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The Cambridge City Joint Area Committee comprises the following members:
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For more information about this meeting, including access arrangements and facilities for
people with disabilities, please contact

Clerk Name:

Daniel Snowdon

Clerk Telephone: 01223 699177
Clerk Email:

Daniel.Snowdon@cambridgeshire.gov.uk

The County Council is committed to open government and members of the public are
welcome to attend Committee meetings. It supports the principle of transparency and
encourages filming, recording and taking photographs at meetings that are open to the
public. It also welcomes the use of social networking and micro-blogging websites (such as
Twitter and Facebook) to communicate with people about what is happening, as it happens.
These arrangements operate in accordance with a protocol agreed by the Chairman of the
Council and political Group Leaders which can be accessed via the following link or made
available on request: http://tinyurl.com/ccc-film-record.
Public speaking on the agenda items above is encouraged. Speakers must register their
intention to speak by contacting the Democratic Services Officer no later than 12.00 noon
three working days before the meeting. Full details of arrangements for public speaking are
set out in Part 4, Part 4.4 of the Council’s Constitution https://tinyurl.com/CCCprocedure.
The Council does not guarantee the provision of car parking on the Shire Hall site and you
will need to use nearby public car parks http://tinyurl.com/ccc-carpark or public transport
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Agenda Item No: 2
CAMBRIDGE CITY JOINT AREA COMMITTEE (CJAC): MINUTES
Date:

Tuesday 27th November 2018

Time:

4.30pm – 6:40pm

Place:

Kreis Viersen Room, Shire Hall, Cambridge

Present:

County Councillors: L Jones (Chairwoman), N Kavanagh, I Manning, A Taylor
and J Whitehead
City Councillors: K Blencowe (Vice-Chairman), G Bird, M Gehring, V Holt,
R Robertson and M Sargeant

Apologies:

38.

None received

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
Councillor R Robertson declared an interest as a resident in agenda item 5, Traffic
Regulation Order Objections Associated with the Proposed Implementation of
Parking Controls for the Ascham Area of Cambridge.
Councillor M Sargeant declared an interest as a resident and the Local Member in
agenda item 5, Traffic Regulation Order Objections Associated with the Proposed
Implementation of Parking Controls for the Ascham Area of Cambridge.

39.

MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD 24TH JULY 2018
Following concerns raised by a Member regarding the accuracy of July meeting’s
minutes, the Chair proposed with the agreement of the Committee to defer the item to
the next meeting of the Committee. This was to allow for the minutes to be reviewed and
any necessary amendments be made.

40.

PETITIONS AND PUBLIC QUESTIONS
The Committee received a question from a member of the public, Ms Victoria Johnstone,
which related to Resident Parking Schemes (RPSs). In presenting her question to the
Committee, Ms Johnstone criticised the consultation processes for failing to include
members of the rural communities. Public transport services in to Cambridge were often
expensive, inadequate and inaccessible, leaving commuters with no alternative to driving
and parking in the city centre. While calling for a new scheme that was not to the
detriment of rural communities, Ms Johnstone commented to the Committee that the
Council website encouraged only Cambridge residents to participate in the consultation
process, excluding everyone that lived outside the city. Ms Johnstone noted that there
were also no Members of the Committee that represented rural areas and that although
funded by the Greater Cambridge Partnership, it did not serve anyone living outside
Cambridge.
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The Chairwoman thanked Ms Johnstone for her question and advised that a written
response would be issued within 10 working days of the meeting. The Chairwoman also
confirmed that Ms Johnstone could respond to the Council’s reply at the following
Committee meeting.
The Committee was advised that one petition had been received relating to the Ascham
and Victoria Residents’ Parking Schemes and that it would be considered at the start of
the relevant agenda item [minute 42 refers].

41.

