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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) has been prepared by Rapleys LLP on behalf 

of the owners of 16 – 17 Sidney Street, 18 – 19 Sidney Street and 21 Hobson Street in 

anticipation of a pre-planning application advice request submission to Cambridge City 

Council that is likely to involve proposals for renovation, intensification or redevelopment of 

the three sites. 

 

1.2 The purpose of this statement is to detail the community and stakeholder activities 

undertaken in the process leading to the preparation of the pre-application proposals, to 

detail and analyse the feedback received and, where appropriate, to set out the project 

team’s responses. 
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2 PURPOSE 

 

2.1 There are two matters to consider here: the purpose of community and stakeholder 

engagement and the purpose of statements of community involvement (of which this is an 

example) as they relate to the planning process. 

 

Community engagement / public consultation 

 

2.2 Community engagement, which in this case has taken the form of an online public 

consultation, is increasingly encouraged in the planning process. The National Planning Policy 

Framework places particular emphasis on developers and prospective applicants engaging 

with the communities who lie close to or may be affected by their proposals. To be most 

effective, community engagement should usually take place prior to the submission of a 

planning application. Generally speaking, the earlier community engagement takes places 

the more effective it is likely to be. 

 

2.3 In this case, the first stage of consultation (which is the subject of this report) was 

deliberately conducted early on, before any decisions about the future of the three sites had 

been made, in order to involve the community in the process and to garner opinion and 

knowledge that could help the project team determine the optimal future use of the sites. A 

further consultation will take place prior to the preparation of any pre-planning application 

proposals. 

 

2.4 There are many reasons for undertaking pre-application public consultation. The main reasons 

are as follows: 

• To inform people that change in a particular part of their local built environment is 

likely to be occurring in the future; 

• To engage the local community and stakeholders in the pre-planning and planning 

processes; 

• To give interested parties the chance to express their views on any proposals; 

• To gain particular insights or detailed information which is relevant to the proposals; 

• To gauge local opinion in view of the status of the comments of interested parties as 

a material consideration in the planning decision making process; and 

• To identify ways in which the proposals could be improved. 

 

2.5 It is worth noting that pre-application public consultation is not and does not function as a 

referendum on planning proposals. Planning law states that planning applications should be 

determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise. The views of local communities and the wider public are just one such material 

consideration. Accordingly, in deciding a planning application the outcome of the public 

consultation exercise must be weighed in the planning balance along with what the relevant 

planning policy says, and all other material considerations. 

 

2.6 It is also worth noting that community engagement, including pre-application consultation, is 

not a statutory requirement. The outcome of the community engagement process does not 

bind the party or parties responsible for the proposals to any particular course of action. 

However, whether those responsible for the proposals observe the findings of the process or 

not, the findings remain a material consideration in the determination of any related planning 

application. The extent to which the findings are observed is also a material consideration. 

 

Statements of community involvement 
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2.7 Statements of community involvement as they relate to the pre-planning application and 

planning application processes are intended to: 

• explain the purpose of the community engagement process as it relates to any 

particular proposals; 

• explain how those responsible for the proposals have engaged with the local 

community and the relevant stakeholders; 

• report on and analyse the output of the community engagement process (in this case 

the consultation feedback); 

• provide a response or responses on the behalf of the community engagement 

initiator/organiser (usually the person or body responsible for the proposals), if 

appropriate; and 

• recommend or identify actions which may be necessary or appropriate in view the 

output of the community engagement process. 
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3 THE CONSULTATION 

 

3.1 This section provides details of the consultation process including what it comprised, how the 

consultation was publicised and how responses were made. 

 

Consultation process timeline 

 

3.2 The table below details the sequence of events comprising the consultation process. 

 

Date Action / Event 

Late April 2021 Distribution of flyers and display of posters publicising the 

consultation 

Late April 2021 E-mails to stakeholders informing them of the consultation 

26 April 2021 Launch of consultation website 

13 May 2021 First online public meeting for interested parties 

15 May 2021 Date scheduled for second online public meeting for interested 

parties (meeting cancelled as no registrations received by day before) 

17 May 2021  End of consultation  

 

 

Publicity 

 

3.3 A flyer was prepared to inform interested parties of the online consultation and to invite 

them to attend one of two online public meetings. The flyer is reproduced at Appendix 1. 

