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Executive Summary 

This Transport for South Hampshire (TfSH) study was commissioned in October 2009 to identify the 
cumulative impact of planned development expressed in the South East Plan on the M27 Corridor 
between junctions 5 and 12 and to identify a strategic transport plan for the area.  The study is an 
interim piece of work prior to the completion of the more detailed evidence base work during 2011.  
The interim work is necessary to help inform the progression of Local Development Framework 
(LDF) Core Strategy work and to meet the approaching deadlines and is also required by the 
Highways Agency (HA) in order to assist their response to the LDFs.  All the affected planning 
authorities have been involved in development of the study brief and have provided land use planning 
data to inform the work. 

Study Objectives 

This study aims to provide a co-ordinated view of the impacts on the M27 (Junctions 5 to 12) of 
planned development across the South Hampshire sub-region to 2026.  The study concentrates on the 
two strategic development sites at North/North East Hedge End and North Fareham and also a large 
development site at North Whiteley.  Importantly it provides a detailed and consistent analysis across 
the individual sites providing a cumulative rather than individual site by site analysis as has been the 
case with previous studies across the area. 

A linked series of parallel studies will focus upon the specific access issues for each of the key sites. 
Detailed interventions, junction capacity analysis, costs and engineering feasibility do not form part of 
the M27 Corridor Study. 

Study Methodology 

The study is an interim study as the issues will be addressed more fully later by the main TfSH 
evidence base being developed under a separate commission that includes a sub-regional transport and 
land-use model.  Consequently, this study makes use of existing traffic and land use planning data 
available from previous studies and provided by the local planning authorities.  Traffic generation 
from all of the planned development is taken into account in the study but movements to and from the 
strategic sites are highlighted with particular emphasis upon impacts upon the M27 Corridor.  
Importantly the study does not include any re-routing of existing traffic or public transport trips to the 
network or service improvements.  The analysis of the development trips is consistent with the 
Reduce/Manage approach and considers:  

·  policies to contain trip-making within the new developments and within the immediate 
surrounding area (self-containment); 

·  Smarter Choices; 

·  walk and cycle trips; 

·  public transport trips – both for rail and bus and their distribution; and 

·  distribution of residual car trips and their assignment to the local network. 

Key Assumptions 

·  Morning and evening peak periods together with an all day period were analysed for the 2008 
base year and 2026 forecast year;   

·  M27 capacity was calculated using Highway Agency figures; 
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·  North/North East Hedge End SDA, North Whiteley and North Fareham SDA were analysed 
separately and the impacts on the M27 were then accumulated; 

·  Two land use planning scenarios were tested, namely the South East Plan allocated 
development and also a second option with reduced development numbers supplied by the 
planning authorities which they consider reflects a more likely way forward; 

·  In combination with the Reduce and Manage strategies identified above a number of different 
highway interventions and strategies were also tested including the implementation or not of 
schemes including Junction 8 access improvements,  Botley Bypass, Junction 10 all moves, 
A32/J11 link road, managed motorways and demand management; 

·  The schemes have been assessed only on the basis of development-related traffic whereas the 
schemes are designed to deal with a wide range of problems and generate other required 
outcomes; and 

·  A total of thirteen combination tests were undertaken – all at 2026. 

Main Study Outcomes 

M27 

·  Key sections of M27 are currently congested at peak times, particularly Junctions 7 to 9 
eastbound and Junctions 9 to 5 westbound.  This congestion can be severe, especially if 
incidents occur but is generally moderate but with queues forming on a regular basis on the 
M27 and other approaches to Junctions 5, 7, 9 and 11; 

·  By 2026 with the proposed development areas and their associated highway and public 
transport improvements all sections of M27 will increase to significant overload conditions on 
much of the motorway which would be operating with severe congestion;  

·  With Reduce and Manage measures in place, the effects of the additional demand are 
ameliorated to some extent but problems remain with the extent of the Reduce and Manage 
measures applied suggesting that further measures or more intensive measures would be 
required to fully offset the impacts of additional traffic to avoid extensive congestion; 

·  Some capacity remains in off peak periods but these periods will be shorter as the peak 
periods expand; and 

·  Demand management on the motorway in the form of road user charging could secure an 
additional 10% reduction in peak hour trips but changes in policy direction would be needed 
to secure this. 

N/NE Hedge End SDA 

·  New or improved existing highway access to J8 is needed to minimize additional use of 
Junction 7, reduce the impacts on Hedge End and to accord with Southampton City Council 
(SCC) aspirations to prioritise the A3024 Eastern Access into Southampton; 

·  Public transport will benefit from improvements in access to Junction 8 by mitigating the 
increase of traffic on other routes used by public transport and by the ability to link to the 
Eastern Access to Southampton; 

·  Some Southampton-based car trips will use Junction 7/Charles Watts Way; 

·  Movements to/from the development through Botley towards Whiteley are not relatively 
significant; 

·  Movements to and from the development are predominantly into Southampton, crossing the 
M27; 

·  M27 movements are predominantly eastbound; and 
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·  These conclusions are slightly different from those in earlier studies in that they place more 
emphasis on Junction 8 for highway access and less emphasis on Junction 7 for public 
transport access. 

North Whiteley 

·  The study progressed on the assumption that a form of Whiteley Way will be constructed in 
all options. It is assumed that the nature of Whiteley Way will not provide a direct route 
through the development; 

·  Most car trips cross the M27 into Segensworth and beyond; 

·  M27 trips are approximately evenly split between east and west bound; and 

·  Car trips heading north to and from Botley and beyond to Fair Oak and Winchester are not 
significant in relation to other movements. 

North Fareham 

·  The choice of connection to M27 concerns the relationship between a realigned A32 link road 
connecting to Junction 11, the traffic capacity of Junction 11 and changes if any needed to 
Junction 10; 

·  A realigned A32 could provide a link road between the employment area proposed adjacent to 
Junction 11 and the main residential areas. It would also provide access between the SDA and 
the motorway via Junction 11; 

·  A realigned A32 link road would facilitate the eastbound movements and link to the A27 
Eastern Way route to the south.  If Junction 10 is restricted to Bus Rapid Transit/High 
Occupancy Vehicle traffic most development traffic would use the link road and J11 and A27.  
However, some would also cross J10 into Fareham on Wickham Road; 

·  If the existing arrangement at Junction 10 is retained eastbound SDA traffic would find it 
more convenient to use this junction thus the pressure on Junction 11 would not increase as 
much; 

·  Adding west-facing slips to Junction 10 would provide two all-moves junctions (Junctions 10 
and 11) and each would facilitate both east and west bound movement.  Most development 
traffic would use A32 Wickham Road and Junction 10 calling into question the need to realign 
A32; 

·  In total, more development traffic would travel into Fareham (A32 Wickham Road and A27 
Eastern Way) with the A32 link road option than with the all-moves Junction 10.  This would 
result from the road network in the area that concentrates traffic on core routes to Junction 11 
with junctions including Delme and Quay Street Roundabouts being significant constraints; 

·  There would be reductions in other traffic using Junction 11 west-facing slips (not measured 
in this study) and greater resilience in the operation of the motorway and connecting roads 
with two all-moves junctions; 

·  Currently Junction 11 is heavily used and the extent to which it could accommodate traffic 
from the SDA and wider re-routeing effects without unacceptable delays and safety issues is 
considered in the parallel studies. Should further work demonstrate that Junction 11 cannot 
accommodate significant increases in traffic then an all-moves Junction 10 may be required; 
and 

·  The intention that the SDA should be an Eco-Town, not investigated in this study, has large 
implications for the nature and arrangement of the development and the scale of reduction of 
car traffic generated and attracted.  Radical measures will be needed to achieve the reduction 
and the access arrangements required for an Eco-Town will need to be reviewed when more 
information about the Eco-Town proposal is available. 
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Reduced Development Scenario 

As well as the South East Plan scenario tests, a revised planning scenario was tested based upon 
information provided by the respective local planning authorities.  In all cases this was a lower 
allocation. 

The results show a corresponding lower level of trips and lower levels of development traffic on the 
M27.  However, these are not low enough to substantially avoid the levels of overloading predicted, 
reducing the levels of M27 congestion by a few percentage points. 

Botley Bypass 

The possibility of a Botley Bypass was tested in relation to the N/NE Hedge End SDA and North 
Whiteley sites, both independently and in combination. 

The results show that there would not be sufficient ‘development-related’ traffic in the general Botley 
direction to provide a significant development-related justification for a Botley Bypass (noting the 
limitation of this study with respect to the re-routing of general traffic). 

Self-Containment  

The level of self-containment of trips within the development site and the surrounding area is an 
important factor.  The assumption in the study is that 25% of total trips would remain within the 
respective SDA sites and 20% would remain in the immediate area (the exception is Whiteley which is 
zero within the site as it is smaller and only has housing). 

The development traffic generated is small compared with the traffic generated by the rest of the South 
East Plan scenario combined with existing traffic on the network. Therefore to have a significant 
impact on the level of traffic using the motorway, the levels of self-containment would have to 
increase to levels not yet attained in the UK. 

Rail 

All tests include provision of improved access to rail stations and show use of rail by development-
generated trips, however the increases in rail trips assumed are relatively low and hence have a 
minimal effect in reducing the number of car trips as a result of transfer from car to rail. 

Slightly greater use of rail is made by North Whiteley as it has access to both Botley and Swanwick 
Stations, followed by North Fareham SDA trips as Fareham station provides a local rail and public 
transport hub. 

Rail improvements including the provision of Eastleigh Chord and line enhancement will improve 
journey options across a wide area as congestion worsens, however the assessment of these benefits 
was beyond the timescale of this study. 

Bus 

All tests include provision of improved access to bus services to the major employment and retail 
centres and show the use of bus by development-generated trips but at lower levels than rail. 
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Reduce/Manage Measures 

The study can only deal with these measures using assumptions on their impact on development 
traffic.  They produce a small but worthwhile reduction in car traffic though a considerable on-going 
effort will be needed to deliver them. 

Wider Measures 

Demand Management (road users charging) and Managed Motorways (such as an active traffic 
management scheme as introduced in the West Midlands) both have a positive impact on the M27 
flows but the latter has the greater impact reducing many sections from severe congestion to moderate. 
These reductions in car travel translate into a higher take-up of bus and rail.  

Conclusions from the Study  

�  With all the potential interventions outlined above associated with the large development sites 
there would still be a significant impact on M27 traffic although this could be lowered with 
stringent Reduce/Manage measures dependent upon political support; 

�  North/North East Hedge End SDA requires improved access for all vehicles to Junction 8 in 
order to address the concept of improved eastern access to Southampton so that only a smaller 
proportion of development traffic would use Junction 7; 

�  The access strategy for North Fareham SDA cannot be defined clearly prior to decisions being 
made by Fareham Borough Council regarding inclusion or otherwise of the employment site 
near M27 Junction 11.  This will have a fundamental effect on the interventions that will be 
needed to serve residual trip demand.  If an employment site is to be implemented near 
Junction 11, then North Fareham SDA would need a realigned A32 to Junction 11 to provide a 
connection between the residential and employment areas.  Junction 11 already experiences 
peak hour congestion and improvements to Junction 10 could provide an alternative or be 
additional and include enhancement to an all-moves junction. In the latter case the value of a 
realigned A32 to Junction 11 may be questioned; 

�  Whiteley Way will provide an indirect connection through to the A3051; and 

�  The interventions investigated are designed to achieve a wide range of required outcomes 
across the sub-region.  The study shows that development traffic alone does not justify the 
need for a Botley Bypass. 

Figures S.1 to S.5 show various scenarios for the AM Peak, Figure S.1 representing 2008.   Figure S.2 
illustrates a future scenario in which all the planned development is in place but no interventions have 
been introduced.  The result is that much of the motorway is congested.  Figure S.3 shows a similar 
situation but with Reduce and Manage measures in place which ameliorates the impacts to some 
extent.  Figure S.4 shows a different scenario in which all the planned development is in place but a 
number of interventions as well as Reduce and Manage measures are included also; improved access 
from the N/NE Hedge End SDA to Junction 8 is provided and Junction 10 becomes an all-moves 
junction but the A32 is not realigned to Junction 11.  Figure S.5 shows an alternative scenario with all 
the planned development except a reduction in development numbers from 10,000 dwellings to 7,500 
at North Fareham SDA, improved access from the N/NE Hedge End SDA to Junction 8, A32 
realigned to Junction 11, and limited access retained at Junction 10 – eastbound movements are 
assumed to be from Junction 10 in this scenario. 
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Figure S.1: AM Peak Link Flows Relative to Capacity 2008 
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Figure S.2: AM Peak Link Flows Relative to Capacity 2026 With Development but With No Interventions (except Whiteley Way) (South East Plan 
Allocations) 
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Figure S.3: AM Peak Link Flows Relative to Capacity 2026 With Development but With No Interventions (except Whiteley Way) (south East Plan 
Allocations) With Reduce/Manage Measures 
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Figure S.4: AM Peak Link Flows Relative to Capacity With All Development (South East Plan Allocations) – Improved Access to Junction 8 and All-
Moves Junction 10 With Reduce/Manage Measures 
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Figure S.5: AM Peak Link Flows Relative to Capacity With Development (South East Plan Allocations but Reduction at North Fareham SDA) With 
Improved Access to Junction 8, A32 Realigned to Junction 11, and Limited Access Retained at Junction 10 With Reduce/Manage Measures 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose of Study 

This study was commissioned to provide a co-ordinated view of the various development sites planned 
across the South Hampshire sub-region.  To date, a number of studies have been undertaken to 
consider various aspects of planned growth in connection with the various Local Development 
Framework (LDF) Core Strategies, although each local planning authority is progressing at different 
rates.  To date, none of the studies has looked at the combined impacts of the various development 
proposals and this study addresses that key issue.  It has become clear that the M27 is the core 
highway route through the sub-region and that the Highways Agency, as highway authority for the 
route, requires evidence that the development can be accommodated satisfactorily without major 
detriment to the safe operation of the motorway.  Hampshire County Council, Southampton City 
Council and Portsmouth City Council as highway authorities for their respective areas will also need 
to have evidence of how additional journeys could be accommodated and the options available to 
them. 

The approach in this study provides interim direction in terms of quantifying the expected impacts of 
planned development on a consistent basis across the corridor. The outputs focus on the key issues 
prior to the creation of a multi-modal model for the sub-region over the next two years.  In this sense, 
the study does not seek to substitute for a large assignment model but instead addresses key issues and 
provides some direction regarding the future transport strategy.  In doing so, it builds on the approach 
taken by Southampton City Council in attempting to understand the impacts and options and the 
interaction between existing urban areas and new development sites.  Transport for South Hampshire 
(TfSH) aims to bring together the various interests to determine a co-ordinated and robust view that 
can be shared by all parties involved. 

A linked series of parallel studies will focus upon the specific access issues for each of the key sites. 
Detailed interventions, junction capacity analysis, costs and engineering feasibility do not form part of 
the M27 Corridor Study. 

1.2 Context 

The changes that are expected to take place in South Hampshire have implications not only for their 
immediate surroundings but across and beyond the sub-region.  Much of the movement is facilitated 
by the M27 motorway and changes that have taken place to date have emphasized the extent to which 
car journeys dominate.  The emerging agenda with much greater emphasis on sustainable travel – with 
the Department for Transport’s Delivering a Sustainable Transport System1 (DaSTS) providing 
direction – will require significant changes to be made to avoid excessive growth in the number of car 
trips.  The capacity of the highway network is constrained and it is not expected to be possible or 
desirable to create sufficient additional capacity to meet demand.  Even if this were possible, predicted 
additional car trips linked to developments would further undermine efforts to reduce emissions and 
congestion, improve safety and the economy.  The culture of car dependency is being challenged and 
the relationship between land use planning decisions and transport is more vital than ever. 

