
 
 
Minutes of the HCV Joint Committee meeting held on Wednesday `12th April, 2017 

at 7.30pm at The Glebe, Sutton. 
 
 
 
Present:      
 
Alan James (AJ)  - Haddenham 
Margaret Lumb (ML)  - Bluntisham PC 
Owen Mc Laughlin (OM) - Earith 
Christine Ward (CW)  - Cottenham PC 
Mark Inskip (MI)  - Sutton PC 
Martin McCarthy (MM) - Cottenham PC 
Jeff Nicholls (JN)  - Earith PC 
Iain Green (IG)  - Cambs CC 
Peter Baxter (PB)  - Whittlesey 
Brian Burpitt (BB)  - Earith 
Wendy Oldfield (WO)  - Earith 
 
 
1. Welcomes and Apologies 
Welcome to Iain Green, Senior Public Health Manager, Environment & Planning CCC 
and to Peter Baxter from Whittlesey. 
 
Apologies have been received from Gareth and Pauline Wilson and Lorna Dupre. 

 
2. Appointment of Chairman for the Meeting 
BB volunteered to chair the meeting. 
 
 
3. Minutes and actions from the last meeting held on December 12th 2016 
 
Pending Actions: 

 

 Actions Pending Owner Comment 
1 Current pricing relating to 

environmental testing 
AJ AJ has spoken to Jeff Buck and there has been  no 

change in pricing 
 

2 Pollution monitoring in 
Cambridgeshire 

OM On the agenda 

3 Develop a HCV Publicity 
Strategy 

AJ We should wait until we have something notable to 
publicise. (eg. Ely bypass)  

4 ClientEarth Contacts WO You can apply for an AQMA with respect to a 
development. The PC has to apply but CCC will pay 
for it. 
 
AJ said that Client Earith had given the government 
15 days to respond re; the previous judgement. 
IG said he was aware of this. Fallout from that may 
happen.  
 

5 TRO Signage costs – Speak 
to Steve Dighton 

AJ Pending 

6 Information on A14 
Diversionary routes 

LD Pending 

7 A14 Protection measures 
Discuss with Mike Evans 

ML/AJ ML to chase. 

8 ECDC NO2 tubes GW AJ reported that all 3 tubes are still in situ 
9 NICE Consultation BB A respond to the NICE consultation had been sent 



 
 

by BB 
10 BBC Cambs Interview OM Discuss with David Webster 

 
Not done. BB said they want to follow up on the 
testing.  

11 Traffic Monitoring data from 
Sutton 

MI MI had spoken to Sutton PC and the HCV group can 
have access to their traffic data. 

 

 
The Minutes were approved. 
 
4. Air and Noise Pollution 

• NICE consultation response 
 
BB:  He had circulated the response before submitting it.  The main point had been that 
although there was coverage of CO2 & particulates there was little emphasis on other serious 
problems such as volatile organics, noise and vibration.  
CW:  Noise & vibration are more visible problems.  
PW:  Thought there was also an intimidation factor which should be recognised especially 
where there are narrow footpaths beside busy roads. For example, beside the A605 in 
Whittlesey.  
IG: The NICE committee look at health effects with regard to NHS costs.  They scope out noise 
because it can’t be quantified in health terms.  In terms of pollutants they concentrate on things 
they can tackle and which are referred to in EU directives.  
BB: There are EU guidelines on noise but not for vibration. 
 
AJ: DEFRA have looked closely at the effects of noise and they developed a model and it can 
be downloaded and used. He would send details to IG. 
IG: The other issue is the lack of joined-up government at the top. Departments behave in a 
quite insular fashion. The other issue with road noise is that it is not included in the legislation. 
AJ: It is more difficult because the guidelines in PPG24 have been turned into a verbal morass. 
Only the WHO figures are left.  
IG: In terms of planning it is up to LAs to push for those standards even though they are no 
longer binding.  Health effects can be stated but the framework is much looser.  The 
presumption now is in favour of planning. 
OM: The PHOF framework mentions specific day and night time threshold limits, how are these 
actually measured? 
IG: It is just a model based on national data.  
 

