
Minutes of the HCV Joint Committee meeting held on Wednesday 20th July, 2016 
at 7.30pm at the Glebe, Sutton. 

 
 
 
Present:      
 
Alan James (AJ)  - Haddenham 
Margaret Lumb (ML)  - Bluntisham PC 
Brian Burpitt (BB)  - Earith 
Owen Mc Laughlin (OM) - Earith 
Christine Ward (CW)  - Cottenham PC 
Wendy Oldfield (WO)  - Earith 
Jeff Nicholls (JN)   - Earith PC 
 
 
1. Apologies for Absence  
Margaret Shardlow,  Mark Inskip, Pamela Wilson, Gareth Wilson 
 
 
2. Report on Meeting with CCC on July 7th 
 
The main purpose of this ad hoc meeting was to report back on the meeting with CCC at Shire 
Hall on July 7th.  We had not yet received any formal minutes of this meeting from CCC so we 
are relying on our own notes and recollections. For HCV, the meeting with CCC was attended 
by Alan James, Lorna Dupre and Owen McLaughlin. 
 
On a positive note CCC seem to be taking the issues raised seriously and the Highways Agency 
are now involved in this conversation. The Group remains supportive of the 'except for loading' 
limit zone and is pleased that positive steps are being taken to include this in their transport 
strategy. This should in time enable the County to benefit from the levels of cost saving that the 
HCV Group estimated in our original 'except for access' TRO evidence report and more. The 
commencement of the 20 mph speed limit review is considered to be another good sign. 
 
However, there are real concerns that these measures, the except for access TRO and a 20 
mph limit for Hilton, will not be in place in time to protect residents from the undoubted increase 
in personal and NHS health costs that are likely to arise as a consequence of the A14 
construction and the Ely by-pass construction as currently planned. 
 
AJ said that the budget for the A14 upgrade has been agreed and there is no scope for adding 
extra expenditure for TRO signage.  BB thought that there would only be one junction off the 
new A14 so this would not be very expensive. 
 
Tenders have also been let on the ‘price per mileage’ formula which means hauliers will seek 
what they regard as the most economical (shortest) routes. Finally there seems to be no 
effective co-ordination between CCC and the district councils on health issues arising from 
traffic. While CCC have overall health responsibilities, the districts are responsible for 
environmental health and monitoring.  
 
In view of this AJ proposed that some interim measures should be taken to protect populations 
during the construction phase. One solution would be to revert to the original plan for a limited 
TRO implementation at three points; Earith Bridge, Station Road Haddenham and Twenty 
pence Bridge. These TROs would need to be ‘except for access’ because ‘except for loading’ 
can only be applied to an area. This would involve far fewer PCs than in the bigger area plan 
and should be easier and cheaper to implement. 
 
CW said that Cottenham PC might not support this. They do not think it is enforceable and they 
are still concerned about the possibility of an expensive public inquiry. Other mitigation 
measures might be more effective. However, there is some uncertainty about whether the 
Twenty Pence Bridge is in Cottenham or Wilburton parish.  



 
Although the JSNA report suggests that some people in CCC are taking the detrimental health 
effects of transport seriously this does not seem to be coming through at a practical level. There 
are infringements of both noise and air quality legislation. In the Strategic Environmental 
Assessment statement of October 2014 there are clear responsibilities laid on CCC Public 
Health to monitor noise levels from traffic > 65 db daytime and >55 db night-time.  However city 
and district councils are responsible for monitoring NO2 and PM10 levels. We need to know 
more about how this monitoring is being done and by whom. If necessary we should produce 
our own publicity which highlights the lack of action and confused approach. 
 
Action:  OM to look into how this monitoring is currently being done. 
Action:  AJ to plan some publicity to highlight the problems. 
 
WO mentioned the correspondence with ClientEarth who are taking the government to court 
over their failure to meet National and European air quality standards. She thought we should 
ask them if they had any information on action being taken against local government over air 
pollution failures. It was agreed that this was worth pursuing. 
 
Action: WO to contact ClientEarth on behalf of the HCV group. 
 
The costs of the signage for the area TRO were already being looked at. The meeting agreed 
that it would be worth extending this investigation to cover the signage costs for the limited 
‘access’ TRO. 
 
Action: AJ and BB to look into signage costs 
 
The meeting agreed that it would be worth approaching Steve Criswell in a private meeting to 
discuss the issues raised here. SC seems to be generally sympathetic to our aims and we 
should try and enlist his support. 
 
Action:  AJ/ML to arrange a meeting with SC asap. 
 
3. AOB 
 
Lattas Farm: 
 
JN said that the recent application by Latta Farms to build an anaerobic digester had been 
rejected by Earith PC. This was because they had provided very little information and no-one 
had bothered to come along to explain their plans. 
 
BB said that the application just mentioned the use of ‘farm waste’ without specifying the origin 
so it was possible that this could be trucked in from outside leading to further traffic problems. It 
should be possible to work out the amount of waste required based on the projected power 
output of the plant. This would indicate whether extra material was needed. 
 
 
 


