
 

Highways and Transport Committee: Minutes 
 
Date:  4 March 2025 
 
Time:  10.00 a.m. to 2:20 p.m. 
 
Venue: Red Kite Room, New Shire Hall 
 
Present: Councillors Alex Beckett (Chair), Neil Shailer (Vice-Chair), Piers Coutts,  

Steve Criswell, Claire Daunton, Lorna Dupré, Stephen Ferguson, Jan French, 
Bryony Goodliffe, Anne Hay, Bill Hunt, Simon King, Peter McDonald, Alan Sharp 
and Graham Wilson 
 

 

259. Apologies for Absence and Declarations of Interest 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Gerri Bird (Councillor Goodliffe 
attended as a substitute), Ian Gardener (Councillor Criswell attended as a substitute), 
Neil Gough (Councillor Wilson attended as a substitute) and Tom Sanderson 
(Councillor Ferguson attended as a substitute). 
 
Councillor Ferguson declared a non-statutory disclosable interest in relation to the 
agenda item 9 (Mill Lane, Little Paxton), as a Huntingdonshire District Councillor for the 
St Neots Priory Park and Little Paxton ward and as an acquaintance of one of the public 
questioners for that item. 
 
The Chair thanked Members for their contribution to the committee’s work throughout 
the period of the current administration, and paid tribute to former Councillors Mac 
McGuire and Derek Giles. He also drew attention to the work of officers that supported 
the work of the committee, as well as those providing delivery of the services overseen 
by the committee. 
 
 

260. Minutes – 21 January 2025 
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 21 January 2025 were agreed as a correct record 
and signed by the Chair. 
 
While reviewing the Minutes Action Log, Members suggested that the review of the Mill 
Road bridge Traffic Regulation Order (Minute 242) could be carried out in 2027, to align 
with two years after the commencement of enforcement rather than after the decision 
had been made by the committee.  Action required 
 
The Committee noted the Minutes Action Log. 

 
 

  



 

261. Public Questions and Petitions 
 

The Committee was informed that six public questions had been accepted and that the 
questions would be taken at the start of the relevant agenda items. It was noted that 
two questions related to agenda item 8 (2025-26 Delivering Transport Strategy Aims 
Funding Allocation, and Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan Update), and 
four questions related to agenda item 9 (Mill Lane, Little Paxton). 

 
 
262. Future Procurement Strategy for Highways and Transport 
 

The Committee received a report which proposed a procurement strategy based on a 
mixed economy model for the procurement and delivery of Highways and Transport 
Services. 
 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Welcomed the proposal to adopt a mixed economy model, arguing that it would 
ensure the Council maintained a higher level of control over the contracts it held, the 
development of specifications and the indicators for performance monitoring. It 
would also allow the Council to assess the proposed delivery arrangements of 
potential contractors, such as the extent of sub-contracting that would be involved, 
with Members expressing concern about the quality and efficiency of the work 
carried out by some of the Council’s current contractors, highlighting its relative 
inability to address such issues under the current contracts. Members were informed 
that a comprehensive assessment of different models had concluded that the variety 
of contracts included in a mixed economy model would ensure the Council used the 
best contract to deliver each individual service, rather than adopting one uniform 
contract. 
 

− Requested further information on the feedback provided by other local authorities 
that the Council had engaged with during the development of the strategy, and 
whether the implementation of a similar strategy had proved beneficial for them. 
Members were informed that the feedback had been generally positive, although it 
was emphasised that the engagement that had already been carried out was 
focussed on the initial procurement stage, whereas future further engagement would 
be with councils that had implemented similar strategies a few years ago, providing 
greater learning on the impacts. 
 

− Observed that the Procurement Act 2023 had recently come into effect and, noting 
that procurement had been identified as an issue by External Audit, queried how the 
proposed strategy could support wider improvements in procurement. Members 
were assured that alongside improvements resulting from the Procurement Act 
2023, the Council was implementing a range of further measures to improve its 
procurement processes more widely, such as the development of the strategy and a 
higher level of Member-involvement throughout that development process. 

 
  



 

− Sought clarification on any potential impact that the proposed strategy could have 
on the Council’s 2025/26 budget. Members were informed that the procurement 
strategy was of a longer term than 2025/26 and that it would become more relevant 
in future financial years. Notwithstanding, it was acknowledged that striving to 
achieve best value, best quality and minimal environmental impact all at once 
required a continuous balancing of factors. 

