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ANNEX 1

	Resident (1)
	16 Priory Road



	Type of Representation
	Objection to detail



	Summary of Representation


	16 Priory Road is not included as an eligible household.

	Officer Comment
	The eligible properties originally proposed did not include any even-numbered addresses.  If this property is not included it would clearly be seriously disadvantaged and contrary to the spirit of the scheme.  It is suggested that 16 Priory Road is included as an eligible property.  Although no representations have been received from them, 2 and 4 Priory Road are also not included as eligible properties yet they also have no off-street parking of their own.  If 16 and 18 (see reference P2) are included, then to be equitable so also should 2 and 4.



	Resident (2)
	18 Priory Road



	Type of Representation


	Objection to detail.



	Summary of Representation


	18 Priory Road is not included as an eligible property.

	Officer Comment


	As officer comment for (1) above.

	Resident (3)
	41 Priory Road



	Type of Representation


	Objection to detail



	Summary of Representation


	Enquiry relating to a future driveway and vehicle height.

	Officer Comment


	The resident’s ability to construct a driveway onto their curtilage would not be compromised by this scheme.  Included in the detail of the draft Order copied from a similar scheme in Oxford is a prohibition on vehicles over 2m high.  This exclusion is clearly not intended to cover vehicles such as campervans and it is recommended that this reference is dropped in the final version of the Order.



	Resident (4)
	48 Priory Road



	Type of Representation
	Comment.  

	Summary of Representation
	The schematic plan attached to the proposal failed to show a dropped kerb crossing outside her property.  A further query relates to whether there would be advisory markings or double-yellow lines across dropped kerb crossings and respondent also asks whether permits purchased by one resident could be used by a neighbour.



	Officer Comment


	It is not intended to put any residents’ bays across dropped kerb crossings.  The scheme when set out on site will observe and respect all dropped kerb crossings.  The Order as drafted has envisaged enforceable double-yellow lines across each dropped kerb crossing which would conform to the Oxford model on which the scheme has been based.  Double-yellow lines could be changed to advisory markings meaning that they would be technically unforceable if any resident displayed a permit parked across them.  It is proposed that respondent’s request be complied with.  It will be difficult in practise for the Council to prevent the exchange of permits between one dwelling and another.  The Council could take reasonable steps to ensure it issues permits only to vehicle owners by for example asking to see a log book before issuing a permit to a particular address.



	Resident (5)
	49 Priory Road



	Type of Representation


	Objection in principle.

	Summary of Representation


	Several points of principle are raised with comments that the allocation of permits should be based upon the number of vehicles owned at a particular property rather than restricted to a maximum of two.



	Officer Comment


	The allocation of a maximum of two permits per household has been formally adopted by Cherwell District Council.  The points of principle have already been aired before the Disrict Council’s Executive.  It has always been acknowledged that there are advantages as well as disadvantages with any residents parking scheme.



	Resident (6)
	51 Priory Road



	Type of Representation


	Comment.

	Summary of Representation


	Respondent has stated she will require the full allocation of 104 visitor permits per year.

	Officer Comment
	Noted

	Business (7)


	MJA Consulting on behalf of Bloor Homes who have an option on potential development land at the rear of Nash’s Bakery site at the rear of the Bakery.



	Type of Representation


	Objection to detail

	Summary of Representation


	MJA are objecting to the detail of the scheme around the junction of Priory Road and Chapel Street.  They are concerned that the proposed parking spaces set out around this junction will compromise its capacity and thus the developability of their site.



	Officer Comment


	Noted.  The parking bays can be reconfigured so as not to reduce forward visibility at this junction or its capacity.  However this may mean a reduction of one or two spaces overall. To change the proposal at this stage would pre-empt the determination of any planning application.  It is suggested that Members could commit to a change in the detail of the Order at this junction to facilitate the junction improvements on condition that a planning consent for the development is granted and that the junction reconfiguration is still needed to accommodate the development.  Furthermore any such changes to the Order made at this time would have to be at the developer’s expense.



	Business (8)
	Edburgs Hall, Priory Road



	Type of Representation


	Objection to detail.

	Summary of Representation


	Advanced Alchemy have no off-street parking of their own.  They have leased their premises until 2008 and this scheme will be a factor in whether they could continue to occupy it.



	Officer Comment


	This scheme is a “residents” parking scheme and therefore the effect on Advanced Alchemy’s staff parking has not been a consideration.  



	Resident (9)
	36 London Road



	Type of Representation


	Comment.

	Summary of Representation


	Having a London Road address respondent will not be entitled to a permit.  However, he has a private garage at the rear of his property accessed off Priory Road which is currently only protected by advisory markings.  He asks whether these could be converted to enforceable double-yellow line markings.



