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Minor Traffic and Parking Schemes 

 

Report of the Director - Economy and Environment 

 
1. Issue 

The purpose of this report is: 

1.1 To revise the approach taken to the assessment, prioritisation and delivery of 
Minor Traffic and Parking Schemes. 

1.2 To give an update on the progress made in delivery of schemes that have 
been assessed and prioritised since the policy was introduced. 

1.3 Approve additional short term funds to bring about the required minor traffic 
and parking improvement in local communities. 

 
  
2. Need for a Decision 

2.1 The Minor Traffic and Parking Schemes policy was agreed by Cabinet on 9th 
December 2013. After twelve months that new policy was reviewed and it was 
established that delays were occurring and a potential three year work 
programme was presented to Scrutiny (July 2015). A review within Highways 
& Engineering is recommending changes to the policy to speed up 
consideration of new requests. Also additional short term resources will help 
overcome the current backlog of schemes and to enable the revised policy to 
be implemented. 

 
 
3. Recommendation 

It is recommended: 

3.1 That Cabinet approves the revised Minor Traffic and Parking Schemes 
assessment, prioritisation and delivery policy attached at Appendix B. 

3.2 That the additional resource of £90,000 to expedite the procuring and delivery 
of Minor Traffic and Parking Schemes is funded by budget identified within the  
Economy and Environment Directorate. 

 



4. Background 

Current policy 

4.1 The current assessment and prioritisation policy for Minor Traffic and Parking 
Schemes was introduced in order to better manage increasing numbers of 
requests, set out a clear and consistent evaluation and delivery process for 
minor schemes and reduce the increasing amount of resources being diverted 
away from the Council’s core priorities. 

4.2 The policy covers minor signing and lining schemes requested to address 
public concerns about such issues as road safety, parking, direction signing or 
other traffic issues and that may or may not require a Traffic Regulation Order 
(TRO). 

4.3 The policy sets out a process that is based around use of prioritisation matrix 
by a panel of highways officers to rank requests on a quarterly basis. 
Requests scoring positively are added into a list of schemes to be progressed 
subject to funding or other opportunities for delivery. An appeals process is 
available for any requestors who are unhappy with the panel decision. 

 
Progress to Date 

4.4 Following the introduction of the current policy Highways and Engineering 
Service has initially concentrated on a historic list of  TRO related requests 
across the district, which covers a period between 2008 and May 2014, with 
the following outcomes: 

 58 have been resolved either by incorporation into other highways 
schemes or through a change of local circumstance resulting in them 
being no longer relevant; 

 A further 15 have been approved and are awaiting implementation; and 

 22 have been rejected either due to no significant issue being identified or 
due to the advantages of any scheme being outweighed by potential 
disadvantages.  

 11 decisions have resulted in appeals as a result of the request either 
being refused or being allocated a low priority. To date none of these 
appeals has resulted in any substantial change to the original decision. 

Process Review 

4.5 A review of the process has been undertaken following the first 12 months of 
operation and a number of issues highlighted as follows: 

4.6 Staff resource 
One temporary part-time (0.5 FTE) officer has been employed, over and 
above the Highways and Engineering Service establishment, tasked with 
conducting in-depth background investigation of service requests.  Up to four 
additional officers have been  involved in the matrix panels and the appeal 
panels. The matrix panels have rarely disagreed with the original findings of 
the investigating officer and similarly the appeal panels have not resulted in 
any substantial changes in the original decision. It is also questionable 
whether the matrix panels and appeal panels make best use of officer time. 



4.7 Shortcomings with the prioritisation matrix and assessment process 
The categories on the prioritisation matrix used to ‘score’ requests have been 
found to be open to different interpretation by different officers and do not 
enable an objective assessment to be carried out. Some categories have 
been found to be irrelevant whilst other considerations, e.g. the potential 
impact of a request upon the wider highway network and the wider 
community, are not taken into account. 

