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1. Introduction 

Context and Objectives 

1.1 Blaby District Council (BDC), Harborough District Council (HDC), Hinckley and 
Bosworth Borough Council (HBBC) and Oadby and Wigston Borough Council 
(OWBC) have agreed a Statement of Common Ground committing to develop a 
Joint Transport Evidence (JTE) base for forthcoming Local Plan reviews.  

1.2 The rationale for developing a holistic JTE base stems from appreciation of:  

¶ The interdependent nature of the transport network and its use. 

¶ That there are major capacity and connectivity constraints on parts of the 
Strategic Road Network (SRN), which create wider impacts on the 
highway network including knock-on effects on the local network. 

¶ The potential for cumulative and cross-boundary impacts arising from 
strategic site development opportunities, which need to be addressed by 
an integrated approach rather than individual Local Plans. 

¶ The potential need for unmet housing need from areas of the Leicester 
and Leicestershire Housing Market Area (HMA) to be accommodated by 
South Leicestershire Districts and Boroughs. 

¶ The need to build on existing policy and strategic thinking. The Strategic 
Growth Plan (SGP) and the related Strategic Transport Assessment (STA) 
are Leicestershire and Leicester-wide planning documents that form the 
basis for considering growth in South Leicestershire and inform the 
mitigation measures proposed in this document. 

1.3 AECOM has been commissioned to develop this transport evidence base. The 
work involves modelling three spatial growth options, analysis of model outputs 
and reporting on the scale and nature of impacts arising from growth, and an 
initial view of the potential need for strategic mitigation. The outputs from this 
work will inform Districts and Boroughs in the selection of their preferred spatial 
growth options. 

1.4 The development of the evidence base is planned according to the three 
following stages: 

¶ Stage 1: a combined assessment of a range of alternative development 
strategy options for the four emerging Local Plans to inform the 
identification of a preferred option in each case. The focus is to identify 
key cross-boundary interactions/issues that could influence the choice of 
development strategy. 

¶ Stage 2: a combined assessment the preferred development strategies, 
determined by the District and Borough councils, to identify key areas of 
cumulative impact and strategic mitigation requirements. 

¶ Stage 3: a more detailed evidence base covering the key sub-areas of 
impact identified through Stage 2, including the development/assessment 
of mitigation packages for each sub-area. 

1.5 This report presents the outputs of Stage 1. 
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Approach 
1.6 The approach to this work involved the following steps: 

¶ Forecast modelling of a Core scenario (no South Leicestershire Local 
Plan growth) and the three cumulative proposed spatial options using 
Leicestershire County Councilôs (LCC) Pan Regional Transport Model 
(PRTM).  

¶ Analysis and interpretation of model outputs, the comparing of forecast 
Local Plan spatial growth options to the Core scenario. The analysis 
identified where impacts are forecast to arise, and the scale of these 
impacts and reasons. 

¶ Assessment of the need for mitigation and identification of potential 
strategic mitigation.  

¶ Two workshops to share and discuss analysis and potential mitigation with 
key stakeholders. 

¶ Comparison of the cumulative proposed spatial options. 

1.7 The PRTM 2019 base v1.2 was used for modelling. The forecast years modelled 
were 2041 (the Local Plan end date) and 2051 (as a representative year for when 
large sites would be fully built out). Modelling input assumptions were discussed 
and agreed with Leicestershire County Council (LCC), and the four partner 
district councils (BDC, HDC, HBBC and OWBC). Further details are set out in 
Appendix A. 

1.8 Throughout Stage 1, the focus of analysis and reporting has been high-level and 
at a South Leicestershire-wide level. Previous work was drawn upon to inform 
the analysis and mitigation proposals including the Strategic Growth Plan ï 
Strategic Transport Assessment, Stage 1 undertaken by LCC on behalf of the 
Leicester and Leicestershire Strategic Planning Partnership. 

1.9 The workshops included Leicestershire County Council, the Local Authorities 
which make up South Leicestershire, neighbouring county councils, and other 
key organisations including National Highways. 

¶ Workshop 1: Testing Growth Options and Analysis of Impacts took place 
on 25th April 2024. In the first workshop the initial findings from the 
transport modelling were shared, the differences between the spatial 
options were discussed and an initial view on potential mitigation was 
raised. 

¶ Workshop 2: High-Level Strategic Mitigation took place on 17th June 2024. 
In this workshop there was a more detailed discussion about the need for 
strategic mitigation to support growth. 

