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Safety Code consultation toolkit
Guidance for Street Works UK members
This toolkit from Street Works UK helps members prepare responses to the consultation on the Safety at Street Works and Road Works Code of Practice. It identifies relevant pages and provisions in the draft code and highlights points to consider when drafting your response.
The prompts support your organisation’s own assessment of the proposals. Use the points relevant to your operations and explain the likely effects on safety, accessibility and the practical delivery of works.
How to use this toolkit
· Read the relevant provisions together. Changes in one section can affect requirements elsewhere in the code. Use the references below as a guide and read the full draft alongside the OLD v NEW change document and summary supplied with this toolkit.
· Choose the response that reflects your view of the proposal as drafted, then explain why. Where you support the principle but disagree with the proposal as drafted, select ‘Disagree’ and explain both the elements you support and the changes needed in your written answer.
· Reinforce your points with operational examples. Describe how a proposal would affect an actual site, type of job or working practice. Explain the implications for safety, accessibility, duration, equipment, training, approvals or cost. Include figures where available and explain any assumptions behind estimates.
· Be specific and constructive. Refer to the relevant page, clause or figure, identify benefits as well as concerns, and suggest alternative wording or practical measures where appropriate. Use Q18 to raise points not fully covered by the earlier questions.
References and question numbers
Page, section and figure references follow the consultation draft, including numbering errors identified in that draft. References may change in the final code. The list of relevant provisions and changes is not exhaustive, so members should also review the draft themselves.
The Q1–Q18 numbering used in this toolkit excludes the consultation’s first ten questions, which ask for respondent details.
Find the question you need
Use this guide to find the relevant topic. Each section sets out the consultation question, the draft-code references and Street Works UK’s considerations for members.
	Question
	Topic
	Toolkit page

	Q1
	Footway widths
	3

	Q2
	Safe and accessible temporary walkways
	4

	Q3
	Routes for cyclists
	5

	Q4
	Hard and soft road closures
	5

	Q5
	Diagrams and site layouts
	6

	Q6
	Clarity of the written guidance
	8

	Q7
	Positioning signs
	8

	Q8
	Ramp gradients
	9

	Q9
	Safety of mobile and short duration works
	9

	Q10
	Guidance for current working methods
	10

	Q11
	Works near railways and tramways
	10

	Q12
	Public safety near railways and tramways
	11

	Q13
	Summary tables
	12

	Q14
	Temporary road obstruction signs
	12

	Q15
	Managing occasional large vehicles
	13

	Q16
	Implementation period
	14

	Q17
	Overall benefits
	14

	Q18
	Further comments
	15


Preparing a useful written answer
For each point, identify the proposal, explain its likely effect on your operations, support that effect with an example or evidence, and say what change you recommend. Where a question does not cover all the effects of a proposal, explain those additional effects in your written answer or under Q18.
The references in the question sections point to the consultation draft, not to pages in this toolkit. Members should check linked provisions together and use their own operational experience when deciding how to respond.
[bookmark: q1]Q1 Footway widths
Where works obstruct a footway, a safe and accessible pedestrian route should be provided. Pages 51–55 of the draft code clarify usable widths. A pedestrian route restricted to 1 metre in width would be limited to a maximum length of 6 metres, including temporary walkways in the carriageway.
Consultation question
To what extent do you agree or disagree that the maximum 6 metre restricted width requirement of 1.0 metre will improve safety and accessibility for pedestrians, including wheelchair and pram users?
Relevant pages and provisions
	Draft code reference
	Provision to review

	Page 49
	Safe routes for pedestrians.

	Page 50
	Pedestrian hierarchy and Figure 3. The flow diagram refers to the 6 m restriction in temporary walkways.

	Page 51
	Figure 4 and recommended widths.

	Page 52
	Maintaining existing footways.

	Page 54
	Temporary walkways in the carriageway.

	Page 55
	Figure 6 layout diagram.

	Page 56
	Section 4.2.4 and the requirement for temporary traffic regulation orders or notices for footway closures.

	Page 57
	Signing for footway closures.


