COMMITTEE REF:
P&RB/10/20

NOTICE OF MEETING
PETITIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS BOARD
Date

: MONDAY, 05 OCTOBER 2020

Time

: 18:00

Place

: VIRTUAL MEETING VIA*SKYPE
.

Councillors

:

Quorum:
Contact Officer:

A. HUSSAIN (CHAIR)
ABID (VICE CHAIR)
AKBAR
D. CHAPMAN

SIMMONS
SKEPELHORN
TAYLOR

3 Members
Bert Siong (01582 546781)
Email: bert.siong@luton.gov.uk

Skype Meeting Link

INFORMATION FOR THE PUBLIC
PURPOSE: This committee receives and considers petitions within the Council’s
Petitions Scheme, addresses matters of concern to local communities within any areas of
the town and makes recommendations, comment or give advice to the Executive, Council
or Committee as appropriate.
PUBLIC INFORMATION:
*SKYPE: During the Covid 19 emergency period, this meeting will take place virtually, via
Skype. To access the meeting, please click on the link to the meeting above.
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AGENDA
Agenda
Item

Subject

Page
No.

1

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

2

MINUTES
(TO BE SIGNED IN DUE COURSE)
1. 27 January 2020

5 - 12

3

SECTION 106, LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCE
ACT 1992
Those item(s) on the Agenda affected by Section 106 of the Local
Government Finance Act 1992 will be identified at the meeting.
Any Members so affected is reminded that (s)he should disclose
the fact and refrain from voting on those item(s).

4

DISCLOSURES OF INTEREST
Members are reminded that they must disclose both the existence and
nature of any disclosable pecuniary interest and any personal interest that
they have in any matter to be considered at the meeting unless the interest
is a sensitive interest in which event they need not disclose the nature of
the interest.
A member with a disclosable pecuniary interest must not further
participate in any discussion of, vote on, or take any executive steps in
relation to the item of business.
A member with a personal interest, which a member of the public with
knowledge of the relevant facts would reasonably regard as so significant
that it is likely to prejudice the member’s judgment of the public interest,
must similarly not participate in any discussion of, vote on, or take any
executive steps in relation to the item of business.
Disclosable pecuniary interests and Personal Interests are defined
in the Council’s Code of Conduct for Members and Co-opted
members.

5

URGENT BUSINESS
The Chair to report on any business which is considered to be
urgent and which should be discussed at the meeting in
accordance with Section 100B(4)(b) of the Local Government Act
1972 and to determine when, during the meeting, any such
business should be discussed.

6

Petitions
1. Petition – Suspension of residents parking
scheme – Erin Close, Luton – Consultation results
(Report of the Service Director – Public Realm)
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13 - 42

7

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972, PART VA
To consider whether to pass a resolution under Section 100A(4) of
the Local Government Act 1972 to exclude the public from the
meeting during consideration of any item listed above if it is likely
that if members of the public were present during those items there
would be disclosure to them of exempt information falling within the
Paragraphs of Part1 of Schedule12A to the Local Government Act
1972.
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Petitions and Representation
Board
Minutes
27 January 2020 at 6.00 pm
Present:

Councillor A. Hussain (Chair); Councillors Abid (Vice-Chair), Akbar, D. Chapman, Simmons,
Skepelhorn and Taylor

In attendance
ward councillors:

Councillor T. Saleem (item 5.1 only), Councillor Malcolm, Councillor Moles and Councillor
Young

1

Minutes (Ref 2.1)

Resolved: That the minutes of the meeting of the committee held on the 12th August 2019 be
taken as read, approved as a correct record and signed by the Chair in due course.

