable Library, Vernon Place LU5 4HA and Houghton Regis Library, Bedford Square, LU5
5ES or online at www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/publicstatutorynotices. These details will be
placed on deposit until 6 weeks after the Order is made or until it is decided not to continue with
the proposal.

Objections should be sent in writing to the Transportation Manager, Bedfordshire Highways,
Woodlands Annex, Manton Lane, Bedford MK41 7NU or e-mail
centralbedsconsultation@amey.co.uk stating the grounds on which they are made by 26 July
2013.

Order Title: if made will be “Central Bedfordshire Council (District of South Bedfordshire) (Civil
Enforcement Area and Special Enforcement Area) (Waiting Restrictions and Street Parking
Places) (Consolidation) Order 2008 (Variation No *) Order 201*

Central Bedfordshire Council Marcel Coiffait
Priory House Director of Community Services
Chicksands

Shefford SG1917 5TQ

3 July 2013


http://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/publicstatutorynotices
mailto:centralbedsconsultation@amey.co.uk

Bedfordshire

PUBLIC NOTICE

CENTRAL BEDFORDSHIRE COUNCIL PROPOSES TO INTRODUCE DISABLED PERSONS’
PARKING SPACES IN TOTTERNHOE AND EATON BRAY

Reason for proposals: The proposed Order is considered necessary in the interests of
improving parking facilities for disabled persons. The proposed disabled parking spaces are in
residential streets where on-street parking is heavy and disabled persons frequently experience
difficulties in finding a parking space close to their home.

Effect of the Order:
To introduce Parking Places for Disabled Badge Holders at the following locations:-

15. Lancotbury Close, Totternhoe, north-west side of loop road, from a point in line with the
boundary of nos.21 and 22 Lancotbury Close extending in a south-westerly direction for
approximately 7 metres.

16. Park Avenue, Totternhoe, north side, from a point approximately 1 metre east of the
boundary of nos.16 and 17 Park Avenue extending in a south-westerly direction for a
distance of approximately 7 metres.

17. Cantilupe Close, Eaton Bray, west side, from a point in line with the boundary of nos.2 and
3 Cantilupe Close extending in a southerly direction for a distance of approximately 7
metres.

Further Details of the proposal and plans may be examined during normal opening hours at
Dunstable Library, Vernon Place LU5 4HA or online at
www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/publicstatutorynotices. These details will be placed on deposit
until 6 weeks after the Order is made or until it is decided not to continue with the proposal.

Objections should be sent in writing to the Transportation Manager, Bedfordshire Highways,
Woodlands Annex, Manton Lane, Bedford MK41 7NU or e-mail
centralbedsconsultation@amey.co.uk stating the grounds on which they are made by 16
August 2013.

Order Title: if made will be “Central Bedfordshire Council (District of South Bedfordshire) (Civil
Enforcement Area and Special Enforcement Area) (Waiting Restrictions and Street Parking
Places) (Consolidation) Order 2008 (Variation No *) Order 201*

Central Bedfordshire Council Marcel Coiffait
Priory House Director of Community Services
Chicksands

Shefford SG1917 5TQ

24 July 2013


http://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/publicstatutorynotices
mailto:centralbedsconsultation@amey.co.uk

Appendix D — Objection — Alfred Street, Dunstable

| am writing in regards to the letter | received from yourself regarding a disabled parking bay
outside 13 Alfred street.

| live at xx Alfred street opposite number 13. | don’t feel that a disabled bay is necessary on the
grounds that the couple who live at number 13 are very mobile and active, and are away every
weekend from Friday morning to Monday evening therefore 3 evenings out of 7 the couple
aren’t even at home. Thus telling me that if they are active enough to go away every weekend
is a disabled bay even necessary. And in the time they are away every weekend thats not just 1
parking space not being used but 2 because of the size of the bay you are planning. As all the
houses have no off street parking and alot of houses having more than 1 car, as both | and my
partner have a car each parking can be very limited therefore | feel this is very unfair on all the
residents in the area. Is a parking bay necessary for a couple who will only use it 4 nights a
week.

| await to from you soon please email me at my address



Appendix E — Objection — Churchill Way, Dunstable

I've recieved a copy of the above proposal and living at 2 Bowles Way | strongly object to the
plan as 4 Bowles Way has a perfectly servicable/usable drive, which from time to time they park
their car on, but most of the time choose not to.

My objection is - this access road is hard enough to park in (as it is so congested) without
people not using their drives but having a dedicated space.