                                                      
1 Department for Transport (November 2008) Delivering a sustainable transport system. 
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The study covers the M27 corridor between Junction 5 (Airport) and Junction 12 (Hilsea) and 
influences beyond this include Test Valley Borough Council to the west and Havant Borough Council 
to the east. 

The key planned developments considered in this study are as follows: 

·  Growth in Southampton, particularly that in the city centre; 

·  Growth in Portsmouth, notably the Tipner and Port Solent/Horsea Island sites; 

·  Eastleigh Riverside Strategic Employment Zone and growth in Eastleigh town centre and 
elsewhere in the Borough (although details are unavailable at this stage); 

·  North/North East Hedge End Strategic Development Area (SDA); 

·  North Whiteley development area, an addition to the previous developments at Whiteley; 

·  North Fareham SDA; and 

·  Other smaller development sites across the sub-region. 

In total, the South East Plan includes an allocation of nearly 79,000 dwellings and around 3 million m2 
of employment with 80% provided across the sub-region and 20% provided by the large development 
sites that are considered specifically in this study. 

The area covers a number of interests: 

·  Southampton City Council; 

·  Hampshire County Council; 

·  Eastleigh Borough Council; 

·  Winchester City Council; 

·  Fareham Borough Council; 

·  Gosport Borough Council; 

·  Portsmouth City Council; 

·  Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH); 

·  Transport for South Hampshire; and 

·  Highways Agency and other transport providers/operators. 
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1.3 Structure of Report 

The report describes the methodology and indicates key input data.  The results are set out in summary 
form in the main body of the report where the implications and impacts are discussed. Detailed outputs 
for each option are shown in the appendices which include detailed findings regarding the large 
development sites where significant changes to the input data have been made. 
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2 PREVIOUS STUDIES 

A number of relevant studies have been undertaken which are summarized below.  These have focused 
mainly on particular issues and include recommendations on promoting the most beneficial options. 

2.1 Transport for South Hampshire 

TfSH produced its Towards Delivery statement2 to set out the direction for transport strategy across 
the sub-region.  This addressed the need for initiatives to reduce the need to travel, particularly by car 
and the need for revised planning policies together with the promotion of major public transport 
facilities and other sustainable transport.  The principle of Reduce – Manage – Invest was set out 
emphasizing the role of containing demand and managing existing assets before infrastructure 
schemes are considered. 

The Reduce element of the strategy has been considered in more detail3.  This set out options for a 
range of Smarter Choice measures (travel planning, promoting sustainable modes, etc.), land use 
planning (co-ordinating housing employment and retail land uses and linking development sites to 
transport opportunities) and other policy initiatives (improved public transport and longer term 
demand management measures). 

2.2 North Fareham Strategic Development Area 

An initial study identified the key issues relating to the development of up 10 000 dwellings and 
associated employment in the North Fareham SDA4.  This considered the primary access to the site 
with a new link road to M27 Junction 11 with the existing A32 across Junction 10 adopting a different 
role, probably for public transport links to the town centre and rail station, based on the existing 
arrangements at Junction 10.  Extensive bus priority measures were investigated to support a Bus 
Rapid Transit (BRT) system which could attract residents away from car use, particularly if area-wide 
traffic management were to be adopted.  The relationship between car access and high quality public 
transport access (BRT with links to the rail station, Fareham town centre and beyond) is a key issue. 

The realignment of the A32 has been considered in a study that investigated route options for a new 
link road between the A32 Wickham Road and M27 Junction 11 and considered constraints, 
environmental impacts, geometry and costs5.  Of the seven options considered, no preferred option 
was adopted but the report provided the information necessary to consider road access in the context 
of the site. 

                                                      
2 Transport for South Hampshire (April 2008) Towards delivery: Transport for South Hampshire statement. 
3 Transport for South Hampshire (August 2009) Reduce strategy. 
4 Mott Gifford/MVA Consultancy (February 2008) Setting strategic direction: North Fareham SDA. 
5 Mott Gifford (January 2009) A32 realignment options identification report. 
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Further investigation was undertaken regarding options for linking the SDA and the M276.  These 
included a ‘do minimum’, the addition of west-facing slips at Junction 10, a new junction further west 
and the realignment of the A32 to Junction 11 with restricted access at Junction 10.Policy, design 
standards, traffic capacity, cost/benefit and deliverability were considered.  The study concluded that 
significant reductions in demand would be required to facilitate eastbound flows at Junction 11 with a 
realigned A32 and further investigation would be required. 

2.3 North/North East Hedge End Strategic Development Area 

Initial issues associated with the SDA were investigated7 including the options for road access and 
possible connections by BRT towards Southampton city centre.  This noted the difficulties associated 
with the location of the SDA in relation to major employment centres and also its relationship with 
development at North Whiteley.  This made connections with the proposed extension of Whiteley 
Way (from M27 Junction) and the proposed Botley Bypass, which in combination would provide 
access to the SDA.  The determination of site location and layout in relation to Hedge End rail station 
was also discussed. 

A further study8 focused on the relationship between the SDA and existing built-up areas in terms of 
access, traffic and other impacts.  This considered trip generation and distribution and the effects of 
additional traffic on the local road network.  Initiatives to support high levels of self-containment 
could help reduce the demand for journeys beyond the immediate area but Maypole Roundabout and 
M27 Junctions 7 and 8 could be affected adversely. 

2.4 Southampton and Eastleigh Local Development Frameworks 

Stage 1 of the LDF transport assessment9 assessed the likely impacts of traffic associated with planned 
development in the area, particularly investigating the impacts of large sites in Eastleigh and 
Southampton city centre in relation to the trunk road network.  This involved the South Hampshire 
Strategic Traffic Model (SSTM) but this restricted the analysis to AM peak only.  The results 
predicted large impacts on much of the strategic road network. 

The Stage 2 investigations10 expanded this using a spreadsheet approach to provide AM and PM peaks 
and daily flows for all modes. The effects of various Reduce/Manage measures were applied to test the 
extent to which additional pressures could be ameliorated.  While a strong approach to 
Reduce/Manage and a sustainable approach to land use planning would help offset the expected 
impacts, the effects of redistributed trips would also need to be taken into account at some stage.  
While the Southampton LDF has progressed, the Eastleigh LDF has lagged and further work will be 
necessary in due course to assess the expected impacts of development in more detail.  The 
spreadsheet approach used for Southampton and Eastleigh has provided the basis for the work 
undertaken in this study across the wider corridor.  This involved extensive spreadsheet calculations 
linking the various data sources to process data and produce results. 

                                                      
6 Mott Gifford (February 2009) Fareham SDA access study. 
7 Mott Gifford/MVA Consultancy (March 2008) Setting strategic direction: North/North East Hedge End Strategic 
Development Area and North Whiteley. 
8 MVA Consultancy (May 2009) Informing development decisions: North/North East Hedge End SDA. 
9 Mott MacDonald (April 2009) Southampton and Eastleigh LDF core strategies transport assessment Stage 1 report. 
10 Mott MacDonald (June 2009) and Eastleigh LDF core strategies transport assessment Stage 2 report 
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2.5 Harbour Authorities’ Local Development Frameworks 

Analysis was undertaken for Fareham, Gosport, Havant and Portsmouth11 based on the SSTM’s 
predictions of AM flows and considered key motorway and other large junctions.  This assumed 
blanket shifts from car to a premium bus network and a BRT system to test possible options to car use.  
However, the restrictions of the model meant that PM peak and daily impacts could not be assessed 
and further work is expected to be commissioned separately by each of the local planning authorities 
to move the transport assessments forward. 

In the context of the current study, a number of observations are pertinent: 

�  The validity if the SSTM is questioned and the intended comparison of base year outputs with 
traffic flows does not materialize; 

�  The planning data used is a mixture of PUSH and South east Plan and hence is broadly 
consistent with that used here; 

�  Trip rates are derived from TRICS for vehicles and are broadly consistent with the approach 
adopted here; 

�  Trip distribution is based, as here, on 2001 Census journey to work data; 

�  Assumptions are made regarding the potential mode shift from car in response to public 
transport improvements.  These are unsubstantiated and are unlikely to be achieved without 
substantial investment; and 

�  Results for junctions are presented and link flows are omitted, hence comparison with this 
analysis is difficult. 

2.6 Winchester District Local Development Framework 

A number of assessments have been made for the Winchester District12, 13  which includes part of the 
NNE Hedge End SDA, Whiteley, West of Waterlooville and other areas that are affected by the M27 
corridor.  These informed the selection of sites in the Preferred Option Core Strategy (May 2009).  
The Stage 2 analysis14 provided a more detailed assessment including a ‘strategic allocation’ at North 
Whiteley with Reduce/Manage measures applied. 

 

                                                      
11 Peter Brett Associates (June 2009) Assessing the impacts of the Harbour Authorities’ LDF proposals on the Strategic 
Highway Network: transport assessment. 
12 WSP (November 2007) Winchester District LDF transport assessment. 
13 MVA Consultancy (November 2008) Winchester District LDF transport assessment (Stage 1). 
14 MVA Consultancy (October 2009) Winchester District LDF transport assessment (Stage 2). 
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3 METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Overall Approach 

The analysis of the corridor is based on the spreadsheet approach used for the Southampton and 
Eastleigh LDF transport assessments.  The approach adopted was tested at Examination in Public and 
satisfied the requirements of the Highways Agency.  This is a transparent and relatively simple 
approach that concentrates on development-related trips but not other movements on the networks and 
thus does not replicate the workings of a full assignment model.  The process has been designed to 
provide some interim results prior to the creation of a sub-regional multi-modal model which will 
include a full demand, mode split, distribution and assignment processes across a much wider area 
than the M27 corridor alone.  The spreadsheet model follows the principles of determining the number 
of trips associated with different land uses in the various locations, understanding how these could be 
distributed across the various transport networks by different modes and assignment of them to the 
M27 - this provides the base network for 2008.  Future year data is calculated to provide predictions 
for the number of trips by mode in 2026 to which Reduce/Manage factors are then applied – this 
highlights the differences between the base networks and the adjusted networks.  Figure 3.1 shows the 
M27 corridor with the study area in yellow.  The various stages of the process are set out below as 
indicated by Figure 3.2. 
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Figure 3.1: Study Area 
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Figure 3.2: Outline of Process 

3.2 Corridor Sectoring 

The modelling requires a number of sectors to be defined i.e. those areas from which and to which 
journeys are made in the M27 corridor.  To ensure that origins and destinations are understood clearly, 
the sectors adopted are to the north and south of each of the M27 junctions (i.e. Junction 5 north, 
Junction 5 south etc).  The sectors are created by amalgamating the appropriate planning data provided 
by the local planning authorities for which the zones are shown in Figure 3.3. 
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Figure 3.3: Modelled Zones 
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3.3 Planning Data 

The adopted South East Plan (the Regional Spatial Strategy) sets out the allocations for housing and 
employment for each local planning authority.  Previous studies have used these allocations as the 
basis for analysis.  For the purposes of this study, each of the authorities has reaffirmed these figures 
or presented amended figures which have been altered as a result of more recent deliberations.  
Planning data has been obtained from the various Local Development Framework (LDF) documents, 
most of which are at core strategy stage.  For Eastleigh, no LDF data has been published and hence 
South East Plan data was used.  In most cases, LDFs refer to residential and employment allocations 
only.  Data for other land uses has been synthesized from estimating rates at which other land uses 
would be completed in relation to residential and employment uses.  These rates are presented and 
detailed in the appendices.  

Hence two scenarios have been considered (see Table 3.1): 

�  South East Plan allocations; and 

�  Revised allocations taking advice from the local planning authorities on their expected levels 
of development taking into account the rate of housing delivery and completions to date. 

 

Scenario Residential Units Employment Floorspace m2 

South East Plan including 
minor revisions to LDF figures 
advised by local planning 
authorities 

78 965 2 985 353 

Revised allocations 63 614 2 992 420 

Table 3.1: Development Quanta 

�  The planning data used is shown in Tables 3.2 and 3.3 and detailed in the appendices for the 
following: 

�  Number of residential units; 

�  B1, B2 and B8 employment (m2); 

�  Leisure/restaurant; 

�  Hotel; 

�  Education; 

�  Health; 

�  Food retail; and 

�  Non-food retail. 
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Authority Residential Leisure / Hotel Education Health Retail Retail
(units) B1 B2 B8 Total Restaurant Food Non-Food

East Hampshire (part) 1,045 3,240 1,000 500 4,740 1,045 474 5,643 1,045 1,568 0
Eastleigh 6,850 149,165 102,800 62,400 314,365 5,646 19,535 34,250 6,850 9,817 5,522
Fareham 3,203 25,650 16,400 7,600 49,650 3,203 4,965 16,0153,203 4,805 0
Fareham SDA 10,000 72,000 16,000 33,000 121,000 10,000 12,100 50,000 10,000 15,000 0
Gosport 2,759 48,900 11,410 21,190 81,500 2,759 8,150 13,795 2,759 4,139 0
Havant 6,467 75,000 45,500 41,500 162,000 6,466 17,759 32,330 6,467 9,699 0
New Forest (part) 1,710 5,670 1,890 1,890 9,450 1,710 945 7,050 1,710 750 5,300
N/NE Hedge End SDA 6,000 45,880 8,140 19,980 74,000 3,000 0 32,400 1,000 4,000 4,000
Portsmouth 13,931 135,000 34,500 55,500 225,000 13,931 26,630 69,710 93,931 20,913 100,000
Southampton 16,300 322,000 48,500 48,500 419,000 30,000 41,900 88,020 56,300 24,450 198,600
Test Valley (part) 3,200 18,600 7,500 30,000 56,100 3,200 5,610 17,280 3,200 4,800 0
Winchester (part) 7,500 146,000 5,500 48,000 199,500 7,500 19,950 37,500 7,500 11,250 0
Total 78,965 1,047,105 299,140 370,060 1,716,305 88,460 158,018 403,993 193,965 111,190 313,422

Employment

 

Table 3.2: Planning Data (South East Plan Allocations, Gross Floor Area (m2)) 
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Authority Residential Leisure / Hotel Education Health Retail Retail
(units) B1 B2 B8 Total Restaurant Food Non-Food

East Hampshire (part) 1,045 3,240 1,000 500 4,740 1,045 474 5,643 1,045 1,568 0
Eastleigh 6,850 149,165 102,800 62,400 314,365 5,646 19,535 34,250 6,850 9,817 5,522
Fareham 2,271 30,642 43,380 25,602 99,624 0 9,962 12,263 2,271 2,250 20,000
Fareham SDA 7,500 72,000 16,000 33,000 121,000 2,500 12,100 50,000 1,400 3,000 3,000
Gosport 2,500 40,000 11,500 30,000 81,500 2,500 8,150 0 2,500 1,900 9,100
Havant 6,467 75,000 45,500 41,599 162,099 6,466 17,759 32,330 6,467 9,699 0
New Forest (part) 1,710 5,670 1,890 1,890 9,450 1,710 945 7,050 1,710 750 5,300
N/NE Hedge End SDA 6,000 45,880 8,140 19,980 74,000 3,000 0 27,540 1,000 4,000 4,000
Portsmouth 2,271 165,000 41,000 67,386 273,386 1,841 14,085 66,080 92,237 18,356 63,980
Southampton 16,300 322,000 48,500 48,500 419,000 30,000 41,900 88,020 56,300 24,450 198,600
Test Valley (part) 3,200 18,600 7,500 30,000 56,100 3,200 5,610 17,280 3,200 4,800 0
Winchester (part) 7,500 146,000 5,500 48,000 199,500 7,500 19,950 37,500 7,500 11,250 0
Total 63,614 1,073,197 332,710 408,857 1,814,764 65,408 150,470 377,956 182,480 91,840 309,502

Employment

 

Table 3.3: Planning Data (Revised Allocation, Gross Floor Area (m2)) 



M27 Corridor  
Interim Study 
 

3-8 
227552LQ/01  
P:\Southampton\HCC\Projects\227552\LQ M27 Corridor\M27 Corridor Report revE.doc/NR 
 
 

The LDF datasets were circulated to the local planning authorities for review and comment.  Not all of 
the authorities responded and this was taken as tacit approval of the figures.  Of the authorities that did 
respond, not all offered amendments to the dataset. 

