
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO GUEST ROAD AREA RESIDENTS PARKING SCHEME - FEEDBACK RECEIVED

Response No.
Wholly Support 9 (32%) (I wholly support this proposal)

Partly Support 8 (29%) (I support this proposal, but would like the Council to consider additional or alternative measures)

Neutral 0 (0%) (I neither support or object, but would like the Council to consider another related matter)

Partly Object 4 (14%) (I object to part of the proposal, but support or am neutral to other elements of it)

Wholly Object 7 (25%) (I wholly object to this proposal)

TOTAL 28

Responder Type Order Support Feedback Text

Resident Wholly Support I wholly support this proposal  in order to give us more residents’ parking bays at all times. 

Resident Wholly Support I support the proposed changes to the parking scheme.

Visitor Wholly Support I fully support this proposal.  With many shops and restaurants with late opening hours nearby, there is currently constant movement of cars on Willis Road.  With shortage of parking spaces, most 
cars park in front of our house with their engine on and very loud music which is not necessarily of our taste, while they wait for their friends and family to do shopping or entertain themselves.  It is 
really difficult to sleep or work here and almost impossible to find a parking space for residents before midnight. Thank you so much for considering this new much needed scheme. 

Resident Wholly Support I am a resident of willis road. we need more parking spaces and we need fewer cars loitering including drug dealers / laughing gas canister users. This makes it more likely the area can only be used by 
resdients. There's plenty of parking nearby. Sundays we are used as a free car park. It's a nightmare

Resident Wholly Support Becoming stressful to find a place to park near own home. Adequate parking in Queen Ann Terrace. 

Resident Wholly Support This is my second response - please disregard my first; I had misunderstood the map legend. I am fully supportive of this proposal, and am grateful for it!

Resident Wholly Support I wholly support this proposal, particularly the extension to Sunday as it is often impossible to find a space due to shoppers parking here. It will mean the increased use of visitors permits and perhaps 
there should be discussion about them becoming cheaper. I would have liked to have seen EV charging points, and maybe that could also be discussed-without those I will not buy an EV.

Resident Wholly Support Strongly support this proposal which has full support of residents after extensive consultation process over the last 4 years. 

Resident Wholly Support I am as keen as mustard to get more parking in the area - and I am convinced this is the best design for the zone. It offers the greatest aesthetic benefits: few road markings and signs, decluttering the 
area and adding two planters. 
It is much fairer than the current design. Why should some residents get to have no cars in front of their homes during the day, because of the single yellow lines, while parking in front of my home on 
Guest Road?
From an environmental perspective, it provides a cycle parking bay and two car club vehicle spaces, potentially encouraging a reduction in car ownership.
Plus, removing free parking in the zone incentivises more people to travel to Mill Road by bus, bicycle or on foot, reducing local congestion and pollution from traffic.
I also support extending the operating hours of the residents parking scheme to 8am to 8pm, Monday to Sunday.
Increasing the operating hours of the residents’ bays as well as adopting the new design should reduce traffic in the zone, making our roads safer to walk and cycle on.
This will reduce air and noise pollution, and the number of potholes on our roads.
Finally, I support this design because I want to see a long term solution to our parking problems. This option provides enough residents’ spaces so that, if the need arises, the council can easily 
allocate some to electric vehicle charging points to residents. 
It is future-proof, and I don’t want to go through this difficult, time-consuming and expensive process again. So it gets my vote!
I’m also in favour of the free parking opposite the doctors to ensure that patients can park for free there for up to half an hour while they are at an appointment. I think this is an appropriate restriction 
which will help ensure patients on low incomes continue to be able to visit the doctors and do not have far too walk.
I commend the council for this excellent redesign and all the hard work that went into it.

Resident Partly Support I support removing single yellow lines and making both sides of the road available for residents parking. I do not understand why there was added a no-waiting zone in Guest Road indicated with "B", a 
small space in the middle of the street, left side of the road. This is very close to my home x Guest Road. What's the purpose of this special space? I would like that this space does not affect the front 
of my property, x Guest Road, without clear motivation, as I would prefer to park in front of my door if possible.

If possible, I would like that more bike parking slots are added at the different ends of all roads in the zone, including Guest Road.