1.10 Further information about the workshops is set out in Appendix B.  

Report Structure 
1.11 The report includes the following sections: 

¶ Section 2: Spatial Growth Options; 

¶ Section 3: Analysis of Modelling Outputs; 
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¶ Section 4: Identifying Areas for Strategic Mitigation; 

¶ Section 5: Potential Strategic Mitigation; 

¶ Section 6: Comparison of Spatial Growth Options; 

¶ Appendix A: Modelling Background;  

¶ Appendix B: Stakeholder Workshops; and  

¶ Appendix C: Scale of growth by site, 2041 and 2051.
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2. Spatial Growth Options 

Introduction 

2.1 Three spatial growth options for South Leicestershire were compiled by the four 
partner districts (with technical support and coordination from LCC) by combining 
growth options put forward by each of the Districts and Boroughs into logical 
ócompositeô scenarios. These growth options reflect the likely distribution of new 
housing and jobs, identified by the Districts and Boroughs through their own 
technical evidence base work to date as part of their own Local Plan development 
process.  

2.2 The Local Plan horizon is year 2041 and analysis and reporting has focused on 
this year. However, as some larger sites in spatial growth option 2 and 3 are 
unlikely to be fully built-out by 2041 an additional forecast year of 2051 has been 
included to represent full build out.  

2.3 LCC provided details regarding the access requirements for sites in each of the 
spatial growth options. Spine roads were included in the modelling for larger 
strategic development sites or clusters where they might serve a strategic 
purpose and/or induce major traffic rerouteing. 

2.4 The óCity of Leicesterô and óLeicester Urban Areaô refer to the main settlement 
areas bordering the South Leicestershire Districts and Boroughs. The City of 
Leicester is the administrative district governed by Leicester City Council and the 
Leicester Urban Area is the City and its surrounding suburbs. 

Spatial Distribution of Growth 
2.5 The spatial distribution of the proposed growth can be seen in Figure 2-1, Figure 

2-2 and Figure 2-3 which show the development options. While the scale of 
growth is largely similar between the options, there are some noticeable 
differences in the distribution of growth: 

¶ Option 1: Smaller sites more evenly distributed across the four Boroughs 
and Districts. There is a greater concentration of growth along the M1 and 
M69 corridors. Due to the lack of large prospective allocations this 
optionôs growth was not modelled in year 2051. 

¶ Option 2: Greater focus on larger sites compared to Option 1. These 
larger sites (which include build out to 2051), are dispersed to the west of 
South Leicestershire around the A5, A444, and A447 corridors. Sites are 
located on the borders with neighbouring authorities beyond South 
Leicestershire. In comparison to Option 1, growth in Harborough is 
located closer to the border with Oadby & Wigston. This option was 
modelled with a 2051 scenario to understand the impact of sites being 
fully built out.  

¶ Option 3: Similarly to Option 2, there is a greater focus on larger sites 
compared to Option 1 (which again include significant 2051 build out). The 
location of growth in Option 3 is more concentrated around the south and 
south-east of the of Leicester Urban Area, and on the border of Blaby and 
Harborough. There is still proposed growth along the A5 corridor but fewer 
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sites to the north and west of Hinckley & Bosworth. This option was 
modelled with a 2051 scenario to understand the impact of sites being 
fully built out.   

2.6 Note, the sites mapped in the following figures are indicative and used for 
transport modelling purposes only to enable different spatial options for the 
distribution of development to be considered at a strategic level.  The inclusion 
of a site does not imply it is appropriate for development, and all sites are 
included without prejudice to the local plan site selection process of each Local 
Planning Authority. 
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Figure 2-1: Spatial Distribution of Growth in Option 1 
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Figure 2-2: Spatial Distribution of Growth in Option 2 
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Figure 2-3: Spatial Distribution of Growth in Option 3
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Quantum of Development 

2.7 The three development options, Options 1, 2 and 3, were modelled. All options 
were assessed for the 2041 forecast year, with Options 2 and 3 additionally 
modelled for 2051. Table 2-1 and Table 2-2 show the planning data for the 
number of potential new homes and jobs by option.  

2.8 The number of homes and jobs is broadly similar between the spatial growth 
options for the 2041 and 2051 forecast years. Note, there is no proposed 
development post 2041 in Option 1. 