• Pollution monitoring responsibilities of authorities 
 

IG: The issue is quite clear cut. The districts are responsible for monitoring and declaring but the 
solution lies with the CCC as the transport authority. Highways are responsible for trunk roads. 
As a County Council we have to take health seriously. Each district determines what it wants to 
spend. But they all do things differently and the approach is not really consistent.  
AJ: At Mereham they were going to improve the A10. But this was blocked because the A14 
was already at capacity. 
BB: PCs can ask Districts to do monitoring but do they have to do it?  
IG: Probably not as they have no cash. But they might if the PC paid for it. 
AJ: Particulate monitoring takes 2 years. Is that right? 
IG: Yes, but there are other ways of doing it to get an indication of levels. 
OM: Can you send us some information on this?  
IG: In Cambridge they are looking at real-time monitors on lampposts and number plate 
recognition to catch dirty vehicles. Traffic management can then be based on real time data. 
AJ: The Technique we used for our testing in the villages was based on a personal hygiene 
methodology. It is scientifically a good method but not officially recognised for air and noise 
testing.  
IG: It is still good for indication purposes. 



 
 
PB: Attended a meeting at University College London.  Professor Frank Kelly from King’s 
College was also there. He had asked him specifically what monitoring technology he would 
recommend. He said AQ mesh made by Air Monitors (http://www.aqmesh.com/)  (Professor. 
Rod Jones also recommends this. But they cost about £7k each. 
IG: We are working with Rod Jones. The question is, if you have £1m is it better to have many 
low quality or a few high spec. devices?  
PW: Fenland District Council  ignore the Local Air Quality Management Technical Guidance 
produced by Defra in 2009 in that only one diffusion tube is placed at three vulnerable sites on 
the A605 as it passes through Whittlesey despite the clear advice the guidance contains. 
 
IG: The Public Health duty is to look at district reports to see what they are doing. There is a lot 
more they need to do with respect to monitoring. 
 
BB: There are now low-cost mobile monitoring devices available for testing NO2, Carbon 
Dioxide, noise and other environmental  parameters. One such device is produced by 
SmartCitizen and they are being used all over Europe. You can log on and look at the results. 
They cost approximately £150 each. 
IG:  If we can get real time information  to alert people that will save money in the NHS.  
AJ: The difficulty is correlating this kit with the recognised testing kit. There is one in South 
Cambs and one at Wicken (which is off). The suspicion is that the government has been turning 
them off to destroy the evidence. 
IG: There are 5 monitors across Cambridgeshire. Most are around Cambridge City at Girton, 
Orchard Park, etc. Developers pay for them. They tend to go into the bigger developments. 
AJ: Bar Hill is turned off. There is also one at Drummer Street. 
WO: Is there one at Huntingdon? 
BB: There is one in Huntingdon and one in St. Neots. 

 
• UKG Prosecution 

 
AJ: Client Earth have 15 days to proceed with this. The EU is also prosecuting the UK 
government. There is a transport noise regulation which mandated that the whole country 
needed to be mapped. They just sat on it. Eric Pickles then delegated responsibility to the LAs. 
There is no action at all. What is going on? 
IG: Some of those delegations were powers and not directives. It’s also model based not real 
time monitoring. Never seen those maps produced locally.  
AJ: The county had responsibility not the districts. Ely was not included for some reason. 
Potential mitigating actions to reduce noise would include resurfacing, slowing traffic etc. 
WO: The problem is that planners are building more houses but just using the same 
infrastructure. There is no joined up thinking going on. This has to change.  
IG: The system is very rigid and doesn’t go wider. It is all based on modelling. Our response is 
to have less emphasis on the car and more on alternative modes of transport.  
MI: How does that work for village developments? In East Cambs we have a dispersed planning 
approach and it is not concentrated where there are other transport options available.  
AJ: There is an interesting test case developing at Witchford. They pushed through a planning 
permission between Witchford and the bypass. The Inspectors report said that air quality is not 
a matter for planning it is for central gov. to control it. (IG disagreed with this). East Cambs have 
turned it down on noise and air quality grounds. 
IG: We would have supported that position.   
AJ: I asked Public Health to be contacted but clearly they weren’t. 

