
 

Highways and Transport Committee: Minutes 
 
Date:  14 October 2025 
 
Time:  10.00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. 
 
Venue: Red Kite Room, New Shire Hall 
 
Present: Councillors Alex Beckett (Chair), Robin Wyatt (Vice-Chair), Alex Bulat, 

Lorna Dupré, Jonny Edge, Peter Fane, Colin Galbraith, Ian Gardener,  
Mark Goldsack, Darren Green, Ros Hathorn, Ian Manning, Matthew Morgan, 
Tom Sanderson and Des Watt 
 

 

11. Apologies for Absence and Declarations of Interest 
 
There were no apologies for absence. 
 
Councillor Robin Wyatt declared a non-pecuniary interest in relation to Agenda Item 6 
(Procurement of Public Notices) and Agenda Item 7 (Procurement of Professional 
Services), as an appointed representative of the Council on the ESPO Management 
Committee. 
 
Councillor Darren Green declared a non-pecuniary interest in relation to Agenda Item 6 
(Procurement of Public Notices) and Agenda Item 7 (Procurement of Professional 
Services), as an appointed representative of the Council on the ESPO Management 
Committee. 
 
 

12. Minutes – 17 June 2025 
 
While discussing the minutes of the previous meeting, it was agreed to add Councillor 
Alex Bulat to the list of Councillors that had been present. 
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 4 March 2025 were agreed as a correct record, 
subject to the above amendment, and signed by the Chair. 
 
The Committee noted the Minutes Action Log. 
 
 

13. Public Questions and Petitions 
 

The Committee was informed that four public questions had been accepted and that the 
questions would be taken at the start of the relevant agenda items. It was noted that 
one question related to Agenda Item 8 (Department for Transport Incentive Fund 
Return), two questions related to Agenda Item 9 (Public Rights of Way – Adoption of 
Completed Maintenance Hierarchy) and one question related to Agenda Item 10 
(Corporate Performance Update – Quarter 1 2025-26). Two questions had been 
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rejected as they were not related to items on the agenda, while a third had been 
rejected because it was improper. 
 
The Committee was informed that the Council had received a petition in relation to 
Agenda Item 5 (Local Highway Improvements 2025-2026 Programme), which would be 
presented at the beginning of that item. 
 
 

14. Local 20mph 2025-26 Programme 
 

The Committee received a report on the outcome of the prioritisation process for the 
Council’s 20mph initiative, which recommended eleven projects, as set out in Appendix 
1 of the report, for design and delivery in 2025-26. 
 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Welcomed the proposals to implement new 20mph projects across the county, 
drawing attention to the reduction in average speeds in areas where they were 
implemented and subsequent improvements in safety. It was highlighted that the 
schemes were relatively cheap to implement in comparison to other interventions, 
and it was suggested that the high number of applications demonstrated the 
popularity of 20mph schemes. 
 

− Drew attention to the amount of time and effort put into applications by local 
communities and highlighted the importance of ensuring applicants were kept 
informed of how the schemes were progressing, as well as supporting unsuccessful 
applicants in making resubmissions the following year. Members were informed that 
the Council offered to meet all unsuccessful applicants to discuss how their 
submissions could be improved the following year, and successful submissions 
were also shared as examples. Question and answer sessions would be held before 
the next round of applications and successful applicants were encouraged to 
support other potential applicants if they were able to do so. 
 

− Sought clarification on why the project ranked 12th was recommended instead of the 
project ranked 11th. Members were informed that increased funding for Local 
Highways Improvement (LHI) schemes in 2025-26 had resulted in some unused 
resources for East Cambridgeshire, and the Member Working Group had agreed 
that this should be used to fund an additional 20mph scheme in East 
Cambridgeshire. The project ranked 11th was in Huntingdonshire, where all the LHI 
funding had already been proposed for allocation to projects. 
 