The data was disaggregated from local authority to zone level for input to the model.  This was 
achieved using location-specific references in LDFs or judgment based on the known size of the zone 
in terms of population and other land uses.  In the case of residential units, the model required further 
disaggregation by type and tenure using 2001 Census data for the relevant authority. 

Much of the above is limited to local movements i.e. within sectors, notably education trips and health 
(visits to GP surgeries, recognizing that hospital trips will be to the two main locations of 
Southampton General Hospital and QA Hospital in Cosham).  The data have been allocated to zones 
and then combined into sectors. 

The housing numbers have been disaggregated by type as shown in Table 3.4.  This provides the split 
between houses and flats, owned and rented to which different trip rates are applied subsequently. 

 

Table 3.4: Housing Type Split 

 

 

 

 

District House (% of total) Flat (% of total) Appli ed to 
Zones 

East Hampshire 67.8 19.3 10.0 2.9 17, 19 

Eastleigh 71.5 16.4 9.8 2.3 5, 6, 8, 10 

Fareham 77.7 12.5 8.4 1.4 13, 14, 15 

Gosport 57.6 21.3 15.4 5.7 16, 18 

Havant 61.6 21.6 12.4 4.4 23, 24, 25, 26 

New Forest 70.9 17.0 9.7 2.3 1 

Portsmouth 44.9 24.3 20.0 10.8 20, 21, 22 

Southampton 37.6 27.7 19.9 14.7 3, 4 

Test Valley 66.4 22.7 8.1 2.8 2 

Winchester 60.6 25.4 9.9 4.1 7, 9, 11, 12 



M27 Corridor  
Interim Study 
 

3-9 
227552LQ/01  
P:\Southampton\HCC\Projects\227552\LQ M27 Corridor\M27 Corridor Report revE.doc/NR 
 
 

3.4 Trip Generation 

The number of trips generated by different types of land use can be calculated.  This is based on an 
established database, TRICS, which uses observed data from a wide range of sites across the country.  
Although adequate sample sizes need to be selected, the model has used appropriate trips rates for 
each origin sector to reflect local circumstances.  Trip rates for car and for all modes have been 
considered with a split between residential and non-residential land uses.  Surveys excluded for 
Saturdays, Sundays, Mondays and Fridays and for London and Ireland.  Trip rates were extracted for 
‘vehicle occupants’ and ‘multi-modal total people’.  Land use categories are shown in Table 3.5.  
Tables 3.6 and 3.7 show the trip generation rates adopted for all sectors for vehicle trips and person 
trips respectively. 
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Modelled 
Land Use 

TRICS Land Use and 
Category 

Locations Selected 

Houses privately owned Essex, Cornwall, Gloucestershire, Suffolk, Derbyshire, 
Leicestershire, Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire, 
Shropshire, Staffordshire, West Midlands, 
Worcestershire, North Yorkshire, Cheshire, Lancashire, 
Merseyside, Cumbria, Tees Valley, Highland 

Houses for rent Suffolk, North Yorkshire, West Yorkshire, Moray 

Flats privately owned Hertfordshire, Surrey, Dorset, Cambridgeshire, 
Derbyshire, Staffordshire, West Yorkshire 

Residential 

Flats for rent East Sussex, Hampshire, Bristol, Norfolk, Tyne & Wear 

B1 
Business 

Employment: business park Dorset, Norfolk, Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire, 
Shropshire, Worcestershire, North Lincolnshire, Tyne & 
Wear, Cardiff, Edinburgh 

B2 
Business 

Employment: industrial 
estate 

Cambridgeshire, Suffolk, Lincolnshire, Merseyside, 
Tyne & Wear 

B8 
Business 

Employment: warehousing 
(commercial) 

Hertfordshire, Worcestershire, Tees Valley, Glasgow 

Leisure/ 
restaurant 

Hotel, food and drink: 
restaurants 

Dorset, West Midlands, Merseyside, Durham, Cardiff, 
East Ayrshire, Falkirk, Glasgow 

Hotel/ 
conference 

Hotel, food and drink: 
hotels 

West Sussex, Devon, Norfolk, Herefordshire, West 
Midlands, Cheshire, Durham, Tyne & Wear, Glasgow 

Education Education: average of 
primary and secondary 
schools 

Barnet, Devon, Worcestershire, Merseyside + Essex, 
Hampshire, Oxfordshire, Dorset, Leicestershire, 
Lincolnshire, Staffordshire, Kingston upon Hull, 
Cumbria 

Health Health: GP surgeries Hampshire, Cornwall, Dorset, Norfolk, Staffordshire, 
West Midlands, North Lincolnshire, Cumbria, Durham, 
Tees Valley, Monmouthshire, Merthyr Tydfil, Fife 

Food retail Retail: food superstore Cornwall, Leicestershire, Shropshire, Cardiff 

Non-food 
retail 

Retail: mixed shopping 
malls 

East Sussex 

Table 3.5: TRICS Sources 
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Source: TRICS 

Table 3.6: Vehicle Occupant Trip Rates 

 

 

 

 

Type AM Peak               
(0800 to 0900) 

PM Peak                
(1700 to 1800) 

Daily                      
(0700 to 1900) 

 Depart Arrive Total Depart Arrive Total Depart Arrive Total 

Residential 

Flats, privately owned 0.256 0.085 0.341 0.098 0.191 0.289 1.536 1.269 2.805 

Flats, rented 0.149 0.099 0.248 0.139 0.178 0.317 1.469 1.368 2.837 

Houses, privately owned 0.584 0.194 0.778 0.229 0.473 0.772 3.514 3.302 6.816 

Houses, rented 0.349 0.129 0.478 0.223 0.281 0.504 2.268 2.105 4.373 

Employment 

B1 Office/Business Park 0.347 2.233 2.580 1.902 0.300 2.202 8.050 8.107 16.157 

B2 Industrial Estate 0.224 0.371 0.595 0.358 0.172 0.530 3.363 3.302 6.665 

B8 Warehousing 0.073 0.157 0.230 0.155 0.046 0.201 1.219 1.279 2.498 

Leisure/restaurant 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.975 4.295 7.270 17.989 23.338 41.327 

Hotel/conference 0.628 0.405 1.033 0.323 0.497 0.820 4.575 4.635 9.210 

Education (mean of 

primary and secondary) 
0.854 6.218 7.072 0.910 0.295 1.205 10.803 11.881 22.684 

Health provision (GP 

surgeries) 
2.000 4.498 6.498 4.782 3.148 7.930 44.964 44.842 89.806 

Food retail 3.004 4.517 7.521 10.404 10.094 20.498 115.71 115.79 231.50 

Non-food retail 1.103 2.076 3.179 3.131 2.368 5.499 37.105 38.371 75.476 
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Source: TRICS 

Table 3.7: Person Trip Rates 

3.5 Containment 

A factor was applied to represent the proportion of trips expected to be made externally by land use.  
This assumes that many of the local trips will not affect the motorway such as journeys to school, to 
local GP surgeries and retail (although the Hedge End Retail Park may attract trips that would 
otherwise be made within sectors).  The factors are shown in Table 3.8.  This can be used to determine 
a containment factor for each sector although the SDAs (and other large sites) may aspire to their own 
levels of containment within sectors. 

Type AM Peak               
(0800 to 0900) 

PM Peak                
(1700 to 1800) 

Daily                      
(0700 to 1900) 

 Depart Arrive Total Depart Arrive Total Depart Arrive Total 

Residential 

Flats, privately owned 0.467 0.118 0.585 0.163 0.337 0.500 2.825 2.317 5.142 

Flats, rented 0.500 0.178 0.678 0.267 0.317 0.584 3.094 2.766 5.860 

Houses, privately owned 0.812 0.247 1.059 0.375 0.665 1.040 4.378 4.144 8.522 

Houses, rented 0.643 0.185 0.828 0.357 0.430 0.787 3.597 3.377 6.974 

Employment 

B1 Office/Business Park 0.398 2.557 2.955 2.190 0.346 2.536 9.395 9.488 18.883 

B2 Industrial Estate 0.231 0.422 0.653 0.395 0.185 0.580 3.602 3.576 7.178 

B8 Warehousing 0.077 0.171 0.248 0.169 0.047 0.216 1.333 1.395 2.728 

Leisure/restaurant 0.000 0.000 0.000 3.459 5.485 8.944 25.529 32.978 58.507 

Hotel/conferemce 0.825 0.513 1.338 0.500 0.818 1.318 7.406 7.274 14.680 

Education 2.514 16.967 19.481 0.915 0.397 1.312 30.837 31.164 62.001 

Health provision 3.196 6.391 9.587 5.657 3.906 9.563 63.342 62.702 126.04 

Food retail 3.327 4.990 8.217 11.343 11.017 22.360 107.51 113.01 220.52 

Non-food retail 2.246 3.308 5.554 4.750 4.178 8.928 59.622 59.826 119.50 
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A further factor has been applied to convert the generated origin/destination trips to production/ 
attraction figures.  For individual development sites, the trip generation rates include both arrivals and 
departures i.e. two-way trips.  However, in this context where a much larger corridor is being 
considered, single trip ends are more appropriate.  This allows for the fact that journeys will either 
start or finish in a particular sector and hence double counting is avoided.  Adopting this approach 
gives a better indication of the likely impacts and represents journey patterns for the M27 in which a 
multitude of journeys are made accessing and leaving the motorway at a variety of locations. 

 

Land Use Factor for External Trips 

Flat: privately owned 0.80 

Flat: rented 0.80 

House: privately owned 0.80 

House: rented 0.80 

B1 0.80 

B2 0.80 

B8 0.80 

Leisure/restaurant 0.50 

Hotel 0.80 

Education 0.10 

Health 0.10 

Food retail 0.30 

Non-food retail 0.80 

Table 3.8: Proportion of Sector External Trips 

This approach describes containment in three ways: 

�  The presumed level of containment within the large sites; 

�  An assumed level of containment within sectors but not including the large sites; and 

�  Containment by land use type e.g. education trips. 

In combination these represent a realistic approach to understanding the proportion of trips that will be 
made externally and hence affect the motorway traffic levels.  This allows, for example, the North 
Whiteley site to have no containment in itself (it is residential with no employment) but to account for 
residents who work in the established part of Whiteley i.e. outside the site but within the sector.  
Similarly, for N/NE Hedge End SDA, containment factors account for trips within the site and for trips 
within the sector which includes the established employment areas north of the motorway. 
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The extent to which self-containment can be achieved in larger development sites has been a matter of 
some debate.  As noted in previous studies, containment is desirable in promoting shorter trips by 
sustainable means but depends on the appropriate planning decisions being made.  A particular 
problem in the M27 corridor is the lack of containment with, for example, large numbers of car trips 
being made to locations such as Hedge End Retail Park and Whiteley.  Even with a policy to support 
containment, it is entirely feasible that journeys will be made beyond development sites to places that 
may be undesirable in planning terms.  For example, commuting from the North Fareham SDA to 
Southampton will be possible and likewise, N/NE Hedge End SDA could generate trips towards 
Portsmouth. 

In this study, containment is defined as the number of people living in a particular site that also work 
there but that this may incorporate part of the adjacent established area.  For N/NE Hedge End SDA, 
the planned urban extension needs to integrate with the established residential areas and retail park 
areas to provide jobs for local people; for North Fareham SDA, the debate has been over the extent to 
which the new development relates to the town centre and other locations to the south of the M27.  In 
many respects, self-containment does not help development residents’ employment opportunities (and 
containment is not supported by the provision of new highway links and strong public transport 
services). 

In the context of North Fareham, trips that cross the M27 towards the town centre via Wickham Road 
do not affect motorway flows and hence are not considered in this analysis given the current junction 
arrangement, although of course they are significant in terms of overall trip-making from the site.  
Similarly, although North Whiteley has no retail or employment allocations, it is adjacent to what will 
be a more local retail centre than at present and local employment (although additional car journeys to 
the Segensworth area will affect M27 Junction 9 unless strong bus links are created). 

To resolve the issue of containment for the purposes of the spreadsheet model, guidance has been 
provided for the N/NE Hedge End SDA and a similar approach has been taken for the North Fareham 
SDA15.  The majority of education trips can be regarded as contained given the provision of new 
schools in the SDAs and North Whiteley.  Although there are differing views on the extent to which 
employment could be contained, the study has used a factor of 25% containment for the SDAs.  In 
addition, a variation using 35% containment in the SDAs was tested in one option to indicate the likely 
scale of change with an adjustment to the containment factor.  This showed that there was not a 
significant change to the M27-related traffic and so it was concluded that larger variations in the 
containment percentage would be required to have a significant impact on motorway flows.  At the 
present time these higher levels are viewed as very difficult to achieve.  The main analysis therefore 
concentrated on the more achievable 25% figure. 

3.6 Trip Distribution 

The distribution is based on 2001 Census journey to work data.  A matrix of AM Peak journey to work 
statistics was created by model zone before aggregation to sector (see Table 3.9).  The distribution was 
then determined against origins; furnessing adjustments were undertaken balance the matrix to provide 
100% total destinations for each origin.  This has been adjusted to provide sector-to-sector figures as 
shown in Table 3.10.  Having obtained an AM Peak matrix, a PM Peak matrix was taken as the 
inverse with the daily distribution being the mean of AM and PM Peaks, all again furnessed. 