 

− Acknowledged that although there had been issues with some contractors, the 
Council could also improve its performance as a client, with its current asset 
management system being detrimental to efficient and effective service delivery. It 
was confirmed that the Council’s new asset management system continued to be on 
course for its scheduled implementation in June 2025. 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Approve the procurement strategy outlined at Appendix 1 which will allow 
commencement of preliminary market engagement and further work to develop a 
procurement plan for the delivery of Highway and Transport Services; and 
 

b) Note that a detailed procurement plan will be presented for approval at a future 
committee. 

 
 

263. Soil Affected Roads Innovation Trial 
 

The Committee received a report proposing a trial on Upwell Road in March to explore 
possible long-term repair solutions for maintaining roads constructed over soil affected 
roads, with funding provided by a grant from the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 
Combined Authority. 
 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Welcomed the proposed trial and increased acknowledgement of the significant 
issues experienced on soil affected roads across the county shown by regional and 
national political leaders. It was emphasised that the problems were largely unique 
to the region and argued that it was therefore appropriate for the Council to be 
innovating and leading investigations to develop new methodologies, with initial 
investment likely to lead to more effective repairs and future savings. 
 

− Requested further information on the expected learnings from the trial and future 
expansion of potential solutions more widely. Members were informed that it was 
intended to establish a project board, which would include representatives from the 
Combined Authority and other local authorities, to monitor case studies and reports 
on the various individual trials that were included in the proposals over the next few 
years and identify learning and potential quick wins to implement on a shorter term 
basis. It was noted that while current repair techniques based on standard 
approaches were largely successful, the trial sought to identify new methods that 
would significantly lengthen the time period before subsequent remediation was 
required again. The trialling and development such methodologies would not have 



 

been possible without the additional funding provided by the grant from the 
Combined Authority. 

 

− Expressed concern that Upwell Road could become unusable before the provisional 
delivery time of July to October 2026 for the trials and queried whether the design 
and development stage could be carried out in a shorter timeframe. Members were 
informed that because of the innovative and experimental nature of the trials, 
sufficient time was needed for due diligence and engagement with the market before 
committing to delivery. The timeline was also designed to ensure works could be 
carried out over the summer, thus avoiding opening up the ground to heavy rain and 
frost in more inclement months. It was also noted that if patches requiring repairs 
were identified in advance of the trial, such work could be carried out through 
funding from the capital maintenance and improvement programme. 

 

− Queried whether road closures would be implemented as an alternative solution due 
to lack of funding. Members were informed that roads had not been fully closed as 
of yet, although traffic management measures had been implemented on some 
routes to address specific issues. While such closures may become necessary in 
the future, the situation was being monitored on a step-by-step basis. 
 

− Suggested that it would be beneficial to engage with local material experts as part of 
the work, and it was confirmed such engagement had been discussed with the 
Combined Authority. If the trial was approved, the development of a Grant Funding 
Agreement would involve identifying stakeholder engagement with public bodies and 
private organisations. 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Approve the progression of the innovation trial as outlined in the report and 
funded by a £1.5m grant from the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined 
Authority, (CPCA); 
 

b) Approve the allocation and ring fencing of £250,000 from the 26/27 Capital 
Maintenance Programme to act as the risk pot for the construction phase of this 
project; 
 

c) Approve the authority entering into a grant funded agreement with the 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority to progress this project 
as outlined in the report through to project close out; 
 

d) Delegate authority to sign the grant funding agreement to the Executive Director 
of Place and Sustainability, in consultation with the Chair and Vice-Chair of the 
Highways and Transport Committee; 
 

e) Approve the progression of this trial as outlined in the report through any 
existing, pre-approved procurement route available to the authority; 
 

f) Approve the B1099 Upwell Road, March as the location for the trial; 
 



 

g) Delegate authority to the Executive Director of Place and Sustainability in 
consultation with the Chair and Vice-Chair of Highways and Transport 
Committee to amend the location of the trial if the B1099 proves to be unfeasible 
following further design & development work; and 
 

h) Note progress to date regarding the issues and actions identified in the 23rd 
January report to the Committee regarding management of Soil Affected Roads. 