CAMBRIDGE CITY LOCAL HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENT MEMBER PANEL
MEMBERSHIP
The Chairwoman had requested an update from the Assistant Director of Highways,
Richard Lumley, on Local Highway Improvement (LHI) progress, out of concern that
funding would be lost as a result of a financial adjustments made by the Council. The
Assistant Director’s response was tabled at the meeting and is attached as Appendix A
to these minutes. An update on the Cambridge City Works Programme was also tabled
and is attached as Appendix B.
In discussing the update, Members:


Expressed concern that officers had not yet carried out scoping and other
preparations for the January assessment regarding local highways bidding. It was
noted that little time remained and residents were concerned. Members were
provided assurance by a Project Manager from Highway Projects and Road Safety
that despite resourcing challenges the work would be completed within the deadline.



Emphasised the importance of effective communication between officers and
Councillors and for all parties to remain updated regarding the progress of projects ,
as councillors worked closely with residents, which was made difficult when
information was hard to find or not up-to-date.

The Committee received a report asking it to agree membership of the Local Highway
Improvement (LHI) Member Assessment Panel for the 2019/20 programme year.
It was resolved unanimously to:
a) Agree membership of the Cambridge City Local Highways Improvement Panel,
consisting of County Councillors L Jones, N Kavanagh and A Taylor, and City
Councillors K Blencowe, V Holt and M Sargeant.
b) Agree that a member of the panel who is unable to attend a panel meeting be
authorised to nominate another member of the same Council to attend as a
substitute or alternate.

42.

TRAFFIC REGULATION ORDER OBJECTIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE
PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION OF PARKING CONTROLS FOR THE ASCHAM
AREA OF CAMBRIDGE
The Committee received a report inviting it to determine the objections received in
response to the formal advertisement of parking controls in the Ascham Road Area.
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Before presenting the report, the Parking Policy Manager updated the Committee on the
status of Resident Parking Schemes (RPSs) across the city, drawing Members’ attention
to the indicative map on page 26 of the agenda. It was noted that 4 schemes had been
installed (Morley, Accordia, Staffordshire and Coleridge West), 1 was still pending
installation (Newnham), 2 were at the statutory consultation stage (Ascham and Victoria),
3 at the public consultation stage (Stretten, York and Stourbridge) and 1 was at the
design stage (Benson North), while discussions were being held with local County
Councillors over the next phase of schemes. Members were informed that the indicative
map and implementation programme were a work in progress and therefore changed
throughout the consultation processes.
In discussing the update, Members were informed that:


Coleridge East, Romsey East and Romsey West schemes would be the next three
schemes under consideration.



A number of schemes had not progressed as planned because informal consultations
were to be undertaken by local County Councillors.



There was a limit to how many RPSs could be prepared at one time, but in general
the overall plan was continuing as intended.

