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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

At the request of Folkestone and Hythe District Council, Arcadis Consulting (UK) Ltd (Arcadis) is providing 

support to the District Council for their Core Strategy Review. The support being provided as described in 

this note relates to the Statement of Common Ground between Folkestone and Hythe District Council and 

Highways England and, specifically, the submission made to the examination by Highways England in a 

letter dated 3rd July 2020. 

Arcadis held a meeting with Folkestone and Hythe District Council and Highways England on Monday the 

14th of September to discuss the scope of work required to work towards a Statement of Common Ground 

between Folkestone and Hythe District Council and Highways England. Highways England expressed the 

view that they require further information to be able to support the local plan at the initial hearing in mid- 

November 2020, which is now postponed until December 2020. 

A second meeting took place on Friday 25th of September, between Arcadis, Folkestone and Hythe District 

Council and Highways England. This meeting clarified the requirement for traffic investigations to support 

Highways England to determine the impact of the Folkestone and Hythe Local Plan on its road network. 

Since then, further meetings have been held between all three parties on Thursday 1st, Wednesday 7th, 

Monday 12th and Friday 30th of October to discuss progress towards the agreement of the scope, data 

sources and assumptions required for the study. 

 

 

1.2 Purpose 

The purpose of the study is to enable Folkestone and Hythe District Council to agree on a Statement of 

Common Ground regarding requirements for highway schemes to mitigate impact related to the Folkestone 

and Hythe Local Plan on the Highways England road network, or the further work required to identify those 

requirements. 

It is acknowledged that further supporting information will be provided after this study, including the scheme 

costing. 

 

 

1.3 Report Structure 

This document is composed of: 

• Section 2, presenting a review of previous data; 

• Section 3, detailing the process for the selection of the study area; 

• Section 4, presenting the traffic demand preparation; 

• Section 5, summarising the analysis for M20 Junction 11; 

• Section 6, summarising the analysis for M20 Junction 11a; 

• Section 7, summarising the analysis for M20 Junction 12; 

• Section 8, summarising the analysis for M20 Junction 13; 

• Section 9, summarising the analysis for A20 / Spitfire Way / Alkham Valley Road; and 

• Section 10, presenting the Otterpool Park Transport Assessment; and 

• Section 11, presenting the overall conclusion. 
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2 Previous Data Review 

2.1 Available Data 

The data sources readily available as input to this study are available in Appendix A and consist of: 

• AECOM, Briefing Note: Shepway Transport Model Update – Review & Findings, December 2017; 

• AECOM, Shepway Transport Model – Merge and Diverge Appraisal (with spreadsheet model), 
September 2018; 

• AECOM, Shepway Transport Model, Local Junction Modelling and outputs; November 2017; 

• Taylor Wimpey, Cheriton High Street Junction, committed scheme drawing, May 2018; 

• Email correspondence from Highways England to Folkestone & Hythe District Council dated 

October 2018 to confirm that no mitigation would be required for the 2031 Do Something scenario 

for the Places and Policies Local Plan (additional modelling scenarios); 

• Arcadis, Otterpool Park – Transport Assessment, February 2019 (with supporting information and 

traffic models); 

• Folkestone & Hythe District Council and Highways England, Statement of Common Ground, 
January 2020; 

• Highways England, Folkestone and Hythe District Core Strategy Review Examination Submission 

to the Examination by Highways England, July 2020; and 

• Folkestone & Hythe District Council, Core Strategy Review – Inspector’s Matters, July 2020. 

 

Further information can be found as required on the Folkestone and Hythe District Council Local Plan 

website (https://www.folkestone-hythe.gov.uk/core-strategy-review/core-strategy-review-examination-news-

updates ). 

 
 

2.2 Traffic Demand Consistency with the Previous Stage 

Two previous traffic models were available at the inception of this study. These were: 

• The AECOM Shepway transport model, and 

• The VISUM cordon model prepared as part of the Otterpool Park transport assessment. 

 

For consistency with the existing Statement of Common Ground between Folkestone & Hythe District 

Council and Highways England (2020), it was decided to update the key assumptions of the 2017 AECOM 

Shepway transport model, rather than using the information available in the Otterpool Park transport 

assessment. 

The Otterpool Park transport assessment information was, however, used for the traffic assessment within 

Ashford, as it is outside the Shepway model. 

Following a detailed review of the AECOM Shepway transport model, the following information was identified 

as requiring an update: 

• The Local Plan development housing and employment projections; 

• The TEMPro factors, to account for the latest version of the database; 

• The M20 motorway growth factor, to be superseded by an independent factor, accounting for 

through traffic values; 

• The merge/diverge calculation methods to account for the 2020 DMRB; and 

• The introduction of the junction upgrades immediately South of M20 Junction 12 (U-turning 
movement removal in the interchange). 

https://www.folkestone-hythe.gov.uk/core-strategy-review/core-strategy-review-examination-news-updates
https://www.folkestone-hythe.gov.uk/core-strategy-review/core-strategy-review-examination-news-updates
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No updates were undertaken of the Shepway transport model traffic assignment on the road network or 

individual development description and trip generation ratios. 
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3 Study Area Selection 

3.1 Identifying Highways England Road Network 

Folkestone and Hythe District Council Location 

As shown in Image 1, Folkestone and Hythe District Council is located on the coast of the English Channel 

and includes the port town of Folkestone and the coastal market town of Hythe. Both towns are located 

within the northern half of the district. To the West is the town of Ashford, and to the East is the port of 

Dover. 

