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Introduction 

Transport Action Network welcomes this opportunity to respond to this important 

consultation on the scoping of the Appraisal of Sustainability (AoS) of the next National 

Networks National Policy Statement (NPS). While we appreciate it is an early part of the 

process, it is a crucial one that sets the scene for policy and its appraisal. In this context we 

have a number of significant and serious concerns about whether the consultation draft 

proposes a credible and lawful appraisal, including that: 

a) The appraisal is not informed by monitoring of current NPS nor consideration of 

whether the judgements in the 2013 AoS that informed it turned out to be 

reasonable ones: as set out in 3.4 below, we suggest they were not. Such evaluation 

should form the starting point for this AoS. 

b) The appraisal is proposed to be non-spatial, despite the NPS now sitting alongside 

Road Investment Strategies with long lists of committed schemes and studies. RIS2 

claims England’s “process for planning strategic road investment is amongst the most 

transparent and explicit in the world” (p91). Yet through splitting the schemes (RIS) 

from the policy (NPS), enabling the former to dodge any Strategic Environmental 

Assessment (SEA) and the latter to be appraised generically, it is seeking to conceal 

the effects of the roads programme. This is anything but transparent. 

c) Relevant baseline information, in particular the “likely evolution” of trends, is the 

foundation of a lawful AoS. In the consultation, the baseline data is largely generic, 

rather than focusing on the significant effects of transport infrastructure, highlighted 

in Achieving government's long-term environmental goals (NAO, 2020). Moreover, 

the lack of spatial focus of the baseline, such around major schemes committed to or 

areas subject to strategic studies, precludes substantive appraisal. Indeed the 2013 

AoS stated that “due to the high level strategic nature of the NPS and corresponding 

AoS, specific goals and targets were not included in the appraisal framework” (p86). 

A repeat now would make a mockery of the Government’s flagship commitment to 

set world-leading environmental targets. 

d) RIS2 justifies road-building on development it would unlock, stating that it is 

“essential that the management of the road network is linked up with all those 

working to support growth and deliver the housing the nation needs. The process 

through which infrastructure supports growth does not occur in a vacuum” (p24). By 

contrast, the AoS proposes to exist in a vacuum, focusing just on schemes 

themselves, rather than the effects of unlocking housing or increasing traffic along 

corridors and across regions. This is contrary to SEA requirements to consider “the 

relevance of the plan or programme for the integration of environmental 

considerations in particular with a view to promoting sustainable development” 

https://www.nao.org.uk/report/achieving-governments-long-term-environmental-goals/
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The 2005 guide to Strategic Environmental Assessment stresses the need for a “detached 

and independent view”, similarly OECD guidance highlights the importance of the reviewer 

being independent. We are concerned that the same consultancy is producing this AoS as 

the now discredited 2013 AoS and that it has had a deep relationship with National 

Highways and its predecessors since 2006. We would be particularly interested to hear how 

this might be addressed. 

1. Do you consider that the range of sustainability issues covered is 

appropriate for the strategic non-spatial NNNPS? 

1.1 No. First, a number of key issues are ignored, contrary to legal requirements, such as 

regarding equalities, in combination and cumulative impacts. The lack of read-through 

to key policies on modal shift is a major concern in this context. Secondly, it is not 

arguable that this should be assessed non-spatially, in the context of the NPS sitting 

alongside Road Investment Strategies. We address these two points in turn. Finally, we 

make suggestions as to how a better structure could start to address these issues. 

1.2 SEA rules require appraisal of the “interrelationship between…factors. These effects 

should include secondary, cumulative, synergistic, short, medium and long-term 

permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects.” In some instances, such as 

climate, in combination issues can be considered nationally, for instance the emissions 

from road construction, manufacturing of ever larger cars and high embodied carbon 

housing unlocked by road schemes. In others, spatial data will be required to 

understand interactions with specific environmental constraints or opportunities.  

1.3 This is admittedly complex but as our thematic comments below highlight, the 

common denominator is motor traffic levels, which is a good proxy to consider many 

of the issues. In this context, we are especially concerned by the lack of connection to 

modal shift policy: rather than mentioning the strategic priorities for this in the 

Transport Decarbonisation Plan (TDP), the consultation mentions other commitments 

with limited if any relevance to the NPS and scheme decision-making. 

1.4 The proposed treatment of equalities duties is even more inadequate than 

environmental and transport policy: the only mention of equalities relates to regional 

ones or between urban and rural dwellers, rather than to protected characteristics set 

out in the Equality Act 2010 as well as socio-economic inequality. An AoS is supposed 

to play a critical role in advancing equality and this is all the more topical given Friends 

of the Earth’s recent success in revealing how the heat and buildings strategy failed to 

carry out an equality assessment (Government to consider impact of UK energy 

efficiency plan on poor households, 3 May 2022, The Guardian). As we come out of the 

https://www.theguardian.com/society/2022/may/03/government-to-consider-impact-of-energy-efficiency-plan-on-poor-households
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2022/may/03/government-to-consider-impact-of-energy-efficiency-plan-on-poor-households
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pandemic, public health is particularly important here but it is only considered in terms 

of air quality, rather than physical inactivity or access to healthy food and the natural 

environment or mental health issues. 

