
 

Highways and Transport Committee: Minutes 
 
Date:  17 June 2025 
 
Time:  10.00 a.m. to 2:20 p.m. 
 
Venue: Red Kite Room, New Shire Hall 
 
Present: Councillors Alex Beckett (Chair), Robin Wyatt (Vice-Chair), 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 
 

 

1. Notification of Chair and Vice-Chair 
 
The Committee noted that on 20 May 2025, Full Council appointed Councillor Alex 
Beckett as the Chair of the Highways and Transport Committee for the 2025/26 
municipal year, and Councillor Robin Wyatt as the Vice-Chair. 
 
 

2. Apologies for Absence and Declarations of Interest 
 
There were no apologies for absence. 
 
There were no declarations of interest. 
 
 

3. Minutes – 4 March 2025 
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 4 March 2025 were agreed as a correct record and 
signed by the Chair. 
 
The Committee noted the Minutes Action Log. 
 
 

4. Public Questions and Petitions 
 

The Committee was informed that seven public questions had been accepted and that 
the questions would be taken at the start of the relevant agenda items. It was noted that 
three questions related to Agenda Item 5 (Cambridgeshire Guided Busway Safety 
Improvements), three questions related to Agenda Item 6 (Active Travel Programme) 
and one question related to Agenda Item 7 (A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon 
Improvement Scheme). 
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5. Cambridgeshire Guided Busway Safety Improvements 
 

The Committee received a report on safety improvements to the Cambridgeshire 
Guided Busway, which included proposals for additional measures and details on the 
procurement of the required work. The report also detailed a proposal for the Strategy, 
Resources and Performance Committee to approve in-year capital changes to fund 
fencing and flooding mitigation on the busway. 
 
Anna Williams was invited to address the committee on behalf of John Morris (on behalf 
of Hunts Walking and Cycling Group). Highlighting the popularity of the section of the 
busway between St Ives and Cambridge for active travel since it had opened in 2011, 
Mr Morris drew attention to seasonal flooding that occurred annually along the route, 
causing it to be closed for various months every year. Noting that active travel users 
often traversed a dangerous informal route during such closures, he expressed concern 
that it had taken so long for the issue to be addressed, and while welcoming the 
proposal to re-allocate funding to improve safety on the busway, he sought clarification 
on the timeline for design and delivery, as well as further information on stakeholder 
engagement. In response to Mr Morris’ comments, the need to address the safety and 
usability of the relevant section of the busway was acknowledged, and it was confirmed 
that full engagement would be carried out with active travel groups and other 
stakeholders regarding design and delivery. While it was hoped that the implementation 
of improvements could commence in 2025, the delivery timescale could not be 
established until earlier stages had been completed. 
 
Anna Williams was invited to address the committee on behalf of Camcycle. 
Highlighting the success of the busway in increasing and improving active travel, Ms 
Williams expressed concern about the number of injuries and fatalities that had 
occurred along its route. Noting that Camcycle had been calling for flooding and safety 
issues to be addressed for many years, she argued that the Council had consistently 
failed to consult or engage on such matters, while also failing to publish related 
documents, including a flooding report, a feasibility study exploring widening on the 
southern section of the busway or the independent safety review. On this basis, she 
suggested that the committee should not approve the proposed measures until such 
information had been made available to provide better scrutiny. In response to Ms 
Williams’ comments, the committee was informed that the Council had strict duties 
under the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 and was therefore strongly 
recommended to approve the proposed safety measures. It was clarified that the 
independent safety review had been published, and it was confirmed that meaningful 
engagement would be carried out with stakeholders. 
 
Nick Kirby was invited to address the committee on behalf of Cambridge Biomedical 
Campus Ltd. Noting that there were more than 40,000 people on the Cambridge 
Biomedical Campus (CBC) on any given day, Mr Kirby informed Members that 
organisations on the site prioritised the safety of staff and visitors, welcoming the 
Council’s engagement on such matters. Indicating his support for the proposals in the 
report, Mr Kirby queried whether the implementation of the measures would be 
sequenced via a risk-based approach that prioritised sections of the busway that were 
more heavily used. In response to Mr Kirby’s question, it was confirmed that the volume 
of movement across all modes, as well as their respective interactions, would influence 
the sequencing of works. 