Image 1 – Folkestone and Hythe District Council Location 
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Highways England Road Network within the Area 

Image 2 shows the Highways England road network in the area. It consists of: 

• The M20, passing through Ashford, linking it to Folkestone; 

• The A20, prolonging the M20 from Folkestone to Dover; and 

• The A2070, linking Ashford to Rye. 

 
Image 2 – Highways England Road Network 

 

 
 

 

3.2 Channel Crossing 

The M20 and A20 correspond to a key road transport corridor giving access to both: 

• Dover port ferry terminal; and 

• The Eurotunnel terminal. 

 
Both facilities generate a significant volume of HGVs on the Highways England road network. Beyond the 

large volume of HGVs, traffic disruptions are anticipated concerning new customs rules expected to be 

implemented in late 2020. 



 

 



 

 

 
Key Development Locations 

Image 3 identifies the location of all the key developments considered explicitly in the AECOM Shepway 

transport model. With the updated Local Plan projections, these developments represent 72% of the growth 

in housing and 83% of the employment growth. They are located in the vicinity of existing urban areas of 

Folkestone and Hythe, North of the district. 

Image 3 also shows, in dark blue, the junctions considered impacted by the Local Plan in the January 2020 

statement of common ground between Folkestone and Hythe and Highways England. Visible in light blue are 

other junctions considered for inclusion within the study area of this updated assessment. 

Table 2, on the next page, lists the names of the 13 developments explicitly included in the local plan. 

Image 3 – Key 2037 Local Plan Developments 
 

 

 
2031 Do Something Scenario - Places and Policies Local Plan (PPLP) 

The 2031 Do Something scenario of the Places and Policies Local Plan includes developments 1 to 12 in 

Table 3. Highways England confirmed the absence of impact requiring mitigation of these developments 

(see Appendix A.5). 

Site 13 is the only major development in the Local Plan not included in the PPLP. 

 
 

2037 Growth Complement 

The housing and employment growth in the Local Plan for 2037 not accounted for by the 13 developments is 

calculated using a TEMPro factor adjustment and applied to the base traffic volumes of the local road 

network. 

The traffic growth from these developments is therefore distributed equally across the road network, except 

for the motorway mainline that has its own TEMPro growth factor taken directly from the TEMPro database. 
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Image 4 – M20 Junction 10a Scheme 
 

 

 

Total Traffic from Folkestone and Hythe Local Plan 

Using the updated transport model, the assessment of the 2037 traffic volumes from the Local Plan travelling 

to and from district council towards the West (the number within parenthesis as volumes from Otterpool 

Park), using the M20 are: 

• AM Peak: Westbound 929(450) veh, - Eastbound 550(252) veh; 

• PM Peak: Westbound 671(316) veh, - Eastbound 950(468) veh 

 
Merge / Diverge Assessment 

A merge and diverge assessment using the latest DMRB guidelines has been undertaken using the most 

recent WebTRIS counts available. Traffic demand on the West facing ramps of Junction 10 and 10a have 

been split equally as road users now have two ramps to choose from. 

The key findings from this assessment are: 

• The mainline through traffic volumes are low; 

• Junction 9 traffic volumes on the ramp already exceed the design limit with DMRB, but there are 

no signs of congestion, likely as a result of very low mainline traffic; and 

• The traffic volume from the Folkestone and Hythe Local Plan is not expected to be sufficient to 
require an upgrade of the merge / diverge segments. 

 
Due to the very low mainline traffic volume, any upgrade of the merge / diverge segment would likely 

correspond to a lane gain, lane drop solution, with the hatching of lane 1 within the interchange. 
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Interchange Roundabout Assessment 

Table 3 shows the 2037 junction traffic analysis within the 2019 Otterpool Park transport assessment, in 

which the Do-Minimum scenario is equal to Local Plan growth without Otterpool Park and the Do-Something 

scenario is Local Plan growth including Otterpool Park. This assessment shows the limited impact of the 

Folkestone and Hythe Local Plan, and the fact that it would not trigger the need for mitigation measures. 

Table 3 – Junction 10, 10A and 9 2037 Degree of Saturation 
 

 

 
Conclusion 

In conclusion, it is not anticipated that the Folkestone and Hythe Local Plan would lead to required mitigation 

measures within the Highways England network in Ashford. M20 Junctions 9, 10 and 10a have therefore 

been excluded from the assessment. 

