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1) Introduction 
 

Our monitoring of the M25/M3 junction showed that high volumes of traffic wishing to 
join the M3 westbound from the M25 anticlockwise at peak periods caused congestion 
and tailbacks onto the M25. In the evening peak period, approximately double the 
volume of traffic joins the M3 westbound from the M25 clockwise and anticlockwise than 
is already on the M3 westbound (from London). 

On a typical weekday 32,000 vehicles travel on the M25 and join the M3 Coast bound, 
compared to 20,000 vehicles travelling on the M3 past the M25/M3 junction. 
 
In March 2007 the Highways Agency introduced a trial scheme at the M25 J12 / M3 J2 
that would give priority to the predominant flows (M25 A/C to M3 W/B and M25 C/W to 
M3 WB).  The trial gave an extra lane for M25 traffic from the ‘A’ and ‘B’ Carriageways 
merging onto the M3 West Bound carriageway.  To facilitate this the M3 W/B was taken 
down to a single lane prior to J2. 

Overall, the new layout has delivered a net journey time benefit to the Highways Agency 
Network of 297 Vehicle Hour Delay (VHD) saving hours per weekday or 77,220 VHD 
per year over the original layout (this figure includes a net journey time saving of 
133,900 Vehicle Hours Delay (VHD) per year on the M25 anticlockwise and 3120 VHD 
per year on the M25 clockwise, and a disbenefit to M3 users of – 59,800 VHD per year). 
Overall this delivers an estimated cost saving to the economy in excess of £900,000 per year.  

Whilst some congestion on the M3 approach to the new layout has been generated in 
the evening peak period, traffic monitoring and analysis carried out since 
implementation has confirmed that this is far outweighed by the reduced congestion on 
the M25 anticlockwise approach. 
 
For this trial scheme and any permanent scheme adopting this layout an essential 
requirement is the reduced speed limit of 50 mph.  This reduced speed limit allows for 
the safe merging of vehicles especially HGVs which need to move from Lane 3 into 
Lane 1 at the end of the M25/M3 merge. 
 
2) Consultation Process methodology 
 
Following liaison with XXX XXXXX (HA NO SE NAR team) it was confirmed that the 
process to make the speed restriction at M25 Junction 12 permanent did not include 
publication of a notice in the local paper(s) or the London Gazette etc. 
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A list of the 23No. Statutory consultees names and addresses was sourced from the 
M11 Junction 4 Northbound scheme consultation undertaken in 2003. 
 
A full list of the statutory consultees is contained in Appendix A.  We received one letter 
back from the Royal Mail stating that the Confederation of Passenger Transport UK had 
gone away. 
 
After consultation with colleagues the Project Sponsor decided in the interests of good 
Customer relations we would take the step of publishing the Consultation letter on the 
HA website. 
 
The HA website page for this scheme received 535 ‘hits’ during September 2008, if we 
assume that that  is an average number of hits then potentially  1600 Customers would 
have seen the Consultation letter on the website, during the three months. 
 
Written representations by letter or by email were considered valid consultation 
responses. 
 
A copy of the consultation letter is contained in Appendix B 
 
3) Responses to Consultation 
 
Statutory 
 
Only one response was received from a Statutory Consultee, which was from the Head 
of Corporate Affairs National Express Bus and Coach which was a letter of Support 
stating the proposal was discussed with their coach drivers operating services that use 
the M25 J12/M3 J2 and they welcome the suggestion 
 
 
Non Statutory 
 
For data protection reasons the full names and addresses (where given) are not listed 
below, hard copies of these responses are kept on the HA registered file HA 9/41/47. 
 
XXXXXXXX – Objecting as although recognising that we want to improve the M25 it is 
unacceptable to do this at the expense of another road, making the M3 significantly 
worse.  Also people choose their routes and where they live using the roads that are 
available at the time. 
 
XX (via email, no address given) – Objecting as he perceived that the 50mph limit was 
making merging more dangerous, HGVs finding it difficult to move back into Lane 1, the 
length of the speed restriction and the need for variable speed limits at off peak times. 
 