Resident Partly Support I strongly support extending the operating hours of parking restrictions to include Sundays. If you are putting a planter in Willis Road near the ARU student houses, can you please make this a tree  / 
ground level planting, rather than a raised flower bed with walls around it that people would sit on. 

Resident Partly Support I am supportive of almost all aspects of this proposal but am worried about bike safety. Firstly, no provision seems to be made for cyclists to get to the cycle parking on Willis Road: inevitably they will 
turn up the one-way street, or cycle on the pavement, leading to safety issues for both cyclists and pedestrians. The best solution IMO would be to clearly allow two-way cycling on Willis Road (as on 
Guest and Mackenzie), and modify the planter at the bottom of Willis Road to allow a separated cycle lane to the bike parking. A separate issue is that on Guest Road the marked bike lane ends at the 
junction, the point cars will be turning in, leading to what seems to be a clear safety issue. 

Resident Partly Support Proposed changes to the GARA parking zone have been discussed at great length with the residents, counsellors and representatives of the council. This culminated in a democratic vote under the 
residents association in 2024. There was a clear majority view for the proposal, suggested by the council, to remove the yellow lines and convert these areas to additional residents parking and to 
have the scheme in operation 7, and not the current 6, days per week. Plus some additional smaller changes (car club bay, cycle parking, etc). 
I fully support the above (which is the majority view of the residents).
However looking in details at the online proposal I cannot see:-
1. Any confirmation that the existing yellow lines will be converted to additional residents bays. Currently there are insufficient residential parking bays
2. That there will be a  sign on entering the GARA / controlled parking area to inform drivers that they are entering a controlled parking zone.

I would be grateful for an explanation regarding this.
I do see that many signs will be removed - for example signs indicating the current parking restrictions. Given that these signs are on posts that are invariably rusty, dented and many crooked it would 
make sense that these sign posts are removed at the same time.

In essence I support fully the plan that the residents voted for in the democratic vote based on the controlled parking zone presented by the council previously

Resident Partly Support I support the proposal, but I think the free parking spaces on Guest Road should be controlled (30 mins max stay, no return within 2 hrs) for the same times as the residents spaces and the paid 
parking (Monday to Sunday 08:00 to 20:00)  to avoid people blocking these spaces. Currently only Monday to Saturday 09:00 to 17:00 is proposed.

Resident Partly Support Please can you ensure that double yellow lines are painted by the dropped kerb outside 15 and 17 Willis Road. This driveway is regularly blocked by members of the public parking in front of the 
dropped kerb, meaning the drive can't be used.  This exacerbates the parking problems in the area as one or two cars that can be parked off road are prevented from doing so (with the driveways 
blocked!) 

Presumably the mention of 30 minutes, no return within 2 hours on the PPA diagram 'resident permit holders parking place' is a typo?  The PPA should operate from 8.00am to 8.00pm and not have any 
30 minute / 2 hour return restrictions? 

Resident Partly Support I support the proposals in general, with two reservations:
The permit parking area is shown as maximum stay 30 minutes, no return within 2 hours.  It is not clear whether this applies to permit holders or all parking.  In either case it must be removed for the 
scheme to be effective.
Further paid or free parking should be retained at the end of Willis road to allow parking for customers of Mill Rd businesses.  Failure to do this will mean more traffic stopping on Mill Road, or on the 
pavement in Mill Road.