                                                      
15 PUSH (December 2009) North and North East Hedge End Strategic Development Area – Note on SDA containment 
(draft).  
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Zone to Sector Correspondence Table west J5s J5n J7s J7n J8s J8n J9s J9n J10s J10n J11s J11n J12s J12n east
Zone 1 M27 J3 South-Waterside,Totton West,Ashurst 100% 100%
Zone 2 M27 J3 North-Romsey & Environs 100% 100%
Zone 3 M27 J4- Southampton Test 100% 100%
Zone 4 M27 Junction 5 South-Southampton Itchen 70% 15% 15% 100%
Zone 5 M27 Junction 5 North-Eastleigh South, N Baddesley 80% 20% 100%
Zone 6 M3-Eastleigh & Environs 70% 30% 100%
Zone 7 M3-Winchester 100% 100%
Zone 8 M27 Junction 7 South-Townhill,Bitterne 20% 80% 100%
Zone 9 M27 Junction 7 North-Hedge End East,Fair Oak 20% 80% 100%
Zone 10 M27 J8 South-Netley,Bursledon,Thornhill 10% 90% 100%
Zone 11 M27 J8 North-Hedge End West 25% 75% 100%
Zone 12 M27 J8_J10 Meon Valley West 25% 50% 25% 100%
Zone 13 M27 J9 South-Warsash,Locks Heath,Park Gate 20% 80% 100%
Zone 14 M27 J9 North-Whiteley 100% 100%
Zone 15 M27 J10-11 Fareham 45% 10% 45% 100%
Zone 16 M27 J9_10_11-Gosport 100% 100%
Zone 17 M27 J11_J10-Meon Valley 30% 70% 100%
Zone 18 M27 J11 South-Portchester,Fareham East 30% 70% 100%
Zone 19 M27 J11 North-Denmead,Southwick 50% 50% 100%
Zone 20 M27 J12-Cosham,Port Solent 40% 60% 100%
Zone 21 M271-Portsmouth West 100% 100%
Zone 22 A27 Eastern Road-E Portsmouth 30% 70% 100%
Zone 23 M27 J12-Purbrook 100% 100%
Zone 24 A3M -Waterlooville 100% 100%
Zone 25 A27 Rusty Cutter-Bedhampton 100% 100%
Zone 26 A27 Havant,Hayling 100% 100%  

Table 3.9: Zone to Sector Correspondence 

Note: Allocation for N/NE Hedge End SDA altered to 75% to J7 and 25% to J8 for options where there is no improved access to J8.  Allocation changed to 30% to J7 and 70% to J8 for Options 

11 and 12. Allocation for North Fareham SDA altered to 90% to J10 and 10% to J11 for options where the A32 remains in its current alignment and J10 becomes an all moves arrangement. 
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To
AM Peak J5 J5 J7 J7 J8 J8 J9 J9 J10 J10 J11 J11 J12 J12

south north south north south north south north south north south north south north
West of J5 0.00 16.75 26.14 10.97 4.64 8.48 4.68 2.47 4.24 7.64 8.96 1.071.80 1.00 0.45 0.69
J5 south 11.51 0.00 9.83 26.78 5.47 15.41 3.87 2.59 3.03 8.06 9.46 0.981.36 0.83 0.18 0.65
J5 north 26.45 8.58 0.00 6.84 18.69 6.07 10.16 2.90 4.93 4.24 5.48 1.252.09 1.05 0.46 0.81
J7 south 9.32 23.41 10.09 0.00 9.53 18.87 6.57 3.73 4.37 4.78 5.14 1.091.44 0.85 0.17 0.62
J7 north 7.41 5.94 18.53 6.36 0.00 5.63 30.14 3.29 5.01 6.30 5.09 1.33 2.82 1.04 0.27 0.85
J8 south 7.75 16.69 7.89 19.19 7.36 0.00 7.70 12.06 6.96 4.98 1.78 2.661.76 1.60 0.53 1.09
J8 north 5.73 6.93 11.35 7.74 27.93 8.65 0.00 5.15 6.15 8.46 4.96 1.72 2.82 1.13 0.24 1.04
J9 south 2.94 3.61 3.46 3.41 3.46 11.08 3.74 0.00 18.64 6.37 8.57 18.194.56 5.76 2.26 3.93
J9 north 5.11 4.46 6.37 2.86 5.19 6.78 6.69 18.14 0.00 5.64 6.93 10.16 8.06 6.42 2.48 4.69

J10 south 5.83 7.86 11.19 9.82 4.91 7.86 1.96 5.89 10.77 0.00 2.95 6.87 1.51 8.84 8.84 4.91
J10 north 6.68 7.88 11.22 7.88 4.92 5.91 2.95 6.89 9.85 8.64 0.00 5.91 4.54 5.91 5.91 4.92
J11 south 1.73 1.61 1.84 1.36 1.73 3.88 1.74 20.89 11.82 7.89 9.43 0.00 7.15 15.41 4.92 8.59
J11 north 2.57 1.38 2.48 1.28 3.19 1.73 3.51 3.29 3.68 7.02 11.32 4.67 0.00 4.61 42.49 6.78
J12 south 1.29 1.09 1.37 0.91 0.73 1.66 1.02 4.72 6.79 8.49 4.98 17.17 6.37 0.00 8.74 34.67
J12 north 0.82 0.51 0.89 0.48 0.53 0.82 0.97 2.09 2.78 4.81 5.91 6.27 40.03 11.94 0.00 21.16

East of J12 1.24 1.05 1.37 0.87 0.94 1.49 1.48 4.14 6.08 5.42 6.66 10.92 7.94 34.33 16.08 0.00F
ro

m

West of 
J5

East of 
J12

 

Table 3.10: AM Peak Trip Distribution by Sector (%) 



M27 Corridor  
Interim Study 
 

3-17 
227552LQ/01  
P:\Southampton\HCC\Projects\227552\LQ M27 Corridor\M27 Corridor Report revE.doc/NR 
 
 

 

3.7 Mode Split 

The mode split was determined from 2001 Census journey to work data.  Although this is now ageing 
data, surveys in Southampton have suggested that mode share has changed little over recent years and 
in the absence of any large scale data to the contrary, the Census data has been applied here.  
However, it should be noted that journeys to work have particular characteristics that may not be 
applicable throughout the day (e.g. the ability to park at the workplace) and some adjustments may be 
necessary.  To provide a realistic view, the mode split for the resident population has been applied to 
residential trips and the mode split for the daytime population has been applied to non-residential trips.  
The relationship between the total trips generated and car trips generated is useful as a check on the 
total number of trips suggested by the mode split data. 

The proportions apply to journeys to work and hence these have been adjusted to allow working at 
home to be included in internal trips rather than external trips for non-residential purposes.  An 
assessment has been made of the likelihood of trips to be made internally or externally as shown in 
Table 3.11. 

Mode Proportion of Trips 
Internal to Sector 

Work at home 100% 

Train 0% 

Bus/minibus 50% 

Car driver 50% 

Car passenger 50% 

Taxi/minicab/motorcycle/other 60% 

Ferry 0% 

Cycle 96% 

Walk 98% 

Table 3.11: Proportion of Internal Trips 

The modes determined here include working at home (internal ‘trips’ rather than external), train 
(where a station is available), bus/BRT, car driver, car passenger, taxi/minicab/other, ferry (for 
Gosport and Portsmouth), cycle and walk.  Journey to work mode split data applied is shown in Table 
3.12; Table 3.13 shows the mode split for daytime which has been applied to non-residential land uses.
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Source Test 
Valley 

S’ton East- 
leigh 

S’ton East- 
leigh 

S’ton Fare- 
ham 

Fare- 
ham 

Winch- 
ester 

Gos- 
port 

Winch- 
ester 

Gos- 
port 

Winch- 
ester 

Ports- 
mouth 

Hav- 
ant 

Hav- 
ant 

Work at home 10.3 6.6 8.5 6.6 8.5 6.6 8.6 8.6 12.0 6.8 12.0 6.8 12.0 6.7 8.1 8.1 

Train 2.4 2.1 2.6 2.1 2.6 2.1 3.0 3.0 4.2 1.3 4.2 1.3 4.2 2.5 2.5 2.5 

Bus/minibus 2.9 11.4 4.0 11.4 4.0 11.4 2.7 2.7 3.2 6.5 3.2 6.5 3.2 8.6 5.3 5.3 

Car driver 64.2 53.0 67.0 53.0 67.0 53.0 66.3 66.3 58.8 52.6 58.8 52.6 58.8 50.5 62.8 62.8 

Car passenger 6.2 6.9 6.0 6.9 6.0 6.9 5.8 5.8 4.9 6.2 4.9 6.2 4.9 6.5 7.5 7.5 

Taxi/minicab 2.0 2.4 2.2 2.4 2.2 2.4 3.0 3.0 1.9 4.1 1.9 4.1 1.9 3.3 2.5 2.5 

Ferry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Cycle 2.9 4.3 2.8 4.3 2.8 4.3 3.9 3.9 1.9 10.7 1.9 10.7 1.9 7.1 3.8 3.8 

Walk 9.0 13.3 6.9 13.3 6.9 13.3 6.7 6.7 13.1 11.8 13.1 11.8 13.1 14.8 7.5 7.5 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: 2001 Census. 
Table 3.12: Residential Mode Split (%) by Sector 
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Source Test 
Valley 

S’ton East- 
leigh 

S’ton East- 
leigh 

S’ton Fare- 
ham 

Fare- 
ham 

Winch- 
ester 

Gos- 
port 

Winch- 
ester 

Gos- 
port 

Winch- 
ester 

Ports- 
mouth 

Hav- 
ant 

Hav- 
ant 

Work at home 11.2 5.9 9.1 5.9 9.1 5.9 10.0 10.0 10.0 9.4 10.0 9.4 10.0 5.6 10.3 10.3 

Train 0.6 2.2 1.5 2.2 1.5 2.2 1.3 1.3 2.3 0.8 2.3 0.8 2.3 2.6 1.4 1.4 

Bus/minibus 3.0 10.9 3.2 10.9 3.2 10.9 4.2 4.2 3.9 4.4 3.9 4.4 3.9 7.9 4.4 4.4 

Car driver 63.2 57.1 66.4 57.1 66.4 57.1 62.1 62.1 62.3 50.1 62.3 50.1 62.3 54.9 61.0 61.0 

Car passenger 6.9 5.9 6.6 5.9 6.6 5.9 6.6 6.6 5.8 5.3 5.8 5.3 5.8 6.0 7.3 7.3 

Taxi/minicab 2.2 2.9 2.2 2.9 2.2 2.9 2.7 2.7 2.2 3.5 2.2 3.5 2.2 4.0 2.3 2.3 

Ferry 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Cycle 3.1 3.7 3.4 3.7 3.4 3.7 4.7 4.7 2.0 11.1 2.0 11.1 2.0 6.5 4.2 4.2 

Walk 9.8 11.4 7.6 11.4 7.6 11.4 8.4 8.4 11.5 15.4 11.5 15.4 11.5 12.6 9.1 9.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: 2001 Census. 

Table 3.13: Daytime Mode Split (%) by Sector
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3.8 Link Capacity 

It is important to identify the capacity of the M27 links which are the focus for this study – other links 
are not considered here but are the subject of further investigation in the parallel studies.  Assessments 
are made based on Department for Transport data which are then used to determine the ratio of flow to 
capacity (RFC).  However, design capacity or theoretical capacity needs to be interpreted carefully as 
many links could be operating above those capacities at present; therefore links operating at ‘capacity’ 
implies slow movements rather than total saturation.  It could be expected that the motorway would 
function at possibly up to 50% above the theoretical capacity. 

To gain an understanding of the capacity issue, Highways Agency calculations from its Traffic Flow 
Data System (TRADS) were used as shown in Table 3.14 which represents a variation from a 
‘standard’ theoretical hourly capacity (three lanes = 6,30016); a 12 hour total of 97,000 vehicles was 
used (DfT guidance value for dual three lane motorways).   TRADS data was used as it is observed 
count data which is collected on a regular basis and is therefore considered to be robust.  AM Peak 
data for 0700 to 0800 was used (being generally higher than 0800 to 0900 flows) and PM Peak was 
1700 to 1800 with the daily period being 0700 to 1900. 

 

Link Peak Link Capacity 

Junctions 4 to 5 and 5 to 4 6489 

Junctions 5 to 7 and 7 to 5 6489 

Junctions 7 to 8 and 8 to 7 5889 

Junctions 8 to 9 and 9 to 8 5994 

Junctions 9 to 10 and 10 to 9 6414 

Junctions 10 to 11 and 11 to 10 6354 

Junctions 11 to 12 and 12 to 11 6570 

East of Junction 12 5889 

Table 3.14: Link Capacities 

Capacity is influenced by prevailing traffic speeds, vehicle lane changing and the distance between 
junctions hence a range of values could be applied to represent design, theoretical, actual or future 
scenarios.  The figures applied here are from Highways Agency calculations as are the traffic flows. 

                                                      
16 Highways Agency (1997) Note TA 46/97 (Design manual for roads and bridges: Volume 5, Section 1, Part 3).  maximum 
opening year AADT (Table 2.1). 
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The spreadsheet calculates RFCs for 2026 under the different scenarios.  The operational capacity is 
also influenced by the extent to which vehicle weaving takes place, for example approaching junctions 
where link lengths are relatively short. 

The approach used does not determine or take into account junction capacity.  However, where links 
associated with particular junctions are seen to be over capacity, then the junctions will present 
problems.  Many of the constraints on the M27 are associated with its junctions, particularly as they 
are relatively close together.  Slow traffic on the approach to junctions will adversely affect the 
operational capacity of the links. 

3.9 Motorway Link Flows 

The impact of development needs to be determined in relation to existing and predicted background 
link flows.  The Highways Agency TRADS observed data for 2008 has been used which provides a 
comprehensive view with few exceptions; where no data is available, the next most recent figures 
(factored as appropriate) have been applied.  This followed an extensive review of available data by 
time period and daily flows over a number of years.  Data was obtained for the AM Peak period (0700 
to 0800 and 0800 to 0900) which indicated that the busiest hour was 0700 to 0800 which was then 
applied in the model; the PM Peak was 1700 to 1800 and the 12 hour daily flow was recorded for 0700 
to 1900 .  A suitable neutral sample period was considered to be a six week period between January 
and March 2008 from which mean values were extracted, excluding the school half term holiday, as 
inputs to the analysis. 

3.10 Traffic Growth Factors 

Traffic growth is generally assumed to take place in analyses of this type, generally based on the 
Department for Transport’s TEMPRO trip end model, National Road Traffic Forecasts (NRTF) or 
other more local sources.  In the context of South Hampshire, it was considered that applying assumed 
growth without investigation would not reflect the circumstances adequately.  Hence a number of 
datasets were investigated: 

�  TEMPRO guidance note methodology comprising local TEMPRO growth rates adjusted by 
National Trip End Model (NTEM) growth rates; 

�  Pure NTEM growth rates; 

�  Pure TEMPRO growth rates;  

�  National Road Traffic Forecasts (NRTF); and 

�  Observed growth from trends in traffic data from the TRADS database. 

In this context, TEMPRO includes the planned growth included in the South East Plan so, to avoid 
double counting, generated trips need to be removed.  Alternatively, NRTF is somewhat dated but 
provides low, central or high forecasts.  Both assume that substantial growth will occur, irrespective of 
local circumstances.  In the M27 corridor, the amount of traffic that will use the motorway is in part 
influenced by the access roads that lead to it, most of which are constrained.  Hence it is unlikely that 
this background growth will occur to any great extent.   



M27 Corridor  
Interim Study 
 

3-23 
227552LQ/01  
P:\Southampton\HCC\Projects\227552\LQ M27 Corridor\M27 Corridor Report revE.doc/NR 
 
 

To accommodate this, the calculations for background growth are based on historic traffic flows for 
the M27.  This has involved investigation of trends over a number of years based on observed data and 
a view has been taken on the likely growth in future years.  Analysis indicates that annual traffic 
growth on the M27 has been very limited in recent years.  Table 3.14 compares the various source data 
illustrating the substantial variations.  However, the observed data indicates very little growth which is 
largely consistent with the fact that the M27 already experiences peak hour congestion and is unlikely 
to be able to absorb much more demand.  Accordingly, growth rates have been adopted using factors 
of 1.036 for 2016 and 1.088 for 2026 – these are medium forecasts and being higher than the local 
trend suggest that the approach taken is likely to more pessimistic than would be the case with lower 
growth rates. 

 

Year NRTF 
1.0175 

TEMPRO 
1.01 

High   
1.0075 

Medium 
1.005 

Low  
1.0025 

Trend 
1.00125 

2009 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

2010 1.018 1.010 1.008 1.005 1.003 1.001 

2011 1.035 1.020 1.015 1.010 1.005 1.003 

2012 1.053 1.030 1.023 1.015 1.008 1.004 

2013 1.072 1.041 1.030 1.020 1.010 1.005 

2014 1.091 1.051 1.038 1.025 1.013 1.006 

2015 1.100 1.062 1.046 1.030 1.015 1.008 

2016 1.129 1.072 1.054 1.036 1.018 1.009 

2017 1.149 1.083 1.062 1.041 1.020 1.010 

2018 1.169 1.094 1.070 1.046 1.023 1.011 

2019 1.189 1.105 1.078 1.051 1.025 1.013 

2020 1.210 1.116 1.086 1.056 1.028 1.014 

2021 1.231 1.127 1.094 1.062 1.030 1.015 

2022 1.253 1.138 1.102 1.067 1.033 1.016 

2023 1.275 1.149 1.110 1.072 1.036 1.018 

2024 1.297 1.161 1.119 1.078 1.038 1.019 

2025 1.320 1.173 1.127 1.083 1.041 1.020 

2026 1.343 1.184 1.135 1.088 1.043 1.021 

Table 3.15: Comparison of Traffic Growth Rates 
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3.11 Trip Assignment by Mode 

Data for Census 2001 journeys to work has been used in the absence of any more recent 
comprehensive data to distribute trips by origin and destination.  There is reason to believe that the 
distribution of trips in the sub-region has not changed significantly since 2001 and there have not been 
major land use changes with the exception of retail development in Southampton City Centre and 
employment in Whiteley/Segensworth. 

