
Agenda Item No: 6 

Resident Parking Policy Review 
 
To:  Highways and Transport Committee 
 
Meeting Date: 4 March 2025 
 
From: Executive Director of Place and Sustainability 
 
Electoral division(s): All divisions within Cambridge City, South Cambridgeshire, 

Huntingdonshire, Fenland and East Cambridgeshire. 
 
Key decision: Yes  
 
Forward Plan ref:  2025/007 
 
 
Executive Summary:  This paper seeks approval of the revised Resident Parking Scheme 

policy. It also seeks to delegate the authority to the Executive Director 
of Place and Sustainability in consultation with the Chair and Vice 
Chair of the Highways and Transport Committee to make minor 
amendment to this policy. 

 
 
Recommendation:  The Committee is recommended to:  
 

a) Approve the revised Resident Parking Scheme Policy, as set out in 
Appendix 1. 

 
b) Delegate authority to the Executive Director of Place and 

Sustainability in consultation with the Chair and Vice Chair of the 
Highways and Transport Committee to make minor amendments 
to the Resident Parking Scheme Policy.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Officer contact: 
Name:  Nicola Gardner 
Post:  Parking Policy Manager 
Email:  Nicola.Gardner@Cambridgeshire.gov.uk 
 

mailto:Nicola.Gardner@Cambridgeshire.gov.uk


1. Creating a greener, fairer, and more caring Cambridgeshire 
 

This policy review aligns with the following Strategic Framework Ambitions in relation to.  
 
1.1 Ambition 1 (net zero carbon emissions for Cambridgeshire by 2045 and our communities  

and natural environment are supported to adapt and thrive as the climate changes).  
 
The Policy supports the effective management of on-street resident only parking areas 
which in turn supports and encourages a move towards more sustainable and low carbon 
transport options. The removal of free, unlimited parking helps reduce congestion and 
vehicle emissions. 
 

1.2 Ambition 3 (Health inequalities are reduced) 
 

The Policy supports the effective management of on-street residents parking areas. By 
formalising parking in these areas, inconsiderate and obstructive parking is reduced and 
access for all who use the highway and those that use pavements will be improved. In 
addition, a highway network which operates effectively will reduce congestion and improve 
air quality.  

 

2. Background 
 

2.1 Resident Parking Schemes (RPSs) are used to regulate and manage on-street parking. A 
Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) is made under the Road Traffic Act 1984 to give legal backing 
to Resident Parking Schemes and enables them to be enforced. The TRO introduces controls 
on parking, but it essentially exempts permit holders from these restrictions. The TRO makes 
a provision for parking bays for residents’ use and may also make a provision for other types 
of bays such as paid for or free cycle parking, pay and display spaces and restrictions such 
as double yellow lines to balance safety requirements and the needs of the local community. 

 
2.2 Resident Parking Schemes have operated across the County for over 40 years. There are 

28 schemes in operation, 23 in Cambridge City, 4 in Huntingdonshire and 1 in South 
Cambridgeshire. With the introduction of Civil Parking Enforcement (CPE) across the 
districts, demand for schemes is expected to grow. 

 
2.3 In 2022, it was agreed by the Highway and Transport Committee that the Greater 

Cambridge Partnership (GCP) would take forward the delivery of new schemes and where 
required, to review existing schemes across Cambridge City as part of the City Access 
project. Several new schemes are currently being designed by the GCP across Cambridge 
City, schemes which when required, will be considered via the appropriate delegated 
process. 

 
2.4 The Resident Parking Scheme Policy is a service-specific policy which provides a 

framework for the consideration of the introduction, amending and extension of formalised 
schemes across the county and sets out the principles for the administration of those 
schemes. This document outlines some potential amendments to the process upon which 
the views of the Highway and Transport Committee are sought. This document will replace 
the existing Resident Parking Scheme Policy. The existing Policy was last considered in by 
the Highways and Infrastructure committee on 14 March 2017.  