Background to the proposed requirement
Street Works UK believes the 6 m restriction draws on the Department for Transport’s Inclusive Mobility guidance for permanent highway infrastructure.
Section 4.2 recommends a normal minimum footway width of 2,000 mm so that two wheelchair users can pass, including users of larger electric mobility scooters. Where physical constraints prevent this, 1,500 mm may be acceptable in most circumstances for a wheelchair user and a walker to pass. At an obstacle, it gives an absolute minimum width of 1,000 mm for a maximum restricted length of 6 metres.
Source: Inclusive Mobility section 4.2
Considerations for members
The priority given to retaining the existing footway in the hierarchy on page 50, and whether the 6 m restriction could move pedestrians, including vulnerable users, away from this safer option.
Whether restricting works to lengths of 6 m or less would extend works durations or change risks to vulnerable road users.
The implications for permit fees, lane rental, operational costs and the traffic management arrangements needed to deliver works.
The implications of applying for temporary traffic regulation orders or notices for footway closures, including where a temporary walkway is provided, and whether permit requirements could change to the major works category.
Whether the draft is clear on the use of wider passing places every 6 m to allow a longer overall pedestrian route.
[bookmark: q2]Q2 Safe and accessible temporary walkways
Pages 52–60 of the draft code place greater emphasis on safe, continuous temporary walkways, with appropriate ramp gradients, smoother surfaces and barriers separating pedestrians from traffic.
Consultation question
To what extent do you agree or disagree that our greater emphasis on safety will offer safer and more accessible routes when footways are obstructed by works?
Relevant pages and provisions
	Draft code reference
	Provision to review

	Page 10
	The requirement to pay particular attention to disabled people and consider other vulnerable groups, including older people, people using pushchairs and those with small children.

	Pages 49–60
	Guidance on pedestrian routes and footway works.

	Page 54
	Temporary walkways in the carriageway.

	Page 57
	Signing requirements for footway closures.

	Page 60
	Section 4.2.8 and covers over unattended works.

	Page 151
	Section 10.7 and gradient requirements for temporary ramps.


Considerations for members
Whether the draft provides enough detail on arrangements for vulnerable pedestrians, and what further detail may be needed.
Whether the footway hierarchy and the separate guidance for each option are clear, including the flow diagram in Figure 3 and the illustration of footway provisions and needs in Figure 4.
Whether signage requirements are clear for works entirely on the footway, including the introduction of the ‘Pedestrians in road ahead’ sign for footway closures.
Whether the reference to guidance on ramps and footway boards helps users understand the requirements.
The effect of the 6 m restriction where an existing footway is reduced to 1 m in width, as set out on page 49.
Whether restricting works to lengths of 6 m or less would extend works durations or change risks to vulnerable road users.
The implications for permit fees, lane rental, operational costs and the traffic management arrangements needed to deliver works.
The implications of applying for temporary traffic regulation orders or notices for footway closures, including where a temporary walkway is provided, and whether permit requirements could change to the major works category.
[bookmark: q3]Q3 Routes for cyclists
Pages 61–64 set out a hierarchy that prioritises keeping cyclists on their original route wherever possible and discourages narrow lane widths that could encourage dangerous overtaking.
Consultation question
To what extent do you agree or disagree that this updated approach prioritising keeping cyclists on their original route will better protect people cycling near road works?
Relevant pages and provisions
	Draft code reference
	Provision to review

	Page 61
	Safe routes for cyclists and the cycle route hierarchy in section 4.3.

	Page 62
	Section 4.3.1 on maintaining the existing cycle route.

	Page 63
	Section 4.3.2 on using the carriageway.

	Page 64
	Section 4.3.3 on using the footway.

	Page 86
	Table 6 and minimum shuttle-lane widths when using traffic management.

	Page 108
	Section 6.12.1 on road closures.

	Page 127
	Section 7.3 on risk assessment for mobile and short-duration works.


