
Proposals for the creation of a Major Road Network 
 
Introduction  
 

This response to the Government (DfT)’s consultation regarding proposals for the creation of 
a Major Road Network is submitted by Suffolk Chamber of Commerce, using the prescribed 
response form, to MRNconsultation@dft.gsi.gov.uk. 
 
Respondent details  
 

Your name    Nick Burfield, Policy Director, Suffolk Chamber of Commerce 
 

Your email    nick@suffolkchamber.co.uk  
 

In what capacity are you responding? 

Industry or business (private sector). 
 
In which region are you based?  
 
East of England. 
 
MRN core principles  
 
Q1. Do you agree with the proposed core principles for the MRN outlined in the 
consultation document? 
 
Yes.  
 
Suffolk Chamber of Commerce agrees with the MRN core principles of:  
  

 increased certainty of funding; 

 a consistent network;  

 a coordinated investment programme;  

 a focus on enhancement and major renewals;  

 clear local, regional and national roles; and  

 strengthening links with the Strategic Road Network. 
  
We also believe that: 
 

 The MRN must be consistent across England. To achieve this, it must be defined via a 
set of criteria and centrally agreed, with the final decision on inclusions resting with the 
Secretary of State;  

 Since local authorities will remain responsible for the roads included in the MRN local, 
regional and national bodies must work together to deliver the MRN Programme; and 

 Given that the day-to-day maintenance of the MRN will remain the responsibility of 
individual highways authorities, with separate funding through existing arrangements, it 
must be a guiding principle of the MRN that local highways maintenance funding should 
not be adversely affected by the creation of the MRN. 

 
Defining the network  

 
Q2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the quantitative criteria outlined in 
the consultation document and their proposed application?  
 
Suffolk Chamber of Commerce disagrees with the fact that the quantitative criteria focus 
solely on traffic flow levels. 
 
There is a need to consider the role and function of roads that are put forward for inclusion in 
the MRN, particularly those that serve relatively isolated larger towns and communities in 
rural areas, including Haverhill. 
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Planned economic and housing growth issues should also be taken fully into account given 
the potential timescales involved in developing major improvements. 
We would welcome early clarification about the application of the qualitative and quantitative 
criteria and how this will be applied to the assessment of individual roads. 
 
 Q3. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the qualitative criteria outlined in 
the consultation document and their application?  

 
Suffolk Chamber of Commerce agrees that: 
 

 the MRN cannot be defined by quantitative criteria alone as this would fail to recognise 
local and regional characteristics and priorities and would produce a series of fragmented 
road links across the country; 

 the MRN must be consistent and coherent across the country when considered alongside 
the SRN; and 

 major conurbations, airports, ports and other significant economic centres should be 
connected to each other and to the markets and communities they serve via the MRN. 

 
We note that the proposals include connecting all towns and cities with a population greater 
than 50,000 and in specific circumstances connecting to economic centres with a population 
below this threshold. The definition of the Indicative Major Road Network suggests that there 
are some inconsistences in how the criteria have been applied across the country and in 
particular to smaller but significant economic centres such as Haverhill, which are situated in 
largely rural areas. 
   
Q4. Have both the quantitative and qualitative criteria proposed in the consultation 
document identified all sections of road you feel should be included in the MRN? 
 
Suffolk Chamber of Commerce agrees with the decision to include roads that were  
de-trunked between 2001 and 2009 within the MRN on the basis that these roads have 
historically been deemed of national interest and remain key to an effective transport 
network that can support economic, business and housing growth.  
 
This includes the A12 between Ipswich and Lowestoft in relation to which a scheme to 
improve the A12 between Wickham Market and Saxmundham was included in various trunk 
roads programmes up to 1995 and was taken successfully through a public Inquiry. We are 
disappointed that the scheme was subsequently withdrawn in advance of the A12 being de-
trunked in 2001. Nevertheless, DfT’s recognition that the A12 was deemed to be of national 
interest reinforces Suffolk Chamber’s support for Suffolk County Council’s promotion of the 
SEGWay project which must be regarded as a crucial component in the development of the 
MRN. 
 
We support the inclusion of the following routes in the indicative MRN and recommend that 
they should be retained: 
 

 A12 between the A14 at Ipswich and A47 at Lowestoft; 

 A134/A131 between the A11 at Thetford and A120 at Braintree; 

 A140 between the A47 at Norwich and A14 near Needham Market although in response 
to the DfT document “Shaping the Future of England's Strategic Roads Consultation on 
Highways England's Initial Report” dated December 2017, Suffolk Chamber of Commerce 
proposed that the A140 between the A14 junction 51 Beacon Hill and the A47 at Harford 
Interchange should be added to the SRN. This is a priority in the Suffolk Chamber of 
Commerce Transport and Infrastructure Manifesto which states, with regard to the A140: 
“Dual whole route and include in trunk road network to support economic and business 
growth between Ipswich and Norwich and improve access from Suffolk to Norwich 
International Airport.” 