2.5 The policy has recently been reviewed following consultation with those who live within 
existing schemes and local members. This review has provided an opportunity to ensure 
that the County Council continues to have a fair and transparent residents parking policy in 
place that supports residents, visitors, businesses, the rollout of Civil Parking Enforcement 
(CPE) and delivery and administration of current and future schemes 
 

2.6 This is the first stage of the policy review which has looked at the operational elements, the 
day-to-day management and administration of permits. The second stage, which will be to 
review the permit pricing structure and explore options surrounding the introduction of 
virtual visitor permits for residents, alongside improvements to the general look of the 
permits system, will commence in the summer of 2025. 
 

3.  Main Issues 
 
3.1 Following a review, a small number of potential amendments have been proposed to the 

policy. Some amendments just offer more clarity on existing policy and practices and may 
have little effect on the day-to-day resident’s experience, others may have a greater impact. 
The five key proposed amendments which may have the greatest impact are highlighted in 
appendix 2. 

 
3.2 A public engagement was undertaken which focused and sought feedback on the five key 

proposed amendments and a paper was presented to the Cambridge Joint Area Committee 
(CJAC) for comment.  
 
Public Engagement Survey Summary 

 
3.3 The public engagement opened on 31 October 2024 and closed on the 12 December 2024. 

637 responses were received. Of those that responded, most lived in Cambridgeshire and 
most held a valid parking permit. 

 
3.4 The on-line survey welcomed views on the five sections where it was considered that the 

proposed amendments would have the greatest impact. Respondents were asked how far 
did the respondent support or oppose the following sections. Those responses are reflected 
below:  

 



 

 
3.5 Several comments were received via the on-line survey, email and post. These comments 

have been summarised below:  
 

3.5.1 Operational Hours – It was proposed that the enforcement of residents’ bays (where 
applicable) would be extended to include Bank Holidays. Of those that made 
comment, 27 supported parking enforcement on Bank Holidays as it was felt this 
would improve parking for residents, those holding a valid blue badge and to 
facilitate visits from family and friends. 31 opposed the extension as it was felt this 
would impact those visiting friends and family leading to social isolation and those on 
a low income as additional visitor permits may be required. 

 
3.5.2 Vehicle Eligibility – It was proposed to extend the maximum vehicle length from 5m 

to 5.4m. Of those that made comment, 5 supported the extension as this would 
support those with larger mobility vehicles and for those that need to transport large 
families. 26 opposed the extension in vehicle length as it was felt this would 
negatively impact the number of spaces available and parking capacity on 
Cambridge’s narrow streets. It was felt that such a change would encourage the 
purchase of larger, heavier vehicles, resulting in social economic division and would 
not support the Council’s overarching ambitions surrounding air quality. 

 
3.5.3 Revoking permits – It was proposed to formalise the process surrounding revoking 

permits. Of those that made comment, whilst none opposed this amendment, it was 
felt by 2 respondents that an appeals route should be considered. 

 



3.6 In relation to the clarity of the survey 51.3% of those that responded felt the document was 
clear, 35.7% felt it was unclear and 13% selected ‘don’t know’. Of those that felt the 
document was unclear, various reasons were given which included the document being too 
long, the details to vague, limited information, insufficient explanation, it did not address 
specific issues and request for a ‘before and after’ comparison.  

 
3.7 In relation to the impact the proposed amendments would have on any person/s or group/s 

protected under the Equality Act 2010, 8.8% of those that responded felt the proposed 
amendments would have a positive impact, 13% the impact would be negative and 78.3% 
selected ‘don’t know’. Of those that felt the amendments would have a positive impact, 36 
identified which protected group they felt would be impacted which included those with 
disabilities and the elderly. Of those that felt the amendments would have a negative 
impact, 67 identified which protected groups they felt would be impacted which included 
those detailed above and social economic.   

 
3.8 In relation to the amendments supporting the Council’s corporate commitments, 21% of 

those that responded felt the amendments did support these commitments, 14% felt they 
did not and 65.5% selected ‘don’t know’. Of those that commented, a variety of reasons 
were given which included the amendments not supporting the council’s greener agenda 
and active travel ambitions.  

 
Full details of the responses received can be found in appendix 3. 

