LB0O32
6" September 2007

The Community & Planning Services Diractor
Parking & Amenities
Sevenoaks District Council
Argyle Road

Sevenoaks

Kent CEVEROAVS DIGTRIT CIAICI
T Ier pecp 7 SEP 2007

Dear Sir, BLANNING & TRANSPORTATION DEPT.

Re: Parking proposals & amendment 12 — Swanley (final)
The Town Council wishes 1o make the following comments on the Town parking proposals:

* The current system of existing No Waiting between 7:30am - 10:00am on Goldsel Road
be continued and the proposed residents parking permits scheme be removed.

» The enclosed copy of a petition from residents of Goldsel Road in response to the
proposals be noted and the concerns of the residents considerad before any scheme for
the road is implemented.

* The changes to proposals in Kingswood Avenue and The Beeches are welcomed,

« The lay-by on London Road, opposite the junction of Oliver Road, have parking
restrictions placed to ensure vehictes are not parked there indefinitely as is the situation
at present.

* Any parking proposals that are put in to place must ensure that highway safety issues
have been addressed.

s As agreed with officers at the District, schedules 70 (c) and 70 (a) (ii) be removed from
the proposals and no parking restrictions be adopted in these areas and the District
Council writes to those residents affected by the proposais to clarify the situation to them.

« The changes to Birchwood Park Avenus be confirmed and an explanation ¢given as to the
reasons for the recent changes to restrictions in this road and the District Council writes
to residents in the road explaining the current situation and clarifies the actual scheme to
be implemented.

Yours faithfully

CAY DM

Chris Draka
Assistant Town Clerk (Corporate)

Town Cletk: Brian Daley BA, DMS, DipM, MEBA Ty

Civie Centre, St Mary’s Road, Swanley, Kent BRS 7EU {' /

Tel: 01322 665855 Fax: 01322 613000 Y
-y,

E-mail: townecouneil@swanley.org.uk
INVESTOR I PEOTLE



T the Chairman and Members of the Sevenoaks District Council Highways
Committee

We, the undersigned, residents of Goldsel Road, Swanley, who have no vehicular access o ihe
front of our properties, totally reject the plans of the Sevenoaks District Coundil to instal a new
parking regime in front of our houses, including Pay & Display, conditional Residents Permits and
changes to existing limited waiting fimes, We request that the Counci's current regulations, i.e. No
Parking 7am — 10.30 am, be maintained as it is, which prevents any problems with commuter
parking.

We cannot comprehend why the Council should wish to inflict on us these draconian measures in
order to resolve their commuter problems elsewhere. We, our families and callers will not be able to
get anywhere near our homes, &s the parking bays, close to the station as we are, will be filled by
commuters or others. The proposal for five parking spaces for so many residents is a ludicrous
gesture. The market value of our properties will slump and there will be an irresistable demand to
knock down the front walls, thereby destroying the architectural beauty of these unique Victorian
dwellings.

We ask that the Highways Committee and Council reject the Community and Planning Director's
harsh and unfair plans for Goldsel Road and support the residents, many of whom are elderly of
with young children.

Name {please print) Signature Address
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" To the Chairman and Membara of the Sevenoaks District Council Highways
Committee i

We, the undersigned, residents of Goldsel Road, Swanley, who have no vehicular access to the
front of our properties, totally reject the plans of the Sevenoaks District Council to instal a new
parking regime in front of our housas, including Pay & Display, conditional Residents Permits and
changes to existing limited waiting times. We request that the Council's current regulations, i.e. No
Parking 7am — 10.30 am, be maintained as it is, which prevents any problems with commuter
parking.

Wae cannot comprehend why the Council should wish to inflict on us these draconian measures in
order to resolve their commuter problems elsewhere. We, our families and callers will not be able to
get anywhere near our homes, as the parking bays, close to the station as we are, will be filled by
commuters or others. The proposal for five parking spaces for 50 many residents is a ludicrous
gesture. The market value of our properies will slump and there will be an irresistable demand to

knock down the front walls, thereby destroying the architectural beauty of these unique Victoran
dweliings.

We ask that the Highways Committee and Council reject the Community and Planning Director's
harsh and unfair plans for Goldsel Road and support the residents, many of whom are elderly or
with young children.

Name (please print) Signature Address
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" To the Chairman and Members of the Sevenoaks District Council Highways
Committee

We, the undersigned, residents of Goldsel Road, Swanley, who have no vehicular access to the
front of our properties, totally reject the plans of the Sevenoaks District Council to instal a new
parking regime in front of our houses, including Pay & Display, conditional Residents Permits and
changes to existing limited waiting fimes. We request that the Council's currant regulations, i.e. No
Parking 7am — 10.30 am, be maintained as it is, which prevents any problems with commuter
parking.

We cannot comprehend why the Council should wish to inflict on us these draconian measures in
order to resolve their commuter problems elsewhera. We, our families and callers will not be able to
get anywhere near our homes, as the parking bays, close to the station as we are, will be filled by
commuters or others, The proposal for five parking spaces for so many residents is a ludicrous
gesture. The market value of our properties will slump and there will be an irresistable demand to
knock down the front walls, thereby destroying the architectural beauty of these unique Victorian
dwellings.

We ask that the Highways Committee and Council reject the Community and Pianning Directar's
harsh and unfair plans for Goldsel Road and support the residents, many of whom are elderly or
with young children.

Name (please print) Signature Address
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' To the Chairman and Members of the Sevenoaks District Council Highways
Committee

We, the undersigned, residents of Goldset Road, Swanley, who have no vehicular access to the
front of our properies, totally reject the plans of the Sevenoaks District Council to instal a new
parking regime in front of our houses, including Pay & Display, conditional Residents Permits and
changes to existing limited waiting times. We request that the Council's current regulations, i.e. No
Parking 7am ~ 10.30 am, be maintained as it is, which prevents any problems with commuter
parking.

We cannot comprehend why the Council should wish to inflict on us these draconian measures in
order to resoive their commuter problems elsewhere. We, our families and callers will not be able to
get anywhere near our homes, as the parking bays, close to the station as we are, will be filled by
commuters or others. The proposal for five parking spaces for so many residents is a ludicrous
gesture, The market value of our properties will slump and there will be an irresistable demand to

knack down the front walls, thereby destroying the architectural beauty of these unique Victarian
dwellings.

We ask that the Highways Committee and Councll reject the Community and Planning Director's
harsh and unfair plans for Goldsel Road and support the residents, many of whom are elderly or
with young children.

Name (please print) Signature Address
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Community & Planning Director
Parking and Amenities
Sevonacks District Council
Arglye Road

Seveonacks

Kent

TN13 1HG

Amendment 12 - Swanley

Your ref: T/Swanley/4/Amend12 07 Mar 2007

Dear Mr Bracey

} wilte in response 10 your letter of the 1 March wihich provided me with details of the proposed
changes to parking restrictions on the High Firs estate and in particular along Pinks Hill, to
formally provide you with my comments and representations.

My understanding is that the changes have been bought about to:

s Eradicate cornmuter parking on the High Firs estate and thus ensure that access is
maintained for essential services such as the emergency andfor refuse collections

However, from my experience of living on Pinks Hill is that all earlier effarts over the last
couple of years to resalve this problem e.g. intraducing double yeliow lines and restricted
waiting times at the top of High Firs / Pinks Hill / Cranleigh Drive has had no impact and has
only served to move the "problem” to cther parts of the estate where commuters can still park
unrestricted and for free, still causing congestion spots.

Amendment No 12 Order 2006 o _

From your proposal | notice that there are no plans forany rest_nctmns on the section of road
running between 85 and 101 Pinks Hill and 100 to 130 Pinks Hill. (see enclosed). Failureto
introduce restrictions on this stretch of road will only serve as an open invite for the “displaced
commuters to move e, as this still provides them with free parking for the day.

ap vou'll see that this streteh of road leads to a blind pend which if left without any
fé:tr:c)t’igign:vilrgemma dangerous when harrowed by cars parked either or both 'sideg of the
road, as is the curvent situation on Cranleigh Drive and the upper part of Pinks Hill during
weekdays. The options or draft prapasals as posted on the Sevaonoaks Cquncnl websn_te last
year all containeéd some sort of restriction on this stretch, (such as no waiting ton-Fri 9am -
10am) why has this now been removed?

| await your comments as to how this issue which is one of road safety wili be addressed.

Yours sincerely

Mr < Packham
116 Pinks Hill
Swanlay

Kent

BRA BNW



The Community and Planning Services Director Mr C Packham

Parking and Amenitics 116 Pinks Hill

Seveonoaks District Council M Swanley

Arplye Road ”| ,)[VFNQ 4 ;{‘ﬂ i --u. Kent

Suvenoaks ARV m ‘Wﬂ ENW

Kont HZ -H6 7056

THI13 THG E P 7 0 07

Amendment 12 - Swanley (final) T 02408/07
Alion

Dear Mr Bracey '""‘“*-QEPT

Thank-you for your lctter dated |5 August 2007 regarding the proposed amends to parking restrictions
on Pinks Hill, Swanlicy. [ had written to you previously (7 Marc 2007 - copy of letter attached) with my
reproseaiations and communts on your previous proposal,

Please find below my formal representations to this Jatest proposal - 1 note that there have been no
changes made (o re-instate the parking resirictions on the stretch of road ranning down Pinks 1ill
between 100 - 130 and on the up scction between 101 - 85, on cither side of the carriageway- this is
conirary 10 the 15t draft proposal that I'd received from you at the start of he year.

My understanding Irom previeus correspondence and articles that 1 have read in my local press was that
this review was 1o combat commuter parking / ensure ushindered access to servicefemergency vehicles.

Why js it then, that over the last 2-3 years you have had to continually rovicw and extend the
waiting/parking restriclions at the top of Pinks Hill? Answer - because every time you (Scvenoaks
Council) introduce new restrictions the “displaced commuter parkers™ move to the next stretch of
unrestricted road on High Firs in order to continue parking on the ¢state during the working week for

‘Therefore, can you not accept that all that will happen is that the displaced commuter parkers
will now move to the only streteh of unrestricted parking on the upper estate i.e. the stretch of
road running between R00 - 130 Pinks Hill and 101 - 85 Pinks Hill

This stretch of road runs onto a narrow blind bend, so if left unrestricted yon will have cars double
parking either side - this will fead to accidents / obstructed access to property / obsiruction to the
footpath as cars that already park here tend to park up on the kerb due to the narrow naturc of the road.

Furthermore, failure to address this issue is discriminating against me as rasident of this stretch of road
as you arc not introducing parking restrictions on the “lower” part of Pinks Hill or the whole of the
wider High Firs ustate - please explain why? [ have lived here for 10 years and do not sec why [ should
have to endure this imposition - | guess the residents at the top of Pinks Hill felt the same until you saw
fit to introduce parking restrictions (double yellows 7 no parking between $am-10am) - no doubt in part
following protests from residents. I too commute to London from Swanley via train and witness for
mysetf the Jaily stream of cars that enter the cstate at about 7.30am looking for somewhere to park
before their owners walk off to the station. No doubt & small forfune has been spent on consultants to
recommend these restrictions, its just a shame that their short-sightedness will only go the compound
this problem instead of taking this oppottunity to cradicate this probisin once and for all.