Considerations for members
Whether the hierarchy in Figure 7 and section 4.3 is clear for operatives and would make sites safer for cyclists.
Whether the new dimensions in section 4.3 are practical and how they would affect working practices, including minimum widths under section 4.3.1 and temporary cycle lanes under section 4.3.2.
The implications for pedestrians and other vulnerable road users.
[bookmark: q4]Q4 Hard and soft road closures
The 2013 code did not distinguish between types of road closure. Pages 108–110 introduce definitions of “hard” and “soft” closures to provide clearer, more consistent options for managing safety and access.
Consultation question
To what extent do you agree or disagree that these new definitions will improve how closures are understood and used?
Relevant pages and provisions
	Draft code reference
	Provision to review

	Pages 107–111
	The road closure provisions as a whole.

	Page 107
	Section 6.12.1 on temporary closure of a carriageway to traffic.

	Page 108
	Definition of a hard closure.

	Page 109
	Figure 21 shows a hard closure; Figure 22 shows a soft closure.

	Page 110
	Text and Figure 23 on a basic diversion route.


Considerations for members
The benefits and drawbacks of including the new definitions, and whether they are clear and free from ambiguity.
Whether the diagrams accurately reflect the written guidance.
Whether the proposals meet operational delivery needs and provide a safer working environment for operatives.
Whether the proposals meet road users’ needs without compromising safety on site.
[bookmark: q5]Q5 Diagrams and site layouts
Pages 28–65 include updated diagrams and layouts for signs, cones, tapers and safety zones. The consultation links these changes to the Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions and wider Department for Transport guidance since 2013.
Reference: Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions 2016
Consultation question
Overall do you find these modernised diagrams clearer and easier to understand than those in the previous code?
Relevant pages and provisions
	Draft code reference
	Provision to review

	Page 28
	No diagrams on this page.

	Page 33
	Figure 1 is new.

	Page 35
	Information sign.

	Page 40
	Figure 2. The vehicle now faces the correct direction and Note 3 has changed.

	Pages 47–48
	Updated layout photographs.

	Page 50
	Figure 3 is new.

	Page 51
	Figure 4 is new.

	Page 52
	Figure 5. Only Note 2 has changed.

	Page 55
	Figure 6 is unchanged.

	Page 62
	Figure 7 is new.

	Page 65
	No diagrams on this page.


Other diagrams to review
These diagrams fall outside the page range identified in the question. They may still be relevant to your response or to further comments under Q18.
	Draft code reference
	Diagram and change

	Page 68
	Figure 8 shows an incorrect traffic-flow direction. The only change is removal of the blue directional arrow.

	Page 69
	Figure 9 is unchanged. Note 4 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 72
	Figure 10 is unchanged.

	Page 73
	Figure 11 is unchanged.

	Page 75
	Figure 12 now reflects two-way traffic past the works. The previous diagram had cones on the centre line.

	Page 77
	Figure 13 is unchanged. Note 4 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 79
	Figure 14 is unchanged. Note 4 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 81
	Figure 15 is unchanged. Note 3 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	2013 code page 49
	The roundabout diagrams have been removed.

	Page 83
	Figure 16 is unchanged. Note 3 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 91
	Figure 17 is unchanged. Note 3 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 94
	Figure 18 is unchanged. Note 3 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 96
	Figure 19 is unchanged. Note 4 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 102
	Figure 20 omits the 15 m separation between the “When red light” sign and the start of the exit taper in the non-work direction.

	Page 109
	Figures 21 and 22 are new. See Q4.

	Page 110
	Figure 23 is new. See Q4.

	Page 116
	Figure 24 has a works area added. Note 4 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 117
	Figure 25 has a works area added.

	Page 119
	Figure 26 has a works area added. Note 3 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 120
	Figure 27 has a works area added.

	Page 121
	Figure 28 is new. Note 3 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 122
	Figure 29 is unchanged. Note 2 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 123
	Figure 30 is unchanged.

	Page 124
	Figure 31 is new. Note 3 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 125
	Figure 32 is new. Note 2 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 132
	Figure 33 is unchanged. Note 4 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 135
	Figure 34 is new.

	Page 137
	Figure 35 adds a Tram Hazard Zone label.

	Page 147
	Figure 36 is unchanged.

	Page 148
	The diagram labelled Figure 36 in the references is unchanged, with a note removed.