Given the large number of public speakers present to speak on the proposed
implementation of parking controls in the Ascham area, as well as the Victoria area and
other neighbouring areas, the Chairwoman exercised her discretion to hear all the public
speakers together at the beginning of this item.
Mrs Caroline Stephens was invited by the Chairwoman to speak on the key issues raised
in the petition submitted to the Committee. Mrs Stephens requested Members
reconsider the Ascham parking scheme, which she suggested would receive more
support if certain flaws were fixed. Arguing that parking in the Elizabeth area was
already at capacity, Mrs Stephens stated that the scheme would leave residents of
Elizabeth sandwiched between two zones and unable to park in either of them, while it
would also leave Elizabeth unable to later implement its own scheme that would slot in to
the adjoining schemes. Mrs Stephens proposed the implementation of reciprocal
parking between the separate schemes as one way of overcoming the issue and
suggested that the various schemes should be implemented together to prevent
displacement. Mrs Stephens commented that 52 residents of Elizabeth had submitted
written objections during the formal consultation stage and that, contrary to the County
policy of consulting those who would be impacted, the objections had been discarded.
The Chairwoman invited a resident of Green’s Road, Mrs Joanna Shneerson to speak on
problems related to the Victoria scheme. Mrs Shneerson argued to Members that the
scheme disadvantaged local residents and that removing parking from two streets would
disrupt parking for hundreds of cars, including those used by disabled people, carers,
health visitors and people arriving home from work late at night. Mrs Shneerson
suggested that the proposed safety benefits were outweighed by the effect on vulnerable
people in the area, while disputing the claim that the fire service could not access the
road. The consultation process was not valid, Mrs Shneerson argued to the Committee,
as it was not advertised and plans were later changed to include fewer parking spaces.
Mrs Shneerson suggested that the Council’s requirement of 95% of Green’s Road’s
residents to vote against its inclusion in the scheme did not follow recommended
protocol and that a new consultation and vote should be held.
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Mrs Valerie Sills was invited to speak to the Committee about problems in the Ascham
zone. Mrs Sills informed Members that the significant parking problems on Metcalfe
Road, mainly caused by teachers and parents and currently exasperated by ongoing
building works at Chesterton Community College, were limited to school hours and that a
24-hour scheme that operated seven days a week was excessive. Of the 32 properties
on the street that would have double yellow lines outside their property under the
proposed scheme, Mrs Sills spoke to 28, 85% of whom were against the scheme.
Concerns included traffic passing at a faster speed and the impacts on tradesmen,
visitors and residents’ carers. Mrs Sills suggested that single yellow lines would be a
more suitable solution. Mrs Sills stated that more than half the length of Metcalfe Road
was wider than 6.5 metres between the kerbs, the minimum distance required to allow
parking on both sides and suggested that the double yellow lines on the corner of
Metcalfe Road and Courtney Way would be more effective on the opposite side of the
road, improving visibility around the corner.
Mrs Kathie Albarn, invited by the Chairwoman to address the Committee, pointed out
that any Residents’ Parking Scheme should be designed to fulfil the needs of local
residents. The proposed removal of 38 parking spaces on Herbert Street, as well as the
parking space currently used by 35 cars on Milton Road, would displace all these
vehicles into surrounding areas that were already heavily over-capacitated and therefore
would not help residents. Mrs Albarn drew Members’ attention to the scheme’s
acknowledgement that Milton Road residents would be affected and the subsequent
mitigation advice that suggested they park on neighbouring side-streets. The residents
of these extra streets would be seriously impacted and Mrs Albarn argued that they
should have been included in the consultations. Mrs Albarn informed the Committee that
the issue had caused three years of stress and suggested that as a community,
alternative workable solutions could be found.
A petition was received from Dr Alan Hart regarding the implementation of the Ascham
and Victoria RPSs, asking the Council to stop the legal process and reconsider the
design of the schemes. In presenting the petition, Dr Hart informed Members that
residents were generally in favour of RPSs but some changes were necessary for the
proposed schemes to work. Dr Hart suggested that the boundaries between the areas
were inappropriate and would push cars into neighbouring areas that were already overpopulated. This would be exacerbated by the proposed removal of parking spaces. Dr
Hart proposed looking at alternatives, such as changing how emergency services could
enter Herbert Street at the Chesterton Road junction. The Committee was informed that
over 360 people from the area that would be affected by the proposals had signed the
petition, which was asking for the schemes to be amended, not stopped. It was
suggested by Dr Hart that the Council opened itself up to charges of maladministration
by failing to consult those impacted by the schemes and that it made no sense to
propose schemes that did not work for the residents they were intended to help.
The Chairwoman exercised her discretion to allow a late-registered speaker, Mr Davin
Yap, a member of the Victoria Park Parking Committee. Mr Yap stated that the
proposed scheme would reduce parking spaces for the park by 35-40%, with the major
impact being seen at night. It was noted by Mr Yap that of the 16 people sat on the
table, 6 would not have a parking space under such conditions.
The Committee received a written statement from Mrs Deborah Latham, Secretary of
Garden Walk Residents Association, in support of the RPS, the contents of which is
attached as Appendix C to these minutes.
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Councillor Scutt spoke on behalf of local Member, County Councillor Richards, who had
personally undertaken extensive consultations with residents and was in favour of the
scheme. The Committee was informed that the majority of residents had responded in
favour of the scheme during the formal consultation stage and that all streets and roads
had expressed support, despite various concerns. Councillor Scutt noted there were
objections over Double Yellow Lines (DYLs) but informed the Committee that they were
necessary to allow access to emergency vehicles. A house had burnt down on Green’s
Road due to this issue and Councillor Scutt argued that it would be irresponsible not to
support the scheme when people’s lives were being put at risk.
Moving on to speak as the local Member for Ascham, Councillor Scutt noted that she
had previously worked hard to ensure Elizabeth, Ascham and the Hurst Park estate were
all included in one zone. After the area borders were changed at the North Area
Committee, there was a breakdown in communication between the areas and their
councillors, leading to schemes progressing separately. During the following formal
consultation over the Ascham scheme, a scheme which was deliberately set between
9am and 3pm to accommodate school hours, there was 60% approval. Councillor Scutt
acknowledged the opinions and frustrations of those who opposed the scheme but noted
that the democratic process had been duly followed and that the legislative process
bound the Committee to approve the scheme. Work had been done to ensure the
parking bays on Milton Road were preserved, leading only to the removal of those
causing safety concerns around Mitcham’s Corner.
Prior to the debate, officers drew attention to paragraphs 2.5 of the report, which noted
the recommendation to not proceed with the removal of the unrestricted parking bays on
Milton Road as part of the Greater Cambridge Partnership (GCP) Milton Road scheme.
It was proposed by a Member that the Committee provide the following steer towards
getting back to a cross Milton Road scheme, giving residents greater flexibility across the
areas:
While supporting the approval and implementation of the Ascham scheme, if
Ascham residents agree and the local councillors for Elizabeth work speedily to
get residents’ backing, we would strongly support the incorporation of Elizabeth in
to the Ascham Resident Parking Scheme.
The Chairwoman clarified that the steer supported the approval of the Ascham RPS,
followed by a consultation process that could potentially lead to the Elizabeth area being
incorporated to the same RPS. It was noted that any such move would require the
support of residents in both the Ascham and Elizabeth areas and some Members
expressed concern over one group of residents being able to decide on the inclusion of
another group of residents in the scheme. Other Members considered that this would
allow for the Ascham scheme to progress while also offering an opportunity for Elizabeth
residents to participate in consultations.
During discussion, Members:


Noted that earlier efforts to carry out a cross Milton Road scheme were hampered by
boundary changes, as well as the replacement of various local members. Some had
wanted to consider the issue further while others had wanted to move ahead to the
next stage, which led to a split down Milton Road. Residents of Elizabeth were
therefore not included in the consultations that clearly had an impact on them.
Page 7 of 20



Expressed frustration over the fractured communication and difficult working
relationship between councillors in Ascham but also across the city as a whole,
noting it was more productive when county councillors and city councillors worked
together.



Commented that 89 out of 97 was an unusually high proportion of representations
from outside of the area. It was argued that this demonstrated the need for extensive
consultation and the importance of considering how different schemes interacted.



Considered the inclusion of Hurst Park in any wider scheme, noting that the spill over
effect would affect all surrounding areas.



Debated the benefits of deferring the decision to allow for further consultation and the
potential inclusion of Elizabeth in to the RPS. It was argued that including all areas in
one scheme would be universally better than separate ones and that it would only
require a delay of a few months. Some Members expressed doubts that much could
be achieved in such a short space of time and that the revised new scheme would be
put at the back of the queue of schemes awaiting implementation, adding a number
of years to the timetable. It was noted, however that the deferral did not necessarily
imply any delay beyond the time until the next meeting in March 2019, during which
period little implementation work would be carried out due to inclement weather.



Noted that the proposed deferral of removing parking bays on Milton Road was only a
deferral and that at some point in the future they were likely to be removed.



Established an approximate timetable for when Elizabeth would possibly be able to
join the Ascham RPS. The Chairwoman noted that following the necessary planning,
consultations and TRO, the scheme could potentially be presented to the Committee
in October 2019, leading to its implementation in early 2020. It was noted that this
would leave a period of up to 12 months during which Elizabeth would suffer serious
parking issues.