Your lotter includes “advice” given in the Highway Code - please ¢an you confirm that if no restrictions
are introduced on the streteh between 100 <130 and 101 -85 Pinks Hill who will enforce this advice
when come the introduction of the restrictions we are faced with exactly the same problem that has
prompted this review L.e_ commuter parking causing ohstructions and danger w rond users on the
carriageway, The only logical solution is to introduce waiting restrictions between 9am- 10am thus
keeping disruption to residents {0 A minimum.

1 await your response to the issues that 1 have raised and your explanation as to why you have not taken
the steps to re-mstate the restrictions from the earlier proposal for this stretch of road, und would
welcome the opportunily to discuss these with you in person either at your office or via a site visit.
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! Community and Planning Services Director: — A e

Krixten Paterson : #" v_"-._-',,- ]
DISTRICT COUNCIL

The Householder Tel No: 01732 227000
116 Pinks Hill Ask for:  Andy Bracay
Swanley Email:  transportation@sevenoaks.gov.uk
Kent My Ref.  T/Swaniey/4/Amend12
BR8 8NW Your Raf:

Date; 15th August 2007

Dear Resident,

The Kent Council County (Various Roads in the District of Sevenoaks
. Prohibition and Restriction of Waiting, Disabled Psrson Parking Places

And On Street Parking Places (Amendment No. 12} Order 2007

The District Council has been carrying out an on-going review of parking in the
Swanley area. The second round of consultation raised some issues that had not
previously been raised and a number of residents expressed strong views and
objections that had nat been lodged before.

In cases where those objections were not resolved, the plans needed to be re-
designed. This means that some of the areas need to be re-consulted due to the
. extents of the changes. In some areas this has meant a considerable reduction in
/- the scepe of the proposals.

, Ihgp,ijqusal's are designed to emphasise advice given in the Highway Code
section 217):. - Ce o
Park.your vehigle or trailer on the road where it would endanger, inconvenience

gstrians or other road users. For example, do not stop ;

whare you wotlld prevent access for Emergency Services

at or near a'bus stop or taxi rank

'~ on the approach to a level crossing

Oppoasite or within 10 metres (32 feet) of a junction, except in an authorised

parking space

* near the brow of a hill or hump bridge

*  opposite a traffic island or (if this would cause an obstruction) another parked
vehicle

+ where you would force other traffic to enter a fram lane

* where the kerb has been lowered to help wheelchair users

* infrant of an entrance to a property

*  onabend,

Chief Bxeculive - Robin Hales ( *}
Community and FMamning Services, O, Box 183, Argyle Roud, Sevenvaks, Kent TNT3 1GN

Emnail: community&plyming. services@scvenoals govak www.sevenoaks. gov.uk L
Telephone: 01732 227000 Fax: 01732 451332 DX 30006 Sevenoaks s

Contact Centre thaes: Monday - Thursday #.45 a.n. - 5.00 {.in. Friduy 8.45 aan, - $.45 p.m. INVESTOR 1N PEOPLE
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Pagc 1 of 1

Hawkins, Janet

From: ZanneTOD@aol.com
Posted At 08 September 2007 2059
Conversation: Proposals for Lowercroft

Posted To: Parking & Amenity (parkingandamenity@sevenoaks.gov.uk)
Subject: Proposals for Lowercroft

The amended praposals that are being considered for Lowercroft still do not help those residents that live
on the pathways at gither end. | do not feel that any consideration for us, the minority, has been given. My
second email was sent in August to which | received just an automated response.

Whilst | understand there are safety issues with cars parked on cormers, the length of the proposed yellow
lines beyond them is excassive. The present proposals allow only one possible space for residents on tha
lower end pathway between Lowercreft and Springfield Avenue. Although no lines are proposed for the top
end of this pathway or for Springfield Avenue itself, available spaces are limited as many residents already
park there, usually with their second carl Alternative spaces cannot be used as driveways wauld then be
blocked.

| question again, why the proposals were made in the first place? Parking difficulties already exist in the
avening (residents not communters) and the enforcement of double yellow lines will only exacerbate them.

| would appreciate a personal reply to this email or even a phone call- 01322 668577
Suzanne Barnaby

This email may contain privileged/confidential information.
It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of
this message o anyone.

In such case please destroy/delete the message immediately and notify the sender by
reply email.
Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the

official business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor
endorsed by the Councll.

Visit the Council at WWW SEVENOAKS.GOV.UK

ra
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47 Goldsel Road
SWANLEY
Kent

BRS S8HA

co Filsg

01322 667368
1 Scptember 2007

Kristen Paterson

Community and Planning Services Director

Sevenoaks District Council

Dear Ms Paterson

Amendment 12 - Swanley

Your new proposals for Goldsel Road do nothing to improve the lot of owners of property who are
going to be faced with massive access problems if the plans are approved.

The parking meters will be occupied all day by commuters and the small 5 car bay will be totally
inadequate for all the residents who have permits.

The only solution would he for the proposals to be rejected and the status quo — ie no parking 7-10
am, be maintained,

We enclose copy of the petition we have sent to Mr R Hales and to Counciliors Fleming and

Williamson.

Yours sincerely
e
A4 }G_,,&Nr Gt Ot ~F

Stanley and Pauline Long

cc Andy Bracey
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'1:0 the Chairman and Members of the Sevenoaks District Councll Highways
Committee

We, the undersigned, residents of Gokisel Road, Swanley, who have no vehicular access to the
front of our properties, totally reject the plans of the Sevenoaks District Council to instal a new
parking regime in front of our houses, including Pay & Display, conditional Residents Parmits and
changes to existing limited waiting times. We request that the Council's current regulations, i.e. No
Parking 7am - 10.30 am, be maintained as it is, which prevents any problems with commuter
parking,

We cannot comprehend why the Council should wish to inflict on us these dragconian measures in
order to resolve their commuter problems elsewhere. We, our families and callers will not be able fo
get anywhere near our homes, as the parking bays, close to the station as we are, will be filled by
commuters or others. The proposal for five parking spaces for so many residents is a ludicrous
gesture. The market value of our properties will siump and there will be an Irresistable demand to
knock down the front walis, thereby destroying the architectural beauty of these unique Victorian
dwsllings.

We ask that the Highways Committee and Council reject the Community and Planning Director's
harsh and unfair plans for Goldsel Road and support the residents, many of whom are elderly or
with young children.

Name (please print) Signature Address
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&

To the Chairman and Members of the Sevenoaks District Council Highways
Committee

We, the undersianed, residents of Golisel Road, Swanley, who have no vehicular access to the
front of our properties, totally reject the plans of the Sevenoaks District Council fo instal a new
parking regime in front of our houses, including Pay & Display, conditional Residents Permits and
changes to existing limited waiting times. We request that the Council's current regulations, i.e. No
Parking 7am — 10.30 am, be maintained as it is, which prevents any problerns with commuter
parking.

We cannot comprehend why the Councit should wish to inflict on us these draconian measures in
order to resolve their commuter problems elsewhera, We, our families and callers will not be able to
get anywhere near our homes, as the parking bays, close to the station as we are, will be filled by
commuters or others. The proposal for five parking spaces for s0 many residents is a ludicrous
gesture. The market value of our properties will siump and there will be an irresistable demand to
knock down the front walls, thereby destroying the architectural beauty of these unique Victorian
dwellings.

Wae ask that the Highways Committes and Council reject the Community and Planning Director's
harsh and unfair plans for Goldsel Road and support the residents, many of whom are elderly or
with young children.

Name (please print) Signature Address
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. To the Chairman and Members of the Sevenoaks District Council Highways
Committee

Wa, the undersigned, residents of Goldsel Road, Swaniey, who have no vehicular access to the
front of our properties, totally reject the plans of the Sevenoaks District Council to instal a new
parking regime in front of our houses, including Pay & Display, conditional Residents Permits and
changes to existing limited waiting times. We request that the Council's current regulations, i.e. No
Parking 7am — 10.30 am, be maintained as it is, which prevents any problems with commuter
parking.

We cannot comprehend why the Council should wish to inflict on us these draconian measures in
order to resolve their commuter problems elsewhere, We, our families and callers will not be able to
get anywhere near our homes, as the parking bays, close to the station as we are, will be filled by
commuters or others. The proposal for five parking spaces for so many residents is a ludicrous
gesture. The market value of our properties will slump and there will be an irresistable demand to
knock down the front walls, thereby destroying the architectural beauty of these unique Victorian
dwellings.

We ask that the Highways Committee and Council reject the Community and Planning Director's
harsh and unfair plans for Goldsel Road and support the residents, many of whom are elderly or
with young children.

Name (please print) Signature Address
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* To the Chairman and Members of the Sevenoaks District Council Highways
- Commiftee

We, the undersigned, residents of Goldsel Road, Swanley, who have no vehicular access to the
front of our properties, totally reject the plans of the Sevenoaks District Councll to instal a new
parking regime in front of our houses, including Pay & Display, conditional Residents Permits and
changes to existing limited waiting times. We request that the Council’s current ragulations, i.e. No

Parking 7am — 10,30 am, be maintained as it is, which prevents any problems with commuter
parking.

We cannot compratiend why the Council should wish to inflict on us these draconian measures in
order to resolve their commuter problems elsewhere, We, our families and callers will not be able to
get anywhere near our homes, as the parking bays, close to the station as we are, will be filled by
commuters or others. The proposal for five parking spaces for so many residents is a ludicrous
gesture. The market value of our properties will slump and there will be an irresistable demand to

knock down the frant walls, thereby destroying the architectural beauty of these unigue Victorian
dwellings,

We ask that the Highways Committee and Council reject the Community and Planning Director's
harsh and unfair plans for Goidsel Road and support the residents, many of whom are elderly or
with young children.

Name (please print) Signature Address
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& ' | Planning Services Director
SEVENOAKS ISTRICT ¢ OUNCIL anP;rking and Amenities

' evenoaks District Council
RECD 10 SEP 2007 Argyle Road

PLANNING & TRANSPORTATION npr Sevenpaks

TN13 1HG

Wednesday 05" September 2007

29 Telston Court
Edwards Gardens
Swanley

Kent

BRS 8HR

RE: Ref Amendmaent 12 — Swanley (Final)

Dear Mr Bracey,

| am writing to comment again on the parking propesals for Edwards
Gardens, Swanley.
Since | forwarded my objections in March 2007, please see a copy of my
latter enclosed for this, there has been a significant change. This relates to my
first objection of the double yellow lines not being extended to the whole of the
top end of the cul-de-sac. Number 17 Edwards Gardens, whose property is
directly in front of where you have suggested a parking bay be introduced,
has had their front garden paved thus turning it into a drive. By introducing
this bay, in that location, you would be blocking their access which surely
cannot be allowed. | can only assume you are unaware of this change and, if
50, may be something you need to investigate.
In regards to my second objection relating to the parking bay bordering our
private land in Edwards Gardens, you seem to be contradicting the advice
given in the Highway Code (section 217) as quoted in your lefter. At the
bottom of the list of examples it states 'do not stop on a bend’ but the parking
pay that you plan to leave in place is clearly on a bend. Could you please
explain to me why this particular parking bay seems to be an exception to the
rule?
My objections still stand as previously submitted to you, via the letter
enclosed, along with these additions.