1.5 As explained in the introduction, it is clearly inappropriate for this AoS to be non-

spatial. While the 2013 AoS could not be spatial as there was no RIS in place, RIS2 now 

sits alongside the NPS, indeed sets the framework itself in terms of the NPS not 

requiring consideration of alternatives to schemes included in RIS2. RIS2 states that its 

programme is expected to increase in certainty and plans for RIS3 state that RIS2 

schemes carried over into it will not require reconsideration. Unless the draft NPS 

reverses the presumption in favour of road-building (the pre-2013 versions of the 

London Plan contained a strong presumption against additional road capacity), in 

assessing the likely effects of an NPS that gives policy support to RIS2 schemes it is 

necessary to appraise the effects of those schemes.  

1.6 Finally, we suggest a reformulation of the proposed topic headings, particularly 

regarding community impacts. National networks by their very nature have impacts far 

beyond the networks themselves, such as influencing land use patterns, using up 

limited transport budgets, lighting up dark skies etc, so it is unhelpful to frame these 

wider impacts around the concept of “neighbouring communities”. In addition the 

proposed structure is confusing and does not align with legislation or departmental 

responsibilities. We therefore suggest the following structure to improve clarity and 

wider engagement: 

● climate change - covering adaptation as well as mitigation 

● transport policy and users - including modal shift, access, safety and user 

experience 

● natural environment - covering biodiversity and geodiversity, air, noise and light 

pollution, landscape, townscape and heritage, water, soil and circular economy 

● economics and social - critical infrastructure and security, macro-economic, 

levelling-up, development, equalities and health. 

● cumulative and in combination effects. 

2. Should any additional AoS criteria or sub-criteria be included? 

2.1 We have set out suggested additional or alternative criteria for topic areas in our 

answer to question 3, as it was simpler to integrate comments on those sections with 

such suggestions. 
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2.2 Section 2.2 acknowledges that the impact of this NPS will extend beyond the 

boundaries of England and potentially impact on neighbouring administrations in 

Scotland and Wales. Given these administrations have set traffic reduction targets as 

part of their plans to meet net zero quickly enough, undoubtedly, an NPS that 

advocates more road building and traffic increases (directly or indirectly) will act to 

undermine those nations’ ability to meet their carbon emission reduction targets, let 

alone the UK’s. Their approach to traffic reduction should also be a strong 

consideration for the NPS as it could weaken demand for road expansion in England. 

Informed by the TDP’s priority of place-based decarbonisation, we have made a 

suggestion for a new indicator of supporting devolved, regional and local authorities 

deliver quantifiable reductions in motor traffic, to catch this. 

2.3 When considering the above topics, road and rail need to be dealt with separately so 

that the benefits of rail do not provide cover for road capacity expansion. This is all the 

more relevant in light of the ground breaking TDP policy to use cars less. 

3. Do you have any additional feedback on the AoS Scoping Report? 

Yes. We divide our comments as follows: 

1) Temporal alignment to existing government targets 

2) Assessment and scoring of effects 

3) Types of schemes 

4) Monitoring, and 

5) Thematic comments 

3.1  Temporal alignment 

3.1.1 In terms of timing, we suggest that rather than adopting 0-5 years for short term, the 

timing is reported in a way more relevant to key government targets, many of which 

relate to 2030, though some in the environmental improvement plan may relate to 

2028. The timescales would then be: 

● short term: to 2028/30, 

● medium term: 2030-2040, 

● long term: 2040-2050, and 

● very long term: beyond 2050. 
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3.2  Assessment and scoring 

3.2.1 Given the importance of trends in scoring, the lack of information on “likely evolution” 

in the consultation is a fundamental concern. A major challenge here is that many 

trends are set to breach legal targets that the Government has adopted. Separate to 

SEA principles, section 4.3 of HMT Green Book highlights the need for recognition of 

constraints, not least the law. It advises that “do minimum” options should comply 

with targets, rather than be assumed to breach them. While reasonable alternatives 

can be used in relation to the contents of the NPS, different scenarios for policies 

beyond the scope of the NPS are likely to be required to appraise this uncertain 

context. 

3.2.2 Furthermore, the 2013 appraisal mashed together other free-standing policies (such as 

for ULEVs) with those in the NPS, effectively concealing the likely effects of the NPS, as 

opposed to other policies or programmes that do not set a framework in planning 

decision-making. For this AoS to be credible, it will be essential that it differentiates 

between likely effects of the NPS and reasonable alternatives versus those policies and 

programmes that are beyond the NPS boundary, so to speak. 

3.2.3 In terms of assessment and scoring, a major question is how to assess impacts on 

declared targets, such as in relation to air quality or carbon budgets. Two different 

approaches are suggested here, depending on whether there is an objective or target 

that has already been missed or one that is on track to be missed in the future. 

Regarding the former, the UK is continuing to fail to meet air quality targets that were 

supposed to be met by 2010: the correct approach here should be that anything that 

risks not achieving compliance by the soonest date possible should be scored as 

significant.  

3.2.4 Regarding the latter, the DfT has sought to argue that the climate impacts of road-

building impacts are “de minimis”, compared to its baseline. Yet, as highlighted by the 

Climate Change Committee the baseline itself is not compliant with medium term 

carbon targets, which require motor traffic reduction even if electrification of the fleet 

is accelerated. Compared to the traffic reduction required, the traffic generated by 

road-building clearly would be significant, the wider carbon impacts more so with 

delivery falling behind in other sectors too. Any conflict in national networks policy 

with national targets should be scored as significant, unless there is strong confidence 

those targets are very likely to be met. 