 
Scores allocated to schemes have no bearing on how quickly any successful 
requests will be processed, the critical factor being that a scheme judged to 
have an overall positive outcome will be progressed at some point. 
 
Requests have been assessed in isolation with no reference to others that 
may have been submitted in the surrounding area and which may have a 
bearing on the assessment process.  

4.8 Minor requests not requiring a TRO 
Some requests of a minor nature, e.g. requests for ‘H’ markings or advisory 
signs, do not need a rigorous assessment process or a TRO and could be 
dealt with more efficiently and promptly by the Traffic Liaison Officer. 

4.9 Lack of a clear delivery process/ funding mechanism 
Delivery of any approved scheme is subject either to funding being available 
or to the potential to incorporate the request into existing capital schemes that 
the Highways and Engineering Service may be progressing. There is no clear 
timeframe set out within which a successful requestor can expect to see 
results on the ground. To date there has also not been any identified budget 
or staff resource to deliver schemes. This has resulted in even approved 
schemes being subject to appeal and further complaint.  

Speeding Up Delivery 

4.10 Appendix A sets out a Project Brief to clear the current backlog of Minor 
Traffic and Parking Scheme requests. This will enable a revised policy 
(paragraphs 4.13 to 4.18 refer) to be implemented that will streamline the 
process and provide a more responsive service to residents in the future. 

4.11 This speeded up delivery process has already commenced and an officer is 
currently seconded on a full-time basis to carry out the initial assessment of 
existing requests. The proposed timetable for completion is subject to a 
statutory consultation process although it is hoped that objections to any 
schemes are minimal as they have come from requests from the local 
communities. 

4.12 Development, consultation and delivery of schemes that are approved will 
require significant staff and financial resources over and above those currently 
available. Highways and Engineering Service are proposing the allocation of   
additional Traffic Engineering resources on a temporary basis  to progress the 
work. Paragraph 7.1 of this report sets out the short-term additional financial 
resource requirement. 

 
Longer term proposed changes to the policy 

4.13 Appendix B sets out the proposed revised process. The proposed changes 
are summarised below. 



4.14 Assessment process 
The Traffic Liaison Officer will assess incoming requests within 6 weeks of 
receipt and advise whether or not the request should be progressed, setting 
out clear reasons behind the decision. The assessment process will take into 
account any other requests that have been logged in the local area. An 
appeal will be available at this stage if the requestor is not happy with the 
decision. All appeals will be considered within 6 weeks of receipt and will be 
dealt with through a discussion between the Parking Operations Manager and 
the Traffic Liaison Officer. 

 
A revised assessment form has been developed (Appendix C refers) with 
categories developed from the previous matrix but linked more clearly to local 
access and road safety issues and also seeking to balance the needs of local 
communities with the wider needs of the district. 

 
The assessment will set out a clear explanation of the anticipated impacts of 
the request within each category, the relative advantages and disadvantages 
will be summarised and a decision given on whether or not to progress the 
request. The completed form will be submitted to the requestor as part of the 
feedback/ decision process. 

4.15 Clear delivery process 
Schemes approved for further development will be added to a waiting list that 
will be grouped into defined areas to be delivered as packages of work. For 
the purposes of scheme delivery the District has been divided into 9 areas: 

 
 Halifax 1 - Town Centre (central area) 

 Halifax 2 - Outer Town Centre, King Cross, Skircoat, Southowram and 
Warley; 

 Sowerby Bridge including Luddenden Foot, Ripponden and Barkisland; 

 Elland including Stainland, West Vale and Greetland; 

 Brighouse including Rastrick and Bailiff Bridge; 

 Todmorden including Walsden and Cornholme; 

 Hebden Bridge including Mytholmroyd, Heptonstall and Midgley; 

 Halifax 3 - Boothtown, Mixenden, Ovenden and Illingworth; 

 Halifax 4 - Shelf, Northowram and Hipperholme. 
Moving forward Highways and Engineering Service will deliver schemes either 
through a rolling programme of area-based TROs or by incorporating them 
into other packages of work such as Local Transport Plan schemes.  

