
 
 

Shaping the future of England's 
strategic roads (RIS2) 
Personal details  
 1. Are you responding as: * 

   an individual? (Go to question 4 below) 

  X   on behalf of an organisation? 

Organisational details  
 2. Your organisation's name?  

 

 Thames Valley Berkshire Local Enterprise Partnership 

3. What category best represents your organisation?  

 

   Representative group 

   Transport provider 

   Highways England supplier 

   National public sector body 

   Local public sector body 

   Local or combined authority 

 X   Local Enterprise Partnership 

   Business 

   Charity 

   
Other organisation: 

  
 

Initial report proposals  
 4. Do you think Highways England's proposals will deliver what users of the SRN want? * 

 

   Yes 

  X   No 

   Don't know 



 

Different way  
 5. If you answered no, what could be done differently?  

 

One consideration that has been overlooked is the need to work with other transport industry col-
leagues on understanding the interlocking roles played by road, sea, rail and air in meeting SRN 
users’ transport needs.  
 
It is, of course, impossible to know what the users of the SRN want. The “users” are an ill-de-
fined group, and different sections of motorised users often have conflicting wants, let alone a 
wider consideration of non-motorised users’ wants, or of the wider impacts (negative or positive) 
on passive users of the SRN (such as consumers buying goods that have been moved via the 
SRN but who do not themselves use it; neighbours who experience noise or air pollution). 
 
The initial report is long on analysis and short on proposals. It is difficult to understand exactly 
what HE’s proposals are: In the overview document alone there are: 
 
8 “aspirations” pp2-3 
9 “Transport Focus’s road users’ priorities” p11 
5 “common themes” drawn from the Route Strategies p13, 
9 “future trends” pp18-21 
7 “key challenges” p22 
5 “investment priorities” pp23-31 
 
These tend towards a comprehensive listing of good or desirable outcomes (e.g. improved 
safety; more reliable journey times; an improved environment). They do not provide the reader 
with a reasoned explanation of why HE has chosen to prioritise one theme over another.  

Initial report proposals  

6. Do you think Highways England's proposals will deliver what businesses want? * 

   Yes 

  X   No 

   Don't know 

Different way  

7. If you answered no, what could be done differently?  

 

As set out above, HE’s proposals are not clear from the documents supplied, beyond a long list 
of broadly desirable outcomes.  
 
The clarity of the four strategic roles identified in Roads to Growth: “international connectivity; 
productivity and competitiveness; new homes and employment space; supply chain develop-
ment” has been lost in the Initial Report. 
 
Especially disappointing from a business point of view is the loss of focus on enhancing interna-
tional connectivity via our seaports and airports. 

Initial report proposals  
8. Do you think Highways England's proposals meet the needs of people affected by the 
presence of the Strategic Road Network? * 



 

   Yes 

  X   No 

   Don't know 

Different way  

9. If you answered no, what could be done differently?  

 

HE’s proposals tend towards a comprehensive listing of good or desirable outcomes (e.g. 
improved safety; more reliable journey times; an improved environment). They do not provide 
the reader with a reasoned explanation of why HE has chosen to prioritise one theme over 
another. 

Initial report proposals  
10. Do you agree with Highways England's proposals for:  

 

 Yes No 

the four categories of 
road and the 
development of 
Expressways (initial 
report sections 4.4.3 and 
5.3.6) 

X      

the operational priorities 
(initial report section 5.1)       

the infrastructure priorities 
(initial report section 5.2)       

the investment priorities 
(initial report section 5.3)       

a local priorities fund 
(initial report section 
5.3.8) 

      

the future studies (initial 
report section 5.3.11)       

the designated funds 
(initial report section 5.4)       

the performance 
measures and targets 
(initial report section 6.3) 

   X   

If you said no to any, what could be done differently (referencing the topic)?   

Priorities (our response “neither agree nor disagree”) 
 
There are 8 headings under “operational priorities”; 10 asset types are listed under 
“infrastructure priorities”; for enhancement priorities there are 8 strategic studies,15 new 
schemes designed in RIS1 but not yet committed together with 8 further types of priority; the 
designated funds section has 5 separate headings. 
 



 

There then follows 7 Summary Priorities: Safety first, Providing better journeys every day, 
Extending the life of the network, Supporting economic growth, Making roads work for everyone, 
Working more harmoniously with our environment, Preparing for the roads revolution. 
It is not possible to disagree with any of the individual elements in these long lists: they are all 
desirable, however they do not form a credible set of proposals, which will help with the 
allocation of scarce resources in a time of austerity. 
  
Of particular concern is the lack of content in the proposals under the heading “performance 
measures and targets”. There are no performance measures or targets set out in the docu-
ment; it is therefore not possible to agree with or support something that does not exist. 

 11. Are there any other proposals that you do not agree with? * 

  

   
Yes 

  X No 

Disagreed proposals  
12. State the proposals you disagree with and what could be done differently?  