 
 

3.5 Selected Study Area 

For this study, the road network of interest was defined as: 

• Highways England road network (SRN) directly impacted by the increase in traffic from 

Folkestone and Hythe District Council Local Plan, to the extent that it would trigger the need for 

network upgrades; and 

• The local junctions at risk of blocking back into the SRN as a result of traffic increase generated 

by the Local Plan. 

 
 

The proposed study area is presented in Image 5. It corresponds, West to East, to interchanges: 

• M20 Junction 11; 

• M20 Junction 11a; 

• M20 Junction 12; 

• M20 Junction 13; and 

• A20, A20 / Spitfire Way / Alkham Valley Road. 

 
Image 5 – Proposed Study Area 
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4.2 2037 Traffic Demand Model 

The travel demand models are contained in Appendix C.2. 

 
 

Local Plan Horizon 

The local plan horizon is 2037 and this is the core assessment year. 

 
 

Local Plan Scenario Description 

Within the Shepway Transport Model, the core scenarios selected are: 

• 2037 DS, corresponding to the Local Plan projection, also labelled Core Strategy Review (CSR 
6,500); and 

• 2037 DM, corresponding to the Places and Policies Local Plan (PPLP). 

 

The description of individual development has evolved, but by consistency with the previous stage, 

developments descriptions have been retained as per the AECOM model version. 

 
 

Local Plan Housing and Employment Projections 

The housing and employment project are: 

• As per the Local Plan in the 2037 DS; 

• Discounted by Otterpool Park development in the 2037 DM. 

 
The reason for the application of the discount is to ensure the transport model does not re-allocate the 

Otterpool Park traffic via the TEMPro Factor. 

 
 

Motorway Growth Rate 

For the motorway mainline traffic, an independent TEMPro factor has been included in the model. This 

change enables the assessment to reflect the increase of through traffic, which was not included in the 

original model developed in 2017 by AECOM. 

 
 

Junction 12 U-Turning Traffic Removal 

The Taylor Wimpey Cheriton High Street Junction, committed scheme drawing, clearly shows the ability to 

perform the right turning movement from the side road. Thus, the traffic from the South using Junction 12 to 

U-turn in the AECOM model has been removed. 

 
 

TEMPro 7b 

All TEMPro rates in the model have been superseded using the latest available version of the rates. The 

version is indicated as 7b. 
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5 M20 Junction 11 

5.1 Assessment Overview 

General Description 

M20 Junction 11 is a major motorway interchange with the following characteristics: 

• The M20 at this location is composed of 3 lanes in each direction (no lane drop/lane gain); 

• To the West of the interchange, an overbridge is located that will constrain future road widening 
at this location; 

• Ramps are wide, but are marked as one lane; 

• The at-grade junction is a two-lane, non-signalised, roundabout, widened to three lanes at some 
locations; 

• The at-grade junction has 5 arms (including 2 motorway arms). To the South, a further left-in left- 
out junction gives access to a depot; and 

• Another roundabout further South enable U-turning movements. 

 
Initial Mitigation Requirements Identification 

The traffic analysis mitigation requirements at M20 Junction 11 based on the 2037 DS CSR 6,500 has been 

summarised in Image 6 on the next page. The key requirements are: 

• Merge and diverge type upgrade at three locations; 

• The widening to two lanes of three ramps; 

• The upgrade of the main roundabout. 

 
5.2 Merge / Diverge Assessment 

The merge and diverge assessment are presented in Table 5 and 6. The key findings are: 

• The motorway mainline never requires more than two lanes; and 

• Three ramps require widening to two lanes. 
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Image 6 – M20 Junction 11 High-Level Mitigation Requirements 
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Table 5 – M20 Junction 11 – 2037 AM Merge/Diverge Assessment 
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Table 6 – M20 Junction 11 – 2037 PM Merge/Diverge Assessment 
 



 

 

 

 



 

Image 7 – M20 Junction 11 – 2037 Queue Length Comparison 
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Image 8 – M20 Junction 11 Initial Mitigation 2037 Queue Length 
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5.6 Eurotunnel Incident Operations 

Typical Incident Description 

The Eurotunnel facility has been developed at a location constrained physically, and the processing gates 

have a limited ability to: 

• Accommodate queuing traffic beyond normal operations; and 

• Generate spare capacity during processing time. 

 
As a consequence operational incidents at the Eurotunnel terminal result in blocking back queue on the M20. 

As seen on Image 8 lorries are using the hard shoulder as a temporary parking facility. Such an incident can 

typically last ½ day or longer. 

 
The change in custom regime towards the end of 2020 will likely require additional custom checks compared 

to the requirements from previous years. As part of this project, details of the future terminal operations is not 

known, but additional facilities in the vicinity of the M20 motorway are being developed. 

Image 9 – November 2020 Eurotunnel Traffic Queues 
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M20 Junction 11 Design Usage 

A number of alternative proposed arrangements from the Option A have been developed to account for the 

following: 

• Retaining the ability for lorries to use the hard shoulder as an emergency car park; and 

• Retaining the ability for lorries to use land 1 (nearside lane) as an emergency car park. 

