Bronte Welham

From: Amanda Scholes on behalf of Planning.Responses

Sent: 28 November 2017 08:57

To: Planning Scanning

Subject: FW: Pagham Sites - Pagham Road/Sefter Road Junction
Attachments: 1616 TNO3A Pagham Road Junction with Sefter Road.pdf

From: David Innes

Sent: 27 November 2017 18:51

To: Planning.Responses

Subject: FW: Pagham Sites - Pagham Road/Sefter Road Junction

Please upload attachment to P/140/168/0UT 2 of 2 documents

thanks

David Innes E Planning Consultant |, Siretegic Developrent, Arun District Council E Location: First Floar, Arun Civic Centre, Maltravears
; Road, Littlehampton, BN17 5LF DX 57408 Littlehampton

m:]
ent: ovembper .

To: David Innes
Subject: FW: Pagham Sites - Pagham Road/Sefter Road Junction

David,
Please see TN/03/A attached and below regarding our correspondence of today.
I will forward TN/04 also under separate cover.

Best wishes,
Fiona

Fiona Bennett
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Dear lan,

Further to our correspondence regarding the Pagham Road/Sefter Road priority junction, please find attached our
revised report TN/03/A as promised.

We trust this is what you require. However, if you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me to discuss.

Kind regards,
Fiona

Fiona Bennett
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Pagham Sites
Technical Note — Pagham Road/Sefter Road Junction

1.0 Introduction
This revised Technical Note has been provided further to the submission and review by

West Sussex County Council (WSCC) of the three separate Transport Assessment
Revisions and the Common Statement of Cumulative Assessment from the transport
consultants acting on behalf of the three individual developers for the emerging

1.1
development sites in Pagham; Pagham South, Land North of Hook Lane, Land North of

Sefter Road.
Highgate Transportation Limited have prepared this Technical Note to review highway

1.2
safety at the Sefter Road priority junction with Pagham Road and to set out an agreed
model of this junction using a single set of flow data, for clarity and ease of further

review and negotiations.
1.3 The site locations and local highway network is shown in Figure 1.1 below.

Figure 1.1 - Site locations and local highway network
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14  The consultants have been asked to assess the impact of the development sites in a
future year of 2031 by WSCC highway officers. A future year of assessment 14 years
ahead is considered to be an onerous request, but has been asked for in order to align
with the end of the Local Plan period.

1.5 It should be recognised that satnav use, as well as the inclusion of real time traffic data
on these and mobile devices is rapidly increasing in the UK, even with the older
demographic. As such, when considering a future year 14 year from now the impact of
this technology on route choices will clearly be a significant factor. With this in mind it
is highly likely that an ever-increasing proportion of drivers will make use of this
assistive technology, even on regular journeys, in order to minimise delays.

1.6 The cumulative impact assessments that have been carried out all indicate
independently that alternative routes have spare capacity and would only require a
minor adjustment to route choice; as such future diversions away from the Sefter
Road/Pagham Road junction are highly likely.

1.7 Various modelling scenarios have been undertaken; ‘'one hour’ and ‘flat’ profile modes,
along with a slightly altered development traffic flow scenario as a sensitivity test.

1.8 This report will demonstrate that the Pagham Road/Sefter Road priority junction will
operate within capacity during the PM peak period for a future assessment year of
2031 both with, and without, the proposed developments.

1.9 The PICADY assessment identifies that, depending on the scenario and profile type, the
Pagham Road/Sefter Road priority junction will operate broadly at or above capacity in
2031 during the AM peak period both with and without the proposed developments.

1.10 There is a limit to whether any meaningful works can be carried out at this junction
that will improve conditions. Furthermore, the review of highway safety at this junction
demonstrates that there are no safety issues occurring as a result of the junction layout
that could be exacerbated as a consequence of the addition of the development traffic
flows. As such, the delays forecast in the future year of 2031 will be more as a matter
of inconvenience and amenity than safety.

1.11 It should be noted that it is not the purpose of new development to resolve pre-
existing issues but only to mitigate for the impact of the development proposed.

1.12 It is concluded that the Pagham Road/Sefter Road priority junction is suitable to
accommodate the three proposed developments in its existing arrangement.

HTp/1616/TN/03/A Page 2 of 11

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL P/140/16/0UT



i T U Y o S B S
Pagham Sites . HiohooteTransportation
Technical Note — Pagham Road/Sefter Road Junction ‘

2.0 Highway Safety

2.1  WSCC have requested that an appraisal of the existing Sefter Road priority junction
with Pagham Road is carried out in terms of highway safety. Therefore, the accident
records and existing visibility from Sefter Road along Pagham Road have been
reviewed and are set out below.

Accident Records

2.2 A review of the highway safety at the Sefter Road/Pagham Road junction has been
carried out (see Appendix 1) for the six-year period 1% July 2011 to 31% July 2017, and
can be summarised as follows:

i. An incident was recorded in 2013 during the hours of darkness that was
classified as slight and occurred when a vehicle failed to stop for a police car
and failed to negotiate the left-hand bend on Sefter Road 50m from the
junction.

ii. An incident was recorded in 2016 during daylight hours that was classified as
serious and occurred when a pedestrian stepped out into the carriageway and
was struck by a passing vehicle.

2.3 It can therefore be concluded that there is no road safety issue at this junction and that
the development traffic will not have a significant impact on the future road safety of
this junction.

Visibility Splays

2.4 The visibility splays at this junction from a 2.4 metre set back ('Y’ value) have been
measured as circa 140 metres to the centreline for drivers looking left, south on
Pagham Road, due to the curve in the alignment of Pagham Road and the location of a
dwelling; and 215 metres to the north for drivers looking right, north on Pagham Road.

2.5 Traffic surveys were carried out in 2014 on behalf of C&A transport consultants in
support of the Land North of Sefter Road development site. This included two
Automatic Traffic Counts (ATC) on Pagham Road, for both the northern and southern
approaches to the Sefter Road junction. The location of these ATCs are shown on
Figure 2.1 below.

HTp/1616/TN/03/A Page 3 of 11
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Figure 2.1 - Pagham Road ATC locations (shown red)

R
Based on Google Maps, Accessed 09/11/17

2.6 The ATC data is contained in Appendix 2 and is summarised in Table 2.1 below.

Table 2.1 - 2014 ATC Data

85" Percentile Speeds

Northern ATC (S5)
Northbound 471
Southbound 483
Southern ATC (56)
Northbound 48.2
Southbound 46.6

2.7 From the ATC data it can be seen that measured speeds are around 48mph
southbound past the Sefter Road junction and around 48mph northbound. Using
Stopping Sight Distance calculations, based on vehicle breaking distances and current
perception reaction times, a circa 140 metre visibility splay is commensurate with
vehicle speeds of up to around 50mph. It is therefore considered that the sight lines at
the junction are adequate.