2

Petition – No Public Toilet Facilities at Luton Bus Interchange (Ref 5.1)

The chair, Councillor Abbas Hussain agreed to take this item under urgent business due to
the petition received after the agenda was published and despatched.
Councillor Abbas Hussain invited the lead petitioner who was absent from the meeting to
state the reason for the petition, which was presented by Councillor T. Saleem ward
councillor for that area. She informed the committee that the lead petitioner was an elderly
man who was concerned about the lack of public conveniences at Luton bus interchange.
The issue was also a concern for pensioners and those with small children who were regular
users of the bus interchange and found it difficult accessing public accessible conveniences
in that area.
Page 5 of 42

Rachel Doyle, Facilities Manager informed the committee the Luton bus interchange is part
of the guided busway, which opened 2013 with no public toilet facilities included in the
scheme. Two years later in 2015 the travel centre was built comprised of a Starbucks café, a
rest room for Arriva bus drivers and a Travel Information Centre; and the building is leased to
a third party responsible for the delivery of all day-to-day services.
There are two toilets located within the bus interchange in the Starbucks café and the lease
agreement states these are for the use of Starbucks customers, travel centre staff and Arriva
bus drivers and not considered for general public use.
The lack of public conveniences at the Luton bus interchange was raised by Councillor
Keens and by the former Luton North MP, Kelvin Hopkins.
The petition was received on 10th January 2020 signed by eleven people addressed to
Councillor T. Saleem requesting the need for public conveniences in the Luton bus
interchange area.
Discussions held by the Facilities Manager with Starbucks on their toilet facilities for general
public use resulted in one of the toilets changed from key code entry to a radar key. Which
will allow one of the toilets for use by disabled people and those with medical conditions with
the use of a radar key available for emergency purposes only from the travel centre desk on
request.
Councillor T. Saleem commented the arrangements in place with Starbucks for use of the
radar key on request was not widely known by the public.
Ongoing discussions also took place with the Bute Street/train station development-working
group, which the Department of Transport, GRT and Network Rail attend, and is a long way
from being resolved.
The officer recommended the committee support a feasibility study being carried out for a
new public toilet facility at Luton bus interchange; and asked the committee note there was
no funding available to proceed if it proved favourable; but could be considered as part of a
future capital programmes bid.
Councillor Taylor supported the capital programme option and commented that over the
years the council closed public conveniences due vandalised and anti-social behaviour. He
asked whether future discussions with Starbucks could include the council paying a small
contribution for maintenance and upkeep of their toilet facilities.
In response, the Facilities Manager advised previous discussions with Starbucks resulted in
the one of the toilet used for emergency use only via a radar key. Starbucks main concern
was if the toilets were opened for, general public use would be subject to vandalism, which
was the case in the past and funded the repair costs themselves. The Luton bus interchange
area is a hotspot for anti-social behaviours for beggars and rough sleepers and Starbucks
were keen not to encourage further anti-social behaviour in that area.
Councillor Skepelhorn commented that the nearest public conveniences was the Mall, which
was quite a distance for the elderly, and those with small children to travel from the bus
interchange. Toilet facilities were available at the train station, only accessible from the
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platform 5 and asked whether discussions with network rail the possibility of using these
facilities by bus interchange customers. The officer agreed to raise the matter at the next
meeting.
Councillor Abid asked whether other businesses in the area could be approach to use their
toilet facilities as a short-term alternative.
Councillor Chapman commented that the nearest business to the Luton bus interchange was
the Hat Factory, and whether those public conveniences could be used.
Resolved: (i) That the committee supported the feasibility study being carried out for a new
public toilet facility at Luton bus interchange.
(ii) That the Facilities Manager continue discussions with Starbucks to agree a short-term
solution.
(iii) That the Facilities Manager inform lead petitioner of the outcome of the committee.

3

Petition – Suspension of Residents Parking Scheme in Erin Close, Luton
(Ref 6.1)

The chair invited the Christine Davy, Network and Safety Manager to present the report (Ref
6.1).
The committee was informed that at the last meeting councillors requested residents of Erin
Close be consulted on options to remain with the current scheme (Monday to Saturday 8am
to 6pm) or to change to Monday to Saturday 8am to 8pm. The option of removal of the
scheme was not consulted on, due to concerns expressed by residents on the amount of
non-residents parking in the close, which was substantiated through observations
undertaken.
The questionnaire was sent to all residents in Erin Close totalling 46 properties in September
last year, who were given until the 18 September 2019 to respond by email or with the free
post envelope provided. From the ten responses received the following was found:
•
•