	Officer Comment


	This is possible and has been taken into account in the current TRO for Bicester.



	Resident (10)
	Victoria Road (number not specified)



	Type of Representation


	Support scheme.

	Summary of Representation


	Respondent asks whether the scheme would operate on a 24-hour a day 7-day a week basis.

	Officer Comment


	This is confirmed.



	Resident (11)
	6 Bath Terrace

Victoria Road



	Type of Representation


	Objection in principle.

	Summary of Representation


	On balance respondents suggest that the road is too narrow outside Bath Terrace for continuous parking, and the scheme would not provide the number of spaces that are needed by residents.  They suggest the Council- owned spaces near Winners be converted to residents only parking spaces, and that concessions for residents are given in Cattle Market car park.



	Officer Comment


	The Council could provide the suggested facility in addition to or instead of those being proposed.  However, this would be a departure from the District Council’s proposals which are currently ring-fenced to on-street parking on public highway areas.  The issue of parking outside Bath Terrace has been considered by officers from both Councils and on balance is considered acceptable.



	Resident (12)
	4 Newport Terrace

Victoria Road



	Type of Representation


	Supports scheme.

	Summary of Representation


	However, respondent  does have concerns about the availability of spaces in proportion to likely demand and asks if additional resident spaces could be allocated in Victoria Court.



	Officer Comment


	It has always been acknowledged that the ratio of kerb space to demand is a disadvantage.  In the light of this comment the proposed parking provision at Victoria Court has been looked at again with County Council officers.  It is considered a further two spaces could be provided.



	Resident (13)
	6 Newport Terrace

Victoria Road



	Type of Representation


	Supports scheme.



	Summary of Representation


	No additional comments.

	Officer Comment


	None

	Resident (14)
	7 Victoria Road



	Type of Representation


	Supports scheme.



	Summary of Representation


	No additional comments.

	Officer Comment


	None

	Resident (15)
	21 Victoria Court



	Type of Representation


	Objection to detail.

	Summary of Representation


	Scheme would disadvantage residents of Victoria Court.  It is currently proposed that they would be ineligible for residents parking permits, yet residents of Victoria Court typically are allotted only one off-street space per flat.  Two-car households tend to park their second vehicle in Victoria Court.



	Officer Comment


	The scheme has not allowed for residents of Victoria Court to be eligible.  The alternative options are to offer them one permit per dwelling to make up for the circumstance described above or to leave the parking in Victoria Court as it is, i.e. on a first-come first-served basis.  However, Victoria Court was given planning consent on the basis of the off-street spaces that have already been provided there.



	Resident (16)
	10 Victoria Court



	Type of Representation


	Objection to detail.

	Summary of Representation


	As 15 above.

	Officer Comment
	As 15 above.



	Resident (17)
	53 North Street



	Type of Representation


	Supports Scheme.



	Summary of Representation


	No additional comments.

	Officer Comment


	None



	Resident (18)


	Penfold Lettings on behalf of tenants of 24 North Street.

	Type of Representation


	Objects to detail

	Summary of Representation


	24 North Street is in multi-occupation with each of the three rooms there being let individually.  Can consideration be given to their becoming eligible for permits by extending the scheme by introducing bays outside the property.



	Officer Comment

	Oxfordshire County Council and Cherwell officers have looked at the carriageway at 24 North Street, and on balance feel that the carriageway is too narrow there.  However, they have concluded it is possible on balance to extend the existing parking bay in North Street up to the junction with Hailles Gardens which would provide an extra five spaces on that side.



	Resident/Business (19)
	Shop

37/39 North Street



	Type of Representation


	Supports scheme.



	Summary of Representation


	No additional comments.



	Officer Comment


	None


	Resident (20)
	27 Kings End



	Type of Representation


	Objects in principle.

	Summary of Representation


	Respondents questioned the need for a scheme in this locality and claimed they were not informally consulted.



	Officer Comment


	This is the only written comment from this locality.  This address was included in the original informal consultations during 2005.

	District Councillor Les Sibley
	Bicester West Ward



	Type of Representation


	Objects to proposals in principle.

	Summary of Representation


	Councillor cites reasons for not proceeding with the scheme at all the proposed locations.

	Officer Comment


	All of Councillor Sibley’s  comments have been considered during the preparation stages which have led to the formal advertisements of the Traffic Regulation Orders.  In general, the District Council’s Executive has considered that the proposals, whilst not ideal, represent a fair balance between the needs of the residents who called for them and the needs of other visitors to, and users of, the town.  
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