Resident Partly Support As a resident who has suffered from the lack of available residents' parking in the area I am broadly in support of the proposal which has been  already widely discussed within our residents' 
association
However I regret the removal of the free-half-hour spaces at the Mill Road end of Willis/Guest/Mackenzie roads which are of great benefit to Mill Road treaders and to shoppers or people visiting the 
surgery in Guest Road
I would also prefer to have no restrictions on Sundays
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Business Partly Object I am a horticultural organic  registered small holder and one of my main customers is the grocery shop Xxxx at xx Mill Road.  In the season I regularly deliver to this shop. To avoid parking on Mill Road 
and disrupting the traffic I use the short stay bays at the  top of Willis Road and then cross Mill Road with my trays of  produce. 
This arrangement works very satisfactorily and I cannot understand why these bays are being changed.   From what I can understand they are being replaced by 'no parking at any time' and some bike 
stands which seems to have no logical reason. 
The existing bays do not impede traffic or cause any problems whatsoever so why abolish them?  
There are already bike stands opposite the junction of Willis Road outside number 8 Mill Road which are adequate and close to the shops. There does not seem any reason for bike stands in Willis 
Road as it is not convenient for the shops and as a regular user of this area  I have never seen bicycles obstructing the pavement. 
I also understand that there have been previous proposals under the Local Highways Improvements Fund to introduce bollards on Mill Road  between Covent Garden and number 2 Mill Road to 
prevent half pavement parking by shop customers  along this section of the road.  I understand that the last bid in did not receive funding but it is being re submitted. Whilst I can understand why this 
is a good idea surely to maintain the viability of the traders along this section of the street there  needs to be alternative parking provided in the nearby side streets.  I see that some bays are being 
provided in Mackenzie Road but this is some distance from my customer at number xx and it will not be viable to carry my produce this  considerable  distance.  Willis Road is close and easy to use. 
This also is another reason why these very useful customer/delivery parking bays in Willis Road should be retained.
Please modify these proposals. 
I might add that to my knowledge no Mill Road traders have been consulted.

Resident Partly Object I object to this proposal, as it prioritises only those who own petrol or diesel cars, rather than considering the needs of the entire community. Instead, I believe the council should install public electric 
car charging points and more bicycle racks - a forward thinking solution that benefits everyone, not just car owners. With a shift towards greener transport and an urgent need to tackle air pollution 
and road congestion in our city, the council should be encouraging sustainable alternatives, not enabling more car ownership. Investing in accessible charging infrastructure supports residents 
transitioning to electric vehicles, while adding more bike racks makes cycling a more practical option, reducing congestion and improving air quality for all.  Electric car ownership should not be a 
privilege reserved for those with private driveways, and cycling should be made easier with more bike racks available for residents and visitors. I urge the council to reconsider this proposal and 
implement a plan that can truly serve the whole community.

Resident Partly Object There is no provision for electric car charging which seems rather short sighted and at odds with various local and state policies.  I would like to see  more cycle parking on Collier Rd.  

Resident Partly Object Having reviewed the planning documents and spoken to Gary Baldwin the Policy & Regulation Engineer I'm writing to object to one element of the proposed scheme only, namely the removal of the 
yellow line down one side of Mackenzie Rd which will transform the street by permitting parking on both sides 7 days a week.  

Our objections are twofold:  firstly the demonstrable uptick in damage to parked cars if parking is permitted on both sides and secondly the significant visual and safety impact of twice as many 
parked cars on our street as currently.  Mackenzie is a much-loved Cambridge gem in that it's a pretty road with the unique Lime Walk on one side and just a single row of uniform terraced houses on 
the other.   We think it should be valued as such, not least since it's within a Conservation Area, and not overwhelmed with parking  as proposed in this scheme.  We set out our thinking below:  

Currently we have residents' bays along the Lime Walk side and parking on the opposite side only in the evenings and at weekends.  This means, usefully,  that we already have evidence that double-
sided parking leads to considerably more damage to parked cars.  And unfortunately this problem is unusually severe on Mackenzie as many drivers already struggle to park in a controlled way here 
due to the exceptionally steep camber on the Lime Walk side of the road.  Cars roll and damage other cars as they're being manoeuvred.  During the day (with parking on only that side of the street) the 
problem is partly alleviated because there's a good amount of roadway for drivers to wriggle slowly into the Lime Walk bays without blocking the traffic.    Crucially for the purposes of this 
consultation, however, when the street is parked on both sides the damage problem becomes far more marked because the space for drivers to manoeuvre in becomes much narrower which makes it 
harder for them to contend with the cambers, especially under pressure from cars trying to get past them as they try to do so.     The consequence is regular damage to residents' cars.  We've had 
multiple scrapes and 3 new wing mirrors in 7 years and we're not alone.  Crucial to note: the vast majority of this damage occurs when cars are parked on both sides of the road.    