4 agreed for the scheme to remain from Monday to Saturday 8am to 6pm
1 agreed for the scheme to change from Monday to Saturday 8am to 8pm

Other comments received:
•
•
•

4 stated there was a problem;
2 strongly disagreed with the parking charges;
5 preferred the scheme be removed

The results of the consultation were reviewed by ward councillors and the portfolio holder
who noted and agreed that residents wanted the current scheme to remain without change.
Residents parking permits were issued to 35 residents in Erin Close. The removal of the
scheme would cost the council £2,500, which includes the removal of traffic regulation orders
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and signs. No refunds would be made to residents for permits already issued if the
committee decide to remove the scheme.
The officer recommended the committee support the continuation of the scheme or for a
report to the Executive to authorise removal of the scheme.
The Chair invited the lead petitioner to speak who said the proposals to extend parking hours
was a distraction as the questionnaire failed to offer the option to remove the scheme, which
was deliberate. Residents parking in Erin Close remained the same and one vehicle had
been parked in a dangerous position since last October, blocking entry into Erin Close due to
no barrier being in place to prevent unauthorised parking. The correct positon for the council
was to remove the scheme altogether, which would have been the decision made by the
majority of residents had that been included in the consultation. The permits recently issued
had improved the situation slightly in the close, and the committee should make a decision,
which benefits the residents of Erin Close rather than on costs of removal of the scheme to
the council.
Councillor Taylor asked whether parking enforcement officers patrolled the area regularly,
and how many parking tickets had been issued as a result. In response the officer replied the
area is regularly patrolled by enforcement officers but did not have number of tickets issued
to hand.
Councillor Taylor further commented the parking scheme originally was put in at the request
of residents who now want it removed which did not reflect the results of the consultation
undertaken.
The lead petitioner responded to say the reason for the low response was many residents
were unsure and confused on how to respond to the questions. However, had the option of
removal of the scheme being included a high response would have been received.
The committee instructed the officer to resend the questionnaire to include the removal of the
scheme to residents in Erin Close and Erin Court and report back the results to a future
meeting of the Committee for a decision to be made.
Resolved: (i) That the committee noted receipt of the petition (ref 6.1).
(ii) That the officer be instructed to resend the questionnaire to include the option of removal
of the scheme to residents in Erin Close and Erin Court and report back the results to a
future meeting of the committee for a decision to be made.
.
(iii) That the Service Director, Public Realm inform the lead petitioner of the outcome of the
committee.

4
Petition - Travellers setting up camp on the green on Littlefield Road (Ref
6.2)
The chair invite the lead petitioner to present the petition on travellers setting up camp on the
green on Littlefield Road which requested the council do something to prevent travellers
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entering the green on Littlefield Road. The lead petitioner informed the committee that
traveller encampments on the green caused disruption and anti-social behaviour to residents.
Councillor Moles ward councillor for that area further added that travellers encampments
occur every 6 weeks and travellers were camped on Crawley Green Road today. The
council previously installed wooden stumps to prevent travellers from entering open space
areas and asked whether these were expensive to install. The lead petitioner suggested a
small bank made around the whole area to prevent travellers from entering the green as an
alternative option.