 
 

264. Resident Parking Policy Review 
 

The Committee received a report proposing a revised Resident Parking Scheme Policy, 
which had been reviewed following a public engagement. This first stage of the policy 
review had looked at the operational elements, the day-to-day management and 
administration of permits, while the second stage, would review the permit pricing 
structure and explore options surrounding the introduction of virtual visitor permits for 
residents, alongside improvements to the general look of the permits system. The 
second review stage would commence in the summer of 2025, and it was therefore 
proposed to delegate authority to the Executive Director of Place and Sustainability to 
make minor amendments to the Resident Parking Scheme Policy. 
 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Noted that most of the Resident Parking Schemes in the county were in Cambridge 
and suggested that it could be beneficial to implement additional schemes in other 
parts of the county. It was confirmed that the Resident Parking Policy applied to all 
Resident Parking Schemes across the county. 
 

− Welcomed the inclusion of an appeals process to provide residents with an 
opportunity to challenge their exclusion from a scheme for various reasons. 
Members also welcomed that the second stage would review the permit pricing 
structure, noting that the average size and weight of vehicles had increased, and it 
was confirmed that the review would consider the implementation of differential 
charging based on various technical criteria of vehicles. 

 

− Highlighted the importance of ensuring that signs were clearly legible for people with 
visual impairments, although it was acknowledged that such matters were governed 
by legislation and national guidance. 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Approve the revised Resident Parking Scheme Policy, as set out in Appendix 1; 
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 make minor amendments to the Resident Parking Scheme Policy. 

 
 

  



 

265. Capital Highways Maintenance and Improvements Programme 
 

The Committee received a report on the proposed Capital Highways Maintenance and 
Improvement Programme for 2025/26, which had been developed using the 
prioritisation approach approved by the Highways and Transport Committee on 3 
December 2024. 
 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Welcomed the use of a prioritisation process for the allocation of maintenance and 
improvement funding, noting that it supported a countywide, holistic approach, 
rather than a narrower focus on individual issues. Members were informed that it 
was the first time such a process had been adopted and were assured that it would 
be reviewed to identify potential improvements for the 2026/27 programme. 
 

− Expressed concern that the proposed allocations for some areas, such as road 
patching, signage and linage, would not be sufficient, although financial constraints 
were acknowledged. It was emphasised that funding for such issues was available 
via other funding streams. It was also clarified that various figures in the report were 
incorrectly listed as billions, rather than millions. 

 

− Requested further information on the breakdown of the proposed £4m allocation for 
drainage maintenance and management, noting the issues caused over the 
previous winter due to the wetter than average climate. It was clarified that £500k 
had been identified for cyclical maintenance, such as gully clearance, with the 
remaining £3.5m identified for specific projects, as set out in Appendix 1 of the 
report. Members were informed that this represented a small increase for cyclical 
maintenance, which was also supplemented by some revenue funding that had 
been ringfenced for similar activities. 

 

− Welcomed the proposed increase in funding for the 2026/26 round of Local Highway 
Improvements (LHIs) and it was clarified that this related to the next application 
round in October 2025. Members highlighted the importance of notifying and 
providing parish councils and local Members with an explanation of why any LHI 
applications had been accepted or rejected, and whether alternative works would be 
undertaken instead. It was confirmed that such responses were provided to parish 
councils and Members. 

 

− Highlighted the importance of engaging with parish councils in developing transport 
studies and strategies for their areas and suggested that such support should be 
provided on a broader scale than within the LHI process. Members were informed 
that engagement was available outside the LHI process and that if parish councils 
approached the Council with specific issues, officers would engage with them to 
discuss and advise on potential solutions and the relevant processes. 

 

− Noted the importance of addressing potholes as early as possible to minimise the 
level of repairs required, with prevention via resealing before their appearance being 
the ideal approach. Members were informed that the cost per square metre of 
surface dressing was approximately half the cost of grip fibre filling, and 
approximately a tenth of the cost of full resurfacing. 



