ANNEX 2

Comments on the Proposed Disabled Persons’ Parking Places (DPPPs)


Commentor
Comments
Response
Recommend-ation

DPPP at High Street, Dorchester-on-Thames


1
Resident, High Street


No objections to the proposed DPPP. 
Noted
Proceed

2
Resident, High Street 


No objection to the proposed DPPP. 
Noted  
Proceed 

3
Dorchester-on-Thames Parish Council
Carried out a survey including parking last year with residents and received no request for an additional DPPP.

There is a general on-going debate in the village about future parking arrangements and they believe that DPPPs should only be considered as part of an overall parking plan.  
The applicant first asked OCC for a DPPP in August 2005. The provision of a DPPP is a “stand alone” process in order to assist with access for disabled people. There is a separate Traffic Regulation Order for each District and general parking schemes are outside the remit of this consultation. 


Proceed

DPPP at Mickle Way, Forest Hill



4
Resident,

Mickle Way
Concerned that the proposed DPPP would be located outside No 36.     
The proposed DPPP would be outside No 40. The comment was subsequently withdrawn.
Proceed

5
Resident,

Mickle Way
Has no objection to the proposed DPPP – the applicant “really needs this space.”
Noted 
Proceed

6
Resident,

Mickle Way
Has no objection to the proposed DPPP but is concerned that an existing advisory DPPP elsewhere in the road is being used incorrectly. 
Thames Valley Police are responsible for enforcement but would not be able to enforce an advisory marking. As we have only just been made aware of this advisory DPPP we will put it on the review list for the next SODC round. 
Proceed

DPPP at Bell Street, Henley-on-Thames



7


Resident,

Northfield End 
Maintains that as the applicant has a resident’s parking permit for the existing parking bay, a DPPP isn’t needed. The existing bay is abused by parents of pupils at the nearby school and so will the proposed DPPP. One DPPP won’t be enough as there are “so many” disabled residents in the area, unless a time limit is applied.    
Because the resident’s bay is often full the applicant cannot park near her home on returning from a trip. Enforcement is currently carried out by Thames Valley Police and is outside the remit of this consultation. Should another disabled driver request a DPPP, OCC would consider it on its merits. A time limit on parking would not be helpful to a disabled resident.     
Proceed

8
Rupert House School, Bell Street
Approves of the proposal but asked whether the parking wardens would enforce the DPPP.  
Parking enforcement is currently carried out by Thames Valley Police and is outside the scope of this consultation.  
Proceed

9
Resident,

Countess Gardens,

Bell Street
Objects to DPPP as more houses than space in residents bay allows. Proposed DPPP is sited outside 86/88 which is a large house requiring several spaces at certain times of day. Thinks that DPPP would be too far away from town to be of use to disabled people.
DPPP has been requested by a disabled resident living close by in the street who cannot walk far. When an existing parking bay is small, a DPPP would be located at one end to cause as little loss of ordinary parking as possible. This is the best location for the applicant.   
Proceed

DPPP at Greys Hill, Henley-on-Thames



10
Resident, Greys Hill 
Supports the proposal. Wants OCC to remove redundant DPPPs in Greys Hill and Greys Road, ensure existing DPPPs are enforced, ensure single and double yellow lines are enforced, ensure that the above two roads plus Church Street are considered as an entity when planning traffic schemes. 
 Current OCC policy to review DPPP use every 3 years. Enforcement is the responsibility of Thames Valley Police. Due to restricted parking in the area it is desirable to view the three roads as one entity. 
Proceed

11
Resident, 

Greys Hill


Supports the proposal   
Noted
Proceed

DPPP at Mount View, Henley-on-Thames


12
Resident,

Mount View Court
Believes the applicant has a garage and has mental problems that restrict driving.   
 Applicant did not disclose to OCC that a garage was rented. SOHA originally advised OCC that the applicant did not rent a garage but now advise that a garage (in a block) is rented and an additional one has been applied for. Applicant not eligible for DPPP.   
Refuse

13
Resident, Mount View Court
Believes applicant has a garage and doesn’t qualify for a DPPP because of lifestyle –others living locally are more genuinely disabled. 
Ditto
Refuse

14
Resident, Mount View Court
Believes applicant has a garage. Applicant is frequently away and left the car outside the house with golf clubs inside. 
Ditto
Refuse

15
Resident, Mount View Court
Is disabled and supports the proposal. Although garage block exists – it’s difficult taking shopping to front door.  
It is current OCC policy not to provide DPPPs where off-street parking exists.  They can stop to load/unload and then park elsewhere.
Refuse

DPPP Wilson Avenue, Henley-on-Thames


16
Resident, Wilson Avenue
Concerned at size of proposed DPPP. Wants to know what happens when DPPP no longer needed. The part of the road where proposed DPPP is to go is the least congested but has parking restrictions outside 2 garages. There are 3 existing advisory DPPPs locally.  
The DPPP length is the current DfT minimum. OCC now reviews existing DPPPs every 3 years to ensure they are still required. Access to garages is often protected. Little real effect on parking as applicant already parks in the road.    
Proceed

17
Resident, Wilson Avenue
Supports the proposal and believes it is essential for the “relevant resident.”
Noted
Proceed

DPPP Wellington Street, Thame (advisory bay)