The chair invited Steve Battlebury, Greenspace Manager to respond. He informed the
committee the petition signed by 89 residents in Littlefield Road regarding travellers setting
up camp on the open space. He further advised a low knee rail and metal lockable bollards
for access to maintenance vehicles only was already in place.
So far, there had been four illegal traveller encampments on the open space in the period
between September 2018 and September 2019 with a total clean-up cost to the council of
£7,993.22. On each occasion, the council used its powers under the Criminal Justice and
Public Order Act 1994 to remove the travellers.
Consultation currently undertaken by the government on measures to criminalise trespassing
for unauthorised encampment in England and Wales closing in March 2020. The change will
lead to the Criminal Justice Public Order Act 1994 providing more powers to the police to
deal with illegal encampments more effectively and restrict return to previously occupied land
for longer periods.
The Greenspace Manager further informed the committee that removal of the existing
wooden knee rail and replacing it with a stronger metal rail similar to other areas in the town
would cost £11,200 with no guarantee that traveller encampment would be deterred.
The Greenspace Manager further advised creating a bank around the whole areas
suggested by the lead petition would incur further costs for maintenance and up keep.
Councillor Simmons suggested the officer look the possibility of doing both as an interim
measure particularly as the outcome of the consultation was due soon. The officer replied the
council’s climate change agenda was looking at mass tree planting which the committee
could consider.
Councillor Skepelhorn suggested the costs of the interim measures be covered by the new
homes funding and asked that the officer contact Gary Roberts, Area Project and
Involvement Manager who manages the new homes funding for that area.
Resolved: (i) That the committee note the report (ref 6.2).
(ii) That no action be taken at this time until the outcome of the government consultation on
preventative measures is known.
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(iii) That the officer look into alternative short term measures mentioned earlier as a possible
deterrent to further traveller encampments in the area; and contact the Area and Involvement
Manager to use the new homes funding for the work required.
(iv) That the Service Director, Public Realm inform the lead petitioner of the outcome of the
committee.

5. Petition – Council to provide skateboard park in Bramingham (Ref 6.3)
The chair invited the lead petitioner to present the petition who was absent from the meeting.
Councillor Young ward councillor for the area presented the petition on behalf of the lead
petitioner who was a fourteen-year-old boy and a keen skateboarder who had petitioned
residents in the area for a skateboarding park. Councillor Young requested the committee
accept the recommendations in the report.
The Chair invited the Greenspace Manager to respond who informed the committee a
petition containing 99 signatories received for a skateboard park in Bramingham Ward.
The town currently had two dedicated skateboard parks at Wigmore Valley Park and Manor
Road Park. The skateboard park at Wigmore Valley Park was the largest and attracted users
from across the town, and scheduled for upgrade in this year as part of the New Century
Park development. The Manor Road skateboard park was smaller and externally funded.
There was no budget for a new or replacement play equipment and no new plans to provide
a new skateboard facility in the Bramingham ward area, and at the current time no customer
feedback had been received in support of a skateboard park.
Skateboard parks generate noise and anti-social behaviour and usually situated away from
residential properties. The Bramingham area had two open space areas in Great
Bramingham Park and Little Bramingham Park, which is surrounded by residential properties
and not suitable for such a facility.
The petition suggests a more regional facility for the north of the town which is best place in
district parks as they had more capacity and opportunity to incorporate this type of facility
without impacting on local residents. The two district parks to the north of the borough is
Leagrave Park and Lewsey Park, which could accommodate this type of facility.
Resolved: (i) That the Greenspace Manager be instructed to undertake a feasibility study
consulting with the local community and park users to evidence the need that such a facility
is needed in the area.
(ii) That the Greenspace Manager be instructed to investigate potential external funding
sources to support a bid in the council’s capital programme for 2021-22.
(iii) That the Service Director, Public Realm inform the lead petitioner of the outcome of the
committee.
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6.

Petition – Request for an article 4 direction on HMOs in the High Town
area of Luton (Ref 6.4)