2.9 Plots showing the scale of housing and employment growth are held in Appendix 
C. 

Table 2-1: Potential Homes and Jobs by Spatial Growth Option (2041) 

 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

 Homes Jobs Homes Jobs Homes Jobs 

BDC 9,521 3,900 9,533 3,900 9,593 6,800 

OWBC 5,074 2,500 5,074 2,500 5,074 2,500 

HBBC1 10,309 25,200 11,013 21,200 10,041 21,200 

HDC 5,805 2,900 5,805 2,300 5,805 3,600 

Total 30,709 35,400 31,425 29,800 30,513 34,100 

 
Table 2-2: Potential Homes and Jobs by Spatial Growth Option (2051) 

 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

Homes Jobs Homes Jobs Homes Jobs 

BDC  
 

(N/A ï Option 1 
applies to 2041 only) 

10,654 5,600 17,480 7,200 

OWBC 5,074 2,500 5,074 2,500 

HBBC* 25,474 21,200 18,982 23,200 

HDC 18,672 2,300 19,670 3,600 

Total 59,874 31,500 61,206 36,400 

 

 
1 ~3,500 homes, along with their associated mitigation measures, in HBBC were 
allocated to the core scenario ï all growth shown here is additional. 
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3. Analysis of Forecast Modelling 
Outputs 

Introduction 

3.1 This section sets out the analysis of forecast modelling outputs in terms of three 
metrics: Volume over Capacity (VoC), traffic flow difference, and delay change. 
As the assessment is made for the impact of Local Plan growth, the focus is on 
the change in metrics between Core scenario to forecast growth options; 
however, existing issues on the transport network have also been considered as 
part of this analysis.   

Forecasting Outputs 

Volume over Capacity 

Existing Issues 
3.2 Existing capacity issues and those arising from background growth (i.e. the core 

scenario) have been identified. Locations with junctions exceeding capacity (VoC 
over 100%) in the core scenario are marked as black dots on VoC maps in Figure 
3-1, Figure 3-2, and Figure 3-3, while new VoC issues are shown as red dots. 
The analysis reveals that many existing VoC issues occur on major roads such 
as M1 Junctions 21 and 22, A5, A46, and A4303. 

Growth Scenario Issues 
3.3 Junctions with significant performance deterioration from the core to the spatial 

growth options, due to increased trips generated by the proposed growth, have 
been identified. A significant deterioration has been defined by a change in VoC 
from the Core scenario of at least 10% and a VoC level of at least 85% in the 
Local Plan growth options. Junctions where there are capacity issues are 
mapped in Figure 3-1, Figure 3-2, and Figure 3-3. 

3.4 A VoC of 85% or more means that the level of traffic using the junction is 
approaching the capacity for which it was designed, and it may not operate at 
optimal efficiency. Increases in the volume of traffic beyond a VoC of 85% are 
likely to lead to additional congestion and delay. A VoC of 100% or above 
indicates a junction at or exceeding theoretical capacity, meaning that the 
highway is saturated and will result in more significant levels of congestion and 
delay. 

3.5 Each of these junctions have been reviewed to sense-check the VoC change and 
identify the junction approach arms which are of concern. 

3.6 In Option 1, there are fewer VoC issues in the east of the City of Leicester, but 
additional congestion arises in the west of the study area, including on the A47 
and the A444, and in Barwell. There are cross-border additional VoC impacts in 
the City of Leicester and Nuneaton. Option 2 exhibits additional congestion in the 
City of Leicester, especially on A6 and A5199, linked to growth southeast of the 
city, as well as on A5 west of Hinckley and in Lutterworth. Option 3 shows 
comparatively fewer VoC impacts, but the differences are not significant.  
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3.7 As part of the process for deriving the mitigations, junctions which met the agreed 
threshold for reporting were reviewed to understand the nature of the issues and 
whether they could be attributed directly to the proposed Local Plan 
development. This, along with other information such as the broad location and 
cost of potential interventions, helped inform the development of mitigations for 
that area. In some cases these were specific junction improvements, and in 
others broader measures aimed at encouraging more sustainable modes of 
transport. 

