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1 Introduction

Maidstone Borough Council (MBC) commissioned Mott MacDonald to undertake junction capacity
assessments at six locations in Lenham, Maidstone. The junctions to be modelled are highlighted in
Figure 1.1 and listed below.

Figure 1.1:  Lenham junction location
/
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Source: Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2014

= Junction 1 — Pilgrims Way / Ashford Road (A20) / Ham Lane / Ashford Road (A20)

= Junction 2 — Ashford Road (A20) / Maidstone Road / Ashford Road (A20)

= Junction3 — Ham Lane / Old Ham Lane / Ham Lane

= Junction 4 — Faversham Road / Old Ashford Road / High Street / Maidstone Road

= Junction 5 — Ashford Road (A20) / Old Ashford Road / Ashford Road (A20)

= Junction 6 — Faversham Road / Ashford Road (A20) / Faversham Road / Ashford Road (A20)

All of the junctions are priority junctions, i.e. not roundabouts or signalised, and have been modelled for the
existing year (2015) and future year (2031). The future year is defined as 2031, in order to fall in line with
the timeframe MBC has anticipated the proposed developments to be completed. The future year has two
scenarios; the first is ‘Base’, which includes forecasted background traffic for the year 2031, and the
second is ‘Design’, which —includes forecasted background traffic for the year 2031, plus development
traffic.

This document, referred to as a Technical Note, sets out the methodology used to calculate traffic flows,
determine traffic distribution and summarise the results of the assessments.

Following this introductory section, the remainder of the Technical Note will be structured as follows:
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Section 2 describes the data and methodology used and input assumptions for calculating 2015 and 2031
traffic flows

Section 3 summarise the results of the junction capacity analysis

Section 4 summarises the key findings

2 344395/TPN/ITD/003/A July 2015
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2.1 Background

MBC provided information in the form of Transport Assessments / Transport Statements and a definitive
list to determine which developments were required for the junction capacity assessments. The Transport
Assessments (and any associated appendices) which were supplied are listed below:

¢ Residential development of 24 units at Maidstone Road, Lenham, Kent — TPHS — July 2014 —
Transport Statement

e Land at Ham Lane, Lenham, Kent — dha Transport, Integrated transport & Travel Planning (August
2014) — Transport Statement

e The Paddock Site, Grove House, Lenham - Southern Heritage Development Limited (September
2014) — Transport Statement

Appendix A contains the list of developments which MBC confirmed as wanting included in the junction
capacity models. Further detail of development traffic is described in Section 2.3.

2.2 Existing traffic

In order to establish the existing traffic flows at each of the six junctions, the supplied Transport
Assessments / Transport Statements were reviewed to see if there was any survey data, or peak hour
traffic information, at the six junctions.

No such information was available, so an external traffic survey company was appointed to carry out fully
classified turning counts at each junction. The surveys took place on Thursday 14th May 2015, on a
neutral weekday during school term time, and outside of any public holidays. Collecting traffic flows on a
neutral day should provide ‘typical’ traffic flow conditions.

The survey data for each of the six junctions, as listed in the introduction to this Technical Note, was
analysed. The peak AM hour and peak PM hour was determined for each junction. Rather than using the
general network peak hours, which are considered as being between 0800 and 0900 and between 1700
and 1800, the peak specific to each junction was determined. Having specific peak hours for each
individual junction will generate capacity results for a worst case scenario, i.e. junction performance during
existing peak and therefore, greatest demand.

The survey results were fully classified into vehicle type. To account for the differing vehicle type in the
modelling, the data was converted to Passenger Car Units (PCUs) from vehicle units, to standardise the
data.

HGV proportions were calculated using the May 2015 survey data, incorporating, OGV1, OGV2 and bus
vehicle types. This proportional percentage was then applied to all scenarios modelled, keeping the HGV%
consistent throughout the existing and future years. This is significant when identifying delays and queuing
on individual junction arms, and therefore the HGV% was calculated and applied to each turning
movement for each junction.

3 344395/TPN/ITD/003/A July 2015
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2.3 Development traffic information

The MBC Local Plan is at its draft stage, with no confirmation over what sites are definitely allocated for
development and what sites are still aspirational.

However, MBC require that the junctions in the future year are assessed based on the draft Local Plan, so
the potential impact of the various sites on all the six junctions can be assessed. In the absence of
confirmed data in the Local Plan, MBC issued a list of development sites which they -required for the
junction capacity assessments. This list was confirmed as the definitive list of sites to include in the
modelling.