The chair invited the lead petitioner to present the petition, which was presented by a
member of Friends of High Town who informed the committee the petition requests an article
4 direction in the high town area to limit the number of houses in multiple occupation (HMO)
properties by 10%.
The Friends of High town were concerned about the increasing number of HMOs in the area,
which had an affect on the local community, its amenities and well-being. HMOs affect the
quality of life of local residents such as; poor standards of accommodation, reduced
environmental quality, increase in noise complaints, anti-social behaviour, loss of single
family dwelling houses, increase in crime levels and pressures on car parking.
The Friends of High Town work closely with ward councillors and council officers, and
recognise Luton’s housing needs requirement. The petition was not against HMOs but the
committee was requested to consider an article 4 direction as a solution to limit the number
of HMOs in the area.
The Team Manager Planning, Policy and Environment informed the committee the matter of
HMOs was discussed at the overview and scrutiny board in August last year, which
requested a further report on the implementation of an article 4 direction to apply to the whole
of the town or particular parts.
PC Charlie Groh, Police Community Officer in High Town further added that there had been
143 HMOs in High Town set up over a six-month period and a large proportion of those were
in Edward Street. The police were called regularly to deal with mental health and anti-social
behaviour in High Town; and one property was visited 86 times. Many complaints by
residents relate to cannabis smoking, which prevents them from opening their windows
during the summer, and regarded as a seasonal problem; and the large number of HMOs in
that area encourage such anti-social behaviour.
A councillor enquired whether calls to the police relate to houses in multiple occupation or to
specific properties and advised the majority of calls to the police related HMO properties.
A councillor enquired about police powers under the Anti-Social Behaviour legislation to
close some properties, and whether it was used. PC Groh replied the police had powers to
apply for temporary closure notices and to the Magistrate Court for a 3 or 6-month notice,
which was not permanent. They also can use civil injunctions or criminal behaviour orders
and can look to revoke the HMO licence from landlords.
Councillor Malcolm ward councillor for High Town informed the committee the situation the
area was at breaking point and it was now time for the council to act. He further added the
committee received a lot of evidence to supplement the report and recognised the licensing
scheme would have an impact and was not arguing for no HMOs in the area but wanted the
numbers limited.
Councillor Malcolm was concerned there was no concrete timescale in the report and
suggested a trial article 4 direction alongside the licensing scheme.
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In response, the Team Manager Planning Policy and Environment Manager inform the
Committee that Planning were working with Private Sector Housing to come up with a
solution. As mentioned earlier the issue was raised at a meeting of the overview and scrutiny
board who requested a report back to that Committee later in the year on the implementation
of an article 4 direction for all or named parts of the town.
The council is aware of the presence of buildings converted into flats lawfully and unlawfully
which can be associated with the concerns raised in the petition.
A project group had been set up to collate the evidence required for a decision on the
potential of an article 4 direction to be made, which was delayed due to lack of resources in
the planning section.
If an article 4 direction was introduced it would apply from the date it comes into effect to new
applications for a change of use only. An article 4 direction in High Town would not
necessarily reduce the number of existing HMOs but could lead to a reduction in the growth
of HMOs in the future. The council needs to determine the approach it wishes to take in
determining planning applications and review HMOs in the Luton Local Plan. Introducing an
article 4 direction requires a planning application to be made for change of use and there was
no guarantee planning consent would be granted.
The points raised in the High Town petition does not sufficiently provide evidence
demonstrating a link between HMOs and an article 4 direction which would address many of
the concerns raised because they are not directly related or controlled by the planning
system.
A councillor enquired when the report to overview and scrutiny board would be ready and
advised it would be subject to discussions with Democratic Services for an appropriate date
to be identified.
A councillor enquired whether the selective licensing scheme would help with rouge landlords
and advised it would and was a good data source which planning supported.
Resolved: (i) That a review of the council’s policy on HMOs be noted and further work is
currently undertaken.
(ii) That the committee note the set-up of a project group to collect data with report back to
the overview and scrutiny board to a date yet to be identified with a report to the Executive
for a decision to be made.
(iii) That the Service Director, Planning and Economic Growth inform the lead petitioner of
the outcome of the committee.

(Note: The meeting ended 7.50 pm)
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Item
No:

Committee:
Date of Meeting:
Subject:
Report Author:
Contact Officer:
Implications:

Wards Affected:

6.1

Petitions and Representation Board
05 October 2020
Petition – Suspension of residents parking scheme – Erin
Close, Luton – Consultation results
Service Director – Public Realm
Christine Davy Tel. 01582 546962
Legal
☐
Community Safety ☐
Equalities
☐
Environment
☐
Financial
☐
Consultations
☐
Staffing
☐
Other
☐
Saints

Purpose
1.

To report to the Petitions and Representation Board, the results of the additional
consultation relating to the residents parking scheme – Erin Close, Luton.

Recommendations
2.

