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Summary 

Recently, following extensive consultation and review, a new process was 
adopted to replace the functions of the Highways Consultative Board (HCB). 
These changes were fully incorporated into the Constitution at the July 
Council meeting. This document attempts to provide a simple, step by step 
guide to how to start a request and what will happen to that request. 
 
NOTE: Generally there is informal consultation, carried out throughout the 
process, and legally based formal consultation (if necessary); otherwise 
known as a Traffic Regulation Order (TRO), at the end. Most schemes require 
a TRO which provides the legal framework for the scheme and involves the 
following: 
 

•  Formal consultation with the Police (and other related organisations) 
•  Statutory notification of consultation period (normally 3 weeks) 

through the local press 

•  Review responses, both positive and negative by decision maker(s) 
•  If few objections then issue the TRO and schedule work 
•  If major objections then scheme as defined will not be progressed 

and the “requestor” will be notified 
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STEP 1  

REQUESTS 

 
The easier a process becomes, the tendency to use that process increases. In order to make 
sure that the system maintains its focus on the more serious requests a set of pre-requisite 
criteria are essential. This is not new with petitions already requiring a level of support 
equivalent to 75% of the people affected. The following table details the criteria depending on 
the source of the request: 
 

SOURCE

CRITERIA

Resident 

75% of affected households must sign a petition 

Borough Ward Councillor 

All Ward Councillors must be in agreement  

PLUS Parish / Town Council notified 

Parish / Town Council 

All Ward Councillors must be notified 

NAG 

Parish / Town Council must be notified 

 
If any of these criteria are not met, then the request will be returned advising the “Source” of 
the deficiency. Wherever possible, help will be provided in getting the criteria satisfied but the 
responsibility to achieve this will always remain with the “Source”.  
 
Once it has been agreed that the criteria has been met, the next step is to establish the way 
forward. The existing petition protocol (see Chapter 3.5 of the Constitution) outlines a series 
of options on how a petition can be dealt with. One of these options, meeting with the relevant 
Executive Member and Corporate Head of Service, has increasingly been chosen as the way 
forward. This is considered to be the quickest route to a resolution of the issue and whilst all 
other options are still available, it is strongly recommended that this option is taken. 
 

STEP 2  

THE MEETING 

 
This is an important step as it is the first time the request can be really examined and 
alternative options explained and explored. Sometimes, what has been requested is not 
practical or unlikely to find sufficient funds to allow it to proceed. If the “Source” is willing to 
compromise through an alternative option, then this can be a quicker way forward. 
 
A recent example of such a compromise is where a resident presented a petition for a 
pedestrian crossing to make it safer for children to cross a busy road on their way to school. It 
was proving difficult to find a viable location and the few identified were likely to receive strong 
objections from the residents at these locations. This, together with the high cost and funds 
unlikely to be available prompted a discussion on the alternatives. One option was to provide 
a “lollypop” person during school terms and money was already available for that site. 
Although this was not exactly what was requested, it did address the issue and this solution 
was accepted and recruitment commenced. In this case, there was no need to continue the 
process. 
 
The key is that we are all trying to find a solution to a real or proven problem and we should 
not restrict ourselves to the first implementation put forward. It is often a case of deciding 
whether the “source” wants a perfect solution that might never be implemented versus a 
solution that can be implemented relatively quickly but is not exactly what has been 
requested.  
 

STEP 3  

CONSULTATION 

 
Having agreed to investigate further, this step concentrates on other interested parties to 
make sure that the proposal is broadly acceptable to them. A formal report will be created 
which will be circulated for comment. This is an informal consultation compared to the formal 
(and legally based) consultation as part of the final TRO process. There will be a period of 2 
weeks for comment. It is recognized that this is quite a short period but it is necessary in order 
to provide a quicker and more effective decision making process. 
 
 

07/11/2007 

Guide to Highways Requests V1.4 

3 of 5 



However, some Parish & Town Councils may require extra time in order to fit into their own 
Committee dates. In order to use this facility, the relevant Council needs to inform the 
Coordinator as soon as the report is received.  
 
The other interested parties are: 

•  Borough Ward Councillors 

•  The relevant Parish & Town Council 

•  Executive Member & the Deputies 

 
Key to the consultation is the “Report”. This report is put together by highways officers and 
provides more in depth information relating to the proposal. This report is not a new idea 
having been the main vehicle for previous highways processes. Areas covered by this report 
include: 
 

1.  background – previous history, enforceability, speed surveys, accident statistics, legal 

positions, physical constraints 

2.  alternatives – different implementations to achieve same objectives 
3.  police view – (if necessary) 
4.  financials – how much will it cost, is funding available, from where 
5.  recommendations – full implementation details, full financials 

 
This consultation will be highly interactive with strong feedback loops allowing any major 
criticism to be examined thoroughly. Historically, most requests usually have broad 
acceptance from all interested parties. Occasionally there are strong conflicting views which 
make it very difficult to progress the proposal.  
 

STEP 4  

REPORT 

 

By this stage the proposal should have the broad agreement of all interested parties, 
including the “Source”. This final report will then have one more review with the Executive 
Member and their Deputies before allowing the recommendations to go forward to the official 
decision making body – the Full Executive (or Individual Decision by Executive Member). 
 
If the proposal is not possible or there are conflicting views following the consultation process, 
then the proposal will not be moved forward.  
 
Key to the proposal moving forward will be funding. Unless there is a clear indication as to 
when the funds will be available, the proposal will not progress further. What this means is 
that the proposal will effectively be “suspended” until funding is identified. Where funds are 
available then the proposal will proceed to the next step. 
 
In all cases the “Source” must be kept informed of the developments at the end of each stage 
regardless of whether the proposal is implemented or not. 
 

STEP 5  

EXECUTIVE  

 

The Report can be reviewed, and a decision made, through one of two routes: 
 
A.  Individual Decision making by the Executive Member 
B.  the Full Executive 
 
The outcome of the review, through either route, will be communicated to the “Source” 
together with full details as to the reasoning behind the decision. Once the decision has been 
made, the proposal is taken forward to the legally based formal TRO consultation process.  
 
The expectation is that a large number of proposals will go through the “Individual Decision 
Making” route. 
 
STEP 5A INDIVIDUAL DECISION MAKING 
This is a new development for highways matters although this protocol has been available to 
other areas for some time (defined in Chapter 5.5 of the Constitution). This will allow for even 
quicker decisions where the proposal is of low value and non-contentious.  

07/11/2007 

Guide to Highways Requests V1.4 

4 of 5 











A “safety valve” allows the relevant Borough Ward Member to request that the proposal is 
taken to the Full Executive (option A) instead. A valid reason will have to be provided as to 
why it should not go down the individual decision making route. This will be reviewed by the 
Executive Member and their Deputies to ensure that it is appropriate to take it to the Full 
Executive.  
 
All proposals which are within the Executive Member’s Ward will not be permitted to be 
progressed using this route. 
 
STEP 5B FULL EXECUTIVE 
The proposals that end up on this route will be those that are either costly, contentious or a 
potential conflict of interest. Proposals may be approved, refused or referred back to STEP 3.  
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