3.3  Types of scheme 

3.3.1 The two issues here are the scale of schemes, in relation to the consenting thresholds 

set in the Planning Act 2008, and the types of scheme covered by the NPS. 
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3.3.2 In assessing the likely significant effects of the NPS, there may be direct or indirect 

reliance on it by schemes below the thresholds set in the Planning Act 2008. Some 

schemes below the NSIP threshold and not opted in by the Secretary of State have 

relied on NPS policies, for instance the Shrewsbury North West Relief Road and 

Norwich Western Link, not least due to the lack of relevant policies for large transport 

schemes in the NPPF. Indeed, there is influence for schemes funded through the Major 

Roads Network, Large Local Majors, Housing Infrastructure Fund and by other means. 

Many schemes proceeding via the Transport and Works Act have also relied on the 

NPS. The NPS also influences transport and spatial plans at regional and local levels. 

This wider framework setting and influence needs to be appraised as part of this AoS. 

3.3.3 The types of scheme that the new NPS and reasonable alternatives to it include should 

not be artificially limited to those listed in the existing NPS. The NIC and CCC have both 

highlighted the importance of investment in urban public transport schemes. Strategic 

cycleways off existing carriageways, such as those increasingly built on the Continent 

to improve e-bike access to and between towns would also fall within scope if they are 

more than about 10km in length.  

3.4  Monitoring 

3.4.1 Because the 2013 AoS did not predict significant adverse effects across any topic, there 

has been no monitoring of the NPS. Nonetheless, as paragraph 5.E.7 of the 2005 SEA 

guidance notes, there is a legal obligation to monitor for unforeseen effects. This is all 

the more important as the 2013 acknowledged it was particularly generic due to the 

lack of a roads programme existing at the time it was carried out. 

3.4.2 The judgements made in 2013 on many topics are clearly wrong now, indeed were 

wrong when made, for instance:  

● climate: claimed major roads programme “supports” the reduction of GGEs, 

when in reality tailpipe emissions have been stable, while other transport-related 

emissions have increased. 

● biodiversity: claimed road-building detracts but not significantly, on the 

assumption a biodiversity offsetting policy could be introduced. This is now 

proposed for implementation in 2026, while National Highways is set to meet its 

own internal targets. Meanwhile the UK continues to see major declines in 

biodiversity. 
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● landscape and visual: claims detracts but not significantly, due to no spatial 

assessment. Independent reviews of Post Opening Project Evaluation (POPE) 

reports tell otherwise, see landscape section below. 

● congestion: significant improvement of levels of congestion, when in reality they 

continue to become worse, so much so that DfT has dropped promises of “mile a 

minute” roads. 

3.5  Thematic comments 

Transport and economic policy 

● Missing policy and legislative drivers 

○ Although the consultation mentions the Transport Decarbonisation Plan (TDP) 

and notes its 78 commitments, it fails to refer to its strategic priorities or the 

commitments specifically affected by development control decision-making. 

Moreover, many of the policies in the TDP have wider co-benefits beyond 

climate, in particular modal shift and traffic reduction, so it would be better to 

report them separately.  

○ Future policy on driver taxation will have a major impact on modal split. The 

Net Zero Review Final Report (HMT, 2021) noted that failing to replace fuel 

duty and VED would reduce UK tax receipts by 1.5% by 2040, acknowledging 

at paragraph 6.18 that “[w]ithout action to offset these pressures the public 

finances will be put in an unsustainable position.  Therefore, delivering net 

zero sustainably and consistently with the government’s fiscal strategy 

requires expanding carbon pricing and ensuring motoring taxes keep pace 

with these changes during the transition.” emphasis added). This effectively 

takes the opposite position to the  2013 AoS, which stated “[s]uccessive 

Governments have ruled out national road pricing on deliverability grounds, 

including public acceptability and costs of implementation” (paragraph 7.1.6). 

○ The other side of the fiscal coin is how the NPS impacts on “allocating 

resources”, an explicit consideration in the SEA directive. Policy drivers here 

are the fiscal rule of public sector net investment at 3% of GDP, set out in the 

Conservative Manifesto, and the limit on gross public investment in economic 

infrastructure of between 1.1% and 1.3% of GDP in each year between 2025 

and 2055, set in the NIC remit letter by the Chancellor in October 2021. If the 

NPS includes a presumption in favour of road-building, it will enable large 

road settlements to continue, squeezing funding for sustainable travel. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/net-zero-review-final-report
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○ Devolved and sub-national transport strategies: Welsh & Scottish transport 

strategies include strong policies for modal shift and traffic reduction, as to 

Sub-national Transport Bodies like TfL and England Economic’s Heartland. 

These are particularly relevant to the content of the NPS and reasonable 

alternatives, as well as spatial impacts. 

● Baseline 

○ Trends for modal shift and relative cost of driving are stalled and heading in 

the wrong direction respectively. 

○ Fiscal pressures are increasing as a result of the pandemic, invasion of Ukraine 

and related macro slowdown, which is likely to reduce funding available. 

○ Although the cost of fuel is increasing, the overall cost of motoring has 

increased far less than public transport, and this trend would accelerate with 

electrification unless fuel duty is replaced. 

● Key sustainability issues 

○ Cuts in funding for public transport are reducing services and leading to a 

modal shift towards driving, with this trend expected to accelerate following 

further cuts to services in April 2022. 

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Modal shift and motor traffic reduction 

■ Accelerating modal shift to public and active travel 

■ A cohesive, integrated, and affordable net zero public transport 

network 

■ Half of all urban journeys walked or cycled by 2030 

■ Increase average road vehicle occupancy by 2030 

■ Modal shift of freight from road 

○ Relative cost of driving 

■ versus public transport for passenger travel 

■ versus rail for freight 

○ Availability of resources for sustainable travel 
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■ Across rail, light rail and bus, active travel. 