Considered it unlikely that residents of Ascham would accept Elizabeth joining in to
the Ascham RPS at a later date, which would further exacerbate the problem in the
Elizabeth area.

A procedural motion was proposed to the Committee that the recommendations be
amended to include a deferral of the implementation of the Ascham scheme until a
proper consultation had been carried out with residents of the Elizabeth area. Following
discussion, the motion on being put to the vote was lost.
Continuing the discussion, Members:


Were informed by the local Member that during discussions with residents of the
Hurst Park area, it became apparent that they had not been aware of the RPS plans
and that they would have objected in force on having been excluded. Other
Members suggested that parking was not a problem in the Hurst Park estate and that
residents would not be in favour of joining the scheme.



Noted that as with all the schemes implemented across the city, there would be
effects on the neighbouring areas, but this was inevitable and it was important to
mitigate rather than abolish plans on its basis.
Page 8 of 20



Considered that they were there to decide on the Ascham scheme and that the
Elizabeth scheme was a separate issue.

As requested by some Members, the recommendations were divided in to two parts.
It was resolved to:
a) Approve the parking controls as advertised in the area shown in Appendix 1
(Ascham plans 1.1 and 1.2)
b) Authorise officers, in consultation with local Members, to make such minor
amendments to the published proposals as are necessary prior to the
implementation of the Traffic Regulation Order (TRO)
c) Inform the objectors accordingly
It was resolved unanimously to:
d) Not proceed with the advertised proposal to remove the unrestricted/limited
parking bays on Milton Road, noting that the measure would be considered as
part of the delivery of the GCP Milton Road project.
It was further approved unanimously to move the steer put forward during the discussion,
which supported the incorporation of Elizabeth in to the Ascham RPS, if the Ascham
residents agreed and if the local councillors for Elizabeth worked speedily to get
residents’ backing.

42.

TRAFFIC REGULATION ORDER OBJECTIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE
PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION OF PARKING CONTROLS FOR THE VICTORIA
AREA OF CAMBRIDGE
The Committee received a report inviting it to determine the objections received in
response to the formal advertisement of parking controls in the Victoria Area. Members
were reminded of the public speakers and local members who spoke on this item at the
beginning of the previous item. In presenting the report, Members were informed that
the most significant concerns had been over the impact of double yellow lines (DYLs) on
residents but that these were necessary to ensure emergency vehicle access.
In discussing the report, Members:


Suggested that sections of Green’s Road were wide enough for emergency vehicles
to pass without having to remove parking spaces. Some members considered that
an independent assessment of the emergency vehicle access issue would be of
benefit. It was noted that if it was decided at a later stage that there were sections of
Green’s Road where parking could still be permitted, such adjustments to the plans
could be made under the provisions put forward in recommendation c).



Drew attention to the garages at the end of the road and their potential for extra
parking if current practice were improved.
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Noted that written objections from some local councillors had not been represented in
the report and also expressed concern over the low response rate during consultation
which made it hard to gauge opinions and levels of support.



Commended the work of officers on these RPSs and other RPSs across the city,
noting that the Committee could now understand which kind of schemes could be
used according to the characteristics of each location



Noted that there were many issues over inconsiderate parking but that when this put
the lives of people at risk, councillors were obliged to put the safety of residents first.



Acknowledged the efforts made by local member, Councillor Richards, to ensure that
as many parking spaces remained in place as possible. It was noted that
preparations had been going on for over a year and that imposing a further delay to
try and save a few places was unreasonable.



Considered that the main issue was based on capacity, as there were not enough
parking spaces for the number of residents’ cars. Officers were unable to guarantee
that there would be enough spaces after implementation of the RPS. It was noted
that behavioural changes usually emerged after schemes were introduced, such as
increased bike use and decreased commuter presence, which were not taken into
account in these calculations and made it difficult for officers to make such
judgements.