One has to ask if the person is that disabled they need to park that close to their house, why
don't they park on their drive? Even closer!!

Also for how much longer will they be living in a town house which involves going up and down
stairs all the time?

If you go ahead and put the bay in, when the disabled person no longer lives there, how soon
will it be removed to free up parking spaces again?



Appendix F — Objections — Park Street, Dunstable

This is an email to formally object to the proposal of a disable parking bay in park street, Dunstable. The
parking space would be directly outside my front door, which would vastly restrict the parking options
for my family that includes my 19 month old son. | believe that there is sufficient space to
accommodate the proposal in the parking bay directly opposite 23 park street without restricting the
parking options outside 26 and 24 park street.

| have not been notified if any alternative options have been considered and would appreciate any
feedback regarding this matter. | strongly object to your current proposal and look forward to your
response.

Please accept this e-mail as record of our objection for the proposed disabled parking bay.
Ojection as follows-

1, it must be shown there are on street parking problems,we have recieved no evidence/data to
confirm this to be an issue.

2, disabled passengers may legally be picked up and dropped off any where on the highway as
the disabled badge holder is a non driver we believe there is no requirement for a disabled
persons parking space.

3, We believe as does our solicitor that our property will be devalued due to the proposed
parking bay and sign on our boundry fence therefore if this proposal were to go ahead we will
be seeking compensation.

4, There is ample parking opposite 23 park street in the lay-by which is always freely available.



Appendix G — Objections — Victoria Street, Dunstable

I would like to vigorously oppose the application to install a Disabled person
parking space in the space shown on your form CRN 148450.

I am a disabled blue badge holder and although do not have a vehicle at this
present time, | will again be having a mobility vehicle in September. | indeed had a
mobility car up until last April and a residents parking permit.

The applicant of this proposal lives in flats which indeed have their own car parking
areas and | feel that one of these spaces should be allocated instead. The residents
of Victoria Street with parking permits or anybody else are not allowed into this area
as your 2 signs state 'Tenants and Residents parking only' and 'SBDC Parking
strictly reserved for Residents only’.

How many more Victoria Street residents will be able to apply for special allocated
disabled spaces up and down this road? Blue badge holders, like me, already have 3
hours parking allowance and can park many places. Also anybody is allowed 2
hours free parking anywhere in these street bays and | feel that this is simply
enough for visitors, disabled or able bodied.

This would be taking away a much needed space in these 3 to 4 streets where a
majority of the households have permits, and there most certainly is NOT enough
car parking spaces already. Parking spaces here must be kept mainly for residents
especially as most of our houses do not have any drive-ways or off road parking.

Reference your proposal for a disabled parking space opposite my house.
I would like to object to this. The reasons are as follows;

1. The space is for a person who lives in the council flats that have
there own parking area at the rear of their property.

2. The street is already over crowded with cars with not enough
parking spaces.

3. There is a disabled parking space in the council block of flats at the
bottom of the road, which does not get used.

4. Residents of Victoria Street are not allowed to use the parking at
flats so why should we loose a space in the already congested
street.

5. It would be dangerous for person in question when getting in and
out of his vehicle, as Victoria Street 1s a rat run for cars that exceed
the speed limit.

6. There are normally plenty of empty spaces in their car park so
making one a disabled space shouldn’t be an issue and would be
safer for the person in question.



Appendix H — Objections — Fenwick Road, Houghton Regis

| write to you in regards to the purposed Disability parking space for number 46 Fenwick road,
Houghton Regis Dunstable. | have to strongly object to the purposed parking space. The
reasons for my objections are plain and simple There is not enough space for all the residents
to park their vehicles outside their homes already without losing one more . | Live at number xx
the allocated space is right outside my house therefore | would be inconvenienced at all times. |
am a duty manager at London Luton Airport and | work shifts which mean i finish work
sometime as late as 3 in the morning ,| already have to park my car blocks away due to the
volume of cars .The Garages allocated are not safe to use due to acts of mindless vandalism.

A better solution to solve all the parking needs for all the residents would be to Tarmac all the
grass area in front of houses 44 -52.This would mean no 46 could have a disabled parking
space outside HER own house and the other residents could also park outside their home
.Some of the residents already park on their front gardens including no 46 so this would enable
them to have driveways built.

In the Marsh Farm Estate in Luton ideas like this have been adopted and grass areas have
been tarmaced allowing more parking spaces and at the same time improving the overall look
to the area.

