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ANNEX 1

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

	
	Commentor
	Comments
	Response
	Recommend-ation

	DPPP at  West Croft, Berinsfield

	1
	Eight residents at West Croft (only one address given). 


	Object because the parking area is already congested with overspill from Fane Drive. The occupier of No 3 walks 54 metres regularly to Bernscourt House. The vehicle involved is only used fortnightly and is garaged elsewhere in Berinsfield. The applicant rarely uses West Croft to park in. The DPPP would further restrict parking and inhibit vehicle manoeuvres, and hamper emergency services at night.   
	When parking is congested, the disabled are further disadvantaged. To be eligible for a DPPP (and Blue Badge) an applicant must have considerable difficulty walking more than 100 metres. The garage is in a block over 350 metres away and the applicant cannot get to it because of her disability. SOHA Scheme Manager for the sheltered Housing advise both applicant and her husband have cars. He uses his car for work  so a DPPP would give her more mobility and she would use her car a lot more.   The applicant accepts that she will have to give up garage should bay be installed. The bay is in a parking area and the Inspector is satisfied that it wouldn’t obstruct the flow of traffic in the road. There is room for 4 cars in Westcroft and of the other residents, 3 have cars. The Emergency Services have raised no objections to proposal. South Oxfordshire Housing Association support facilities for the disabled. 
	Proceed.

	2
	Berinsfield Parish Council
	Object to proposal as very limited number of car spaces here for 10 bungalows and DPPP will restrict parking for residents and visitors. 
	As above. 
	

	DPPP at Abbott Road , Didcot 

	3
	Resident, Abbott Road.
	Approve the proposal.
	Noted
	Proceed.

	4
	Resident, Abbott Road.
	Afraid that the DPPP will prevent him parking. 
	Discussed further with highways inspector and resident - resident now happy. 
	Proceed. 

	5
	Resident, Abbott Road.
	Proposed DPPP would be directly opposite his drive and would make it difficult for him to get in and out. He is surprised a DPPP is allowed opposite a dropped kerb. The applicant has parking at rear of garden which is safer than the proposed DPPP. Would it not be better to put a hard-standing in front garden? The proposed DPPP will cause a crowded road on the access to a school with one space useable only by one resident. Heavy lorries go over the footway to avoid parked cars. He would rather have the road double yellow lined. 
	Where roads are heavily parked, the disabled are penalised. Inspector has positioned bay so that it doesn’t prevent access to the driveways. Bay width is slightly exaggerated on the plan. Two of the disabled people at the property cannot negotiate the length of back garden because of their disability so their mother who is the driver has to park at front. If that space is taken she has to double-park to get family out and then park at the back. Her husband has health problems as well. Their landlords do not fund disabled access in back gardens and would only fund disabled pedestrian access in front gardens. That side of the road is already used for parking so a DPPP wouldn’t add to problem. Would leave 3 metres for emergency vehicles to pass so DPPP should not cause lorries to use footway. 
	Proceed.

	6
	Resident, Abbott Road.
	Pressure on parking exacerbated by students and road is narrow so DPPP could obstruct access to driveways opposite. The applicant parks at the rear more often than out the front. Thinks applicant should have a hard-standing in front garden.
	As above.
	Proceed.

	DPPP at Evenlode Drive, Didcot

	7


	Resident,

Evenlode Drive.
	All properties here have off-street parking for two cars close to the front door. Applicant parks outside his home on the road or on opposite side of road. Applicant shows no sign of physical disability. Are applicants physically assessed for a DPPP or does possession of a Blue Badge provide qualification? Currently no parking problem here but DPPP would create one. Does not think that DPPP would benefit any of residents including No 39.  Could anyone displaying a blue badge park in the DPPP? 
	Applicant has advised he only rents the property – not the parking spaces. He has provided a copy of the rental agreement which specifically excludes the off-street parking spaces. Applicants for DPPPs need a current Blue Badge to qualify and the applicant has one. Anyone correctly displaying a blue badge can park in the DPPP. 
	Proceed.

	8
	Resident, Evenlode Drive. 
	Ongoing dispute between two residents over parking in front of their properties on the road. The applicant has parking for two cars located to the side of an adjoining property, 10 metres away. Applicant used to have two foreign registered cars on hard-standing and parked his other car on the road. The two cars have gone but he still parks on road, most of the time on opposite side. The problem arises if his neighbour parks on road because the vehicle covers part of the applicant’s frontage. The applicant objects to anyone else parking outside his house and the DPPP application is simply a ploy to put one over on his neighbour and this is not a good use of Council funds.     
	As above. The applicant advises that the two vehicles parked in the off-street spaces were nothing to do with him and he parks on other side of road if another vehicle is outside his house or if he is going out again shortly. If a DPPP were provided, he would use it at all times.  
	Proceed. 