2.8 Furthermore, the accident history at this junction demonstrates that there are no
highway safety issues with this existing level of visibility for drivers.

HTp/1616/TN/03/A Page 4 of 11
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3.0 Junction Assessment Work
Pagham Road/Sefter Road priority junction

3.1 Different PICADY models for the Pagham Road/Sefter Road priority junction were
submitted by each transport consultancy (Highgate Transportation, RPS and C&A) for
the proposed developments at Pagham South, Land North of Hook Lane and Land
North of Sefter Road respectively.

3.2 The junction models varied slightly in terms of assigned geometries and traffic flows.
In order to remedy this, it has been agreed between the consultants to produce a
PICADY model using a single set of agreed geometries and traffic flows. For the
purposes of this Technical Note the PICADY model utilising the agreed geometries and
traffic flows is simply referred to as the PICADY model.

3.3 The PICADY model utilises geometries provided by C&A consultants, which include
measurements taken on site by a representative of C&A.

34 The traffic flow data for the PICADY model has been provided by RPS, as their traffic
flows were generally the highest of the various surveys.

3.5 The Pagham Road/Sefter Road priority junction has been assessed for the future year
of 2031 (base plus committed development flows) and also for 2031 with committed
developments and the three aforementioned proposed development sites, as
calculated by RPS.

Geometries

3.6 The site measurements provided by C&A are provided at Figure 2.1 below. It is
understood that the typed numbers are measurements taken based on Ordinance
Survey mapping, and the hand-written numbers are the actual on-site measurements,
which have been used in the PICADY model. The Pagham Road measurement of 6.0
metres has been used.

HTp/1616/TN/03/A Page 5of 11
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Figure 3.1 —- C&A on-site geometries
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The Sefter Road arm has been modelled as a single lane plus flare for TPCU. The

evidence of which is shown in the image below (Figure 2.2), where it can clearly be

seen that both a right-turning and left-turning vehicle can be accommodated at the
give-way line.

Figure 3.2 - Evidence of flare
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Technical Note — Pagham Road/Sefter Road Junction

3.8 The highway ownership boundary information for this junction is provided in

Appendix 3 for reference.

Results

3.9 The outputs of the PICADY report are provided at Table 3.1 below and the full PICADY
report is provided at Appendix 4. The PICADY model was run in ‘One Hour' mode,

which synthesises a peak.

Table 3.1 - Pagham Road/Sefter Road PICADY results

AM Peak PM Peak
Arm RFC Queue Delay RFC Queue Delay

(veh) (s) (veh) (s)
2031 Base + Committed Development
Sefter Road LT 0.00 0 0 0.02 0 9
Sefter Road RT 0.98 13 108 0.36 1 14
Pagham Road 0.01 0 4 0.01 0 6
2031 Base + Committed Development + 3 Pagham Sites
Sefter Road LT 1.15 1 1674 0.02 0 11
Sefter Road RT 1.13 34 255 045 1 18
Pagham Road 0.01 0 4 0.01 0 6

3.10 From Table 3.1 above it can be seen that the Pagham Road/Sefter Road junction will
operate within capacity based on the RPS traffic flows during the PM peak period both
with, and without, the proposed developments in place. Table 3.1 also demonstrates
that, when running the PICADY in a one hour mode with a synthesised peak, the
Pagham Road/Sefter Road will operate at and above capacity during the AM peak
period in the base scenario and the with-developments scenario respectively.

3.11 It should be noted that significant increase in delay between the 2031 AM without
development scenario and with development scenario is likely due to the PICADY
software, which can result in queue predictions rapidly increasing when an RFC
threshold is reached; the queue will increase for the entire time period and not
discharge. This is particularly pertinent with this modelling scenario due to the small
number of left turning vehicles (three) added to a surveyed base of zero. In reality,
should queuing occur, then it is likely the drivers will vary the timing and/or routing of
their trips.

3.12 As per that set out in the individual consultant's reports, local residents have previously
indicated that they already turn off from Sefter Road (northbound), travel on Hook
Lane and join Pagham Road at the Hook Lane junction in order to turn right and travel
northbound on Pagham Road. It is therefore considered reasonable that drivers will
continue to do this in the future years; and it may be more desirable than currently
experienced as the Hook Lane development will provide a link between Pagham Road
and Hook Lane, hence shortening the deviation distance.

HTp/1616/TN/03/A Page 7 of 11
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3.13 It should be noted that as part of this assessment work, no allowance has been made
for the potential diversion of future base traffic movements using Hook Lane or the
Hook Lane site. Therefore the traffic movements identified as using this junction are
considered to be robust and are unlikely to remain at this level in the future.

3.14 To further test the impact of the development traffic on this junction and whether this
impact is severe, further modelling tests have been carried out and are set out below.

Sensitivity Test

3.15 A sensitivity scenario has been modelled for the 2031 ‘with development’ scenario
which omits the three left turning vehicles from Sefter Road to Pagham Road. These
three vehicles had been added on as part of the C&A distribution assessment for the
Land North of Sefter Road development traffic.

3.16 It is considered that this is an acceptable sensitivity test because these are estimated
future development trips and therefore are not currently on the highway network; and
it could be considered that these will mirror current behaviour. In any event, it is
conceivable that a left-turning vehicle at Sefter Road would be even more likely to turn
off at the Hook Lane junction to access Pagham Road south.

3.17 The PM peak period is shown to be within capacity and the PICADY model does not
exhibit the same cascading behaviour during the PM peak period, therefore only the
AM peak period has been modelled for. The results are summarised in Table 3.2
below and are also contained in Appendix 4 for reference.

Table 3.2 - Pagham Road/Sefter Road PICADY results — 2031 base plus
committed development plus three Pagham development sites - sensitivity
scenario (-3 development trips)

AM Peak
Arm RFC Queue Delay
(veh) (s)
Sefter Road LT 0.00 0 0
Sefter Road RT 1.13 34 255
Pagham Road 0.01 0 3

3.18 The sensitivity test identifies that the removal of the three left turning development
traffic vehicles has very minimal effect of the right turn capacity of Sefter Road, which is
not unexpected. This scenario does however avoid the unlikely situation where a driver
would choose to wait on average, 28 minutes, as dictated by the modelling software,
to turn left onto Pagham Road when alternative routes exist that are likely (from
previous modelling in the cumulative assessments) to have ample capacity to
accommodate three vehicles.

3.19 It can also be seen from Table 3.2 that this reassignment of three development
vehicles has a significant effect on the overall modelled junction performance.

HTp/1616/TN/03/A Page 8 of 11
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Flat Profile Sensitivity Test

3.20 As the future assessment year, requested by WSCC, is some 14 years in the future from
the production of this Technical Note it is considered reasonable to expect peak
spreading to occur and, in combination with a junction which is operating near or at
capacity in the future year. Therefore, an assessment of the junction with a ‘flat’ profile
has been carried out for a sensitivity test.