 

3.4 The flyer provided details for accessing the consultation website, the dates of the online 

public meetings and how to register to attend them.  

 

3.5 The flyers were distributed, by hand, to all addresses (residential, institutional and business) 

within Market Ward (circa 2,500 – 3,000 addresses). A map showing the distribution area can 

be found at Appendix 2. 

 

3.6 Posters providing the same information as the leaflet were displayed on the Hobson Street 

and Hobson’s Passage elevations of 21 Hobson Street. 

 

3.7 In addition to the flyers and posters, e-mails were sent to a list of stakeholders which had 

been pre-agreed with local councillors and representatives of the Greater Cambridge Shared 

Planning service. This included residents’ groups, local campaign groups, local access and 

disability groups, business groups, cultural groups, the universities and nearby colleges.  

 

Website 

 

3.8 Due to COVID-19 restrictions the consultation was run entirely online. 

 

3.9 The consultation material took the form of a number of pages on a dedicated website 

(https://www.camcitycentreopportunity.com/). The material included: 

 

• Background information about the sites; 

• Information on the sites’ owners; 

• Information on the project team; 

• Details of the sites’ current positions with respect to planning history, occupiers and 

uses, heritage and condition; 

https://www.camcitycentreopportunity.com/
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• A precis of what are likely to be the key issues when considering the future of the 

sites; and 

• A review of the constraints and opportunities of the sites and the surrounding area. 

 

3.10 Supporting pages introduced the consultation and the consultation material, provided details 

of the online public meetings, how to respond to the consultation, and indicated the likely 

next steps for the project with a rough timeline. A copy of the consultation website is 

reproduced at Appendix 3. 

 

3.11 Between 26 April and 17 May 2021, there were 500 unique visitors to the website. The average 

session time was 3 minutes 52 seconds. The traffic was mostly UK based with the vast majority 

of it originating in Cambridge.  

 

Online public meetings 

 

3.12 Two online public meetings were scheduled as follows: 

  

• Thursday 13 May 2021 at 5:30pm 

 

• Saturday 15 May 2021 at 10:00am  

 

3.13 The meetings were open to any interested parties. 

 

3.14 The dates and times were selected to avoid core working hours and to offer a choice of week 

and weekend dates to maximise the chances of interested parties being able to attend one 

of the meetings if they wanted to. 

 

3.15 The Thursday meeting took the form of a short presentation on the consultation material, 

followed by a circa 30 minute questions and answers session. The meeting was staffed by four 

members of the project team and was facilitated by an independent chair. 

 

3.16 No registrations were received for the Saturday meeting by 24 hours beforehand so the event 

was cancelled and registration was closed. 

 

Attendance 

 

3.17 Three interested parties attended the Thursday meeting. With the independent chair and 

members of the project team the total number of attendees was eight. 

 

Consultation material 

 

3.18 The pages of the consultation website comprising the consultation material are outlined at 

paragraph 3.9 above and are reproduced at Appendix 3. 
 

Means of commenting 

 

3.19 Comments from interested parties on and relating to the consultation material were 

welcomed.  Feedback options comprised completion of an online survey, e-mail, post, or 

verbal representations at the online public meeting. 
 
Online survey 
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3.20  The online survey was hosted on the consultation website and was open from 26 April to 17 

May 2021. It comprised 11 questions; 9 multiple choice questions (some with an option to add 

a comment) and two open-ended questions. The survey is reproduced at Appendix 4. 
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4 CONSULTATION FEEDBACK 

 

4.1 This section analyses and summarises the comments received during the consultation. The 

project team’s responses to these and any resulting recommendations are set out in the 

following sections. 

 

Online public meeting 

 

4.2 As set out in the previous section, a total of three interested parties attended the online 

public meeting. These were a representative of Kingsgate Church, a representative of St 

Andrew the Great church and a third person who didn’t speak (and therefore didn’t indicate 

the capacity in which they were attending or what their interest was).  