Considerations for members
Whether the diagrams have been modernised in a useful way, drawing on the changes listed above, and whether they are clearer for operatives.
Any issues with diagrams outside the page range covered by this question.
Whether the flow diagrams in Figures 1, 3 and 7 make sense and are easy for operatives to follow.
The improvements you expected or would like to see, including any diagrams that are missing.
[bookmark: q6]Q6 Clarity of the written guidance
Consultation question
Overall do you find these modernised explanations clearer and easier to understand than those in the previous code?
Relevant pages and provisions
Street Works UK considers the reference in this question unclear. Use your answer to comment on the overall readability of the code and the explanations within each section.
Considerations for members
The effect on users of replacing ‘must’ with ‘should’ in parts of the code.
Whether there is an appropriate balance between text and diagrams, or too much text for practical use.
Whether the explanations are clearer for operatives using the code in the field, and whether someone reading it for the first time could readily understand its content and purpose.
Whether the wording and the flow diagrams in Figures 1, 3 and 7 are clear and unambiguous.
Examples of explanations or information you would have liked to see in the draft.
Whether the increase from 105 pages in the existing code to 157 pages in the draft makes the document too long for its users.
Whether the code flows logically and operatives can find the references they need without repeatedly moving between sections.
Whether placing extracts from the table at the back of the code alongside the relevant sections makes it easier to use.
[bookmark: q7]Q7 Positioning signs
Page 33 includes a new diagram showing the order in which signs should be positioned, starting with the safest and least disruptive options.
Consultation question
To what extent do you agree or disagree that the diagram is clear in explaining how and where signs should be positioned?
Relevant pages and provisions
	Draft code reference
	Provision to review

	Page 33
	Figure 1 on the positioning of signs.


Considerations for members
Whether the diagram is easy to read and an operative could follow it to reach a clear conclusion.
Whether the sequence flows correctly and each alternative is clearly set out.
How the diagram could be improved, including any alternative example you could provide.
[bookmark: q8]Q8 Ramp gradients
The consultation describes a stronger emphasis on accessibility and inclusion than in the 2013 code. This includes the ramp gradient requirements on page 151.
Consultation question
To what extent do you agree or disagree that the draft code’s new requirements for ramp gradients will better support disabled people and others with mobility needs?
Relevant pages and provisions
	Draft code reference
	Provision to review

	Page 151
	Section 10.7 contains an inconsistency: the stated maximum gradient of 1 in 10 is steeper than the stated absolute maximum of 1 in 12.


Considerations for members
Whether the requirements are practical to meet, including calculating the required gradient on site.
Whether currently available equipment can meet the requirements and whether suitable equipment is readily available.
The training that field teams would need and any site-specific constraints.
The extra road space needed for longer ramps and any additional traffic management required.
[bookmark: q9]Q9 Safety of mobile and short duration works
Pages 115–127 include more detailed guidance for mobile and short-duration works than the 2013 code, including clearer layout requirements and updated examples.
Consultation question
To what extent do you agree or disagree that the guidance in these expanded sections will make mobile and short duration works safer?
Relevant pages and provisions
	Draft code reference
	Provision to review

	Pages 115–127
	The chapter on mobile and short-duration works.

	Page 115
	New section 7.1.1 on signing for mobile works. It contains a potential error by requiring a keep-left or keep-right sign, which appears practicable only if vehicle-mounted. This requirement was removed from the 2013 code because of the size and nature of the sign, TSRGD 7403.

	Page 116
	Figure 24 has a works area added. Note 4 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 117
	Figure 25 has a works area added.

	Page 118
	Section 7.2 removes the 15-minute period from the definition and the 15–30-minute restriction for Scotland.

	Page 118
	New section 7.2.1 reintroduces a duration of less than 15 minutes. It also contains a potential error by requiring a keep-left or keep-right sign on the rear of the vehicle. This requirement was removed from the 2013 code because of the size and nature of the sign, TSRGD 7403.

	Page 119
	Figure 26 has a works area added. Note 3 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 120
	Figure 27 has a works area added.

	Page 121
	Figure 28 is new. Note 3 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 122
	Figure 29 is unchanged. Note 2 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 123
	Figure 30 is unchanged.