3.21 The results of the flat profile scenario are provided in Tables 3.3 and 3.4 below.
Similar to the sensitivity scenario, this assessment has been undertaken for the AM
peak only and omitted the three left-turning development vehicle trips. The PICADY
output results are also contained in Appendix 4.

Table 3.3 - Pagham Road/Sefter Road PICADY results - ‘flat’ profile 2031 base
plus committed development flows

AM Peak
Arm RFC Queue Delay
(veh) (s)
Sefter Road LT 0.00 0 0
Sefter Road RT 0.87 6 56
Pagham Road 0.01 0 4

Table 3.4 - Pagham Road/Sefter Road PICADY results - ‘flat’ profile 2031 base

plus committed development plus three Pagham development sites

AM Peak
Arm RFC Queue Delay
(veh) (s)
Sefter Road LT 0.00 0 0
Sefter Road RT 0.98 20 180
Pagham Road 0.01 0 3

3.22 The results in Table 3.3 demonstrate that the 2031 AM base scenario utilising a ‘flat’
profile improves the operation of the junction (compared to the results in Table 3.1)
but, with an RFC of 87% for the Sefter Road right turn, the junction is still operating
close to capacity.

3.23 The data in Table 3.4 identifies that a flat profile PICADY assessment scenario during
the AM peak period in the 2031 future assessment year ‘with development’ scenario
results in a junction which will operate broadly at capacity (98%).

3.24 Therefore, whilst the modelling scenarios show that the development traffic may add
some additional delay to this junction, it is considered that the impact will not be
severe, and in reality, vehicles will take alternative routes as they do currently.

HTp/1616/TN/03/A Page 9 of 11
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3.25 Nevertheless, there is a limit to whether meaningful engineering works can be carried
out at this junction and it is considered in any event that the existing junction
geometry is appropriate and that there is no highway safety issue at this junction.

3.26 Therefore, it can be concluded that the proposed developments will not have a
material impact on the operation or safety of this junction.

HTp/1616/TN/03/A Page 10 of 11
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4.0 Conclusions

4.1 This Technical Note on access has been prepared to review the operation and safety of
the Pagham Road/Sefter Road priority junction utilising PICADY, with a single set of
agreed geometries and traffic flows.

4.2 A review of the highway safety history of this junction has been carried out and from
this it can be concluded that there is not a road safety issue at this junction.
Furthermore, it is considered and agreed with highway officers that the development
traffic will not have a significant impact on the future road safety of this junction.

4.3 It has been demonstrated that the existing level of visibility splays for drivers exiting
Sefter Road is commensurate with the measured 85™ percentile speed of vehicles on
Pagham Road.

44 Itis acknowledged that there are slight variations in the geometries and flows used to
model this junction in the cumulative transport assessment work by the individual
consultants. However, it should also be noted that the minor discrepancies do not
alter the approach taken by each development team or the conclusion that no further
mitigation is proposed at this junction.

4.5 The PICADY modelling demonstrates that the Pagham Road/Sefter Road priority
junction will operate well within capacity during the 2031 PM peak period both with,
and without, the proposed developments in place.

4.6 The modelling also shows that the Pagham Road/Sefter Road priority junction will
operate at capacity during the 2031 AM peak period for both with and without
development, using different scenarios.

4.7 It should be noted that it is not the purpose of new development to resolve pre-
existing issues but only to mitigate for the impact of the development proposed.

48 It is considered reasonable that drivers will continue to by-pass the Sefter Road
junction in favour of the Hook Road/Pagham Road priority junction in the future years
particularly for left-turning traffic; or travel through the Hook Lane development, which
will provide a link between Pagham Road and Hook Lane, hence shortening the travel
distance required for right-turning traffic.

4.9 Itis therefore considered that the development traffic will not have a severe impact on
the operation or safety of this junction.

HTp/1616/TN/03/A Page 11 of 11
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Site 5, Pagham Road, Channel: Northbound Thu 10-Jul-14 Wed 16-Jul-14 33226 4945 4747 47 1 401

Site No: Bognor Regis 60
17758005 (Fence Post)
SZ 89394 99738 Channel: Southbound | Thu 10-Jul-14 | Wed 16-Jul-14 31070 4551 4439 48.3 40.4

Data produced by
File Name:- Site 5 - 17758 Bognor Regis ATC Data Speed Summary High Mast Video Ltd
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) Channel: Northbound Thu 10-Jul-14 Wed 16-Jul-14 18764 2754 2681 48.2 41.2
Site 6, Pagham Road,

Bognor Regis (TP 5) 60
SZ 89479 99336

Site No:
17758006

Channel: Southbound Thu 10-Jul-14 Wed 16-Jul-14 17580 2538 2511 46.6 40.2

Data produced by
File Name:- Site 6 - 17758 Bognor Regis ATC Data Speed Summary High Mast Video Ltd
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Junctions 9

PICADY 9 - Priority Intersection Module
Version: 9.0.2.5947

© Copyright TRL Limited; 2017

For sales and distribution information, program advice and maintenance; contact TRL:

The users of this compules program for the solution of an enginssring probism srevin o way relisved of thel responsituigy forihe
sorrsttness of the gabation

Filename: Pagham Road . Sefter Road 121017.j9

Path: C:\Users\Brad\Highgate Transportation\Fiona Bennett - 1616 - Summer Lane,
Pagham\Modelling\Pagham Road . Sefter Road 2017

Report generation date: 12/10/2017 11:14:50

Summary of junction performance

Queue Delay RFC | LOS Network Residual Queue Delay RFC | LOS Network Residual
(Veh) (s) Capacity (Veh) (s) Capacity
e TR IR T e e
e ST R A
St::: 2:23 oo 377 6:61. [Stream B-A] 2:2 151-?:43 z::? [Stream B-A]
::::: 2:23 oo 377 0:0\1' ~ [Stream B-A]
St::: 2:23 oo 345 001 A [Stream B-A]

Values shown are the highest values encountered over all time segments. Delay is the maximum value of average delay per arriving vehicle.
Network Residual Capacity indicates the amount by which network flow could be increased before a user-definable threshold (see Analysis
Options) is met.