 
The proposed alternatives have for purpose to explore alternative designs that retain the existing cross- 

section. Intelligent transport systems have been excluded from this assessment as the objective was to 

retain existing operations. 

Alternatives are only required for the eastbound direction, leading to the Eurotunnel terminal. 

 
 

Design Options 

Option A corresponds to a type D option 1 (Ghost Island with lane drop). Based on the merge diverge 

assessment, the DMRB requirements are: 

• In the AM peak, the assessment is bordering a type A and a type C, and 

• In the PM peak, the assessment is bordering a type C and a type D. 

 

For reference, diverge types C and D are presented on Image 9 below. Both diverge types correspond to a 

lane drop arrangement. 

Image 10 – DMRB Diverge Types C and D 
 

 

 

 



23  

Three proposed alternatives have been considered. Drawings for all options (A to D) are saved in Appendix 

E. The option descriptions are: 

• Option B: Maintain 3 lanes cross-section & diverge within available space 

o The three lanes cross-section has been maintained continuously; 

o The largest diverge segment that can be developed between the bridge to the West and the 
interchange to the East is a type A. 

• Option C: Lane drop with a mainline taper from 2 to 3 lanes 

o The lane drop leads to a widening back to three lanes following the diverge segment. 

• Option D: Maintain 3 lanes cross-section & larger diverge 

o The three lanes cross-section has been maintained continuously; 

o The largest diverge segment that can be developed without the lane drop is a type B (Option 
2); and 

o This option requires the demolition of the bridge 

 
Conclusion and Recommendation 

Overall, the DMRB calculation recommends a lane drop. A widening to four lanes of the road segment 

between Junction 10a and Junction 11 has not been considered as it is seen as a significant overdesign. 

From a design point of view, even if not providing the lane drop might more likely to accommodate extreme 

queuing from the terminal: 

• Not implementing the lane drop would require a departure from standards, which might be 

difficult to secure based an occasional incident; 

• Access for lorries to use the hard shoulders for queueing is always possible; and 

• The demolition of the bridge does not provide the opportunity of an adequate diverge type, unless 

the segment between Junction 10a and Junction 11 is widened to 4 lanes (which is not 

considered suitable). 

 

In conclusion, the layout with the lane drop, either Option A or Option C is recommended. Image 10 to 12 

below show the various options. 
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5.7 Timeline Analysis – Junction Upgrade Requirements 

To remain free-flowing, the M20 Junction 11 will require upgrades as Otterpool Park develops. Key stages in 

the junction development have been identified based on traffic volumes at the junction. 

 
• No Intervention - Existing (2018) situation up until no intervention required 

▪ From the existing situation 

• AM Peak Junction Total: 2600 (veh./hr) 

• PM Peak Junction Total: 2600 (veh./hr) 

 
▪ Until the following traffic volumes are reached 

• AM Peak Junction Total: 3600 (veh./hr) 

• PM Peak Junction Total: 3650 (veh./hr) 

 
• Intervention 1 – M20 Eastbound Off-slip requires to upgrade 

▪ M20 Eastbound Off-slip requires upgrade (2037 with 0% Otterpool Park 6,500 or earlier 

time with Otterpool Park) 

• AM Peak Junction Total: 3600 (veh./hr) 

• PM Peak Junction Total: 3650 (veh./hr) 

 
• Intervention 2 – M20 Westbound Off-slip requires upgrade 

▪ M20 Westbound Off-slip reaching capacity (2037 and approximately 45% of Otterpool 

Park 6,500) 

• AM Peak Junction Total: 4550 (veh./hr) 

• PM Peak Junction Total: 4715 (veh./hr) 

The widening of the ramp approaches is the first element of junction upgrade required, 

the roundabout upgrade would be recommended to take place in one construction stage. 

 
• Intervention 3 – South Circulatory and A20 South approach requires upgrade 

▪ South circulating carriageway reaching capacity (2037 and approximately 70% of 

Otterpool Park 6,500) 

• AM Peak Junction Total: 4850 (veh./hr) 

• PM Peak Junction Total: 5100 (veh./hr) 

 
• Intervention 4 – Main roundabout at capacity to south junction upgrade (A20 Ashford Road 

Junction) 

▪ Junction to the south of M20 Junction 11 required to remove U-turn movements (2037 

and approximately 92% of Otterpool Park 6,500) 

• AM Peak Junction Total: 5200 (veh./hr) 

• PM Peak Junction Total: 5450 (veh./hr) 

 
The percentage of development is considered the worst-case because of the seasonality factor applied to 

the background traffic, as well as the lack of intra-zonal trips being considered at the development. 
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5.8 Conclusion 

In conclusion, M20 Junction 11 is significantly impacted by the Local Plan. A proposed mitigation has been 

developed and requires further highway design investigation. 

It is recommended the junction upgrade is not considered as one development stage, as the South junction 

might not be required as part of DS CSR 6,500. 

