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South West Wales Regional HAUC 
 

Return Path Comments Evaluation of Working Group Findings. 
 
It will be clear from the content of this document that the work undertaken by the group has involved producing an informed judgement on issues 
that are leading to problems with the management of return path comments in some areas. It is accepted that this is an unusual situation for a 
working group that would normally create guidance. However, the results of the survey undertaken influenced the direction of the working groups 
remit. Therefore, resulting in a set of proposed recommendations to resolve current issues. 
 
The working group was tasked with evaluating the current approach to Return Path Comments via ETON. Issues have arisen over time resulting in 
frustrations to all parties concerned who utilise these means of managing work. These issues were escalated to WHAUC level where it was agreed a 
working group would be set-up in the SWW HAUC region.  
 
Questionnaires were issued to both Highway Authorities and Utility Companies asking them to provide us with an insight as to how issues with 
return path comments were affecting them as a company/authority. This then provided the group with an understanding of the current issues with 
return path comments from both utility companies and highway authorities.  
 
The group then created a list of the most problematic issues highlighted by both parties and issues that would affect a company or authority to the 
greatest extent.  
 
 
Please find below our findings split into the issue, evidence of the issue and recommendations to overcome the issue. 
 
NB - Below may not be exhaustive, but represents the concerns expressed by those who responded to the questionnaires.  
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RETURN PATH COMMENTS FINDINGS TABLE 
 

No. ISSUE Recommendation Evidence 
1 Numerous comments received by utilities from HA’s, specifying TM requirements e.g. 

minimum 1.2 metre f/way to be maintained. Highway authorities do not need to 
highlight the TM requirements as utilities/contractors should be conversant with C8 
and the Safety Code. A S65 notice and photographs should be issued if a non-
compliance with C8 or the Safety Code is found on site to formally record the incident. 
Utility contractors should carry out an on site risk assessment at works sites which will 
identify these requirements before works commence.  If the notice has already been 
issued and the site assessment highlights a TM requirement, an error correction will be 
requested and sent to the HA.  If the HA, based on their knowledge of the network, 
considers that the planned traffic management is not suitable, then, a comment can be 
sent back requesting a reassessment. 
 
 

Comments should be based on specific concerns or 
requirements for a specific site on a specific part of the 
network, rather than being just a generic comment that 
is reiterating something that is already covered by the 
Safety Code and C8. 
 
HA’s should serve S65’s where required, instead of a 
presumption of a non-compliance at the notice stage. 
Utilities are currently not receiving high volumes of 
Section 65 Notices to justify the current generic 
comments received from some HA’s. 
 
 

Data taken from one utilities over 3 
months last year:- 
 
e.g. 604 = Comments received 
regarding a generic TM 
requirement prior to works carried 
out. 
 
6 = S65’s Received/issued 
 

2 DCWW are receiving numerous comments regarding changing the works description 
when remedial works are to be carried out.  Currently DCWW keep the description as 
the original works. 
 

Within the ETON Specifications there is no mandatory 
requirement to change this description on a remedial 
works notice.  This is not an FPN able offence.  It is 
highlighted in the ‘Phase Type’ that the works carried 
out are ‘remedial’. This causes unnecessary workload 
for DCWW and request that these comments cease. 
 

ETON Specification supplies 
evidence to prove these changes 
are not mandatory. 

3 Comments regarding ‘Direction on Timings’, ‘FPN’s’ and ‘S74’ overrun charges should 
be sent through the correct procedures and not via ‘return path comments’ functionality 
of the notice.  All HA’s should utilise their Additional Street Data to submit correct 
‘Traffic Sensitivity Times’ information resulting in less comments being exchanged as 
utilities will then know of time constraints on their works prior to the issuing of a notice.  
Utilities are then able to plan their works around these times or seek special 
dispensation.  Different methods of transferring information/comments are also 
received by various areas within a utility company.  Contractors receive comments; 
utilities receive comments sent via the ‘Direction of Timings’, ‘FPN Management’ and 
‘S74’ functionality. If the HA’s do not utilise the correct method of transfer functionality, 
the comment will not be sent to the correct department, therefore causing confusion 
and unnecessary delay, and increased workload for the utility. 
 