If a Disabled parking space is essential it should go to one of the residents whom lives at no xx
she is in a wheel chair and does not complain still works and is able to drive and parks where
ever spaces arise. The lady at number 46 is fit enough to walk her dogs 5 times a day and
mow her lawn and clean her windows. if this qualifies her to be disabled then i must be blind .

| strongly object to the proposal to put a disabled person’s parking space outside my property,
xx Fenwick Road.

Please find below the reasons for my objection:

1.) The applicant has a garage which should be used for parking. The access to the garage
is paved and would not cause anyone with disability difficulties to access.

2.) There are alternatives available to the applicant, she could for example ask for the road
to be extended to outside her property and then drop the kerb and park on her front
garden. The applicant already does this on occasion.

3.) There are proposals to open the road behind the property as part of the Woodside
project. If this goes ahead the applicant could use her back garden for parking.

4.) The proposed parking space would run directly outside my property, and not outside that
of the applicant. | had already contacted the council with a view of dropping the kerb
outside my own property so that | could install a driveway. This application would
prevent me from proceeding to drop the kerb outside my home and would effect my
rights to enjoy my property.

5.) The installation of the bay would also de-value my property as parking is already limited
in this area.

6.) All of the residents along our row have young children and so parking is essential to all
of the houses. At the moment parking is on a first come basis and so everyone is able
to, at some stage park close to their property. The installation of this space will block
where 2/3 cars are currently able to park and would have a detrimental effect on the
entire row of houses.

7.) 1 do not know the extent of the applicants’ disability however | do know the type of
property that she lives in. The house has a very steep and narrow set of stairs, if she is
able to live in this type of property | cannot see that she would have difficulty walking



8.)

from either the garage to her property or any other parking space along the main road.
The applicant is a dog owner and is able to walk her dog and so would be able to walk
from any parking space.

This bay is directly outside my property and | have not been contacted to give my
consent to it, which is outlined as part of the council’s policy.

| am objecting to this application as such a parking bay should only be installed if the
applicant has no alternative parking available as outlined in the councils’ own policy.
There is not an issue with parking in the area. If the applicant was granted it would have
a detrimental effect on the surrounding properties.



Appendix | — Objection — Fensome Drive, Houghton Regis

I refer to your letter dated 4™ J uly 2013 which contained details of a proposed disabled
parking bay outside No. 81 Fensome Drive, Houghton Regis LUS 5SF. T have emailed you
on 7 July 2013 (and again last week) but have not received confirmation of receipt from
yourselves and am therefore now writing to you as I feel I must raise the following objections
to the proposal:

1)

2)

The extent of the proposed parking bay covers the entire frontage of 81 Fensome
Drive, a length of some 6.6 metres. As the residents of number 81 have only one
vehicle, this is far larger than is necessary for them to park a single vehicle and to gain
access to it. 1also notice that the edge of the proposed parking bay (as per drawing
600476-000-010) comes in line with the demarcation line between numbers 81 and 79
Fensome Drive, Surely, and considering that there is no property to the other side of
nr 81, the parking bay could be made smaller so that the edge of the proposed bay
could be moved back somewhat away from the boundary line between the two
properties?

I understand that the disabled resident of 81 Fensome Drive (Mr R. Cainey) is now at
an advanced stage of a terminal illness. When he passes away, what are your
proposals for the future of this disabled parking bay? If it is the intention that this is a
permanent arrangement (and from your written proposal, it appears that it is) this will
mean that for all time other residents, including future residents of 81 Fensome Drive
(unless they are unfortunate enough to be disabled themselves) will be precluded from
parking in that position.

3) Fensome Drive is a fairly restricted residential street. T see from your proposal that

you have included permanent post mounted signage. In such a restricted area space
wise, is it really necessary to have post mounted signage adjacent to the pavement
outside residential properties?

In conclusion, and speaking personally, I find the whole proposal wholly unnecessary at this
stage. The residents of number 81 seem to me never to have had any serious problems in
parking outside their property (even though I realise Mr Cainey is disabled) and they have
been parking there without problems for many years. Therefore, in my opinion, the whole
proposal will involve unnecessary expenditure on the part of the council, unnecessary
problems in future years for future residents and will produce an unsightly addition to street
signage in an already not over large residential area.



Appendix J — Objections — Church Mead, Studham

I wish to lodge an objection to the proposed disabled parking bay outside Nos 6 & 7 Church
Mead.

There is no purpose for this at all!

| live at No x.