It is recommended that any mitigation scheme is subject to a monitor and manage approach to 

implementation. Traffic volumes should be monitored throughout the Local Plan period to inform when or if 

the mitigation is required. 
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Image 12 – M20 Junction 11 – Option B 
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Image 13 – M20 Junction 11 – Option C 
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Image 14 – M20 Junction 11 – Option D 
 



 

6 M20 Junction 11a 

6.1 Assessment Overview 

General Description 

M20 Junction 11a corresponds to the access and egress to the Eurotunnel terminal. The interchange is 

composed of: 

• West facing ramps only; 

• No nearby at-grade junctions on the local network; and 

• The tunnel control gate when entering the facility. 

 

It is our understanding that the entrance control gate has only been designed to process vehicles for custom 

controls in an EU environment. It is possible that more extensive custom control will result in the control gate 

creating blocking back queues on the M20. 

 
 

Mitigation Requirements Identification 

There are no mitigation requirements identified at Junction 11a, related to the impact of the Folkestone and 

Hythe Local Plan. 

The merge and diverge calculations, however, highlight the fact that the traffic volume to and from the 

Eurotunnel terminal is low. A three-lane cross-section East of the interchange should be maintained in the 

2037 scenario. 

 
 

6.2 Merge / Diverge Assessment 

The merge and diverge analysis of M20 Junction 11a is presented in Table 9 on the next page. 

 
6.3 Conclusion 

In conclusion, M20 Junction 11a does not require mitigation from Folkestone and Hythe Local Plan DS CSR 

6,500 scenario. 
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Table 9 – M20 Junction 11a – 2037 AM & PM Merge/Diverge Assessment 
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7 M20 Junction 12 

7.1 Assessment Overview 

General Description 

M20 Junction 12 is a major motorway interchange with the following characteristics: 

• West of Junction 12 the M20 is composed of 3 lanes in each direction, a lane drop/lane gain 

arrangement results in the motorway being two lanes in each direction to the east of the junction; 

• The at-grade junction is a two-lane, non-signalised, roundabout; 

• The junction immediately to the South of the roundabout interchange is being upgraded to include 

a right-turning movement from the Cheriton High Street (the West side road); and 

• Highways England road network only extends to the motorway ramps. 

 
 

Mitigation Requirements Identification 

There are no mitigation requirements identified at Junction 12, traffic volumes are not changing significantly 

between the DM and the DS scenario. Traffic conditions remain free-flowing, except for the M20 westbound 

off-ramp approach at the roundabout that has reached capacity. Image 15 presents the location of the 

approach reaching capacity, and Image 16 the queue length diagrams. 

 
 

7.2 Merge / Diverge Assessment 

The merge and diverge assessment is presented in Table 10 and 11. The key finding is: 

• The motorway mainline East of Junction 12 should be 3 lanes and not 2 as in the existing 

situation. 
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Image 15 – M20 Junction 12 High-Level Mitigation Requirements 
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Table 10 – M20 Junction 12 – 2037 AM Merge/Diverge Assessment 
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Table 11 – M20 Junction 12 – 2037 PM Merge/Diverge Assessment 
 



 

 

 

 



 

Image 16 – M20 Junction 12 – 2037 Queue Length Comparison 
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8 M20 Junction 13 

8.1 Assessment Overview 

General Description 

M20 Junction 13 is a major motorway interchange with the following characteristics: 

• The M20 at this location is composed of 2 lanes in each direction; 

• The at-grade junction is a dumbbell with two non-signalised roundabouts; 

• The South roundabout includes several free-flow bypasses as part of the existing road layout; 

and 

• Highways England road network includes the full interchange. 

 
 

Mitigation Requirements Identification 

To accommodate 2037 traffic requirement at M20 Junction 13 would include: 

• The widening of the M20 to 3 lanes in each direction, West of M20 Junction 13; 

• The widening of West facing ramps to 2 lanes, with an upgrade of the corresponding merge / 
diverge segments; and 

• The upgrade of the South roundabout in the dumbbell interchange. 

 

The above upgrades, however, are not required because of the Local Plan CSR 6,500 development, but 

because of background growth. Although the CSR 6,500 growth increases traffic demand at the roundabout 

to the South the actual traffic increase is marginal, but as this junction is already saturated, traffic congestion 

worsens disproportionately. 

A traffic increase of 1% to 2% can be mitigated using minor operational improvements. It would typically 

require geometric improvements. 

 
 

8.2 M20 Mainline Segment Between Junction 12 and 13 

The M20 mainline segment between Junction 12 and Junction 13 has high traffic projections in 2037. The 

volumes of traffic for each scenario are: 

• Eastbound 

▪ DM 2037 (PPLP): AM 2914 Veh / PM 3939 Veh 

▪ DS 2037 (CSR): AM 3374 Veh / PM 4259 Veh 

• Westbound 

▪ DM 2037 (PPLP): 4136 Veh / PM 3516 Veh 

▪ DS 2037 (CSR): 4477 Veh / PM 4076 Veh 

 

The DMRB design standard requires 1,800 vehicles per lane for a motorway to ensure drivers can respect 

the inter-vehicular safety distance as per the highway code. Depending on the percentage of HGVs, the 

traffic capacity in section would be comprised between 2,000 and 2,300 vehicles per hour. 