 A142 between Ely and the A14 at Newmarket; and 

 A146 between Lowestoft and A47 at Norwich. 
 



We believe that the following routes should be added to the proposed MRN (see Appendix): 
 

 A new route around Ipswich to complement and support the existing SRN and provide a 
more resilient road network, not least in view of the pressures on the Orwell Bridge. It is 
expected that this will meet the five central policy objectives set out by Government and is 
an important consideration in maintaining access to the Port of Felixstowe and in the 
context of Brexit; 

 The A143 between Bury St Edmunds and the A146 near Beccles, which connects 
Lowestoft to Diss and Bury St Edmunds (all primary route destinations) and provides an 
important link to and from the A14. This section of road carries up to 15,000 vehicles per 
day, and between 7% and 10% HGVs, reinforcing the economic significance of the route; 
and 

 The A1307 between the A11 Four Went Ways junction and Haverhill. Haverhill is situated 
in a large rural area bounded by the A11 to the west, A14 to the north, A134/A131 to the 
east and A120 to the south. The town has a population in excess of 27,000 and is the 
fourth largest and fastest growing town in Suffolk. Haverhill is part of the Cambridge sub-
region and is home to a large number of manufacturing industries. It does not benefit from 
links to either the national road or rail networks at the current time. The main road link to 
the SRN is via the A1307 which links the town to the A11 trunk road at Four Went Ways 
and hence to Cambridge, and to Whittlesford Parkway Station via the A11 and A505 
respectively. Traffic flows on the route meet the “Level 2 Network Criteria” set out in the 
Rees Jeffreys report, with over 15,000 vehicles per day, and 6% HGVs and hence should 
be considered for inclusion in the MRN. Suffolk Chamber of Commerce is leading a 
campaign for the urgent dualling of the A1307 through an A1307 Strategy Board chaired 
by Matt Hancock MP and with the support of business, Cambridgeshire and Suffolk 
County Councils, the local borough, district and town councils, New Anglia and GCGP 
LEP and all support the inclusion of this stretch of A1307 in the MRN. We note that there 
are many examples of towns with links shown on the Indicative Major Road Network that 
have much smaller populations and traffic flows on the connecting MRN link, e.g. Cromer 
on the North Norfolk Coast with a population of around 8000 and traffic flows on the A140 
of 12,500 vehicles per day, and 2.5% HGVs.  

 
Q5. Have the quantitative or qualitative criteria proposed in the consultation 
document identified sections of road you feel should not be included in the MRN?  
 
No. 
 
Q6. Do you agree with the proposal for how the MRN should be reviewed in future 
years? 
 
Suffolk Chamber agrees with the DfT proposal to review the MRN every five years to 
coincide with the existing RIS timetable, and believes that account should be taken at the 
same time of synergies between the Networks. Nonetheless DfT needs to clarify whether 
and how this proposal is consistent with the statement that “The MRN Investment 
Programme, and the Regional Evidence Bases from which it is formed, will also be updated 
every two years to allow for evidence to be refreshed and for new schemes to enter the 
programme.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Investment planning 
 
Q7. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the roles outlined in the 
consultation document for local, regional and national bodies? 
 
Suffolk Chamber agrees that: 
 

 The creation of the MRN should support long-term strategic consideration of investment 
needs in order to make best use of the targeted funding that will be made available from 
the National Roads Fund; 

 initial scheme proposals for investment should be put forward by Local Authorities, in 
partnership with local stakeholders including businesses, for inclusion in the Regional 
Evidence Base; and 

 Local Authorities should be responsible for the continued development of schemes 
included in the MRN Investment Programme. 

 
In addition we make the following points: 
 

 There is currently no formal Sub-National Transport Body in the East of England, 
although East of England Sub-National Transport Forum may develop as a STB at some 
time in the future, and no formal forum at which the ‘generic’ business voice will be heard; 
and 

 The East of England Sub-National Transport Forum is as far as we know not funded to 
develop a Regional Evidence Base and nor are Local Authorities funded to work up 
potential schemes to Strategic Outline Business Case (SOBC) level and scheme 
development represents a significant amount of work that cannot be funded from existing 
budgets. 

 
In order to reduce risk borne locally and in particular by local authorities, the roles envisaged 
should avoid unintended process or burdensome bureaucracy and hence costs, such as: 
 

 adopting a Project Control Framework approach for all proposals overseen by Highways 
England as occurs with the SRN; and 

 an overly analytical scrutiny by DfT as has happened in the past with Local Authority 
majors. 

 
Q8. What additional responsibilities, if any, should be included? State at which level 
these roles should be allocated.  
 
We have none to suggest. 
  
Q9. Do you agree with our proposals to agree regional groupings to support the 
investment planning of the MRN in areas where no sub-national transport bodies 
(STBs) exist? 
 