It's important to understand that Mackenzie Road currently has sufficient parking for the number of houses because there are only houses on one side of the road.  We don't actually need more 
spaces.  The demand for spaces comes from Guest Rd and  Willis Rd but under this scheme it will be very largely met by turning Mackenzie into something of a car park for others.  This doesn't seem 
entirely fair to Mackenzie residents who were only outvoted on these proposals because we have far fewer houses in our street to vote on them.  The vast majority of support comes from Willis and 
Guest.  But the adverse consequences in terms of damage to our cars and a doubling of cars parked on our street will be borne by Mackenzie residents.    Please will you reconsider this aspect of the 
scheme?  Thank you for taking the time to read our submission.

Business Wholly Object I own a store in xx mill road I have drivers they doing delivery and customer parking to come to eat in and this will affect my restaurant badly 
Customers will not come because they can’t park because it’s only parking available in this area 

Resident Wholly Object

Business Wholly Object I'm the chair of mill road traders i strongly object the proposal its a killer for all business on mill road. where our customers going to park? all the traders are not happy after the bridge is shut and now 
this. stop this pressure on business there will end up closing them.

Business Wholly Object its very bad for the business on mill road  specially  after closing the mill road bridge. where our customers going to park?  why the council want to kill all the business in Cambridge?

Resident Wholly Object I do not agree with any new parking plans that do not include electrical charging points.  Not providing electrical charging points seems at odds with national and local plans. I also think there should 
be some secure bike parking.  

Please see attached document for my detailed response.
It is essential that a full impact study should be undertaken for this proposal, properly weighing the costs incurred and benefits accrued, and specifically addressing each of the points in this 
consultation response before proceeding. 

I object in the strongest terms to the current proposal for the following reasons:
 
This proposal has been advanced by a local councillor on the basis of a residents survey that a) enabled the views of residents in some streets to over-ride the views of residents in other streets in the 
affected areas, and b) excluded non-resident street-users and some residents in shared-occupancy homes. 
 
The proposed design solution transfers the burden of parking for home-owners on Willis and Guest Road unfairly and unnecessarily to Collier Road and Mackenzie Road. The proposed design 
permanently allocates more public space to parking of private vehicles than is necessary, or was asked for by residents.
 
The proposed design fails to take into account the unique character of Mackenzie Road as single-loaded residential street in the Mill Road Conservation Area and as an important pedestrian and 
cycle route to Anglia Ruskin University. Many owners of Mackenzie Road value cherish this street quality and it contributes to the value of their properties. The buildings on Mackenzie Road are smaller 
in size and number than those of Guest Road and Willis Road. Thus, the physical impact of adding parking to both sides of the road will be considerable and also greater relative to the size of the 
properties. Furthermore, it is not justified since there are fewer vehicle-owners living on the street. The proposed changes that effectively doubles the quantity of parking on Mackenzie Road are in no 
way sensitive to the character of the area even though the residents group who pressed for these measures did not seek this many additional spaces. As far as I understand, no consultation was held 
with Conservation Area staff in the City Council.
 
The design solution appears to ignore day-time access to alleyways for cyclists and pedestrians (removal of single yellow lines in front of alleyway entrances) and possibly also ignore goods vehicle 
and refuse-truck access to ARU campus.
 
The design does not appear to properly take into account the limited width of the roads, and the now well-researched (and persistent) growth in the average width of motor cars in the UK - meaning 
that when cars are double-parked, it will be a) difficult and dangerous for cyclists to pass (as it already is on Mawson, Glisson and others), and b) difficult for vehicle owners themselves to park due to 
the reverse-sweep being obstructed. Wider vehicles are often parked extremely close to, or even on, the pavement in Cambridge (even on Mill Road itself) and this make walking on the pavement 
harder and more restricted also. 

It should be noted that where Willis and Guest Road enjoy wide pavements on both sides of the road, this is not the case for Mackenzie Road, where the cemetery-side pavement is half-width. 
Therefore, if this proposal is allowed to be implemented Mackenzie Road will have the highest ratio of parking space to pavement space when compared to Willis, Guest and Collier. This is in spite of 
having approximately half of the number of homes.

There is an existing contra-flow for cyclists on Mackenzie Road and this is indicated on the drawn proposals – but this cannot be compatible with parking on both sides of the road, since there will be 
no space for cyclists to pass in the opposite direction to vehicles. The existing contra-flow for cyclists works well at present because the times when there are most cyclists is when students are 
accessing and leaving the ARU campus (when the single-yellow is in force). When the parking restrictions are lifted in the evening, there are few, if any students. The new scheme does not appear to 
retain this feature and therefore unnecessarily favours vehicle-owners over cyclists.
 