It was resolved to:
a) Approve the parking controls as advertised in the area shown in Appendix 1
(Victoria plans 1.0, 1.1,1.2 and 1.3)
b) Approve the revocation of the existing Limited Access Order on Victoria Park,
Primrose Street, Green’s Road and Corona Road as advertised
c) Authorise officers, in consultation with local Members, to make such minor
amendments to the published proposals as are necessary prior to the
implementation of the Traffic Regulation Order (TRO)
d) Inform the objectors accordingly

43.

TRAFFIC REGULATION ORDER OBJECTIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE
PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION OF PARKING CONTROLS ON GUNHILD CLOSE
AND MARMORA ROAD
The Committee received a report that invited Members to determine objections regarding
the implementation of Local Highway Improvement schemes on Gunhild Close and
Marmora Road.
In the course of discussing the report, Members:


Noted that the double yellow lines on Marmora Road had been proposed as a matter
of safety, with cars that currently parked on the junction blocking drivers’ vision and
forcing turning vehicles to pull out into the middle of the road, endangering
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pedestrians, cyclists and other road users. It was also noted that the length of the
double yellow lines had been shortened in response to residents’ concerns.


Acknowledged the parking problems on Gunhild Close due to the proximity of a
school and park. It was pointed out that the double yellow lines opposite the junction
turning in to Gunhild Close that were removed from the plan during the informal
consultation stage were removed as a result of objections.

It was resolved unanimously to:
a) Implement the restrictions as advertised.
b) Inform the objectors accordingly.

Chairwoman
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Agenda Item No: 3
KINGS PARADE, CAMBRIDGE – VEHICULAR ACCESS MANAGEMENT
To:

Cambridge Joint Area Committee

Meeting Date:

5 March 2019

From:

Suzanne Hemingway, Strategic Director, Cambridge City
Council

Electoral division(s):

Market

Forward Plan ref:

N/A

Key decision:
No

Purpose:

To consider the development, and implementation, of
urgent short-term measures as part of a potentially two
phased project to introduce further restriction on traffic
movement in Kings Parade, Cambridge, in order to
enhance pedestrian priority, safety and air quality

Recommendation:

The Joint Area Committee is recommended to:
a) note the investigation and identification of need to
introduce further restrictions on motor vehicular
access to Kings Parade in Cambridge
b) support the introduction of further controls and the
use of an Experimental Traffic Regulation Order
(lasting between 6 and 18 months) in order to trial
potential suitable arrangements from 2019
c) at a future meeting consider the outcome of this
trial arrangement; determining any objections
lodged during the formal consultation period, and
decide whether to introduce a permanent scheme.

Email:

Officer contact:
John Richards
Public Realm Engineering Manager –
Cambridge City Council
John.richards@cambridge.gov.uk

Tel:

01223 458525

Name:
Post:

Names:
Post:
Email:
Tel:
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Member contacts:
Councillors Jones and Blencowe
Chair/ Vice-Chair
Linda.jones@cambridgeshire.gov.uk
Kevin.blencowe@cambridge.gov.uk
01223 706398

1.

BACKGROUND

1.1

Kings Parade in Cambridge, fronting Kings College, is a prestigious globally recognised
street functioning both as an integral part of the historic city centre ‘core’ area and the ‘offer’
to the many millions of annual visitors. The very sensitive street environment balances the
needs of tourism, and conservation, with local access and movement; particularly for
pedestrians, cyclists, and access for local colleges and businesses.

1.2

Whilst forming part of the city centre pedestrianised, and restricted parking, zones Kings
Parade is physically more accessible than much of the city centre core area including
Sidney Street, St. Johns Street, Trinity Street, Market Street and Market Hill (all with
prohibited motor vehicle access between 10am and 4pm Mondays to Saturdays; except for
permit holders), and parts of Bridge Street. Levels of everyday cycling in Cambridge
exceed those of other towns and cities across the United Kingdom and Kings Parade is a
key local link through the city centre between north and south.