 

4.3 Interested parties’ questions and comments were received verbally as part of the question 

and answers section of the meeting and can be summarised as follows. 

 

4.4 One party asked the project team what the engagement with the survey so far had been like 

and what the level of engagement/interest had been. The project team indicated that: 

• There had been a positive response to the consultation; 

• The response data suggested all respondents were from Cambridge;  

• The responses were varied but a common theme was respondents’ passion for 

Cambridge city centre and three sites being consulted on; 

• There were a range of uses for the sites being proposed by respondents, and in 

some cases conflicting views were being expressed about those uses; 

• That there was lots of support for community uses and the like; and 

• They were impressed by the detail that people had been going into in their 

responses. 

 

4.5 The other party that spoke asked, in relation to the number of different ideas put forward by 

the community for the sites, if the sites’ owners had a view about future uses for the sites. 

They were keen to understand whether any proposals needed to be commercial/profit 

making. The project team explained that: 

• Consideration of the sites was at an early stage and that the team was gathering as 

much information on the various possibilities as they could to help steer their 

thinking; and 

• The team was open to all ideas but it was worth noting that the sites will be capital 

intensive to renovate, develop or redevelop and therefore financial viability is going 

to be an important consideration for any future proposals.  
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4.6 A follow-up question was asked, which was “Have the city council expressed any views on 

what elements of the buildings are of merit?”. The project team advised that: 

• It had engaged with councillors and officers and had had good discussions with both. 

• That all concerned had been very careful not to allow the discussions to stray into 

what uses would be appropriate for the sites, as no one is in a position to say at this 

stage. 

• The uses that might be considered appropriate now may be different to those that 

might have been considered appropriate when the local plan was drafted. 

• Both councillors and officers had indicated that the results of the consultation would 

be an important consideration for them in forming their views on the future of the 

sites.  

• Both councillors and officers had provided examples of projects which have been 

successful at combining commercial and leisure/community uses, to deliver viable, 

successful redevelopment and renovation/refurbishment schemes across a range 

sites, buildings and circumstances. 

 

4.7 In general attendees were encouraged to see the sites’ future being considered and indicated 

support for any proposals to improve the area and/or that sought to contribute something to 

the local community.  

 

Written responses 

 

4.8 Six email responses were received. These are summarised below. 

 

4.9 In the written representations received from individuals: 

 

• One person said that they would like a flexible entertainment venue. 

• One person said that they hoped the site could be used as a concert hall.  

• One person said they thought expanding the community resources within the city 

centre was an excellent objective and asked if the owners would look at options 

that would allow smaller businesses/charities & groups to pitch innovative ideas and 

not simply to be priced out by large chain groups.  

 

4.10 In the written representations received from organisations: 

 

• One group said that they would like the city centre to become an attractive place 

for walking; through to other locations as well as around it. They expanded by 

saying that the over-focus on the core of the city centre leads the surrounding 

streets to decay, with pitted, narrow and increasingly obstructed pavements. They 

were keen to see the consideration of something which would not add to, as they 

perceive it, the cramming of people into the tiny city centre. 

• One group said they would like to see a performing arts centre provided as part of 

any proposals.  

• One group said that they were sharing details of the consultation with their mailing 

list of 1,200 city centre businesses.  

 

4.11 The general themes were: 

 

• There should be space for leisure/entertainment of some kind; and 

• Any redevelopment should benefit the community. 

  



  

  

 

10 RAPLEYS LLP 

4.12 The responses were generally neutral in their tone. However, they were positive about the 

sites being brought back into use and were hopeful for their future. None of the responses 

had a negative tone about the consideration of proposals for the future of the sites. 

   

4.13 No postal responses were received. 

 

Online survey 

 

4.14 The survey was hosted on the consultation website. Visitors to the website were encouraged 

to complete the survey. 289 responses were received. 

 

Demographics of respondents 

 

4.15 The survey captured people’s age and location. The results are shown below. 

  

 
 

 
 

Analysis of answers 

 

4.16 The first three survey questions focused on the situation in the city centre before COVID-19 

struck as compared to the position at the time (April/May 2021), and what a healthy post 

COVID-19 city centre might look like. The questions are set out below together with graphs 

showing the responses to their multiple choice aspects. 