 

 

Future needs  
13. Do you agree with Highways England's assessment of the future needs of the strategic road 
network? (See Initial Report section 4.4.) * 

   Yes 

   No 

  X   Don't know 

Future needs alteration  

14. If you answered no, how would you change the assessment?  

 

The section 4.4.3 which defines a hierarchy of road types within the SRN is very helpful, as are 
the maps which set out the aspiration for upgrading various sections of the network. 

Aims  
 Our 5 aims, central to how we aspire to measure success in Road Period 2 (2020 to 2025), 
are:  

economy, providing investment that yields increased productivity and economic output 

network capability, we need a network that can meet future demands on it and support growth 
for the long term 



 

safety, England has some of the safest roads in the world and the SRN is the safest part of all, 
per mile driven, however this is no cause for complacency and we remain committed to reducing 
deaths and injuries on our nation’s roads 

integration, very few journeys start or end on the SRN, almost all will use other transport 
networks, we will therefore seek new opportunities for linking the SRN with local roads, major 
roads and other modes of transport 

environment, it is vital that we continue to drive the transition to a decarbonised network that is 
environmentally and locally sensitive, we will continue to tackle the negative external impacts of 
the SRN, and aim for RIS2 to make a positive contribution to the environment and air quality 

15. How far does the initial report meet the government’s aims of:  

 

 
1 - doesn't 
meet aim 

at all 
2 3 4 5 6 

7 - 
completely 
meets aim 

economy?    X                  

network capability?                      

safety?                      

integration? X                     

environment?                      

 

Which aims could Highways England do more to meet and how?   

Economy: The report does not give sufficient priority to the role of supporting international 
connectivity via our ports and airports. The UK economy, and its future health, is dependent on 
our connections to the rest of the world by sea and by air. Routes (via SRN, local roads, public 
transport or rail) to and from our major sea and air ports (and the Channel Tunnel) are vital for 
the movement of both passengers and freight.  
 
Integration: The report is almost silent on other modes of transport, and this is a serious 
weakness in HE’s analysis. Business users have transport needs, not simply road needs. 
Improvements to the movement of staff, customers, goods and finished products depend on 
better integration of the digital, road, public transport, rail, air and sea infrastructure.   

Other questions  
 16. Do you think there should be any change in the roads included in the SRN? (See 
consultation document, section 1.3) * 

   Yes 

   No 

  X   Don't know 



 

Roads  
 17. Which roads would you propose are added to or removed from the SRN, and why?  

 

We support the four qualitative criteria set out in paragraph 1.3 of “Shaping the Future of 
England's Strategic Roads”: 

 Link the main centres of population; 
 Facilitate access to major ports, airports and rail terminals; 
 Enable access to peripheral regions; and 
 Provide key cross-border routes to Scotland and Wales. 

We are making a full response to the parallel consultation on the proposed Major Roads 
Network. 
The question of SRN definition should be considered alongside the MRN not independently from 
it. 

Other questions  
 18. Is there anything else we need to consider when making decisions about investment in the 
network? * 

  X   Yes 

   No 

   Don't know 

Other factors  

19. What other factors do you want considered?  

 

The analysis, especially the HE Initial Report, should include deeper consideration of other forms 
of transport. A word search on “rail” reveals only two mentions, and one of those is in a 
reference the Office of Road and Rail. The second reference is in the context of the production 
of transport strategies (not road strategies) by sub-national transport bodies. Similarly, “bus and 
coach” is mentioned only once, and that is quoting priorities identified by Transport Focus. 
 
The conclusion of the M25 South West Quadrant study was that roads alone could not meet the 
anticipated demand for transport, and that non-road investment may be the logical next step. 

Analysis balance  
 20. Does the analytical approach taken have the right balance between ambition, robustness, 
and proportionality? (See chapter 6 of consultation document) * 

   Yes 

  X No 

     
Don't 
know 

Different balance  
 21. What do you suggest we do differently?  

 

Re-frame the question from “what road strategy is appropriate”, to asking “what contribution can 
roads make to transport strategy”? 
 



 

Both HE’s “Highways England’s analytical methods to inform proposals for the second Road 
Period (2020-2025)” and DfT’s “Analysis to Inform RIS2 - DFT's Strategy” fail to achieve the right 
balance between ambition, robustness and proportionality.  
 
HE’s document includes on sentence, “Our [regional traffic] models also incorporate a simple rail 
model, allowing us to incorporate the impact of rail within our assessments.” That recognises 
roads are part of a wider transport system. The DfT document fails to mention rail in the context 
of multi-modal transport planning. 

Final comments  
 22. Any other comments?  

 

Overall disappointing. Having both DfT and HE documents in one consultation exercise is 
confusing. The HE documents have erred on the size of volume and the listing of options. They 
have spared the use of analysis to separate the essential from the merely desirable. The DfT 
documents do not place roads and the SRN in the context of the nation’s transport needs.  

 