4.16 Minor signing and lining service requests (non-TRO) 
The Traffic Liaison Officer will be given discretion to progress these without 
referring to the assessment process. This will require limited funding. Many of 
these minor requests are chargeable back to the requestor, e.g. tourist signs, 
‘H’ markings, and therefore are cost neutral. 

4.17 Other requests out of scope 
The Highways and Engineering Service receives a significant number of 
requests to investigate issues beyond the scope of a minor scheme, e.g. 
junction remodelling, pedestrian crossings, speed related issues. These will 



continue to be dealt with through the Local Transport Plan (LTP) and 
Highways capital schemes programmes. 

4.18 Staff resource 
Development and promotion of a Traffic Regulation Order can be a lengthy 
and complex procedure involving staff both from Highways and Engineering 
and from Legal Services. The process typically takes 6 to 9 months and 
resource requirements can vary considerably depending upon the amount of 
consultation required and the support or objections received. 

 
Highways and Engineering follows an agreed three stage consultation 
process of informal pre-consultation to identify any major issues that need to 
be taken into account, formal consultation following more detailed design and 
the final statutory consultation when the TRO is advertised. Staff costs 
typically range between 50% and 80% of the total cost of a scheme. 

 
 
5. Options Considered 

5.1 Option 1: Do minimum/ status quo 
Large numbers of requests are expected to continue. If temporary part-time 
staff are not retained then it is expected that the backlog of schemes will 
continue to grow. There will be a continued lack of a clear delivery process for 
minor schemes and a continued high number of complaints 

5.2 Option 2: Revise policy 
Implementation of the proposed changes will result in a streamlined 
assessment process and therefore a quicker initial response and customer 
feedback. A defined area-based programme of work to a clearly identified 
timetable will give a higher degree of certainty to members of the public that 
approved schemes will be delivered.  

 
 
6. Consultation 

6.1 A report was presented to Economy and Environment Scrutiny Panel on 9th 
July 2015 setting out proposed changes to the Minor Traffic and Parking 
Schemes process but based on delivery of schemes over a 3-year rolling 
programme. Members expressed concerns about the proposed length of time 
to implement schemes and the need for the public to understand the reasons 
behind this. Highways and Engineering Service has responded to these 
concerns within this report by proposing an accelerated programme of works 
to deliver prioritised schemes. The Service also accepts the need to explain 
the TRO process more effectively to members of the public and will seek to do 
this through the Council’s web pages and open space events or ward forums. 

6.2 Members also acknowledged that acceleration of the Minor Traffic and 
Parking Schemes programme would increase significantly the staff resource 
required both by Highways and Engineering and by Legal Services. It would 
also require a substantial increase in funding which, were it to be secured 
from existing budgets, would impact significantly upon other Highways 
priorities. As a result Scrutiny Panel recommended to Cabinet that the Council 
should provide the Highways and Engineering Service with ‘sufficient staff 
resource and budget allocation to enable the Service to address the 
progression of works’.  



 
 
7. Financial Implications 

7.1 Short term 
Funding and staff resources required to deliver a minor scheme involving a 
TRO can be significant. Based upon the work done so far the investigation 
and assessment stage alone for a typical request requires an average 43 
hours of Traffic Liaison Officer time.  Costs of scheme delivery can vary 
significantly depending upon the complexity of the scheme and the 
consultation process. 

7.2 Additional Traffic Engineering resources needed to accelerate delivery and 
address the current backlog of requests will cost  in the region of £40,000. 
The costs of consultation, advertising and scheme implementation are still to 
be determined as schemes continue to be approved for further action, at an 
estimated cost of £50,000.  A total of £90,000 is required to redress the 
backlog. 