1 would again appreciate your reconsideration of the planned proposals whilst
considering my concerns.

Yours Sincerely

Mrs. W. M. Caulfield



Community and Planning Services Director
Parking and Amenities

Sevenoaks District Council

Argyle Road

Sevenoaks

Kent

TN13 1HG

Tuesday 20" March 2007

29 Telston Court

Edwards Gardens
Swanley
Kent
BR8 8HR
RE: Ref: T/Swanley/4/Amend12
Amendment 12 - Swanley
Dear Mr Andy Bracey,

| am writing to comment on the parking proposals for Edwards
Gardens, Swanley.
Firstly, | would like to thank you for your plans to implement double yellow
lines in certain areas of the road, although | would like to see these
implemented further. | am a little confused as to why the double yellow lines
have not been extended to the whole of the top end of the cul-de-sac.
Unfortunately the right hand corner of this, which has been excluded from the
lines, is where our parking preblems arise. One particular resident uses this
cormer to park their three cars by double parking, with two cars next to each
other and one behind. This causes three separate issues. The first is the
double-parked car overlaps with our end parking bay thus partly blocking our
access. Secondly, when the resident gets out of their car, parked in the right
hand comer of the cul-de-sac, they step onto our private land to get to their
house. This isn't ideally what we want as when damage to our lawns occurs
we, the residents, have to pay for the repairs which, | am sure you will agree,
is rather unfair. Thirdly, this makes it near impossible for people to turn round
in the road, which is surely what the cul-de-sac is meant for. | understood that
the parking bays put in place in Azalea Drive were for the residents at the top
end of Edwards Gardens to use when we were granted the allocated parking
but this doesn't appear to be the case as none of the residents are using that
bay.
My other concern is the two sets of parking bays, which have been left on the
comer of Edwards Gardens and Ladds Way that border our land. Again, these
cause an issue with people stepping onto our private land to vacate their
vehicles. The problems of which | have mentioned previously.



| would appreciate it if you would reconsider these planned proposals whilst
considering my concerns.

Many thanks, in advance, for your help in this matter.

Yours Sincerely

Mrs. W. M. Caulfield
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Bracey, Andy

From: Ashferd, lan {UML) [lashford@unitedhouse.net]
Sent: 07 September 2007 14:36

To: Bracey, Andy

Subject: RE: Parking Proposals for Swanley

Dear My, Bracey,
Thank you for the prompt regpanse to my e-mail,

Could | then register the objection of Unitad House Group to the Council's proposal indicated on the plan titled
Goldsel 1, Fila Reference : T/Swanley/d.

It is our contention that the siretch of road opposite the enirance to United House premizes should only be
scheduled as parking for residents holding the specified permit.

The lorries of both United House and those of our suppliers often encounter serious problems with turning
circle access when, as is often the case currently, other large vehicles such as single decker buses are

parked there. Allowing "FPay & Display” parking may only exacerbate the situation and result in delays for
both deliveries te our premises and for ather traffic.

| woula appreciale your acknowledgement of receipt of this objection and that it will be included in discussions
for these proposals.

regards
lan Ashford

Group Facilities Manager

Direct Fax: 01322 612872
Direct Line: 01322 616581
Mobhile: 07711 664014
iashford@unitedhouse net

————— Original Message--—-

From: Bracey, Andy [mailto:Andy.Bracey@sevenoaks.gov.uk]
Sent: 07 September 2007 14:02

To: Ashford, Tan (UHL)

Subject: FW: Parking Proposals for Swanley

Pear Mr Ashford

Commants and objections can be made on the District Council's parking proposals eilher in writing or
via email, though the objection period finishes today.

Letters were written to all the properties that front the restrictions that are proposed for changes, asking
for views on the propesals. Also, notices have been placed on-sireet and advertisements placed in the
local press informing the public about the proposed changes. Details of the proposals are also shown
on the District Council's website www sevenaaks.gov.uk, This is in accordance with (and exceeds) the
statutory requirements placed on local authorities for the promotion of parking restrictions.

Yours sincerely

Andy Bracey
Senior Engineer, Traffic & Parking

From: Hawkins, Janet

Sent: 06 September 2007 13:37

To: Bracey, Andy

Subject: FW: Parking Proposals for Swanley

10/09/2007



Message Pagc 2ot 3

From: Ashford, Ian (UHL) [mailto:Iashford@unitedhouse.net]
Sent: 06 September 2007 13:31

To: Hawkins, Janet

Subject: Parking Proposals for Swanley

Janet,

Further to yaur recent respanse to our CEO, Jeff Adams, regarding these proposals could you please

advise how we as a lecal business make olr abjections regarding part of the above known to the
council,

As previously stated we were not at any time infarmed of these proposals and | trust it is not too late to
make our feelings known,

Regards

lan

Group Facilities Manager

Direct Fax: 01322 612872
Direct Line: 01322 616581
Mabile: 07711 664014
iashford@unitedhouse.nat

please consider the environment - do you really need to print this email?

The information in this E-mail, together with any attachments, is for

the exclusive and confidential use of the addressce(s) and may be

legally privileged. Access to this E-mail by anyone else and any

distribution, use or reproduction without the consent of the sender is

unauthorised and strictly prohibited. If you have received this E-mail

in crror pleasc contact the sender, immediately, by return E-mail, and

delete the message and attachments [rom your computer without making

any copies,

This email may contain privileged/confidential information.

Tt is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message to anyone.

In such case please destroy/delete the message immediately and notify the sender by reply
ernail.

Opinions, conclusions and other information in this messape that do nol relate 1o the official
business of Sevencaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by
the Council.

Visit the Council at WWW.SEVENOAKS.GOV.UK

This email may contain privileged/confidential information.
It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addresscd.

If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message to anyonc.

In such case please destroy/delete the message immediately and noufy the sender by reply
craail.

Opinions, conclugions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official

10/09/2007
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business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by
the Council.

Visit the Council at WWW SEVENOAKS.GOV UK

please consider the envirpmment - do you really necd to print this cnouil?

e e 0 0 B ke e

The information in this E-mail, together with any attachments, is for

the exclusive and confidential usc of the addressee(s) and may be
legally privileged. Access to this E-mail by anyone else and any
distribution, use or reproduction without the consent of the sender is
unauthorised and strictly prohibited. If vou have received this E-mail

in error please contact the sender, immediately, by return E-mail, and
delete the message and attachments {rom your computer without making
any copies.

This email may contain privileged/confidential information.

It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message to anyone.

In such case please destroy/delete the message immediately and notify the sender by reply email.
Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official

business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as ncither given nor endorsed by the
Couneil.

Visit the Council at WWW.SEVENQAKS GOV UK.

10/09/2007



Page 1 of'1

Hawkins, Janet

From: brenda [brenda.gee3@ntiworld corm]
Posted At: 05 September 2007 12:17
Conversation: T/Swanley/d/Amend12

Postad To: Parking & Amenlty {parxingandamenity@sevenoaks.gov.uk)
Subject: T/Swanley/4lAmend12

To Andy Bracey, our cormments on the above proposals for Kingswood Avenue Area.
We do_not have a parking problem and see no reason for putting in double yellow Jines or waiting
restrictions, It would ease any congestion at the London Road_&Kingswood junction if double
yellow lines were put on these corners to stop cars being parked right near the junction, they
sometimes block the dropped kerb for pedestrians, a double yellow line would be a very good
cheap solution;The only time it gets busy in kingswood is around 2.30am and noon when the
playschool is open during term time. we do however have a problem with people racing their cars
from the far end of Beech Avenue and Leechcraft with excessive noise at all hours, it won't be
long before there is an accident; what ought to be looked at is the effect that having a raised
square of road at the junction of Kingswond and Willow, it wauld effectivaly slow down all the
traffic in the area. it should also be noted that at numbers é &1 0 Kingswood owners are driving
their cars over the pavernent, they do not have dropped kerbs and don't appear to have put in a
request for them, because they have destroyed their front gardens to park their cars we now have
an empty road most of the time, which is being used as a race track by some vehicle owners.There
is adequate parking behind all these properties which is only used by us at the moment, the others
being too lazy, you also scared them with talk of permits. we also think that number 7 is thinking of
paving their driveway which would effectively cut the available parking places dramatically, may we
suggest that someone takes a really good look at this area, not just look at a map, which incidently
is out of date as there are now at least 30 more houses at the end of Beech Avenue.
We would be happy to speak to someone in person if they came to the house our address is
MR.&MRS GEE,8 KINGSWOOD AVENUE, SWANLEY
This email may contain privileged/confidential information.
1t is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the intended recipicnt you may nol copy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message to dNyone,

In such case please destroy/delete the message immediately and notify the sender by reply email.
Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official

business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Council.

Visit the Council at WWW.SEVENQAKS.GOV.UK

N’\

0
05/09/2007
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Bracey, Andy

From: Clir Waller

Sent: 06 September 2007 16:40

To: Bracey, Andy

Subject: Parking Consultation ending 7SEP2007, Ref: South slde Goldsel road

Dear Andy,

Az per our earlier conversations and your correspondence, we fully support the petition presanted by Mr
S.Long of No. 47, Goldsel Road and urge you to urge you to reconsider the proposals.

Clirs. Brookbank, Cole, Waller.

07/09/2007
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Bracey, Andy

From: Connor, Gary

Sent: Q7 September 2007 12:57

To: Bracay, Andy

Subject: FW: Amendment 12 - Swanley {final)

Importance: High
Attachments: Proposed Parking Restrictions for Court Crescent, Swanlay

From: Mark Price Hawerth [mailto:mpricehaworth@hotmail.com]
Posted At: 06 September 2007 21:47

Posted To: Parking & Amenlty (parkingandamenity@sevenoaks.gov.uk)
Canversation: Amendment 12 - Swanley (final}

Subject: Amendment 12 - Swanley (final)

Impaortance: High

Lear Sirs,

Re: The Kent Council County (Various Roads In the District of Sevenoaks) Prohibition and Restriction
of Walting, Disablad Parsons Farking Places, and On Street Parking Places (Amendment No. 12)
Order 2007

Thank you for your letter dated 15% August 2007 advising of the proposed changes as a result of the
second round of consultation.

As [ set out in my response of 20" Ocraber 2006, copy attached for your convenience, we have been
resiclents on Court Crescent since 1988 and have never suffered any inconvenience from commuters or
the “school run™.

Now, whilst I supported the previously proposed Options 3 or 4, as the lesser of the four evils, [ now
find that the waiting times have heen increased.

I find this most objectionable, completely unnecessaty, and cause of great inconvenience,

We have regular church mectings at our house and frequent visits from non-local residents of lKent, all
of whom generally atrive around (9:30am so as to aveid the school run and other congestion around
Swanley, aka the ASDA roundabouts, aka the Swanley Grid Lock.