My neighbours at No x Mr & Mrs Xxxxx also wish to lodge their objection to this proposed
scheme.

Please do not hesitate to contact me on xxxxxx if you require any further information.

I would also appreciate knowing the outcome of this consultation, as there are only 8 bungalows
in all and | think we should all have been consulted individually.

| wish to object to the above proposal The outcome of having this bay
marked out will do nothing but cause, bad feeling and resentment among
the rest of the current residents in this little close, there are only 8 little
bungalows here. There are currently 4 residents who have disabled badges
and to my knowledge at least 3 of them do not see the need for this marked
out disabled bay, its a total waste of time and public spending.



Appendix K — Objections — Cantilupe Close, Eaton Bray

| am writing with regards to a letter that | received this morning outlining the proposal to install a
Disabled Parking Space near to my home.

The proposed Disabled space is shown to be at the rear of number 3 Cantilupe Close, Eaton
Bray, Dunstable, LUG2EA - Ref: CRN197442.

| wish to STRONGLY oppose this proposal on the following grounds:

e This will obstruct the road in terms of access for emergency vehicles

e This will obstruct visibility on the road and make it dangerous, especially where cars turn
the corner and children are playing on the street

e This will obstruct access to and from more than one driveway.

Currently, access to number 30 is severely restricted by cars occasionally parking in the area of
the proposed parking bay. That is when these vehicles are parked half on the kerb and half on
the road. Therefore, having a car parked fully on the road would completely block access.

Currently access from number 29 is severely restricted by cars occasionally parking in the area
of the proposed parking bay. This is because it is not possible to swing a car out of the drive
when a car is on the opposite side of the road.

Note that numbers 29 and 30 Cantilupe Close are directly opposite the proposed disabled
parking space.

Therefore, the permanent placement of a vehicle in the proposed parking bay would could a
considerable amount of issues and obstuctions for the residents of Cantilupe Close. When the
current occupant of number 3 Cantilupe Close first moved to the property, he was parking in the
area of the proposed parking bay and more than one resident made it clear the obstruction it
was causing. He has since, for the past 8 months been parking in the allocated parking bays for
the bungalows which are at the side of his property in Cantilupe Close.

There are never any parking or availability issues with these bays. They are never completely
full. The occupant of Number 3 Cantilupe Close parks in the same bay every day. Walking to
this bay is only a few metres further than walking the length of his back garden to get to the rear
of the property. | cannot therefore comprehend why a disabled bay at the rear of his property
will be of any benefit, justifies the cost, or presents any logic surrounding the situation?

If a disabled bay is absolutely necessary, this should be situated within the current parking bays
outside the bungalows in Cantilupe Close.

A parking bay should not be installed on a narrow road where it would cause major access and
safety issues.

I would like yourselves and/or the council to keep me fully informed on this issue and | wish to
make it clear that | will strongly oppose this "development" by whatever means necessary,
involving local councellors if necessary.

We have received your proposal to install a Disabled Parking Space near our home.

On viewing your drawing and the location this space is to be installed, this will cause major
issues for us when parking our car on our drive. To swing around to park onto our drive or
when we are reversing off, is going to cause an obstruction.



In fact | came home this afternoon and there was a car parked in this area, whether this was
anything to do with these residents or just a visitor, this shows how difficult it will be for us on a
daily basis. | have enclosed a photo for your perusal (our car is on the drive).

We also feel that it is not entirely a safe area for there to be a disabled space, if an ambulance
needs to get pass when there are other cars parked nearby this could cause a problem. Also
various other large vehicles like Dust-Carts and general home deliveries (Tesco's, Argos, etc.)

Therefore we confirm that we reject to this proposal.

We have just seen your proposal to introduce a disabled parking bay outside No. 3
Cantilupe Close and strongly object to this for the reasons described below.

The current tenant of No. 3 (Applicant), along with other tenanis of Nos. 1 1o 16,
have never to our knowledge had any problem finding a parking spot in their
allocated parking bays (top-left of your drawing). At all times of day and night there
are empty spots, and the Applicant always appears to have their car parked in
exactly the same spot every day so the Applicant is not finding any difficulty
parking near their house.