Greenhouse gas emissions 

● Missing policy and legislative drivers 

○ Nationally Determined Contribution for 2030 of a 68% reduction made 

pursuant to the Paris Agreement must be mentioned: this requires faster 

emissions cuts than the 5th Carbon Budget.  

○ Committee on Climate Change's (CCC) 2021 progress report: government 

response, specific rejection of recommendations in key sectors such as 

aviation and diets, which mean surface transport will need to reduce 

emissions faster for the UK to stay within carbon budgets, especially in the 

short to medium term. The next CCC progress report will be published on 29 

June. 

○ Policy design features for the car and van zero emission vehicle (ZEV) 

mandate - as this consultation proposes a slower transition than the CCC, 

particularly for vans, greater traffic reduction will be needed. 

● Baseline 

○ The baseline information only reports tailpipe emissions, not other emissions 

from transport, such as construction and maintenance, alternative energy 

vectors (including embodied energy for power supply and transmission 

upgrades), embodied emissions from manufacture of vehicles. In relation to 

SEA requirements, this is seriously inadequate. 

○ The baseline information should cover the likely trend, not the unusual years 

of the pandemic. Figure 3 in the TDP shows a very wide range of outcomes, 

and then only for tailpipe emissions. A year on, a more precise future 

trajectory should now be provided. 

● Key sustainability issues 

○ The biggest opportunity is not construction and operation but management 

of national networks, such as through high occupancy vehicle lanes, speed 

reduction (whether through lower speed limits or increased enforcement) 

and facilities for public transport and lift sharing. 

○ Increasing vehicle weight and power (such as the shift to SUVs), has a major 

impact and is increasing lifecycle emissions. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/committee-on-climate-changes-2021-progress-report-government-response
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/committee-on-climate-changes-2021-progress-report-government-response
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/policy-design-features-for-the-car-and-van-zero-emission-vehicle-zev-mandate
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/policy-design-features-for-the-car-and-van-zero-emission-vehicle-zev-mandate
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○ Reduced vehicle ownership reduces embodied and in use emissions: research 

from the Netherlands suggests that improved long distance public transport is 

essential to encourage households to give up their cars. 

○ Forecasts of ever increasing motor traffic damage the business cases of 

sustainable travel schemes. 

○ Sequestration opportunities on the soft estate are minimal, particularly in the 

short and medium term: shrubs and enhanced grassland have limited ability 

to sequester, while opportunities for planting trees are limited, not least 

given the increasing risk of extreme weather blowing them onto railways and 

roads.  

○ By contrast, road-building and the sprawling development it unlocks is a 

highly inefficient use of land, reducing the area available for tree planting and 

other forms. The land use requirements of transport schemes and 

developments (area required per resident) or unlocked by them is best 

considered under soil, however. 

● Criteria and sub-criteria: add 

○ Maintenance as well as operational emissions. 

○ Vehicle ownership, weight and power trends. 

○ Embodied and in use emissions of housing development unlocked by 

transport schemes. 

○ Supporting devolved, regional and local authorities deliver quantifiable 

reductions in motor traffic. 

○ Motor traffic levels, if not covered in new transport section. 

Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

● Missing key policy and legislative drivers 

○ Final Report - The Economics of Biodiversity: The Dasgupta Review (HMT, 

2021)  

○ Nature Recovery Green Paper: Protected Sites and Species (Defra, 2022) 

○ Biosphere Reserves 

● Baseline conditions 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/final-report-the-economics-of-biodiversity-the-dasgupta-review
https://consult.defra.gov.uk/nature-recovery-green-paper/nature-recovery-green-paper/
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○ The baseline data here is especially generic, with no mention of road 

networks on designated sites. The M27 smart motorway scheme increases 

surface water discharges straight into the River Hamble SAC for instance. 

○ Independent review of POPE reports has highlighted a lack of long-term 

monitoring and management, leading to failure of mitigation at even flagship 

schemes such the A3: The Impact of Road Projects in England (TfQL, 2017).  

● Key sustainability issues 

○ Traffic growth increases severance, particularly where minor roads become 

busy. Recovery of some species, let alone reintroduction of larger predators, 

will be extremely challenging without traffic reduction. 

○ Mortality is important: as much as a third of some species’ young, such as 

barn owls, are killed every year trying to cross major roads. 

○ Road noise affects some animals, such as some specialist bird species 

● Criteria and sub-criteria: the proposals here are muddled and require a rethink 

○ Avoidance of direct impacts on protected sites should be top, and replace 

mitigation hierarchy enforcement. Otherwise that conflates too much, 

including matters such as Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) that will be required by 

law in any event. 

○ Direct and indirect effects on habitats and species conflates too much: better 

to consider air, noise and light pollution on protected sites. 

○ Species should be considered separately, informed by spatial interactions of 

species with RIS schemes, such as the A66 corridor, a biodiversity hotspot. 

BNG is not an acceptable proxy. Mortality and fragmentation should be 

separate sub-criteria here. 

○ Ancient woodland and veteran trees should be mentioned as a sub-criteria. 

Nationally, major road building is one of the most significant threats to 

ancient woodland and veteran trees. 

Air Quality 

● Missing key policy and legislative drivers 

○ The extensive litigation by Client Earth that has led to judgments that the UK 

has “systematically and persistently” failed to reduce pollution in the shortest 

possible time.  

http://www.transportforqualityoflife.com/u/files/170320%20The%20Impact%20of%20Road%20Projects%20in%20England%20FINAL1.pdf
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○ The Environment Act 2021 sets an exposure target as well as a limit value. 