Appendix A contains the supplied list of development sites, which sets out location and development size.
Where there was an associated Transport Assessment for a listed development, the number of arrivals
and departures was contained within the document, which was isolated and used in this study. Where
there was no Transport Assessment provided, the number of arrivals and departures was determined
based on a worst case scenario trip rate from a supplied Transport Assessment for a different listed
development within the Lenham study area.

2.3.1 Trip distribution

In order to determine traffic distribution associated with all listed development sites, two approaches were
adopted.

1. The supplied Transport Assessments focused on junctions which the development in question
would affect. The Transport Assessments did not necessarily contain distribution information for
the junctions that this Technical Note looks at. If it did, the information was directly applied to the
junction(s). Where limited distribution information was provided for this study area in the Transport
Assessments, continuing assumptions were made on likely movements subsequent from the initial
development traffic split.

2. Where no Transport Assessment had been completed as the development is still speculative or
aspirational, i.e. the scheme has not been through planning, the distribution from the most
comparable site with a Transport Assessment was used.

A final list of each scheme and its associated trip generation and trip distribution at the six junctions in
Lenham was submitted to MBC for review and approval.

A list of the developments which MBC wanted accounting for in the junction capacity assessments and the
agreed distribution can be found in Appendix B.
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2.4 Growth

TEMPRO (version 6.2 with planning dataset 62 and NTM dataset AF09) has been interrogated with
regards to forecast growth in background traffic. The growth rates for Maidstone (Rural) were then
adjusted using the NTM for a rural minor or rural principal road.

The turning count data from the traffic surveys, carried out in May 2015, were uplifted to 2031, the agreed
future year. Table 2.1 and Table 2.2 set out the growth rates used.

As shown in Figure 1.1, Junctions 1, 2, 5 and 6 are located on the A20, a principle road, so a rural
principal growth rate was used. Junctions 3 and 4 are located on minor roads only, so rural minor growth
rates were used.

Table 2.1:  Tempro growth rates for rural principal — 2015-2031

Time period Factor

Weekday AM peak 1.215732939
Weekday PM peak 1.229712149

Table 2.2:  Tempro growth rates for rural minor —2015-2031

Time period Factor

Weekday AM peak 1.213385000
Weekday PM peak 1.227337212

2.5 Models

MBC provided information, by way of Transport Assessments from their Planning Portal, confirming that
the models contained in the supplied Transport Assessments can be used and replicated for this work.

No existing junction capacity assessments were contained within the supplied documents, so new models
have been built based on geometric measurements from Ordnance Survey mapping. The model outputs
are based on these features, which include major and minor road widths, right turn lanes and visibility
distances.

5 344395/TPN/ITD/003/A July 2015
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3 Junctions Capacity Assessments

3.1 Introduction

Junction capacity analysis has been carried out at six priority junctions. These are described in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1:  Priority junctions to be assessed

Right turn lane from major

Junction Junction description road into minor

1 Pilgrims Way / Ashford Road Four arm Principal Eastbound turning right — Yes
(A20) / Ham Lane / Ashford priority Westbound turning right - Yes
Road (A20) crossroads

2 Ashford Road (A20) / Thee arm Principal Eastbound turning right — Yes
Maidstone Road / Ashford priority Westbound turning right — n/a
Road (A20)

3 Ham Lane / Old Ham Lane / Three arm Minor No right turn lanes on any
Ham Lane priority move

4 Faversham Road / Old Four arm Minor No right turn lanes on any
Ashford Road / High Street / priority move
Maidstone Road crossroads

5 Ashford Road (A20) / Old Three arm Principal No right turn lanes on any
Ashford Road / Ashford Road priority move
(A20)

6 Faversham Road / Ashford Four arm Principal Eastbound turning right — Yes
Road (A20) / Faversham Road  priority Westbound turning right - Yes
/ Ashford Road (A20) crossroads

MBC agreed on the assessment years, which are 2015 and 2031, for both the AM and PM weekday peak
hour.

PICADY (Junctions9) has been used to assess the capacity and operation performance of the junctions.

PICADY calculates a ratio of flow to capacity (RFC), estimated maximum queuing (in PCUs) and delay (in
seconds). An RFC of 0.85 or below is the desirable threshold, but a junction would be considered to
operate adequately between an RFC of 0.85 and 1.00. Any RFC values exceeding 1.00 indicates the
junction would operate over maximum capacity and would become saturated with queuing and delay
concerns.

If any modelling results exceed theoretical capacity; that being a RFC of 1.00, the junction capacity
assessment has been re-run with proposed mitigation measures. Any improvements are model specific on
the existing layout, and not based on engineering design standards, i.e. the mitigation has been applied
within the model only. Appropriate technical layouts would have to take into consideration the model
parameters and whether alternative layouts would be more suitable i.e. land availability and design and
safety standards.