There has never been a single Road Traffic Accident outside or ncar our propetty, and the recent
mmerease in parking restfctons has served no useful purpose and is never enforced on my road at the
times when congestion could occur, namely at the start and end of school. The only person who I have
seen ticketed was a resident on a Saturday morning when, as you ate no doubt awate, schools arc closed.

With respect to the proposal for High Fies, if we must change the eurrent patrking restrictions, then a
simple 30 minute *No Waiting” restriction at 08:30 and 15:00 is more than sufficient to stop the alleged
“nuisance” of commuters and the “school run®.

As a further incentive, pethaps the recycling and waste collections should be rescheduled to occur at
these times too?

FAY
W
07/09/2007
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Yours faithfully,

Mark J Price Haworth
19 Court Crescent
Swanley

mpricehaworth@hotmail.com
Mobile. 0771-174-1906
Home: (1322-668550

This email may contain privileged/confidential information.

It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message to anyone.

In such case please destroy/delele the message immediately and notify the sender by reply email.
Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official

business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Council,

Visit the Council at WWW.SEVENOAKS.GOV.UK

07/09/2007



Dear Sirs, Page 1 of 2

Bracey, Andy

From: Mark Frice Haworth [mpricehaworth@hotmail.com)]

Posted At: 20 Qectober 2006 21.02

Conversation: Proposed Parking Restrictions for Court Crescent, Swarnley
Posted To:  Microsoft Office Outlook Embedded Message

Suhbject: Proposed Parking Restrictions for Court Crescent, Swanley

Dear Sirs,
Re: Proposed Parking Restrictions for Court Crescent, Swanley

‘I'hank you for your letter dated 25 July 2006 advising of the proposed changes as a result of the
meeting with the self-clected and officious sounding “Swanley & Hextable Forum™.

I have been resident on Court Crescent since 1988 and have never suffered any inconvenience from
comunuters or the “school ran”. So, how we can suddenly have “concerns” baffles me, quite frankly. If
certain residents have an issue with station commuters ot the “school run”, then they shouldn’t have
bought a house near a station or a school

Thete has never been a '-".mgle Road Traffic Accident outside or near my propetty, and the recent
increase in parking restrictions has scrved no vseful putpose and is never enforced on my road at the
times when congesuon could vccur, namely at the start and end of school. The only person who [ have
seen ticketed was a resident on a Saturday morning when, as you are no doubt aware, schools are closed.

With respect to the individual options for High Firs, if we must change the current patking restrictions,
then I ean only support Options 3 or 4 as the lesser of the four evils,

Option 2, with proposcd double yellows lines the length of Court Crescent, does not take into account
that outside of properties 13-19 inclusive there is a dropped ketb indicative of driveways, I tised this
issue with “Amendment No: 87 in April of last year and, thankfully, my concerns were noted. Again, 1
must object most strongly to this praposal

Option 1, with the proposed staggering zones of o waiting times outside different parts of the crescent
would be confusing for tesidents and visitors alike, and 1 cannot see the logic behind this,

Options 3 and 4 - at least these propose distinct zones of no waiting times, but again, why have
different periods? Obviously, one set of times is to deter commuters and the othet to stop the “school
run”, but surely the latter times would also deter commuters?

Regarding the “Tros” and “Cons™ to the proposed Options, as listed on your website:

o All of the proposed Options would technically deter “commuter parking” and “pavement
patking”, but only if enforced. As it never is, the “easy to enforce” “Pro” is void.

o Proposcd Opton 1 is particularly high impact duc to the staggered no waltng zones, as are the
double yellow lines in proposed Option 2. So, only the proposed Options 3 & 4 are “low impact”

o The way to “provide 2 safer environment around the school” or to “prevent obstruction
problems at school times” would be to have enforced no waiting restrictions from Nos: 15 to 65,
but on both sides of the road. This would provide a safe walking environment for children and
their guardians, and be of a low impact to residents. Only the proposed Options 3 and 4 provide
for this.

07/06/2007



Deur Sirs, Page 2 of 2

(&)

u]

[ strongly aprec that there are 1ssues with “access for refuse collections & emergency services”,
most notably at both entrances to the crescent and at the junction with Charnock. An amicable
salution without intraducing double yellow lines could be the introduction of “odd & even™
patking, For exatnple, when the date is odd, only the “outet” ketb of Court Crescent could be
uscd for residential parking, but on even dates the “inner” kerb could he used. ‘This would result
in vastly improved access and remove the evening “chicanes” caused by certain inconsiderate
residents.

I cannot see how any of the proposced Options provide for this, and this really needs addressing

before thete 1z an incident.

[ agree that the proposed Option 4 has an inconvenience fot residents who would have to move
thetr vehicles at 07:30, but as there is no enforcement this 18 not much of 2 “Con™.

1 fail to see why the proposed Options 1 and 4 have “hiphet set-up costs™ than the othet
proposed Options,  If it were just the proposed Option 2, then [ would put it down to the double
lines of paint as opposed to single lines?!

All of the proposed Optons require “additional sipns and road markings”, so why is this a
“CL)[']_”?

‘The proposed Option 3 does not uniquely debar “on-street patking for residents”; they all do to 2
degree, but not as much as the proposed Option 2 with double yellow lines everywhere.

Finally, I must stress that I object most strongly to the proposed Option 2. However, I could accept
etther of the proposed Options 3 and 4, with the proviso that they do not address all issues.

Yours faithfully,

Matk J Price Haworth

19 Court Crescent, Swanley

07/09/2007
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Hawkins, Janet

From: WADSWORTH_GH@sky.com
Posted At: 07 September 2007 14:16
Conversation: "Ammendment 12 - Swanley(final)

Posted To: Parking & Amenity (parkingandamenity@saevenoaks. gov.uk)
Subject: ‘Ammendment 12 - Swanley{final)'

Dear Mr Bracey

With reference to the above [ note with concern that tha parking proposals for the Azalea Drive, Heather End &
Philip Avenue still include the addition of proposed limited waiting, Pay & Display or resldent parmit holders
along Goldsel Road almost opposite the Azalea Drive (Fhilip Avenye end) turning, The concrens | raised last
time stated that the view when turning right out of Azalea Drive towards Crockenhill at prasent is dangerous
as to check that it is clear to proceed you need to pull out into Goldsel Road, allowing parking on both

sides will only make matters worse. Is parking supposed to restrict your view to this extent?

H.Wadsworth

This email may confain privileged/confidential information.

It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message to anyone,

In such case please destroy/delcte the message immediaicly and notify the sender by reply emuil.
Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official

business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Council.

Visit the Council at WWW.SEVENQAKS.GOV.UK

10/09/2007
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Hawkins, Janet

From: R TAUSZKY [tauszky@btinternet.com]

Posted At: 20 August 2007 22:16

Conversatlon: Parking Proposals for 1- B0 5t Gearges Road, Swanley
Posted To:  Parking & Amenity (parkingandamenity@sevenaaks, gov.uk)
Subject: Parking Proposals for 1- 50 5t Georges Road, Swanley

FAQ Chief Engineer

[ have looked at the "final draft" proposal for St Georges Road and 1 must express concern that there
would appear to be no consideration for thosc of us residents who have to park on the street.

[ live al number 50 and my wite and daughter both have a car. ‘We only have one garage and a shared

driveway. Onc of the cars has to park on the road during the day as we cannot block the drive in case
the adjoining owner wishes to get out from his garage,

Your proposal for restricted parking or no parking between 09:00 and 10:00 penalises residents who
have no alternative. Why is there no mention of the residents only parking which would have solved
the original problem regarding the commuters,

[ am afraid that I must object to your proposal as it ig unacceptable. I am not the only resident in the
road that thas affects and 1 would hope that you hear from other residents as well,

By putting forward this scheme you are penalising every resident between number 50 and 61.
I look forward to hearng from you.

Roger Tauszky

50 5t Georges Road

BRE BAZ

This email may contain privileged/confidential information.

It is intended solely for the person to whom if is addressed.

[f you are not the intended recipicnt you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message to anyone.

In such case please destroy/delete the message immediately and notify the sender by reply email.
Opinions, conclusions and other informalion in this message that do not relate to the official

business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Council,

Visit the Council at WWW . SEVENOAKS.GOV.UK

2‘@;\

21/08/2007



48 8T GEORGES ROAD Pagc 1 of 1

Hawkins, Janet

From: R T WILSON [raymend. wilson20@ntworld.com)
Posted At: 24 August 2007 10:21

Convarsation: ST GEQORGES ROAD

Posted To: Parking & Amenity {parkingandamenity@sevenoaks.gov.uk)
Subject: ST GEORGES ROAD

48 ST GHORGES ROAD
SWANLEY
KENT
AMENDMENT 12 SWANLEY
FINAL
As aresident of St Georges road 1o move your car if parked out side your home
for one hour and then back again can not be very good for the environment for
one thing, and would still have the same problem after 10 am with cars just dropping in from the
high st or London road, 1f you fraveld to work by train what do yvou do with your car then if parked
out gide you might just as well have on parking 8-30 am-6-30 pm .
So why not as you have proposed for Kingswood Avenue the choice of residents permit holders then
the choice would be up to each person to decide

Thanking you

RT Wilson
This email may contain privileged/confidential information.
It is intended solely Tor the person o whom it is addressed.
If you are not the intended recipicnt you may not ¢opy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message 10 anyonc,
In such case please destroy/dclete the message immediately and notify the sender by reply email.
Qpinions, conglusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official

business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as ncither given nor endorsed by the
Council.

Visit the Council at WWW.SEVENOQAKS.GOV.UK

28/08/2007



37 5t. Georges Road,
Swanley,

Kent

BRE 8AY

The Community & Planning Services Director,
Parking & Amenitics,

Scvenoaks District Council,

Argyle Road,

Sevenoaks,

Kent TN13 1HG

3™ August 2007

Ref: Amendment 12 - Swanley (final)

Dear Sir,

I refer to the proposed changes to the parking arrangements in 8t Georges Road,
Swanley.

I feel that the proposed "no waiting Mon-Fiday 9am to 10am" should be exiended up
to house number 41 as I have shown in blue on the diagram. This would prevent
commuter parking, but allow residents or visitors to park for the rest of the time.

Yours faithfully,
;L» AL

Lucinda Jones
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Page 1 of 2

Hawkins, Janet

From: HANNAH SYDNEY [hannah.sydney@btinternet. corm)
Postad Atl: 02 September 2007 16:50

Convarsation: Amendment 12 - Swanley (final)

Posted To: Parking & Amenity (parkingandamenityf@sevenaaks gov.uk)
Subject: Amendment 12 - Swanley (final)

Scent on behall of Yve Sydney
Dear Mr Bracey,

[ write with regard to the ebove amendment that affects 5t Georges Road, [ strongly objected to the
previous proposal and I also strongly object lo this new proposal.

The new plan still does nothing to help the residents of 5t Georges Road that do not have off street
parking [acilities, by introducing double yellow lines on the bends and near the entrance
to St Georges Road you are taking away valuable parking spaces.