	Page 124
	Figure 31 is new. Note 3 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 125
	Figure 32 is new. Note 2 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Pages 126–127
	Section 7.3 on risk assessment.

	Page 127
	Section 7.4 and the requirement for beacons to remain on during short-duration static works.


Considerations for members
Whether the guidance is clearer than the 2013 code following the removal of the requirements specific to Scotland.
Whether the new diagrams in Figures 28, 31 and 32 are clear and useful.
Whether the revised chapter on mobile and short-duration works meets your organisation’s needs, and what is missing or could be improved.
How the proposed keep-left or keep-right requirement would work in practice, including the use of TSRGD sign 7403, vehicle sizes, the number of vehicles and the treatment of exemptions for agricultural vehicles.
[bookmark: q10]Q10 Guidance for current working methods
This question concerns the same guidance on mobile and short-duration works as Q9.
Consultation question
To what extent do you agree or disagree that these expanded sections make the guidance more relevant to current working methods?
Relevant pages and provisions
See the references and notes under Q9, covering pages 115–127 of the draft code.
Considerations for members
Whether the proposed measures cover your organisation’s mobile and short-duration activities.
Any activities within this category that the expanded guidance does not address, and the measures your organisation would like to see added or improved.
[bookmark: q11]Q11 Works near railways and tramways
Pages 128–140 provide more detailed advice on working near level crossings and tramways than the 2013 code, including measures to prevent queues blocking crossings.
Consultation question
To what extent do you agree or disagree that these strengthened requirements will improve safety for those conducting works?
Relevant pages and provisions
	Draft code reference
	Provision to review

	Page 128
	Section 8.1.

	Page 129
	Section 8.2.

	Pages 129–130
	Section 8.2.1.

	Page 130
	Section 8.2.2 requires risk assessments and safe systems of work to be agreed with the relevant rail authority before works start near a level crossing.

	Page 131
	Section 8.2.3 requires the rail authority to confirm safety measures before emergency works begin.

	Page 132
	Figure 33 is unchanged. Note 4 contains an incorrect reference to section 7.1.

	Page 133
	New guidance on bridges and tunnels.

	Page 134
	Rewritten section 8.4 on tramways, including the Tram Hazard Zone, formerly the tramway path boundary in the 2013 code.

	Page 135
	Figure 34 is new.

	Page 136
	Section 8.4.1 provides new guidance on planned works near tramways.

	Page 137
	Figure 35 adds a Tram Hazard Zone label.

	Page 138
	Sections 8.4.2–8.4.4 provide new guidance for emergency works.

	Page 139
	Section 8.4.5 provides new guidance on pedestrian and cycle provisions.

	Page 139
	New guidance on diversion routes affecting tramways, labelled section 2.4.6 in the draft references.

	Pages 139–140
	Section 8.4.7 provides new guidance on other works near tramways.


Considerations for members
Whether the additions and changes strengthen the requirements and would make sites safer for those carrying out works.
Whether operatives would fully understand the new requirements and what training they would need.
The practical implications of the requirements, including the approvals under sections 8.2.2, 8.2.3 and 8.4.2.
How the section could be improved, supported by comments or operational examples.
[bookmark: q12]Q12 Public safety near railways and tramways
This question concerns the same provisions as Q11, with a focus on safety for the public.
Consultation question
To what extent do you agree or disagree that these strengthened requirements will improve safety for the public?
Relevant pages and provisions
See the references and notes under Q11, covering pages 128–140 of the draft code.
Considerations for members
Whether the additions and changes strengthen the requirements and would make sites safer for the public.
Whether operatives would fully understand the new requirements.
How the section could be improved, supported by comments or operational examples.
[bookmark: q13]Q13 Summary tables
The summary table on page 157 brings together site layout and traffic management requirements that are also set out in the main text.
Consultation question
Do you think it is helpful to include this summary table in addition to the detailed requirements set out in the main body of the code?
Relevant pages and provisions
	Draft code reference
	Provision to review

	Page 157
	Summary table. The change adds 8 m clearance to a works vehicle at speeds of 50 mph or above. Note 4 contains an incorrect reference to section 4.5.