 

 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Highlighted the importance of improving safety on the busway, noting that previous 
collisions had led to injuries and deaths along its route, and attention was drawn to 
the popularity of both the busway and the maintenance track as an active travel 
route. Notwithstanding, Members also queried how usage of the busway could be 
safely increased further, particularly during peak hours, given that it was currently 
operating at approximately 50% of its intended capacity. It was noted that the 
Council maintained a continuous campaign promoting the use of public transport 
and Members were informed that such issues were being considered as part of the 
Combined Authority’s ongoing wider work on bus reform in the region. It was also 
suggested that such problems were related to the services rather than the 
infrastructure and that the issues could be alleviated through bus franchising. 
 

− Drew attention to concerns raised by local residents that informal crossing points of 
the busway could be blocked as a result of the fencing project, highlighting the 
importance of engaging with local communities during the design process to ensure 
that suitable measures or alternatives could be considered wherever possible, such 
as the implementation of zebra crossings and further signage, additional pedestrian 
traffic lights, or changes to prioritisation. Members were informed that behaviour and 
risk were regularly assessed on a section by section basis along the whole route of 
the busway. Crossing points would be closed if they were assessed as being too 
risky, and it was confirmed that additional signage highlighting the responsibility of 
users of the busway would be installed at all entrance points as a minimum. 
 

− Highlighted various further issues for consideration during the design stage of the 
proposed fencing, including its height and style, additional lighting, access points for 
animals, evacuation points for human points, mitigation measures to reduce glare 
from buses, and potential impacts on equestrians, emphasising the importance of 
providing as much detail on such factors as soon as possible to affected residents 
and stakeholders. Members were assured that all such issues would be addressed 
during the design process and that evacuation procedures would be tested at all 
points, but it was emphasised that safety factors would be prioritised wherever 
necessary. 
 

− Emphasised the importance of consulting local residents and Members during the 
design process and sought clarification on when such public engagement would 
occur. Members were provided with reassurances that public engagement would be 
carried out, as detailed in paragraph 3.22 of the report, and it was confirmed that the 
first such meeting would be held within four weeks, with a further programme of 
engagement subsequently scheduled. Particular attention was drawn to the need to 
engage with young people, parents and education providers, and ensure sufficient 
advice was provided through a safety awareness campaign. 
 

− Welcomed the proposed improvements to assist users of the busway to report 
accidents and other incidents, highlighting the importance of CCTV monitoring 
behaviour along the busway, particularly at junctions. Members drew attention to 
conflicts that occurred between pedestrians and cyclists along the route, suggesting 
there were certain hotspots, such as in the vicinity of the Long Road underpass, and 



 

argued that mitigation measures could be implemented in such areas to reduce the 
number of incidents. It was noted that CCTV supported the monitoring of behaviour 
that could identify such locations. 
 

− Expressed concern about the cost of installing fencing along the entire route of the 
busway and queried whether it was possible for the installation to be limited to high 
risk areas. Members were informed that for safety reasons it was recommended to 
instal fencing along the entire route, and it was noted that the fencing already 
installed on the southern section of the busway had cost £1m. 
 

− Suggested that buses that used the busway could be retrofitted with anti-collision 
technology to reduce the likelihood of collisions. Members were informed that in 
2024 intelligent speed assistance had been installed on most buses that travelled on 
the busway, which prevented drivers from speeding, while the development of new 
technology was continuously tested and trialled by the Council and bus operators. 
 

− Requested further information on the emergency procedures for the busway and 
maintenance track, and it was agreed to provide Members with the protocol for 
reporting incidents and working with emergency services.  Action required 
 

− Sought clarification on the potential impacts that not currently continuing with the 
Southern Widening project might have on active travel, drawing attention to various 
sections of the route that it was argued would benefit from adaptation and 
improvement. Members were informed that a feasibility study had been carried out 
and that behaviours would continue to be monitored to ensure any required future 
safety improvements could be identified and implemented. It was emphasised that 
the widening project would continue to be considered, while separate active travel 
measures would also continue to be developed. 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Note the measures that have been put in place to improve safety on the 
Cambridgeshire Guided Busway; 

 
b) Agree to the proposed measures to further improve safety as outlined in 

paragraphs 3.1 to 3.9 of the report; 
 

c) Agree to not proceed with the Southern Widening project at this time based on 
the design and feasibility work undertaken, as outlined in paragraphs 3.10 to 
3.17 of the report; 

 
d) Note that the Executive Director of Place and Sustainability shall provide a report 

to the Highways and Transport Committee in December 2025 to outline progress 
made in the delivery of the works outlined in this report; 

 
e) Approve the procurement of the required works outlined in paragraphs 3.1 to 3.9 

of the report to improve safety on the Cambridgeshire Busway; 
 



 

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 award and execute the contract(s) required for these works; and 

 
g) Endorse a recommendation to the Strategy, Resources and Performance 

Committee to approve an in-year capital change, creating capital projects for 
busway fencing (£6.58m) and busway flooding mitigation (£7m) to be funded 
from the Major Infrastructure Reserve, with the remaining uncommitted reserve 
balance to be ringfenced for regular maintenance of the guided busway. 