 

 

− Clarified that funding for the redeck design of the Sutton Gault Footbridge was 
included in the Bridge Strengthening budget. 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Approve the programme of highway maintenance capital schemes 2025/26 
(Appendix One); 
 

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 or remove projects from the capital maintenance programme 
up to the total budgeted amount set out in this report for 2025/26, in accordance 
with the Authority’s approved asset management policies and prioritisation 
methodology; 
 

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 commission the delivery of the highway maintenance capital 
programme through existing contracts that have been formally procured; 
 

d) 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 procure and then award contracts and any other associated legal 
agreements or documents for the delivery of the elements of the highway 
maintenance capital programme that are not delivered via existing contracts; and 
 

e) Delegate authority to the Executive Director Place and Sustainability, in 
consultation with the Chair and Vice Chair of the Highways and Transport 
Committee and the Section 151 Officer, to enter into Grant Funding Agreements 
with Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority where these 
agreements are associated with the delivery of the highway maintenance capital 
programme. 

 
 

266. 2025-26 Delivering Transport Strategy Aims Funding Allocation, and Local 
Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan Update 

 
The Committee received a report which set out the proposed allocation of Delivering 
Transport Strategy Aims (DTSA) funding of £730,000, alongside proposals to revise the 
prioritisation scoring criteria for the transport proposals database and the process for 
adding new schemes to the database. The report also provided an update on the Local 
Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP). 
 
Linda Warth was invited to address the committee on behalf of the British Horse 
Society. Drawing attention to unsuitable and dangerous conditions sometimes faced by 
equestrians on Public Rights of Way and highways, Ms Warth requested that future 
schemes be designed and delivered to the benefit of all vulnerable road users in a way 
that was compliant with the Highway Code. Arguing that horse riding should be 
considered alongside other types of active travel in the prioritisation process, she 



 

provided statistics to support a call for equestrian stakeholders to be consulted on 
schemes to the same level as cycling stakeholders. In response to the issues raised by 
Ms Warth, it was emphasised that the Active Travel Strategy was focused on walking 
and cycling journeys to schools, town centre facilities, transport hubs and places of 
healthcare and employment, as well as the supporting infrastructure to make these 
journeys safe and attractive. When the implementation of new and improved 
infrastructure overlapped or conflicted with existing networks of public rights of way or 
bridleways, wider non-motorised users of the network, such as horse riders, were 
considered and protected. Many of the schemes listed in the report were still in the 
feasibility or design phases, with future opportunities to engage with all users, while all 
the 2025/26 schemes would involve engagement with all users at the appropriate time. 
 
John Morris was invited to address the committee. Noting that an ongoing active travel 
study organised by Huntingdonshire District Council would be completed on the 
upcoming anniversary of the death of Mike Gough, a local road safety campaigner, Mr 
Morris welcomed the funding that had been awarded to the Council from Active Travel 
England. Indicating his support for how some of the funding would be allocated, he 
queried what plans the Council had for investing in active travel in Huntingdonshire in 
2025/26 and how much funding would be allocated for delivery in the forthcoming 
financial year. In response to the issues raised by Mr Morris, Members were informed 
that additional funding that had been received from Active Travel England would allow 
the Council to continue to invest significantly and build upon schemes already being 
developed from previous years’ funding. Works scheduled for 2025/26 included the 
delivery of the Huntingdon to Alconbury Weald scheme and a new signalised crossing 
of St Audrey’s Lane in St Ives, the detailed design of the Brampton to Huntingdon 
scheme, and a trial pilot project of a Quiet Way between Grafham and Brampton. The 
Council would also work closely with Huntingdonshire District Council as it undertook 
feasibility studies on a number of LCWIP routes in Huntingdonshire.   
 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Highlighted the importance of maintaining active travel routes in rural areas and 
sought clarification on the Council’s definition of connectivity in the prioritisation 
process, highlighting the importance of ensuring safe access to bus stops in rural 
areas. Members were informed that the definition was subjective but generally 
signified the coming together of various modes of transport, and it was confirmed 
that connecting bus stops to active travel was considered as an indicator of 
connectivity. It was emphasised that the indicators had a rural focus that sought to 
overcome the previous focus on commuting, by ensuring such areas could be 
scored higher in the prioritisation process, as the lower level of active infrastructure 
and public transport in rural areas often left residents with no alternative to travelling 
by car. 
 