The distribution has been applied to the various networks through a process of assessing the extent to 
which journeys would be made by mode, given the opportunities available and likelihood of using 
particular routes.  For rail, this has been framed by the presence of a station and suitable routes and 
similarly for buses the analysis has been guided by the services available.  For car trips, the main 
routes have been assessed on the opportunities available, many of which involve the motorway 
network.  It has been assumed that car passenger trips have the same distribution as car driver trips.   

3.12 Adjustment Factors 

A number of adjustment factors have been applied.  These include the conversion of total trips to 
productions/attractions i.e. converting a journey with two trip ends based on departures and arrivals to 
single trips (factor by 0.5).  This has been necessary to avoid extensive double-counting across the 
sub-region given that many journeys will have origins and destinations within the area. 

An additional factor based on professional judgment has been applied to trips that are primarily local 
in nature but which may have large generation rates (see Table 3.16).  The most predominant of these 
is education trips which have been dampened on the basis that most will be local and will not affect 
motorway flows to any great extent. 

Land Use Containment Factor 

All residential units 20% 

B1, B2 or B8 Business 20% 

Leisure/restaurant 50% 

Hotel/Conference 20% 

Education 90% 

Health 90% 

Food retail 70% 

Non-food retail 20% 

Table 3.16: Land Use Containment Factors 
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Further factors have been applied to reflect the propensity for car trips to use the M27 if other options 
are available.  In effect, this means that the likelihood of using the motorway increases as journey 
distance increases and is less marked where options involving the local road network offer some 
comparative advantage (See Table 3.17) 



M27 Corridor  
Interim Study 
 

3-26 
227552LQ/01  
P:\Southampton\HCC\Projects\227552\LQ M27 Corridor\M27 Corridor Report revE.doc/NR 
 
 

 

Sector J5 J5 J7 J7 J8 J8 J9 J9 J10 J10 J11 J11 J12 J12
south north south north south north south north south north south north south north

West of J5 0.80 0.80 0.90 0.90 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
J5 south 0.90 0.00 0.30 0.40 0.30 0.40 0.30 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 0.95
J5 north 0.90 0.00 0.40 0.50 0.70 0.80 0.80 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.70 0.85 0.80 0.90 0.95
J7 south 0.50 0.50 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.50 0.30 0.80 0.95
J7 north 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.80 0.80 0.95
J8 south 0.90 0.50 0.80 0.50 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.70 0.00 0.85 0.95
J8 north 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.80 0.80 0.00 0.90 0.90
J9 south 0.80 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.40 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.60 0.80 0.80 0.95
J9 north 0.80 0.70 0.80 0.50 0.80 0.50 0.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.70 0.80 0.95
J10 south 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.80 0.95
J10 north 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.80 0.80 0.95
J11 south 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.10
J11 north 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.70 0.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.80 0.80 0.95
J12 south 0.90 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.60 0.70 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.60 0.00 0.90
J12 north 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.70 0.70 0.60 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.90
East of J12 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.900.90 0.80 0.80 0.70 0.70

West of 
J5

East of 
J12

 

Table 3.17: Factors for Propensity to Use M27 Motorway by Sector 
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3.13 Base Assignment 

Collating all the above information produces the Base Assignment. This indicates the number of trips 
by mode for the base year 2008.  This involved consideration of the journey options available from 
one sector to another by mode.  Many of these are relatively clear but others involve a combination of 
options e.g. use of the M27 or an alternative route (hence determining the propensity to use the 
motorway) based on local knowledge.  For rail, trips have been assigned on the basis of the routes 
available.  For bus, the services available have determined the options and it has been assumed that 
none use the M27.  The car driver trips have been assigned by direction and a similar assignment has 
been adopted for car passengers. 

A particular issue has been for those options involving a limited access arrangement for Junction 10.  
At present, only east-facing slips are in place hence trips to and from the west that would use an all-
movement junction are precluded from doing so and hence access the M27 at Junction 9 via the A27.  
The calculations thus reallocate the trips to the routes available to compensate for this. 

The resultant car trips are extracted from the assignment to indicate the link flows on the M27. 
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4 REDUCE/MANAGE MEASURES 

4.1 Assessment of Impacts by Sector 

The planned development will inevitably increase the number of car journeys affecting the M27.  To 
some extent, the increase will be offset by a redistribution of trips with some areas experiencing 
reductions as people relocate nearer to where they live – the growth in the sub-region is planned to 
address local needs for housing and employment and hence much of the impact results from 
redistribution rather and pure trip generation.  However, if the sub-region is successful in delivering 
growth, particularly in employment, more people could be attracted to the area either as residents or 
commuters.  It is not possible to predict how the future influences will affect the increase in journeys 
made. 

A number of Reduce/Manage measures have been considered for application to the generated trips.  In 
reality, many of these could be applied more widely and hence the figures presented here do not 
represent the full impacts of more widely applied Reduce/Manage measures which could potentially 
ameliorate the impacts of traffic more generally.  The effectiveness of the measures depends on the 
extent to which they are delivered and it can be expected that considerable effort and expenditure is 
needed to provide measures which have a significant impact in reducing car trips.  Hence it is the 
combination of measures that is important given that the contribution of each individual measure may 
be limited. 

The quantified impacts of the potential Reduce/Manage measures on the main links in the highway 
network have been determined to show where the largest impacts are expected.  A situation may arise 
in which there is no feasible infrastructure solution and a longer term problem will persist, even with 
other Reduce/Manage measures in place.  However, the aim has been to identify the extent to which 
realistic and deliverable Reduce/Manage measures can be applied.  It is important to note that although 
the application of Reduce/Manage measures in combination can be effective in reducing the demand 
for car travel, land use decisions and other transport measures such as parking controls can be 
influential; it is also apparent that unless Reduce/Manage measures are applied and enforced on a large 
scale, little change will be achieved. 

The factors applied (see Table 4.1) are based on those set out in Southampton City Council’s 
Transport Background Paper17.  These include high but deliverable increases in bus use, cycling, 
walking and rail use with the introduction of Park and Ride and greater levels of car occupancy.  All 
are aimed at reducing single occupancy car journeys 

.

                                                      
17 Southampton City Council (December 2008) Local Development Framework Core Strategy Transport Background Paper. 
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Car Share Local Rail Bus/BRT Walk Cycle Smarter 
Choices

AM Peak 
Spreading

PM Peak 
Speading

West of J5 2.5% 5.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% 5.0% 4.0%
J5 south 5.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 50.0% 15.0% 5.0% 4.0%
J5 north 3.0% 15.0% 10.0% 25.0% 25.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
J7 south 5.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 50.0% 15.0% 5.0% 4.0%
J7 north 3.0% 10.0% 10.0% 25.0% 25.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
N/NE Hedge End SDA via J7 3.0% 10.0% 20.0% 50.0% 50.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
J8 south 5.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 25.0% 15.0% 5.0% 4.0%
J8 north 3.0% 10.0% 10.0% 25.0% 25.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
N/NE Hedge End SDA via J8 3.0% 10.0% 20.0% 50.0% 50.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
J9 south 3.0% 10.0% 10.0% 25.0% 25.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
J9 north 3.0% 10.0% 10.0% 25.0% 25.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
North Whiteley via J9 3.0% 10.0% 20.0% 50.0% 50.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
J10 south 3.0% 10.0% 10.0% 25.0% 25.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
J10 north 3.0% 10.0% 10.0% 25.0% 25.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
North Fareham SDA via J10 3.0% 10.0% 20.0% 50.0% 50.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
J11 south 3.0% 10.0% 10.0% 25.0% 25.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
J11north 3.0% 10.0% 10.0% 25.0% 25.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
North Fareham SDA via J10 3.0% 10.0% 20.0% 50.0% 50.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
J12 south 5.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 50.0% 15.0% 5.0% 4.0%
J12 north 3.0% 15.0% 15.0% 25.0% 50.0% 7.5% 5.0% 4.0%
East of J12 2.5% 5.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% 5.0% 4.0%  

Table 4.1: Reduce/Manage Factors Applied (% Change in Mode)
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4.2 Car Sharing 

There is considerable scope to increase car sharing and hence reduce the number of vehicles which use 
valuable road space inefficiently.  An increase in car sharing of between 2.5% and 5.0% has been 
assumed.  Car sharing also has implications for parking policy, especially if the quantity of private 
non-residential parking and public long stay off-street spaces can be reduced and if designated spaces 
can be provided for car sharers (although enforcement could be difficult).  Car sharing is also linked 
with travel plan initiatives. 

4.3 Rail 

The area has a number of local stations that could be improved to encourage local journeys by train.  
Measures to improve the profile of rail could be possible, especially with land use changes in the 
vicinity of stations such as improved access and signing.    Although it is unlikely that the frequency of 
services can be increased due to capacity constraints, there is scope to raise awareness and improve 
interchange. 

Some sectors have more potential for rail use than others which is reflected in the proportional change 
of up to 15.0% increase in rail trips (5.0% in sectors where the opportunities are more limited).  
Particular improvements could be envisaged for Fareham station with the introduction of Bus Rapid 
Transit connections to the SDA, Gosport and other destinations.  Local stations in the Southampton 
area could be improved (e.g. Swaythling, St Denys, Bitterne, Woolston, Sholing, Netley) with other 
locations such as Hamble, Bursledon, Swanwick offering some potential to provide journey options 
and Portchester, Cosham, Hilsea and Havant in the Portsmouth area. 

The construction of the Eastleigh Chord will increase the journey options across a wide area.  This will 
enable direct journeys to be made between the NNE Hedge End SDA and Eastleigh River 
Side/Southampton Airport Parkway and Southampton Central.  Although substantial increases in rail 
patronage have been evident in recent years, capacity constraints on train accommodation and routes 
suggests that this will not continue to increase at the same rates.  However as road congestion worsens, 
particularly in the M27 corridor, train is set to become a more attractive options for journeys from, for 
example, Fareham, Eastleigh, Hedge End and Totton. 

The proportion of rail trips is relatively small so that even a substantial increase in use would have 
only a limited impact on the number of car trips.  However, increasing rail capacity would help expand 
opportunities to have a greater impact. 

It has been assumed that Hedge End station remains in its current location with the N/NE Hedge End 
SDA being located broadly between the station and Botley station.  Should Hedge End station be 
relocated and/or the development footprint relocated such that rail services are easier to access from 
the SDA, there could be a greater uptake of train rather than car use.  While this has not been tested 
explicitly, other factors such as journey time and the means of access to the station would need to be 
taken into account. 
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4.4 Bus 

More and better buses are a key element of the future transport network.  An extensive network is 
available in and beyond the Southampton and Portsmouth.  However, it has been difficult to stimulate 
growth in recent years despite resurgence in some areas and the introduction of free concessionary 
travel.  It is important to address quality issues and re-evaluate how services meet current and future 
demands.  Different services have experienced different decline or growth with Unilink in 
Southampton experiencing considerable success while services in other areas have continued to 
decline. 

To improve the proportion of bus journeys, a range of measures could be considered including the 
upgrading of services with better journey times, vehicles, waiting arrangements and frequency and 
new infrastructure measures to give greater priority to buses.  There is also a need to promote a change 
in attitude to buses through effective marketing and widespread travel planning.  Designing 
development sites to in-build priority for buses with more circuitous car routes will help engender 
sustainable travel patterns. 

The N/NE Hedge End SDA is expected to be heavily reliant on bus-based rapid transit to provide an 
effective and attractive alternative to car use.  Services are expected to be directed towards the A3024 
Northam corridor with additional infrastructure measures in place.  For services to be viable and 
efficient, a significant proportion of car users will need to use the rapid transit service.  Similarly, Bus 
Rapid Transit in and around Fareham and the Gosport peninsula will help to attract regular trips to 
public transport.  An increase in bus use of up to 25% has been assumed where strong services exist or 
have the potential to expand with a more limited change in sectors where there is less potential. 

4.5 Park and Ride 

Park and Ride can contribute to the wider strategy by intercepting car users before they add to 
congestion in central areas.  Sites serving Southampton at Nursling, Windhover and Stoneham have 
been identified and Portsmouth could benefit from sites at Tipner on the western approach and 
potentially Farlington on the eastern approach.  To be effective, Park and Ride needs to target 
commuters primarily (inbound in the morning peak and outbound in the evening peak) although 
providing capacity for people attracted to the major retail and other facilities in the city centres 
(interpeak) when a regular bus service will be provided.  An indicative intercept has been assumed for 
J5 south (Stoneham for Southampton), J8 south (Windhover for Southampton) and J12 south (Tipner 
for Portsmouth). 

It is assumed that Park and Ride will not attract additional demand to the trunk road network with 
motorists diverting to Park and Ride; instead, Park and Ride will attract users who are already on the 
network.  While there has been some debate over the role and effectiveness of Park and Ride, it is 
assumed that in the Southampton context that the location of the sites will not abstract users from bus 
(there not being a suitable bus alternative) or rail (stations and services being a less attractive option).   
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It has also been claimed that some Park and Ride facilities (e.g. serving Oxford and York) have 
generated additional trips, especially for shopping.  Because potential users are already on the 
network, the impact of generated trips will be on the local network, not on the trunk road network as 
journeys will continue into the city centre and retail core.  Regarding trip diversions to use Park and 
Ride and hence adding to flows on the trunk road network, the site locations naturally lend themselves 
towards users originating in particular corridors.  Hence it is unlikely that, for example, an intending 
Park and Ride user would divert from Windhover to Stoneham due to additional time and difficulty 
involved. 

It should also be remembered that the capacity of Park and Ride sites is limited and represents only a 
small proportion of total inbound trips.  Hence its role is one of contributing to wider aims, not by 
providing a sole solution. 

4.6 Walking and Cycling 

Walking can play a much larger role in improving access across the urban areas and reduce demand 
for motorized modes.  However, trips that use the M27 are longer than walking distance and hence 
walking is confined to short journeys.  Hence it has been assumed that only 4% of cycle trips and 2% 
of walking trips are external to sectors. 

Similarly, it is unlikely that cycling could replace journeys currently made using the M27 although 
there would be benefits from a shift from car to cycle across motorway junctions e.g. Junction 9 at 
Whiteley, although this would require safe routes and crossings to be introduced. 

Increases of up to 50% in walking and cycling have been assumed although the number of external 
trips involved is small. 

4.7 Smarter Choice Impacts 

In addition to the above, other Smarter Choice measures will include more home working which will 
involve transferring external car driver trips to internal work at home trips.  This reduces pressures on 
peak time movement but may contribute to off peak trips which have a lesser impact on traffic 
congestion.  The extent to which Smarter Choices are taken up is linked to the coverage and success of 
travel plans for workplaces and schools.  Travel plans can raise awareness of personal travel issues 
and are essential to support any service and infrastructure changes.  Changing attitudes is a vital part 
of the process and requires appropriate levels of funding to secure lasting effects. 

An increase in the uptake of Smarter Choice initiatives of up to 15.0% has been assumed where home 
working would be more attractive than longer distance commuting journeys with a 7.5% increase in 
most zones. 
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4.8 Peak Spreading 

Some peak spreading could be expected and an allowance has been made to reduce the number of car 
trips in response to congestion in the AM and PM Peaks.  In reality, it is possible with more flexible 
working arrangements for journeys to work to take place before or after the traditional AM peak hour 
between 0800 and 0900; the PM Peak can be expected to be more spread out then at present, and it 
tends not to coincide with education trip peaks.  To reflect this, a factor of 5% has been applied to 
reflect morning peak spreading and 3% for evening peak spreading.  The extent of peak spreading is 
difficult to predict and hence the changes are indicative at this stage. 