Page 1 of 28
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File summary

Title Pagham Road / Sefter Road

Location

Site humber

Date 10/10/2017

Version

Status

Identifier

Client

Jobnumber
Enumerator | HTP-WS01\Brad

Description

Units

Distance Speed Traffic units Traffic units Flow Average delay Total delay Rate of delay
units units input results units units units units

m kph Veh Veh perHour S -Min perMin

Page 2 of 28
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Analysis Options

Calculate Queue Calculate residual Residual capacity RFC Average Delay Queue threshold
Percentiles capacity criteria type Threshold threshold:(s) {PCU)
v v Delay 0.85 36.00 20.00

Demand Set Summary

Time | Traffic | Start | Finish Te':‘oe | seT'n"::n .
ID Scenario name Period i profile time time P 9
name type i (HH:mm) | (HH:mm) length length
P : : {min) {min)
D1 | RPS 2031 Base One Hour AM ONE 07:30 09:00 15
! HOUR : :
D2 { RPS 2031 Base One Hour PM ONE 17:15 18:45 15
HOUR ' '
D3 | RPS 2031 Base Flat AM FLAT 07:30 09:00 90 15
D4 } RPS 2031 Base + Committed + Three Developments One Hour AM H%NUER 07:30 09:00 15
. ONE
D5 | RPS 2031 Base + Committed + Three Developments One Hour PM HOUR 17:15 18:45 15
. e ONE
D6 } RPS 2031 Base + Committed + Three Developments One Hour Sensitivity AM HOUR 07:30 09:00 15
D7 { RPS 2031 Base + Committed + Three Developments Flat AM FLAT 07:30 09:00 90 15

Analysis Set Details
ID | Network flow scaling factor (%)

A1 100.000

RN

Junctions
Junction { ‘Name { Junction Type : Major road direction i Junction Delay {s) i Junction LOS

1 untitled T-Junction Two-way

Junction Network Options
Driving side Lighting Network residual capacity (%) | First arm reaching threshold

Left Normal/unknown -16 Stream B-A

7

Arms

Arm Name Description i Arm type
A | Pagham Road (N) Major
B | Pagham Road (N) Minor
C : Pagham Road (N) Major
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Major Arm Geometry

Width of carriageway Has kerbed central Has right turn Visibility for right turn Blocking queue
Arm Blocks?
{(m) reserve bay (m) (PCU)
Cc 6.00 v 0.00
Minor Arm Geomeiry
Arm Minor arm V\il",:t_::v:t Width at i Width at | Width at i Width at Estimate l::]arteh Visibility to = Visibility to
type 9 Y | sm(m) | 10m(m) | 15m(m) | 20m(m) | flare length g left (m) right (m)
(m) (PCU)
g | onelane 10.00 5.90 330 3.10 3.05 1.00 45 100
plus flare
Siope / Intercept / Capacity
Priovity intersection Slopes and Intercepis
_ Intercept Slope { Slope i Slope i Slope
Junction | Stream (Vehihr) for for for for
A-B AC C-A c-B
1 B-A 590 0.107 { 0.272 { 0.171 | 0.388
1 B-C 683 0.105 { 0.265
1 C-B 690 0.267 { 0.267

TaficDemand

Vehicle mix source { PCU Factor for a HV (PCU)

2.00

HV Percentages

Demand overview {Traffic)

Amm | Linked arm | Use O-D data : Average Demand (Vehthr) i Scaling Factor (%)
A v 147 100.000
v 397 100.000
v 565 100.000

Otigin -Destination Data

&\\Q\\\\\:«\\\\\\\\‘ \\\\\\\\\\\Q\\\\\\\\\\

/4

’/A

MR ettt

67
From
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Ql\\b\\\\\\\EQ\&\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\N

To
AiBiC
Ai10i0:!9
From
Bi1i10:0
cCi110:i0

Resuts

Results Summary for whole modelied period

Max Queue Max 95th

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) (Veh) percentile Max LOS
Queue (Veh)
B-C 0.00 0.00 0.0 ~1
B-A 0.88 108,49 12.6
C-AB 0.01 3.92 0.0 0.5
C-A
A-B
A-C
Main Results for each time segment
Stream TMR;;'Shmr)a"d ?32:;:2’ REC Th(:;’e“hg;:ﬁ;“t E"?\IZ:‘;”E Delay (s) LOS
B-C 0 561 0.000 0 0.0 0.000
B-A 299 490 0.610 293 1.5 17.815
C-AB 6 925 0.006 6 0.0 3.914
C-A 420 420
AB 60 60
A-C 50 50
%08
Stream Tm;gshmr;‘"d ?32:;"3’ RFC T'}:;’e”h’?::;”t E"?VZ‘:S“E Delay (s) LOS
B-C 0 532 0.000 0 0.0 0.000
B-A 357 471 0.757 352 28 28.877
C-AB 7 973 0.008 7 0.0 3.728
C-A 500 500
AB 72 72
A-C 60 60
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G800 - O8:AS
Stream Tot(a\;;t:hmr;md ?;2:;:3 RFC Tr;:;)euhg:sut En?v(;:()eue Delay (s) LOS
B-C ) 490 0 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 437 446 411 9.4 2084
C-AB 11 1039 0.010 11 0.0 3.499 A
c-A 611 611
AB 88 88
AC 74 74
O848 < 8830
Stream TMR;;'Shmr)a"d ?32:;:2’ RFC Th(:;’e“hg;:ﬁ;“t E"?\IZ:‘;”E Delay (s) LOS
B-C ) 490 0.000 ) 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 437 446 & 8 424 126 0348
C-AB 11 1039 0.010 11 0.0 3.503
c-A 611 611
AB 88 88
AC 74 74
OE:30 - 08048
Stream Tm;gshmr;‘"d ?32:;"3’ RFC T'}:;’e”h’?::;”t E"?VZ‘:S“E Delay (s) LOS
B-C ) 516 0.000 ) 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 357 471 0.757 393 36
C-AB 7 973 0.008 8 0.0 3734
c-A 500 500
AB 72 72
AC 60 60
D848 - 48180
Stream Tm;;gs::"d ?32:;:3’ RFC T'}:;’e”h?::;”t En?v‘::;ue Delay (s) LOS
B-C ) 557 0.000 ) 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 299 490 0610 307 16 20.451 3
C-AB ) 925 0.006 ) 0.0 3917
c-A 420 420
AB 60 60
AC 50 50

Gueue Variation Results for each time segment

Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | ‘Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh): i (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A
B-A 1.49 0.59 1.41 1.84 1.96 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
Q748 - Q800
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
{Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A
B-A 2.78 0.10 1.15 6.50 8.93 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.01 0.25 0.45 0.48 N/A N/A
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Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh): i (Veh) 1 (Veh) i (Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A
B-A 9.40 0.26 517 2278 | 30.83 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.01 0.25 0.45 0.48 N/A N/A
G318 - QNN
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh) (Veh) (Veh) (Veh) message message orexceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A
B-A 12.61 0.17 5.48 33.29 | 4715 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | Probability of exactly
(Veh) (Veh): i (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A
B-A 3.61 0.04 0.43 10.04 18.35 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
Q848 . 880
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
{Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A
B-A 1.65 0.03 0.31 2.61 8.32 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A

..