We found out about this proposal before seeing your Public Notice because the
Applicant is bragging to neighbours that they have requested a disabled parking bay
to upset the owners of No. 29 — the two parties have argued in the past about the
Applicant parking immediately opposite the driveway exit of No. 29. This situation
was resolved by a police officer who asked the Applicant to move their car to one of
the allocated parking spaces due to causing an obstruction in the road; the Applicant
has subsequently parked in the allocated spaces at all times except when
occasionally needing to unload heavy items from their car. When unloading heavy
items, the Applicant has never o our knowledge had a problem parking outside the
back-gate of No. 3 as the road is usually empty during office hours when they amive
home and so the Applicant has the pick of any spot they want.

The location of the proposed disabled parking space appears to be solely for the use
of the Applicant. The front doors to house Nos. 1 to 3 are on the west side of the
houses so the proposed space is further away from the Applicant's front door than
they currently already park.

If you feel the need to introduce one or more disabled spots in Cantilupe Close, it
would make much more sense to mark up space(s) in the parking already allocated
to Nos 1. To 16 (which is at the top-left of your drawing) so that they are available for
use by all elderty residents. As we understand the rules around disabled parking
bays, they cannot be created for the sole use of one person, and yet that is what the
proposed position would seek to do.

Regarding the Central Bedfordshire Council Policy on providing Individual, On-Street
Disabled Parking Bays:



« Section 2.4 states “Applicants shouwid have no alternaiive off-street parking
facilities”™. The applicant has adequate off-street parking facilities already
available at the top-left of your drawing as explained above.

= Section 2.5 states “under no circumstances wiil a Bay be provided in a
position that compromises road safety”. The applicant has parked in the
proposed position for a number of weeks before the police officer asked them
to move; parking in this position caused a viewing obstruction when heading
in a northerly direction in terms of seeing traffic coming from both sides of the
T-unction. This is a fairly-heavily used road with carers racing in and out of
the close to attend residents in Nos. 1 to 16, along with residents of
MNorthall Close using the T-junction to turn their cars around throughout the
day and night, plus residents of Nos. 17 to 27 regulany using the easterm-arm
of the Close. Additionally during the period when the applicant was parked in
the proposed location at least one emergency vehicle struggled to get
through.

« Section 2.9 states “If an existing Bay /s found in any applicant’s street then a
review of this Bay will be carried out before any potential new Bays are
instalfed”. Although not currently marked as disabled parking spaces, the
parking allocated to residents of Nos 1 to 16 at the top-left of your drawing
appears to already be adequate for the total of:

o the number of residents who own cars,
o plus all of the carers who ammive during the day,

o plus any additional visitors that amive at any time of day, including
weekends.

As stated above, the Applicant already uses the same parking spot every day
in this allocated parking so is not finding any difficulty parking near their
house.

Background: [ has lived at No [illsince 2005 and [ Since
2009. We are regularly at home throughout the day and night (during the week and
at weekends) and our kitchen window looks out along the western-arm of Cantilupe
Close so we are very aware of the traffic movements in the area throughout the day
and night and of where the Applicant currently parks their car.

Additional comments:-

As a follow up, the Applicant is today building a shed in their back garden completely unaided.
The Applicant is picking up fence panels, bending down and walking in and out of the house
without any form of support (sticks, etc) or help from other people, and is moving around without
any visible difficulty as | would if building the same structure.

According to your Policy, section 2.2, the Applicant must be “in receipt of the Higher Rate of the
Mobility Component of the Disability Living Allowance”. From looking at your link to the DLA
page, this suggests the Applicant must have “walking difficulties” or “need help looking after
yourself”.

Based on what we have seen today and with the other structures the Applicant has built in their
back garden over recent months, either they are not in receipt of Higher Rate of the Mobility
Component of the Disability Living Allowance, or they are wrongly claiming this allowance.




Further to you letter dated 23r4 July | am writing to lodge my objection to this installation of the disabled
parking space outside my property. Having read the guidelines available on the Council website in
relation to the provision of a Disabled Parking Bay my objections to the proposal are as follows:-

It is clearly stated in the proposal posted on the Central Bedfordshire website that “the proposed
disabled parking spaces are in residential streets where on-street parking is heavy and disabled persons
frequently experience difficulties in finding a parking space close to their home”. Off-street parking is
readily available to residents of the retirement bungalows (numbers 1-15), including The Applicant. This
designated parking area, which includes space for carers and Emergency Services, is never full and The
Applicant has been parking in this area with no issues for a number of months.

In article 2.1 it states “Disabled Parking Bays will be considered on the basis that any such facility will be
available for the use by any registered Disabled Blue Badge Holder” From the proposal, it is clear that the
proposed space would solely benefit The Applicant, as it would be built directly outside The Applicant’s
back gate. No other individual would benefit from the proposed space as it would require them to walk
further to their properties than they currently do from the designated off- road parking location.