− Clarified that a separate programme was being developed for 20mph projects in 
Cambridge City, which included Orchard Park, following an initial consultation 
exercise that had been carried out in 2024 as part of the Transforming Cities Fund. 
Once the project had been sufficiently developed, it would be presented to the 
Cambridge Joint Area Committee, and it was agreed to circulate a copy of the initial 
consultation to Members.  Action required 
 

  



 

− Expressed concern that the rating process for applications appeared to favour large 
urban areas, rather than rural areas and small villages, where it was argued roads 
could be just as dangerous and there were often no pavements. Members were 
informed that the schemes were implemented where they were considered to have 
the greatest impact, which was generally in areas with a higher population, although 
it was highlighted that there were some schemes proposed for rural areas. It was 
noted that some villages had contributed the funding for schemes, and it was 
suggested that this could be encouraged on a wider level, given the relatively low 
cost of implementing schemes, while one Member suggested that incorporating 
various schemes in nearby villages as part of one larger scheme could increase 
their chance of success. It was agreed for the Member Working Group to review the 
scoring criteria and process at its next meeting.  Action required 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Approve the projects to be designed and delivered, as set out in Appendix 1 of 
the report; and 
 

b) Delegate authority to the Executive Director of Place and Sustainability, in 
consultation with the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Highways and Transport 
Committee, to add and remove individual projects from the 20mph delivery 
programme as required, up to the budget available. 

 
 

15. Local Highway Improvements 2025-2026 Programme 
 

The Committee received a report on the outcome of the Local Highway Improvement 
(LHI) Member panels and officer scoring of complex and non-complex LHI applications 
for the 2025/26 funding round, with recommended projects set out in Appendix 1 of the 
report. 
 
The Chair invited Jeremy Shepphard to present a petition with 75 signatures requesting 
a pedestrian crossing on West Street in Godmanchester, attached at Appendix 1 of the 
minutes. Drawing attention to the high level of traffic volume on West Street due to 
nearby new developments and local farms, Mr Shepphard expressed concern about the 
safety of pedestrians crossing the road. Highlighting the large number of residents of a 
nearby retirement centre that had signed the petition, he suggested that the proposed 
LHI scheme for the village did not comply with the guidance set out in the Ministry for 
Transport’s ‘Inclusive Mobility’ guide, published in 2021. In response to the petitioner’s 
comments, Members were informed that a crossing project covering this section of 
road, submitted by Godmanchester Town Council, had been ranked as the top complex 
project in Huntingdonshire and was recommended for implementation. It was 
emphasised that if the committee approved the project, a detailed design stage would 
consider the benefits and disbenefits on all user groups. It was clarified that a more 
formal crossing than the one proposed in the application was likely to exceed the 
budget limit for LHI schemes, unless the town council provided a significant level of 
funding. Members also noted that the scheme could be added to the Transport 
Planning Database if implemented as proposed in the application, with a potential future 
upgrade to be funded through that scheme. 
 



 

While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Welcomed the additional funding that had been allocated for the 2025/26 round of 
LHI projects, which had allowed a higher number of projects to be considered for 
funding. The committee paid tribute to officers for the support provided to applicants 
and local Members in the process of developing proposals. 
 

− Clarified that although estimated project costs were included for the applications 
listed in the report, detailed design work was not carried out until they had been 
approved, due to the large number of applications submitted. Budgets for approved 
projects included a risk allowance to cover a small amount of scope creep but 
applicants were requested to contribute additional funding if this was exceeded. 
 

− Queried why there was a lower proportion of applications recommended for funding 
in Cambridge compared to the other districts. Members were informed that 
discussions were being held with Cambridge City Council about increasing the level 
of funding available for LHI projects in Cambridge, although it was noted that the 
City Council was currently carrying out its budget planning process. It was 
highlighted that the recommendations included a proposal to delegate authority to 
the Executive Director of Place and Sustainability, in consultation with the Chair and 
Vice-Chair, to add new schemes into the programme if additional resources were 
made available as a result of the ongoing discussions. 
 

− Suggested that future LHI rounds could include a dedicated section carrying out 
trials of highways schemes, with short-term measures that could be installed quickly 
and then removed once their impact had been measured. 
 