XX (via email, no address given) – Objecting as she was not happy with the 
methodology of the Independent Customer Survey undertaken by Halcrow in 2007. 
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Perception that HGVs have some difficulty getting back into Lane 1.  Would like to see 
full Carriageway widening at this location to address the capacity problem. 
 
XX (via email, no address given, later confirmed as XXXXXX – Objecting  
Concerned about the safety implications of temporary traffic management and the 
delays caused. Concerned that the average speed cameras are an excuse to collect 
more revenue from the motorist. 
 
XXXXXXXXX – Made Observations  Believes that delay on the M3 W/B approaching 
J2 is significant.  Concerned about stationery traffic on the M3 approaching the single 
lane section.  Pleased with our ‘merge in turn’ and ‘use both lanes’ signage.  Believes 
the delay is due to the 2 to 1 lane merge and not the 50mph speed limit.  Believes the 
lane destination markings could be improved. 
 
XX (via email, no address given) - Gave Feedback Believes the new layout is effective. 
Questioned the need to reduce the speed limit by 20mph and believed that the trial 
should be tested at the national speed limit and 60mph to compare the 3 options, also 
the length of temporary speed reduction is excessive. 
 
4) Assessment of Consultation Responses 
 
Issue of the belief that the new layout is unfair because it favours the M25 traffic at the 
expense of the M3 traffic.  HA Response - this is a very understandable reaction but as 
the main objective of the scheme is to reduce congestion by reallocating road space in 
favour of the predominant flow there no opportunity to make any changes in this regard. 
 
Issue that the 50mph limit makes the merging of HGVs more difficult.  HA response – 
It is reasonable to assume that vehicles with a speed limiter (56 mph in compliance with 
current legislation), such as fitted to some HGV’s, would be unable to reach a sufficient 
speed to merge safely with other traffic moving at 60mph or greater. 
 
Issue that a variable speed limit should be used .  HA response - There is no variable 
speed limit technology on this stretch of the M3 and such technology is outside the 
scope of this scheme. 
 
Issue that full carriageway widening should be introduced.  HA response - Such a 
scheme  with an estimated cost of £20m+ is outside the scope of this scheme. 
 
Issue of the safety implications of temporary traffic management (TM) HA response – 
The temporary TM will be removed if the trial is made permanent and removed if it is 
not.  
 
Issue that the Average Speed Cameras are a revenue making device  HA response – 
Average Speed Cameras are there for the safety of road users at this junction. 
Compliance with the speed limit is high, therefore revenue is low. 
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Issue that the lane destination markings could be improved – HA response - This could 
be addressed as part of a future phase of works at this junction. 
 
Issue of the validity of HA evidence that 50mph is the optimum speed limit for the trial 
and permanent scheme  HA response - The principal factor behind the 50mph limit, 
enforced with cameras, was to provide an environment where all vehicles from all 
approaches would be travelling at 50mph for an adequate distance in order to reduce 
the likelihood of lane change accidents involving Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) in lane 
3 as far as reasonably practicable. From the end of the merge we have provided a 1km 
length subject to 50mph on the westbound M3 for HGVs to move out of lane 3. At 
50mph, this equates to 45 seconds in travel time which we felt was appropriate given 
the peak hour flows on this section. To travel the same 1km length at 70mph would take 
32 seconds, only 13 seconds less.  
 
We have carried out analysis of the video survey to examine HGV lane usage in 
evening peak conditions at a point 600m before the end of the speed limit. The results 
of this analysis show that a significant proportion of HGVs are still occupying lane 3 
which is a clear indication that the full extent of the existing 50mph limit is required for 
these vehicles to move out of this lane safely. 
 
 
 
5) Further communications with those who responded to the Consultation 
process 
 
The Project Sponsor will email or write to those who have responded to the consultation 
when a decision has been made by the Highways Agency. 
 
 
6) Conclusion and recommendations 
 
The author believes there is nothing contained in any of the objections received that 
should prevent the HA from making the trial layout permanent and therefore make the 
permanent order to reduce the speed limit to 50mph at this location. 
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