3.8 In summary, issues are present at many junctions, and the results for the spatial 
growth options are more similar than different. The VoC issues are mainly driven 
by existing problems in the core scenario, which predominantly occur on main 
routes, including M1, M69, A5 posing challenges for accommodating new growth. 
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Figure 3-1: Option 1 Volume over Capacity (VoC) Plot 
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Figure 3-2: Option 2 Volume over Capacity (VoC) Plot 
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Figure 3-3: Option 3 Volume over Capacity (VoC) Plot
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Delays 

3.9 The locations of significant delay change were identified from the PRTM delay 
plots, and the specific junctions of concern were listed. Note that the change in 
delay is based on the difference between the spatial growth options and the core 
scenario. 

3.10 Junctions which experience a delay increase of at least 30 seconds per 
passenger car unit (PCU) on at least one approach arm were mapped. These 
locations are shown in Figure 3-4, Figure 3-5, and Figure 3-6. Note that in the 
figures below, the length of the highlighted link shown in red does not indicate 
the scale of delay; it rather shows the actual length of the link. 

3.11 The delay plots help reinforce the VoC analysis by highlighting stress points, such 
as at M1 Junction 21, along the M69 and the A5. Notably, a number of roads 
used to access the SRN are shown to have delay issues. Issues accessing the 
SRN affect the use of the SRN and reroutes traffic away from these access 
issues and along less desirable routes.  

3.12 There are further delays modelled in urban areas including the south of 
Leicestershire, and some areas northwest of the City of Leicester, such as the 
A50. In Options 2 and 3, with additional growth on the A5, there are greater 
impacts along the A5 and cross-border in Nuneaton. Option 3 also shows 
additional delays near the Whetstone Pastures development on the border 
between Harborough and Blaby. Similar impacts are observed between options 
in Oadby and Wigston, and cross-border in the City of Leicester. Overall, while 
there are some differences between the options, the scale of delay is similar; 
differences are mainly focused on the immediate vicinity of large sites. 
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Figure 3-4: Link Delay Differences Between Core and Option 1 
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Figure 3-5: Link Delay Differences Between Core and Option 2 
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Figure 3-6: Link Delay Differences Between Core and Option 3 
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Flow Difference 

3.13 The change in flow is represented by the change in the number of vehicles along 
a section of road. This measure does not include information on the capacity of 
the road network or the level of utilisation and therefore a large change in flow 
does not necessarily indicate the need for mitigation. 

3.14 Significant increases in flows were identified and mapped. This assessment was 
guided by the PRTM flow plots and data on the change in vehicle numbers. 
Figure 3-7, Figure 3-8, and Figure 3-9 show flow differences between the spatial 
growth options and the core scenario.  

3.15 The flow differences between the Strategic Growth Plan (SGP) ï Strategic 
Transport Assessment (STA) Stage 1 and the spatial growth options in the JTE 
Stage 1 were also plotted to understand the similarities in the impacts between 
the SGP ï STA and the proposed Local Plan growth. As mentioned in Section 1, 
this report builds on the strategic thinking in the SGP ï STA Stage 1. The flow 
difference between Option 2 in the forecast year 2051 and the SGP ï STA Stage 
1 growth in 2036, the SGP ï STA Stage 1 modelling year, is shown in Figure 
3-10. Option 2 represents the spatial growth option that is most similar in scale 
and distribution to the development proposed in the SGP ï STA Stage 1. 

3.16 Uncongested routeing analysis was also conducted to give an indication of the 
impact of congestion on routeing patterns, and demonstrate how potential 
improvements could deliver better network efficiency. Uncongested routeing 
analysis is the study of traffic movements on a network in conditions with minimal 
congestion or other disruptions. Figure 3-11 shows the outputs of the 
uncongested routeing analysis for Option 1.  

3.17 In these plots, red indicates an increase in vehicles, while green indicates a 
reduction. The observations are for the AM peak in 2041 unless stated otherwise, 
with a similar pattern in the PM peak. 

Flow Difference Analysis 

Option 1 
3.18 In Option 1, there are no changes or a decrease in traffic on several key routes 

due to existing capacity issues. Some of the key observations regarding flow 
difference have been labelled in Figure 3-7, from 1-7, referring to the points 
below: 

1. M69 and M1 J21: Traffic flow decreases or is unchanged on the M69 
northbound approach to M1 J21 and the southern underbridge at M1 J21 
because these areas are already at capacity in the core scenario. Traffic 
diverts along alternative routes through Burbage, Stoney Stanton, and 
Huncote, as the B4114 is also heavily congested. 

