
  ST IVES AND DISTRICT 

AREA ROAD SAFETY COMMITTEE 

 

 
Chairman:     Mrs Margaret Lumb                          Vice Chairman:   Mr Colin Saunderson 

 

      Please reply to: Secretary 

        71 High Street 

        Earith 

        Huntingdon 

        Cambs PE28 3PP 
               

         email: owen.mclaughlin@btinternet.com 
Or text Owen on 07738 467857 

 

 

 

Minutes 
 

 Of the Meeting held on Tuesday, 14th of March 2017 at 7.30 pm – at St. Ives Town Hall 
 

Present:  
Margaret Lumb         (ML) : Bluntisham PC 

Andy Street  (AS) : Cambridgeshire Police 

Noel Baker  (NB) : Co-opted member 

Owen McLaughlin (OM) : Secretary 

Colin Saunderson (CS) : Fenstanton PC 

Jean Chandler  (JC) : Co-opted member 

Eda McPherson  (EM) : Holywell-cum-Needingworth PC 

 

 

1. Welcomes & Apologies   
 

Apologies had been received from Robin Waters, Lesley Craig, Jill Tavener, Rianna D’Souza, Jeff Nicholls. 
 

Justo Perez has resigned from Hilton PC.  

 
2. Minutes - To approve Minutes of  the meeting held on 10th  January 2017 
 
Item 50: CS said that the comment regarding insurance was not quite accurate. The St. Ives in Bloom 
volunteers were covered by up until February but then had to find their own insurance. This has been now 
provided by the Royal Horticultural Society for the next year up until January 2018. 
 
There were no further amendments to the minutes of the meeting held on January 10th. The motion to 
accept was proposed by  EM  and seconded by  JC. 
 

All were in favour. 
 

3. Matters arising from the Minutes 
 

     Speed Reduction on B1090:  
. 
ML had spoken to Steve Criswell. He said he’ll pursue this if he’s re-elected in May.  
AS said he didn’t know anything about it. Is this in the 60 mph zone?   
ML replied that it was.  



NB asked where the recent accident had been?.  (It was at the cross roads). 
AS said he would support limited measures to make the junction safer. 
Action: ML to pass this information back to Steve Criswell.  
      

      Long Road Pumping Station Application:  
 

OM reported that the RSC had sent a letter of objection based on various road safety issues. Fenstanton 
and Hemingford Grey PCs had also objected. 
 
London Road Speed Limit: 
The LHI bid to reduce the limit has been unsuccessful.  

 

4. Correspondence 
 
Hemingford donation: 
 
OM had received a cheque for £30 from Hemingford Grey. He had sent a letter of thanks. 

 
 

5. Review of Active Items 
 
Vegetation Cutting: 
OM said that there are only 2 items on the list but this will probably increase during spring and summer if 
cutting is not being done in a scheduled way. Can everyone please keep a lookout for problems with paths, 
signage etc. 

 
6.  Review of Watching Items  
 
Item 4. Wheatsheaf Junction. 
AS: Reported one accident here last week.  It was minor.  
ML: Envar want to change the gate position  so that it’s not so close to the corner.  
 
Item 5. Earith Junction:  
No change. 
 
Item 6. Low Road:  
No change. 
 
Item 14. Lloyds Bank:  
CS: Said he had put a notice on a car today. There was also a  serious problem with a lorry last Tuesday.  
AS: Thought the town council would support kerb markings but nothing seems to have happened. This 
problem will be hard to resolve. 
Action: AS to chase this up. 
EM: Said there isn’t much parking for disabled drivers. 
AS: There aren’t many spaces but disabled drivers can park on double yellow lines. They just have to leave 
a small space. It really needs kerb markings here.   
JC:  Wondered what double yellow lines are for then? Isn’t it dangerous to park there? Single yellow 
possibly could possibly be used by disabled people but why double yellow? 
AS: One vehicle parks all the times in the loading bay. The driver’s  attitude is he’d rather get a ticket than 
park in the car parks. 

 
Item 31. Hill Rise:  
No change. 
 
Item 49: Morrisons:   



This planning application has been passed. But the Wyton airfield development application has been 
withdrawn.  

 
 
Item 51. Needingworth Road – Meadow Lane Junction  

 
AS: This is a problem compounded by the speed of cars leaving the roundabout. But nothing can be done 
at this point. 