 

Q1. What were the main challenges faced by Cambridge City Centre prior to the COVID-19 

pandemic? 
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4.17 The ‘Other’ multiple choice option response gave respondents an open-ended field for 

comments. The comments received can be summarised as follows: 

• 14 people stated that there was a lack of ‘dance space’ or community space for hire. 

• 8 people stated that the public realm was poor, with problems for pedestrians and 

lack of clarity on pedestrianisation, and another stated that crowded pavements 

caused problems in the city centre. 

• 5 people stated that poor public transport was an issue. 

• 4 people stated that there had been too many tourists; a further 3 felt that there was 

too much focus on tourists.  

• 4 people noted that antisocial behaviour was a problem prior to COVID-19 and 2 others 

stated that noise at night time was an issue in the area.  

• 3 people felt there were too many takeaways and cheap restaurants in the area.  

• 2 felt that there were too few residents in the area to keep it vibrant. 

• 2 stated that rents were too high in the city centre.  

• 2 felt that new developments were bland and had resulted in a loss of character in 

the city centre.  

 

 

Q2. What will be the main challenges facing Cambridge City Centre following the COVID-19 

pandemic? 
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The comments received in connection with the ‘Other’ multiple choice option are summarised 

below. There was a strong showing from people who felt that there is a lack of dance space 

in the city centre. 

 

• 16 people felt that the main challenge would be the lack of hireable spaces for 

arts/dance/community activities. 

• 2 felt that a lack of public transport was likely to be a key challenge. 

• 2 stated that high costs of occupancy (rent/rates/parking) was likely to be a 

challenge.  

• 2 stated that overcrowding in the area was likely to be an issue.  

• Other responses, which were only mentioned once each, raised: 

 a lack of skateboarding facilities; 

 a desire to see a more varied retail offer; 

 improving the environment for pedestrians and cyclists; and 

 listening to local people rather than tourists.  

 

Q3. What would a vibrant, post COVID-19 Cambridge city centre look like? 

 

NB  Full third answer reads “Renovation or replacement of old/poor quality buildings and 

public realm” 
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4.18 The comments received in connection with the ‘Other’ multiple choice option are summarised 

below. A number of people stated that to create a vibrant post-COVID-19 city centre, hireable 

community spaces would be needed, particularly for dance. The need for dance space was a 

recurring theme in the responses to a number of the questions.  

 

• 13 people mentioned dance space. 

• 10 mentioned community/leisure space including a cinema, music venue or artists’ 

hubs. 

• 4 mentioned strong public transport operating 24/7. 

• 4 mentioned renovated (rather than demolished) buildings.  

• 2 stated that more independent shops would be a part of a recovered city centre. 

• 2 stated that evening/night time activities that don’t centre around drinking alcohol 

would be good 

• 2 requested a greener city centre. 

• Others mentioned a busy city centre (both day and night) that is safe and offers 

cultural activities. 

• One suggested that designing buildings to appear old whilst being modern inside 

would allow buildings to have a longer life.  

 

4.19 Questions 4 to 8 gave respondents an opportunity to give their opinion on the main aspects 

of each of the sites, and Hobson’s Passage, as they are currently. Each question was 

accompanied by a photograph showing which aspect of which site it referred to. Respondents 

were given the following options: 

 

• 😀 (positive); 

• 😑 (neutral); or 

• 😞 (negative). 

 

4.20 The questions are set out below together with pie charts showing the make-up of the 

responses received. 

 

Q4. In your view, what is the current impact of 16-17 Sidney Street on Cambridge City Centre? 
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Q5. In your view, what is the current impact of 18-19 Sidney Street on Cambridge City Centre? 

 
 

 

Q6 In your view, what is the current impact of Hobson’s Passage on Cambridge City Centre? 

 
 
 

Q7. In your view, what is the current impact of 21 Hobson Street (Former Gala Bingo 

Hall/Former Central Cinema) on Cambridge City Centre? 
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Q8 In your view what is the current impact of the rear of 16-17 Sidney Street on Cambridge 

City Centre?   