2. M1 Northbound and Southbound: There is no change in traffic northbound 
of M1 J21 due to the main carriageway and on-slips already being at 
capacity. Similarly, the southbound section north of M1 J21 shows no 
change due to the M1 J21a on-slips from A46 being at capacity. As a result, 
traffic uses alternative routes such as the outer ring road and routes through 
Enderby, Desford, and Ratby. 

3. A5 West of Lutterworth: Traffic flow decreases or is unchanged on the A5 
west of Lutterworth due to the approaches to the Cross in Hand 
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Roundabout (Magna Park) and Gibbet roundabouts being at capacity. 
Traffic diverts through Lutterworth and along rural roads to the north. 

4. A5 West of Hinckley: Traffic flow decreases or is unchanged on the A5 west 
of Hinckley because the A5/A47 (The Long Shoot) and A5/A47/B4466 
(Dodwells Roundabout) and Higham/MIRA roundabout stretches are 
already at capacity. Traffic uses alternative routes through the north of 
Nuneaton and villages north of A5. 

5. A6 Northbound: Traffic flow decreases or is unchanged on the A6 
northbound between Harborough and Leicester Urban Area due to 
congestion through Oadby as a result of new development traffic in the 
area. Traffic diverts through alternative routes such as the B6047 to the east 
of Leicester Urban Area. 

6. A47 West of Leicester Urban Area: Traffic flow decreases or is unchanged 
on the A47 west of Leicester Urban Area because sections around Earl 
Shilton and junctions with Beggars Lane/Kirby Road are already at capacity. 
Traffic uses alternative routes through Desford and Huncote. 

7. A50 Between M1 and A46: Traffic flow decreases or is unchanged on the 
A50 between M1 and A46 due to the Fieldhead roundabout already being at 
capacity. Traffic uses alternative routes to the east. 

Option 2 
3.19 Option 2 (shown in Figure 3-8) displays strong similarities to Option 1 but with 

some notable differences. Generally, across South Leicestershire there is a more 
marked increase in traffic flow differences across the network compared to 
Option 1. 

1. Significant congestion is observed in the west on the A444, from Fenny 
Drayton to Kirby Mallory along Fenn Lane, with issues extending to Drayton 
Grange and north of Norton Juxta, which are not present in Option 1.  

2. The Burbage area shows increased traffic due to traffic bypassing issues 
on the M69 and B4114.  

3. More significant flow differences are observed southeast of Leicester Urban 
Area due to large site proposals in this option, such as Stretton Hall (land 
south-east of Oadby).  

4. The pronounced traffic flow pattern in the south of the study area remains 
evident, routeing on the A4304 and B6047 to avoid strategic roads 
(primarily the A5 and A6) which are at capacity. This leads to a óhalo effectô 
on local roads to the south / south-east of Leicester Urban Area. 

Option 3 
3.20 Option 3 (Figure 3-9) is comparable to Options 1 and 2 in many respects, with 

some additional detailed observations. Across South Leicestershire there is a 
further significant flow difference in Option 3. 

1. Increased traffic flow is observed along routes through Burbage, Stoney 
Stanton, and local roads from these areas towards Barwell/Earl Shilton 
(northeast of Hinckley on A47) or Croft and onto Huncote and Narborough.  

2. There is a noticeable impact on routes through Barwell and Earl Shilton, 
indicating increased traffic flow in these areas due to the growth proposals.  

3.21 Despite differences in the distribution of growth, the general flow difference 
pattern remains similar across all options. This indicates consistent behaviour 



South Leicestershire Joint Transport Evidence ï Stage1     
   

 

21 
AECOM 

and routeing choices of traffic, emphasising the existing capacity or lack of 
capacity on the SRN and at access points to the SRN. 

SGP Flow Comparison 
3.22 Figure 3-10 compares the impact of proposed Local Plan and SGP growth. It 

demonstrates that although there are differences between the growth modelled 
in the SGP and for the purpose of this study, the results shown in this analysis 
align broadly with the SGP findings and therefore support the SGP strategic 
vision.  