The distance between M20 Junction 12 and Junction 13, however, is a weaving segment approximately 850 

meters long. The link capacity is therefore further impacted by vehicle lane change behaviour. 

The DM2037 (PPLP) analysis, therefore, shows that a three-lane cross-section would be required to achieve 

free-flowing conditions at peak hour. The DS 2037 (CSR) does increase traffic volumes but does not 

generate a change to the 2037 required motorway mainline cross-section. 
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8.3 Merge / Diverge Assessment 

The merge and diverge assessment is presented in Tables 13 and 14. The key finding is: 

• The PM peak is the busiest; 

• The DMRB maximum motorway design value is 1,800 vehicles per lane, but the capacity could, 

in some circumstances allow up to 2,000 vehicles per lanes depending on the percentage of 

HGVs. The traffic forecast on the M20 presents values higher than 2,000 vehicles per lane, 

suggesting an overestimation of the traffic forecast. The widening of the M20 to 3 lanes in each 

direction, West of M20 Junction 13 is the outcome suggested by the DMRB calculation as well as 

the road capacity; and 

• The widening of West facing ramps to 2 lanes, with an upgrade of the corresponding merge / 
diverge segments. 

 
Image 17 presents high-level mitigation requirements. 
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Image 17– M20 Junction 13 High-Level Mitigation Requirements 
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Table 13 – M20 Junction 13 – 2037 AM Merge/Diverge Assessment 
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Table 14 – M20 Junction 13 – 2037 PM Merge/Diverge Assessment 



 

 
 

 



 

 



 

Image 19 – M20 Junction 13 – 2037 Queue Length Comparison 
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9 A20 / Spitfire Way / Alkham Valley Road 

General Description 

A20 / Spitfire Way / Alkham Valley Road junction is a major motorway interchange with the following 

characteristics: 

• The M20 at this location is composed of 2 lanes in each direction; 

• A number of physical constraints severely restrict geometric alterations at this interchange, 
including: 

▪ The presence of a tunnel West of the interchange, impacting the ability to extend merge / 

diverge segments; 

▪ The presence of a substation, requiring access to the South of the carriageway; 

▪ The presence of bridge structures; 

▪ The topography of the site, with significant elevations on the ramps; and 

▪ The overbridge width can only accommodate one lane in each direction. 

• Highways England road network includes most of the interchange, except for Canterbury 
Road/Alkham Valley. 

 

Mitigation Requirements Identification 

To accommodate 2037 traffic requirement at A20 / Spitfire Way / Alkham Valley Road junction would include: 

• A set of geometric upgrades at the junctions, in particular for the A-Road ramp approaches; and 

• Probably an improved signage and road safety scheme to limit the risk of blocking back queues 
and incidents on the A20, that would potentially result from lane change manoeuvres on the A20 

mainline. 

 

Image 20 presents the mitigation requirements. 

Further upgrades could be considered, however, the presence of only two lanes on the A20, local site 

constraints as well as the balanced traffic volume on the corridor might suggest them to be not necessary, 

despite DMRB standard requirements. 

Moreover, the DS CSR 6,500 would only account for up to 6% to 7% traffic increase at local junctions. Such 

traffic increase could typically be mitigated using limited geometric improvements and operational measures. 

 
 

9.2 Merge / Diverge Assessment 

The merge and diverge assessment is presented in Tables 17 and 18. The key finding is: 

• The dominant traffic seems tidal, from the local area towards the West in the morning, and back 

in the afternoon; 

• The traffic staying on the motorway mainline never requires more than one lane, and overall, the 
traffic density on the A20 at this location is low; 

• There are no lane restrictions for HGVs in the tunnel; 

• The projected traffic volume on the ramps can be high and would require two lanes, however, a 

single lane would have sufficient capacity, and a two-lane ramp on a 2 lane mainline would 

require extended merge diverge segments. 
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Image 20 – A20 / Spitfire Way / Alkham Valley Road High-Level Mitigation Requirements 
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Table 17 – A20 / Spitfire Way / Alkham Valley Road– 2037 AM Merge/Diverge Assessment 
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Table 18 – A20 / Spitfire Way / Alkham Valley Road– 2037 PM Merge/Diverge Assessment 
 



 

 

 

 



 

Image 21 – Spitfire Way-White Horse Hill-A260 – 2037 Queue Length Comparison 
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Image 22 – Alkham Valley Rd-A20 Slip – 2037 Queue Length Comparison 
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Image 23 – Canterbury Rd-A260 Alkham Valley Rd – 2037 Queue Length Comparison 
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9.4 Proposed Mitigations 

Proposed Mitigation Considerations 

The proposed concept development was focussed on respecting the following constraints: 

• Mitigating the impact of the DS 2037 CSR scenario back to DM 2037 conditions only; 

• Avoiding any impact on existing structures as much as possible, for cost and feasibility reasons; 

and 

• Maintaining the same level of accessibility as in the present situation. 