 
 

 

4.21 Questions 9 to 11 sought respondents’ views on any future redevelopment proposals for the 

three sites; more specifically, what the important considerations for redevelopment are, 

what benefits redevelopment might yield and what concerns redevelopment might give rise 

to. The questions are set out below together with graphs showing the responses to their 

multiple choice aspects. 

 

Q9. What are the most important considerations for any future redevelopment proposals for 

the three sites? 

 

NB Full third answer reads “A development that contributes to the City Centre Economy” 

 Full sixth answer reads “Bringing back into use and creating additional city centre 

floor space” 

 

 
 

4.22 The comments received in connection with the ‘Other’ multiple choice option are summarised 

below. 

• 13 people suggested that a key consideration should be the provision of a dance hall. 

• 5 said that community use was vital for the future. 

• 2 wanted to ensure that 21 Hobson St was brought back into use.  
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• 2 stated that affordable housing was important. 

• 2 stated that a concert hall should be provided. 

• 1 requested better skateboarding facilities. 

• 1 requested better disability access. 

• 1 requested more affordable rents. 

• 1 stated that Hobson Street should be made to feel safer. 

 

4.23 Questions 10 and 11 sought only long-form answers.  

 

Q10. What positives, if any, could come from the possible future redevelopment of the three 

sites? 

 

4.24 This was an open-ended question format (i.e. no multiple choice answers). The responses 

were varied but there were recurring topics. The key themes can be grouped as follows: 

 

• General requests for improvement  

 City centre vibrancy 

 Hobson Street 

 Hobson’s Passage 

 Bins/bikes/buses 

 

• Views on what should happen to the buildings 

 

• Provision of community space 

 

• Provision of space for hire 

 Live music venue 

 Arts venue 

 Theatre/performance space 

 

• Suggestions for alternative uses 

 Nightlife 

 Retail space 

 Leisure space 

 Residential space 

 Offices/workspace 

 Independent retail/business/catering 

 

4.25 A summary of the comments relating to each group follows. 

 

General requests for improvement 

 

4.26 Respondents asserted quite extensively that there is great scope for improvement in the area. 

 

• 27 people mentioned Hobson’s Passage. Some stated how useful the connection 

was. All requested improvements, ranging from providing small shops and 

restaurants along it to glow in the dark paint to make the area less dark. 

• 21 people mentioned Hobson Street as an area for improvement. Cyclists stated it 

felt dangerous when meeting buses coming in the other direction. Several 

mentioned its lack of vibrancy.  

• 18 survey respondents requested general improvements to the area. Some sought 

greater vibrancy, others mentioned aesthetic improvements. 10 simply requested 
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the buildings be brought back into use. Others stated that they wanted the city 

centre to ‘thrive’ and be ‘nice’. 

• 5 people requested greater pedestrianisation of the area. 

• 5 said that better bin storage should be provided.  

• 4 people said any redevelopment should create a reason to visit the city centre.  

• 4 requested improvements to shopfronts – specifically 18-19 Sidney Street. 

• 4 stated that environmental concerns should be given a high priority. 

• 4 people requested a better public realm. 

• 3 people hoped that the development would result in less antisocial behaviour and 

litter in the area. 

• 2 people suggested there should be improvements to the bus stop on Hobson Street. 

• 2 requested more bicycle storage and parking. 

 

Views on what should happen to the buildings 

 

• 16 people suggested that the historic aspects of the buildings should be retained.  

• 12 people stated that the cinema frontage should be retained, whilst 2 felt the 

building should be demolished.  

• 8 people stated that they wanted 21 Hobson Street to return to use – some 

mentioned that they had not enjoyed watching it deteriorate.  

 

Provision of community space 

 

4.27 The most common response to question 10 was a request for community space. Most of the 

suggestions covered a range of community uses, largely in the arts/music field, and many 

suggested a flexible space which could house different activities depending on the time of 

day.  

 

• 58 people requested community space.  

• 34 people requested dedicated dance space.  

• 30 people mentioned a live music venue or concert hall. 

• 23 people suggested an arts venue, with 7 suggesting theatre space. 