	9
	Two residents, Evenlode Drive. 
	Don’t believe the applicant is disabled. The applicant has his own parking space for two cars. There is no parking problem in the road, so the DPPP would not benefit anyone locally or visitors. The applicant usually parks on the opposite side of the road and the DPPP application is only to prevent others parking outside his house. The DPPP will partially cover their frontage and block access to their drive, and affect the value of their home. As the applicant’s property is rented, OCC should consult with the owners as a DPPP would affect them and the sale price of their home. The proposed DPPP would be a waste of taxpayers’ money. They get the impression that the CMDT is a formality and the decision has been made. Want to know how to appeal should DPPP be installed and applicant continues to park on opposite side of road.    
	Referred to Social and Community Services for more information on eligibility for Blue Badges. Applicant has provided proof that the parking is not included with the property. CMDT is not a formality and wouldn’t recommend to CMDT that DPPP is approved unless entirely satisfied that parking not included in rental agreement.

The DPPP will partially overlap a neighbouring frontage but it will not block access to their off-street parking space. There is not a parking problem generally in the road but there is in his immediate vicinity. 
	Proceed.

	
	Landlord, property in  Evenlode Drive
	Says applicant goes about daily tasks without appearing disabled. Says applicant parks on other side of road and this would probably continue if DPPP installed. 
	Applicant has current Blue Badge and knows that his vehicle must be parked in the DPPP if one is provided. 
	Proceed. 

	DPPP at Queen Street, Dorchester-on-Thames

	10
	Resident, Queen Street.
	Proposed DPPP is unnecessary and restrictive. The only pressure on parking is at beginning and end of school day so DPPP will be occupied for only 40 minutes or so on weekdays. Plenty of free parking at all other times.
	DPPP requested by school which has disabled access into the premises to assist disabled parent. Only other alternative is a section of double yellow lines. This more likely to be abused by able-bodied drivers than a DPPP. Since no parking problem at other times of day a time restricted DPPP not preferable.  
	Proceed. 

	DPPP at Gainsborough Hill, Henley-on-Thames
	

	11
	Resident, Gainsborough Hill. 
	Objects to the proposal. Says the child that one of the proposed bays is for is not disabled and can do same things as other children her age. Believes mother is trying to get a parking place outside her home.
	Blue Badge team confirm badge expires in 2010 so is eligible. Proposed bays to be combined into one 11.5 metre DPPP to save space. 
	Proceed. 

	12
	Resident, Gainsborough Hill.
	Objects to the proposal. Believes the child is able bodied. They have a hard-standing and are awaiting permission for a dropped kerb – proposed DPPP would block part of dropped kerb. Thinks the applicant should apply for a dropped kerb.  
	As above. Proposed DPPP to terminate at the boundary between Nos 27 & 29 to avoid blocking the dropped kerb which has now been approved.   
	As above.



	DPPP at Greys Hill, Henley-on-Thames

	13
	Resident, Greys Hill.
	Objects to proposal. Current single yellow line only allows parking in evenings and Sundays outside her home. Proposed DPPP covers half her frontage and would prevent her parking there outside of the restricted times. Means if residents’ permit parking installed, she still couldn’t park wholly outside her home. DPPP would be permanent and would affect value of her home. Suggests extending DPPP outside No 74. 
	Not possible to extend existing DPPP up the hill in one direction as too near a junction. Extending in other direction would cover frontage of another resident who has objected to this. CPZ not possible in short term and residents’ bay wouldn’t guarantee parking outside own home.  Requests by residents for the single yellow lines protecting the junction to be reduced to allow more unrestricted parking. Area Traffic Engineer met on site with residents and decided that yellow lines can be reduced by length of DPPP but DPPP be located in the end of yellow line section taking it further away from junction. A fresh consultation is being carried out with residents and the results reported verbally to Committee. 
	Proceed. 

	14
	Resident, Greys Hill.
	Thinks DPPP not needed as Blue Badge holders can park indefinitely on single yellow lines. Existing DPPP partially outside her house is empty most of the day, and another DPPP would restrict unrestricted parking even more especially as PCSOs are ticketing vehicles parked on hard-standing opposite. Suggests instead that single yellow line outside Nos 64 & 66 and the line directly opposite is removed and proposed new DPPP not implemented. Also suggests that an unrestricted parking bay be installed on hard-standing opposite Nos 68-74 and the pavement moved back.   Thinks that DPPPs should only be provided for the severely disabled. Believes a 6.6 metre DPPP excessive for a vehicle without rear ramp access. 
	As above. Blue badge holders can park on yellow lines for up to 3 hours providing they don’t cause an obstruction. Applicant already parks on single yellow line in unrestricted periods and a DPPP here will only reduce restricted parking by half a car’s space. A new parking bay on the hard-standing opposite is outside of the scope of this consultation. 6.6 metres is the DfT current minimum length for a DPPP.  
	Proceed.  