− Requested further information on the smaller schemes referenced in paragraph 3.3 
of the report that were proposed to be included for progressing from the design 
stage into delivery. It was confirmed that such projects would progress to delivery, 
subject to the availability of funding, although it was noted that there was no timeline 
due to the ongoing work involving design and engagement. It was agreed to ensure 
local Members were informed where such schemes were progressed.  Action 
required 



 

 

− Queried whether other councils included equestrians alongside other modes of 
active travel. While officers were unable to provide such information, it was 
emphasised that the Council did not exclude equestrians and considered them 
whenever it was appropriate to do so, and it was emphasised that they were 
included in the alternative, broader categorisation of non-motorised users. If a route 
along a road was for active travel, with active travel funding and active travel 
purposes, the Council would engage with equestrians but prioritise enabling people 
to walk, wheel and cycle. 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Approve the proposed allocations of Delivering Transport Strategy Aims funding 
for 2025/26; 
 

b) Approve the revised prioritisation scoring criteria for the Transport Proposals 
Database; 
 

c) Note the proposal that the Transport Proposals Database Group should review 
the current holding list and add schemes to the database now, with a fully 
reviewed process being presented to the Highways and Transport Committee 
later in 2025; and 
 

d) Note the update on the Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan. 
 
 

267. Mill Lane, Little Paxton 
 

The Committee received a report responding to a motion agreed by Full Council in July 
2024 in relation to flooding on Mill Lane in Little Paxton. The report set out the 
measures being undertaken by the Council and partners to address flooding issues and 
detailed the allocation of funding for such measures, and also for a high-level options 
appraisal study for three key flood affected roads. 
 
Richard Tomlinson was invited to address the committee. Highlighting the importance of 
Mill Lane as the main route connecting Little Paxton and St Neots and the significant 
disruption caused every time it was closed due to flooding, Mr Tomlinson expressed 
concern that the allocation of funding, as set out in the report, would not be sufficient to 
provide the level of analysis required to identify a long-term solution to the problems. He 
queried how the funding would be spent and argued that the issues on Mill Lane should 
be prioritised over flooding issues on other roads. In response to Mr Tomlinson’s 
question, it was emphasised that although the report suggested that an options 
appraisal study for Mill Lane did not represent best value for the Council, an allocation 
of £100k had been made for measures to support flood risk and improved recovery 
times for Mill Lane, as well as an allocation of £150k for a wider high-level options 
appraisal study. It was also clarified that details of how the £100k would be spent was 
included in paragraphs 3.5 to 3.7 of the report, with an initial £20k to be spent while 
further investigative works were carried out on the proposed measures. 
 



 

Councillor Malcolm Whale was invited to address the committee on behalf of Little 
Paxton Parish Council. Highlighting the increasing frequency of flooding at Mill Lane 
and the safety issues and environmental impact caused by the resulting longer journeys 
and higher levels of congestion, Councillor Whale expressed concern about the safety 
of aspects of the alternative route on the A1 used by most vehicles. Paying tribute to 
the volunteers in St Neots Flood Liaison Action Group (FLAG), he argued that the 
County Council was responsible for providing a long-term, sustainable solution to the 
problems, and suggested that a comprehensive options appraisal study could be 
carried out at the same time as short-term measures were being implemented. 
 
Robin Wyatt was invited to address the committee. While acknowledging the need for a 
long-term solution to the underlying flooding issues, Ms Wyatt emphasised that the 
immediate impacts needed to be addressed in the short-term, suggesting that the 
measures set out in the report could help address some such issues and querying 
when they would be implemented. Requesting clarification on what the high-level 
options appraisal study would entail and why it would take a year to complete, she also 
suggested that the reintroduction of a weight limit on the bridge in Little Paxton could 
help protect its structural integrity. In response to the issues raised by Ms Wyatt, it was 
clarified that a study would commence in 2025 or 2026, with a detailed programme of 
works subsequently developed based on the findings of the study, and it was 
anticipated that construction could begin in 2028 or 2029 at the earliest, subject to 
funding, although it was emphasised that the short-term or medium-term interventions 
would be carried out sooner, subject to investigations. It was also noted that the bridge 
was regularly surveyed and confirmed that no structural issues had been identified, 
while a weight limit could prevent buses, refuse vehicles, fire engines and delivery 
lorries from using the route. 
 
Tim Wylie was invited to address the committee. Thanking officers and local Members 
for the support provided to the St Neots FLAG, Mr Wylie welcomed the proposed 
measures as a step in the right direction towards reducing the impact of bridge closures 
in Little Paxton. He presented information collected by the FLAG during previous 
flooding events and suggested that the minor intervention proposals set out in the 
report could help reduce the recovery time of larger flooding events and stop more 
minor events, to the benefit of the local community. 
 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 

  

− Welcomed the measures set out in the report and the inclusion of two further roads 
in the options appraisal study, noting that those areas also suffered from significant 
impacts due to flooding, although some Members argued that the expansion of the 
study’s scope meant that there would be less funding for addressing the issues in 
Little Paxton. 