• 11 suggested the building could be turned into some sort of cultural space. 

• 5 mentioned provision of leisure space. 

 

Suggestions for alternative uses 

 

4.28 In addition to the community use suggestion other uses were proposed (NB there were, 

perhaps inevitably, conflicting views and suggestions regarding the future use of the sites). 

 

• 22 people requested space for independent businesses, independent retail and 

space for independent catering.  

• 16 suggested that residential use would be a good use of the upper floors of any 

development.  

• 7 people suggested a nightclub or other night life venue would be a good plan, whilst 

2 stated that no additional nightclubs should be allowed.  

• 4 mentioned a lack of suitable space for older people to enjoy – suggestions for 

addressing this included seated live music or reviving the bingo hall.  

• 4 people recommended more office space. 

• 4 people stated no additional office space should be created. 

• 3 respondents specifically suggested a work space hub would work in this location. 

• 2 respondents suggested an indoor skatepark would be a good use of space.  

• 2 stated that there should be no more student accommodation.  
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• 2 recommended providing housing for homeless people.  

• 1 mentioned the suitability of the site for a budget/chain hotel. 

 

Q11. What concerns, if any, do you have about the possible future redevelopment of the 

three sites? 

 

4.29 Question 11 was another open-ended question. Respondents raised a variety of issues in their 

responses. The key themes were: 

 

• Poor design of future buildings; 

• Loss of existing buildings; 

• Lack of public benefit; 

• Introduction of new uses on the site; 

• Local issues; and 

• Environmental concerns. 

 

Poor design of future buildings 

 

4.30 Almost 30 people responded to the question stating that they feared that replacement 

buildings were unlikely to be distinctive, characterful, or reflective of their location in a city 

with so much heritage. References were made to other modern developments in Cambridge, 

expressing concern that proposals for the subject sites would fall into the same traps.  

 

4.31 The following words recurred most frequently in the responses: 

 

• Bland (8 mentions); 

• Ugly (8 mentions); 

• Faceless (4 mentions); 

• Generic (4 mentions); 

• Clone (3 mentions); 

• Mundane (2 mentions); and 

• Unimaginative (2 mentions). 

 

4.32 6 people specifically mentioned a fear of over development, stating that the site needed 

‘breathing space’ to make it work.  

 

4.33 3 people specifically stated that they were worried that a replacement building or buildings 

would be too tall or high for the site.  

 

4.34 2 people wanted any proposals for the sites to improve the public realm around the site. 

 

4.35 There was a sense that any new building proposed should be a ‘place to visit’ with character 

and distinctiveness.  

 

Finally, a notable concern expressed (in a number of ways) was that financial considerations 

would outweigh design considerations, and this would be the cause of the potential issues 

referred to at paragraphs 4.30 – 4.33. 

 

Loss of existing buildings 

 

4.36 The responses mentioned various points of concern in relation to the loss of existing buildings. 

 

• 16 people stated that the cinema building’s façade should be kept. 



  

  

 

19 RAPLEYS LLP 

• 14 expressed concern that there would be a loss of historic buildings across the 

sites. 

• 13 responses requested that the buildings on Sidney Street should not be 

demolished. 

• 5 people expressed a view that the whole cinema should remain intact. 

 

4.37 Several people stated that they simply wanted existing buildings which could be reused to be 

kept where possible. However, one person stated that they did not want the buildings to be 

kept simply because they were old.  

 

Lack of public benefit 

 

4.38 This was a general concern, repeated in different ways across the survey. The main worry 

was that the development would not provide space which would benefit local people. 

 

• 21 people mentioned in some way that they were concerned that the development 

would not include anything which would benefit the community. 

• 15 people mentioned in some way that financial considerations would be prioritised 

over social/community interests.  

• 7 people expressed a worry that any development would not be accessible to the 

public.  

 

4.39 There were specific concerns that a concert hall, a dance space, a performance space, or 

large rentable rooms would not be provided. 

 

4.40 5 people mentioned a concern that the university would own any development and would not 

let others use it, or that the university would somehow exercise control over any development 

and local people’s views would be ignored.  

 

4.41 5 people stressed that any proposals for the sites should benefit local people rather than 

tourists.  