6 344395/TPN/ITD/003/A July 2015
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3.2 Pilgrims Way / Ashford Road (A20) / Ham Lane / Ashford Road (A20)

Table 3.2 to Table 3.4, summarise the modelling results for junction 1 for the worst performing 15 minute
time segments within the peak hour, i.e. the peak within the peak.

Table 3.2:  Pilgrims Way / Ashford Road (A20) / Ham Lane / Ashford Road (A20) — Existing 2015

Queue Delay Queue

(PCUs) (s) RFC (PCUs)
Ham Lane (S) — Ashford Road (W) and Pilgrims Way 0 11 0.28 0 10 0.28
(N)
Ham Lane (S) — Ashford Road (E) and Pilgrims Way 0 28 0.17 0 21 0.20
(N)
Ashford Road (E) — Ham Lane (S), Ashford Road (W) 0 0 0.00 0 7 0.00
and Pilgrims Way (N)
Pilgrims Way (N) — Ashford Road (E), Ham Lane (S) 0 15 0.02 0 0 0.00
and Ashford Road (W)
Ashford Road (W) — Ashford Road (E), Ham Lane (S) 0 11 0.27 0 10 0.27

and Pilgrims Way (N)

Table 3.3:  Pilgrims Way / Ashford Road (A20) / Ham Lane / Ashford Road (A20) — Base 2031

Queue Delay

(PCUs) Q)
Ham Lane (S) — Ashford Road (W) and Pilgrims Way 1 15 0.40 1 12 0.39
(N)
Ham Lane (S) — Ashford Road (E) and Pilgrims Way 1 48 0.30 1 34 0.34
(N)
Ashford Road (E) — Ham Lane (S), Ashford Road (W) 0 0 0.00 0 8 0.00
and Pilgrims Way (N)
Pilgrims Way (N) — Ashford Road (E), Ham Lane (S) 0 17 0.03 0 12 0.02
and Ashford Road (W)
Ashford Road (W) — Ashford Road (E), Ham Lane (S) 1 13 0.36 1 12 0.35

and Pilgrims Way (N)

Table 3.4:  Pilgrims Way / Ashford Road (A20) / Ham Lane / Ashford Road (A20) — Design 2031

Queue Delay
(PCUs) (s)
Ham Lane (S) — Ashford Road (W) and Pilgrims Way 1 22 0.51 1 15 0.45
(N)
Ham Lane (S) — Ashford Road (E) and Pilgrims Way 2 100 0.56 1 53 0.46
(N)
7 344395/TPN/ITD/003/A July 2015
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Queue

(PCUs)
Ashford Road (E) — Ham Lane (S), Ashford Road (W) 0 0 0.00 0 9 0.00
and Pilgrims Way (N)
Pilgrims Way (N) — Ashford Road (E), Ham Lane (S) 0 21 0.04 0 15 0.02
and Ashford Road (W)
Ashford Road (W) — Ashford Road (E), Ham Lane (S) 1 15 0.41 1 14 0.40

and Pilgrims Way (N)

= The modelling indicates that the junction is currently operating within desirable capacity.

= The modelling predicts that the junction would operate within capacity in Base 2031, with minimal
gueuing and congestion. The maximum RFC in the AM peak is modelled as 0.40 with a queue of 1
PCU and delay of 48 seconds, and for the PM peak, an RFC of 0.39, a queue of 1 PCU, and a delay of
34 seconds. These results are both for stream movements from the southern minor arm (Ham Lane),
turning left onto Ashford Road (W) and ahead onto Pilgrims Way (N).

= The modelling predicts that the junction would operate within capacity in Design 2031, with minimal
queuing. The maximum RFC in the AM peak is modelled as 0.56 with a queue of 2 and delay of 100
seconds. This is on the southern minor arm, Ham Lane, turning right onto Ashford Road (E) and
ahead to Pilgrims Way (N). Although the model is showing the junction operating within capacity, the
vehicles on this movement would have significant delays, waiting for 1.6 minutes, despite a queue of 2
PCUs. This is considered to be caused by the higher main line flows not creating a suitable gap for
right turning traffic. The same stream movements have the highest RFC in the PM peak, with a RFC of
0. 46, a queue of 1 PCU, and a delay of 53 seconds.

= The northern minor arm Pilgrims Way (N) is a single track farm road with minimal traffic travelling in/out
of this arm, even in the peak hour.