 
 

6. Active Travel Programme 
 

The Committee received a report on the Council’s active travel projects expected to be 
delivered in 2025-26 and the related funding, which also provided an update on the 
Outline Business Case for the Ely to Witchford active travel crossing. 
 
John Morris was invited to address the committee on behalf of Ely Cycling Campaign. 
Noting that improvements to the Ely to Witchford crossing of the A10 had been first 
suggested over fifteen years ago, Mr Morris expressed concern about the slow 
progress to date and the further delay proposed in the report, emphasising the urgent 
need to provide a safer crossing. He argued that a Toucan crossing and associated 
speed limit could be installed relatively quickly within the current budget constraints 
while further work was undertaken to design and raise funds for an appropriate bridge 
in the future. In response to Mr Morris’ comments, it was emphasised to Members that 
the development of an outline business case represented significant progress to the 
scheme, which would be considered and decided by the Combined Authority later in 
2025. It was emphasised that the development of options had been carried out by 
multiple technical teams to ensure that any detailed options were designed to the 
relevant standards, and it was suggested that an at grade crossing was unlikely to 
satisfy such requirements. 
 
Anna Williams was invited to address the committee on behalf of Camcycle. 
Highlighting the longstanding, ever-increasing need for a safe and direct active travel 
crossing of the A10 between Ely and Witchford, Ms Williams expressed concern about 
the lack of progress and argued that previously widely supported options had been 
discarded by the Council without clear justification. Noting that further funding had not 
been identified, she questioned the benefits of progressing to a full business case for a 
scheme with limited quality and impact, suggesting that a suitable short-term crossing 
could be implemented instead while a long-term bridge solution was further developed. 
In response to Ms Williams’ comments, Members were informed that the preferred 
option had been selected after extensive consultation and consideration of alternative 
options, although it was acknowledged there had been support and opposition in 
varying degrees for all the options. Despite the option of a bridge having a greater level 
of support, the accompanying costs and timescale resulted in a signalised crossing 
being the preferred option.  
 
Lynda Warth was invited to address the committee on behalf of British Horse Society 
(BHS). Drawing attention to recommendations recently published by BHS on the impact 
of active travel plans on equestrians, Ms Warth highlighted the importance of consulting 



 

equestrian groups and only excluding them from multi-user routes when justified by an 
overwhelming safety reason, expressing concern that the Council sometimes excluded 
equestrians from consideration when designing active travel provision. She also noted 
that BHS recommended the use wherever appropriate of a sign that included 
equestrians when indicating multi-user routes and requested that the Council adopt 
BHS’s recommendations. In response to Ms Warth’s comments, it was confirmed that 
the Council sought to balance the needs of all users, considering and engaging with 
equestrians whenever a facility would deliver a clear benefit. The Council was also 
working with the Greater Cambridge Partnership to obtain advice on signage. 
 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Welcomed the funding and development of active travel projects, highlighting that 
many of them were in smaller towns and rural parts of the county. Members paid to 
tribute to officers in the active travel teams, noting that the Council was Active Travel 
England’s highest rated local authority, although it was suggested that additional 
funding could be allocated to active travel measures. 
 

− Highlighted the importance of horse-riding across Cambridgeshire and suggested 
that the Council could improve how it engaged with and prioritised the sector, with 
one Member suggesting it adopt a general approach to include them in schemes by 
default unless there was a specific reason to exclude them, rather than only include 
them when there was a specific benefit. 
 