1 can not understand why you are quoting the Highway Code (section 217) in your letter as this
section has been around since 1988 and there has been no concern from the Council in the past 19
years that people have been parking on the bend.

I could fully understand the safely aspects of this 1f it was a bend on a main road bul it is a bend that
leads into a dead cnd - by painting double yellow lines here you are reducing the number of parking
spaces,

I am congerned that with the introduction of these changes it will mean that there will be bad feeling
created between neighbours as we strugale to getl a parking space and life should not be like that in a
street where I have lived for almost 24 vears.

Also what impact will this have on family life for residents especially those wha have children that
have moved away who will be conceened about visiting in case they have nowhere (0 park when they
come round?

I also worry that if these changes arc introduced I will have lo rush back from work everyday to
make sure I have a parking space - pathetic really isn't il bul thal is what I can see happening.

I am also concerned that your new proposal does not take into account that the residents of No.5 St
Georges Road have converted their front garden into a doveway without having the kerb lowered by
the council, this has taken away almosl 2 spaccs as we can no longer park on that section of the hill
hecause we would be blocking their unofficial driveway.

I have worked out that you have left roughly enough space for 14 cars to park when at least 34
houses are served by this end of S Georges Road - surely you can see that this is going to cause
huge problems for the long term residents of the street.

When this idca was first proposed the residents of the other end of 5t Georges Road asked that their
cnd be kept as it was and (his was allowed - so why are these changes being forced on us?

I feel that if this proposal is introduced it is going to have a huge effect on the way I feel about living
in St Georges Road and I don't think that the District Council that [ pay my taxes to should be
making mec foel this way.

I ask that you take my points into consideration and leave 5t Georpes Road as it is for the good of all
the residents.

03/G9/2007
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I would be grateful for a reply to confirm that you have read my email.
Regards,

Yve Sydney

This email may confain privileged/confidential information.

It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the infended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclose the conlent of this
message to anyone,

In such case please destroy/delcte the message immediately and notify the sender by reply email.
Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message thal do not relate to the official
business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Council.

Visit the Council at WWW.SEVENOQAKS.GOV. UK

03/09/2007
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Hawkins, Janet

From: Wood, John [John. Wood@bexley.gov.uk]

Posted At 03 September 2007 13:26

Conversation: SwanleyParking Review

Posted To: FParking & Amenity {parkingandamenity@sevenpaks.gov.uk)
Subject: SwanleyParking Review

I wish to ohject to the latest proposals to introduce parking restrictions in 5t Georges Road |, and in particular
the western and nos 1 to 40,

| objected fo the original proposals a year ago and, although watered down, my objections are still the same.

There is and has not been a problam with parking in my read. | notice that the original reason that it was to
curtail commider parking seerms to have disappeared and now replaced by repeating advice given in the
highway code which includes being aware of level croasings,hump back bridges and tram lines that do not
apply, unless of course you know something | don't!

It seems that Sevenoaks D C is determined to put restrictions in St Georges Road whether the residents want
it or not.. A residents survey of nos 1 to 40 showead that only 3 wanted any raestrictions and they were all
cutside their house. All except a persen in hospital responded.

If vou da listen to the residents you have consulted then this scheme is dead.

[

As the original consultation result put on your web sité indicated that it was clear cut in favour of restrictions, g
blatant lie as 47.9% wanted no change, | wish to emphasis that | do not want any restrictions in the

western end of 3t Georges and It is elear that the overwhelming majority of my neighbours agree with
me.

L'!,

- Jolin Weod

Budgetary Control Manager
Finance

Wyncham House

0208 308 7813

Ext 5813 \rf‘

e

This Email is confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual to
whom it is addressed. I you are not the intended recipient, be advised that
you have reccived this email in error and that any use, dissemination,
forwarding, printing or copying of the email is strictly prohibited.

Il you have received this email in ervor please notify Bexley Council by
tclephone on +44 (0) 20 8303 7777.

Web Site: hitp:/www . hexley.gov.uk

03/09/2007
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Hawkins, Janet

From: dave eckles [daveeckies@@ntlworld.com]
Posted At: 02 September 2007 23:52
Conversatlon: re swanley parking final consultation

Posted To:  Parking & Amenity (parkingandamenity@sevenoaks.gov.uk)
Subject: re swanley parking final consultation

Dear Sirs,

I would like to say that the final proposals for Springfield Ave and Lowercroft Ave are a great improvernent on
the pravious proposal,

| would , howaver, like to point out that the corners of the turning head at the south end of Springfield Ave are
not protected with double yellow lines (as are other corners on the estate).

Cars regularly park outside No 16 and No.s 9 to 11, which doesn't leave enough roam for turning lorries to
straighten up before fravelling back up Springfield Ave,

| therefore suggest that one double yellow line is added on the corner of No 16 as indicated on the attached
medifiad PDF, | live at No 16 Springfield and the addition of a double yellow as indicated would not be
objected to by me and in my opinion would ease the path of vehicles, especially large ones.

regards

David Eckles

16 Springfield Ave
Swanley

BRB BAX

This email may contain privileged/confidential information.
it is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient vou may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message to anyone.

In such case please destroy/delete the message immediately and notify the sender by reply email.
Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official

business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Council.

Visit the Council at WWW.SEVENOAKS.GOV.UK

o

03/09/2007



Hawkins, Janet

From: janet elsie jones [janet.jones@amserve.com]

Postod At: 04 September 2007 13:35

Conversation: Pine Close parking restrictions

Posted To: Parking & Amenity {parkingandamenity@sevencaks.gov.uk)

Subject: FW: Pine Close parking restrictions

= Mra J Joenes
= 9 Pine cloce
- Swanley

=

= 01322 &6838B1

=

~Dear Andy Bracey

= I am writing to object to the preoposed parking restricticns in
*Pine close! Thess changes will result in PARKING CHAOGS in plne cloge!
=My main cencern is driveways being blocked, which happens often encugh
>without parking spaces being REMOVED! Why are some householders being
»protected with yellow lines while others are not?

This will result in all the cars being funnelled to the middle of pine
+cloge blocking accesa to our garage! During the summer we get wedding
~guests cars parked all over the place most saturdays, ag well as
=picnickers parking up to have there lunches most days! I have heart
sproblems and i am TERRIFIED that if 1 have a heart attack an ambulance
»will Be unable to reach me!!! If thege changer go ahead as planned we
»may have to consider legal recourse. Here is hoping that sanity will
sprevail.

o
S yours falthfully
S Mrs J Jones.

S
»Message sent by the Amgtrad e-mailer plus

Sky+ with 8ky TV, 8ky Talk and Sky Broadband - package offer
Call 0870 B8R0 z702

Thig email may contain privileged/confidential jnformation.

It is intended sgelely for the person to whom it is addressed.

Tf you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclocse the
antent of thig message te anyone.

In such case please destroy/delete the meggage immediately and notify the sender by

reply email.

Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate teo the

offiecial buziness of Sevencaks District Couneil shall be understood as neither given

nor endorsed by the Council.

Vigit the Council at WWW.SEVENOAKS.GOV.UK



Mr J } McMurrie
32 Philip Avenue
Swanlecy

Kent

BRE 8HQ)

21 August 2007
Andrew Bracey

Sevenoaks Council
‘Transport and Planning
PO BOX 183

Argyle Road
scvenoaks

Kent

TN13 1GN

Your Ref: T/Swanley/4/Amend 12

Parking Restrictions: Cyclamen Road/Philip Avenue/Ladds Way, Swanlcy, Kent

Dear Andy

Thank you very much for your letter under reference,

As you are aware from carlicr correspondence, I am very concerned about the
proposed amendments regarding parking in Philip Avenue.

I have objected all along to any alterations to the current parking and I would
like to place on record my objections to the Iatest proposal.

Your letter draws attention to the Highway Code (section 217) and I feel the proposed
amendments also falls foul of this scction of the Highway code, specifically:-

My property, no 32 Philip Avenue is directly opposite Cyclamen Road, I therefore
live oppositc a “T*" Junction, as a matter of fact the distance from the double dotted
lines at the end of Cyclamen Road (o the edge of the payment on my property is about
16 feet.

My property has a “dropped down kerb™ which gives access to my drive

Your proposed amendment therefore appears to contradict the relevant section of the
Highways Code in al least iwo instances.

As | have stated previously Philip Avenue is a residential area and to allow what
could potentially be unlimtited parking would have a serious detrimental effect,

As the width of the road is approximately 16 fect wide, to allow parking on either or
both sides would have the effect of either forcing traffic cither onto the wrong side of



the road, or if cars were parked on both sides, cause a tunnel effect down the middle,
NOT very conducive to road safety or more importantly pedestrian safety.

The currently arrangements works extremely well, in that it actively discourages
commuter parking and cncourages residents to park off road, thus contributing to road
and pedestrian safety

The proposed amendment would appear to have the opposite effect in that commuters
would “take a chance™ as they would only be parking illegally for one hour and
residents could also feel that as they were parking outside of their own house, if a
traffic warden appeared they could quickly move their cars.

I therefore reiterate that I object most strongly to the proposed amendment to the
parking restrictions in Philip Avenue and strongly endorse the retention of the current
restrictions.

Yours Sincercly

John Mec Murric



Mr M.East

10 Pinks Hill
Swanley
Kent
BR3 8AQ
Tele 01322 664824
Community & Planning Services Direclor .
Parking & Amenitics SEVENOAKS misTmirr MUNCL
Scvenoaks District Council
Argyle Road RECD 29 AUG 2007
Sevenoaks ‘
Kent PLANNING & (HANSFOR (A1 ION DT
TN13 1HG '
Your ref: T/Swanley/4/Amend)?2
Date 28" Aug 07

Dear sit/madam

May I please confirm my objection’s to the revised proposal for parking in Pinks Hill between
numbers 2-10,

The reason for my objection is stated in my previous letter dated 23™ March 07, concern
quoted below.

“My concerns are that if the proposed scheme is implemented it would mean that cars with
residence parking permits would be parked continuously on the far side of the road, this due to
the inevitable shortage of permit holder parking, opposite number’s 2 to 10 Pinks Hill. This
plus the fact that cars without permits parking adjacent to the house numbers mentioned would
prevent emergency vehicles passing through onto the estate, a serious risk to health and safety.
Also cars would park on the curb both sides to avoid damage, a serious risk to health and
safety. The outcome then is that pedestrians would have difficulty in walking by, a serious risk
to health and safcty and my understanding having sought advice is that parking on the curb,
unless specifically designed to do so, is still against the Highway Codc and therefore the road
traffic laws for safe parking

In addition to the above the residence of number’s 2 tol0 Pinks Hill, would be severcly
restricted when using their drives and specifically when reversing off the drive. [ am amazed at
the proposed design and cannot understand why your planners could not work this out
themselves. In the event of accidents I would assume that the question lo the council would be
one of duty of care levied against those who designed the scheme.”

The items of my concern, shown as bullet points in your latest letter under “advice given by
the Highway Code™ (section 217)” which are:

Anywhere you would prevent access for Emcrgency Services
* In front of an entrance to a property



Unless vehicles are parked on the pavement you will not have sufficient room for a fire engine
or ambulance to pass safely, If pavement parking is to be allowed you will provide a heath and
safety hazard to prams and pedestrians.