3.3 Ashford Road (A20) / Maidstone Road / Ashford Road (A20)

Table 3.5 to Table 3.7 summarise the modelling results for junction 2 for the worst performing 15 minute
time segments within the peak hour, i.e. the peak within the peak.

Table 3.5:  Ashford Road (A20) / Maidstone Road / Ashford Road (A20) — Existing 2015

Queue
RFC (PCUs)
Maidstone Road (S) — Ashford Road (E) and Ashford 0 7 0.13 0 6 0.13
Road (W)
Ashford Road (W) — Ashford Road (E) and Maidstone 0 8 0.12 0 8 0.14
Road (S)
8 344395/TPN/ITD/003/A July 2015
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Table 3.6:  Ashford Road (A20) / Maidstone Road / Ashford Road (A20) — Base 2031

Queue Delay
RFC (PCUs) (s)
Maidstone Road (S) — Ashford Road (E) and Ashford 0 8 0.18 0 7 0.17
Road (W)
Ashford Road (W) — Ashford Road (E) and Maidstone 0 9 0.15 0 8 0.19
Road (S)

Table 3.7:  Ashford Road (A20) / Maidstone Road / Ashford Road (A20) — Design 2031

Queue Delay Queue Delay

(PCuUs) (s) RFC (PCuUs) (s)
Maidstone Road (S) — Ashford Road (E) and Ashford 1 10 0.32 0 8 0.24
Road (W)
Ashford Road (W) — Ashford Road (E) and Maidstone 0 11 0.22 1 10 0.31
Road (S)

= The junction currently operates without any queuing or delay concerns.

= The modelling predicts that the junction would operate within capacity in Base 2031, with minimal
queuing and congestion. The maximum RFC in the AM peak is modelled as 0.18 with no predicted
queueing and delays of -9 seconds. This is for the stream movement from the minor road, Maidstone
Road (S), turning onto the main road, Ashford Road, both to the right and left. In the PM peak, the
reverse movements, Ashford Road travelling ahead in an eastbound direction and turning right into
Maidstone Road, have the greatest level of demand, with a maximum RFC of 0.19, no queue, and
delay of 8 seconds.

= The modelling predicts that the junction would operate within capacity in Design 2031, with minimal
gueuing and congestion. The maximum RFC in the AM peak is modelled as 0.32 with a queue of 1
and delay of 11 seconds. This is alike the Base 2031 scenario, travelling from Maidstone Road turning
onto Ashford Road. Like the Base 2031 scenario again, the reverse movements have the greatest
level of demand in PM peak, with a RFC of 0. 31, a queue of 1 PCU, and a delay of 10 seconds.

3.4 Ham Lane / Old Ham Lane / Ham Lane

Table 3.8 to Table 3.10 summarise the modelling results for junction 3 for the worst performing 15 minute
time segments within the peak hour, i.e. the peak within the peak.

9 344395/TPN/ITD/003/A July 2015
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Table 3.8:  Ham Lane / Old Ham Lane / Ham Lane — Existing 2015

Old Ham Lane — Ham Lane (N) 0 6 0.01 0 6 0.02
Old Ham Lane — Ham Lane (S) 0 8 0.01 0 9 0.01
Ham Lane (N) — Ham Lane (S) and Old Ham Lane 0 6 0.01 0 6 0.02

Table 3.9: Ham Lane / Old Ham Lane / Ham Lane — Base 2031

Old Ham Lane — Ham Lane (N) 0 6 0.02 0 6 0.02
Old Ham Lane — Ham Lane (S) 0 8 0.02 0 9 0.01
Ham Lane (N) — Ham Lane (S) and Old Ham Lane 0 5 0.01 0 6 0.03

Table 3.10: Ham Lane / Old Ham Lane / Ham Lane — Design 2031

Queue Delay Queue

(PCUs) (s) (PCUSs)
Old Ham Lane — Ham Lane (N) 0 6 0.02 0 6 0.02
Old Ham Lane — Ham Lane (S) 0 8 0.02 0 9 0.01
Ham Lane (N) — Ham Lane (S) and Old Ham Lane 0 5 0.01 0 6 0.03

= The junction currently operates without any queuing or delay concerns.

= The modelling predicts that the junction would operate within capacity in Base 2031, with no queuing
and congestion. The maximum RFC in the AM peak is from the minor road, Old Ham Lane, turning
right into Ham Lane (S). The results on this are showing a RFC of 0.02, with no predicted queueing
and delays of 8 seconds. delay In the PM peak, the maximum RFC is 0.03, with no predicted queuing
and a delay of 9 seconds.