− Expressed concern that potential schemes could be less likely to succeed if they did 
not have the support of the local Member, whether due to disagreement or lack of 
engagement. Members were informed that this had not been an issue because 
productive discussions were always organised to find common objectives, although 
it was agreed for the Member Working Group to consider the issue when reviewing 
the current process.  Action required 
 

− Suggested that there could be a higher number of LHI applications for resident 
parking schemes in the future following the expanded implementation of civil 
enforcement, although it was argued that such parking schemes were designed to 
address immediate issues, whereas LHI projects often took longer to develop and 
implement. 
 

− Welcomed that 100% of the applications in East Cambridgeshire had been 
recommended for funding but expressed concern about the low number of 
applications that had been received from that area. Members were informed that 
applications sometimes came in peaks and troughs, with some organisations not 
submitting new applications when they were involved with ongoing schemes that 
were approved in previous rounds. One Member suggested that the lower number 
of applications in East Cambridgeshire was due to some local communities being 
sceptical of their project being developed, although it was hoped that the new Local 
Highway Officer in the area would encourage more applications in future rounds. 
 



 

− Established that one of the complex applications in Fenland was withdrawn by the 
assessing panel because there was no information on the project and it had not 
been possible to contact the applicant. 
 

− Suggested that the process for keeping applicants informed and for tracking the 
progress of previously approved schemes could be improved, particularly with the 
upcoming local government reorganisation, which would affect which organisation 
was responsible for continuing ongoing work. Members were informed that once an 
application was approved, the subsequent phase of design and consultation could 
take a significant amount of time, depending on the nature of the scheme. The page 
on the Council’s website providing information on ongoing projects was updated 
monthly and it was agreed for the Member Working Group to consider developing a 
timeline for the development and delivery of different types of projects.  Action 
required 
 

− Expressed concern that the lengthy LHI process could itself lead to cost overruns, 
which risked causing projects to be abandoned and the funding reallocated. It was 
highlighted that there were sometimes delays or increases to costs that were 
beyond the Council’s control, and while the Council sought to absorb such increases 
or rescope projects whenever it was able to do so, it was acknowledged that this 
was not always possible. 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Approve the projects detailed in the prioritised lists, attached at Appendix 1 to 
this report, to be designed and delivered; 
 

b) Agree that all unsuccessful complex LHI schemes should be added to the 
Transport Planning Database for prioritisation through the Council’s Delivering 
Transport Strategy Aims programme, as set out in the report; 
 

c) Delegate authority to the Executive Director of Place and Sustainability, in 
consultation with the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Highways and Transport 
Committee, to remove schemes that prove to be undeliverable, and add new 
schemes into the programme as required up to the total budget amount allocated 
in this paper for the LHI programme; and 
 

d) Note that the Member Working Group will be convened following the committee 
meeting, as set out in paragraph 3.19 of the report, to review the current process 
and suggest changes to be presented to the committee for consideration in due 
course. 

 
 

16. Procurement of Public Notices 
 

The Committee received a report on the procurement of publishing services for 
statutory public notices, and it was proposed to secure a three year contract, with a 
possible one-year extension, through the Eastern Shires Purchasing Organisation 
(ESPO) Advertising Solutions Framework and to commence no later than 1 February 
2026. 



 

 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Argued that the statutory requirement was outdated and created an unnecessary 
financial burden on local authorities, and it was queried whether the Government 
intended to make changes to the statutory process. Members were informed that 
surveys and consultations had been carried out in recent years, but no changes had 
been proposed, despite a significant level of feedback from local authorities 
questioning the benefits of public notices, and it was highlighted that approximately 
20% of residents in Cambridgeshire relied on such notices. 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Note Approve commencement of a procurement exercise through the ESPO 
Advertising Solutions Framework to secure a contract for statutory public notices 
for a period of three years with a possible one-year extension; and 
 

b) Delegate authority to the Executive Director of Place and Sustainability, in 
consultation with the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Highways and Transport 
Committee, to award and execute the contract for the provision of statutory 
public notices, starting no later than 1 February 2026, including extension 
periods. 