In article 2.3 it states “We will assess that the applicant’s street has on-going problems which causes
more than reasonable difficulties for the applicant to park and access their property”. The provision of
this Disabled Parking Bay would be at the back gate to The Applicant’s property. The Applicant’s front
door is easily accessible from the off-street parking highlighted in point 1. Should The Applicant

wish to utilise their back gate, there are off-road parking bays to the left of The Applicant’s house.
Therefore, The Applicant would have no difficulties in accessing

their property and the proposed bay is not required.

In 2.4 it states “Applicants should have no alternative available off-street parking facilities”. As previously
highlighted, The Applicant has alternative off-street parking available to them on a flat hard standing in
the cul-de-sac.

In article 2.5 it states “...under no circumstances will a Bay be provided in a position that compromises
road safety...”. During office hours Cantilupe Close/ Northall close has very little traffic and parking is
considerably easier than in the evening and at weekends. | usually return home from work in the late
evening, and at this time | have to squeeze by cars parked in Northall Close to be able to get into
Cantilupe Close. The only safe access | have to my driveway/garage is by completing a u-turn outside
number 28 as | am unable to access my driveway by any other means due to the volume and locations of
parked cars. The provision of the proposed bay will make this manoeuvre impossible and as such render
my driveway and garage unusable. | am obviously extremely concerned about this for two reasons. The
first reason is that | will have nowhere to park to park the two vehicles belonging to the residents of my
house. Secondly, there will be an impact on the value of the property, which | own. It should also be
noted that in the winter this road is not gritted and invariably becomes dangerous very quickly. The
proposed bay is situated just beyond a bend and the exits of 4 driveways. The provision of the proposed
bay will increase the potential for an accident or damage occurring to any vehicle parked in the
proposed bay during adverse weather conditions. | would like to see the results of any risk assessment
that has been undertaken detailing that this is not the case including the time of day this assessment
was undertaken.

My daughter and | have lived at number xx Cantilupe Close for 23 years. We are regularly at home during
the day and at night and are able to monitor traffic and parking issues. The kitchen and master bedroom
windows of my property are directly opposite the location of the proposed bay.

Please can you acknowledge receipt of this correspondence.




My husband and | have been residents of Cantilupe Close for the past 27 years and have grave
concerns over this proposal due to the suggested location which we believe will not only cause
difficulties for several neighbours in accessing their driveways, but will also pose a potential
hazard and restrict access to the close, especially for emergency vehicles and the transport
vehicles that visit regularly to take residents to medical appointments and care facilities.

Our comments are:

e According to your stated criteria, the street must have "on going parking problems which
causes more than reasonable difficulties for the applicant to park their vehicle and
access their property". There is plentiful designated parking for the bungalows around
the corner from the proposed parking bay with access to the property through the front
rather than back door. Even with carers coming and going to the various occupants of
the bungalows, it is highly unusual for there not to be a space in our experience.

o If the proposed bay is introduced, it will not only make it extremely difficult for several of
the properties opposite to access their driveways, but will also cause a potential safety
issue with anyone parking opposite which would potentially require restricting parking on
that side of the road with double yellow lines.

e The distance from the existing parking for the bungalows to the front door of the property
is similar to that from the proposed bay to the back door.

e The entrance to the close already suffers from overflow parking from Northall Close, with
cars parking on both sides of the road, which will then be followed almost immediately by
the disabled bay.

e Ourroad is not gritted in bad weather and any vehicle parked in the disabled bay would
be very vulnerable for being hit by anyone trying to negotiate the other parked cars.

e Over the past 27 years there have been many residents of the bungalows with mobility
issues, yet to our knowledge there has never been a need to consider providing disabled
bays before now and yet the number of vehicles owned or visiting the bungalows has
remained pretty static during that time.

Other options we suggest considering:

o Designating one or more of the existing parking spaces for the bungalows as disabled
bays.

e Increasing the number of spaces outside the bungalows by removing the block pavia
vehicle ingress island part way along those parking spaces.

e Allocate a disabled bay on the South side of the bungalow hammerhead where it would
not be on the main thoroughfare for the entire close and therefore less of a safety issue
as well as not restricting access to anyone's driveway.

o Allocate a disabled bay in the garage area immediately to the South of the property and
install a side gate for the resident.