 
Cambridge Joint Area Committee (CJAC) Summary 

 
3.9 On the 18 December 2024 a paper was presented to CJAC which provided an update on 

the Resident Parking Scheme Policy review and sought comment on the proposed 
amendments to the Policy. Whilst several comments and suggestions were made 
surrounding reviewing visitor permits and the availability of information, the main body of 
the discussion surrounded vehicle size. The committee suggested that a differential rate 
based on size, length, width, weight or level of emissions could be fairer.  

 

4.  Alternative Options Considered 
 
4.1 The alternative option would be to do nothing, do not adapt the revised RPS Policy. This is 

not recommended as the policy amendments proposed aim to formalise current practices, 
offer clarity, fairness and transparency to ensure the longevity and the sustainability of 
RPSs both across Cambridge City and the County.  

 

5. Conclusion and reasons for recommendations 
 

5.1 Several amendments have been made which have altered the look and the feel of this 
policy document. Additional information has been added to several existing sections such 
as the Overview, Scope, General Information and several new sections have been added 
such as General Definitions, Scheme Design, Sign and Road markings and General 
Parking Principles all of which aim to offer more information, clarity and transparency. 
These amendments will have little effect on resident’s day-to-day experience. The proposed 
amendments are highlighted in appendix 2. 

 



5.2 In relation to the proposed five key amendments, as most of those that responded to the 
survey supported the amendments proposed and CJAC members offered no objections, 
only one further amendment has been proposed, an appeals route for the revoked permits. 
Also, as a result of the engagement, the Scheme Design section now highlights the need to 
consider cycle and EV charging bays. 

 
5.3 Several comments/suggestions were made which stepped outside of the scope of this 

review. Those that will be taken forward and considered as part of the second review stage 
will include reviewing permit limits; the permit pricing structure and looking at options 
surrounding differential charging as an incentive to encourage the use of smaller or more 
environmentally friendly vehicles. It will also explore options surrounding the introduction of 
virtual visitor permits for residents, alongside improvements to the general look of the 
permits system. 

 

6.  Significant Implications 
 

6.1 Financial Implications 
 

The resources and funding required to implement the changes from the Policy Review will 
be covered from within the budget for the service. 

 
The Business Plan identifies that the budgeted income from Residents Parking Permits will 
increase by £70K in addition to an inflationary uplift, and this will be subject to a separate 
consultation. 

 

6.2 Legal Implications 
 

There are no statutory or legal concerns identified with the Policy proposed. 
 

6.3 Risk Implications 
 

The policy aims to provide clarity and application for the county of Cambridgeshire. The 
Council is compliant with the statutory requirements and the Policy assists both officers and 
members of the public.   

 

6.4 Equality and Diversity Implication 
 

The Policy covers the Council’s approach to Resident Parking. It set framework for the 
consideration of the introduction, amending and extension of formalised RPSs across the 
county and sets out the principles for the administration of those schemes. There are no 
equalities implications which have been identified through the development of the Policy.  
The EqIA (ref 08800) acknowledges the comments made in section 3.7 of this paper and 
identifies and mitigates where practicable, potential disproportionate impacts on disabled 
people and those in low socio-economic groups. It also identified potential positive impacts 
for disabled people. 

  



6.5 Climate Change and Environment Implications 
 

The Policy supports the effective management and administration of on-street resident only 
parking areas and highlights the need to consider cycle and EV charging bays as part of a 
scheme design. The introduction of RPSs supports and encourages a move towards more 
sustainable and low carbon transport options and, by addressing inconsiderate and 
obstructive parking, helps to keep traffic moving and reduces vehicle emissions. 

 

7. Source Documents 
• Resident Parking Scheme Policy | Cambridgeshire County Council 

• Cambridge Joint Area Committee - 18 December 2024 

https://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/residents/travel-roads-and-parking/parking-services/resident-parking-schemes/resident-parking-scheme-policy
https://cambridgeshire.cmis.uk.com/ccc_live/MeetingsCalendar/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/Meeting/2338/Committee/72/Default.aspx

