ENVIRONMENT AND TRANSPORT COMMITTEE : MINUTES

��Date:

�Thursday 4th November 1999��Time:

�14.30 - 15.55��Place:

�Kreis Viersen Room, Shire Hall, Cambridge

��Present:



�Councillors:

D M Adey, T J Bear, P R Bishop, S J Bradshaw, J Broadway, 

S F Johnstone (Chairman), D C Kelleway, J McKay, T O’Dell,

M K Ogden, L Oliver, P A E Read, C E Shaw and A B Stenner



Also in attendance:

Councillors: S Bicker, J A P Eddy, W G M Hensley and J D Jones��

93�MINUTES - 14th JULY 1999������It was resolved unanimously: ������That the minutes of the (special) meeting held on 14th July 1999 be approved as a correct record and signed by the Chairman.������The Committee expressed its best wishes to Councillor R C Speechley for a speedy recovery from his operation.  The Chairman reminded Members of the public exhibitions across the County on the provisional Local Transport Plan.������Petition - Powered Two Wheelers������The Chairman received a petition from the British Motorcyclists Federation requesting access for powered two wheelers in bus lanes.  It was noted that the Council’s policy on motorbikes would be determined in the context of the Cambridgeshire Transport Plan at the meeting on 30th March 2000.������[Councillor P A E Read declared a non-pecuniary interest in this item under the National Code of Local Government Conduct and took no part in the discussion]�����94�ACCIDENT REMEDIES AND TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT PROGRAMME - MEDIUM SIZED SCHEMES������At the commencement of the item, the Chairman received a petition from the PEV-HILL Residents’ Association requesting priority for traffic lights or a roundabout at the Barnwell Road, Rayson Way, Peveral Road junction.  The relative priority of the scheme was set out in the report before the Committee.������The Committee noted progress in delivering schemes in the current 1999/2000 programme and deferment, supported by the South Cambridgeshire Area Joint Committee, of the A505 Hunts Road roundabout at Duxford (pending the outcome of a planning application for a motorway service area) and the reasons for developing alternative safety measures on the B1050 between Willingham and Earith. ������Also considered was the prioritised list of medium sized schemes (£25,000 - £250,000) from which the 2000/01 programme would be selected when available capital funds were known.  The schemes had been listed in priority order using the agreed prioritisation process.  Comments on the majority of the schemes had already been sought from the respective Area Joint Committees, although the East Cambridgeshire Committee had yet to meet and there was a need to report back to the Huntingdonshire Committee on a revised priority for a scheme at Marley Road, St Ives and to the Cambridge Committee on a further scheme included for the Alpha Road area.  ������Past funding through the Transport Supplementary Credit Approval had permitted less than 10 schemes to be implemented each year and accordingly to avoid raising unrealistic expectations only schemes scoring more than 3 in the assessment method had been brought before the Committee.  It was proposed that preliminary design and consultation should take place on the 8 schemes recommended for approval with a final decision on implementation being taken in March 2000 once capital funding was known.  Detailed local consultation and approval of schemes would be for the appropriate Area Joint Committee.  It was also noted that the Fenland Area Joint Committee had recommended that any schemes in March be developed as part of a broader strategy currently being developed.������In discussing a possible 2000/01 programme, the Committee discussed the environmental impact of siting speed cameras in rural areas, noted local Member support for mini-roundabouts/traffic islands on the A1123/B1050/B1380 junction Earith Bridge, Sutton (not recommended for implementation in 2000/01 given its relative priority) and discussed the balance within the assessment criteria between progressing large and smaller schemes.������The scheme for Fen Causeway/Trumpington Road/Lensfield Road junction had been included in the list to illustrate its relative priority, however, the Committee reaffirmed its earlier decision (and that of the Cambridge Area Joint Committee) that the scheme should stand deferred until such time as detailed consideration had been given to the Silver Street stage of the Core Traffic Scheme and the outcome of the feasibility study into cycleways in the Hills Road and Trumpington corridor was known.  There were also links to the Grand Arcade shopping proposal that had yet to obtain planning permissions (see Minute 99 (c) below).  An alternative proposal from Councillor D C Kelleway that the scheme should be included in the programme for 2000/01, given its relative priority, was not supported.������It was resolved unanimously:������(i) 	To note progress in implementing medium size schemes for 1999/2000, including deferment of the A505 roundabout scheme at Duxford and the development of alternative measures for the B1050 Willingham to Earith;������It was resolved by a majority [with the Conservative group voting in favour, the Labour group voting against and the Liberal Democrat group abstaining]:������(ii)	To approve the relative priority schemes for 2000/01 as set out in Appendix A of the report; and ������It was resolved by majority [with the Conservative and Liberal Democrat groups voting in favour, the Labour group against]:���

���(iii)	That preliminary design and consultation on the following schemes be approved:������Speed cameras (various locations)���Mowbray Road - Cherry Hinton Road junction, Cambridge (roundabout modifications) �Mowbray Road -Cherry Hinton Road junction, Cambridge (roundabout modifications) ���Elizabeth Way - Chesterton Way junction, Cambridge (roundabout modifications)�Elizabeth Way - Chesterton Way junction, Cambridge (roundabout modifications)���Chesterton High Street (traffic calming measures)�Chesterton High Street (traffic calming measures)���Lynn Road, Wisbech (cycle lanes and traffic calming)�Lynn Road, Wisbech (cycle lanes and traffic calming)���Ramsey Road, St Ives (traffic calming and street lighting improvements)�Ramsey Road, St Ives (traffic calming and street lighting improvements)���A1307 Bell Road junction, Bottisham (junction remodelling)�A1307 Bell Road junction, Bottisham (junction remodelling)���A605/B1010 roundabout, Whittlesey (alteration of roundabout to reduce circulatory carriageway) 

�A605/B1010 roundabout, Whittlesey (alteration of roundabout to reduce circulatory carriageway) ��95�CAMBRIDGESHIRE PARTNERSHIP FOR FREIGHT

���The Committee noted progress in delivering actions from the A14 Corridor Study set out in Appendix A to the report.  The Committee in January 1998 had commissioned an investigation through a multi-agency Working Group into the problems caused by Heavy Commercial Vehicles (HCVs) using County roads, following a motion from Councillor 

J E Reynolds.  In supporting the action set out, the Committee also expressed concern at the lack of investment in the A14 by the Highways Agency and the recent increase in accidents including a number of fatalities.  The growing number of HCVs and perceptions about their speed were discussed together with the possibility of heavier vehicles in the future.������Consultations and joint working on an M11/A10 Corridor Study were welcomed.  Unofficial overnight parking was found to be much less than along the A14 Corridor and a Traffic Regulation Order had alleviated problems in the Whittlesford area.������In line with the Government’s White Paper on the future of transport, multi-agency working would be developed towards an integrated Quality Partnership for Freight.  An action plan for the Partnership included a Member seminar on freight on the morning of the 27th January 2000 Committee, a joint strategy with District Councils to identify possible sites for rail freight opportunities/overnight lorry facilities and input into the Local Transport Plan.  ������Speaking as the local Member, County Councillor P R Bishop requested consultations with District Councils to reduce the number of refuse freighters passing through Impington.  He considered a more appropriate route to the Milton HWRC was along the A14.������Councillor D C Kelleway highlighted concerns of Fen Ditton residents at levels of contravention of the existing zonal weight restriction, welcomed investigation by Trading Standards and hoped that the Police could give enforcement a stronger priority. ������It was resolved unanimously:������(i)	to note progress following the completion of investigations into the problems caused by HGVs using County roads in residential and commercial areas on the A14 and M11/A10 Corridors;������(ii)	To support progress in implementing actions agreed for the A14 set out in appendix A to the report;������	(iii)	To note the results M11/A10 Study; and ���		���(iv)	To support the development of the multi-agency Cambridgeshire Partnership for Freight as set out in paragraph 5 of the report.��

96�ENVIRONMENT 2000 ANNUAL REPORT������The Committee considered progress in implementing Environment 2000.  A report summarised the aims of each programme area and identified specific successes, problems and priorities.  The Committee was asked to consider the recommendations of the Environment Panel for overall priorities during the coming year.������The Environment Panel had recognised that resources for implementation, particularly officer resources, were constrained.  In prioritising action, the Panel was recommending: ������A continuation of priorities from 1999 including: refocusing of monitoring activity, getting the Council’s own house in order (particularly internal energy consumption) and external issues where there were pressures and where the Council could have the greatest impact (ie waste and transport).���An increased focus on ensuring the principles of sustainable development were central to the range of processes and reviews (eg Best Value, Business Excellence Model, Crime and Disorder and Health Partnership) alongside social and economic factors���Early groundwork on a review of Environment 2000, particularly consideration of the Environment Strategy and Action Plan and fit with the corporate strategy, Local Performance Plan and other service plans.������Speaking as the Chairman of the Environment Panel, Councillor L Oliver wished to record her thanks for the work undertaken during the year and reminded Members of the sizeable workload ahead.������It was resolved unanimously:������(i)	To adopt the Environment Panel’s recommendations concerning overall priorities (set out in paragraph 4.3 and 4.4 of the report); ������	(ii)	To endorse the priority actions identified in each of the programme areas