 
 

17. Procurement of Professional Services 
 

The Committee received a report on the procurement of professional services, including 
transport planning, modelling, engineering, design and programme management, and it 
was proposed to procure a four year NEC4 contract to commence in late 2026 or early 
2027. 
 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Queried whether alternative delivery mechanisms to the mixed economy model had 
been considered and sought clarification on which services would be provided 
externally, and which would be delivered in house. Members were informed that 
alternative approaches had been considered, including delivery through ESPO or 
Crown Commercial Services and direct procurement for each individual piece of 
work, but the proposed approach was considered to be the most efficient and to 
deliver the best value for money. It was clarified that the contract would only cover 
professional services and that the mixed economy model framework would provide 
the Council with the greatest level of flexibility, as it would not be obligated to use 
external providers. 
 

− Clarified that the proposed contract would not commit the successor authority to 
commissioning work with the same provider following local government 
reorganisation and it was confirmed that the Council had emphasised the need for 
flexibility to novate the contract during initial engagement with the market. 
 



 

− Confirmed that a report on the procurement of the Term Service contract would be 
presented at the next committee meeting on 2 December 2025. 
 

− Suggested that feedback on surveys was not always reflective or indicative of the 
overall opinion on a subject matter and argued that the Council should not be over-
reliant on the outcomes of such exercises when making decisions. Members were 
informed that the Council always considered survey data and responses as an 
important source of feedback, although it was emphasised that if was only a part of 
the assessment process for determining how to allocate funding and which schemes 
to deliver, alongside other information, such as condition data and prioritisation data. 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Approve the commencement of procurement of a Professional Services 
Contract; and 
 

b) Delegate authority to the Executive Director of Place and Sustainability, in 
consultation with the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Highways and Transport 
Committee, to award and execute a 4-year NEC4 contract for the provision of 
professional services starting late 2026 / early 2027 and extension periods. 

 
 

18. Department for Transport Incentive Fund Return 
 

The Committee received a report which provided an update on the Council’s response 
to the Department for Transport’s (DfT) reporting requirements in relation to the 
Incentive Fund. 
 
Anna Williams was invited to address the committee on behalf of Camcycle. 
Highlighting the importance of submitting a high quality response to the DfT in order to 
maximise the amount of funding provided for further investment on cycling 
infrastructure, Ms Williams queried why the Council’s response did not include any 
cycling specific information when asked what data was collected on the condition of 
cycleways, arguing that it should be possible to separate information on carriageways, 
footways and cycleways. In response to Ms William’s question, it was clarified that the 
Council only maintained 41km of designated cycleway across the county, with most of 
its cycling infrastructure shared with either pedestrians or motor vehicles. As the whole 
of such shared spaces was subject to the same maintenance approach, condition 
surveys were carried out on the whole infrastructure and did not differentiate on the 
varying users. 
 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Argued that the DfT’s process for managing the Incentive Fund was not conducive 
to long-term planning and queried whether there was a risk that funding could be 
withheld because the Council had not met the requirements. Members were 
informed that while such a risk was possible, the Council was confident that it had 
met all the requirements. 
 



 

− Expressed concern that the reporting requirements created an excessive burden on 
officers. However, Members were informed that much of the required information 
was already held by the Council and therefore did not require a significant amount of 
work to compile, while the additional information supported and further informed the 
data-led way of working within the Council, as well as increasing transparency. It 
also provided the opportunity for the Council to draw attention to local issues, such 
as soil affected roads, which were a significant challenge not experienced by many 
other local highway authorities. 
 

− Requested further information on which areas the Council was considered to have 
performed strongly and on which areas there would be a focus on improvement over 
the next year. Members were informed that the Council had made significant 
improvements on communicating and planning works with residents and local 
communities in order to minimise the disruption caused, although it was emphasised 
that the Council would continue to set itself ever more stringent targets to further 
improve public engagement and the way in which it collected and used data. 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

Approve the proposed response as outlined in the report and appendices, which 
will be issued to the Department of Transport by 31 October 2025. 

 
 

19. Public Rights of Way – Adoption of Completed Maintenance Hierarchy 
 

The Committee received a report which proposed the adoption of the finalised Public 
Rights of Way (PROWs) Hierarchy and the introduction of proactive maintenance 
inspections for key PROWs. 
 