 
The followings section present the traffic analysis of the proposed junction layout for 2037 DS scenario with 

mitigation for the three A20 Alkham Valley junctions. 

 

Spitfire Way-White Horse Hill-A260 (see image 24) 

• Increasing the effective flare length on the A20 Slip approach by 7m; 

• Increasing the entry width by 0.4m and the effective flare length by 11m on the Spitfireway 
approach; and 

• Left turn free-flow slip from the A20 slip to the A260 South. 

 
Image 24 – Spitfire Way-White Horse Hill-A260 – 2037 Proposed Layout 
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9.5 Conclusion 

In conclusion, the merge / diverge arrangement would require upgrading using DMRB design standards, but 

from a congestion standpoint, it would not result in saturated traffic conditions. A safety assessment would, 

however, be required to ensure last-minute lane change manoeuvres are mitigated. 

Regarding the three at-grade junctions of the A20 / Spitfire Way / Alkham Valley Road interchange, to re- 

instate free-flowing traffic conditions: 

• Physical junction interventions will be required, combined with the signalisation of the junctions; 
and 

• The Canterbury Road-A260 Alkham Valley Road junction is constrained by the bridge just North 

of it and might not be able to accommodate a sufficient junction upgrade. 

 
The DS CSR 6,500 scenario, however, is having a very limited contribution to the above-described traffic 

conditions. Mitigating its own impact would be limited to the development of minor junction improvements. 

This section demonstrates that limited highways geometric interventions are sufficient to mitigate the 

increase in traffic volumes generated by the Local Plan. 
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10 Otterpool Park Transport Assessment 

10.1 Submitted Transport Assessment 

Initial Work and Submission 

In February 2019, an outline planning application for the Otterpool Park development was submitted to 

Folkestone & Hythe District Council. A Transport Assessment was submitted with the application, the scope 

of which was discussed and agreed with Kent County Council, Folkestone & Hythe District Council and 

Highways England between April 2017 and March 2018. As part of the scoping exercise, technical reports 

were produced setting out the methods by which the assessment was to be undertaken and preliminary 

assessment work was carried out to inform discussions. A series of meetings were held and correspondence 

was exchanged with the key stakeholders throughout the year-long scoping period, which culminated in a set 

of technical notes and scoping documents that set out the agreed scope and method for the assessment. 

With regard to the scope of the highway impact assessment, the study area included all the junctions 

assessed in this Traffic Report. 

 
 

Revised Submission in Preparation for 2021 

Following comments received on the 2019 application, further scoping discussions have been held with all 

three parties in 2020. The discussions have led to variations in the scope and method of assessment, which 

will be reflected in the Transport Assessment to be produced for the revised application due for submission 

in 2021. 

 
 

10.2 Garden Town with Sustainable Transport 

High Provision of Local Services 

The aim for the Otterpool Park settlement is to strike the right balance between ensuring the Garden Town is 

a great place to live and work with all the amenities its population needs, while also providing strong 

connections to and from neighbouring communities via sustainable transport modes. There will be a high 

proportion of local trips made within Otterpool Park as the development incorporates a range of schools, 

healthcare, community and sports facilities to meet as many of the needs of residents as possible and 

minimise travel to other locations. There will be local shopping and services and on-site employment 

locations together with the infrastructure for home working. 

 
 

Comprehensive Network to Support Active Travel 

The Otterpool Park development and associated access and travel strategy will provide residents, 

employees and visitors with an attractive and comprehensive network of sustainable travel opportunities to 

provide viable alternatives to travel by private car. This will be balanced with the need to ensure that the 

highway access arrangements are robust enough to sustain additional traffic movements, provide 

connectivity to existing routes and allow the existing network to function without causing significant issues for 

Otterpool Park and existing local residents. 

The infrastructure of the Masterplan will be complemented by bespoke green travel measures, which will 

build on the opportunities offered by the existing and proposed walking, cycling, equestrian and public 

transport infrastructure, and promote and develop sustainable travel opportunities as well as support low 

emissions vehicles and innovative transport solutions. 

 
 

Agreed Trip Generation Rates 

All elements of the trip generation were agreed with Highways England, Kent County Council and Folkestone 

& Hythe District Council during the scoping process. The detail in which the trip generation of the Otterpool 

Park site has been considered for the Otterpool Park Transport Assessment is far greater than is the case for 
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the Shepway Transport Model on which this assessment of the Folkestone & Hythe Local Plan has been 

based. The Otterpool Park Transport Assessment considers the number of trips generated by and attracted 

to the site for 14 separate trip purposes and recognises the varying methods of travel people are likely to use 

for the different purposes. Most importantly, it considers the level of trip internalisation that can be expected 

due to the range of services offered on-site for residents and visitors. The agreed method of trip generation 

and distribution identifies that up to one-third of all trips generated by the site is likely to be internalised and 

therefore would not impact on the highway network outside of the development boundary. In addition, up to 

20% of trips attracted to the site are expected to take the form of linked trips (i.e. a commuter working on-site 

may also drop their child at an on-site school or/and visit one fo the local shops). 