Uncongested Routeing 
3.23 Figure 3-11 shows the outputs of the uncongested routeing analysis for Option 1 

to highlight issues in the core. Option 1 was chosen as the forecast flow patterns 
are similar across all three options. The plot demonstrates that, in a theoretical 
scenario with no network congestion the SRN would have greater capacity, 
allowing more traffic to use strategic roads when they are the most appropriate 
route. This is to be expected, as the strategic network has higher speed limits 
and fewer impediments. However, what the analysis highlights is the scale of 
rerouteing of traffic on the network due to the congestion of strategic roads and 
issues accessing the SRN. It also shows large increase in flows along the A6 
southbound. This traffic is likely rerouting down the B6047 and other associated 
routes.
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Figure 3-7: Flow Difference: Option 1 Minus Core (AM Peak, 2041)  

See Section 3.18 

3.18 
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Figure 3-8: Flow Difference: Option 2 Minus Core (AM Peak, 2041)  

See Section 3.19 

3.18 
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Figure 3-9: Flow Difference: Option 3 Minus Core (AM Peak, 2041)  

See Section 3.20 

3.18 
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Figure 3-10: Flow Difference: SGP Option 2 2051 Minus 2036 Core (AM Peak) 
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Figure 3-11: Option 1 Uncongested Routeing Analysis (AM Peak) 



South Leicestershire Joint Transport Evidence ï Stage1     
   

 

27 
AECOM 

Cross-Border Impacts 

3.24 As discussed in Section 1, the cross-boundary impacts of growth are a key 
consideration in the selection of a preferred spatial growth option. In addition to 
the forecasting outputs shown in the preceding section, additional analysis of 
routeing and journey times has been conducted to better understand the location 
and scale of this impact. 

3.25 Figure 3-12 shows the percentage growth in commuting trips travelling from 
South Leicestershire to different destinations, providing an indication of how the 
impact of growth is distributed.  

 
Figure 3-12: 2041 AM Peak Percentage Growth (from Core) in Commuting Trips 
Travelling from South Leicestershire to different Destinations 

3.26 Commuting trips within South Leicestershire are expected to grow by 30-35%, 
while growth in commuting to neighbouring authorities varies between 13% and 
22%. This suggests significant out-commuting from South Leicestershire. While 
the percentage growth in trips to the City of Leicester is not significantly greater 
than to other destinations, the concentration of these trips and the scale of 
existing issues result in many VoC increases being observed there, as illustrated 
in Figure 3-1 to Figure 3-3. The impact across different options does not vary 
considerably, but Option 2 appears to have greater cross-boundary growth in 
commuting traffic, though not as much into Northamptonshire. 

3.27 There are numerous key radial routes between the City of Leicester and South 
Leicestershire. Given the concentration of trips into the City of Leicester, and the 
scale of existing issues, further analysis has focussed on these movements. As 
illustrated in Figure 3-13, these routes experience significant existing VoC issues. 
The change in journey times along each of these routes in the 2041 options, 
compared to the core scenario, has been analysed, and the results are presented 
in Figure 3-14. 
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Figure 3-13: Existing VoC Issues between South Leicestershire and Leicester 
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Figure 3-14: AM Peak Journey Times on City of Leicester Radials - 2041 
Options Compared to Core 

3.28 As can be seen in Figure 3-14, journey time increases along key radial routes 
into the City of Leicester are similar across all options. However, the A6 is an 
outlier: Option 1 shows more delay on the A6 due to one junction in central 
Oadby, which experiences significant delays. Journey time increases are more 
substantial (ranging from 2.5 to 6 minutes) on the A426, A5199, and A6, 
coinciding with areas of high growth in the options. In contrast, increases on 
western routes (A5460, A47 west, and A50) are less pronounced because these 
routes are generally already more congested in the core scenario (as indicated 
by the black dots on the map), leaving little capacity for additional flow, which 
would otherwise result in further delays. This leads to greater levels of rerouting 
to minor routes.  

Considerations for the Full Delivery of Large Sites 

3.29 A number of large sites will be fully built out post 2041. The impact of these sites 
once fully built out requires consideration to check whether there could be any 
potential significant issues on the transport network in the longer term. Large 
sites which will be fully delivered post 2041 are included in spatial growth Option 
2 and Option 3, with 2051 modelled as the full build out year.  

3.30 Our initial view from a high-level assessment of forecast modelling suggests that 
the issues created by the following sites are of a scale that could be mitigated. It 
is important to note this view is based on a rudimentary assessment of strategic 
modelling outputs only, so more detail assessment of large sites should be 
undertaken to confirm this initial conclusion.  