You will also cause a health and safety hazard to those who live between no's 2-10 and need to
access or exit their driveway as you will create a restricted viewing zone for not only those
who are trying to access or exit but for those drivers passing through the gap between two rows
of parked cars and vans.

Tam therefore on safety grounds against this proposal.

Yours f?fully
N

. Liast
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Hawkins, Janet

From: Bob Page [bobthemeterreader@biinternet.com)
Pasted At: 24 August 2007 13:48

Conversation: prohibitionand restriction of waiting-Pinks Hill Swanley
Posted To: Parking & Amenity (parkingandarmenity@severoaks.gov.uk)
Subjact: prohibitionand restriction of waiting-Pinks Hill Swanley

Dear Mr Bracey- Thank you for keeping me informed regarding the review of parking in the Swanley
Area. I know that some of the residents in Pinks Hill (among others of course) have been annoyed that
s0 mahy people park Mon to Fri cufside or opposite their homes and then walk to the station. Whilst I
understand their point of view and have on a No of occasions had to park 50 yards or 50 down the road
because of this I also understand the problem experienced by commuters as there are insufficient
parking spaces available at or near the station and the costs are so prohibitive, The peaple using car
parking facilities are members of the community wha are prepared to work rather than rely on benefits
and are prepared to trovel to work because there cannot be encugh work locally to support them all, T
understand from the council's website that because we have more than 1 parking space on our driveway
we shall not be able to obtain a permit to park. We have room for 3 spaces at our house and 3 family
cars. All 2 of us work and drive to work but there will be times Men to Fri when al! 3 of us are on
holiday and so our drive could be full. T am a meter reader and am provided with a co vehicle which I can
only use for business use and I work 3 days a week. There will be times therefore when we shall have 4
vehicles but only 3 parking spaces and we shall not be able to park the 4™ vehicle bear our home.
Accordingly I wish to object to the propesed scheme.Yours sincerely R.Page B5 Pinks Hill.,

This email may contain privileged/confidential information.

It is intended solely for the person to whom it 1s addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message to anyone.

In such case please destroy/deleic the message immediately and notify the sender by reply email.
Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official

business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Coungil.

Visit the Council at WWW SEVENOAKS.GOV.UK

o
28/08/2007
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Hawkins, Janet

From: alan [alan@alancain.co.uk]
Posted At: 18 August 2007 1509
Conversation: T/Swanley/4

Posted To: Farking & Amenity {parkingandamenity@sevenoaks.gov.uk)
Subject: T/Swanley/4

Andy Bracey
Sir,

With regard to tha proposal of the Parking Restriction review at Pinks Hill, Swanley enclosed with the letter
dated 15" August 2007

The proposed changes at No.s B - 10 - 12, (that were discussed and amended at tha last review (2005) due to
our concems), are again foreing parking to the opposite side of the road causing a danger to pedestrians and
vehicle traffic as residents exit from the driveways through parked vehicles into the roadway, Children and

elderly people live in these properties and will be exposed to unnecessaty danger as a result of these new
propesals

Az you ¢an see from the plan the existing restrictions are on the side with no driveways it has been successful

in contralling the commuter parking, and it has caused little disruption 1o the residents of the proparties at 10-
12-14 and No.1 who reside and generally park here

I hope you will take note of our concerns in this matter as this new scheme has not been requested by the
residenis here and assure me that this not a scheme to charge local residents for on-street parking

Thank you for your attenlion
Yours sincerely
Mr A A Cain

12 Pinks Hill
Swanley
Kent BRE 8AQ

This email may contain privileged/confidential information.

It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the intended recipicnt you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message {0 anyone.

In such case please destroy/delete the message immediately and notify the sender by reply email.
Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official
business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Council.

Visit the Council at WWW .SEVENOQAKS.GOV.UK

20/08/2007
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Hawkins, Janet

From: r [ra@ronald2t . freeserve.co.uk)
Posted At: 18 August 2007 10:16
Conversation: overmead - 310707

Posted To: Parking & Amenity {parkingandamanity@sevenoaks.gov.uk)
Subject: overmead - 310707

Object to any parking change -

The houses have adequate garaging & parking

a change will lead to concreting of frontages speiling tone of district
From R & V Hill,51 Pinks hill

This email may contain privileged/confidential information.
1t is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the inlended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message 1o anyong.

In such casc please destroy/delete the message immediately and notify the sender by reply email.
Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official

businees of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endersed by the
Couneil.

Visit the Council at WWW.SEVENOAKS.GOV.UK

20/08/2007



Page 1 of 1

Hawkins, Janet

From: TonvgrantQo@aol.com
Posted At: 17 August 2007 12:06
Conversation: parking

Posted To: Parking & Amanity {parkingandamenity{@sevenoaks.gov.uk)
Subject: parking

i am writing to you once again to strongly disagree with you propsed parking restrictions outside my house
which is 88,pinks hill, swanley, | have said on a number of times that we do not suffer any traffic problems
this far down on our estatei am not sure whether you have or not been to our street to see if there is a
problem or not and if you have not i invite you to come down at any time during the day to have a

iook, another reason why I object to your plans is when will it end in two years time you will propose double
yellow lines. thank you, a.grant

This email may contain privileged/confidential information.

It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of
this message to anyone.

In such case please destroy/delete the message immediately and notify the sender by
reply email.

Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the
official business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor
endorsed by the Council.

Visit the Council at WWW.SEVENQAKS.GOV.UK

A

20/08/2007



62 Pinks Hill,
Swanley,
Kent BRE BAQ

Community & Planning Services Diractar,
Parking & Amenities,
Sevenopaks District Council,
Argyle Road,
Savenoaks,
Kent TN13 1HG
31 August 2007

Dear Sirs,
Re. Amendment 12 - Swanley {final)

| am writing in response to your letter in respect of the proposed parking restrictions for tha
High Fire Estate and in particular the area of Pinks Hill and Overmead.

I would like to register my objection to the proposed scheme as | feel it is both inconvenient
and restrictive. As a resident | do not consider the current parking situation to be an issue and
would comment that the majority of cars parked on the roads in the Immediate area are
indeed cars belonging to residents.

I note that the proposed scheme for Pinks Hill and Overmead allows for limited waiting, no
return within 2 hours or residents parking permits. As a household with two cars but only one
off sireet parking space, your proposal would appear to provide a dilernma. If you opt for
restrictions between 8.30am - 6.30 pm then where do you propose our gecond car be parked
as all members of the household are away from the residence during the day and are
therefore not available to move the cars in order to comply with the restrictions and indeed
would have nowhere to move them to.

Parking permits would allow us {o continue with on street parking but why do we have to pay
£40 for the ‘privilege’ let alone having to also pay for additional vouchers should friends or
relatives wish to visit?. | would also like to know how yaut intend to manage the number of
permits as it would seem that there would be more demand than spaces availabie,

Onecea again | would like you to take note of my objection / comments and ook farward to a
rasponse in due course,

Daniel Baynton



Hawkins, Janet

From: Peter and Jane Wabber [peter_jane_8jh@hotmail.com)

Posted At: 21 August 2007 13:08

Conversatlon: Parking restrictions for 19 Lila Place, Swanley - Your ref T/Swanley/s/Amend12
Posted To: Parking & Amenity (parkingandamenity@sevanoaks.gov.uk)

Subject: Parking restrictions for 19 Lila Place, Swanley - Your ref T/Swanley/4/Amend12

Dezar Andy Bracey,

Thank you for yeur letter of 15/08/07 regarding the proposed parking restrictions
cutside 19 Lila Place, Swanley. See heading for yeour reference number.

Pleape note that we would like the existing parking restrictions to continue

- that is no parking between 07.30 - 10.00 Monday to Friday in the area opposite our
house. The current arrangements deter rail commuters from parking in the road whilst
allowing guests to park - espegially at weekends,

Probably a minor point, but the plan you sent with your letter explaining the existing
reptrictions is at odds with the parking sign cutside number 21 Lila Place? The sign
ays the restriction startg at 07:30.

Yours sincerely
Peter and Jane Webber

The next generation of Hotmail is here! hrtp://www newhotmall . co.uk

Thig emzil may contain privileged/confidential information.

ft is intended sclely for the pergon to whom it is addresaed.

If you are not the intended recipient vou may not copy, deliver or dieclose the
content of this message to anyone.

In zuch case pleape degtroy/delsts the message immediately and netify the sender by
reply email.

Opinieng, conelusieng and other infermation in this measage that do not relate to the
official business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given
noer enderded by the Coungil.

Vigle the Council at WWW.SEVENQAKS.GOV.UK
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PLANNING & 1 ascelie (ONDEPTY Sepaniey,

- Kent.

BR8 8BA

Tel 01322 667214
E-Maile gravourtiestitiscalivouk

Dear Six 285 August 2007

1 have today seen the proposed parking restrictions for my road which is the address above, The
alterations are nothing like the ones I originally saw at the library some months back.

All that will now happen if these plans go ahead is that the households with too many cars and no
parking space will shift from the comers of the road to cause problems in uther parts of what is a very
narrow road, once this happens yet again council vehicles and Emergency vehicles will not get access to
the road .

You will never be able tb stop inconsiderate pillocks from causing parking problems but this
plan is a recipe for more trouble. Already people park outside their own houses despite having
driveways; this is to stop other vehicles from blocking their drives. We also now have residents having
their kerbs lowered which puts even more pressure on the remaining places in the street.

I have a Caravan so you can imagine the trouble I will have if this goes ahead, somctimes I
can’t even get my ear off my drive.

Yours faithfully

Graham Curties




A miswomsear Norl |8 oW O

St ANLEY
S e BT L. AN
RECD 4 SEP 2007 g QA
PLANNING & TRANSPOHTATION GEPT. .?"rﬂ C)) - E_‘)'?

o322 66452 6
[ ean ,,C/a//'?méw 0797 159 7759

ﬂa.maaw{) m/dﬂmmc:(m/é‘ O}’O\ ‘

Lonencatlt  sgud @ pllin ageal geer oryeed
propash for getos b v Lownentt ool et
b0 el 9ot @ choott  of tolbed  wndel (€

W/’M% [z Ok ey ek of pegl o [ cvcencafh
fovers  Sean Gunn e prpesns A ey

I T G I e e s

e mﬁw Gl yer oo Gorny o oo
Somelhirs adorel /Wdfj v waef gk Se en
Lo/l of Chad un /,‘m?wf@a/ o lak ae  foll aent
/gm £ Cuenyant awé.,éj ba (wacA,

we  al WV( Lk (ort  Shoded (.
W{(g %fdw lone) w1 Gl lewod c?/ Aam%éﬂ%«/‘\
pnid e 7 (}C"A E’/ s M-M/ cued Gl oy
o & now /)ng//ajc-vﬁ Yel G by C;/ &
5@7/'{@ ?’/e[éw fwéz o L b Bk rﬁ»,a/fzzc/%m—m‘»h

b&



o Jho soloban  ceomn B 0 twhal Gn et
P s s o SF 6@./,?,(/) so | peud G se L‘j:]
i tannnt 0 e o L 0 Lol

Tl Se  calld  gomaiba /m«(’«(c.,w (i ll st

Jut. Lo Coavel vesy %/L Jon Sp 5\%?,,,4 | Cocaunr

ff/M St /’M a;;ﬂ.:m a/ A Jtyw'j

H /: /)a,j) ) C:/W CM/}’ Jor,



13 LADDS WAy

SWANLEY
KENY
BRE 8HN
TEL* 1322 613155
The Community and Planning Services Director
Parking & Amenities
Sevenoaks Disfrict Council
Argyle Road
Sevenoaks
Kent TNI3 LHG 19" August 2007
Dear Sirs,

Re: Amendment 12 - Swanley (final)

With reference to your letter dated 15™ August, which was not received until 17" which does not leave
us & great deal of time to study and then reply, considering that the consultation petiod is due to start on
17" August ?

