
Minutes of the HCV Joint Committee meeting held on Tuesday 15’th July  
2008 at 7.00pm in the Spencer Room, The Glebe, Sutton. 
 
Present:      
Mr P Goddard (PG)  -  Haddenham Parish Council 
Mrs J Harnwell (JH)  - Sutton Parish Council 
Mrs Margaret Lumb (ML) - Bluntisham Parish Council 
Mr Ian Dewar (ID)  - Sutton Parish Council 
Mr Peter Brace (PB)  - Earith Parish Council   
Mrs Joan Gutteridge (JG) - Bluntisham Parish Council 
Mr Alan James (AJ)  -            
Mr Bill Halford (BH)  - Hilton Action Group 
 
Clerk:        Mr O Mc Laughlin (OM)  - Earith Villagers’ Association 
 
 
1. Appointment of Chairman for the meeting 
 

It was agreed that Mrs J Harnwell should chair the meeting. 
 
2. Apologies for absence 
 

Apologies were received from:  Pauline Wilson, Richard Jones 
 
3. Minutes & Actions from last meeting 
 
Minutes of the last meeting on May 22’nd were approved. 
 
Actions from previous minutes: 
 

a. PG reported that the meeting on safety organised by Martin Ive at EPR was 
held and various safety issues were discussed. 

b. OM reported that he had been unable to contact Elizabeth Stazicker with 
regard to the letter to MPs. JH suggested that he should contact the Parish 
Clerk at Mepal. 

c. There was no update available on provision of header paper by Mark Walden-
Jones 

 
4. Hilton Experience 
 
BH gave a brief summary of the experience of Hilton in seeking to restrict the 
movement of HCVs through the village. 
In 1999 Hilton applied for a total ban on HCV movements through the village. CCC 
put forward a draft order which provided an alternative route via the A14. Haulage 
firms objected on the grounds that the diversion was three miles longer and less 
suitable than the original route.  
A public enquiry was held in 2000. Ultimately this cost the county a lot of money and 
at the end of it the inspector decided to enforce a night-time ban only.  
 
The conditions laid down in the clause 46.6 of the county’s Environment and 
Transport policies were examined, and Hilton failed to convince the enquiry on points 
4 and 5. ie that the alternative route was better suited to HCVs, and that the 
environmental and road suitability benefits outweighed any additional costs for the 
operators. 
 
BH said that it had been a mistake to go to a public enquiry as opponents of 
schemes often had access to better legal resources than the county. Also, once an 



enquiry had adjudicated, this restricted future options. Hilton was now unlikely to get 
a complete ban.  
 
BH blamed some of the operators opposition to longer routes to the strictures 
imposed by ‘just in time’ contracts which penalised late delivery.  
 
5. HCV Control Policy 
 
The current Control Policy lays down 6 basic criteria which need to be met before 
HCV control by order will be considered. These  are: 
 

1. A minimum number of 30 through HCV movements, which could 
reasonably be expected to transfer to an alternative route, must be 
made each day through the area 

2. The number of HCV  movements that could reasonably be expected 
to be removed must represent at least 50% of the total number of 
HCV movements in the area 

3. There is an alternative route available which is at least equally suited 
to the passage of HCVs, taking into account road construction and 
maintenance, road hierarchy, accident rates and facilities for cyclists 
and pedestrians 

4. The environmental and road suitability benefits of the proposed 
restrictions must outweigh any additional costs for operators using the 
alternative route 

5. Where restrictions are proposed on Routes of Movement there is a 
significant net environmental benefit when comparing the route of the 
restriction with the alternative route and taking into account noise 
(night and day). 

6. A scheme can be defined that can be clearly signed, easily 
understood by drivers, and is largely self-enforcing 

 
There was some discussion on the above criteria. Hauliers could only object on the 
basis that the criteria were not met, and it was up to villages to prove otherwise. In 
judging whether benefits outweighed costs to operators it would be particularly useful 
to gather information relating to the damage done to fen roads by heavy vehicles.  
There is a considerable annual repair bill as many local roads are totally unsuitable 
being constructed on the fen itself or on top of dykes.  
 
Action: AJ to contact CCC to ascertain the annual cost of repairing and maintaining 
certain fen roads, and what will be the likely extra impact of developments such as 
Northstowe. 
 
It would also be useful to look at other areas where similar criteria are applied to see 
how they are evaluated.  A consultant could be hired to get an independent view. 
 
6. New Developments 
 
Northstowe: 
 
ID reported that the Cambridgeshire Association of Local Councils (CALC) were 
actively involved in the discussions over the Northstowe application. There was a 
meeting schedules for July 18’th between CALC and CCC.  The sheer scale of the 
Northstowe development and its impact on the transport infrastructure has not been 
taken into consideration. 10,000 houses will be built over a period of about 17 years. 
As an average this will require the construction of over 600 houses a year. This in 
turn requires the delivery of 300 loads of construction material per day most of which 
will probably come from the Needingworth and Mepal gravel pits and the cement 



block factory in St. Ives. The situation is further exacerbated by the need to ship in 
materials to raise the level of part of the site which may be prone to flooding. Finally, 
the Highways Agency has decreed that no Northstowe construction traffic will be 
allowed to use the A14 in daylight. This is a recipe for disaster for a transport system 
which cannot cope with existing volumes of heavy traffic. 
 
CALC is pushing for a number of measures if Northstowe goes ahead, including relief 
roads for both Sutton and Willingham.  
 
PB had proposed that Hanson might be induced to build a bridge across the Ouse at 
Needingworth to take construction traffic to Northstowe. This would relieve 
congestion in St. Ives and take traffic out of Earith and Bluntisham.   
Action: PB to write to Hanson with this suggestion 
 
The question was also asked whether a proper environmental assessment had been 
undertaken before the planning application was submitted. If not, can such an 
assessment be forced at this stage? 
 
The meeting agreed that it was better to talk to hauliers than being immediately 
confrontational.  
Action: ID agreed to provide contact details for the main hauliers. 
 
Ultimately though, direct action could not be ruled out if other avenues proved to be 
fruitless. This is what happened in Buckden where the streets were partially blocked 
by parked cars.  
 
7. Future Events & News 
 
Neighbourhood Panel: 
Next meeting is on July 28’th, 7pm at the Glebe in Sutton.  
 
Traffic Census: 
Earith PC are organising their own traffic census between 7am – 7pm.  This has 
been inspired by the unreliability of census data  when undertaken by third parties. 
 
Cycle Path: 
PB reported that the application for a cycle path between Earith and Needingworth 
was third on the list of proposed schemes. 
 
8. AOB: 
 
Action: PB to provide OM with email contact details for the St. Ives Road Safety 
Group. 
 
Next Meeting: 
 
The next meeting will be at 7pm on Tuesday, September 16’th at the Glebe, Sutton.  