 

Introduction of new uses on the site 

 

4.42 There was a strong sense that people did not want the site to be used to create more of the 

type of commercial space (retail/restaurant/office space) that the city centre has already.  

 

4.43 Specifically: 

 

• 29 people stated that they did not want more shops in the area. Going into greater 

detail, more than 20 people stated that they did not want ‘chain shops’, and the 

words ‘mundane’, ‘boring’ and ‘cut and paste’ were used to describe the type of 

shops they wished the sites to remain free of.  

• 13 people stated that they did not want more office space. 3 people stated that 

they did not want office space at the expense of independent shops, 1 made the 

same point but with respect to a concert hall rather than independent shops.  

• 13 people stated that they did not want more restaurants. 

• 12 people said they did not want to see residential use as part of any 

redevelopment, with 3 specifically stating they did not want ‘luxury’ or ‘overpriced’ 

housing.  

• 12 people stated they did not want a night club or bar on the sites. 

• 5 respondents specifically stated that space for independent retail would be 

welcome. 



  

  

 

20 RAPLEYS LLP 

• 5 people expressed concern about an increase in rents as a result of any 

redevelopment, which they felt would impact the ability of independent shops or 

restaurants to be competitive.  

• Several people stated that they did not want more coffee shops. 

 

Local Issues 

 

• 5 people stated that they did not want to lose access through Hobson’s Passage. 

• 5 people were concerned that any redevelopment would result in more cars. 

• 5 people were concerned about the disruption or pollution from any future building 

work. 

• 1 person was concerned that the arrangement of bins and servicing would not be 

well thought through. 

 

Environmental Concerns 

 

4.44 6 people stated that their concern was that financial concerns would outweigh environmental 

concerns, which they felt were more important.  
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5 RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION FEEDBACK 

 

5.1 This section sets out the project team’s responses to the comments and queries received, 

where it is appropriate and reasonable to do so. 

 

General 

 

5.2 The project team was very pleased with the level of feedback received and was encouraged 

by how passionate and engaged people were by the topic of the consultation. 

 

5.3 The scope/topic of the consultation was deliberately very broad (as opposed to being focused 

on any particular proposals). This was so that the project team could gain an understanding 

of what the community thought and felt about the sites and their context (i.e. the city centre) 

and what their aspirations for them were. They were keen to do this before making any 

decisions about the future of the sites so that they could embark upon the process of 

narrowing down the options with an understanding of the full spectrum of views and as much 

information as possible. 

 

5.4 The nature of the consultation and the very early stage in the planning process that the 

project is at means that the feedback received does not need specific responses. Further, in 

most cases and at this early stage, the responses that the project team could provide, other 

than generic ones, would not add anything to the process and are unlikely to be helpful to 

respondents. 

 

5.5 What can be said however is that the project team are very grateful for the feedback 

received. They would like to thank all respondents for the time they gave to reviewing the 

consultation material and sharing their views. A few generic responses follow. 

 

Uses 

 

5.6 It is good for the project team to have so much feedback on the future uses that the sites 

might accommodate. There are some strong themes among the suggestions, including for 

leisure/community use. The project team will consider the feedback on uses very carefully 

as it moves onto its next phase of work. 

 

5.7 While it is perhaps stating the obvious it is worth noting that with such a broad range of 

suggestions for future uses there is no scenario in which it would be possible to accommodate 

all that have been suggested so the project team will undoubtedly face some difficult 

decisions in due course. However, further public consultation may help them with this. 

 

Design 

 

5.8 As with the feedback on uses it is great to have so much feedback on design matters, and 

with clear themes evident. It will be shared with the design team who will be requested to 

pay careful regard to it throughout the design process. 

 

Giving back to the community  

 

5.9 Making sure any future plans for the sites acknowledge the local community and their 

aspirations for the future of the city centre was the strongest single theme of the consultation 

feedback. 
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5.10 The owners of the sites have been interested from the outset in trying to ensure that the sites 

are able to deliver benefit for the local community in the future, as the former cinema and 

bingo hall once did. They do not know what this might entail at this stage but remain 

committed to achieving the aim and are grateful for the useful feedback received on this 

issue. 