= The modelling predicts that the junction would operate within capacity in Design 2031, with no /
minimal queuing and congestion. The maximum RFC in the AM peak is modelled as 0.02 with no
gueuing, and a delay of 8 seconds. In the PM peak, the highest RFC is 0.03, no queuing, and a delay
of 9 seconds.

= The road layout at this junction shows the minor road meets the major road at a bend, possibly
affecting driver visibility.
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3.5 Faversham Road / Old Ashford Road / High Street / Maidstone Road

Table 3.11 to Table 3.13 summarise the modelling results for junction 4 for the worst performing 15 minute
time segments within the peak hour, i.e. the peak within the peak.

Table 3.11: Faversham Road / Old Ashford Road / High Street / Maidstone Road — Existing 2015

Queue Delay

(PCUs) (s)
Old Ashford Road (E) — Faversham Road (N), High 1 10 0.32 1 10 0.33
Street (S) and Maidstone Road (W)
Faversham Road (N) — Old Ashford Road (E), High 0 6 0.01 0 6 0.03
Street (S) and Maidstone Road (W)
Maidstone Road (W) — Faversham Road (N) and Old 0 7 0.07 0 7 0.07
Ashford Road (E)
Maidstone Road (W) — Old Ashford Road (E) and 0 10 0.13 0 10 0.15
High Street (S)
High Street (S) — Faversham Road (N), Old Ashford 0 8 0.26 0 7 0.25

Road (E) and Maidstone Road (W)

Table 3.12: Faversham Road / Old Ashford Road / High Street / Maidstone Road — Base 2031

Queue Delay

(PCUs) (s)
Old Ashford Road (E) — Faversham Road (N), High 1 11 0.40 1 12 0.41
Street (S) and Maidstone Road (W)
Faversham Road (N) — Old Ashford Road (E), High 0 6 0.02 0 6 0.04
Street (S) and Maidstone Road (W)
Maidstone Road (W) — Faversham Road (N) and Old 0 8 0.14 0 8 0.09
Ashford Road (E)
Maidstone Road (W) — Old Ashford Road (E) and 0 11 0.17 0 11 0.19
High Street (S)
High Street (S) — Faversham Road (N), Old Ashford 1 8 0.32 1 8 0.31

Road (E) and Maidstone Road (W)

Table 3.13: Faversham Road / Old Ashford Road / High Street / Maidstone Road — Design 2031

Queue Delay

(PCUs) (s)
Old Ashford Road (E) — Faversham Road (N), High 2 25 0.70 1 18 0.59
Street (S) and Maidstone Road (W)
Faversham Road (N) — Old Ashford Road (E), High 0 6 0.02 0 6 0.04

Street (S) and Maidstone Road (W)

11 344395/TPN/ITD/003/A July 2015
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Maidstone Road (W) — Faversham Road (N) and Old 0 8 0.12 0 9 0.15
Ashford Road (E)

Maidstone Road (W) — Old Ashford Road (E) and 0 13 0.22 0 14 0.29
High Street (S)

High Street (S) — Faversham Road (N), Old Ashford 1 9 0.38 1 9 0.41

Road (E) and Maidstone Road (W)

= The junction currently operates without any queuing or delay concerns.

= The modelling predicts that the junction would operate within capacity in Base 2031, with minimal
gueuing and congestion. Turning movements in all directions from the eastern minor road (Old
Ashford Road) turning right onto Faversham Road, south to the High Street and ahead to Maidstone
Road has the greatest level of demand, with the RFC in the AM peak as 0.40, 1 PCU queueing and
delays of 11 seconds. The same movements have the highest RFC in the PM peak, with a RFC of
0.41, 1 PCU gqueueing, and a delay of 12 seconds.

= The modelling predicts that the junction would operate within capacity in Design 2031, with minimal
queuing and congestion. The maximum RFC in the AM peak is modelled as 0.70 with2 PCUs queuing,
and a delay of 25 seconds. In the PM peak, the highest RFC is 0.59, 1 PCU queuing, and a delay of
18 seconds. These are also for the same movements as stated above for Base 2031.

= Three of the seven development sites are located along Old Ashford Road, within close proximity to the
town centre, leading to the increase in RFC from the Base to Design scenario..

= When comparing the Base and Design scenarios, there is a reduction in junction capacity, with
increased time delay, although the results remain within the desired modelling thresholds.

3.6 Ashford Road (A20) / Old Ashford Road / Ashford Road (A20)

Table 3.14 to Table 3.16 summarise the modelling results for junction 5 for the worst performing 15 minute
time segments within the peak hour, i.e. the peak within the peak.