In the light of all of the above, the proposal appears to be contrary to the joint administration's climate emergency Strategy and Action Plan, which state clearly an intent to prioritise walking, cycling 
and public transport (priority area 4 of the 2022 strategy), and more specifically Action item 32, which requires the Transport department to work with the GCP and CPCA to facilitate public and active 
transport being the “natural first choice” for residents through delivery of improved cycling and walking infrastructure, and to influence the CPCA’s Local Transport Planning process to ensure policy 
measures will deliver carbon reductions. For reasons explained above, this proposal will make walking and cycling harder in this central urban location, with the sole beneficiaries being residents 
who own one or more vehicle. 
 
In summary this will cause unnecessary deterioration of the *public* streetscape in Mackenzie Road for *no public benefit*. The design has been rushed to satisfy the demands of a local group. 
However, the demands of this group could be addressed with a lower impact design. It is not acceptable to proceed on this basis.



Resident Wholly Object Guest Road is located at a pressure for Mill Road and Town. Without full regulation it is a target for shoppers, a street full of restaurants, mosque, Parkside facilities and so on - in short, a large number 
of visitors who wish for free parking by avoiding Queen Anne paying carpark. 

A scheme has worked well for us for 40 years and now simply requires about 10 extra parking spaces and Sunday policing (the unregulated area becomes a nightmare which, for a number of reasons, 
significantly degrades our quality of life).

There is, however, concern that the insertion of a new GCP option will override the current scheme. It has not been fully explained and, from Council, lack of response has been the order of the day.  
Especially, the single yellow line system offers daytime overcrowding, affords safety (in my experience several times a vehicle has had space to swerve and miss a child running into the road) and 
some degree of calm to the area. The GCP has, for some reason, seen fit to sweep this safeguard for our well-being aside without assurances as to or current quality of life will be upheld - unless, of 
course, it is Council Policy to degrade standards of living and environment.

We need an answer to this question and (unlike democratic MPs!), I would ask you to actually respond to this note,

Resident Wholly Object I am writing to submit a strong objection to the Consultation CoC CEA WRSPP Order 2022 Am 58 Guest Road RPS which closed last night. I trust you will accept my submission at this time, as in 
previous correspondence you mentioned some flexibility. I have been out of the country on business for the last week and have not had the time to turn to this until now.

My objection letter is enclosed and includes points on:
- The rigour of the survey on which this consultation is made, in particular relating to the unbalanced number of respondents in each road surveyed;
- The failure to take into account the protected character of Mackenzie Road and its use by students accessing ARU by foot;
- The lack of consideration for the width of the pavements, roads and modern cars, and access point of goods for ARU;
- The number of car-owners in Mackenzie Road compared to Willis and Guest roads, and
- Significantly, the city's priority to protect green spaces and reduce carbon emissions.

I look forward to receiving confirmation of receipt and hope you will give my objection to the proposed parking design due consideration.