The only problem 1 have with the plans which you enclosed, is the fact that you seem to want to put
double yellow lines outside my house and also outside number 11, why do you feel this to be
necessary?

We have gone o the trouble and expense to have our kerbs dropped, which legally means that no one
should park outside our houses. The only problem being, if I or any one else in my household at some-
time feels it necessary to park outside our own property, then if you have put double yellow lines we
could possibly end up with a parking ticket.

Could you please explain as soon as possible why you feel it necessary to treat numbers 11 and 13
Ladds Way differently from the rest of the road, | await your reply with interest !

Yours faithfully




Pagclofl

Hawkins, Janet

From; Julie Angus [mail@menditta.com)

Postad At: 22 August 2007 20:08

Convarsation: Swanley Parking Review - Ladds Way - Amendment 12 - Swanley (final)
Postad To: Parking & Amenity {parkingandamenity@sevenoaks. gov.uk)

Subject: Swanley Parking Review - Ladds Way - Amendment 12 - Swanley (final)

DCear Mr Bracey,

Re: Amendment 12 « Swanley (final)

Thank you for your letter of 15" August, received whilst | was away an holiday. | would like to lodge the
following objection to your proposal.

Following earlier proposed plang igsued by Sevencaks District Council | tock the decision to have the kerb at
the front of my property dropped. This served two purposes, namaly giving |egal access onta my front garden
& also to avoid a parking bay being placed outside my property for the use of anyone holding a valid residents
permil. Your latest proposal states that double yellow lines will now be put at the front of no. 11 & 13 Ladds
Way. This | obhject to. Why are our two properties being targeting in this way? No other property on the
estate, as far as | can see that has a drapped kerb for vehicular access, has double yellow lines on your plan.
| have no objection to a single yellow line remaining with parking restrictions similar to those already In force,
however | do object to double yeallow lines,

Please advise me if | need to provide any further details in order for this objection to be formally iodged.

Many thanks,

Yours sincerely,

Miss Julie Angus & Mr Mark Menditta

11 Ladds Way,

Swanley

Kent

BR3 8HN

Tel: 01322 613899

This email may contain privileged/confidential information.

It i3 intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message to anyone.

In such case please destroy/delete the message immediately and notify the sender by reply email.
Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official
business of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Council.

Visit the Council at WWW.SEVENOAKS.GOV.UK

24/08/2007
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Page 1 of |

Hawkins, Janet

From: brian downer [brian . downer! @ntiworld.com)
Postad At: 17 August 2007 1516

Conversation: Your ref. T/Swanley/4/Amendi 2
Posted To:  Parking & Amenity (parkingandamenity@sevenoaks.gov.uk)

Subjact: Your ref. T/Swanley/4/Amendiz
34 Ladds Way
Swanlay
17/08/Q7
Dear Sir

I thank you for your letter of 15th Aug. 2007 together with the plan showing the |atest proposals - "final
consultation”- for Cyclamen Rd and Ladds Way.

| studied the colour coded plan you sent and | did refer to the District Councils website -2 you suggested- as

| found the yellow colour chosen to indicate proposed double yellow lines and existing 10 min limited waiting
etc was difficult to distinguish.

My only comments are as follows:-
a) Why are double yellow lines being proposed for only 11&13 Ladds Way?

This proposal appears conspicuously shallow in It's overall impact.You ohvicusly have a rationale, howaver |

simply cannot understand the logic why this short section of road outside only 2 houses has been proposed!

Why not all the houses from 11 thru'21 ,or for that matter other houses in Cyclamen Rd that are also denoted
as limited waiting.

b) Please advise who require permits to park in Ladds Way out side nos.11 to 21 incl.
i nate that these hauses also have a garage plus space for parking cars in front of the garage!

Finally | would add that Ladds Way has in latter days become something of a "speedway” for a selfish
minority of car owners who exceed the speed limit day and night.l would be very happy to see some form of
traffic calming,ie speed bumps Lo deter the dangerous speeads,

| realise this final comment is not part of your parking remit but is mentioned as it concerns me that inevitably
some one will hit a child.

i took forward to receiving your response to my commaents.
Your's sinceraly

Brian Downer

This email may contain privileged/confidential information.

It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message to anyone.

In such casc pleasc destroy/delete the message immediately and notify the sender by reply email.
Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not rclate to the official
busincss of Sevenoaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by the
Council,

Visit the Couneil at WWW SEVENOAKS.GOV.UK

20/08/2007
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s T Mikilk
&7 Goldsel Road

Swanley

R Kent

SEVENOAKS TR iG] . BRS sHA
REC '

021 AUG ygy 8 August 2007

p
LANNING & TRHNEPURTATI'UN DEPT
Dear SiI’S, I

Proposed Parking Plans in Goldsel Road
Ref: T/Swanley/4/Amend12 — Amendment 12 — Swanley {final)

1 am writing to strongly object to having metered parking bays placed on Goldsel
Road. The current parking restrictions adequately deter commuters from parking in
the road, which is the main concern of the residents, If the proposal was put into
place I would never be able to park outside my own home or arrange for deliveries to
be made to my property without causing chaos.

I also strongly object to having a meter placed outside the vicinity of my house. 1 do
not want to have strangers loitering outside my property. Nor would I want to have to
report vandalised meters either, as [ am sure this is what would happen.

In previous correspondence Sevenoaks District Council has suggested that the District
Council’s Parking Attendants would be enforcing the parking proposals, but as we
never see any attendants in this arca I very much doubt that they would be available to
monitor the parking bays!

Your letter does not state if we will be able to apply for a parking permit under these
new proposals! I believe that this is just another method to raise more money for
Sevenoaks and will not ultimately benefit the residents in Goldsel Road, or Swanley
as a whole.

Your letter states: “in cases where those objections were not resolved, the plans
needed to be redesigned”. As far as I can sec and after speaking to residents in
Goldsel Road these plans have not significantly changed and 1 have not been advised
as to how my previous objections had been resolved!

I do not believe that you have adequately consulted the residents of this area, and you
certainly have not taken their views into account.

Yours faithfully,

Mrs T Mihill

Goldsel Road Parking?
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Hawkins, Janet

From: christopher.knight@london-fire.gov.uk

Posted Af: 18 August 2007 17:31

Conversation: T/Swanley/4/Amend12

Posted To:  Parking & Amenity {parkingandamenity@sevenoaks.gov.uk)
Subject: T/Swanley/4/Amendi12

Dear Sir.

I live at number 29 Cyclamen road and have recently been given a parking ticket for
moving my van from my drive to the other side of our road s that we could access the Garage?
Looking at the present / proposed parking restrictions it is fairly clear that that they have been put in
place to slop commulters from leaving there cars all over the estate when they go off to work in
Londomn.

If this is the case would it not be a good idea o allocate parking permits to all the residents of the
elfected roads so we are not lickeled for parking outside our own homes and then leave the
resinctions 1n place to prevent non residents parking illegally?

Regards

Chriotophien Krighit
Watch Manager
F27 Bow

Wi

0207 587 4127

o 3 b e o ok b e ale ke o4 Al ohe A A o o o At ol o A OB AR R o K AR o e O R 0 R 000 e O R B o G e S A ok R S o R OB O L o R RO

LONDON FIRE BRIGADE

Live in London? Free home saflety visits - free smoke alarm?
Freephone 08000 28 44 28

(Go to London Fire at www . london-fire.gov.uk/firesafery
Visit the London Fire Brigade Shop at www.Ifbshop.co.uk

This email intended solely for the addressce and is confidential. I1 you
reccive this email in error, please delete it and notify the sender
immediately. If you are not the addressee please note that any
distribulion, copying or use of the information in this email may

be unlawful.

Email transmissions cannot be gnaranteed to be secure or error free
as information can be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive
late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not
accepl liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this
message that arise as a result of email fransmission, including any

20/08/2007



Parking and Amenity Team, 17 Cvclamen Road.

Sevenoaks District Councit. | SEVENOAKS DHSTRICY COLNCIL Swarvtay

hrgvia Raoad, Kent.
Sevenoaks. Kent, REC'D 20 AUG 2007 BRE 8HH.
T™NIZ 1HG,

PLANRING & TRANSPORTATION NEPT.

16th August 2007,

Re: Amendment Na. 12 - Updated Swanley Parking Proposals.

Daars Sirs.

Please be advised following your updated parking proposals, that | stil campletely and absolutely
abject to the threatened proposed permit holder / 2 haur (Mon-Fri 8.30am - 6.30pm) waiting area wew
are proposing for Cyclamen Road, Swaniey.

in particular, this objection is on the following basis :

1/ We do not have a daytime parking problem in this raad, the existing moming restrictions already
preventing cornmuter parking.

2/ This is the main guest parking area for the road, you are therefore taking away the majority of the
guest parking for the road. This is already limited as a lot of the houses in the road are 3 slorey town
houses with no on-road parking outside.

3/ Although it would be preferable for Man-Fri restrictions to be reduced (maybe 9am to 10am instead
of 7am to 10am), this is not acceptable at the expense of losing the free shared / guest parking.

4/ New road markings and posts, extra/larger signs would downgrade the appearance of the road and
area,

5/ This could force more of the town houses to concrete over their grassed front area (in contravention
to originat house deeds).

&/ This is abviously Not intended to benefit Cyclamen Road residents or their guests (none of whom |
have spoken to wanting these extra restrictions), but to allow you to sell permits to those living in other
roads. As the flats near the station now have new allocated parking of their own, taking away our road
parking to rent out to those from other roads should not be necessary,

| also notice that you are praposing Pay and Display sections. This, aswell as the Permit Holder areas
being forced upon us, would indicate that these parking reviews being carried out by Sevenoaks for

the Swanley Area are for the purpose of obtaining financial gain and Not for the benefit of Swanley
residents as Sevenoaks claim.

That this is for financial gain is also confirmed by the fact that Sevenoaks have started charging for the
small car parks around the Swanley area, therefore, aswell as my abjection above, | alzo object to any
Pay and Display areas being imposed in the Swanley area and also to any other unescessary permit
holder restrictions.