 
 

Lower Traffic Level on Highways England Road Network 

Based on the above efforts made by Otterpool Park, the anticipated external trip generation of the Otterpool 

Park development, and therefore the traffic that will impact on local roads and the Highways England 

network, is expected to be lower than the trip generation of the Otterpool Park site in the Shepway Transport 

Model, which uses trip rates from the TRICS database that are derived from stand-alone residential and 

commercial developments that do not take any account of trip internalisation. 

 
 

10.3 Monitor and Manage Approach 

Shepway Transport Model – Worst-Case Using Typical Ratios 

The Otterpool Park trip generation in the Shepway Transport Model is therefore expected to represent an 

overestimation of the actual trip generation of a Garden Town. Since the Otterpool Park development trips 

represent the majority of the Local Plan trips assessed in this Traffic Report, it follows that the assessment 

presented here represents an overestimation of the likely impact on the Highways England network, 

particularly at the M20 Junction 11. 

 
 

Monitor and Manage Approach 

It should be acknowledged that forecasting travel behaviour 20+ years in the future is a very difficult task. In 

a relatively short period of time, new innovations can influence where, when and how people travel. For 

example, over the period in which Otterpool Park would be built, it is accepted that there are likely to be 

many new influences on travel behaviour that may increase or decrease people’s propensity to travel by 

sustainable modes. For this reason, it is recommended that any highway mitigation measures identified 

within this Report should be subject to a ‘monitor and manage’ approach to implementation to prevent the 

unnecessary introduction of significant infrastructure changes if they are not required. 
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11 Overall Conclusion 

In conclusion, the purpose of the study is to enable Folkestone and Hythe District Council to agree on a 

Statement of Common Ground regarding requirements for highway schemes to mitigate impact related to the 

Folkestone and Hythe Local Plan on the Highways England road network, or the further work required to 

identify those requirements. 

The methodology in the AECOM Shepway Transport Model has been retained, and the model updated using 

the latest available information for the DS CSR 6,500 2037 scenario. 

The study area has been confirmed to be limited to the Highways England road network within Folkestone 

and Hythe District Council following a review of traffic volumes and traffic conditions in the Ashford area. 

Overall, the following junctions require physical upgrades by 2037: 

• M20 Junction 11; 

• M20 Junction 13; and 

• A20 / Spitfire Way / Alkham Valley Road interchange. 

 
M20 Junction 11 requires substantial junction upgrades, directly linked to background traffic growth and to 

Otterpool Park development. The traffic impact from DS CSR 6,500 on the other two junctions, however, is 

limited. The traffic impact is mostly the result of these junction being already saturated in the future. 

Otterpool Park Transport Assessment modelling assumptions take into account the garden village and active 

travel measures of the site. In the view of the potential positive impact of such measures, a “monitor and 

manage” approach to infrastructure development is recommended. 
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1.1 Available Input Data 

1. AECOM, Briefing Note: Shepway Transport Model Update – Review & Findings, December 2017; 

2. AECOM, Shepway Transport Model – Merge and Diverge Appraisal (with spreadsheet model), 

September 2018; 

3. AECOM, Shepway Transport Model, Local Junction Modelling and outputs; November 2017; 

4. Taylor Wimpey, Cheriton High Street Junction, committed scheme drawing, May 2018; 

5. Email correspondence from Highways England to Folkestone & Hythe District Council dated October 

2018 to confirm that no mitigation would be required for the 2031 Do Something scenario for the Places 

and Policies Local Plan (additional modelling scenarios); 

6. Arcadis, Otterpool Park – Transport Assessment, February 2019 (with supporting information and traffic 

models); 

7. Folkestone & Hythe District Council and Highways England, Statement of Common Ground, January 

2020; 

8. Highways England, Folkestone and Hythe District Core Strategy Review Examination Submission to the 

Examination by Highways England, July 2020; and 

9. Folkestone & Hythe District Council, Core Strategy Review – Inspector’s Matters, July 2020. 
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1.2 Ashford Traffic Analysis 

1. Junction 10a scheme description; 

2. WebTRIS data; and 

3. Ashford junctions DMRB merge diverge analysis. 
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1.3 Traffic Demand Model 

1. Baseline demand analysis; 

2. Traffic demand models. 
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1.4 Traffic Analysis 

1. M20 Junction 11 traffic analysis; 

2. M20 Junction 11a traffic analysis; 

3. M20 Junction 12 traffic analysis; 

4. M20 Junction 13 traffic analysis; and 

5. A20 / Spitfire Way / Alkham Valley Road traffic analysis. 
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1.5 M20 Junction 11 Design 

1. Option A drawing; 

2. Option B drawing; 

3. Option C drawing; and 

4. Option D drawing. 
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