Junction Network Options

Driving side

Lighting

Network residual capacity (%)

First arm reaching threshold

Left

Normal/unknown

46

Stream B-A

R G REOHERR \\\\\\n

&\{\\\\\\\\\ \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

Junctions

Junction i ‘Name ! Junction Type | Major road direction i Junction Delay (s) i Junction LOS
1 untitled T-Junction Two-way 1.0

Demand Set Details

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL P/140/16/0UT

R Time Period Traffic profile Start time Finish time Time segment length
ID Scenario name Q
name type (HH:mm) {HH:mm) (min)
D2 | RPS 2031 Base One Hour PM ONE HOUR 17:15 18:45 15
Vehicle mix source | PCU Factor for a HV (PCU)
HV Percentages 2.00
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Demand overview {Traffic}

Arm | Linked arm

Use O-D data

Average Demand (Veh/hr)

Scaling Factor (%)

A

4

735

100.000

4

137

100.000

o]

4

145

100.000

3N

WININ RRERORE ] R
. A% Sy

Damand

AFahih
VR

A

c

A

0 347388

B

131

6

C

143

o}

N

A

AVSsigTaiamiiy
NMaavy Wahicie Ray

PRV Y B INLNE TS

ages

To

C

A

2

B

A
0
1
5

oo ol

17

C

Resulis Summary for whole modelied period

£33

Max Queue Max 95th
Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) (Veh) percentile
Queue (Veh)
B-C 0.02 9.47 0.0 0.5
B-A 0.36 14.21 0.6 26
C-AB 0.01 6.18 0.0 0.5
C-A
A-B
A-C

.\‘\
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Main Results for each time segment

EE
R

Stream Tm;gs:‘r;‘"d ?32:;::;’ RFC T'}:;’e”hg:l‘:;”t E":’VZ:‘S“E Delay (s) LOS
B-C 5 461 0.010 4 0.0 7.885
B-A 99 456 0216 98 03 10.000 8
C-AB 2 614 0.003 2 0.0 5.879
C-A 107 107
AB 261 261
AC 292 292
Stream ng}sst"“r‘;'"d ?32:;:3’ RFC T'}C’e“h’?:sut E"?v::';“e Delay (s) LOS
B-C 5 432 0.012 5 0.0 8.434
B-A 118 432 0273 17 0.4 11.438
C-AB 2 602 0.004 2 0.0 6.001 &
C-A 128 128
AB 312 312
AC 349 349
Stream ng;;‘;hmr)a"d c(:‘*;::;:tr’,’ RFC Th(:;’e”h‘?::;”t E"?V‘::‘;”e Delay (s) LOS
B-C 7 387 0.017 7 0.0 9.452 A
B-A 144 397 0.363 143 06 14.135
C-AB 3 585 0.005 3 0.0 6.173
CA 157 157
AB 382 382
AC 427 427
FR:00 - 1818
Stream TM;}:::hmr)a"d ?32:;:;’ RFC Th("v"e”hg::'g"t E"?v::';“e Delay (s) LoS
B-C 7 387 0.017 7 0.0 9.466 A
B-A 144 397 0.363 144 06 14212 &
C-AB 3 585 0.005 3 0.0 6.181 A
CA 157 157
AB 382 382
AcC 427 427
Stream T°t(";“;£3hmr)a"d ‘(:\72:1‘::;’ RFC T'}(Z",,?SS“ E"?V::';”e Delay (s) LOS
B-C 5 432 0.013 5 0.0 8.448
B-A 118 432 0273 118 0.4 11.520 &
C-AB 2 601 0.004 2 0.0 6.016
C-A 128 128
AB 312 312
AC 349 349
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Stream Tot(a\;;t:hmr;md ?;2:;:3 RFC Tr;:;)euhg:sut En?v(;:()eue Delay (s) LOsS
B-C 5 460 0.010 5 0.0 7.899 A
B-A 99 456 0.216 99 0.3 10.083 B
C-AB 2 614 0.003 2 0.0 5.886 A
C-A 107 107
A-B 261 261
A-C 292 292

Queue Variation Resulis for each time segment

Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching Probability of exactly
{Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
B-A 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.27 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh) (Veh) i (Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.01 0.01 0.25 0.45 0.48 N/A N/A
B-A 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.37 0.37 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.45 0.48 N/A N/A
A48 L TN
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q9o Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh) (Veh) (Veh) (Veh) message message orexceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 N/A N/A
B-A 0.56 0.03 0.26 0.56 0.56 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
80 - 18018
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | ‘Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh): i (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 N/A N/A
B-A 0.56 0.03 0.30 1.39 2.65 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh) i (Veh) i {(Veh) i (Veh) message message orexceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
B-A 0.38 0.03 0.26 0.47 0.50 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A
TR0 18048
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Qg0 Qg5 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | Probability of exactly
{Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker. reaching marker
B-C 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
B-A 0.28 0.03 0.25 0.45 0.48 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL P/140/16/0UT
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irection : Junction Delay (s) i Junction

Junction Network Options

Network residual capacity (%)

First arm reaching threshold

Normal/unknown

Demand Set Datails

Time period
length (min)

Time segment
length (min)

RPS 2031 Base Flat

90

15

Vehicle mix source | PCU Factor for a HV (PCU)

Demand overview {Traffic)
Average Demand (Veh/hr)

Scaling Factor (%)

Q\“\\\\\“\\\\\\\\\\\\‘“k\\\\\\\\‘\\\\\\\\\‘\\\\\\\“‘\\\\\\\‘
SO RS RO
N cavned INF oy fSaed
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Ql\\b\\\\\\\EQ\&\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\N

To
AiBiC
Ai10i0:!9
From
Bi1i10:0
cCi110:i0

Resuts

Results Summary for whole modelied period

Max Queue Max 95th

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) (Veh) percentile Max LOS
Queue (Veh)
B-C 0.00 0.00 0.0 ~1
B-A 087 58,47 6.0
C-AB 0.01 3.61 0.0 ~1
C-A
A-B
A-C
Main Results for each time segment
Stream TMR;;'Shmr)a"d ?32:;:2’ REC Th(:;’e“hg;:ﬁ;“t E"?\IZ:‘;”E Delay (s) LOS
B-C 0 514 0.000 0 0.0 0.000
B-A 397 459 0865 378 47 LRI
C-AB 9 1006 0.009 9 0.0 3611
C-A 556 556
AB 80 80
A-C 67 67
%08
Stream Tm;gshmr;‘"d ?32:;"3’ RFG T'}:;’e”h’?::;”t E"?VZ‘:S“E Delay (s) LOS
B-C 0 507 0.000 0 0.0 0.000
B-A 397 459 0889 394 53 82143
C-AB 9 1006 0.009 9 0.0 3611
C-A 556 556
AB 80 80
A-C 67 67
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G2:00 - DS
Stream Tot(a\;;t:hmr;md ?;2:;:3 RFC Tr;:;)euhg:sut En?v(;:()eue Delay (s) LOS
B-C ) 506 0 0.0 0.000 A