1.3

The existing streetscape infrastructure, with subtle and sensitive differences between the
narrow (two-way) central carriageway, generous footways and parking/ waiting bays for
loading and disabled access, enables easy, largely level (high-kerb free), access for people
on foot and dates back to a comprehensive, high quality, environmental enhancement
scheme undertaken c1999/ 2000. Motor vehicular access to and from Senate House Hill to
the north is controlled on a permit basis via rising bollards; but there are no similar
restrictions to/ from Trumpington Street and Bene’t Street to the south.

1.4

Pedestrian activity, and density, along Kings Parade; particularly during the peak visitor
summer months is on a comparable level with many streets in London and similar tourist
hot-spots such as Windsor, Oxford, York and Edinburgh. Whilst many of these cities have
or are taking proactive steps to protect visitors from the threat of terrorism and other
potential causes of harm, Cambridge (thus far) has not – albeit the former access control
rising bollards around the city centre (now largely replaced with number plate recognition
cameras) and gate in Sidney Street have provided limited protection.

1.5

Annual visitors to Cambridge now exceed 8 million, with a marked increase from 5 million
over the last 5 years. The city very much welcomes visitors, and business, and wishes to
take necessary steps to both ensure public safety and to provide a more pleasant
experience for people moving around under their own means. To this end, Cambridge City
Council requested the Police assess the vehicular borne threat to Cambridge, and advise
on how this might best be mitigated.

1.6

This work and development of potential interventions will be informed by, and complement,
broader policy and strategic framework investigations by the Combined Authority, Greater
Cambridge Partnership, Cambridgeshire County Council and Cambridge City Council
around access to and within Cambridge, including initiatives to reduce congestion, improve
air quality and make best use of public space. The Making Space for People
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) currently under development, in particular, will
be a key input.

2.

MAIN ISSUES & PROPOSAL

2.1

The Police advice has been provided by the Counter Terrorism Unit (CTU); hosted by
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Bedfordshire Constabulary on behalf of the Eastern region forces. Due to the nature of the
security threat, this advice is confidential and not able to be shared publicly. The
investigation identified a number of existing vulnerabilities to a potential attack; which has
informed further discussions, advice and the development of potential mitigations – both in
the short and medium terms.
2.2

The main area of urgent concern is the length of Kings Parade between Senate House Hill
and Bene’t Street. Visitors on foot also congregate in large numbers at the corner of Kings
Parade with Bene’t Street and Trumpington Street, due to the presence of the ‘Corpus
Clock’. The principle and urgent recommendation emerging is the need to better control
traffic access from the south along Trumpington Street; by means of horizontal deflections
or ‘chicane’ style arrangements (these might be achieved through sensitive changes to onstreet parking facilities) and a physical barrier north of Bene’t Street that would resist
penetration by a vehicle approaching at speed.

2.3

The Controlled Zone of Kings Parade currently permits access to existing disabled and
loading/ unloading bays along the eastern side and to Kings College, and for taxis. Most
vehicles accessing the area will turn in the widened head area at the northern end, adjacent
to St. Mary’s Passage and Gt. St. Mary’s Church. Further disabled and loading/ unloading
facilities exist nearby. Access by large vehicles for events at Kings College, the Arts
Theatre and Corn Exchange restrict the configuration of street space at the Bene’t Street
corner with Kings Parade, and within close proximity.

2.4

Officers, and councillors, of both the County and City Councils are very aware of the
sensitivity of the locale, the importance of visitors to Cambridge and the needs of local
people, businesses and other organisations. However, the threat (although not specific to
Kings Parade) nationally is real and the Police are encouraging local authorities to take
action in areas where particularly large crowds gather. The Police and Crime
Commissionaire for Cambridgeshire, and the Leader of Cambridge City Council, are
supportive of the introduction of initial safety measures in time for the spring/ summer 2019
peak in street activity. Discussions are also underway with Cambridgeshire County
Council’s Highways and Community Infrastructure Committee chair and vice-chair person.