Lynda Warth was invited to address the committee on behalf of the British Horse 
Society. Drawing attention to active travel projects which she suggested had negatively 
impacted already existing equestrian infrastructure, Ms Warth expressed concern that 
the proposed hierarchy prioritised PROWs based on urban style active travel use, 
rather than rural leisure use. She argued that active travel routes were needed in 
addition to PROWs rather than instead of them and she sought assurances that the 
PROW network would be maintained to safeguard nature and biodiversity, as well as 
health and wellbeing. In response to Ms Warth’s comments, it was emphasised that the 
PROW Hierarchy had been developed to assist and prioritise the maintenance of the 
current network, rather than to change it, and that it had been developed separately to 
the Cycling Hierarchy, as well as the Walking and Wheeling Hierarchy, to ensure that 
the needs of active travel did not overshadow the unique nature of the PROW network 
as both a means of travel and a place for leisure and countryside access.   
 
Anna Williams was invited to address the committee on behalf of Camcycle. 
Highlighting concerns that were frequently raised by users of PROWS and active travel 
routes in relation to surface condition and vegetation overgrowth, Ms Williams 
emphasised that such safety concerns could dissuade people from using the routes. 
She therefore welcomed the proposal to implement the hierarchy, which would also 
involve monthly and quarterly inspections on the highest-ranked routes to enable 
defects to be identified and fixed more quickly. 



 

  
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Welcomed the proposals and noted that the Council was the first local authority in 
the country to develop a hierarchy to consider and prioritise maintenance activities 
based on how it affected non-motorised users. Members also emphasised that the 
hierarchy was designed to assist in maintaining current infrastructure, rather than 
changing it. Notwithstanding, Members highlighted the potential negative impact on 
biodiversity and equestrian users that could result from the implementation of a hard 
surface, and attention was drawn to the active travel design guide that the Council 
had developed to support the consideration of such complex matters. The Council 
had also implemented a separate authorisation process for making changes to the 
surfaces of PROWs, which considered such potential impacts. 
 

− Sought clarification on whether the hierarchy would result in an increase to the 
inspection of quiet ways for potential maintenance from the current practice of two 
inspections per year to four inspections per year. It was confirmed that quiet ways 
had been included in the rating process and would be prioritised for maintenance if 
they were ranked higher when the ranking was taken into consideration for the 
allocation of resources. 
 

− Suggested that the consultation stage of developing the hierarchy had been 
confusing and expressed concern that communities that had not participated in the 
engagement would suffer because of their PROWs being ranked lower. 
 

− Noted that the maps appended to the report differed from other maps on the 
Council’s website and expressed concern that the lack of consistency and 
integration could undermine the objectives of the maintenance hierarchy. Members 
were informed that the new asset management software would overcome such 
issues, but it was agreed to provide Members with an update on the integration of 
such maps.  Action required 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Note the content of the report. Approve the adoption of the finalised rankings of 
the Public Rights of Way Hierarchy as set out in paragraph 3.5 of this report and 
Appendix 1; 
 

b) Approve the introduction of proactive maintenance inspections for key Public 
Rights of Way, as outlined in paragraphs 3.9 to 3.12 of this report; and 
 

c) Delegate authority to the Executive Director of Place and Sustainability, in 
consultation with the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Highways and Transport 
Committee, to make any future changes to the Walking and Wheeling, Cycling 
and Public Rights of Way Hierarchies following the conclusion of the respective 
trial periods outlined in this report. 

 
 

  



 

20. Corporate Performance Update – Quarter 1 2025-26 
 

The Committee received a report providing an update on the performance of services 
within its remit over Quarter 1 of the 2025/26 financial year, with two strategic key 
performance indicators (SKPI) rated as red, one SKPI rated as green and six KPIs 
rated as contextual. 
 