4.9 Managed Motorways 

Schemes elsewhere in the UK, notably around the West Midlands, have increased capacity with the 
introduction of active traffic management measures.  These allow hard shoulder running with 
regulated movements shown by variable message signs.  This uses the space provided by four lanes 
rather than three and aims to reduce weaving and lane changing through the use of positive signing 
and speed reduction.  Emergency lay-bys are available at regular intervals.  Experience to date 
suggests that these schemes have been successful in reducing delays and managing vehicle speeds 
more effectively to allow the movement of greater volumes of traffic.   

The Highways Agency is not committed to the introduced of a managed motorways scheme on the 
M27 and is keen that other options are explored.  There are no further planned capacity improvements 
on this part of the Strategic Road Network before 2014.  Although there is no commitment to a 
scheme for the M27, some of the options tested have assumed a capacity increase in peak times of 
15% to reflect a managed motorway scheme. 

4.10 Demand Management 

A notional decrease of 10% in peak demand for use of the M27 has been assumed in selected options.  
This represents a road user charging scheme although there is no commitment to such a scheme for the 
M27 currently or a commitment to a national road user charging scheme.  For modelling purposes, the 
introduction of a road user charging scheme indicates the extent to which it could be effective in this 
context. 
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5 SUMMARY RESULTS 

5.1 Options Tested 

The total number of options tested was restricted by the time and resources available.  A number of 
variants have been tested as indicated in Figure 5.1.  These include both planning scenarios: 

�  South East Plan (‘SEP’); and 

�  Revised allocation (‘REV’). 

�  Variants include different access options for the SDAs and the potential introduction of 
managed motorways (increased capacity at peak times) and demand management measures 
(reduced demand for car use) 

5.1.1 Initial Options Tested 

�  Initial options are as follows and are illustrated in Table 5.1. Options 1 to 4 were also tested 
with the Revised Allocation (1REV to 4REV). 

�  0SEP – with development including North Whiteley but excluding the two SDAs and with no 
interventions other than Whiteley Way which is included in all options; 

�  1SEP – with planned development with improved access between the N/NE Hedge End SDA 
and M27 Junction 8; with A32 realigned to M27 Junction 11 at North Fareham SDA; 

�  2SEP –  with planned development with improved access between the N/NE Hedge End SDA 
and M27 Junction 8 and Botley Bypass; with Botley Bypass; with A32 realigned to M27 
Junction 11 at North Fareham SDA; 

�  3SEP – with planned development with improved access between the N/NE Hedge End SDA 
and M27 Junction 8; with A32 realigned to M27 Junction 11 at North Fareham SDA; with 
managed motorways to increase capacity at peak times; and 

�  4SEP – with planned development but with no major infrastructure for N/NE Hedge End 
SDA; with an all-moves arrangement at M27 Junction 10. 

�   
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�   

�   

�   

�   

�   

�   

�   

�   

�   

�   

�   

Table 5.1: Initial Options Tested 

5.1.2 Further Options Tested 

�  Further options were investigated both as refinements to the original options and at the request 
of the Highways Agency. These are illustrated in Table 5.2.  

�  5SEP – with planned development but with no major infrastructure for N/NE Hedge End 
SDA; with A32 realigned to M27 Junction 11 at North Fareham SDA; 

�  6SEP – with planned development but with no major infrastructure for N/NE Hedge End 
SDA; with Botley Bypass in place; with an all-moves arrangement at M27 Junction 10; 

�  7SEP – with planned development but with no major infrastructure for N/NE Hedge End 
SDA; with an all-moves arrangement at M27 Junction 10; 

�  8SEP – with planned development but with no major infrastructure associated with the SDAs; 
road user charging scheme in place; and  

�  9SEP– with planned development but with no major infrastructure associated with the SDAs; 
managed motorway scheme in place. 

·  10SEP – with planned development but with no major infrastructure associated with the 
SDAs; also neither managed motorways nor demand management is included. 

Two additional options (11SEP and 12SEP) were tested as potential preferred options. The key 
differences relate to North Fareham SDA where Option 11SEP uses Junction 10 as the main access 
point for the SDA whereas Option 12SEP includes a reduction in the number of dwellings from 
10,000 to 7,500 in the SDA and greater use of Junction 11 by means of the realigned A32. 

 
  0SEP 1SEP 2SEP 3SEP 4SEP 
Containment 25%      

Y      J8 Improved 
Access N      

Y      

N/NE Hedge End 
SDA 

Botley Bypass 

N      
Containment 25%      

Y      A32 Realigned to 
J11 N      

Y      

North Fareham 
SDA 

J10 All Moves 

N      
Y      Managed 

Motorways N      
Y      

Wider Measures 
Demand 
Management N      
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·  11SEP – with planned development, an all-moves Junction 10 and an improved link to 
Junction 8 but no Botley Bypass.  

·  12SEP – with planned development except a reduction from 10,000 to 7,500 dwellings at 
North Fareham; with A32 realigned to Junction 11 and the existing arrangements at Junction 
10 retained (the proportion of westbound trips using Junction 10 has been changed to 51% 
with 49% eastbound via Junction 11 reflecting the distribution and links available); with an 
improved link to Junction 8 but no Botley Bypass. 

 

   5SEP 6SEP 7SEP 8SEP 9SEP 10SEP 11SEP 12SEP 

Containment 25         

Y         J8 Improved 
Access N         

Y         

N/NE 
Hedge 
End 
SDA 

Botley 
Bypass N         

Containment 25         

Y         A32 
Realigned to 
J11 

N         

Y         

North 
Fareham 
SDA 

J10 All 
Moves N         

Y         Managed 
Motorways N         

Y         

Wider 
Measures 

Demand 
Management N         

Table 5.2: Further Options Tested 

Summary results are presented in this chapter with detailed results in separate appendices.   

5.2 Impacts of the Reduce/Manage Measures 

The initial set of tests carried out (0SEP to 4SEP) were used first to assess the impact of the 
Reduce/Manage measures outlined in Chapter 4. The results for the various 2026 scenarios have been 
combined and summarised as follows: 

AM Peak Eastbound Without Reduce/Manage Figure 5.1 

AM Peak Westbound Without Reduce/Manage Figure 5.2 

PM Peak Eastbound Without Reduce/Manage Figure 5.3 

PM Peak Westbound Without Reduce/Manage Figure 5.4 

AM Peak Eastbound With Reduce/Manage measures Figure 5.5 



M27 Corridor  
Interim Study 
 

5-4 
227552LQ/01  
P:\Southampton\HCC\Projects\227552\LQ M27 Corridor\M27 Corridor Report revE.doc/NR 
 
 

AM Peak Westbound With Reduce/Manage measures Figure 5.6 

PM Peak Eastbound With Reduce/Manage measures Figure 5.7 

PM Peak Westbound With Reduce/Manage measures Figure 5.8 

 

The forecast eastbound flows indicate that as might be expected, not including the SDAs (0SEP) has a 
lesser impact than the options including the SDAs but all represent significant increases compared 
with the 2008 flows.  Option 3 has the least impact due to the additional capacity created by a 
managed motorway scheme in peak periods. 

Westbound flows show similar impacts to eastbound flows although the most significant increases are 
for the Junction 5 to Junction 7 section in the AM peak rather than the Junction 7 to Junction 8 section 
eastbound.  For the PM Peak, eastbound flows show large increases relative to 2008 similar to those 
for the AM Peak.  Westbound, the demand is broadly similar to the AM Peak with the exception of the 
Junctions 7 to 8 section rather than the Junctions 5 to 7 section. 

The inclusion of relatively modest Reduce/Manage measures relieves pressures on the motorway with 
many around the 100% capacity mark; in practice, the introduction of stronger Reduce/Manage 
measures could contain demand to a point at which links would function more effectively although the 
Junction 5 to Junction 7 section continues to present problems.  The introduction of Reduce/Manage 
measures helps reduce PM Peak flows where effective management of traffic volumes is possible.  
Stronger measures would have a greater effect in freeing the motorway flows and improving journey 
reliability.  As with eastbound flows, westbound flows are reduced with measures in place to 
discourage car use of the motorway. 

The impacts of the Reduce/Manage measures as tested are relatively small but do have a noticeable 
beneficial effect. Although the scale of effort and investment needed to deliver the measures would be 
significant the benefits represent a worthwhile inclusion in any package of measures aimed at 
addressing the effects of the developments on the M27. Consequently reduce/manage measures were 
included in the further tests undertaken. 
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Figure 5.1: M27 Eastbound Link Flows 2026 AM Peak With Development (Ratio of Flow to 
Capacity) Options 0 to 4 
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Figure 5.2: M27 Westbound Link Flows 2026 AM Peak With Development (Ratio of Flow to 
Capacity) Options 0 to 4 
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Figure 5.3: M27 Eastbound Link Flows 2026 PM Peak With Development (Ratio of Flow to 
Capacity) Options 0 to 4 
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Figure 5.4: M27 Westbound Link Flows 2026 PM Peak With Development (Ratio of Flow to 
Capacity) Options 0 to 4 
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Figure 5.5: M27 Eastbound Link Flows 2026 AM Peak With Development With Reduce/Manage 
Measures (Ratio of Flow to Capacity) Options 0 to 4  
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Figure 5.6: M27 Westbound Link Flows 2026 AM Peak With Development With 
Reduce/Manage Measures (Ratio of Flow to Capacity) Options 0 to 4 
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Figure 5.7: M27 Eastbound Link Flows 2026 PM Peak With Development With Reduce/Manage 
Measures (Ratio of Flow to Capacity) Options 0 to 4 
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Figure 5.8: M27 Westbound Link Flows 2026 PM Peak With Development With 
Reduce/Manage Measures (Ratio of Flow to Capacity) Options 0 to 4 
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5.3 Impacts of the Revised Development Allocation (‘REV’) 

For comparison with the South East Plan allocations, a revised allocation was tested using data 
supplied by the local planning authorities.  This reflects the lower quanta of housing and employment 
shown in Section 3.3.  Tables 5.3 and 5.4 show the forecast impacts under this scenario when applied 
to Option 1. 

M27 Link Vehicle Flow
Eastbound 2026 AM Peak 2026 PM Peak 2026 Daily

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

west of J5 4,436 6,264 5,424 5,064 6,621 6,362 48,316 62,812 60,825
J5 to J7 4,951 7,071 6,419 6,040 8,426 8,031 56,910 78,355 75,476
J7 to J8 6,099 8,215 7,685 5,073 7,201 6,868 55,779 75,644 73,238
J8 to J9 4,999 6,833 6,430 4,495 6,338 6,076 47,924 64,974 63,125
J9 to J10 4,118 6,015 5,638 4,213 5,968 5,730 42,104 58,73157,002
J10 to J11 4,673 6,896 6,466 4,676 6,728 6,445 48,055 67,801 65,693
J11 to J12 5,108 7,256 6,943 4,788 6,801 6,535 50,213 69,845 67,812
east of J12 3,732 5,283 5,086 4,387 6,078 5,887 40,993 56,234 54,931
mean 4,765 6,729 6,262 4,842 6,770 6,492 48,787 66,800 64,763

2008 AM 
Peak

2008 PM 
Peak

2008 Daily

 

Table 5.3: Link Flows Eastbound (Option 1 Revised Allocation) 

M27 Link Vehicle Flow
Westbound 2026 AM Peak 2026 PM Peak 2026 Daily

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

west of J5 4,933 6,611 6,150 4,501 5,753 5,557 49,880 64,442 62,457
J7 to J5 6,284 7,071 6,419 5,248 8,426 8,031 58,270 79,591 76,710
J8 to J7 4,828 6,990 6,590 5,045 6,828 6,575 51,686 70,773 68,475
J9 to J8 4,896 6,935 6,592 4,227 5,848 5,631 46,504 63,661 61,787
J10 to J9 4,441 6,324 6,022 4,237 5,970 5,747 42,813 59,60457,859
J11 to J10 4,428 6,586 6,231 4,813 6,877 6,604 47,695 67,521 65,393
J12 to J11 5,221 7,396 7,090 5,000 7,071 6,798 51,949 71,713 69,663
east of J12 4,146 5,934 5,716 3,424 4,951 4,773 40,179 55,592 54,277
mean 4,897 6,731 6,351 4,562 6,466 6,214 48,622 66,612 64,578

2008 AM 
Peak

2008 Daily2008 PM 
Peak

 

Table 5.4: Link Flows Westbound (Option 1 Revised Allocation) 

Tables 5.5 and 5.6 show the eastbound and westbound link flows respectively for the South East Plan 
Allocation. PM peak flows are higher than the AM peak flows due to the scale of development trips 
even with the wider spread of journeys during the PM peak.  
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M27 Link Vehicle Flow
Eastbound 2026 AM Peak 2026 PM Peak 2026 Daily

With Devt With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

With Devt With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

With Devt With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

west of J5 4,436 6,270 5,429 5,064 6,636 6,375 48,316 62,934 60,932
J5 to J7 4,951 7,093 6,437 6,040 8,476 8,074 56,910 78,762 75,836
J7 to J8 6,099 8,249 7,714 5,073 7,279 6,934 55,779 76,271 73,792
J8 to J9 4,999 6,877 6,467 4,495 6,442 6,164 47,924 65,816 63,868
J9 to J10 4,118 6,070 5,684 4,213 6,113 5,853 42,104 59,93858,047
J10 to J11 4,673 6,976 6,531 4,676 6,879 6,570 48,055 69,235 66,910
J11 to J12 5,108 7,393 7,055 4,788 6,969 6,670 50,213 71,835 69,476
east of J12 3,732 5,319 5,114 4,387 6,148 5,942 40,993 57,100 55,637
mean 4,765 6,781 6,304 4,842 6,868 6,573 48,787 67,736 65,562

2008 AM 
Peak

2008 PM 
Peak

2008 Daily

 

Table 5.5: Eastbound Link Flows (Option 1SEP) 

M27 Link Vehicle Flow
Westbound 2026 AM Peak 2026 PM Peak 2026 Daily

With Devt With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

With Devt With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

With Devt With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

west of J5 4,933 6,622 6,159 4,501 5,764 5,566 49,880 64,561 62,562
J7 to J5 6,284 7,093 6,437 5,248 8,476 8,074 58,270 79,986 77,059
J8 to J7 4,828 7,047 6,638 5,045 6,886 6,624 51,686 71,383 69,014
J9 to J8 4,896 7,010 6,656 4,227 5,925 5,696 46,504 64,481 62,510
J10 to J9 4,441 6,438 6,117 4,237 6,078 5,837 42,813 60,80158,896
J11 to J10 4,428 6,689 6,317 4,813 7,007 6,710 47,695 68,928 66,590
J12 to J11 5,221 7,477 7,155 5,000 7,264 6,955 51,949 73,663 71,298
east of J12 4,146 5,969 5,743 3,424 5,026 4,831 40,179 56,494 55,011
mean 4,897 6,793 6,403 4,562 6,553 6,287 48,622 67,537 65,367

2008 Daily2008 PM 
Peak

2008 AM 
Peak

 

Table 5.6: Westbound Links Flows (Option 1SEP) 

The effects of the SEP and Revised Allocations can be assessed by comparing Table 5.3 with Table 
5.5 and comparing Table 5.4 with Table 5.6. The impacts at the eastern end towards Junction 12 are 
larger than those towards Junction 5 because the changes in the Revised Allocation are associated with 
the Fareham and Portsmouth areas. Even so the overall impact is relatively modest.  This reflects the 
fact that while the large sites have impacts on motorway demand, they are only part of the overall 
allocation for the sub-region and a large amount of additional activity can be expected to take place.  