(as outlined in appendix A to the report); and������(iii)	To recognise that some actions in Environment 2000, not identified as priorities, may not be possible within existing resource constraints.�����97�TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR GREEN BELT REVIEW������The Committee considered terms of reference for the Cambridge Green Belt Review as recommended by the Cambridge City/South Cambridgeshire Environment and Transport Joint Strategic Forum.������SCEALA were sponsoring a comprehensive study of strategic options in the Cambridge sub-region.  The study was intended to provide an independent and thorough overview of strategic choices, a foundation for Structure Plan consultation next year and for Local Plan review.  One of the key elements of the Study would be to review the current and future purpose of the Cambridge Green Belt - a review which the Regional Planning Panel had recommended should be agreed by the three relevant Planning Authorities (Cambridge City, South Cambridgeshire District and the County Council)�������Following detailed informal work by the Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire Strategic Planning Forum, terms of reference have been developed which provide a series of broad visions of Cambridge and its environs:������A preserved City; stabilised at/around the current size with generous green setting���An urban hub; at the centre of a wider network with intensification of activities within Cambridge and some limited peripheral expansion; and  ���An expanded City; as a modern centre for new technologies and as a capital for the eastern region with high quality services and infrastructure������The visions sought to reflect key qualities to be safeguarded, namely:������A City with good access to surrounding countryside supporting biodiversity and providing good opportunities for recreation���Green corridors and wedges within the City connected to the countryside���A suitable degree of separation between the City and surrounding villages and between villages���A close relationship between homes, jobs and services���An urban structure well suited to sustainable modes of transport���Equitable provision of homes and services for the needs of the population of Cambridge and surrounding villages���A City which can support the continued expansion of a knowledge based economy, innovation and essential research and development���Key elements of the landscape setting of Cambridge to be maintained and enhanced������The terms of reference also highlighted areas least likely to be suitable for urban growth, namely those which:������Contributed significantly to the setting of the City (views of the City skyline and interface between City and Countryside)���Included important open spaces and green corridors within the urban area���Maintained separation between Cambridge and necklace villages and separation between villages���Contained highly attractive rural landscapes���Were sites of special importance for nature conservation���Contributed significantly to the recreational opportunities and amenities of existing residents���Were areas separated from the City by major transport spines (A14/M11).���

���The terms of reference concluded those areas most suitable for urban growth were those which:������Created the most logical extensions to existing urban areas whilst minimising new urban edge���Had the potential to improve the setting of the existing urban edge���Were brown-field land or damaged landscapes���Were not severed from the urban area by major transport spines���Had good access to existing or expanding employment centres on the edge of the City (eg Northern fringe and Science Park, Addenbrooke’s, Marshalls,     West Cambridge)

Had the potential, now or in the future, for good access to the City by choice of modes - especially foot, cycle or public transport���Avoided or minimised coalescence with surrounding villages  ������All three Authorities were being asked to endorse the terms of reference.������It was resolved unanimously:������(i)	To endorse the terms of reference for the review of the Cambridge Green Belt in the Cambridge Sub-Regional Study as set out in the report; and������(ii)	To confirm that the appropriate stage for public consultation on the Green Belt Review would be as part of the Structure Plan consultation progress.�����98�SOUTHERN AREA TRANSPORT PLAN������The Committee considered and endorsed an Area Transport Plan for the Cambridge Southern Corridor as an integral part of the Cambridge Transport Strategy.  Substantial development in the area would add to travel demands both through and within the corridor and compound existing traffic problems. ������The Plan had been developed with public and stakeholders consultation through the Cambridge City/South Cambridgeshire Environment Transport Joint Strategic Forum and had :

���Determined likely development pressures and their transport impact ���Identified specific transport related needs within the area ���Developed a package of measures to address demands���Identified co-ordinated public funding and developer contributions in the provisional Local Transport Plan (LTP)���Apportioned developer contribution costs amongst all developments within the defined area.������The objectives of the Plan were consistent with, and would contribute towards, achieving strategic aims within the LTP of: making travel safer, developing integrated and sustainable transport and maintaining and operating an effective transport network.  The Plan also demonstrated in a practical way the benefits of partnership and an integrated approach to future development.  