 
• Transport and Health JSNA Report 

 
IG: The key bit in the JSNA is the assessment of health and need and the effects of transport on 
air quality. Also access to services.  We have taken the Cambridgeshire data and looked at 
where air pollution is an issue. Cambridge City is worst. The recommendations are for things we 
can control. Eg. Bus fleet needs to change.  New housing locations etc. We are doing more 
monitoring and working  with the 5 districts.  
OM: Would you work with the Parishes? 



 
 
IG: Potentially, yes. 
PW: The 1995 structure plan said there would be no more housing until infrastructure is 
improved.  
BB: Reports are often city centric. 
MM: Is it worse in cities? 
AJ: Not necessarily. 
IG: We work with Cambridge City because they have the data to prove the problem. We will 
work with AQMA areas. We are working with the City Deal project to take air quality into account 
in decision making.  
WO: Some solutions don’t apply to rural areas where there is no public transport.  
AJ: The lack of footpaths in villages is a major problem. Cars are used because people can’t 
walk.  
IG: We are an evidence based department. PCs need to push districts to do more monitoring.  
AJ: We did testing in 6 villages. The purpose was to support an area TRO which should be an 
‘except for loading’ TRO.  We have been told we have to wait until after the  Ely bypass and the 
A14 upgrades. Can we use the work we have done and build on it and then implement the zone 
to see what the effect is on health outcomes? Can we work with Public Health to set this 
exercise as an experiment? 
IG: Possibly. I looked at your report and had some concerns regarding the noise methodology.  
AJ: The consultant we engaged, Jeff Buck, is an expert witness and would like to join in.  

 
• CCC Health Committee 

 
IG: On March 17th we presented to the Health Committee a progress report on the Health & 
Wellbeing Strategy. Air pollution formed part of it. When the NICE proposals are approved they 
will become mandatory. I think CCC should be more involved with air quality. 
 
WO: I’ve previously contacted HDC regarding noise and they have denied responsibility.  
IG: Legally,  only nuisance noise is a problem and traffic is excluded from the regulations. 
AJ: Planning conditions can be applied.  
AJ: We could have a publicity drive to companies regarding potholes.   
PW: Another source of useful information is the Asphalt association. We don’t surface our roads 
properly. 

 
5. East Cambs Transport Strategy 

• TRO zone clarification 
 

This needs to be put on the action list. 
 

• TRO signage costs 
 
Action still pending 
 

6. Cambridge Development Plan 
 

• Giffords Farm, Wyton etc 
 
ML:  Wyton will still have a smaller development of 400 houses. They might do more if 
necessary. Giffords Farm may go ahead even though the roads are already grid locked.  
 
CW: We’ve done our own surveys in the process of fighting the developers’ evidence. We have 
got them to review their data. They use some very suspect techniques. 
MM: For example, they used data from a village in Southern Ireland & one in Yorkshire.  
AJ:  There is a good argument for not building in Cambridgeshire  at all. A sea level rise by 3 
metres by 2100 is not impossible.  
 
 
 



 
 

7. A14 Update 

• Diversionary Routes & their Management 
 
Pending action for LD. 
 

• Village Protection Measures 
 
AJ: There needs to be careful control of diversionary routes or else we are going to be 
swamped.  
BB: It is a Highways issue. We should emphasise this to CCC. 

 
8. Ely By-pass Update 

 
AJ: There are serious problems with the ground. The same engineer who is behind the Ely 
bypass also worked on the guided bus development.  A good indication is that the rail 
development at the same spot in Ely was halted due to difficulties with the ground. 
  
MM: With Northstowe they found lots of unexploded bombs. 
 