7.3 Long Term 
Following the short term solutions above it is intended to create a longer term 
resources funding from within existing resources. This will divert funding and 
resources from other capital programmes. At this stage the funding allocation 
is a best estimate based on experience of delivering these types of schemes. 
It is likely that in some years additional funding may be required and this will 
need to be taken into account when the delivery programmes are being 
developed. 

7.4 It is proposed at this stage  to allocate £20,000 per year  of the ‘Local 
Priorities’ element of Calderdale’s Local Transport Plan (LTP) Integrated 
Transport programme, which is typically used to fund pedestrian crossing 
improvements, minor bus infrastructure schemes, DDA-related footway 
schemes and other local improvements. It is the only area of LTP funding over 
which Calderdale has complete freedom to divert funding between different 
priorities. This will be matched with an additional £20,000 from the Highways 
maintenance revenue budget in order to increase capital spending by £40k 
per annum. 

 
 
8. Equality and Diversity 

8.1 The change in approach will improve service delivery in local communities.  
Each specific traffic order or minor works will be subject of an Equality Impact 
Assessment.  

 
 
9. Contribution to Delivering Population Outcomes 

9.1 The policy supports Calderdale’s priorities to ‘improve the quality of our 
environment’ and ‘prosper as a place where people can feel safe’ by 
delivering schemes that balance the needs and improve safety for all road 
users, particularly vulnerable road users. 



10. Corporate Implications 

10.1 An effective process for Minor Traffic and Parking Schemes supports public 
health outcomes and is an important aspect of the Council’s customer service 
offer. 

 
 
11. Conclusion 

11.1 A review of the way in which the policy for the assessment of Minor Traffic 
and Parking requests works in practice has highlighted issues with regard to 
the resources required, the way that requests are assessed and prioritised 
and the opportunity to improve delivery process for requests that have been 
approved. 

11.2 Proposed changes to the policy seek to establish a simplified assessment 
process that is less resource intensive but remains fair and transparent and to 
set out a clear delivery process backed by identified funding allocations. 

 
 
 
 
Ref: Mark Thompson 
Date: 16 September 2015 Director – Economy and Environment 
 
 
 
For further information on this report contact: 
John Lamb Highways Transformation Manager 
Telephone: 01422 393006 
E-mail: john.lamb@calderdale.gov.uk 
 
Appendices: 
Appendix A  Proposed Short-term Delivery Programme 
Appendix B Minor Traffic and Parking Schemes Proposed Process 
Appendix C Draft Proposed Request Assessment Form 
 
 
 
The documents used in the preparation of this report are: 
 
1. Report to Cabinet 09/12/13: Minor Traffic and Parking Improvement Schemes 
2. Report to Scrutiny 17/04/14: Prioritisation of Minor Traffic and Parking Improvement 

Schemes 
3. Report to Scrutiny 09/07/15: Prioritisation of Minor Traffic and Parking Schemes 
 
The documents are available for inspection at: 
 
Highways and Engineering, Westgate House, Halifax 
 
 
 
 
 



Project Brief 

Development of Schemes Identified from the Minor Traffic  

and Parking Improvements Prioritisation 

 

1. Requests submitted by members of the public and Councillors for 
improvements relating to traffic and parking have been investigated and 
prioritised using standard criteria. 

 
2. Requests have been identified and prioritised to progress to feasibility, with a 

view to implementing improvements.  
 