Suffolk Chamber: 
 

 agrees with the DfT’s proposals for regional groupings to support the investment planning 
of the MRN in areas where no sub-national transport bodies (STBs) exist but believes 
that businesses should be allowed strong representation on such groupings; but 

 is concerned that there is a disparity in STBs/regional groups across England and that 
this will disproportionally affect the levels of investment in the MRN in the East of England 
to the detriment of economic and business growth in our area. 
 

Q10. Are there any other factors, or evidence, that should be included within the 
scope of the regional evidence bases? 
 
The importance of improvements to the MRN that support economic, business and housing 
growth should be highlighted. 
 



Q11. Do you agree with the role that has been outlined in the consultation document 
for Highways England? 
 
Suffolk Chamber broadly accepts the role that Highways England could have in the MRN 
Programme, but this appears to focus on advising Government. It is important that this role 
is not established or undertaken in isolation from Local Highway Authorities who have much 
better knowledge and experience relating to local routes and will be responsible for the 
MRN. DfT also needs to clarify how Highways England will be funded to carry out this role 
and how they will be resourced to develop and maintain their knowledge of local issues. 
 
We note the potential role of Highways England in supporting Local Authorities in the 
delivery of agreed MRN schemes, for example advising on the design and development of 
projects, but additional bureaucracy and hence costs must be avoided. 
Suffolk Chamber hopes that the Local Authorities will be able to access Highways England’s 
supply chains in order to take advantage of economies of scale that may be available and 
we also hope that the supply chain will be developed to optimise local economic and 
business benefits. 
 
Eligibility criteria  
 
Q12. Do you agree with the cost thresholds outlined in the consultation document? 
 
The consultation document indicates that the funding is typically aimed at schemes between 
£20m and £50m in value which, under exceptional cases, could be extended to £100m. 
Although funding will be limited, Suffolk Chamber propose that there should be no upper limit 
on the value of schemes as capping project funding could potentially reduce the opportunity 
to achieve transformational benefits. 
 
In any case we recommend that cost thresholds should initially be treated flexibly and be 
reviewed regularly, and at least every five years, to coincide with the existing RIS 
timetable/review of the MRN and in the light of experience in delivering the first tranche of 
MRN projects. 
  
Q13. Do you agree with the eligibility criteria outlined in the consultation document? 
 
Broadly yes but Suffolk Chamber believes that structural renewals should include 
carriageway renewal as well as bridges and other structure improvements or replacement of 
more single point assets. 
 
Investment assessment criteria  

 
Q14. Do you agree with the investment assessment criteria outlined in the 
consultation document?  
 
Yes. 
  
Q15. In addition to the eligibility and assessment criteria described what, if any, 
additional criteria should be included in the proposal? Please be as detailed as 
possible. 

 
Suffolk Chamber has no further criteria to suggest. 
 
Other considerations  
 
Q16. Is there anything further you would like added to the MRN proposal? 
 
Suffolk Chamber notes that “in the case of successful schemes, the Department’s funding 
for their delivery would be fixed with the relevant local authority responsible for its effective 
delivery” and “there should be a requirement for local contributions towards the final cost of 
the scheme”. 
 



We are concerned that for larger projects which have a lengthy gestation period, fixing the 
delivery contribution at an early stage of development (possibly before a Statement of 
Business Case) will potentially penalise or deter promoting local authorities. Suffolk 
Chamber suggests that the process for accepting projects into the MRN programme should 
be flexible and phased to reduce unnecessary development costs and the risk of increased 
implementation costs to local authorities and other local funders. 
The DfT consultation document states that “Following the launch of the MRN Programme 
during 2018, we will consider whether there is a need to identify schemes for early entry to 
the MRN Investment Programme”. Suffolk Chamber is concerned that: 
 

 the process for identifying schemes for early entry to the MRN Investment Programme is 
not clear; 

 it will take some time to develop a regional evidence base for the East of England; 

 there is a disparity in STBs/regional groups across England which may disproportionally 
affect the opportunity to include schemes in the East of England; and 

 it is not acceptable that economic and business growth in an area, such as ours, might be 
jeopardised by the asymmetric transport governance structures that exist across the UK. 

 
Suffolk Chamber also believes that consideration should be given to how improvements to 
the MRN might be treated through the planning process and in particular we believe that 
there would be merit in treating appropriate schemes as Nationally Significant Infrastructure 
Projects (NSIPs) rather than under the traditional Town and Country Planning Act. 
 
Currently schemes would be excluded on the basis of the definition in legislation (The 
Highway and Railway (Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project) Order 2013). Among 
other criteria, this prescribes that only roads are manged by the Secretary of State are 
eligible by default, and would therefore exclude all MRN routes. Although there is some 
discretion available to the Secretary of State it is not clear this discretion would be possible 
in these circumstances.  
 
We believe that the definition of the MRN put forward in the consultation leads to a 
compelling case that the MRN is nationally significant, in the same way as the Strategic 
Road Network is nationally significant, as treatment as NSIPs should therefore be enabled. 
 



Suggested Network         Appendix 