Similar sensitivity tests were undertaken for Options 2, 3 and 4 but in each case the impacts were also 
modest.  Consequently the further option tests did not include tests of the Revised Allocation 
(although the number of dwellings in the North Fareham SDA has been reduced in Option 12). 

5.4 Impacts of Varying the Level of Containment in the SDAs 

A sensitivity test using Option 1SEP was undertaken to see if the level of containment – the number of 
people who both live and work within a large development site – will affect the traffic levels 
significantly.  Increasing the containment of the SDAs from 25% to 35% is shown in Tables 5.7 and 
5.8 for eastbound and westbound flows respectively. 
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M27 Link Vehicle Flow
Eastbound 2026 AM Peak 2026 PM Peak 2026 Daily

With Devt With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

With Devt With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

With Devt With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

west of J5 4,436 6,266 5,426 5,064 6,629 6,369 48,316 62,885 60,887
J5 to J7 4,951 7,085 6,430 6,040 8,455 8,056 56,910 78,621 75,706
J7 to J8 6,099 8,230 7,698 5,073 7,243 6,903 55,779 76,018 73,561
J8 to J9 4,999 6,855 6,448 4,495 6,407 6,134 47,924 65,559 63,632
J9 to J10 4,118 6,045 5,661 4,213 6,074 5,818 42,104 59,64657,779
J10 to J11 4,673 6,943 6,502 4,676 6,847 6,541 48,055 68,957 66,656
J11 to J12 5,108 7,344 7,013 4,788 6,946 6,651 50,213 71,569 69,234
east of J12 3,732 5,310 5,107 4,387 6,145 5,939 40,993 57,055 55,596
mean 4,765 6,760 6,286 4,842 6,843 6,551 48,787 67,539 65,381

2008 AM 
Peak

2008 PM 
Peak

2008 Daily

 

Table 5.7: Eastbound flows With 35% Containment in SDAs (Option 1SEP) 

M27 Link Vehicle Flow
Westbound 2026 AM Peak 2026 PM Peak 2026 Daily

With Devt With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

With Devt With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

With Devt With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

west of J5 4,933 6,614 6,152 4,501 5,760 5,563 49,880 64,518 62,523
J7 to J5 6,284 7,085 6,430 5,248 8,455 8,056 58,270 79,834 76,920
J8 to J7 4,828 7,001 6,598 5,045 6,861 6,602 51,686 71,117 68,771
J9 to J8 4,896 6,967 6,618 4,227 5,899 5,674 46,504 64,212 62,263
J10 to J9 4,441 6,390 6,076 4,237 6,049 5,811 42,813 60,49658,617
J11 to J10 4,428 6,653 6,285 4,813 6,975 6,682 47,695 68,648 66,334
J12 to J11 5,221 7,462 7,142 5,000 7,226 6,923 51,949 73,413 71,071
east of J12 4,146 5,966 5,741 3,424 5,019 4,826 40,179 56,452 54,973
mean 4,897 6,767 6,380 4,562 6,531 6,267 48,622 67,336 65,184

2008 Daily2008 PM 
Peak

2008 AM 
Peak

 

Table 5.8: Westbound Flows with 35% Containment in SDAs (Option 1SEP) 

Tables 5.5 and 5.6 show the flows with 25% containment. Comparing Table 5.5 with Table 5.7 and 
Table 5.6 with Table 5.8 enables an assessment of the effects to be made. The minimal differences 
result from a relatively small proportion of trips by car being made using the M27 compared with the 
25% containment of the SDAs.  This partly because some of the trips do not impact on the M27 and 
partly because the traffic associated with the SDAs is a relatively small proportion of the total.  It 
appears that considerably more containment is required to have a significant impact on motorway 
flows.   

Changing containment on the scale of 25% to 35% is not sufficient to alleviate any congestion 
problems occurring. Consequently the further options tested did not include the higher level of 
containment. 

5.5 Impacts of Deleting the SDAs from the Overall Development 

Option 0SEP represents the situation in which the South East Plan allocation is reduced by removing 
both N/NE Hedge End SDA and North Fareham SDA.  This would be a reduction of 16 000 dwellings 
which represents just over 20% of the total South East Plan allocation.  This is of a similar scale as the 
Revised Allocation tested where the reduction was almost 20%. 
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A comparison of the results shown in Figures 5.5 to 5.8 illustrates the impacts of this reduction. With 
the exception of Option 3SEP, where motorway capacity is increased by means of managed 
motorways, the Ratio of Flow to Capacity (RFC) for Option 0SEP is generally less than those for the 
other Options.  However, the reduction is not large.  Although the SDAs represent just over 20% of 
the South East Plan allocation the traffic generated is still relatively small compared with the total 
traffic of the rest of the development allocation combined with the existing volume of traffic. 

The major impact of deleting the SDAs is reflected in the specification for Option 0SEP in that 
naturally there is no requirement for measures to improve access to the SDAs. 

5.6 Further Option Testing 

Bar charts of the Ratio of Flow to Capacity percentages for Options 5 to 12 are shown in Figures 5.9 
to 5.12.  In general they show the links to be under pressure at levels at or exceeding 90%.  Junctions 5 
to 7 Westbound, however, has RFC values exceeding 110% in both AM and PM peaks. Option 9SEP 
– which has additional capacity due to Managed Motorways – produces the lowest RFC percentages.  
Particular issues are considered in following sections.  
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Figure 5.9: M27 Eastbound Link Flows 2026 AM Peak With Development With Reduce/Manage 
Measures (Ratio of Flow to Capacity) Options 5 to 12 
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Figure 5.10: M27 Westbound Link Flows 2026 AM Peak With Development With Reduce / 
Manage Measures (Ratio of Flow to Capacity) Options 5 to 12 
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Figure 5.111: M27 Eastbound Link Flows 2026 PM Peak With Development With 
Reduce/Manage Measures (Ratio of Flow to Capacity) Options 5 to 12 
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Figure 5.122: M27 Westbound Link Flows 2026 PM Peak With Development With 
Reduce/Manage Measures (Ratio of Flow to Capacity) Options 5 to 12 
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5.7 Impacts of Hedge End SDA  

There are significant access issues that need to be addressed in relation to Hedge End SDA. 

·  What improved access if any is needed between the SDA and both the M27 and the 
Southampton area; and 

·  Whether the additional traffic produced by the SDA requires the provision of Botley Bypass 

The detailed traffic impacts of each option are shown in their respective appendices.  Some of that data 
has been extracted and tabulated below in order to illustrate the issues. 

5.7.1 Improved Access to the SDA 

The impacts of the SDA for the AM Peak, PM Peak and Daily periods are shown in the respective 
appendices. Although considerable numbers of journeys have destinations in and around 
Southampton, the SDA is not exclusively west-/south-facing.  To illustrate this, Figure 5.13 shows the 
forecast SDA traffic for the AM Peak 2026 with development with Reduce/Manage measures for 
Option 12SEP. Trips will also take place in the Eastleigh/Winchester direction and in the 
Fareham/Portsmouth direction, the latter facilitated by the M27 particularly if improved access to 
Junction 8 is provided and also via Whiteley Way/Junction 9 if available.  Hence the motorway not 
only provides access to the SDA but allows residents to access employment and other land uses that 
are remote from the site. 

With no improved access arrangements traffic may be expected to use Junction 7 which currently 
experiences congestion, even with traffic signals in place, and which would be expected to worsen.  
To avoid this congestion some traffic would use roads through the established residential area of 
Hedge End and other routes such as the B3035 through the residential areas of West End. 

With improved access to Junction 8, traffic can avoid most of these residential areas. This 
improvement could be a new road around the east of Hedge End or an improved route through the 
eastern fringe of Hedge End using Kings Copse Avenue. 

To reflect these alternatives, and the relative merits of each, it has been assumed that of the traffic 
originating in the SDA, with an improved access to Junction 8 in place, 70% of trips that have an 
option between the two would be attracted to Junction 8 and 30% to Junction 7 as the site would be 
orientated to accommodate access via the new link.  Again an example of this is illustrated in Figure 
5.9.  Without a new or improved to Junction 8 in place, the SDA would be much more orientated 
towards Junction 7 and it would have the key role in serving the SDA.  

An improved link to Junction 8 would arguably be less attractive to traffic than a completely new link.  
However, with sufficient capacity on the existing network to support this option, for the purpose of 
this study it has been assumed that it will be as attractive as a new link to Junction 8.  In order to 
discourage alternative routes to Junction 7 or Junction 8 or via the centre of Hedge End, traffic 
management measures would be required.   
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total 724 477
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train 59 29
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car driver 849 596
car passenger 91 71
other 31 22
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Figure 5.133: North/North East Hedge End SDA Option 12 AM Peak 2026 With Development 
With Reduce/Manage Measures 

Data from the appendices relating to access to Junctions 7 and 8 (for options including reduce/manage 
measures) is summarised in Tables 5.10 and 5.11.  Options 1, 2 and 3 include the improved or new 
access to Junction 8.  However, Option 3 also includes the managed motorways measure.  Therefore, 
Options 1 and 2 show the relative scale of the forecast SDA traffic to Junctions 7 and 8 with the link to 
Junction 8.  At this level a new link to Junction 8 is unlikely to be justified by SDA traffic on its own.   
However, a new or improved link to Junction 8 would be expected to attract non-SDA traffic currently 
using other roads.  This would need to be assessed as part of the parallel studies and using a more 
detailed assignment model. 
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Northbound Southbound Option 

AM Peak PM Peak Daily AM Peak PM Peak Daily 

1SEP 55 71 578 77 62 598 

2SEP 55 71 578 77 62 598 

3SEP 173 226 1838 246 196 1903 

4SEP 161 211 1838 228 183 1903 

5SEP 55 71 578 77 62 598 

6SEP 55 71 578 77 62 598 

7SEP 55 71 578 77 62 598 

8SEP 161 211 1838 228 183 1903 

9SEP 173 226 1838 246 196 1903 

10SEP 173 226 1838 246 196 1903 

11SEP 66 86 704 94 75 729 

12SEP 66 86 704 94 75 729 

Table 5.9: Forecast SDA Traffic Flows in the Junction 7 Direction 

Northbound Southbound Option 

AM Peak PM Peak Daily AM Peak PM Peak Daily 

1SEP 267 281 2548 382 242 2638 

2SEP 247 262 2364 352 226 2448 

3SEP 165 166 1540 236 143 1595 

4SEP 159 159 1540 227 137 1595 

5SEP 267 281 2548 382 242 2638 

6SEP 247 262 2364 352 226 2448 

7SEP 267 281 2548 382 242 2638 

8SEP 159 159 1540 227 137 1595 

9SEP 165 166 1540 236 143 1595 

10SEP 165 166 1540 236 143 1595 

11SEP 257 269 2447 367 232 2534 

12SEP 257 269 2447 367 232 2534 

Table 5.10: Forecast SDA Traffic Flows in the Junction 8 Direction 

5.7.2 Botley Bypass 

The SDA traffic forecast to travel to and from the direction towards Whiteley and Junction 9 for each 
option is shown in the respective appendices. Data is tabulated in Table 5.9 below.  All the data relates 
to tests that include the Reduce/Manage measures.  Test 0SEP is excluded because the SDAs do not 
feature in that test. 
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Eastbound Westbound Option 

AM Peak PM Peak Daily AM Peak PM Peak Daily 

1SEP 134 101 1004 94 117 969 

2SEP 153 110 1121 107 127 1082 

3SEP 219 166 1650 153 193 1593 

4SEP 219 166 1650 153 193 1593 

5SEP 134 101 1004 94 117 969 

6SEP 153 110 1121 107 127 1082 

7SEP 134 101 1004 94 117 969 

8SEP 219 166 1650 153 193 1593 

9SEP 219 166 1650 153 193 1593 

10SEP 219 166 1650 153 193 1593 

11SEP 142 107 1068 100 124 1032 

12SEP 142 107 1068 100 124 1032 

Table 5.11: Forecast SDA Traffic Flows in the Whiteley/Junction 9 Direction 

The model is intended to assess the effects of the proposed development on the M27 and therefore is 
not designed to assign traffic to other routes such as Botley Bypass. Nevertheless, and setting aside 
Options 3, 4, 8 and 9 which are affected by wider measures on the motorway (managed motorways or 
demand management), the data indicates that relatively little additional traffic to and from the SDA 
uses the Botley Bypass route.  

At this level of additional traffic a Botley Bypass would not be required to serve the SDA.  However, 
should a suitably aligned bypass be provided for other reasons, SDA traffic would benefit by being 
able to bypass Botley. 

5.8 Impacts of North Whiteley Development 

The impacts of the SDA for the AM Peak, PM Peak and Daily for each option are shown in the 
respective Appendices.  As illustrated in Figure 5.14, which shows the forecast traffic to and from the 
development for the AM Peak 2026 with development with Reduce/Manage measures for Option 
12SEP, the main access will continue to be Junction 9 although the completion of Whiteley Way to the 
north will allow some journeys to be routed to the north.. 

It has been assumed that while there is no containment within North Whiteley, some journeys will be 
local to the established area of Whiteley including the existing business parks.  However, people who 
work in Whiteley currently do not necessarily live there and its location mid-way between two major 
urban areas and next to the M27 attracts workers from a wide range of origins.  Similarly its residents 
can access a wide range of destinations. 
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Figure 5.144: North Whiteley Option 12 AM Peak With Development With Reduce/Manage 
Measures 
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While Whiteley is well placed to attract trips from a wide area, it is dominated currently by car 
journeys facilitated by the M27 and in the absence of extensive public transport options.  Rail requires 
good access to Botley station to the north (this would be supported by the completion of Whiteley 
Way) or Swanwick station to the south (supported by the bus-only link to Park Gate).  Bus services are 
very limited and do not address the demand from employees particularly well.  Creation of a road link 
towards Botley will encourage the use of this route not only by North Whiteley and Whiteley residents 
but by others including those from the N/NE Hedge End SDA.  Even designing Whiteley Way to 
discourage through traffic will not detract from the fact that this would provide an alternative new 
route to Junction 9. 

5.9 Impacts of North Fareham SDA 

The impacts of the SDA for the AM Peak, PM Peak and Daily for each option are shown in the 
respective Appendices.  These do not take account of the recent change of status for the SDA to 
become an Eco-Town which could present new opportunities for transport. 

Figure 5.15 illustrates the impacts for Option 12SEP (A32 realigned, not all moves at Junction 10 but 
allowing for eastbound trips) as an example.  Rail users focus on Fareham station which will require 
good links to the SDA, particularly for those residents who live to the east of the site and are more 
remote from the station.  This is likely to be beyond practical walk or cycle distance for many and 
strong bus/BRT links will be required.  If the site design favours sustainable modes over car, then 
further use of bus/BRT and rail could be achieved; if the site design is a ‘typical’ arrangement where 
sustainable modes have no inherent advantages, then car use will dominate. 

Although some traffic would head in the Wickham and Boarhunt directions the majority would seek to 
use the motorway or head south to Fareham and beyond. With no change to the current access 
arrangements only that part of the development adjacent to Junction 11 would find it easy to use that 
junction. Consequently the A32 via Junction 10 would be the main access.  In its current form, this 
provides an easy connection to the motorway for traffic in the Portsmouth direction but traffic to and 
from the west would need to find an alternative route, possibly through Fareham to Junctions 9 or 11 
or by joining the M27 and making a U-turn at Junction 11.  Conversely it has been suggested that 
Junction 10 should be limited for use by bus/BRT services only or possibly High Occupancy Vehicles 
in which case all SDA traffic would be directed to Junction 11 via a realigned A32. 
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Figure 5.155: North Fareham SDA Option 12 AM Peak 2026 With Development With 
Reduce/Manage Measures 

To reflect these issues it has been assumed that with the diverted A32 in place that the SDA is 
orientated towards this access i.e. 70% of the trips are orientated towards Junction 11 and 30% 
towards Junction 10 reflecting the limited options associated with the latter in its current form.  For 
trips that have destinations to the west of Junction 10, trips are assigned via Fareham town centre and 
A27 towards Segensworth to access Junction 9 or use Junction 11 instead.  With Junction 10 being all-
moves, 70% of the SDA traffic is orientated to that junction. 