Street parking is for most of us, our garage so; as it pertains directly to us and our private properties, it is essential that it works. It is not the gift of any Council plans or lobby group whims. Since areas 
differ in size, shape and possibilities they are all unique in character. This applies citywide, therefore, in trying to maximise every Residents Parking Scheme. 
We have run on normal dynamics for the last couple of years post-covid so everyone understands how this stable system works and that it needs a few more places (someone anonymous has for 
unknown reason has mooted 19 or 23 extra but about a dozen would be sufficient) and Sunday enforcement as other days (which the Council can grant easily at about £29 pa per resident). Practically 
everyone agrees this way forward. Since the number of houses in the area does not change permit numbers have varied over the years from between 70 to 90. Why, therefore, should the need for more 
spaces greatly increase? 
The current system has run for 50 years. About three years ago during Covid a few newly-purchasing residents ‘flew in’ with an immediate determination that the system be changed. At that point, they 
had little feel as to how the current systems work, wanted to always park outside their houses and, as any political ideologists, strove to ‘get their way’ whatever. Part of the manoeuvres were to gain 
control of a dormant GRARA wherein a single resident had without complaint kept things ticking over. Three years ago the original scheme (here called Option 1) was voted by about 60% of residents 
and enthusiastically supported by Councillor Richard Howitt but failed in bid possibly due decision of a Committee perhaps more focused on bicycle use and the discouragement of motor transport. 
In this case, with relief that I opened Option 1 of a Committee communication, recognised a compromise needed extra spaces and a case for Sunday restrictions. I was surprised therefore, on turning 
the page, to find the Committee along with Councillor Howittt were now actually promoting as practically a ‘done deal’ what was called (Option 2), an option of entirely different character. An 
introductory talk was given by a GCP consultant explaining his GCP rationale for the overhaul of Cambridge parking traffic management but it was never asked for, fully discussed (no meeting was 
called) or voted for by us. In fact, during a single Zoom meeting even some of the Committeee did not appear to understand critical parts (e.g. what is a ‘bay’ or nor not a ‘bay’) but were strongly 
pushing the GCP(?) plan. Not that all residents can use Zoom or have Whatsapp. Issues were never fully explained or discussed and the divisions caused among residents not healed in any 
meaningful way. When I have tried to speak to Committee members I have been turned away.  
So what could be the motive for this poorly explained Option 2 insertion, the one that, now Option 1 is ‘out of the way’, set forward for your consideration?
It seems to involve an unannounced (to residents) entry by the GCP to a cabal of Committee members and their friends. The GCP consultant in question, who lives in Norfolk, had (I spoke to him) 
neither understanding or much interest in the specific, complex pressures impacting our area). I suspect the similar is the case for Councillors involved in deciding our fate.
Why does there appear an insistence in the GCP(?) to remove the single yellow lines so advantageous to our streets . Is it because, while there is an underlying agendum to keep cars out of the centre 
while, (and perhaps) where possible, accruing revenue from the lucrative introduction of parking metres. Our area is unique in  central location and as such is a key target for ‘free-parking’ as an 
alternative to payment in St. Anne’s car park. Such a pressure point might, if carefully planned single yellow lines were deleted and the places populated with meters, at low estimate accrue about 
£200,000 per year per meter -  a lucrative 24-7 car park added at little cost to Council but at huge detriment to residents’ quality of life. A vague promise that this will ‘never happen’ has been made 
but we need contractual confirmation to assure our future regarding this and other detriments. These reasons for detriment can easily be listed but to what purpose if no-one is listening? Yet 
Councillors, like politicians, always profess to want to improve the standards of tax-paying residents’ living conditions!
For the present plan many years ago we consulted local traders and agreed the 8 or so free, 30 minute turnaround spaces for their clients; here, also, it would seem without their consideration the 
current scheme has already insinuated parking meters! In fact, the Council may instal such money-spinners at any time. No wonder a possible goal were to strip out all such lineage (except the same 
number of parking bays which we pay to inhabit - but will even these lines stay?) and protective signage! Can a casual  parker in such non-lined kerb space be legally ticketed? If not, we would be 
effectively sacrificed as a free-parking mecca. Generous indeed, not least since 24-7 parking will spoil the pleasant aesthetics of our area; and such a relative ‘slum’ debase house resale prices - if 
that is what our Committee desires but GCP and its big-picture expert (and expensive) planners care not much about. 
Altough numerous debate and petitions have resulted in the current scheme called Option 1. But ‘sudden’ Option 2 has not had opportunity for satisfactory discussion. The recommended 
ParkingSurvey hardly offers an opportunity for full responses. Its employment of ‘corporate’style Zoom and Whatsapp (which many do not or cannot use) are exclusive by nature and therefore not 