− Clarified that the Girton to Oakington scheme referred to in Table 2 of the report 
related to Phase 2 of the widening of the path between New Road and Oakington, 
and it was agreed to provide Members with further information on the incomplete 
lamp posts along the route.  Action required 
 

− Noted the proposal to replace around 300 outdated solar studs and requested 
information on the locations where such improvements were scheduled to be made.  
Action required 
 

− Acknowledged the frustration caused by the slow progress in improving the Ely to 
Witchford active travel crossing and argued that the preferred option was still not the 
overall best solution but suggested that a short-term solution followed by a long-term 
bridge solution would likely exacerbate the situation and lead to further extensive 
delays. It was also argued that implementing a temporary scheme only to replace it 
in the future did not represent an efficient or effective use of public resources. 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Agree that the Council accepts £1.125m of funding from the Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough Combined Authority for the delivery of schemes under the Active 
Travel Fund 5; 

 
b) Agree that the Council accepts £295,390 revenue funding awarded through the 

Active Travel Fund 4 and Capability Fund 2023/24; 
 



 

c) Agree that the Council accepts £3.219m of funding from the Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough Combined Authority for the delivery of schemes under the Active 
Travel England Consolidated Active Travel Fund and £175,000 from the 
Combined Authority’s Medium Term Financial Plan; 

 
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 and the Section 151 Officer, to enter into the required Grant Funding 
Agreements with the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority; 

 
e) Approve the ongoing development of the design, including consultation with 

stakeholders; 
 

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 agree the procurement route for the projects using an existing 
contract or frameworks available to the Council; and 

 
g) 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 contract: 

a. For the provision of construction of the Alconbury Weald Phase 1 route 
and extension periods; and 

b. For the provision of professional services to develop a Full Business Case 
for the Ely to Witchford Active Travel Crossing including extension 
periods. 

 
 

7. A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme 
 

The Committee received a report on issues relating to the delivery of the A14 scheme, 
as requested by a motion agreed by Full Council in October 2024. The report provided 
an update on these issues and how the experience of the A14 had shaped and 
continued to shape the Council’s engagement on other major consents. 
 
Anna Williams was invited to address the committee on behalf of Camcycle. Welcoming 
the report’s acknowledgment of missed opportunities and lessons that had been 
learned from the A14 scheme, Ms Williams emphasised the importance of embedding 
such learning across the Council. She expressed concern about the level of funding 
allocated to active travel on a national, regional and council level and argued that it 
should be given greater prioritisation in comparison to resources allocated to highways’ 
schemes and maintenance, seeking clarification on how the Council was working to 
establish dedicated, long-term, locally controlled funding streams for active travel 
infrastructure. In response to Ms William’s comments, it was emphasised that the A14 
scheme was a National Highways project and that the gaps in the accompanying active 
travel provision should have been delivered as part of the scheme, rather than as 
separate projects to be funded and delivered by the Council. Notwithstanding, the 
Council had since evolved its approach to Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects 
(NSIPs) to ensure it could be as effective as possible in influencing such schemes in 
the future. It was also clarified that a significant level of funding allocated to highway 



 

maintenance was ring-fenced for that purpose when granted to the Council, while the 
Combined Authority was ultimately responsible for making the case for additional 
investment in the area’s transport network as the strategic transport authority for the 
region. 
 
A written statement was read out to the committee on behalf of Councillor Edna 
Murphy, the County Councillor for the Bar Hill division. Welcoming the learnings and 
future solutions set out in the report, Councillor Murphy nonetheless drew attention to 
the intended biodiversity net gain (BNG) of the scheme and argued that it had been 
substantially underachieved, suggesting that it should be included in future work on the 
scheme. She also highlighted noise pollution resulting from the A14 and argued that 
National Highways had not addressed the issue sufficiently. 
  
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Welcomed the conclusions of the report, acknowledging the lessons that had been 
learned by the Council in helping develop and improve its approach to NSIPs. 
Members paid tribute to the Consents team and highlighted the value and 
effectiveness of the Consents Working Group in monitoring large projects outside 
the committee cycle and throughout their duration. Nonetheless, it was agreed to 
consider how the Highways and Transport Committee, as well as the Environment 
and Green Investment Committee, could be kept informed on a regular basis of the 
progress with NSIPs and other major developments.  Action required 
 

− Drew attention to issues related to the A14 scheme, including ineffective BNG 
measures, the loss of pedestrian crossings and a failure to provide sufficient noise 
mitigation, which had arguably worsened the lives of affected local communities. 
Members noted the important role of the Council in defending local residents on 
such matters and expressed frustration that it was unable to successfully hold 
National Highways to account for such issues. 
 

− Highlighted the importance of engagement with parish councils and other local 
stakeholders affected by large projects, expressing concern that this was not always 
reflected by the external organisations managing the projects. 
 

− Suggested that greater attention should be given to surveying highways that 
surround forthcoming NSIPs to establish a baseline condition that would provide 
better evidence of any resulting damage due to diversions and work vehicles for 
which compensation could be claimed. It was also suggested that a report should be 
published prior to any such scheme that established a baseline for project delivery 
to cover additional issues include BNG and other mitigation measures. 
 