3.31 The large sites do, however, exacerbate congestion issues post 2041. The key 
issues are as follows:  

¶ Inclusion of Whetstone Pastures (5,000) and Land east of Broughton 
Astley and North of Dunton Bassett and Ashby Magna (5,000) in Option 3 
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results in moderate delay increases at several rural junctions surrounding 
the developments. 

¶ Inclusion of Land at Stretton Hall Farm, (to the south east of Oadby, 
4,000) in Options 2 and 3 results in some large delay increases on the A6 
and B582 westbound in the AM Peak, and eastbound on routes out of 
Leicester Urban Area in the PM Peak. There are also delays on the 
assumed spine road through this site approaching the A6 in the PM Peak. 

¶ Inclusion of Newton Croft (3,174) in Options 2 and 3 results in large 
delays around the centre of Wigston. There are also delays on the 
assumed spine road through this site approaching the A6. 

¶ Inclusion of Land south of A47 Uppingham Road (5,000) in Option 2 
results in some delays on routes through Thurnby and Stoughton. There 
are also delays on the assumed spine road through this site approaching 
Stoughton Road in the AM Peak. 

Key Findings from Analysis of Forecast Modelling  

3.32 Based on the analysis of the model outputs presented in the preceding sections 
of the report, three key findings were identified from this stage of the work. 

¶ Key Finding 1: At a South Leicestershire level there are no 
significant differences between growth options in terms of flow 
differences and congestion. As demonstrated in Figure 3-7 to Figure 
3-9, although flow increased significantly in all spatial growth options 
compared to the core scenario, there are only minimal differences 
between the spatial growth options in terms of flow difference. This is 
consistent with the picture at the HMA level as identified through the SGP 
ï STA Stage 1. 

¶ Key Finding 2: All three options result in widespread routeing of 
traffic on lower-order roads as a result of existing congestion and 
access issues on the higher-order roads. This key finding builds on the 
flow difference and delay observations, indicating that existing network 
constraints prompt traffic to divert away from points on the SRN under 
strain. This is reinforced by the uncongested routeing analysis (see Figure 
3-11) which points to the fact that on an uncongested network the SRN 
would be the generally more favourable routeing choice. 

¶ Key Finding 3: All options generate some cross-border impacts. 
Primarily, cross-border impacts arise in the City of Leicester. Growth 
in South Leicestershire is forecast to generate around an additional 650-
800 trips into the City of Leicester in the 2041 AM peak across all spatial 
growth options. This key finding is anticipated given that the City of 
Leicester is the major urban centre next to South Leicestershire. When 
comparing VoC and flow differences, it is evident that Warwickshire and 
Charnwood have lower levels of cross-border movement compared to the 
City of Leicester. VoC data illustrates some impacts along the A5 into 
Warwickshire and the A6 north of the City of Leicester. 

3.33 The findings suggest that the differences between the three spatial growth 
options in terms of traffic impacts are relatively insignificant, and that there are 
similarities across the options.  
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4. Identifying Areas for Strategic 
Mitigation 

Introduction 

4.1 The key outputs of the PRTM model were analysed to identify the locations of 
existing issues, the locations of issues arising as a result of the proposed spatial 
growth options, and the existing issues which have worsened as a result of the 
proposed growth options. The purpose of this section of the report is to establish 
whether the proposed development in the spatial growth options can be 
accommodated with suitable mitigation measures. 

4.2 This section provides an overview of how the model outputs informed the 
identification of broad locations of cumulative impact, referred to as óKey Impact 
Areasô, and provides an explanation of these impacts. By understanding the 
cumulative areas of impact, the locations to concentrate mitigation measures can 
be established. 

4.3 Areas with cumulative issues have been identified because they are likely to have 
the most significant impact on the network. Addressing certain pinch points in 
these areas can help relieve constraints on the rest of the network. Areas of 
cumulative impact are also likely to be most effectively mitigated. A high 
concentration of significant issues makes it easier to justify public investment, as 
targeted investment can address multiple problems efficiently. Further still, it is 
easier to secure developer funding when many developments in close proximity 
are collectively putting pressure on a particular location. 

4.4 As mentioned, the findings from the previous stage implied that the differences 
between spatial growth options were minimal. Therefore, the mitigation 
discussed in the following sections will not be divided by option, but rather the 
focus will be on key areas where impacts from the proposed growth are identified. 
When developing the measures proposed, the impacts for all spatial growth 
options were taken into consideration. 