conducive to face-to-face debate and airing of an issue; and, in my experience, the GRARA Committee members do not welcome any personal, face-to-face discourse. These restrictive instruments 
tend together to divide before compromise can be reached. The addition of short-term dead-lines in order to obtain Committee-promoted goal on a winner-takes-all basis seems to have been 
carefully calculated but is very divisive. As is the threat (aka ‘advice’) that this a ‘last chance’ that, if you want it and do not rush to grab it now, will not reoccur; such ‘stick’ is relieved by a practically 
insigificant ‘carrot’ that Council will pay for any new signage (hardly necessary for Option 1 recommendations). Also, it is dubious legally whether Councillors or Committees (if it is they), were able to 
‘mandate’ only one vote per household, that is, restrict an otherwise popular/democratic vote. This happened in order to obtain a small majority for Option 2. What purpose might such restriction 
have been devised to engender?
Whether its imposition is legal or not, the results ofan unbalanced vote would go for further scrutiny to CJAC (Cambridge Area Joint Traffic Committee) where a single vote will be accepted. This 
weights an issue and is perhaps why the Committee are rushing the issue towards no-time-to think acceptance of Option 2.
Here one might ask, if the GCP/ Council imposes such deadlines and Committee attempts to inhibit full and open open discussion and still futher restrict time from debate by reducing it to 16th 
September, why such discussion did not take place well beforehand instead of Councillor Howitt and Committee sitting on the schedule and deliberately announcing it just before so-called ‘dead-
line’? We need such discussion.
Option 2 represents radical change is an experimental framework riddled, as so far presented to us, with unsubstantiated speculation. The overall speculation (Option 2) is proffered by biased 
Council/ GCP ‘experts’ with whom the Committee seem to have aligned themselves; also by anecdote and speculation from Committee members some of whom have their own agenda and self-
centred complaints list (see ‘What the Commmittee believes’). 
From stability we risk, if we submit to it, being thrown into Options 2’s untested and therefore inherently unstable system. However, GRARA Committee has dubbed this Option ‘future-proof’. What 
does the trope ‘future-proof’ mean? Option 2 may easily be interpreted as a worrisome future for which I, for one, would hold the Committee hereafter responsible. 
Most importantly, any scheme is only as good as its enforcement. Policing in our area is at present sparse. Does anyone seriously believe another unsubstantiated speclation viz. that a sign set up at 
the entrance to Guest Road (and scarcely legible by any driver concentrated on safely traversing the corner) will stop the inevitable surge of ‘free-parkers’? These ‘try it on’ all the time even with the 
emphatic single yellows that protect the area by day. We were not previously informed but apparently several signs (standardised for the entirely different conditions found in Newnham; 6, 2 for each 
entrance/exit?) are part of the plan. This would need confirmation that has not to date been given. Across a table this might sound fine but in practice it is cloud-cuckoo-land. A sign alone will not 
enforce anything and there is no confirmation that current poor enforcement (perhaps twice a day) will be substantially increased - without which such scheme will fail, leaving  us all in relative daily, 
perpetual stress, although it is noted that we can always, even if pregnant, with young children, immobile, aged or ill, pay extra by using St. Anne’s car park! Also, where would emergency and delivery 
vans park up. By helicopter or at St. Anne’s again?  This may all sound like exclusion of residents to include illegal entrants. Thus, a written, well-defined  guarantee of good enforcement would be a 
first priority. But there is no mention of it.
Again, would residents bay markings be retained or not? This is unclear. Would students be allowed permits and therefore visitors’ permits - perhaps even used (given very cramped ARU parking 
space) for ‘outside’ purposes ? Again unclear. 
And, a larger issue again apparently of little focus by GCP or, it seems, the Committee, non-parking places (kerbside without markings) will be disputed by free-loaders who, if there is no strong or 
even legal enforcement, will simply argue (as they do even with enforcement) a legal right to remain. Who wants endless arguments or to pay for ensuing civil litigation?
In Newham, an area of totally different traffic character, much division  resulted in, eventually, the insertion of several larger Stop signs and smaller ones scattered about. Yet even there successions 
of ‘short-stayers’abuse the system. Even so, we hear absolutely nothing here of smaller ‘reminder/ clarification signs on lamp-posts, only the impression  given is that, as with single yellow lines, the 
GCP wishes to strip out signage altogether! Unmarked  kerbsides would lead to offenders refusing to pay fines (you cannot be fined for parking on an unmarked kerb) and thus ensuing court actions. 
Who would pay prosecution costs?
This all represents a huge, entirely unsubstantiated speculation, a political-type trust in ideology over on-the-ground practice. A common political failure, the future practical impacts of the document 
have not, in my and others’ view, been analytically thought through and addressed. It is to be hoped that Councillors on CJAC, probably unfamiliar with the area and its complex dynamics, will not 
unbalance our life-style. Why should we, our properties, our life-styles and the economic values of our properties be gambled as guinea-pigs in this experiment? For me and others, red lights are 
flashing. We should all, except the Committee and allies, vote against Option 2. 