○ New WHO guidelines which are significantly lower than current legal limits 

and highlight the very damaging impact lower levels of pollution can have. 

● Baseline conditions 

○ NOx exceedances remain in many agglomerations, despite a legally binding 

target to end these by 2010.  

○ Particulate emissions are largely stagnant since 2010 and increasing levels and 

weight of traffic are likely to lead to an increase. 

○ National Highways has struggled to spend its air quality funding effectively 

and its continued failings have been criticised by the Office for Rail and Road. 

○ Although DfT has committed to a continuous rail electrification programme, it 

has failed to publish details for two years, as the Treasury holds up 

investment, meaning the programme in England has ground to a halt.  

● Key sustainability issues 

○ The summary assertion that “air quality is generally improving” is 

unreasonable for two reasons. First, as noted in the preceding paragraph, the 

likely evolution is not for improvement in particulate emissions. Second, as 

awareness of pollution’s health impact improves, the effects are being 

recognised as more severe. This means that the gap between air quality and 

target values is actually increasing, so there is ever more need for radical 

change. 

○ Pollution is linked to busy roads, not just congested ones (para 6.2). 

○ Non-exhaust particulate emissions from transport are steadily increasing on 

par with increasing motor traffic – not necessarily transport demand as 

increased sustainable travel has minimal impact (para 6.2.1). 

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Particulates should be reported separately from NOx, as the causes and 

effects are different. This is all the more so with Parliament deciding the 

Environment Act 2021 should have a particulate-specific target. 

Climate Resilience and Flooding 

● Missing key policy and legislative drivers 
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○ Accounting for the Effects of Climate Change (Defra, 2020) requires 

consideration of both 2°C and 4°C degree rises in temperature, .  

● Baseline conditions 

○ Rail is suffering more disruption from extreme weather than strategic roads. 

Recently constructed railways, such as HS1, are an exception. 

● Key sustainability issues 

○ As much of the rail network is much older than the strategic road network 

and built in an era of limited understanding of geotechnical risks, it is far more 

affected by extreme weather, such as heavy rain. Moreover, as the rail 

network is less extensive than the road network, it is less resilient to 

disruption. 

○ Road-oriented developments require more land for access roads and parking, 

leading to greater use of impermeable surfaces, hence higher risk of flash 

flooding and heat island effect.  

○ NPPF 2021 includes policy of tree-lined streets for new developments: public 

transport schemes can reduce car ownership and use, enabling reallocation of 

parking spaces to tree pits in existing developments without trees. 

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Should consider rail resilience separately to road, given the different issues. 

○ Consider the amount of soil sealing that transport schemes lead to (or assess 

as part of soil and land). 

Community Impacts and Accessibility 

This section is flawed and requires fundamental reframing and reconsideration. National 

networks by their very nature engage more than local, whether in terms of providing access 

to nature and leisure away from home, or increasing traffic along a corridor, far from a 

scheme itself. We suggest this is the place to include Equalities Act issues and access to the 

natural environment.  

● Missing key policy and legislative drivers 

○ Equalities Act 2010 

○ Environment Act 2021 regarding people’s enjoyment of the natural 

environment. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/934339/Accounting_for_the_Effects_Of_Climate_Change_-_Supplementary_Green_Book_.._.pdf
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○ Defra rural proofing guidance 

○ CWIS2 is listed as from 2021 but it has not been published yet 

○ Public Health England Strategy 2020 to 2025 

● Baseline conditions 

○ Car ownership low amongst poorest in society, younger people and amongst 

some minority groups such as Black and LGBTQ*, who are more likely to live 

in urban areas. 

○ Access to rail stations is increasingly limited for those without cars, while 

many rail stations remain inaccessible to people with disabilities. 

● Key sustainability issues 

○ Spending on road-building can undermine the economics of public transport 

and by increasing traffic levels make active travel unsafe and unattractive 

over time. 

○ Increasing car-based society, further excludes people, drives up emissions and 

is economically inefficient – leads to more traffic on the surrounding road 

network and to greater centralisation of services, further excluding people. 

○ Road schemes sever existing active travel networks, such as rights of way, 

grouping crossings together with long diversions alongside noisy roads to 

cross in one spot. 

○ Access to wilder areas is becoming harder, as buses are cut back and country 

roads become too busy for active travel. This especially affects those in large 

cities who are less likely to have access to cars but whose mental health 

would benefit the most. 

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Increasing travel choices for those without access to cars. 

○ Access to national networks within 30 minutes other than by car. 

○ Expansion and enhancement of active travel networks, including managing 

down motor traffic on unsegregated links. 

○ Further equalities criteria following an equalities impact assessment, 

particularly for health and social mobility. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/phe-strategy-2020-to-2025
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Heritage 

● Missing key policy and legislative drivers 

○ Statements of Universal Value for World Heritage Sites 

● Baseline conditions 

○ There is a lack of any data here about the impact of national networks on 

heritage assets, for instance how increasing motor traffic levels impact on 

setting or how schemes, such as A303 Stonehenge that may seek to deliver 

improvements are in fact leading to irreversible harm. National Highways still 

claims this scheme would be beneficial overall, despite the Planning 

Inspectorate and UNESCO ruling otherwise. 

● Key sustainability issues 

○ With traffic on national networks increasing, suggesting that heritage should 

be balanced against infrastructure needs suggests a decline in, rather than 

enhancement of, heritage.  

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Although there is no comparable policy to improve access to and enjoyment 

of heritage, as there is for the natural environment, access to heritage for 

those without cars should be considered. 