18
Resident, Wellington Street
Says the advisory DPPP is not used although there are a number of elderly disabled residents in the area. 
This is a general bay for elderly disabled residents living in the vicinity. One of them has complained that it is being abused by non disabled drivers – hence the proposed formalisation. All DPPPs will be reviewed every 3 years to ensure they are still required.   
Proceed

19
Thame Town Council
General enquiry –what happens when DPPPs are no longer needed? 

Where was the proposal for a DPPP in Park Street? 
Informal DPPPs-markings removed. Formal DPPPs-consultation and amendment to TRO required before markings and sign removed. DPPPs reviewed every 3 years to ensure they are still required. Park Street proposal withdrawn as applicant is moving.  Enquiry resolved. 
Proceed

DPPP High Street, Wheatley



20
Resident, High Street
Supports proposal because an extra facility for the disabled but is registered blind and doesn’t drive so would not use the DPPP
Noted
Refuse

21
Resident, High Street
The proposal would cause a significant reduction in unrestricted parking in the parking bay outside the shops. Approximately 9 vehicles can park echelon style. The parallel bay would reduce that by 3 spaces. The spaces are used throughout the day and early evening for short term parking for shopping. A DPPP could reduce the shops’ revenue. There is already a DPPP nearby outside the Parish Council Office.  Suggests a time limited DPPP.    
A time limited DPPP is possible but the request for a general DPPP has  come from one resident in Wheatley – a DPPP here is not justified.   
Refuse

22
Resident, High Street
Believes the existing DPPP is sufficient. The proposal would remove several unrestricted spaces and would have a negative effect on businesses in the High Street.   
Ditto
Refuse

23
Resident, High Street
Objects to the proposal although is a blue badge holder. It would provide a small benefit to the disabled but a big inconvenience to the rest of the community. Suggests that disabled drivers shop at less busy times. Losing two or more unregulated spaces to a DPPP would adversely affect local businesses.  
Ditto
Refuse

24
Resident, High Street
There are already 4 DPPPs within 100 yards (91 metres) of each other in the centre of Wheatley. The proposed DPPP would probably be abused by able-bodied drivers due to demand for short term parking in the High Street. It would also take away much needed parking for residents as shoppers use the parking bay during the day and, residents at night.  
The DPPP outside Barclays Bank is on private land and is intended for people using the Bank. The DPPP provision in the car park behind the Merry Bells –steps lead down to the High Street so not disabled friendly. Parking enforcement is outside the remit of this consultation.  
Refuse

25
Resident (by e-mail, property not given) 
Says there is a DPPP very close to the parade of shops. The proposed DPPP would take up much needed unrestricted parking.
A DPPP here is not needed.
Refuse

26
Resident, High Street
The proposed DPPP will take up a dis-proportionate amount of the parking bay. People using the passenger side of a vehicle in the DPPP would create a hazard to passing traffic. Suggests utilising the pavement in the service road to the side of Londis.  
The proposed DPPP would not be ideal for disabled passengers but this is the best solution since an echelon DPPP would mean vehicles would have to reverse into the road to exit it thereby contravening DfT guidelines. The pavement area is not OCC land. Disabled drivers can park on double yellow lines in the service road for up to 3 hours provided no obstruction is caused.   
Refuse

27
The Wheatley Society
DPPPs already exist in the area. Proposed DPPP would eliminate 3 echelon parking spaces. It is possible for disabled drivers to park in the service road on double yellow lines for up to 3 hours.   
Vehicles correctly displaying a Blue Badge can park on double yellow lines for up to 3 hours providing they don’t obstruct passing traffic. 
Refuse

28
Resident,

Ladder Hill
Opposes the proposal. Thinks that drivers parking briefly to use the shops would ignore the DPPP rendering it unusable for a lot of the time as happens with the DPPP outside the Post Office. Proposed DPPP is not needed because a DPPP exists outside the Merry Bells Village Hall nearby. Lack of parking in Wheatley is already an issue locally and removing unrestricted parking to provide a DPPP is not desirable. 
Parking enforcement is outside the scope of the consultation. The DPPP outside the Merry Bells Village Hall is approximately 15 metres away from the parking bay outside the parade of shops and OCC has confirmed with the Hall that it is available for all disabled people not just visitors to the Hall.  
Refuse

29
Resident,

High Street
There is no requirement for a DPPP here from the inhabitants of Wheatley. There are periods during the day when there are plenty of empty parking spaces in Wheatley. Since parking restrictions are not enforced in Wheatley, able-bodied motorists will park over the DPPP. It will be unpopular with local shops.    
While the DPPP has been requested by a Wheatley resident and supported by a petition of disabled badge holders the County Council has not received general support for the proposal from the residents in the area.  There are times of the day when there are plenty of empty parking spaces in the High street.  The Police deal with parking enforcement, which is outside the remit of the consultation.
Refuse

30
Wheatley Parish Council
Oppose the provision of a DPPP outside the bay of shops because of the amount of space taken away from normal parking. Suggested the DPPP should be in the service road.  
DPPP not needed in Service Road as Blue Badge holders can park on double yellow lines for up to 3 hours provided an obstruction not caused to passing traffic.  
Refuse