Regards,

FR. Bkl

{Mr Peter R Bucknall)

¥
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Hawkins, Janet

From: Chris Stone [christopher j.stone@btinternet.com]
Posted At: 23 August 2007 20:34
Convergation; Amendment 12 - Swaniey {final}

Posted To: Parking & Amenity {parkingandamenily@sevenozaks.gov.uk}
Subject: Amendment 12 - Swanley (final}

Andy Bracey

Yaour Ref T/Swanley/4/Amend12

While the latest waiting restrictions are an improvment on the previous proposals for Granlaigh Drive and
Court Crescent | still feel they are averly complicated, why cant we have one set of of no waiting times for the
whole area for example 08:30 to 09:30 and 1£:00 to 16:00. This would stop all the commutors and school
runners without the need for all these different times and restrictions on different sections of the road,

Chris Stone

&1 Cranleigh Drive
Swanley

Kent

BR8 8NZ

This email may contain privileged/confidential information.

It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of this
message Lo anyone.

In such case please destroy/delete the message immediately and notify the sender by reply cmail.
Opmions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official
business of Sevenouaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsced by the
Council.

Visit the Council at WWW .SEVENOAKS.GOV.UK

&:&*
24/08/2007
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Page 1 of |

Hawkins, Janeat

From: christine windget [christinewindgetis@hotmail.com)

Posted Af: 18 August 2007 13:29

Conversation: Swanley Parking Review ~ Final Consultation Pinks Hil and Cranleigh Drive
Posted To: Farking & Amenity (parkingandamenity@sevenoaks.gov.uk)

Subject: Swarley Parking Review ~ Final Consultation Pinks Hil and Cranleigh Drive

Deur Sirs,

[ live at 99 Cranleigh Drive and was alarmed to see that our cul-de-sac has a revised proposal for no
parking restrictions. Already our cul-de-sac resembles an NCP car park with some of our neighbours
parking m the road even when they have a garage and drive free to park their cars. On most days
some cars arc parked 2 a breast across the road and on occasion even 3 a breast, Commuters park
here during the week and durings school time many parents manage to park their cars in what limited
space they can find because of our close proximity to the school. Of course this wil increase
considerably once Court Crescent has its own parking restrictions outside the school as Court
Crescent is only 3 houses up from our cul-de-sac. Already, on most days the Emergency Services
would [ind it very difficult to reach the top of the cul-de-sac because of parking obstructions and
¢ach week the refuge collection also has limited access. Please come and view the parking here as it
is now and envisage how much worse it will become once all other parking restrictions are in place
and we have none. Qur little cul-de-sac will be swamped with more commuters and parents parking
without having some Kind of parking restriction oursclves.

regards

Christine & Trevor Windget

Get Pimped! FREE emoticons and customisation from Windows Live - Pimp My Live!

i“‘/;; !'5:;

20/08/2007



85 Cranleigh Drive,

Swanley,

Kent.
SEVEN (e eI COUNCIL BRS 8§NZ.
RECD 4 SEP 2007 01322 663541
PLANNING & {HANSPURIATION DEPT, 3™ September 2007

Re Amendment 12 - Swanley (final)

Dear Sirs,

Thank you for your letter and map showing the revised parking restrictions for the area of
Cranleigh Dive close 10 my house at No 85, which arrived while [ was away on holiday.

I am pleased to see that you have now done away with the proposed parking bays at the
gide of my property, but have deep concerns that you have taken no action to prevent the
obstructive School Parking in this area,

As previously advised to you, our only current problems in this area are of peaple
collecting their children from school in the afternoon, when they park opposite the
residents parked outside No'’s 111, 113 & 1135, all be it with two wheels on the pavement,
but in doing so, restrict the road width and block the access into the cul-de-sac for any
emergency vehicles as well as delivery Vans and Lorries, and make the exit from the cul-
de-sac more difficult.

[ would therefore ask you to consider some form of parking restriction at the side of my
property during afternoon school collection times, either by adding a 8.30 to 10 and 3 to 4
pm restriction, or by simply extending the proposed corner double yellow lines further
along the cul-de-sac to the boundary of my property.

Yours faithfully,

R.V. Buchan.

574,
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From: Louise Westpfel [mrswestpfalzooﬁ@nt'W?Wmmﬂﬁﬁ{.

Sent: 02 September 2007 11:23

To: ‘ransportation@sevenoaks.gov.uk  (RECD & SEP 2007
Subject: Amendment 12 - Swanley (final)
Importance: High PLANNING & TRANSPORTATION DEPTJ!

Dear Mr. Bracey

| have written to you a number of times to object to the plans proposed for Cranleigh Drive however | have yet
to receive a responge or see any changes to the proposal reflecting acknowledgement of my objections.

I live at 22 Cranieigh Orive and at the moment it is planned that double yellow lines are placed opposite my
house and single yellow lines (no waiting g- 10am) outside my house. This will cause more problems than itis
resolving. As the residents on the estate have made clear, it is the commuter parking that we have an issue
with. It is impossible to find parking for visitors and workmen during the week, the dustbin lorries struggle to
get down the road as does the school coach. We are laoking for parking restrictions to resolve the commuter
parking issues NOT to cause residents more inconvenience at evenings and weekends.

By placing double yellow lines opposite my house there would be nowhere else for residents and their guests
to park thelr cars other than outside my house. This makes it dangerous for me to pull off my driveway as 1
can neither see what is coming up or down the road and other drivers can not see me pulling off. Additionatly,
by only allowing parking on our side of the road, cars going up the estate will need to pull out onto the other
side of the road to go around the parked cars and will therefore be in & more dangerous position when going
around the blind corner at the top of the road.

It would be better for us to have single yellow lines all the way down with restricted parking 9-10am, similar to
thase that are already in existence in other roads on the astate such as Bramley Close. This would stop the
cammuter parking yet not obstruct the residents. 1 have made this suggestion in the past but have yet fo
receive an answer as to why this is not a viable option.

| have been unable to attend meetings on this subject due to work commitments but | would ask you to
acknowledge receipt of this email and to address my ohjections and suggested alternative to the parking
plans.

Regards
4

Louise Wegtpgl

57% N

02/09/2007



The Community & Planning Services Director 19 Charnock

Parking & Amenilies Swanley
Sevenoaks District Couneil Kent BRE §NL
Argyle Road

mevenoaks 01322 666296

Kent TN13 THG

28" August 2007

SEVENOAKS DISTRICT COUNGIL
RECD 30 AUG 2p07

Dear Sir

‘Amendment 12 — Swanley (final)’

PLANNING & TRANSPORTATION DEPT.

Charnock & Court Crescent

ety

We note from the amendment that you have moved the residents permit holders’
parking arca between Nos, 16 — 18 Chamock to the other stde of the road. In cffect
this means that there would be less residents permit spaces and also would mean that
traffic coming up the hill and turning right would be on the wrong side of the road.
We would therefore like to submit our objection to this and ask for the original
proposal {o be reinstated.

Geoldsel Boad 2

Proposed pay and display/residents permit holders between Nos 69 (the pedestrian
crossing) — 77 Goldsel Road. We should like to rise an objection against this proposal
as when leaving High Firs this gives no clear view of the traffic approaching from the

right,

Yours faithfully

Mr. Mrs. 8. 3. Woolf

»
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Hawkins, Janet

From: Alison Ockenden [alisonockendenhotmail corm]

Fostad At: 25 August 2007 17:30

Conversation: T/Swanley/4/Amend12

Postad Te:  Parking & Amenity (parkingandamenity@sevenoaks. gov.ik)
Subject: T/Swanley/4/Amend12

FAQ Andy Bracey,

I am writing in connection with your letter dated 15/08/07 your ref T/Swanley/4/Amend 12 concerning
parking restrictions in Charnock, Swanley, BR8 8NL.

I purchased number 2& Charnock with my partner Neil Buchan in April, but we have not yet moved in as we
are renovating the property. I was unaware of the proposed parking restrictions as the previous owners did
not mention this, so have not given any feedback before,

I have had an application to lower the kerb in front of my property accepted and am currently waiting for the
works to commence. I am therefore opposed to the proposed limited waiting in front of my property as this
will block the access to the property that 1 have just paid for! Once the kerb has been lowered, there will not
be room for any cars to park in the area shown In fuchsia on the plans. I would therefore suggest that in fact
double yellow lines be marked on this corner, as [ have no doubt that people will continue to park there,
probably with two wheels on the pavement to ensure they do nat overhang our drive,

I would be grateful if you would confirm receipt of this email.
I look forward to hearing from you shortly.
Kind regards

Alison Qckenden

Are you the Quizmaster? Play BrainBattle with a friend now!
This email may contain privileged/confidential information.
It is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy, deliver or disclose the content of
this message ta anyone.

In such case please destroy/delete the message immediately and notify the sender by
reply email.
Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the

official business of Sevengaks District Council shall be understood as neither given nor
endorsed by the Council.

Visit the Council at WWW_SEVENOAKS.GOV.UK

28/08/2007



Mr C M Metcher
17 Charnock
Swanley
Kent
BRS8 S8NL

01322 664053
[Mohile] 07073635724

colin@irmatcher.fsnet.co uik

28* August zooz

Dear My Bracey,

I refer to our telepfione conversation last week concerning
the “final consultation” parking proposals for Charnock.

As discussed , I am enclosing some photographs and
amended copy of the “final proposals” for our cul de sac.
On the amended copy you will see that T Aave marked the
residents’ bay for 3 cars that was omitted.

As you can see, this confirms the parking restrictions shown
on the “formal consultation’, apart from the residents’
parking bay outside No’s 23/25 and extending the double
yellow (ines to the drive of No.29 (see enclosed photographs).

I think that, from my previous survey results’, this is how
the majority of the residents would want the parking
restrictions laid out.
VYours sincerely,

__..—-—7"’"

Colin Metcher
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The Community & Plamning Services Darector Mr D G Cook

Parking & Amcnities 17 Axzalea Dsive
Sevenoaks Disinict Council Swanlcy
Argyle Road Kent BR3 3HX
Sevenoaks TNI3 1HG

Tel: 01322 664273
24 Angunst 2007
Dear Sir

Azales Drive-Parking: Amendment 12 (Final

Having previonsly commented on what are significant parking changes in Azalea Drive, mmch
of which has peither been taken igto aceount ot formally acknowledged 1 see no point in
repcating, this.

Obviousty von arc aware that your apparent need to generate reverme from a Pay & Display
scheme in this road is likely 10 produce 1he folowing resulis:-

a) Pay & Display will in the main be taken up by station commuters, not local office staff.

b} The displaced local office staff and visitors will first use the 2hr parking areas between
8 and 10am.

¢) Aftex 10am they will then have the opportunity to move into the parking areas covered
only by the 9-10am restrictions.

d) Extensive parking in the 9-10am areas particularly on the bend in Azalea Drtve willl
cause buses 1o vse the pavement 1o pass oncoming cars and deny residents safe acoess
to the road between parked cars.

€) Facilitating overmight parking in what is clearly a major route for buses and cars
between the peak tinaes of appwox 7.30-8.30am, defies all logic.

Would you please provide an acknowledpgement or a reply to this letter.
Yours sincerely

oA
i
D G Cook
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