Cambridge City Council, as the Local Planning Authority, would be considering the adoption of the Plan as Supplementary Planning Guidance on 8th November.������Comprehensive consultation had been undertaken with stakeholders and there was support from all sectors for the methodology of calculating developer contributions based on the likely 22,000 (two-way) additional trips per day.  Contributions from each developer would be pooled to fund a package of measures likely to include bus priority in the Trumpington Road Corridor, extension of Park and Ride, further bus priority in Hills Road, cycle-way provision on the old Bedford railway line, Shelford-City cycle links, improvements to the Hills Road bridge, radial route signs, improvements to the quality of bus services (including real time information) and further demand management.  The Plan also contained an element of flexibility to be responsive to other development opportunities.������It was resolved unanimously: ������To adopt the Southern Corridor Area Transport Plan as an integral part of the Cambridge Transport Strategy and to support its adoption by Cambridge City Council as Supplementary Planning Guidance, whilst recognising that the Plan needed to remain responsive to take advantage of development opportunities. ������[Councillor J Broadway declared a direct pecuniary interest in the item as her husband had an interest in one of the development sites in the Corridor.  The Councillor took no part in the discussion or voting]�����99�CAMBRIDGE CORE TRAFFIC SCHEME������(a) Core Traffic Scheme Boundary������The Committee considered a recommendation from the Cambridge Area Joint Committee to extend the Core Traffic Scheme boundary to include Victoria Avenue, Maid’s Causeway and Newmarket Road (west of East Road).  ������One of the key aims of the Scheme was to remove through traffic from the area within the inner ring-road and extending the Core area to include Maid’s Causeway and Newmarket Road (west of East Road) was consistent with this aim.������The Area Joint Committee had recognised the relative priority of measures to complete the Core Traffic Scheme and noted the importance of Maids Causeway for access to the Grafton Shopping Centre and the historic heart of the City.  It was therefore recommending that whilst the Core area should be expanded, traffic management should not be pursued until implementation of the Core Traffic Scheme stages already planned.������It was resolved unanimously:  ������(i)	To approve an extension to the Core Traffic Scheme area boundary to include Maid’s Causeway, Newmarket Road (west of East Road) and Victoria Avenue; and������(ii)	To defer development of any traffic restraint measures for Maid’s Causeway until such time as the previously planned stages of the Core Traffic Scheme were implemented.���(b) Bridge Street Streetscape improvements������The Committee noted consultations through the Cambridge Area Joint Committee on streetscape improvements for Bridge Street/Magdalene Street approved as part of the 19th March 1998 decision of this Committee to make permanent the Bridge Street closure.������It also considered a recommendation that the route south of Round Church Street/Jesus Lane should be included in the design brief.  Whilst the route remained essential for access (including goods vehicles) and opportunities for road narrowing were not great, there was scope for limited pedestrian and cycle improvements although these could not be programmed until after sewer works by Anglian Water.������It was resolved unanimously: ������To support the principle of streetscape improvements for Bridge Street, south of Round Church Street, following completion of sewer repairs.������(c) Grand Arcade development������The Committee considered a report providing an update on the Section 106 Planning Agreement for the Grand Arcade which made development dependent upon measures to improve access by modes of transport other than the private car.  To ensure those alternatives worked successfully, further traffic restraint within the Core Traffic Scheme area was essential to give more space to pedestrians, cyclists, buses, taxis and for deliveries.  Specific measures to control the queue into the Lion Yard car-park would be developed through the Area Joint Committee together with active on-street measures in the Drummer Street/Emmanuel Street area.������It was resolved unanimously:������(i)	To note the importance of completing the Core Traffic Scheme and developing suitable car park queue control measures if planning permission is granted for the Grand Arcade development;  ������(ii)	To note the need to link the timetable for further stages of the Core Traffic Scheme with that of the Grand Arcade; and������(iii)	To note the need for effective on-street management with the Core Traffic Scheme area to make sure the successful operation of further traffic management measures.�����100�REMOVAL OF IMPROVEMENT LINE - NEWMARKET ROAD CAMBRIDGE������The Committee considered a request to remove the safeguarded highway improvement line on Newmarket Road, Cambridge.  Removal was supported by the Cambridge Area Joint Committee.������It was resolved unanimously:������To remove the safeguarded highway improvement line along the northern and southern side of Newmarket Road, Cambridge as shown in Figure 1 of the report.�����101�ADOPTION OF NON-RESIDENTIAL ROADS������The Committee considered a policy, developed through the Strategic Planning and Transportation SAG and Economic and Community Development Sub-Committee, for the adoption of only those roads demonstrating public utility (excluding any proposals to which the Council is already committed). ������In recent years it had become increasingly difficult to fund the maintenance of minor roads in general including non-residential estate roads.  Current policy was for such roads to be maintained only at basic intervention level (eg repair of dangerous potholes).������The views of the District Councils had been sought and these were reported to the meeting.������It was resolved unanimously:������	That with effect from the date of this meeting only those non-residential estate roads demonstrating public utility will be adopted as highways maintainable at public expense (excluding any non-residential estate road adoption proposals to which the Council is already committed).�����
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