Table 3.14: Ashford Road (A20) / Old Ashford Road / Ashford Road (A20) — Existing 2015

Queue Delay Queue Delay
(PCUs) (s) (PCUs) (s) RFC
Old Ashford Road (S) — Ashford road (E) and Ashford 0 14 0.26 1 14 0.37
Road (W)
Ashford Road (W) — Ashford Road (E) and Old Ashford 0 5 0.01 0 4 0.01
Road (S)
12 344395/TPN/ITD/003/A July 2015
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Table 3.15: Ashford Road (A20) / Old Ashford Road / Ashford Road (A20) — Base 2031

Queue Delay Queue

(PCUs) (s) RFC (PCUs)
Old Ashford Road (S) — Ashford road (E) and Ashford 1 22 0.41 1 24 0.55
Road (W)
Ashford Road (W) — Ashford Road (E) and Old Ashford 0 5 0.01 0 4 0.01
Road (S)

Table 3.16: Ashford Road (A20) / Old Ashford Road / Ashford Road (A20) — Design 2031

Queue Delay

(PCUs) (s)
Old Ashford Road (S) — Ashford road (E) and Ashford 1 32 0.57 2 29 0.63
Road (W)
Ashford Road (W) — Ashford Road (E) and Old Ashford 0 5 0.01 0 4 0.01
Road (S)

= The junction currently operates without any queuing or delay concerns.

= The modelling predicts that the junction would operate within capacity in Base 2031, with minimal
queuing and congestion. The maximum RFC in the AM peak is modelled as 0.41 with 1 PCU queueing
and delays of 22 seconds. The same movements have the highest RFC in the PM peak, with a RFC of
0.55, 1 PCU queueing, and a delay of 24 seconds. These results are for stream movements from the
southern minor arm turning right and left onto the main road.

= The modelling predicts that the junction would operate within capacity in Design 2031, with minimal
gueuing and congestion. The maximum RFC in the AM peak is modelled as 0.57 with 1 PCU queuing,
and a delay of 32 seconds. In the PM peak, the highest RFC is 0.63, 2 PCUs queuing, and a delay of
29 seconds (also for the same stream movements as mentioned above in the Base scenario).

= When comparing the Base and Design, there is a reduction in junction capacity, with increased time
delay, but the results are within the desired modelling thresholds. As previously mentioned under
junction 4, three of the seven development sites are located along Old Ashford Road, leading to the
increase in RFC from the Base to Design scenario.

3.7 Faversham Road / Ashford Road (A20) / Faversham Road / Ashford Road (A20)

Table 3.17 to Table 3.19 summarise the modelling results for junction 6 for the worst performing 15 minute
time segments within the peak hour, i.e. the peak within the peak.

13 344395/TPN/ITD/003/A July 2015
http:/pims01/pims/llisapi.dil/open/1597084051



Lenham, Maidstone
Technical Note: Junction capacity assessment results Mott MacDonald

Table 3.17: Faversham Road / Ashford Road (A20) Faversham Road / Ashford Road (A20) — Existing 2015

Queue Delay

(PCUs) (s)
Faversham Road (S) — Ashford Road West and Faversham 0 11 0.06 0 9 0.10
Road (N)
Faversham Road (S) — Ashford Road East and Faversham 0 16 0.21 0 12 0.16
Road (N)
Ashford Road East — Faversham Road (S), Ashford Road 0 7 0.06 0 7 0.07
West and Faversham Road (N)
Faversham Road (N) — Ashford Road East and Faversham 0 10 0.20 0 8 0.06
Road (S)
Faversham Road (N) — Faversham Road (S) and Ashford 0 18 0.29 0 13 0.10
Road West
Ashford Road West — Ashford Road East, Faversham Road 0 7 0.01 0 6 0.02

(S) and Faversham Road (N)

Table 3.18: Faversham Road / Ashford Road (A20) Faversham Road / Ashford Road (A20) — Base 2031

Queue Delay Queue Delay
(PCUs) (s) RFC (PCUs) (s)
Faversham Road (S) — Ashford Road West and Faversham 0 14 0.10 0 12 0.17
Road (N)
Faversham Road (S) — Ashford Road East and Faversham 1 24 0.32 0 18 0.27
Road (N)
Ashford Road East — Faversham Road (S), Ashford Road 0 8 0.08 0 8 0.11
West and Faversham Road (N)
Faversham Road (N) — Ashford Road East and Faversham 1 15 0.31 0 11 0.11
Road (S)
Faversham Road (N) — Faversham Road (S) and Ashford 1 29 0.43 0 20 0.19
Road West
Ashford Road West — Ashford Road East, Faversham Road 0 8 0.02 0 6 0.03

(S) and Faversham Road (N)