B-A 397 459 396 56 54397
C-AB 9 1006 0.009 9 0.0 3611 A
c-A 556 556
AB 80 80
AC 67 67
SR8 ORI 3D
Stream TMR;;'Shmr)a"d ?32:;:2’ RFC Th(:;’e“hg;:ﬁ;“t E"?\IZ:‘;”E Delay (s) LOS
B-C ) 506 0.000 ) 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 397 459 Qs 396 538 8441
C-AB 9 1006 0.009 9 0.0 3614
c-A 556 556
AB 80 80
AC 67 67
OE:30 - 08048
Stream Tm;gshmr;‘"d ?32:;"3’ RFC T'}:;’e”h’?::;”t E"?VZ‘:S“E Delay (s) LOS
B-C ) 505 ) 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 397 459 397 59
C-AB 9 1006 0.009 9 0.0 3614
c-A 556 556
AB 80 80
AC 67 67
D848 - 48180
Stream Tm;;gs::"d ?32:;:3’ RFC T'}:;’e”h?::;”t En?v‘::;ue Delay (s) LOS
B-C ) 505 0.000 ) 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 397 459 Y893 397 6.0
C-AB 9 1006 0.009 9 0.0
c-A 556 556
AB 80 80
AC 67 67

Gueue Variation Results for each time segment

Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | ‘Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh): i (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
B-A 4.70 ? ? ? ? N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
Q748 - Q800
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
{Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
B-A 5.35 ? ? ? ? N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL P/140/16/0UT
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AR-AR L ARAN
Q800 - 0818

Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) message message orexceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
B-A 5.64 ? ? ? ? N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh) (Veh) (Veh) (Veh) message message orexceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
B-A 5.81 ? ? ? ? N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh): i (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
B-A 5.92 ? ? ? ? N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
Q848 - 0588
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
{Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
B-A 6.00 ? ? ? ? N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A

R R I N R R

JunctionNetwork

Junctions
Junction | Name ! Junction Type | Major road direction  Junction Delay (s) i Junction LOS
1 untitled T-Junction Two-way 82.04

Junction Network Options
Driving side

Left

Lighting Network residual capacity (%)

24

First arm reaching threshold

Stream B-A

Normal/unknown

TRAET DA ARG

\\\\\\ \\\\\\\\\\\\\ &“\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\Q

Demand Set Details

Time Traffic

i g f Start time Finish time | Time segment
ID Scenario name Period profile i
{HH:mm) {(HH:mm) length (min)
name type
. ONE
D4 } RPS 2031 Base + Committed + Three Developments One Hour AM HOUR 07:30 09:00 15
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Vehicle mix source { PCU Factor for.a HV (PCU)

HV Percentages 2.00

Demand overview {Traffic}
Arm ! Linked arm : Use O-D data i Average Demand (Veh/hr) i Scaling Factor (%)

A v 218 100.000

B v 423 100.000

o] v 662 100.000

e ——

To
At BiC
Al 0 {95123
B 1423 0 o]
C 1658 4 o]

QQ\\E\\\\\&\\QQ\&\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\§

To

B
c

A
A0

0

1

ool ol'm
o of ;i

Resuts

Results Summary for whole modelied period

Max 95th
percentile Max LOS
Queue (Veh)

B-C 0.00 0.00 0.0 ~1
B-A B 188,
C-AB 0.01 3.77 0.0 0.5
C-A
A-B
A-C

Stream | MaxRFC Max delay (s) Ma;‘v‘::;*“e
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Main Results for each time segment

Stream Tm;gs:‘r;‘"d ?32:;::;’ RFG T'}:;’e”hg:l‘:;”t E":’VZ:‘S“E Delay (s) LOS
B-C 0 540 0.000 0 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 318 469 0679 311 2.0 21.762 3
C-AB 6 961 0.006 6 0.0 3770
c-A 492 492
AB 72 72
A 93 93
Stream ng}sst"“r‘;'"d ?32:;:3’ RFC T'}C’e“h’?:sut E"?v::';“e Delay {s) LOS
B-C 0 504 0.000 0 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 380 446 0853 370 45
C-AB 9 1016 0.008 9 0.0 3570
c-A 587 587
AB 85 85
AC 111 111
Stream ng;;‘;hmr)a"d c(:‘*;::;:tr’,’ RFC Th(:;’e”h‘?::;”t E"?V‘::‘;”e Delay (s) LOS
B-C 0 476 0.000 0 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 466 413 402 S
C-AB 13 1095 0.012 13 0.0 3326 A
c-A 716 716
AB 105 105
AC 135 135
QR:18 - Q83
Stream TM;}:::hmr)a"d ?32:;:;’ RFC Th("v"e”hg::'g"t E"?v::';“e Delay (s) LoS
B-C 0 476 0.000 0 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 466 413 112 410 1A &
C-AB 13 1095 0.012 13 0.0 3327 A
C-A 716 716
AB 105 105
AC 135 135
Stream T°t(";“;£3hmr)a"d ‘(:\72:1‘::;’ RFC T'}(Z",,?SS“ E"?V::';”e Delay (s) LOS
B.C 0 483 0 0.0 0.000
B-A 380 446 433 214 &
C-AB 9 1016 0.008 9 0.0 3573 A
C-A 586 586
AB 85 85
AC 111 111

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL P/140/16/0UT
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Stream Tot(a\;;t:hmr;md ?;2:;:3 RFC Tr;:;)euhg:sut En?v(;:()eue Delay (s) LOsS
B-C 0 511 0.000 0 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 318 469 0.679 393 24

C-AB 6 961 0.006 6 0.0 A
C-A 492 492
A-B 72 72
A-C 93 93

Queue Variation Resulis for each time segment

Stream Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching Probability of exactly
{Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A
B-A 1.96 0.32 1.21 3.29 4.00 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
30
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | Probability of exactly
(Veh) (Veh) i (Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A
B-A 4.45 0.16 2.26 10.45 14.16 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.01 0.25 0.45 0.48 N/A N/A
G2:00 - QNS
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh) (Veh) (Veh) (Veh) message message orexceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A
B-A 20.41 463 17.51 36.41 43.43 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.01 0.25 0.45 0.48 N/A N/A
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | ‘Probability of exactly
(Veh) (Veh): i (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A
B-A 34.28 9.80 30.47 58.86 69.19 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
Stream Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
(Veh) (Veh) i (Veh) i {(Veh) i (Veh) message message orexceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A
B-A 21.07 3.52 17.39 39.94 48.63 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
O8:48 - %30
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Qg0 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | Probability of exactly
{Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker. reaching marker
B-C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A
B-A 2.40 0.03 0.31 3.35 11.83 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL P/140/16/0UT
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PRIDINISNNES

Junctions

Junction

Name | Junction Type | Major road direction

Junction Delay (s)

Junction LOS

1

untitled

2.34

Junction Network Options

Driving si

de Lighting

Network residual capacity (%)

First arm reaching threshold

Left

Normal/unknown

24

Stream B-A

Demand Set Deatails

i T"Pe Trafflc Start time Finish time | Time segment
ID Scenario name Period profile g
{(HH:mm) {HH:mm) length (min)
name type