 
7. Giffords Farm 

 
EM  reported that there were quite a few people at the event. The official name of the project is Gifford’s 
Park. There will be provision for the football club and 48 hectares for 2000 houses. The Sixth form college 
has been removed from the planning. Planning application will be applied for even if it is not included in the 
local plan. There was a reluctance to admit it was actually in Needingworth Parish. All reference was to St. 
Ives. 
The burning question was about the traffic. They had done surveys and wouldn’t acknowledge any 
problems at all. But the roads simply can’t cope. They had revised all the cycle ways and talked about the 
guided bus going there. They are very determined and I think they will get permission. 

 
CS said that the objections to this scheme are the same as those to Wyton on the Hill which has now been 
withdrawn.   Did anyone mention flooding? At the St. Ives town meeting everyone was concerned. 
 
NB asked why the Wyton application was withdrawn? 
AS said mainly because of the road infrastructure. The roads are not up to scratch in this area.  
 
JB wondered what would happen to Wyton now the housing project has been dropped. 

 

8. Road Safety Statistics 
 

OM had previously circulated the DfT accident figures on February 13th. Numbers of killed and seriously 
injured are up 6% in the year to September 2016.  This is a statistically significant increase. 
 
OM also gave out figures from Cambridgeshire updated to October 2016. These show very little change in 
casualty rates in the county over the past 6 years which is disappointing considering the very substantial 
decreases in the previous decade. It almost seems as though there is an acceptance of the status quo as 
normal or irreducible. This is in marked contrast to some European countries that have adopted the ‘Vision 
Zero’ project to try and eliminate all deaths and serious injuries on roads. The project is based on 4 
principles: 

• Ethics: Human life and health are paramount and take priority over mobility and other objectives of the 

road traffic system 

• Responsibility: providers and regulators of the road traffic system share responsibility with users; 

• Safety: road traffic systems should take account of human fallibility and minimize both the opportunities 

for errors and the harm done when they occur; and 

• Mechanisms for change: providers and regulators must do their utmost to guarantee the safety of all 

citizens; they must cooperate with road users; and all three must be ready to change to achieve safety. 

While the reduction of casualties to zero is unrealistic in the short term, Vision Zero is at least a positive 
statement of intent and the four principles above should be adopted by road safety organisations. More 
information on Vision Zero is appended to these minutes. 
 

9. Speeding Reports 



 
OM said that he had requested a report from Speedwatch but had not received anything. 
 
The Community Road Watch (CRW)  statistics for 2016 were distributed. These show high levels of 
speeding in nearly all villages. The data is attached to these minutes. 
 
AS said that he had sent the CRW figures off to the camera van people. He wondered why the RSC can’t 
support  CRW. The police are not opposed to them. 
 
EM asked if the letters sent out by CRW have any legal standing. 
 
AS said that they didn’t, but neither did the Speedwatch letters. What CRW is doing is just writing to liveried 
HCV companies. They have also received lots of support from Mick George. By contrast Speedwatch is 
hardly active. 
 
There was some discussion about inviting CRW to a future meeting. 
 
JC said we have to be careful and look at our constitution and what it allows. Previously it was proposed we 
invite Speedwatch as observers but they ended up voting.  
 
ML said the problem is that Speedwatch don’t turn up or provide information.  
CS pointed out that to qualify for a grant we have to be open to the public.  
 
AS said that some PCs work with CRW and some don’t.  
Proposal: That CRW be invited along to the next RSC meeting. 
 
Three voting members in favour and one against. 
 
AS said that SIDs (Speed Indicating Devices) are very effective in reducing speeding. 

 
10. HCV Report 

 
None 

 

11. Reports from members 
 

ML: Bluntisham 
A controversial application has been submitted by Bidwells opposite the school to build 135 houses. A 
presentation has been given on the project. The entrance is right opposite the school.  It would revitalize the 
school but traffic is the main consideration although it may be a done deal. (CS asked if the entrance had to 
be opposite the school)  ML said that the decision was up to Highways. 
 
RW: Hemingford (by email) 

 
No decision had been made on London Road pumping station application from Cambridge Water for 
temporary offices. 
No decision yet on joint LHI with Fenstanton PC for London Rd speed restrictions. Expected this month and 
may include a movable flashing speed sign. 
Unsatisfactory response from CCC and councillor on HGV problem in the High Street – two more recent 
incidents of articulated trucks somehow ignoring all signs and reaching the river!  This is being discussed on 
the 13th at the PC meeting.  
Gore Tree closure avoided after a half day examination of the sewer with one way traffic lights.  
Much concern at the potential Mick George waste recycling site on old HA golf course. No application yet 
but preliminary opinion on Environmental Impact Analysis from CCC is documented on the HDC planning 
website.  
Some potholes in village filled by CCC and markings for dropped kerbs at Vine Close have appeared.  