2.5

Such action will require the use of an Experimental Traffic Regulation Order; whereby
consultation on the effect of the restrictions implemented can be undertaken during the
length of the 6-18 month ‘trial’ period. Arrangements for cycle movement, deliveries and
blue-badge holders along Kings Parade that would become restricted, or displaced, are
under investigation. It will also require use of readily available, ‘quick-fix’ (potentially
temporary) equipment and other street furniture including road signs and markings. Whilst
suited to an urgent solution need, these may not be fully in keeping with the sensitive
historic streetscape. The extent of the scheme suggested is shown on Plan 1.

2.6

In parallel with a temporary, trial, arrangement commencing this spring, therefore, officers
will also be investigating what a permanent solution might constitute and need to look like, if
the scheme is to become permanent. For both the short, and potentially longer term
solutions, a time-limited restriction on vehicular traffic access to Kings Parade which
safeguards the main period of pedestrian activity, whilst still allowing some provision for
essential deliveries, may be practicable. Provision for cycle movement, and displaced bluebadge parking, are also under investigation.
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2.7

The Police CTU already offer specific, proven, mobile, security protection measures to
cities for temporary events; such as in Edinburgh’s Royal Mile for the Fringe Festival each
August. An example is shown, along with a streetview image of Kings Parade, in
Appendix A. Such temporary measures are managed and deployed on a national basis
according to need, and are not offered on a permanent or semi-permanent basis. Officers
are therefore investigating potential alternatives that might be available for an extended
period; to include a 6-18 month trial – with some similar measures having been installed in
central Windsor streets in recent years.

2.8

The Experimental Traffic Regulation Order will, as a matter of course, include exemptions
for essential access necessary by emergency services and specific seasonal events. The
detail of how the proposed physical controls on access will be managed is dependent on
their precise form, and is under development.

3.

ALIGNMENT WITH CORPORATE PRIORITIES

3.1

A good quality of life for everyone
Annual visitor numbers to Cambridge are increasing rapidly, bringing significant economic
and cultural benefit to the city and surrounding area. The approach proposed aims to
maintain safety and quality of life for both residents and visitors to this area of the city,
whilst mitigating potential difficulties so far as reasonably practicable.

3.2

Thriving places for people to live
Managed traffic access to city centre areas, including pedestrian priority, have been shown
to enhance their vitality and local economy over the medium to longer term, benefiting
residents, businesses and visitors.

3.3

The best start for Cambridgeshire’s children
There are no significant implications for this priority.

4.

SIGNIFICANT IMPLICATIONS

4.1

Resource Implications
Staffing resource to achieve the scheme proposed will be secured through existing City
Council and County Council teams, with support from the Police, specialists and
contractors/ suppliers as necessary. The City Council is taking steps to secure the finance
necessary to introduce the temporary, trial, scheme as an initial intervention – with the need
for a permanent arrangement under review.

4.2

Procurement/Contractual/Council Contract Procedure Rules Implications
Procurement of the works necessary to implement the measures proposed will either be in
house, from specialist named suppliers, through existing term service contract
arrangements, or subject to individual competition as appropriate. Arrangements for day-today management of the access barrier are under development, and likely to be through
existing in-house or outsourced services.
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4.3

Statutory, Legal and Risk Implications
The proposed scheme will be enacted using Experimental Traffic Regulation Order powers
contained within the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, as amended. Specific legal, and
risk, advice will be sought where necessary.

4.4

Equality and Diversity Implications
The proposed scheme shall accord with current legislative requirements and, so far as
reasonably practicable, continue to make provision for particular needs; including bluebadge holders. Where such needs are displaced during the course of the proposed trial,
the use of alternatives will be monitored and taken in to account before a decision is taken
on whether a scheme should become permanent.

4.5

Engagement and Communications Implications
An engagement and communications plan for the proposed scheme on behalf of the Police,
County and City Councils is under development.

4.6

Localism and Local Member Involvement
Councillors are encouraged to play an active role in the development of the proposed
scheme detail.

4.7

Public Health Implications
The proposed scheme is intended to maintain public safety and health within the area
affected, whilst still maintaining access to essential services.
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Plan 1
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Appendix A

Kings Parade, Cambridge (Google Streetview image)

Edinburgh's Royal Mile (for Edinburgh Festival)
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