 

Environmental matters 

 

5.11 While there were limited responses on this topic it was still a distinct theme. Environmental 

matters are high on the project team’s list of priorities and will not be overlooked. 

 

Financial viability 

 

5.12 Concerns were expressed by some respondents about viability considerations trumping other 

considerations when proposals for the sites are being prepared. As can be seen from the 

above, the owners and project team are committed to achieving more than just financial 

returns from any future proposals for the sites. However, viability is a key consideration 

because, to be delivered, any proposals must merit taking the risks associated with delivering 

them, and the time and money that would need to be invested. 

 

5.13 An important objective for the sites’ owners and the project team is therefore to ensure that 

any serious proposals for the sites can benefit the community and achieve as many of the 

other project goals as possible, while remaining viable.   
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6 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

6.1 This section sets out the author’s recommendations based on the consultation feedback and 

the sites’ owners’ and project team’s responses. 

 

6.2 The very early stage on the project timeline at which this consultation was held, and the 

nature of the consultation material and feedback sought, has meant that specific 

recommendations are not really of relevance in this instance. However, the author makes the 

following general recommendations. 

 

Recommendation 1 

 

The project team should produce a report on the consultation feedback and share this with 

the local community and stakeholders regardless of how the project progresses. 

 

Reason: so that interested parties can see what the local community and stakeholders as a 

whole said in response to the consultation, and to establish transparency and trust. 

 

Recommendation 2 

 

The project team should share the consultation feedback with the relevant councillors of 

Cambridge City Council and the relevant representatives of the Greater Cambridge Shared 

Planning service as part of their ongoing engagement with them. 

 

Reason: to maximise the benefit of the engagement process, in recognition of the fact that 

there may be more than one viewpoint on or interpretation of the feedback, and in the 

interests of transparency and trust. 

 

Recommendation 3 

 

The consultation feedback should be carefully analysed and this should be followed by a 

briefing to the sites’ owners and dissemination within the project team. 

 

Reason: to maximise engagement with the consultation feedback within the project team 

and to maximise the value of the consultation process for all. 

 

Recommendation 4 

 

The analysis detailed in recommendation 3 should include a specific focus on design related 

feedback and this analysis should be shared with the project design team. 

Reason: to maximise engagement with the consultation feedback within the project design 

team and to maximise the value of the consultation process for all. 
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7 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

7.1 This statement details and responds to an early stage, pre-planning application community 

and stakeholder consultation on the future of three sites at Sidney Street and Hobson Street 

in Cambridge city centre. 

 

7.2 The consultation was publicised in manner proportionate to the nature and size of the sites 

and the significance of their city centre location. The public consultation material took the 

form of a dedicated website. The consultation period lasted for three weeks with an online 

public meeting taking place towards the end of the consultation period. 

 

7.3 The consultation yielded 289 online survey responses and a handful of e-mail responses. The 

responses demonstrated a high level of engagement and covered a wide range of topics. A 

number of key topics and some clear themes emerged. Section 4 of this statement analyses 

the responses in detail and shows that some of the areas of keenest interest were provision 

of leisure/community space, design, improvement of the area and possible future uses for 

the sites. 

 

7.4 Section 5 of this statement provides the project team’s responses to the consultation 

feedback. The nature of the consultation and the very early stage in the planning process 

that the project is at means that the responses provided are necessarily generic. The 

responses are however proportionate and relevant in the context of the comments received. 

 

7.5 The process of analysing the responses received and replying to them has led to a number of 

recommendations. Following these recommendations should be of benefit to all parties and 

to the process of considering the future of the sites itself. The number and nature of 

recommendations made reflect the nature and content of the responses received and the 

early stage of the project. 

 

7.6 The consultation exercise and the responses to the comments received, as described and set 

out in this statement, constitute proportionate, appropriate and meaningful community 

engagement, particularly so given the very early stage at which the exercise has been 

undertaken. The initial part of the process of considering the future of the three sites has 

therefore been shown to acknowledge and respect the emphasis placed on the importance 

and benefits of community engagement in the National Planning Policy Framework. 