Proposed double yellow lines in Manor Road have been supported by Sergeant Street and will now be 
‘ordered’ from CCC.  
The school has requested that we look at how ‘the bends’ between the Hemingfords could be made safer or 
bypassed for cyclists.   

 
AS: Cambs Police 
Approval has been given for a water sports centre on Marsh Lane 
  
EM:  Holywell-cum-Needingworth 
Nothing new but the parking around the shop is still diabolical. (AS said that they had issued a few tickets) 

 
NB: Co-opted   
Nothing in particular. Some potholes have been filled in. Surprised at the news about the Wyton housing 
application being dropped. 

 
JC: Co-opted  
There is a problem in Cromwell Place opposite the doctor’s surgery.  Lots of people are crossing here, 
including elderly and disabled people. There are 3 traffic lanes going into it and it is very hard to cross.   
(ML: Can’t see where you would put a crossing here). (AS: This definitely needs looking at. We could ask 
Rianna to put it before the Town Council. The solution might actually require two crossings.)  

 
Action: OM to email Rianna with our concerns.  

 
 
CS:  Fenstanton 
CS reported on a newspaper article about Havering Council who are very pro-active in parking 
enforcement. They have established total exclusion zones around schools which is quite drastic but 
effective. 
(AS: The difference between Havering and Hunts is that Hunts have decriminalised parking so it can be 
enforced by wardens. Otherwise it has to be enforced by the police. With parking wardens it’s much easier 
to do. With regard to the zones they can be quite large and can be effective.  
EM said that the head of Holywell school said she wouldn’t police parking because parents have a right to 
park there. 
JC  added that there are cones all round entrance of Eastfields School . It looks like the school are doing 
something themselves).  

 
CS also mentioned the issue of cycling  the along the Thicket.  There have been reports of cyclists shouting 
at pedestrians. CS said he’d never had a problem with cyclists, even when he was cleaning the path and it 
took 10 hours.  
(JC said that it was a safe route for children and others so it should be supported. 
AS had heard talk about doubling the width of path? 
JC said this would only involve one stretch which was about 50 yards long.) 

 

12. Items for Further Consideration 

 
None.  

 

13. Next 3 RSC Meeting Dates 
 

Tuesday May 9th 

Tuesday July 11th 

Tuesday September 12th 

 



 



Vision Zero 

Vision Zero is a multi-national road traffic safety project that aims to achieve a highway system with no fatalities or 

serious injuries in road traffic. It started in Sweden and was approved by their parliament in October 1997. A core 

principle of the vision is that 'Life and health can never be exchanged for other benefits within the society' rather than 

the more conventional comparison between costs and benefits, where a monetary value is placed on life and health, 

and then that value is used to decide how much money to spend on a road network towards the benefit of decreasing 

how much risk.  

Vision Zero is based on four principles:  

• Ethics: Human life and health are paramount and take priority over mobility and other objectives of the 

road traffic system 

• Responsibility: providers and regulators of the road traffic system share responsibility with users; 

• Safety: road traffic systems should take account of human fallibility and minimize both the opportunities 

for errors and the harm done when they occur; and 

• Mechanisms for change: providers and regulators must do their utmost to guarantee the safety of all 

citizens; they must cooperate with road users; and all three must be ready to change to achieve safety. 

Other principles were added to Vision Zero in order to ensure that motorists would comprehend the full extent 

of the movement's purpose 

• Traffic deaths and injuries are preventable; therefore, none are acceptable. 

• People will make mistakes; the transportation system should be designed so those mistakes aren’t fatal. 

• Safety is the primary consideration in transportation decision-making. 

• Traffic safety solutions must be addressed holistically. 

• Vision Zero suggests the following "possible long term maximum travel speeds related to the 

infrastructure, given best practice in vehicle design and 100% restraint use". These speeds are based on 

human and automobile limits. For example, the human tolerance for a pedestrian hit by a well-designed 

car is approximately 30 km/h. If a higher speed in urban areas is desired, the option is to separate 

pedestrian crossings from the traffic. If not, pedestrian crossings, or zones (or vehicles), must be 

designed to generate speeds of a maximum of 30 km/h. Similarly, the inherent safety of well-designed 

cars can be anticipated to be a maximum of 70 km/h in frontal impacts, and 50 km/h in side impacts. 

Speeds over 100 km/h can be tolerated if the infrastructure is designed to prevent frontal and side 

impacts. 

Possible Maximum Travel Speeds 

Type of infrastructure and traffic Possible travel speed (km/h) 

Locations with possible conflicts between pedestrians and cars 30 km/h (19 mph) 

Intersections with possible side impacts between cars 50 km/h (31 mph) 

Roads with possible frontal impacts between cars, including rural roads 70 km/h (43 mph) 

 