Table 3.19: Faversham Road / Ashford Road (A20) Faversham Road / Ashford Road (A20) — Design 2031

Queue Delay Queue Delay
(PCUs) (s) RFC (PCUs) ©)
Faversham Road (S) — Ashford Road West and Faversham 0 13 0.21 0 13 0.24
Road (N)
Faversham Road (S) — Ashford Road East and Faversham 1 28 0.37 0 20 0.30
Road (N)
Ashford Road East — Faversham Road (S), Ashford Road 0 8 0.08 0 9 0.11
West and Faversham Road (N)
Faversham Road (N) — Ashford Road East and Faversham 1 17 0.33 0 11 0.12
Road (S)
14 344395/TPN/ITD/003/A July 2015
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Queue Delay Queue

(PCUs) (s) RFC (PCUs)
Faversham Road (N) — Faversham Road (S) and Ashford 1 33 0.46 0 22 0.21
Road West
Ashford Road West — Ashford Road East, Faversham Road 0 9 0.05 0 7 0.10

(S) and Faversham Road (N)

= The junction currently operates without any queuing or delay concerns.

= The modelling predicts that the junction would operate within capacity in Base 2031, with minimal
queuing and congestion. Peak demand during the AM peak is predicted from the northern minor arm,
Faversham Road north, travelling ahead to Faversham Road south and right onto Ashford Road
westbound. The maximum RFC is modelled as 0.43 with 1 PCU queueing and delays of 29 seconds.
In the PM peak, the opposite movements, those being from the southern minor arm, Faversham Road
south, turning right onto Ashford Road and ahead to Faversham Road north is predicted to experience
highest demand, with a RFC of 0.27, no predicted queueing, and a delay of 20 seconds.

= The modelling predicts that the junction would operate within capacity in Design 2031, with minimal
queuing and congestion. The maximum RFC in the AM peak is modelled as 0.46 with 1 PCU queuing,
and a delay of 33 seconds. In the PM peak, the highest RFC is 0.30, no queuing, and a delay of 22
seconds (also for the same stream movements as mentioned above in the Base scenario).

= When comparing the Base and Design, there is a reduction in junction capacity, with increased time
delay, but the results are within the desired modelling thresholds.

3.8 Modelling summary

In summation, the modelling for existing 2015, Base 2031 and Design 2031 show that all six junctions
would operate within capacity.

The modelling is based on, and sensitive to the various inputs. These inputs are:

e Peak hour survey data for each junction;

e Development sites (number of and locations) and associated development traffic;
o Distribution of development across the road network; and

e Junction layout and geometric parameters

The developments to be accounted for, and associated traffic distribution was supplied and agreed by
MBC. If there is an increase / decrease in allocated development, or a change in allocated development
site locations, the modelling and subsequent capacity assessment will need amending to reflect the
change in development trips across the network.
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3.9 Safety

This study has been concerned with how the predicted growth in background traffic to 2031, plus the
application of development traffic associated with the schemes stated by MBC, would affect junction
capacity, i.e. would the junction operate within what the industry considers acceptable.

The agreed scope was to assess junction operation in the Existing 2015, Base 2031 and Design 2031
scenarios, and not to analyse and review other aspects of junction operation such as safety. However,
junction layout and safety could be considered interdependent of one another. Visibility and priority are
two elements of junction safety. It should be noted that although not unsafe, priority crossroads are
considered less safe that other types of junctions because of the number of movements dependent on
drivers waiting and giving way. TD42/95 Part 6 Section 2 Volume 6 states that various methods have been
shown to improve major/minor priority junctions. Chapter 4, page 4/1 lists the improvements, which
include replacement of rural crossroads with staggered junctions, installation of channelising islands on
minor rural approaches at crossroads, improving visibility, provision of good skid resistant surfaces and
conversion of urban major/minor priority junctions to traffic signal or roundabout control.

All of the junctions which were modelled are predicted to operate within capacity in Design 2031.

However, a possible recommendation in terms of improving safety would be to signalise the crossroads, as
traffic flow on all arms would be controlled. Further studies into land availability and safety at the junctions
would need to be undertaken to provide evidence of accident history and justification for improvement
works.