Landscape and Townscape 

● Missing key policy and legislative drivers 

○ The setting of national landscapes, NPPF (para 176): the SRN has a significant 

impact on many protected landscapes, even when outside of them, due to 

traffic noise, lights, etc, reducing tranquillity. 

○ Beauty, in particular the Living with Beauty report and the response to it 

which stated that the “Government strongly supports the Commission’s 

recommendation for an overt focus on beauty in planning policy, to ensure 

the planning system can both encourage beauty and help to prevent ugliness” 

(Gov response to 1a & 1b) and “The Government agrees that beauty and 

placemaking should be reflected in relevant strategies” (Gov response to 1c). 

○ Good design, in relation to the development that national networks unlock or 

enable. This is especially important regarding the strong focus on design in 

NPPF (para 20): “Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy for the 
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pattern, scale and design quality of places” and Chapter 12, e.g para 126: 

“The creation of high quality, beautiful and sustainable buildings and places is 

fundamental to what the planning and development process should achieve. 

Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, creates better places 

in which to live and work and helps make development acceptable to 

communities.” 

● Baseline conditions 

○ Similar to biodiversity, there is a lack of POPE monitoring of landscape 

impacts of schemes, beyond simply whether mitigation was delivered, rather 

than whether it has been maintained, let alone if it was effective or not. While 

the AoS for energy NPSs asserted good design can solve many issues, there is 

no evidence to back this up. Without such evidence there can be little 

confidence, if any, that design policy can mitigate impacts. 

○ Good design is sacrificed with value engineering / cost cutting exercises to 

keep these expensive projects on track: there is a gap between what is 

promised in policy and what is delivered. 

○ This topic area in particular requires spatial rather than generic analysis. 

● Key sustainability issues 

○ The SRN development is undermining good design such as desire to banish 

‘boxland’: public transport supports a shift to fine-grained places whereas 

road-building promotes “low density single use commercial space, retail parks 

and large format supermarkets (‘boxland’)”: Policy Proposition 26: banish 

‘boxland’) in Living with Beauty, which the Government agreed with. 

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Tranquillity is fundamentally different to visual amenity and should not be 

merged. 

○ Light pollution - relevant to humans, particularly near dark skies reserves but 

also wildlife. 

○ Zone of theoretical visibility of national networks, generally and in particular 

in designated landscapes. 

○ Degree to which national networks enhance rather than detract from sense of 

place. 

○ Density if not quality of development unlocked by schemes. 
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Noise and Vibration 

● Missing key policy and legislative drivers 

○ Protection of quiet areas in END. 

● Baseline conditions 

○ Noise not only has impacts in dwellings but also impacts on use of outdoor 

spaces, designated landscapes and visitor attractions. Baseline data is needed 

here. 

○ It is incorrect to assert that electrification of the vehicle fleet may have 

positive impacts. Danish research (Noise from electric vehicles, 2015) shows 

that above 30km/h there is no perceivable difference and, in any event, with 

new requirements for electric vehicles operating at low speed to produce 

noise, even that advantage will go. By contrast the significant increase in 

traffic expected on the SRN from cheaper EV driving (e.g. DfT Road Traffic 

Forecasts 2018), means that a shift to EVs is very likely to increase noise.  

● Key sustainability issues 

○ Transport noise may reduce access to nature by humans and impact 

negatively on wildlife. 

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Report impacts on open spaces valued for their tranquillity separate to in 

dwelling noise. 

Critical Infrastructure and Security 

● Missing key policy and legislative drivers 

○ British Energy Security Strategy objective to “reduce our reliance on imported 

fossil fuels”, this is especially important for diesel. 

○ Critical Minerals Strategy, being developed by BEIS. 

● Baseline conditions 

○ The UK imports 18% of diesel from Russia, much fossil fuel comes from 

unreliable states with poor human rights records, while sustainability 

concerns about biofuels persist, if not increase as food costs rise. 

https://www.vejdirektoratet.dk/api/drupal/sites/default/files/publications/noise_from_electric_vehicles_0.pdf
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○ Rapidly increasing demand for critical minerals over the next two decades, 

which may then decrease as recycling of used batteries increases.  

● Key sustainability issues 

○ Consider resource requirements, whether capital (rare metals for batteries) or 

operational (fuel and energy). 

○ Consider wider biodiversity and climate impact of mining these resources - 

either here or in the biodiversity section. 

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Proportion of energy used in transport that is imported. 

○ Dependency on critical metals, perhaps via intensity requirements per mile 

travelled (covering both that for vehicle as well as wider energy system). 

Macro-Economic Impacts 

● Missing key policy and legislative drivers 

○ National Infrastructure Assessment (NIC, 2018), as the NIS only confirmed 

road spending up to 2025: by contrast the NIA called for a shift in spending 

after that date from strategic roads to city-regional public transport. 

● Baseline 

○ Again the data here fails to set out likely evolution of trends, as required by 

the SEA directive, or key challenges. 

○ The key productivity issue is the lack of investment in public transport in cities 

outside London, which the Levelling Up strategy recognises is essential to 

address in order to close gaps in productivity between London, the south east 

and the rest of the UK. 

○ By contrast, there is minimal evidence to demonstrate economic benefit of 

road-building in developed economies:  The Impact of Road Projects in 

England (TfQL, 2017). 

○ Congestion trends are important to consider: the promises of “mile a minute” 

driving made when the NPS was designated have quietly been abandoned. 