− Queried how much time was required by officers in dealing with National Highways 
or other external organisations running NSIPs and coordinating the Council’s input 
into Development Consent Orders. Members were informed that the NSIP process 
allowed for cost recovery, although it was noted that some applicants made this 
harder than others. It was emphasised that the Consents team now enabled the 
Council to better manage resource requirements and subsequent cost recovery 
efforts, although it was acknowledged that ongoing work by officers in relation to 
completed projects, such as the A14 scheme, could not be included. 



 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Note the issues outlined in the report in relation to the A14 scheme; 
 

b) Agree the proposed approach for the resolution to the issues identified; and 
 

c) Note that the Executive Director of Place and Sustainability will write to and 
engage with National Highways to seek resolution to the outstanding issues 
outlined in the report. 

 
 

8. Implications of Bus Reform for Cambridgeshire County Council 
 

The Committee received a report on the potential impacts on the Council of the 
Combined Authority’s decision to franchise bus routes, as requested by a motion 
agreed by Full Council in March 2025. 
 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Welcomed the franchising of the bus network and acknowledged the benefits that 
would result from increasing democratic oversight of routes, timetables and fares. 
Notwithstanding, Members emphasised the importance of how the franchising was 
managed and financed, alongside consideration of its strategic objectives, such as 
prioritising routes for safe travel to and from educational facilities. Members also 
highlighted the importance of maintaining a strong working relationship with the 
Combined Authority to maximise the benefits of franchising. It was noted that the 
Council was a constituent member of the Combined Authority, while officers had a 
close and effective relationship between the two authorities. 
 

− Sought clarity on the potential level of influence that the Council and individual 
Members could have on issues such as bus routes and the behaviour of bus 
operators as a result of franchising, noting the importance of engagement with local 
Members on such issues. Members were informed that the Council would be able to 
make representations for consideration as part of the franchised bus network, and it 
was agreed to provide Members with contact details of the Council’s Transport 
Strategy team to collate suggestions, and to also provide Members with the relevant 
contact details for the Combined Authority.  Action required 
 

− Queried how franchising would affect commercial services, as well as services that 
crossed into neighbouring areas, with a suggestion that commercial operators would 
only be interested in the more profitable routes, thereby undermining the purpose of 
franchising. Members were informed that it would be for the Combined Authority to 
decide how to work with services that crossed into neighbouring areas, although it 
was suggested that some could be included in the franchising. It was emphasised 
that the intent of a franchised network would be for franchises to be the primary 
transport offer, although it was acknowledged that such decisions would be made by 
the Combined Authority. 
 



 

− Highlighted the popularity of the Tiger Bus Pass and queried whether it could still 
become permanent with a franchised network, although it was acknowledged that it 
would be for the Combined Authority to make such a decision. 
 

It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Note the report, and 
 

b) Endorse the ongoing engagement with the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 
Combined Authority on bus franchising and bus reform. 

 
 

9. Overview of Directorate Budget 2025-26 and Outturn Position for 2024-25 
 

The Committee received a report which provided an overview of the 2025/26 budget for 
the Place and Sustainability Directorate, as well as a summary of the outturn position 
for the 2024/25 financial year. 
 
While discussing the report, individual Members: 
 

− Highlighted the importance of repairing highways and welcomed that the Council 
had allocated its largest ever investment in highways maintenance, although it was 
noted that there continued to be a significant backlog of work to be addressed. 
Members expressed concern about the disruption caused by street works and 
argued that work carried out by utility companies was not always completed to a 
satisfactory level, although it was acknowledged that the Council monitored and 
fined companies in such situations. 
 

− Noted that the Council’s new asset management system would improve the 
effectiveness and efficiency of communication with residents and contractors, with 
performance and finance information to be regularly reported to the committee and 
Spokes for wider dissemination to monitor and assess the return on investment. 
 

− Queried whether there were areas that the Council needed to invest additional 
resources for technology or organisational training in the future. Members were 
informed that the programme of investments and savings was considered annually 
as part of the Council’s business planning programme, which is when areas that had 
been identified for investment were presented to the committee for consideration. It 
was emphasised that the Council was required to set a balanced budget, and the 
committee would be presented with the next year’s budget proposals at its meeting 
in January 2025. 

 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

  Note the content of the report. 
 
 

  



 

10. 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 

2 September 2025 