. ONE
D5 { RPS 2031 Base + Committed + Three Developments One Hour PM HOUR 17:15 18:45 15
Vehicle mix source | PCU Factor for a HV (PCU)

HV Percentages 2.00

Demand overview {Traffic)

Arm | Link

ed arm

Use O-D data

Average Demand (Veh/hr)

Scaling Factor (%)

A

4

841 100.000
B v 154 100.000
o] v 213 100.000

To
A B C
Al 0 364477
From
B {147} 0 7
C 1209 4 o]

Page 18 of 28




Ql\\b\\\\\\\EQ\&\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\N

To

A
Al 0
Bt 1
ci3

oclololm
N

Resuts

Results Summary for whole modelied period

Max Queue Max 95th

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) (Veh) percentile Max LOS
Queue (Veh)

B-C 0.02 10.58 0.0 0.5
B-A 0.45 18.43 0.8 37
C-AB 0.01 5.94 0.0 0.5
C-A
A-B
A-C

Main Results for each time segment

Stream TMR;;'Shmr)a"d ?32:;:2’ REC Th(:;’e“hg;:ﬁ;“t E"?\IZ:‘;”E Delay (s) LOS
B-C 5 450 0.012 5 0.0 8.101
B-A 111 429 0.258 109 03 11.222
C-AB 4 630 0.006 4 0.0 5748
C-A 156 156
AB 274 274
A-C 359 359

Stream Tm;gshmr;‘"d ?32:;"3’ RFC T'}:;’e”h’?::;”t E"?VZ‘:S“E Delay (s) LOS
B-C 6 412 0.015 6 0.0 8.877
B-A 132 399 0.331 132 0.5 13.449
C-AB 5 622 0.008 5 0.0 5.830
C-A 186 186
AB 327 327
A-C 429 429
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e

o

REY

Stream Tot(a\;;t:hmr;md ?;2:;:3 RFC Tr;:;)euhg:sut En?v(;:()eue Delay (s) LOS
B-C 8 349 0.022 8 0.0 10.540 8
B-A 162 357 0.453 161 0.8 18.215 ¢

C-AB 7 613 0.012 7 0.0 5.935 A
c-A 227 227
AB 401 401
A-C 525 525

R UNE EE RN

Stream TMR;;'Shmr)a"d ?32:;:2’ RFC Th(:;’e“hg;:ﬁ;“t E"?\IZ:‘;”E Delay (s) LOS
B-C 8 348 0.022 8 0.0 10.579 8
B-A 162 357 0.453 162 0.8 18.434 &

C-AB 7 613 0.012 7 0.0 5.941
c-A 227 227

AB 401 401

A-C 525 525

S48 1830

Stream Tm;gshmr;‘"d ?32:;"3’ RFC T'}:;’e”h’?::;”t E"?VZ‘:S“E Delay (s) LOS
B-C 6 411 0.015 6 0.0 8.906 A
B-A 132 399 0.332 133 05 13,632 &

C-AB 5 622 0.008 5 0.0 5.844
c-A 186 186
AB 327 327
A-C 429 429

{8030 - 13048

Stream Tm;;gs::"d ?32:;:3’ RFC T'}:;’e”h?::;”t En?v‘::;ue Delay (s) LOS
B-C 5 448 0.012 5 0.0 8.124 A
B-A 111 429 0.258 111 0.4 11.361 8

C-AB 4 630 0.006 4 0.0 5756
c-A 156 156
AB 274 274
AC 359 359

Gueue Variation Results for each time segment

T8 T8
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | ‘Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh): i (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
B-A 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.34 0.34 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
Stream Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
{Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.02 0.25 0.45 0.48 N/A N/A
B-A 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.49 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.25 0.45 0.48 N/A N/A

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL P/140/16/0UT
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Stream Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) message message orexceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 N/A N/A
B-A 0.80 0.03 0.26 0.80 0.90 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
08 < 188
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh) (Veh) (Veh) (Veh) message message orexceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 N/A N/A
B-A 0.81 0.03 0.29 1.40 3.74 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
818 - 18038
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh): i (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 N/A N/A
B-A 0.51 0.05 0.46 1.28 1.39 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
TEAE L 1348
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
{Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
B-A 0.35 0.03 0.31 0.97 1.23 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A

Junctions
Junction | Name ! Junction Type | Major road direction  Junction Delay (s) i Junction LOS
1 untitled T-Junction Two-way &

Junction Network Options

Driving side

Lighting

Network residual capacity (%)

First arm reaching threshold

Left

Normal/unknown

24

Stream B-A

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL P/140/16/0UT
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Demand Set Details

Time | Traffic _ Finish Tims
: . : Start time ; segment
ID Scenario name Period profile time
name tvpe (HH:mm) (HH:mm) length
e : {min)
D6 { RPS 2031 Base + Committed + Three Developments One Hour Sensitivity AM H%NUER 07:30 09:00 15

Vehicle mix source | PCU Factor for a HV (PCU)
HV Percentages 2.00

Demand overview {Traffic)
Arm | Linked arm : Use O-D data : Average Demand (Veh/hr) i Scaling Factor (%)

A v 218 100.000

B v 426 100.000

o] v 662 100.000

AilBicC
Al 0 {95i123
B 423,01} 3
ifcies8i4io0

s Wa 2 Rave AN R
ISFAVY WEMNKD Porie ERREERY

To
AT BiIC
Al0oio0i5
From
Bioio:io
ci1i10:0

Results Summary for whole modelied period

Max Queue Max 95t_h
Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) (Veh) percentile Max LOS
Queue (Veh)

B-C AR T4 AE 0.8 3.1

B-A I B8,
C-AB 0.01 3.77 0.0 0.5

C-A

A-B

A-C
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Main Results for each time segment

Stream Tm;gs:‘r;‘"d ?32:;::;’ RFG T'}:;’e”hg:l‘:;”t E":’VZ:‘S“E Delay (s) LOS
B-C 2 372 0.006 2 0.0 0.733
B-A 318 469 0679 311 20 21763 R

C-AB 6 961 0.006 6 0.0 3.770
CA 492 492
AB 72 72
AC 03 03

Stream ng}sst"“r‘;'"d ?32:;:3’ RFC T'}C’e“h’?:sut E"?v::';“e Delay {s) LOS
B-C 3 173 0.016 3 0.0 21101
B-A 380 446 Yass 370 45

C.AB 9 1016 0.008 9 0.0
CA 587 587
AB 85 85
AC 111 11

Stream ng;;‘;hmr)a"d c(:‘*;::;:tr’,’ REC Th(:;’e”h‘?::;”t E"?V‘::‘;”e Delay (s) Los
B-C 3 3 R 1 06
B-A 466 413 402