HA’s to ensure correct and up to date ‘Traffic Sensitivity’ 
information is on the ASD/NSG. 
HA’s to utilise the correct procedure for issuing 
comments relating to ‘Direction of Timings’, ‘FPN’s’ and 
‘S74’ Overruns. 
 
 

116 – Comments received 
incorrectly in the 3 month survey 
period by 1 SU. 
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4 Comments regarding the ‘refusal’ of works. ‘Refusal’ of works is not permitted.  
Comments are to be utilised to explain why a job may need to be ‘re-planned’ if there 
is an issue with it going ahead at that time, but should not be refused.  Fixed Penalty 
Notices have also been received by utilities; however, this is not an offence under the 
TMA. 
 

HA’s should be contacting the utilities directly where 
they are aware works cannot proceed, and discuss 
further for works to be re-planned.  The original notices 
can then be cancelled.  If the notice has not been 
discussed and only a comment is sent back ’refusing’ 
the works, the works cannot be FPN’d if the works 
proceed. 
 
It is extremely important to re-plan works rather than 
refuse, as regulatory bodies determine that certain 
works must be carried out and utilities do rely on HA’s 
to support them with their local knowledge of the area in 
relation to appropriate TM requirements and other on-
going works. 
 
 

93 - Comments received refusing 
works in the 3 month survey 
period by 1 HA to 1 utility. 
 
18 - Fixed Penalty Notices 
issued/received. 
 
 

5 Some Highway Authorities are issuing comments on notices in relation to S58 
restrictions.  Utilities are unaware these restrictions have been set if the HA’s have not 
raised the restriction via ETON.  Failure to communicate these restrictions to utilities 
mean they are often prevented from proceeding with certain works which they have 
committed resources to planning. 
 

HA’s should ensure all S58 restrictions are up to date 
on their software systems and restrictions are enforced 
and communicated once the works are completed. 
 
HA’s should limit comments on S58 restricted streets 
where the works are for new services, as the utilities are 
permitted entry after 20 days. 
 
 

101 – Comments received by 1 
utility to 1 HA in 3 month survey 
period. 
 

6 Numerous comments are issued to utilities to gain a better knowledge of the location 
of works.  It is understood that correct plotting on an initial notice is not mandatory. 
However, confusion is caused where the plotting is so far off the location stated on the 
description, the HA is unsure whether the plotting is correct or the stated description is 
correct.  If the utility were able to plot the works in relation to the actual works location, 
this would limit the number of comments exchanged. Better plotting will also help 
coordination. 
 

Utilities should ensure works are plotted as close to the 
actual location of the works as possible when raising an 
initial notice.  If comments are then sent by a HA, 
theses comments are replied to in a timely manner so 
HA’s are then able to coordinate these works 
accordingly with any ongoing/planned works at the 
same or nearby location. 
 

Questionnaires received from all 
HA have in Wales highlighted this 
as one of their main issues when 
receiving and co-ordinating works 
notices. 
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Conclusions 
 
Comments should be meaningful and relevant. 
 
Comments should be based on specific concerns or requirements for a specific site on a specific part of the network, rather than being a generic 
comment that is reiterating something that is already covered by other aspects of the legislation, or associated guidance. 
 
Where comments are generic and do not add value to, or improve the coordination/planning of works, they will detract from those comments that are 
actually relevant.  Clearly dealing with works comments is a resource intensive exercise and this should always be considered when exchanging 
return path comments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Working group was made up of the following:- 
 
Andrea Capel – South Wales Trunk Road Agent 
Gary Thomas – Neath Port Talbot CBC 
Gemma Bishop – Dwr Cymru Welsh Water 
Amee Naish – Wales and West Utilities 
Paul Desson-Baxter – Carillion Telent/BT 
Tristan Edwards – Carillion Telent/BT 
 