It is essential that a full impact study should be undertaken for this proposal, properly weighing the costs incurred and benefits accrued, and specifically addressing each of the points in this 
consultation response before proceeding. 

I object in the strongest terms to the current proposal for the following reasons:
 
This proposal has been advanced by a local councillor on the basis of a residents survey that a) enabled the views of residents in some streets to over-ride the views of residents in other streets in the 
affected areas, and b) excluded non-resident street-users and some residents in shared-occupancy homes. 
 
The proposed design solution transfers the burden of parking for home-owners on Willis and Guest Road unfairly and unnecessarily to Collier Road and Mackenzie Road. The proposed design 
permanently allocates more public space to parking of private vehicles than is necessary, or was asked for by residents.
 
The proposed design fails to take into account the unique character of Mackenzie Road as single-loaded residential street in the Mill Road Conservation Area and as an important pedestrian and 
cycle route to Anglia Ruskin University. Many owners of Mackenzie Road value cherish this street quality and it contributes to the value of their properties. The buildings on Mackenzie Road are smaller 
in size and number than those of Guest Road and Willis Road. Thus, the physical impact of adding parking to both sides of the road will be considerable and also greater relative to the size of the 
properties. Furthermore, it is not justified since there are fewer vehicle-owners living on the street. The proposed changes that effectively doubles the quantity of parking on Mackenzie Road are in no 
way sensitive to the character of the area even though the residents group who pressed for these measures did not seek this many additional spaces. As far as I understand, no consultation was held 
with Conservation Area staff in the City Council.
 
The design solution appears to ignore day-time access to alleyways for cyclists and pedestrians (removal of single yellow lines in front of alleyway entrances) and possibly also ignore goods vehicle 
and refuse-truck access to ARU campus.
 
The design does not appear to properly take into account the limited width of the roads, and the now well-researched (and persistent) growth in the average width of motor cars in the UK - meaning 
that when cars are double-parked, it will be a) difficult and dangerous for cyclists to pass (as it already is on Mawson, Glisson and others), and b) difficult for vehicle owners themselves to park due to 
the reverse-sweep being obstructed. Wider vehicles are often parked extremely close to, or even on, the pavement in Cambridge (even on Mill Road itself) and this make walking on the pavement 
harder and more restricted also. 

It should be noted that where Willis and Guest Road enjoy wide pavements on both sides of the road, this is not the case for Mackenzie Road, where the cemetery-side pavement is half-width. 
Therefore, if this proposal is allowed to be implemented Mackenzie Road will have the highest ratio of parking space to pavement space when compared to Willis, Guest and Collier. This is in spite of 
having approximately half of the number of homes.

There is an existing contra-flow for cyclists on Mackenzie Road and this is indicated on the drawn proposals – but this cannot be compatible with parking on both sides of the road, since there will be 
no space for cyclists to pass in the opposite direction to vehicles. The existing contra-flow for cyclists works well at present because the times when there are most cyclists is when students are 
accessing and leaving the ARU campus (when the single-yellow is in force). When the parking restrictions are lifted in the evening, there are few, if any students. The new scheme does not appear to 
retain this feature and therefore unnecessarily favours vehicle-owners over cyclists.
 
In the light of all of the above, the proposal appears to be contrary to the joint administration's climate emergency Strategy and Action Plan, which state clearly an intent to prioritise walking, cycling 
and public transport (priority area 4 of the 2022 strategy), and more specifically Action item 32, which requires the Transport department to work with the GCP and CPCA to facilitate public and active 
transport being the “natural first choice” for residents through delivery of improved cycling and walking infrastructure, and to influence the CPCA’s Local Transport Planning process to ensure policy 
measures will deliver carbon reductions. For reasons explained above, this proposal will make walking and cycling harder in this central urban location, with the sole beneficiaries being residents 
who own one or more vehicle. 
 
In summary this will cause unnecessary deterioration of the *public* streetscape in Mackenzie Road for *no public benefit*. The design has been rushed to satisfy the demands of a local group. 
However, the demands of this group could be addressed with a lower impact design. It is not acceptable to proceed on this basis.