AJ: George Jellicoe (who was the chief engineer on the Channet Tunnel)  warned CCC about 
the guided bus and the Ely bridge. The embankments are the real problems.  

 
9. CCC Elections 

 
AJ: A lot of stuff has come through the door from conservatives about the HCV group. 
Everybody supports us apparently although Steve Criswell has actually been very supportive.  
Is there any way we can get our message across in the local elections? Perhaps by saying we’ll 
support councillors who support us. This could be put across in a BBC radio interview on air 
quality and traffic. 
 
 

10.   AOB 
 
Willingham Bypass: 
 
WO: Plans for a Willingham bypass were discussed when the Northstowe development was 
proposed. A haul road had also been considered at the time to take trucks from the Hanson 
quarry directly to Northstowe but nothing had been done 
 PW: 100 vehicles a day are coming out of the quarry and through Whittlesey rather than using 
a haul road.  
 
Cambridge North: 
 
BB: There’ll be a new bus soon with ‘N’ indicating a service to Cambridge North station.  
MM: The station is opening in May. 
 
Earith Traffic Survey: 
 
BB: Presented the results of the latest survey of traffic through Earith conducted in February this 
year. The method is to film all the traffic over a 24-hour period and then to do an individual count 
of the vehicles filmed. The statistics are broken down into 24 period and night-time traffic 
between 11pm and 7am. Surveys have taken place annually since 2010.  
 
The complete data set is shown below. 



 
 
 

Traffic Earith High Street

24 hours

Date All Traffic Lorries % Lorries Gravel 

Lorries

Gravel as % 

of Lorries

9 Jun 2010 9,215 577 6.3 145 25.1

9 Jun 2011 8,562 510 6 110 21.6

21 Jun 2011 10,473 661 6.4 131 19.8

16 Sep 2011 8,663 431 5 123 28.5

27 Jun 2012 8,537 451 5.3 110 24.4

26 Feb 2013 8,186 385 4.8 71 18.4

17 Jun 2013 8,517 439 5.2 75 17.1

18 Jun 2013 9,200 445 4.9 90 20.2

19 Jun 2014 8,984 444 5 91 20.5

16 Mar 2015 8,992 571 6.4 173 30.3

13 Jul 2015 9,599 627 6.6 179 28.6

23 Jul 2016 10,199 424 4.2 91 21.5

14 Feb 2017 10,011 537 5.4 185 34.5

23.00-07.00

Night Date All Traffic Lorries % Lorries Gravel 

Lorries

Gravel as % 

of Lorries

6 Jun 2010 429 11 2.6 0 0.0

9 Jun 2011 645 60 9.4 12 20.0

21 Jun 2011 556 65 11.7 9 13.9

16 Sep 2011 476 43 9.1 8 18.6

27 Jun 2012 396 58 14.7 3 5.2

26 Feb 2013 508 41 8.1 8 19.5

27 Feb 2013 513 53 10.4 15 28.3

28 Feb 2013 513 40 7.8 12 30.0

25 Mar 2013 462 40 8.7 8 20.0

26 Mar 2013 474 38 8.1 9 23.7

27 Mar 2013 546 58 10.7 13 22.4

17 Jun 2013 549 70 12.8 10 14.3

18 Jun 2013 605 65 10.8 12 18.5

19 Jun 2014 576 55 9.6 18 32.7

29 Jun 2014 613 42 6.9 7 16.7

30 Jun 2014 550 42 7.7 7 16.7

16 Mar 2015 597 69 11.6 15 21.7

17 Mar 2015 615 52 8.5 10 19.2

13 Jul 2015 628 61 9.8 24 39.3

5 May 2016 680 51 7.5 11 21.6

17 May 2016 621 57 9.2 18 31.6

23 Jun 2016 568 43 7.6 8 18.6

25 Jul 2016 562 57 10.2 19 33.3

13 Feb 2017 687 76 11.1 18 23.7

14 Feb 2017 808 77 9.6 21 27.3  
 