	DPPP at Harpsden Road, Henley-on-Thames 

	15
	Resident, Harpsden Road
	Objects to proposal. DPPP would cover 60% of her frontage. DPPP not needed as no parking problem and applicant is able to walk over the road to church hall where he is caretaker. 
	Parking OK during day but from discussions with other residents, gets more difficult late afternoons into night. Applicant plans his movements to suit which restricts his mobility. Current badge holder so extreme difficulty walking more than 100 metres. Plan revised to centre bay on applicant’s frontage. 
	Proceed.  

	16
	Resident, Harpsden Road
	Is a neighbour of the applicant and is happy with proposal. 
	
	Proceed. 

	17
	Managers,Trinity Hall, Harpsden Road 
	Have no objection to proposals. 
	
	Proceed. 

	DPPP St Mark’s Road, Henley-on-Thames

	18
	Landlord/ Owner property in St Mark’s Road
	“Give permission” for proposed DPPP. 
	
	Proceed. 

	19
	Resident, St Mark’s Road
	Pressure on parking in road from commuters. Applicant has drive and garage. Objects to proposal. Could DPPP be placed over the dropped kerb?
	Both applicant and her husband have Blue Badges and both have vehicles. Neither can get in or out of vehicle on drive or in garage as not wide enough. DPPP not proposed outside dropped kerb as drive could be used for visitors. 
	Proceed. 

	DPPP at The Furlongs, Moreton (Thame)

	20
	Resident at The Furlongs
	No real effect on him but DPPP not needed as applicant can walk around the neighbourhood.   
	Applicant has a current badge and receives higher rate Disability Living Allowance for mobility. 
	Proceed.

	DPPP at Ashford Avenue, Sonning Common

	21
	Resident, Ashford Avenue
	He normally moves his car when disabled daughter of resident at No 32 visits. DPPP outside No 32 is unfair. 

He and others had hard-standings installed to take cars off road. Applicant has no problem parking during day but if goes out at night – might have to park 2 – 3 cars down road when he returns. Neighbours leave plenty of room as applicants’ driving not so good after visit to pub. Why is applicant requesting DPPP when he cuts others lawns and delivers neighbourhood watch leaflets and  can walk at least 200 yards? He should have a hard-standing instead. 6.6 metre DPPP will restrict parking for others. Parking is a problem since SOHA demolished garages and built houses in place. It would be better if DPPP put outside No 30 which is opposite the applicant’s house.   
	 Road can only be parked on one side – DPPP is on side that residents park. Parking a problem at night and weekends. Disabled daughter of No 32 could park in proposed DPPP. Applicant has current Blue Badge and has been assessed as having difficulty walking more than 100 metres. Applicant would need to apply for a dropped kerb. OCC cannot force him to. As he already parks in road, DPPP would only reduce available car parking space by approx half a car length. The DPPP will be placed opposite the applicant’s home.  
	Proceed. 

	DPPP at Churchill Crescent, Thame 

	22
	Resident, Churchill Crescent. 
	Objects to proposal. Doesn’t think applicant is disabled. Has a hard-standing so shouldn’t have a DPPP as well.  Raises other issues which are outside the responsibility of the County Council
	Applicant has a current Blue Badge and has been assessed as having difficulty walking more than 100 metres. Applicant’s landlord advises his rental agreement allows him to store caravan on hard-standing but prevents him parking motorised vehicles on it. 
	Proceed. 

	23
	Resident, Churchill Crescent 
	Parking is bad in the Crescent. He had hard-standing installed and kerb dropped so he could park his cars off the road. Two neighbours park their caravans elsewhere. Thought that residents were not allowed to keep caravans in front gardens. If applicant kept caravan elsewhere he could park on his hard-standing. Why does he not park in front of his hard-standing like other residents?  
	As above – applicant can store his caravan on hard-standing but cannot park a motorised vehicle there. If the DPPP is approved applicant will be parking in front of dropped kerb. 
	

	24
	Thame Town Council 
	Support proposal. 
	
	Proceed. 