C.AB 13 1095 0012 13 0.0 3.326
CA 716 716
AB 105 105
AC 135 135

Total Demand Capacity. Throughput End queue

Stream {(Vehthr) {Veh/hr) RFC Vehihr) (Veh) Delay (s) LOS
B-C 3 4 0.781 2 0.8
B-A 466 413 iay 410 204
C-AB 13 1095 0.012 13 0.0 A
c-A 716 716
AB 105 105
AC 135 135
Stream T°t(";“;£3hmr)a"d ‘(:\72:1‘::;’ RFC T'}(Z",,?SS“ E"?V::';”e Delay (s) LOS
B-C 3 5 3 0.8 389
B-A 380 446 433 214
C-AB 9 1016 0.008 9 0.0 3573
c-A 586 586
AB 85 85

A-C 111 111
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Stream Tot(a\;;t:hmr;md ?;2:;:3 RFC Tr;:;)euhg:sut En?v(;:()eue Delay (s) LOS
B-C 2 191 0.012 6 0.0 19.684 O
B-A 318 469 0.679 393 24

C-AB 6 961 0.006 6 0.0 A
C-A 492 492
A-B 72 72
A-C 93 93

Queue Variation Resulis for each time segment

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL P/140/16/0UT

Stream Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching Probability of exactly
{Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
B-A 1.96 0.32 1.21 3.29 4.00 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
30
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | Probability of exactly
(Veh) (Veh) i (Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.02 0.02 0.25 0.45 0.48 N/A N/A
B-A 4.45 0.16 2.26 10.45 14.16 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.01 0.25 0.45 0.48 N/A N/A
G2:00 - QNS
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh) (Veh) (Veh) (Veh) message message orexceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.57 0.03 0.28 0.57 1.86 N/A N/A
B-A 20.42 463 17.52 36.41 43.44 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.01 0.25 0.45 0.48 N/A N/A
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | ‘Probability of exactly
(Veh) (Veh): i (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.81 0.03 0.28 0.90 3.1 N/A N/A
B-A 34.29 9.81 30.48 58.87 69.20 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
Stream Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
(Veh) (Veh) i (Veh) i {(Veh) i (Veh) message message orexceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.83 0.04 0.43 1.85 2.85 N/A N/A
B-A 21.09 3.53 17.41 39.96 48.65 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
O8:48 - %30
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Qg0 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | Probability of exactly
{Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker. reaching marker
B-C 0.01 0.01 0.25 0.45 0.48 N/A N/A
B-A 2.40 0.03 0.31 3.36 11.84 N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A N/A
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Junctions
Junction | Name | Junction Type : Major road direc:
1 untitled T-Junction T

ion | Junction Delay {s)

Junction LOS

Junction Network Options

Driving side

Network residual capacity (%)

First arm reaching threshold

Left Normal/unknown

Stream B-A

Demand Set Deatails

33
¥

RN ) o
SRR

3
N

PRIDINISNNES

ime Traffic

Time
2 g Start time
ID cenario name profile segment
{HH:mm) B
type length (min)
D7 { RPS 2031 Base + Committed + Three Developments Flat FLAT 07:30 15

Vehicle mix: source

PCU Factor for a HV (PCU)

HV Percentages

2.00

Demand overview {Traffic)

Arm | Linked arm

Use O-D data

Average Demand (Veh/hr)

Scaling Factor (%)

A 100.000
B 100.000
o] 100.000

A 1B

A0

B 1423} 0

C 1658
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To
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cCi110:i0
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Results Summary for whole modelied period

Max Queue Max 95th

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) (Veh) percentile Max LOS
Queue (Veh)

B-C 0.00 0.00 0.0 ~1
B-A }ga 304
C-AB 0.01 3.45 0.0 ~1
C-A
A-B
A-C

Main Results for each time segment

Stream TMR;;'Shmr)a"d ?32:;:2’ RFC Th(:;’e“hg;:ﬁ;“t E"?\IZ:‘;”E Delay (s) LOS
B-C 0 482 0.000 0 0.0 0.000
B-A 423 430 2.585 387 9.0 32,
C-AB 1 1055 0.010 1 0.0 3.445
C-A 651 651
AB 95 95
A-C 123 123

Stream Tm;gshmr;‘"d ?32:;"3’ RFG T'}:;’e”h’?::;”t E"?VZ‘:S“E Delay (s) LOS
B-C 0 479 0.000 0 0.0 0.000
B-A 423 430 0.98% 409 12.6
C-AB 1 1055 0.010 1 0.0 3.445
C-A 651 651
AB 95 95
A-C 123 123
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G800 - O8:AS
Stream Tot(a\;;t:hmr;md ?;2:;:3 RFC Tr;:;)euhg:sut En?v(;:()eue Delay (s) LOS
B-C ) 479 0 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 423 430 413 151 34787
C-AB 11 1055 0.010 11 0.0 3.447 A
c-A 651 651
AB 95 95
AC 123 123
SR8 ORI 3D
Stream TMR;;'Shmr)a"d ?32:;:2’ RFC Th(:;’e“hg;:ﬁ;“t E"?\IZ:‘;”E Delay (s) LOS
B-C ) 479 0.000 ) 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 423 430 G aas 415 174
C-AB 11 1055 0.010 11 0.0 3.445
c-A 651 651
AB 95 95
AC 123 123
OE:30 - 08048
Stream Tm;gshmr;‘"d ?32:;"3’ RFC T'}:;’e”h’?::;”t E"?VZ‘:S“E Delay (s) LOS
B-C ) 479 0.000 ) 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 423 430 G aas 416 18.9
C-AB 11 1055 0.010 11 0.0
c-A 651 651
AB 95 95
AC 123 123
D848 - 48180
Stream Tm;;gs::"d ?32:;:3’ RFC T'}:;’e”h?::;”t En?v‘::;ue Delay (s) LOS
B-C ) 479 0.000 ) 0.0 0.000 A
B-A 423 430 T 417
C-AB 11 1055 0.010 11 0.0
c-A 651 651
AB 95 95
AC 123 123

Gueue Variation Results for each time segment

Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | ‘Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh): i (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
B-A 9.05 ? ? ? ? N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
Q748 - Q800
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
{Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
B-A 12.56 ? ? ? ? N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL P/140/16/0UT
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Stream Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) message message orexceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
B-A 15.10 ? ? ? ? N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh) (Veh) (Veh) (Veh) message message orexceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
B-A 17.14 ? ? ? ? N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching | Probability of exactly
{Veh) (Veh): i (Veh) i (Veh) i (Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
B-A 18.86 ? ? ? ? N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
Q848 . 880
Stream Mean Qo5 Q50 Q90 Q95 Percentile Marker Probability of reaching i Probability of exactly
{Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) {Veh) message message or exceeding marker reaching marker
B-C 0.00 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
B-A 20.36 ? ? ? ? N/A N/A
C-AB 0.01 ~1 ~1 ~1 ~1 N/A N/A
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