 

− Clarified that the funding for the options appraisal study for Mill Lane referenced in 
recommendation (b) and the allocations set out in recommendation (c) came from 
different sources and were therefore independent of each other. It was emphasised 
that an options appraisal study would not necessarily lead to the allocation of 
funding to develop the bridge or associated infrastructure. 

 



 

− Argued that the report did not sufficiently reflect the level of economic and social 
disruption in Little Paxton and St Neots when the bridge was closed due to flooding, 
drawing attention to the large number of residents, carers, workers and emergency 
service providers that were affected, and suggested that the increasing frequency 
and severity of flooding events exacerbated the impacts. One Member argued that 
the average additional travel time when the bridge was closed was closer to 40 
minutes than the 20 minutes indicated in the report, due to the high levels of 
congestion. 

 

− Requested further information on the potential cost of raising the bridge in Little 
Paxton and where such funding could come from, although Members were informed 
that such information would be established from the outcomes of the study. It was 
suggested that funding could be sought from a range of sources, such as the 
Department for Transport, the Combined Authority or prudential borrowing. 
 

− Requested clarification on when the most recent structural survey of the Mill Lane 
bridge had been carried out.  Action required 

 

− Established that the Environment Agency (EA)’s ongoing Great Ouse Strategic 
Flood Risk Intervention Study (GO-SIS) would produce a baseline environmental 
and flood risk report around the end of March 2025. Members were informed that 
the latest stages of the study would consider flood risk interventions that could be 
applied across the Great Ouse catchment, taking into account anticipated levels of 
growth and climate change, although it was emphasised that the EA adopted a 
holistic approach across the wider catchment, rather than a focus on specific areas. 

 
It was resolved to: 
 

a) Note the measures already being undertaken by the County Council and its 
partners in relation to flooding; 
 

b) Agree that it would not represent best value for the Council to spend up to 
£250,000 on an options appraisal study for Mill Lane Little Paxton at this time; 
and 
 

c) Note that an allocation of £100,000 for measures to support flood risk and 
improved recovery times for Mill Lane and an allocation of £150,000 on a high-
level options appraisal study for three key flood affected roads are included in 
the proposed Highways Maintenance Capital Programme. 

 
 

268. Active Travel Hierarchy - Adoption of Completed Hierarchy 
 

The Committee received a report proposing the adoption of the finalised Active Travel 
Hierarchy, following the assessment of consultation feedback. It set out how the 
hierarchy could be updated in the future, including a delegation to the Executive 
Director of Place and Sustainability to make changes, and it also proposed a blanket 
approach be adopted for ranking highways within a 400m radius of schools. 
 

  



 

While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Welcomed the prioritisation of schemes through a holistic approach and particularly 
welcomed the focus on improving safety around schools. However, it was noted that 
school journeys often exceeded a 400m radius and it was also suggested that a 
blanket approach could include roads, such as cul-de-sacs, where measures were 
unnecessary. Members were informed that as the hierarchy took into account all 
routes across all highways in the county, many of the arterial routes used for access 
to schools would be ranked higher as they were also routes to other destinations. 
Work was ongoing to collate further data on the issue and the hierarchy could be 
updated in the future, if appropriate. 
 

− Expressed concern that prioritising active travel could have a negative impact on 
other road users, such as cars and buses, while also providing a disadvantage to 
roads without pedestrian or cycling routes. However, it was emphasised that the 
proposed hierarchy sought to promote improvements to active travel through 
enhanced maintenance activities, which in turn would make journeys easier for all 
road users. It was also clarified that hierarchy would not propose any schemes itself 
but would be integrated into the wider capital maintenance prioritisation process, 
which would determine how any schemes could affect access. 

 

− Highlighted the importance of ensuring sufficient funding was allocated for the 
maintenance of active travel infrastructure, including potential future schemes. 