	DPPP at London Road, Wheatley

	25
	Resident, London Road
	The person she thinks has applied for the DPPP has made two parking places at the rear of his property and never parks at the front. 
	SOHA confirm that the applicant did it with their permission but long back garden is not suitable for applicant to negotiate and the track it leads to is muddy, uneven and unlit. The applicant’s wife parks her car at rear but a DPPP on the road is far more suitable for applicant as easier and shorter distance to front door.  
	Proceed. 


Comments on Proposed Formalisation of Disabled Persons’ Parking Places (DPPP)

	
	Commentor
	Comments
	Response
	Recommendation

	DPPP at Barnes Close, Didcot

	1
	Resident,  Barnes Close
	Has no objections but wants DPPP as well.
	Application form sent.
	Proceed.

	DPPP at Mereland Road, Didcot 

	2
	Resident, Mereland Road
	Objects to formalisation as DPPP has not been used. Parking is bad here and removal of space could allow more room for unrestricted parking. They have difficulty getting into and out of their drive because of parked cars and an ice-cream van that parks opposite. The school nearby creates more passing traffic and pressure on parking.  
	User of DPPP no longer drives but DPPP is used every day by her daughters (one who is disabled and has a Blue Badge) to visit her or take her out. The ambulance also uses it twice a week. There is a garage at bottom of disabled resident’s garden, and a parking area behind. Applicant cannot open garage doors and finds it too difficult to park at back and bring shopping up garden path and there have been incidents of vandalism to cars parked there. Although technically resident no longer qualifies for the DPPP, on balance the response is that bay should be formalised. Oxfordshire Highways to send information on Private Access Protection Markings to commentor.   
	Proceed. 

	DPPP at Thames Road, Goring-on-Thames

	3
	Resident, Thames Road
	User of DPPP has moved and no disabled people resident nearby now.  
	As not required – remove DPPP. 
	Not to proceed. 


	4
	Resident, Thames Road.
	As above
	As above.
	As above

	DPPP at Gainsborough Crescent, Henley-on-Thames

	5
	Resident, Gainsborough Crescent.
	Have no objections to proposed formalisation. 
	Noted. 
	Proceed.

	DPPP at Mount View, Henley-on-Thames

	6
	Resident Mount View Court.
	Agrees with proposal. 
	Noted.
	Proceed.

	7
	Resident, Mount View Court
	Agrees with proposal. 
	Noted.
	Proceed.

	Two DPPPs at New Street, Henley-on-Thames

	8
	Business in New Street. 
	As both disabled residents have parking permits for residents’ bays, why not make the DPPPs residents’ bays so that all permit holders can park there? 
	If bays were made residents’ bays the spaces could be parked in by able-bodied people and the disabled residents would be disadvantaged.
	Proceed.

	DPPP at Niagara Road, Henley-on-Thames

	9
	Resident, Niagara Road. 
	Disabled person no longer lives at home so existing resident doesn’t qualify for DPPP. Also thinks DPPPs should be left as informal so both disabled and able-bodied can park there. 
	The health of the disabled person worsened recently so it is very unlikely that he will now come home. Wife accepts that no longer qualifies for DPPP. Need to formalise DPPPs generally to clarify enforcement  
	Not to proceed

	10
	Resident, Kendal Avenue, Caversham Park, Reading
	Objects to the proposal as the disabled person is no longer resident in road. 
	As above. 
	As above 

	DPPP AT Thameside, Henley-on-Thames

	11
	Resident, New Street. 
	Would like this DPPP re-designated as a resident’s bay. As current bay is unenforceable he could park in it legally. 
	User of bay no longer lives there. If removed bay would become part of pay and display bays. Residents and visitors can park there provided permits displayed. If he parked there could still get a ticket but could challenge it. This could be time consuming. 
	Refuse. 

	12
	Henley Town Council
	Advises that disabled resident who used the bay moved away. Would like bay to revert to pay and display. 
	If DPPP removed, the underlying restrictions are pay and display with provision as above for residents and visitors.  
	As above. 

	DPPP at Watermans Road, Henley-on-Thames

	13
	Resident, Watermans Road
	Approves of proposal – DPPP is really needed. 
	Noted.
	Proceed. 

	DPPP at Churchill Crescent. Thame

	14
	Thame Town Council 
	Approves of proposal. 
	Noted. 
	Proceed. 

	DPPP AT High Street, Wheatley

	15
	Resident, High Street
	DPPP is outside and wants it removed. Has never seen disabled people using it. Suggests moving it to Parade of shops. Would like resident parking here. 
	Advised that DPPP installed for access to Post Office. Resident parking is outside of the scope of this consultation but will not happen in foreseeable future. 
	Proceed.  
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