	Page 30
	Table 1.

	Page 43
	Table 2.

	Page 44
	Tables 3 and 4.


Considerations for members
Whether including Tables 1–4 alongside the relevant sections helps operatives find layouts and dimensions.
Whether the repeated table references in the notes to Figures 2, 6, 9–14, 16–20, 24, 26–33 and 35 help users, or whether a single reference to the summary table on page 157 would make navigation easier.
[bookmark: q14]Q14 Temporary road obstruction signs
Under the current guidance, a temporary road obstruction sign cannot be used again until one hour has elapsed since it was displayed. Page 114 proposes allowing reuse once traffic queues have cleared and traffic is flowing normally.
Consultation question
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed change to how often the temporary road obstruction sign can be used?
Relevant pages and provisions
	Draft code reference
	Provision to review

	Page 114
	Section 6.13.2 limits traffic delay to no more than 15 minutes at any one time. The sign cannot be used again until all backlogs have cleared and normal traffic flow has resumed.


Considerations for members
Whether the change makes the temporary road obstruction sign more practical to use, and whether it could lead to misuse.
Whether section 6.13.2 makes clear to operatives that the sign is not an alternative to a road closure.
Whether the warning box conflicts with the wording in section 6.13.2.
[bookmark: q15]Q15 Managing occasional large vehicles
Table 6 on page 86 sets out requirements for situations where works narrow the road and constrain available space.
Consultation question
Overall, in these situations, how do you think occasional large vehicles such as lorries should be managed?
Relevant pages and provisions
Page 86, Table 6 sets out revised shuttle-working dimensions.
	Arrangement
	Draft code
	2013 code

	Standard desirable width
	3.2 m
	3.25–3.5 m

	Restricted desirable width
	3 m
	3.25 m

	Restricted absolute minimum
	2.75 m
	2.5 m


Response options
This question uses the following options:
I don’t know
They should be allowed through
They should not be allowed through
They should be managed another way — please explain your answer
Considerations for members
How the revised road widths would work in particular settings, such as cul-de-sacs and residential estates.
Whether risk assessments and local knowledge could allow occasional large vehicles to pass safely.
Whether signage could help manage these vehicles and what that signage would need to show.
If you select ‘they should be managed another way’, explain the alternative measures you propose.
[bookmark: q16]Q16 Implementation period
The 2013 update to the code had a six-month lead-in period before it came into force.
Consultation question
Do you agree or disagree that 6 months would be a sufficient lead in period for the draft code?
Explain your answer and what time period, if any, would you find acceptable?
Considerations for members
Use the OLD v NEW change document and summary to assess how long your organisation would need to implement the changes.
The time needed to adjust working practices and procedures.
The time needed to brief or retrain field operatives, supervisors, managers and other personnel.
Procurement lead times for additional equipment, such as the ‘Pedestrians in road ahead’ sign for footway closures.
The time needed to update risk assessment tools or technology used in the field.
The time needed for the changes to become embedded in your organisation’s safety culture.
The time needed to adjust other requirements, such as the Operational Guidance for the Inspections Code.
The time needed to update operatives’ manuals and other documents specific to your organisation.
[bookmark: q17]Q17 Overall benefits
Consultation question
Overall, to what extent do you agree or disagree that the proposed update to the Safety at Street Works and Road Works Code of Practice will provide benefits to you?
Scope of this question
Use this question to assess the overall benefits and drawbacks of the draft for your organisation. Draw on the other documents in the toolkit and raise any adverse effects not covered in earlier answers.
Considerations for members
The benefits the draft would bring to your organisation, drawing on the other documents in this toolkit.
Any disadvantages or adverse effects, particularly those not already covered in your earlier answers.
Whether your selected response reflects your view of the proposal as drafted. Where you support the principle but disagree with the proposal as drafted, select ‘Disagree’ and explain both the elements you support and the changes needed in your written answer.
[bookmark: q18]Q18 Further comments
Consultation question
What, if any, further comments do you have on the proposed updates to the Safety at Street Works and Road Works Code of Practice?
Scope of this question
Use this question to raise changes not fully covered by the earlier questions. The list below is not exhaustive. Read the full draft alongside the OLD v NEW change document and summary, and include any other points relevant to your organisation.
Considerations for members
Any changes not fully addressed by the earlier questions. In particular, consider the proposed requirement for a temporary traffic regulation order or notice when closing a footway even where a temporary walkway in the carriageway is provided; the hierarchy of alternatives for footway works; numbering and references; and the layout and chapter headings.
What these changes would require in terms of working practices and procedures, and briefing or retraining field operatives, supervisors, managers and other personnel.
Procurement lead times for additional equipment and the changes needed to risk assessment tools or technology used in the field.
Any adjustments needed to other requirements, such as the Operational Guidance for the Inspections Code.
Additional costs, including temporary traffic regulation orders for footway closures, and the wider costs to the UK economy.
Make your points clearly and support them with evidence and operational examples where appropriate.
Give a balanced response, identifying positive changes as well as concerns.
Suggest practical alternatives where appropriate, drawing on sector expertise to help the DfT and devolved governments develop the final code.
Share your response with others in the sector and encourage other organisations to respond.
Further changes to consider
Some of these changes relate to topics raised earlier but may need more detailed comment. References retain the draft’s numbering.
	Draft code reference
	Change or issue to consider