3. For each request the following work now needs to be carried out: 

i. Review of the report summarising the investigations carried out and initial 
recommendation/possible improvements to confirm the appropriateness 
of these; 

ii. Identification of where further feasibility work is required to identify a 
scheme; 

iii. Confirmation that proposed schemes do not make the current situation 
worse for any of the prioritisation criteria.  

iv. Confirmation of the proposed milestones for the requests or alternative 
dates for discussion and agreement. This should include consideration of 
accelerating the programme through ‘packaging’ schemes together 
and/or the use of experimental TROs if appropriate. 

v. Assessment of the resources required to carry out scheme consultation, 
feasibility (if required/appropriate) and implementation of each scheme to 
the required timescales. This should include the cost and type of staff 
resource required; whether external staff resources are needed; and 
consultation and legal processes required.  

vi. Securing of resources required to meet the timescales and outputs 
required. 

vii. Proposals for monitoring delivery and budget. 
viii. Proposals for communicating the progress and outcomes as work 

progresses, including any risk to delivery and mitigation proposals. 
ix. Regular liaison with the Transport Policy and Strategy Manager to identify 

further schemes that can be incorporated into the programme as other 
schemes are progressed. 

 

11 September 2015 
 
 
 
  

APPENDIX A 

APPENDIX A 



Minor Traffic and Parking Scheme Assessment and Delivery 

1. Requests should be submitted to Highways and Engineering using the on-line 
form provided. 

2. Demonstration of substantial local support for the request will be welcome at this 
stage and may strengthen the argument for it to be taken forward. This could be 
by way of a formal request from a Town Council, a petition submitted by a 
residents’ or other group or a direct approach by a Ward Council Member. 

3. All incoming requests will be logged, a unique reference number allocated and 
confirmation sent to the customer. 

4. All requests will be forwarded to the Traffic Liaison Officer. 

5. The Traffic Liaison Officer will make a formal assessment of each request within 
6 weeks of submission. The decision whether or not to approve the request will 
be fed back to the customer along with a clear explanation of the reasoning 
behind it. 

6. An appeal against the decision will be available at this stage and should be 
submitted to the Parking Operations Manager. This will be discussed with the 
Traffic Liaison Officer and a decision whether to uphold or reject the appeal will 
be fed back to the customer within 6 weeks of receipt. 

7. All documents prepared for the assessment and appeal process will be held for a 
period of five years and will be available for scrutiny should the process be 
referred for appeal. 

8. Schemes approved for further development will be added to a waiting list that will 
be grouped into 9 pre-defined areas as follows:  

Halifax 1 - Town Centre (central area); 
Halifax 2 - Outer Town Centre, King Cross, Skircoat, Southowram and Warley; 
Sowerby Bridge including Luddenden Foot, Ripponden and Barkisland; 
Elland including Stainland, West Vale and Greetland; 
Brighouse including Rastrick and Bailiff Bridge; 
Todmorden including Walsden and Cornholme; 
Hebden Bridge including Mytholmroyd, Heptonstall and Midgley; 
Halifax 3 - Boothtown, Mixenden, Ovenden and Illingworth; 
Halifax 4 - Shelf, Northowram and Hipperholme 

 
9. Highways and Engineering Service will develop and deliver all schemes within 18 

months of them being approved either through a rolling programme of area-
based TROs or by incorporating them into other packages of work such as Local 
Transport Plan schemes. 

10. Funding to deliver the Minor Traffic and Parking Schemes programme will be 
allocated on an annual basis through the Local Transport Plan and the Highways 
maintenance revenue budget. 

APPENDIX B 



 
 

Minor Traffic and Parking Scheme Assessment and Delivery 
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Minor Traffic and Parking Scheme Assessment 

 

Insight log no.  

Location: Street/ area 

Nature of 
Request/Problem:  

Brief description of request 

Source and local 
support:  

Include any evidence of wider local support 

Date/ Day of any 
Site visit(s) 

 

Reducing accidents Potential impact on road safety as a result of a scheme 

Sharing road space 
Potential impact on different road user groups with emphasis on 
vulnerable road users 

Traffic impact on 
people 

Potential impact on access for local residents 

Impact on 
commerce and 
Industry 

Potential impact on access to local businesses 

Public interest 
Potential impact of any scheme on the wider community and the 
wider highway network 

TLO 
recommendation:  

Relative benefits/ disbenefits of any scheme being implemented 
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