Instead DfT 2018 forecasts show a doubling of congestion on the SRN within 

ten years of ending sales of new petrol and diesel cars, in other words ever 

more minutes per mile. 

http://www.transportforqualityoflife.com/u/files/170320%20The%20Impact%20of%20Road%20Projects%20in%20England%20FINAL1.pdf
http://www.transportforqualityoflife.com/u/files/170320%20The%20Impact%20of%20Road%20Projects%20in%20England%20FINAL1.pdf
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○ Figures quoted of 96% of the population being an hour’s drive from the SRN 

ignore the effects of this congestion trend, as well as the fact that many 

people have no or limited access to cars in the first place. 

○ The increase in congestion will have a particular impact on road freight and 

make modal shift more attractive. 

○ The lack of demand management on the SRN in England makes congestion 

worse: countries such as France with motorway tolling don’t have such 

congestion issues, while devolved administrations like Scotland and Northern 

Ireland are installing motorway bus lanes. 

○ The road sector ignores substantial external costs, from air pollution, crashes, 

health impacts, congestion, etc. Noise impacts are £10bn in 2010 prices 

alone. There are very significant costs here that cannot be ignored. The 

impact of increasing traffic flows and vehicle weights on maintenance needs - 

of both the local road network and SRN - should not be ignored either. 

○ The section on rail’s contribution to the economy entirely misses out the 

benefits to cities, particularly agglomeration impacts that rail is more effective 

at delivering than roads. 

○ The assertion on future growth being concentrated around major cities flies in 

the face of those cities’ ambitious targets to cut motor traffic as well as the 

Prime Minister’s aim of half of urban journeys being walked or cycled. This 

ambition will require major changes to trip patterns, such as the twenty 

minute town concept, not simply shifting existing trips. 

● Key sustainability issues 

○ Without radical action on modal shift and demand management, congestion 

is forecast to double, creating significant negative economic as well as 

environmental effects.  

○ Investment in the right sort of infrastructure in the right places to deliver the 

right development - public transport in city regions enabling compact 

development - is needed to close the productivity gap.  

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Reduction in congestion (rather than reduction in rate that congestion gets 

worse) 

○ Investment in regional public transport  
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○ Forecast public transport accessibility levels in regional cities in 2030 

(compared to London) 

Levelling-up and Regional Inequalities 

● Missing key policy and legislative drivers 

○ There is a fundamental disconnect between investing in busy roads and 

improving public transport outside of London, so it is not credible to seek to 

draw a link between this core levelling up objective and RIS2. One of the main 

reasons bus and coach services have declined is congestion, which road-

building makes worse by generating ever more private motor traffic. 

○ The Office of Rail and Road has criticised National Highways for failing to 

spend its designated funds effectively on public transport integration. 

● Baseline conditions 

○ As noted in the previous theme, higher productivity is driven not by road-

building but by public transport investment and denser development, see also 

Billions lost in productivity as Northern cities' transport networks lag behind 

European equivalents (Centre for cities, 2022). 

○ Unlike public transport investment, road-building does not in the medium 

term improve accessibility as journey time savings are soon eroded by 

induced traffic.   

○ The majority of tourism spend, the fifth largest economic sector in the UK, 

stays in London. According to Visit Britain, poor public transport outside of 

London discourages foreign visitors, who are averse to driving on the left, 

from venturing further afield. This increases economic gaps. 

● Key sustainability issues 

○ Job seekers and those in low paid work are less likely to have access to a car, 

so investment in public transport is particularly important to level up: Why 

the Government should keep its promise and continue to support bus services 

across the UK (Centre for Cities, 2022). 

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Distributional impacts of NPS - whether away from richest regions (Green 

Book) or focused on areas scoring highest on levelling up indicators. 

https://www.centreforcities.org/press/northern-cities-transport-networks-lag-behind-european-equivalents/
https://www.centreforcities.org/press/northern-cities-transport-networks-lag-behind-european-equivalents/
https://www.centreforcities.org/blog/why-the-government-should-continue-to-support-bus-services/
https://www.centreforcities.org/blog/why-the-government-should-continue-to-support-bus-services/
https://www.centreforcities.org/blog/why-the-government-should-continue-to-support-bus-services/
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○ Proportion of residents that can reach their city centre within 30 minutes by 

public transport 

Circular Economy 

● Missing key policy and legislative drivers 

○ Environment Act 2021 proposed targets 

● Baseline conditions 

○ Again the baseline data is generic and not focused on national network issues. 

○ A key issue is microplastic pollution from tyre wear, given 40% of micro-

plastics in watercourses are now estimated to originate in this manner. 

○ Rail is far more efficient than road, both in terms of infrastructure and 

vehicles. A rail sleeper can last 60 years while a rail typically lasts decades 

before being reused then recycled, by contrast a busy road may require 

resurfacing every decade. Likewise, while a train can be used for thirty years, 

the average lifespan of a car is less than half that, despite being unused 97% 

of the time and when in use only averaging about 1.5 occupany. Buses and 

coaches are significantly better than cars too. 

● Key sustainability issues 

○ Increasing weight, power and size of cars, numbers on the roads and decline 

in occupancy are creating major resource issues, offsetting the benefits of 

recycling at end of life. 

○ Modal shift from road to rail is vital to achieve circular efficiency goals.  

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Usage intensity of vehicles: in terms of reducing ownership and size, while 

increasing car and lift sharing. 

○ Modal shift to public transport. 

Soil, Land, Minerals and Agriculture 

● Baseline conditions 

○ Again the information here is generic, rather than providing any detail about 

the amount of land used up by national networks and related infrastructure, 
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in particular the proportion of high quality agricultural land. Spatial 

information should be available from RIS2. 