Tables 5.12 and 5.13 illustrate the considerable difference in forecast SDA traffic flows to each 
junction with a realigned A32 to Junction 11 (for example Options 1 and 2) or with Junction 10 being 
all-moves (for example Options 6 and 7).  The level of SDA traffic to Junction 11 in Options 1 and 2 
could be sufficient to justify a new link, though this would need more detailed consideration.  
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Northbound Southbound Option 

AM Peak PM Peak Daily AM Peak PM Peak Daily 

1SEP 271 339 2726 364 306 2805 

2SEP 271 339 2726 364 306 2805 

3SEP 271 339 2726 364 306 2805 

4SEP 711 882 7743 956 79 7967 

5SEP 271 339 2726 364 306 2805 

6SEP 771 960 7743 1036 867 7967 

7SEP 771 960 7743 1036 867 7967 

8SEP 710 857 7454 955 774 7671 

9SEP 753 911 7454 1012 822 7671 

10SEP 753 911 7454 1012 822 7671 

11SEP 659 829 6998 883 749 7201 

12SEP 339 371 3308 387 362 3377 

Table 5.12: Forecast Traffic Flows From North Fareham SDA to Junction 10 

Northbound Southbound Option 

AM Peak PM Peak Daily AM Peak PM Peak Daily 

1SEP 576 725 5819 774 655 5988 

2SEP 576 725 5819 774 655 5988 

3SEP 576 725 5819 774 655 5988 

4SEP 101 108 1012 136 97 1042 

5SEP 576 725 5819 774 655 5988 

6SEP 108 117 1012 145 105 1042 

7SEP 108 117 1012 145 105 1042 

8SEP 101 108 1012 136 97 1042 

9SEP 108 117 1012 145 105 1042 

10SEP 108 117 1012 145 105 1042 

11SEP 94 102 929 126 92 956 

12SEP 326 362 3203 374 352 3270 

Table 5.13: Forecast Traffic Flows From North Fareham SDA to Junction 11 

Three broad access strategies for the SDA emerge from this consideration. 

·  To realign A32 to Junction 11 and restrict Junction 10 to Bus/HOV so Junction 11 would 
become the main access to and from the SDA; 

·  Not to realign A32 but to improve Junction 10 to provide west-facing slip roads.  This could 
be in the form of an all-moves junction so that Fareham and SDA traffic could use the 
junction or could be designed so that only traffic to and from the north, including the SDA, 
could use it.  Thus Junction 10 would be the main access for the SDA; or 
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·  To realign the A32 to Junction 11 but retain the existing arrangements at Junction 10.  In this 
case eastbound SDA traffic would have a choice of using Junctions 10 or 11.  Westbound 
SDA traffic would need to U-turn at Junction 11 and use the A27 or M27 westbound and 
would not need to use less suitable routes. 

A key issue to be addressed, which is beyond the scope of this study, is the scale to which additional 
traffic could be accommodated at Junction 11 without creating unacceptable levels of delay for both 
SDA and other traffic and potential safety issues if traffic on the slip roads queue back on to the main 
motorway carriageway.  

Realigning A32 to Junction 11 would be desirable to provide an SDA link between the main 
residential areas and the proposed employment site located adjacent to Junction 11.  If this is the case 
then it would appear that realigning the A32 to Junction 11 and retaining the existing arrangement at 
Junction 10 would be a way forward.  However, without the business park this option is less viable.  
When the implications for Junction 11 can be assessed in more detail, consideration can be given to 
whether west-facing slip roads are needed at Junction 10.  

For comparison, Figure 5.16 shows Option 11 which retains the original housing allocation of 10,000 
and hence with a higher number of trips being generated by the SDA and with an all-moves Junction 
10. 
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Figure 5.166: North Fareham SDA Option 11 AM Peak 2026 With Development With 
Reduce/Manage Measures 

5.10 Impacts of Managed Motorways and Demand Management 

Options 8SEP and 9SEP isolate the effects of introducing demand management measures and 
managed motorways measures respectively.  The comparisons with other options are shown in Figures 
5.9 to 5.12.  Tables 5.14 to 5.17 show the Ratios of Flow to Capacity for each motorway link in the 
eastbound and westbound directions for Options 8SEP and 9SEP only.  

The data indicates that increasing motorway capacity using managed motorways has a greater impact 
than reducing demand on the motorway.  The Reduce/Manage measures provide further reductions. 
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The impacts reflect the assumptions made regarding the scale of change possible with each measure.  
Further study may refine the assumption regarding the level of increased capacity achievable with 
managed motorway measures.  Stronger demand management measures could produce a greater scale 
of change and thus potentially greater impacts.  

M27 Link Flow : Capacity
Eastbound 2026 AM Peak 2026 PM Peak 2026 Daily

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

west of J5 68% 95% 83% 78% 101% 98% 50% 65% 65%
J5 to J7 76% 109% 99% 93% 130% 124% 59% 82% 82%
J7 to J8 104% 141% 132% 86% 124% 118% 58% 80% 80%
J8 to J9 83% 115% 109% 75% 109% 104% 49% 69% 70%
J9 to J10 64% 96% 90% 66% 98% 93% 43% 64% 64%
J10 to J11 74% 107% 100% 74% 105% 101% 50% 71% 71%
J11 to J12 78% 107% 103% 73% 102% 98% 52% 72% 72%
east of J12 63% 88% 85% 74% 102% 99% 42% 59% 59%
mean 76% 107% 100% 77% 109% 104% 50% 70% 70%

2008 AM 
Peak

2008 PM 
Peak

2008 Daily

 

Table 5.14: Option 8SEP Eastbound Flow to Capacity  

M27 Link Flow : Capacity
Westbound 2026 AM Peak 2026 PM Peak 2026 Daily

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

west of J5 76% 101% 94% 69% 88% 85% 51% 67% 67%
J7 to J5 97% 135% 127% 81% 110% 105% 60% 83% 84%
J8 to J7 82% 120% 113% 86% 118% 114% 53% 75% 75%
J9 to J8 82% 118% 112% 71% 100% 96% 48% 68% 68%
J10 to J9 69% 103% 98% 66% 97% 93% 44% 65% 65%
J11 to J10 70% 101% 96% 76% 107% 103% 49% 70% 70%
J12 to J11 79% 109% 105% 76% 106% 102% 54% 74% 74%
east of J12 70% 99% 95% 58% 83% 80% 41% 58% 58%
mean 78% 111% 105% 73% 101% 97% 50% 70% 70%

2008 Daily2008 PM 
Peak

2008 AM 
Peak

 

Table 5.15: Option 8SEP Westbound Flow to Capacity  

M27 Link Flow : Capacity
Eastbound 2026 AM Peak 2026 PM Peak 2026 Daily

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

west of J5 68% 85% 73% 78% 90% 86% 50% 65% 63%
J5 to J7 76% 97% 88% 93% 116% 110% 59% 83% 79%
J7 to J8 104% 125% 117% 86% 111% 105% 58% 81% 78%
J8 to J9 83% 103% 96% 75% 97% 92% 49% 70% 68%
J9 to J10 64% 86% 80% 66% 87% 83% 43% 64% 62%
J10 to J11 74% 95% 89% 74% 94% 89% 50% 71% 69%
J11 to J12 78% 95% 91% 73% 91% 87% 52% 73% 70%
east of J12 73% 90% 87% 86% 104% 101% 42% 59% 57%
mean 77% 97% 90% 79% 99% 94% 50% 71% 68%

2008 AM 
Peak

2008 PM 
Peak

2008 Daily

 

Table 5.16: Option 9SEP Eastbound Flow to Capacity  
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M27 Link Flow : Capacity
Westbound 2026 AM Peak 2026 PM Peak 2026 Daily

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

Base With 
Reduce/ 
Manage

west of J5 76% 89% 83% 69% 78% 75% 51% 67% 65%
J7 to J5 97% 120% 112% 81% 98% 93% 60% 84% 81%
J8 to J7 82% 107% 101% 86% 105% 101% 53% 76% 73%
J9 to J8 82% 105% 100% 71% 89% 85% 48% 69% 66%
J10 to J9 69% 92% 87% 66% 87% 83% 44% 65% 63%
J11 to J10 70% 90% 85% 76% 96% 92% 49% 71% 68%
J12 to J11 79% 97% 93% 76% 94% 90% 54% 75% 72%
east of J12 81% 101% 97% 67% 85% 82% 41% 58% 57%
mean 79% 100% 95% 74% 91% 88% 50% 70% 68%

2008 AM 
Peak

2008 Daily2008 PM 
Peak

 

Table 5.17: Option 9SEP Westbound Flow to Capacity 
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6 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

6.1 Implications of Planned Development 

It is clear that the planned developments in combination will add considerably to demand for car travel 
on the M27.  Even with reduced allocations as tested in the revised scenario, the impacts are evident 
suggesting that extensive measures will be needed to address peak period demand to avoid regular 
congestion problems.  However, there are two influences that will need to be considered further as the 
debate unfolds: 

�  Some relocation of planned housing and employment can be expected in the future which is 
very difficult to predict.  This supports the argument that the new development sites may not 
need to be considered as solely generating trips but that this needs to be balanced against 
changes elsewhere that could reduce some sources of demand; and 

�  Development can be regarded as an opportunity rather than a threat to transport in that greater 
volume and intensity of demand is particularly beneficial to public transport schemes which 
can be developed incrementally, often on a more secure commercial basis than at present if 
managed and planned appropriately.  This suggests that instead of dealing with increases in 
the demand for car travel alone, responding to new travel patterns in a wider sense would be 
more effective. 

The location of development as set out in the LDFs indicates that much of the planned growth is in the 
most accessible locations i.e. urban centres.  These locations are where sustainable modes are more 
likely to be effective and where take up will be better as there are relatively good travel opportunities 
involving shorter distances.  The urban emphasis outweighs the planned development at urban 
extension sites such as the SDAs which are located in relatively less accessible locations where more 
effort and investment is required in order to deliver workable sites. 

Failure to deliver the necessary transport improvements for the more peripheral sites is evidenced in 
the sub-region as a result of past decisions.  Whiteley experiences considerable traffic problems at 
Junction 9 and is very much car dependent both for residents and employees travelling from outside; 
Hedge End Retail Park attracts shoppers from a wide area who travel almost exclusively by car.  This 
type of development is not sustainable in policy terms and provision must be made for new forms of 
transport to new sites with a much greater emphasis on non-car modes. 

6.2 Applying Reduce/Manage Measures 

The Reduce/Manage measures tested in the analysis represent a range of possible options although 
they could be applied to a greater or lesser extent in practice.  What is evident from the results is that 
even in combination, the measures only ameliorate the impacts of additional demand in part.  If any of 
the measures are not implemented to the extent indicated then problems will be worse than suggested.  
Conversely, if more radical measures are introduced, then the effects could be more profound. 
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Of particular interest in the M27 corridor are rail, bus/BRT and Smarter Choices.  Rail is constrained 
by the location of stations and services available and hence by implication the types of journey being 
made and the relative ease of access to stations at both ends of the journey.  Peak spreading could also 
be prevalent as congestion worsens.  The analysis shows that while peak period activity causes 
problems, the overall daily demand is well within capacity.  Peak spreading would make better use of 
the available asset and may promote changes in working patterns to avoid peak hour journeys. 

Bus/BRT represents a potentially important option but will require a major shift from current levels of 
use if there is to be a worthwhile impact on car use.  Currently bus only has a small mode share which 
would need to increase considerably to have widespread benefits.  This implies major investment not 
only in BRT infrastructure and services but also local services.  A wholesale review of the bus 
network may be required to understand how bus could meet the needs of far more people than at 
present across the sub-region, particularly those making longer journeys between centres, not just 
journeys within the main urban areas. 

Increasing the capacity of the M27 in peak periods with some form of active traffic management 
appears to have benefits in reducing acute congestion.  This would require considerable investment but 
schemes elsewhere (e.g. Managed Motorways on the M42 in the West Midlands) have demonstrated 
that keeping traffic moving at a constant rate and using all the road space available more efficiently is 
helpful in avoiding delays.  The managed motorway approach (‘active traffic management’) involves 
lane and speed control with use of the hard shoulder as a running lane at busy periods.  The Highways 
Agency has noted that any such scheme for the M27 would be assessed as part of the DaSTS  study for 
South Hampshire to establish spending priorities.  There are practical problems to be overcome in the 
M27 corridor in applying such a scheme but further investigation could be undertaken. 

As noted, any form of road pricing could be expected to take some years to introduce and opposition 
could be expected.  However, given that road space is finite, demand management measures should 
feature in a future strategy in some form.  This would suppress demand at peak times in favour of 
more peak spreading and encourage a shift to non-car modes.  

The extent to which Smarter Choices could be introduced and their lasting effects remain a matter of 
debate currently.  However, strong measures could address demand to a much greater extent than that 
considered here, particularly if other complementary measures are taken forward.  While Smarter 
Choices form only a small role currently, there is scope to increase this considerably. 

6.3 Key Issues 

Some key issues emerge from the analysis: 

�  Reducing the development allocations does not make a substantial difference to the traffic 
impacts on the M27 (comparing the South East Plan allocations with the revised allocations); 

�  Self-containment for larger sites helps to reduce the number of external trips but relatively 
small variations in the level of containment have very limited impacts on the corridor as a 
whole; 

�  The internal arrangements of the larger sites will influence the uptake of sustainable modes 
including walk, cycle and particularly bus/BRT; 
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�  Improved access to rail  stations and the construction of the Eastleigh Chord is likely to 
encourage a shift from car to rail.  However, there is no advantage in relocating the N/NE 
Hedge End SDA around Hedge End station or creating new stations.  Major rail capacity 
enhancements can be expected to be longer term schemes. 

�  Improved bus and Bus Rapid Transit will be necessary to fulfil the demands of development 
sites including North Fareham SDA, particularly to reflect its new Eco-Town status.  A major 
shift from car to bus/BRT will require considerable effort in site design, infrastructure, travel 
planning and bus services on a scale beyond that indicated in this analysis. 

�  The large sites at the North/North East Hedge End SDA and North Whiteley do not justify the 
construction of a Botley Bypass independently or in combination (although scheme cost has 
not been considered here and is a matter for the parallel study); 

�  Encouraging North/North East Hedge End SDA traffic to use Junction 8 rather than using 
Junction 7 or routes through residential areas of hedge End and Southampton. This would 
require an improved link between the SDA and Junction 8. 

For access to the North Fareham SDA a realigned A32 to Junction 11 would provide a link between 
the main residential areas and the employment proposed adjacent to Junction 11.  Hence the proposed 
business park is a strong influence on the decision to realign the A32.  Since this junction is already 
heavily used it is likely that the existing arrangements at Junction 10 will need to be retained for SDA 
traffic travelling to and from the east. 

Access to North Fareham SDA and the effects on the M27 will need to be reviewed when more 
information is known about its promotion as an Eco-Town.  A key feature would be the 
unprecedented scale of reduction in car use that would be expected and thus the level of car traffic 
generated by and attracted to the site.  This would reduce the pressures on Junctions 10 and 11 but 
would have major implications for the measures needed to effect such a radical change in travel habits.  
In addition, the current separation of the proposed employment at Junction 11 from the residential 
areas may also need to be reviewed in the context of an Eco-Town in which case realigning A32 to 
Junction 11 may prove not be necessary.  The local planning authority is not yet in a position to 
provide information about the Eco-Town proposals therefore they could not be considered in this 
study.  