Areas Identified for Strategic Mitigation 

Key Impact Areas and Corridors for Strategic Mitigation 

4.5 Figure 4-1, Figure 4-2, and Figure 4-3 present the Key Impact Areas (A-H) for 
spatial growth Option 1, Option 2 and Option 3, respectively. The Key Impact 
Areas are those which have significant existing VoC issues, and/or are forecast 
to see a significant change in VoC, level of delay, and/or vehicular flow.   

4.6 The differences, although minor, between spatial growth options have been 
taken into consideration whilst establishing the Key Impact Areas. The same Key 
Impact Areas have been established across all three options, however the scale 
and locations that each area covers may differ slightly across each option. 

4.7 The boundary of the Key Impact Areas, shown as a blue/green dashed line, 
provides an indication for an area within which mitigation may be required. The 
boundary is illustrative of the area and is not definitive. Issues driving the impacts 
in the Key Impact Areas could be located beyond the Key Impact Areas 
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themselves. The Key Impact Areas are the same across each of the three 
options, except Key Impact Area E: Hinckley & Nuneaton which is larger in Option 
2 given the inclusion of a large residential site at Fenny Drayton.  

4.8 Key Corridors have also been identified. These are the strategic routes which will 
be most affected by the issues in the Key Impact Areas, often linking the Key 
Impact Areas. The Key Corridors are the same across all of the options. 
Mitigation will focus on the Key Impact Areas, but the benefits of this mitigation 
will generally relieve pressure on the Key Corridors. The Key Corridors are the 
A50 (City of Leicester to M1 J22), M1 (M1 J20 to M1 J22), A5 (between MIRA 
technology park and the B4114 junction), A47 (Hinckley to City of Leicester), M69 
(M69 J1 to M1 J21), and South of Leicester Urban Area (orbital and radial routes 
to the south of the City, including A563, A6, A5199). 

4.9 Cross-border impacts (I-J) have also been identified in the City of Leicester and 
Nuneaton. These are areas which show similar impact patterns to Key Impact 
Areas (A-H) but are outside of the border of the South Leicestershire Districts 
and Boroughs. 

4.10 Given the scale of existing issues in the City of Leicester, mitigations have not 
been proposed within the cross-border impact area. However, this area will still 
be considered as part of the wider-area mitigation proposals (see Section 5.10). 
Since the mitigations do not always fall within the Key Impact Areas, the City of 
Leicester will benefit from mitigations proposed for other Key Impact Areas, most 
notably the South of Leicester Urban Area Key Impact Area, which is on the 
border with the City of Leicester.  

4.11 In Nuneaton, Key Impact Area J, the issues identified on the A47 are largely 
secondary impacts affected by congestion on the A5. As such, mitigations 
proposed along the A5 (Key Impact Area E and Key Impact Area F) will likely 
relieve pressure in Nuneaton. The issues on the A444, Nuneaton Ring Road, are 
largely existing pressures and therefore outside of the scope of this work.  

Further Areas for Consideration  

4.12 As can be seen in Figure 4-1, Figure 4-2 and Figure 4-3, the ten Key Impact 
Areas focus on the areas of the most significant cumulative impact. Some large 
growth sites have not been identified within the Key Impact Areas, including sites 
in Market Harborough and the east of Hinckley and Bosworth. Similarly, the A6, 
A444 and A447 have not been highlighted as Key Corridors. 

4.13 The reasons for the above were discussed with stakeholders at Workshop 2. 
Although such areas have been excluded from the Key Impact Areas and Key 
Corridors, this is not to say that there is no impact resulting from the proposed 
growth, or that the proposed growth does not require mitigation measures. 
Rather planned growth in these locations is more geographically isolated and as 
such new traffic resulting from the new growth is more likely to disperse across 
the network, reducing the concentration of impact. This has sustainability 
implications as the clustering of growth, while it creates more obvious impacts, 
has more straightforward solutions. It is easier to fund larger-scale mitigation 
measures, and public transport measures are more viable. The benefits of 
clustered growth are further discussed in Section 6. 
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Explanation of Impacts 
4.14 An initial explanation of the forecast impacts, by spatial growth option, are 

detailed in Table 4-1. By explaining the issues on the network, it is easier to 
understand their causes and develop effective mitigation proposals. 
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Figure 4-1: Option 1 PRTM Outputs and Key Impact Areas  

      See Table 4-1 

3.18 












































































