The Board is recommended:
(i)
(ii)

To note receipt of the petition
To recommend to the Executive that the residents permit scheme, Erin
Close, Luton is suspended and advertised for removal as part of the
2021/22 programme of works

(iii) To instruct the Service Director, Public Realm to advise the petitioners
Background
3.

A petition from 20 residents of Erin Close and Erin Court was presented to the
Petitions and Representation Board at their meeting on 10 July 2019.

4.

The Board requested that the local ward councillors and Portfolio holder for Public
Realm met with representatives of the Erin Close to reach a consensus. This
meeting was held on 14th August 2019.

5.

It was agreed that a consultation was undertaken and the results of this was
reported to the Board on 27 January 2020. However, the option of removing the
scheme was not given as an option and therefore, the Board agreed that the
consultation should be repeated.
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Report
6.

A letter with a questionnaire was hand delivered to all residents of Erin Close and
Erin Court (46 properties) in early July 2020. Residents had until the 22 July 2022 to
respond either by e-mail or to a free post address.

7.

26 responses from 24 households (52%) were received. Two responses were
received from two households. These have been included in the summary below as
one of the households did not agree with each other. Appendix A shows the
responses. The table below shows a summary of the responses.

Preferences

No. response

% of those
responding

Prefer scheme to remain Monday
to Saturday 8am to 6pm

1

4%

Prefer the scheme to be changed
to Monday to Saturday 8am to
8pm

2

8%

Prefer to the residents permit
scheme to be withdrawn

23

88%

8.

The cost of removing the scheme would be approximately £2500. This costs
includes advertising the removal of the Traffic Regulation Order and removal of the
signs. Should any objections be received to the removal of the scheme these will be
considered through the usual procedures.

9.

The programme of works is fully committed for 2020/21 both in terms of funding and
officer resources to implement. Therefore, it is recommended that the removal of
the scheme is added to the draft programme of works for 2021/22 and submitted for
consideration by the Executive as part of the usual budget.

10. However, the scheme could be suspended by covering over the signs until such
time as the scheme is formally removed. No refund of residents’ permits would be
made for the cost of purchasing the residents permits should the scheme be
removed.
Proposal/Options
11. The Board has the following options
a. To recommend to the Executive that the residents permit scheme is
suspended and advertised for removal as part of the next financial year
(2021/22) programme of works as a further cost to the Council of
approximately £2500. This is the recommended option.
b. To recommend to the Executive that the removal of the residents permit
scheme is formally advertised within the 2020/21 programme of works –
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This is not recommended as it would result in other programmed works
being delayed.
c. To continue with the scheme – Given that the costs of the scheme were
clearly stated to resident at the time that the Traffic Regulation Order was
advertised. Only one objection was received at this time. The scheme does
regulate parking as requested in the original petition. This is not
recommended as this is against the majority of the residents who responded
to the consultation
Appendix
Appendix A - Responses to the residents parking scheme consultation – Erin Close,
Luton
List of Background Papers - Local Government Act 1972, Section 100D
1.

Report entitled Petition - Suspension of Residents Parking Scheme – Erin
Close dated 10 July 2019

2.

Report entitled Petition – Residents Parking on Erin Close – Update dated 18
April 2018

3.

Report entitled Petition – Residents Parking – Erin Close dated 21 February
2018

4.

Report entitled Petition – Residents Parking – Erin Close dated 27 January
2020

Implications

Item

Details

Legal
Finance
Equalities
Environment
Community
Safety
Staffing
Consultations
Other
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Clearance Agreed
By

Dated

Appendix A
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Please can you accept this as my response to the consultation as I have misplaced my letter and
none of the neighbours have one that I can copy.
My address is

Erin Close

We have 2 cars currently.
My preferred option would be removal of the scheme.

Other information.
We do have a garage but it is unusable due to the state of the garages. The rooves all need replacing
but due to the asbestos this can’t be done. The ownership of the garages has always been as issue
due to the poorly kept records. Having an individual roof repaired would mean that not all the
asbestos could be removed, as it would impinge on the neighbouring garages.
Thanks
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