 
It was resolved to: 
 

a) Note the assessment of the feedback that has been received during the 
consultation on the development of an Active Travel Hierarchy as outlined in 
appendix 1, 2 and 3; 
 

b) Note the statement of methodology for updating the Active Travel Hierarchy as 
outlined at appendix 4; 
 

c) Approve the adoption of the finalised rankings of the Active Travel Hierarchy as 
set out in item 3.3 of this report and in Appendices 6 – 13; 
 

d) Approve the recommended blanket approach to ranking highways within a 400m 
radius of schools as set out in item 3.3; 
 

e) Approve the trial of those amended reactive maintenance interventions on Active 
Travel routes as set out in item 3.5; and 
 

f) 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 hierarchy. 

 
 

  



 

269. International Road Assessment Programme (iRAP) 
 

The Committee received a report on the international Road Assessment Programme 
(iRAP) study, which considered the safety risks present on the county’s A-road network 
and outlined the study’s outcomes in relation to the Council’s duties and responsibility 
for road safety. The report also responded to a motion agreed by Full Council in 
October 2023 in relation to road safety on the A1421. 

 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Welcomed the data provided by the iRAP study but questioned how useful it would 
be in improving road safety, arguing that its methodology failed to sufficiently 
consider local circumstances that were better understood by local residents and 
stakeholders, as well as the perception of road safety rather than actual road safety, 
and noting that it did not always score roads equally to collision analysis. It was 
emphasised to Members that data from the iRAP study was not intended to solve all 
road safety issues by itself but would instead be considered alongside other data, 
such as collision analysis, to assist in the future prioritisation of work. It was also 
acknowledged that the iRAP data suggested some cost-effective measures in some 
areas, such as additional white lines or signage, that may have otherwise not been 
considered. 
 

− Highlighted the importance of ensuring clear and understandable data on road 
safety and the Council’s prioritisation of work was available to members of the public 
and local communities, and it was noted that the Council was working to improve 
develop and improve the provision of such information. 

 

− Welcomed that the report had been adapted to improve its accessibility to people 
with colour blindness and suggested that the iRAP study could be expanded to 
include the county’s B-road network. Members were informed that there were no 
plans to expand the study, and it was noted that a study of the A-road network had 
involved significant cost and time. 

 

− Expressed concern that the proposed solutions for improving road safety on the 
A1421 set out in the report did not include a future timeline for design or delivery. 

 
It was resolved to: 
 

a) To receive and approve the international Road Assessment Programme Report 
as outlined in Appendix 1; and 
 

b) To note the response to the motion regarding the A1421 following the completion 
of the road assessment analysis 

 
 

270. Finance Monitoring Report – January 2025 
 

The Committee received the Finance Monitoring Report to the end of January 2025 for  
the services within its remit, which reported a forecast revenue overspend of £1.9m and 
a forecast pressure of £30.6m on the capital variations budget. 



 

 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Expressed concern about the forecast pressure on the capital variations budget and 
queried whether such slippages could lead to cost implications on initial budgets due 
to inflation. Members were informed that the capital variations budget was set by the 
Council’s corporate finance team based on the delivery of capital programmes 
against their budget in previous years and would be amended to a lower level in the 
next financial year if it was exceeded by delivery. While it was acknowledged that 
over-delivery could have an impact on debt financing, it was emphasised that the 
Council was not spending more on capital projects. 
 

− Drew attention to the £504k slippage on safety schemes, as set out on page 465 of 
the agenda, and queried whether the work would be carried forward into the next 
financial year. The importance of the schemes was acknowledged, and it was 
confirmed that the work would be rolled forward into the next financial year, with the 
ability to spend the allocated funds on top of the 2025/26 budget. 
 

− Requested further information on the figures related to the Wisbech Town Centre 
Access Study that were listed on page 464 of the agenda.  Action required 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 

 
  Review and comment on the report. 
 
 

271. Highways and Transport Committee Agenda Plan and Appointments to 
Outside Bodies 

 
While discussing the committee’s agenda plan, it was noted that there were a large 
number of items scheduled for the meeting on 4 March 2025, and it was suggested that 
an additional meeting could be scheduled to reduce the size of the agenda. Members 
were informed that there would not be sufficient time to organise an additional meeting 
before the pre-election period started in the middle of March 2025, although it was 
suggested that some of the items could be rescheduled to a later meeting. 
 
The committee noted the agenda plan. 

 
 

 
Chair 

4 March 2025 