● Key sustainability issues 

○ Expansion of the road network in particular is resulting in increased loss of 

soils both directly and indirectly, through losing them under new highways, 

loss of farmland through severing farms and reducing their viability and most 

impactful, facilitating car based sprawl which consumes vast areas of 

farmland. 

○ The key issue is to minimise soil sealing from new infrastructure or 

development that it unlocks, through modal shift away from private motor 

traffic and enabling compact public transport oriented development.  

○ Throughout the 1960s and 70s, MAFF (forerunner of Defra) defended 

farmland from encroachment by road-building. With greater food security on 

the agenda and with fertiliser prices at record levels, more agricultural land 

might be needed for food or indeed bioenergy, so these important issues 

should be recognised. 

○ Another issue is to minimise the need for mineral resources for maintenance 

and renewals, by reducing the weight and volume of traffic: RIS2 

acknowledges that more traffic means more maintenance. 

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Land take for transport and, separately, the efficiency of land for 

development (i.e. with reference to density). 

Water Resources 

● Baseline conditions 

○ Although National Highways is investing to tackle run-off, on the latest trends 

it would take around a thousand years to treat the whole SRN. That would 

still leave run-off from roads connecting to the SRN untreated and, if traffic 

grows, run-off will continue to increase from the rest of the road network. 

○ There is far less of a run-off issue from the rail network, iron particles are 

contained already in soil, so it is limited to spills. 

● Key sustainability issues 
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○ Concerns about pollution of water courses is growing rapidly but there is a 

lack of data collection to assess the scale of the problem. 

○ Awareness of the problem of micro-plastics from tyre wear in water courses is 

growing, even if the effects on the brain, where these particles have been 

detected, or other species are not fully understood. Nonetheless the 

precautionary principle requires action to tackle this issue. 

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Micro-plastics in water - worth considering separately to water quality sub-

criteria due to bioaccumulation effects. 

Safety 

● Missing key policy and legislative drivers 

○ Smart motorway pause due to safety concerns 

○ Cycle infrastructure design (LTN 1/20) - GOV.UK 

○ Cycling and Walking Investment Strategy 1 (2018)  

● Baseline conditions 

○ The risk of being killed cycling on a rural A road is as much as fifteen times 

higher than in cities such as London. 

○ The subjective risks are as important as the objective risks – two thirds of 

adults feel it is too dangerous to cycle on roads (71% of women) (Walking and 

Cycling Statistics, England: 2019). This is likely to be higher on the SRN, 

through higher speeds and volumes, and larger junctions. Where there are 

facilities, they are typically poor or multi-stage crossings that are neither 

attractive, direct or convenient. 

○ There are similar challenges for walking along and across trunk roads. 

● Key sustainability issues 

○ Perceptions of lack of safety discourage active travel, reducing travel choice 

and health. 

○ Road schemes have failed to reduce overall KSI as even where they deliver 

safer conditions on an upgraded section, the extra traffic generated leads to 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cycle-infrastructure-design-ltn-120
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more collisions across the wider road network: The Impact of Road Projects in 

England (TfQL, 2017). 

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Objective safety by different modes 

○ Perceived safety for active modes. 

User Experience (including costs of travel) 

● Missing key policy and legislative drivers 

○ Great British Railways: Williams-Shapps plan for rail (DfT, 2021)  

● Baseline conditions 

○ According to 2018 DfT research, “building more or even widening roads was 

generally not seen to be a viable long term solution” with people unwilling “to 

face the...disruption caused by work to widen roads” and believing 

“improvements would have little lasting impact on congestion anyway”. 

○ Public concern about using smart motorways has grown 

● Key sustainability issues 

○ Congestion is set to double on the SRN within a decade of ending sales of 

petrol and diesel cars, according to 2018 DfT forecasts. 

○ Costs of public transport have increased far faster than the cost of motoring. 

Funding cuts are reducing rail and bus services, while the decline of scheduled 

services using the SRN has been particularly great. 

○ According to Decarbonising transport: deliberative research (DfT, 2021), to 

secure modal shift, driving needs to be made less convenient or more 

expensive (e.g. parking or congestion charges) alongside improved provision 

of alternative modes. 

○ There are minimal facilities to prioritise public transport or lift sharing on the 

SRN in England, such as interchanges, HOV lanes or bus gates. 

○ Poor accessibility of trains and stations for people with disabilities or luggage, 

including lack of flexibility for buggies, cycles and wheelchairs. 

○ Poor facilities for active travel along and across the SRN. 

http://www.transportforqualityoflife.com/u/files/170320%20The%20Impact%20of%20Road%20Projects%20in%20England%20FINAL1.pdf
http://www.transportforqualityoflife.com/u/files/170320%20The%20Impact%20of%20Road%20Projects%20in%20England%20FINAL1.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/great-british-railways-williams-shapps-plan-for-rail
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/transport-and-transport-technology-public-attitudes-tracker
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/decarbonising-transport-deliberative-research
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○ The backlog of repairs of potholes and bridges on local roads is now at £10bn 

and a major public concern LGA: Funding for almost 10 million pothole repairs 

this year lost from council budgets (LGA, 2021). Bodies such as the NIC have 

advised prioritising repairs over road-building.  

● Criteria and sub-criteria 

○ Modal choice, including opportunities for lift sharing 

○ Affordability of public transport 

○ Attractiveness and connectivity of active travel networks around national 

networks 

○ Avoid reporting reductions in increase in congestion as improvements in 

congestion 
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