Anna Williams was invited to address the committee on behalf of Camcycle. Drawing 
attention to the 15% decrease in current cycle rates compared to 2019 identified in 
Appendix 1 of the report, Ms Williams argued that simultaneous increases in population 
and travel demand resulted in higher levels of congestion on the road network. Drawing 
attention to large active travel infrastructure projects in Cambridge that had previously 
led to a significant uptake in walking and cycling, she expressed concern that there 
were not plans for similar such schemes in the future. Ms Williams suggested that the 
green taking for SKPI H&T 001 (Growth in Cycling and Pedestrians from a 2013 
Baseline) was therefore misleading and should be changed to red, with higher levels of 
funding and commitment from the Council to reverse the decline. It was agreed to 
provide Ms Williams with additional information on SKPI H&T 001.  Action required 
 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Welcomed the introduction of SKPIs but argued that the current indicator tracking 
the status of repairs did not consider the quality of repairs, noting that the Council’s 
website did not allow people to raise concerns about such issues. Members were 
informed that the Aurora management system would improve the process, providing 
more information on works as they were planned and carried out, while also 
supporting the reporting of subsequent issues. It was confirmed that a dashboard 
was being developed for Members to be able to access such information, and it was 
suggested that other stakeholders, such as parish councils, could also be provided 
with access to certain aspects of the information. 
 

− Expressed concern about the causes of the increase in the number of fatal injuries 
and highlighted the importance of working with other directorates in the Council to 
raise awareness on issues such as the impact of drug or alcohol use on traffic 
collisions. One Member drew attention to the increased use of electric scooters and 
electric bicycles and suggested that all local authorities should have a stronger 
focus on road safety and reducing the number of people killed and injured on roads. 
Members were informed that the new Chief Constable for Cambridgeshire had also 
highlighted this as a significant area of concern, and it was noted that a report would 
be presented to the committee at its meeting in December 2025 that would provide 
more information on the causes of such incidents and what was being done to try 
and reduce their number. 
 

− Suggested that the Council could make better use of the wide ranging data that it 
collated, with the information provided for SKPIs including greater detail and being 
separated into smaller categories within each one, with additional information on 
longer-term trends. Members were informed that the SKPIs would continue to be 
developed and augmented with information from additional sources. 
 



 

− Highlighted the importance of promoting and supporting active travel in rural areas 
as well as urban areas, and it was suggested that future performance reports could 
be expanded to include information on ongoing activities to improve active travel. It 
was also noted that travel behaviours evolved over time and Members considered 
how this could be affected by changes to the level of access to public transport, as 
well as changing working conditions. 
 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 
 Scrutinise the performance information that is presented in the report. 

 
 

21. Finance Monitoring Report – August 2025 
 

The Committee received the Finance Monitoring Report to the end of August 2025 for 
the services within its remit, which reported a forecast revenue underspend of £1.791m 
and a balanced budget forecast on all capital schemes. 
 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Welcomed the plan to draw down £1m of an un-ringfenced one-off payment given to 
the Council by National Highways when it adopted the A14, which would be used to 
fund highways maintenance works to further mitigate pressure in the Place and 
Sustainability directorate and wider Council, and suggested that some of the 
resources could contribute towards repairs on local roads that were damaged during 
the construction work of the A14. Members were informed that the Council was 
drawing down the funds and would continue to do so in future years. 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 
 Review and comment on the report. 

 
 

22. Agenda Plan, Training Plan and Appointments to Outside Bodies 

 
The Committee received a report which included its agenda plan and training plan, 
along with lists of appointments to be made to outside bodies, internal advisory groups, 
and Member Champion roles. It was noted that revised versions of Appendices 3, 4 and 
5 had been published, which included the names of Members nominated to the various 
roles. 
 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Review its agenda plan attached at Appendix 1 to the report; 
 

b) Review its training plan attached at Appendix 2 to the report; 
 

c) Agree the appointments to outside bodies, as detailed in the revised 
Appendix 3 to the report; 



 

 
d) Agree the appointments to internal advisory groups and panels, as detailed in 

the revised Appendix 4 to the report; and 
 

e) Appoint Councillor Robin Wyatt as the Non-motorised User Member 
Champion 
 

 
Chair 

4 December 2025 
  



 

Appendix 1 
 
A PETITION TO CAMBRIDGESHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL FROM RESIDENTS OF 
WEST STREET GODMANCHESTER FOR A PEDESTRIAN CROSSING 
 
A pedestrian crossing is needed between numbers 9 and 43 West Street because 
the road is exceedingly busy and cars, motorbikes and other vehicles speed at 40 to 
60mph, especially in the early mornings and evenings, making the road very 
hazardous to cross, particularly for children and anyone with a disability.  
 
[75 signatures] 