	Throughout
	Incorrect numbering and associated cross-references in various sections.

	Throughout
	New chapter headings, reordered sections and colour coding.

	Throughout
	Removal of “manager” from instructions to consult a supervisor or other competent person.

	Throughout
	New callout-box style.

	Pages 10–11
	The description of the code’s legal status changes emphasis from “must comply” to “should comply” and “have regard to”.

	Page 17 and throughout
	Changes in the use of “should” and “must”, including new uses of “must”, do not appear consistent.

	Page 20
	The requirement to conduct a site-specific risk assessment.

	Page 26
	Section 2.3.2 appears to imply that an amber beacon should remain on when parked, even when legally parked outside the work site.

	Page 29
	Introduction of WID, meaning Warn, Inform, Direct.

	Page 35
	Information boards. Consider whether the section is clearer or still conflicts with TSRGD sign 7008. The wording implies that the contractor and permit number are printed on each board in the white-on-red section.

	Page 36
	Reduction of longitudinal cone spacing to 1.2 m for shuttle working.

	Pages 39 and 67
	Addition of 8 m clearance between a works vehicle and the works area at speeds of 50 mph or above.

	Page 40
	Figure 2, Note 3 clarifies how the safety zone is measured.

	Pages 41–45
	Each element of the coned area is separated into zones, such as the lead-in taper and sideways safety zone.

	Page 44
	New wording on the sideways safety zone in the carriageway omits the DfT FAQ on when it is required, such as when the site is occupied or a hazard is present.

	Pages 47–48
	New photographs.

	Page 50
	New Figure 3 flow diagram on the hierarchy of alternatives for footway works.

	Page 51
	Figure 4 on footway widths.

	Pages 53 and 151
	Reference to the guidance note on ramps, plates and boards.

	Page 56
	A temporary traffic regulation order or notice is required for a footway closure even where a temporary walkway in the carriageway is provided.

	Page 56
	Introduction of the “Pedestrians in road ahead” sign for footway closures where no alternative route is provided in the carriageway.

	Page 58
	New wording in section 4.2.5. See the OLD v NEW change document.

	Pages 59, 82, 98 and 103
	Reference to “Guidance on the use of portable signals”.

	Page 64
	New requirement for narrow-lane signs in traffic control, with a potential conflict with road-narrows signs for vehicles.

	Page 74
	New requirement in section 5.1.3 for working at road junctions.

	Page 81
	Removal of the Cases C and D diagrams from the 2013 code.

	Pages 100–101
	New wording on manual control of portable signals.

	Page 101
	Section 6.9.2 removes the requirement for stop/go boards in multiway signal set-ups.

	Page 110
	New Figure 23.

	Page 152
	In section 10.8, all uses of “must” in bullet points are changed to “should”.

	Glossary
	New entries.
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