Appendix C contains all of the modelling output files.
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In summary:

17

Traffic information was supplied by MBC by way of Transport Assessments and a definitive list of
development sites;

MBC confirmed that the Local Plan is still draft but the assessments are to account for
development sites as currently stated, and how these sites would affect the six junctions. In the
absence of confirmed allocated sites, MBC supplied a list of what developments to account for;
The Transport Assessments were reviewed, and where possible, information was used to
estimate traffic distribution. In the absence of information, assumptions were made based on the
key destinations and trip attractors;

MBC reviewed and agreed the development distribution for all developments, for both weekday
AM and PM peak hours;

Traffic surveys were carried out at the six junctions to establish existing traffic flows. These were
converted into PCUs. The peak hour for each individual junction has been modelled rather than
what is considered typical network peaks (0800-0900 and 1700-1800);

Ordnance survey mapping was used to measure key geometric parameters for the PICADY
models;

The six priority junctions operate in Design 2031 without any queuing or capacity concerns. This
modelling is based on the development sites provided and the associated distribution through the
junctions;

The presence of right turn lanes on the major road on several of the junctions allows vehicles to
wait without blocking or inhibiting the main line through flow. This stacking ability means capacity
on the mainline, which is generally where the higher traffic flows are, is not reduced; and

The junctions operate within capacity, but possible mitigation would be to investigate accident
history at the crossroads to determine whether signalising the crossroads would improve safety.
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Appendix A. List of developments from MBC
Appendix B. MBC Development sites
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Appendix C. Junction assessment outputs
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Appendix A. List of developments from
MBC
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Lenham Allocated Sites

Site Address Grid Ref. Location type Application Description of No. of houses Private Affordable Other Notes
number development and Mix Dwellings Dwellings
H1 (29) TQ 90332 52104 Adjacent to Rural 155 60% 40% No Current
Tanyard Farm Old Service Centre application.
Ashford Road
Lenham
H1 (30) TQ 90178 52037 Adjacent to Rural 14/0174 Outline application | 9 units 100% 0%
Glebe Gardens Service Centre (OUTLINE) for the erection of
Lenham 9 houses with
access to be
considered at this
stage and all other
matters reserved
for future
consideration.
H1 (31) TQ 89013 52504 Adjacent to Rural 14/502973/FULL Erection of 82 new | 36 x 4-bed houses | 49 units 33 units LIKELY TO BE AN
Ham Lane Lenham Service Centre residential 17 x 3-bed houses | 32 x 4-bed houses | 12 x 1-bed flats APPEAL
REFUSED dwellings together | 9 x 2-bed houses | 10 x 3-bed houses 6 x 2-bed flats
12/03/2015 with access onto 8 x 2-bed flats 7 x 2-bed houses | 4 x 2-bed houses CABINET AGREED

Ham Lane,
internal roads,
parking,
landscaping and
ancillary works on
land at Ham Lane

12 x 1-bed flats

7 x 3-bed houses
4 x 4-bed houses

ON 4 FEBRUARY
2015 THAT THE
SITE SHOULD BE
SUBJECT TO
REGULATION 18
CONSULTATION
WITH A VIEW TO

IT BEING
DELETED AS A
PROPOSED
ALLOCATION
Other sites under construction or submitted
The Paddock TQ 90104 52319 Adjacent to Rural 14/503411/FULL Residential 23 14 9 units APPLICATION
Grove House Service Centre Development 5 x 4 bed houses 2 X 2-bed houses 4 x 1-bed flats PENDING
Old Ashford Road comprising 10 x 3 bed houses | 7 x 3-bed houses 2 x2-bed houses
Lenham erection of 23 4 x 2 bed houses 5 x 4-bed houses 3 x 3- bed houses
dwellings. 4x 1 bed flats
Land At Northland | TQ 90215 52144 Adjacent to Rural 12/1777 Erection of 12(no) | 12 100% Occupancy of 9 UNDER
and Groom Way, Service Centre dwellings and Units (4-12 CONSTRUCTION
Old Ashford Road, associated works 8 x 3-bed houses inclusive) is
Lenham 4 x-4-bed houses restricted by
condition to
persons of 55
years and over
Lenham United TQ 89753 52184 Within Rural Service | 14/502152/FULL Demolition of United | 24 14 10 APPLICATION
Reformed Church Centre Reform Church and 6 X 2-bed houses 2 x 2-bed houses 4 x 2-bed houses PENDING

Maidstone Road
Lenham

adjoining hall to
facilitate the
erection of 24 No.
dwellings on this

14 x 3-bed houses
4 x 4-bed houses

9 x 3-bed houses
3 x 4-bed houses

5 x 3-bed houses
1 x 4-bed house




land and land to the
south with
associated parking,
access (from
Maidstone Road)
and landscaping

The OIld Goods
Yard Headcorn
Road Lenham

TQ 89324 51664

Adjacent to Rural
Service Centre

14/500219/0UT

REFUSED
04/09/2014

Outline application
for the demolition of
existing commercial
buildings and the
development (and
re-development) of
land for residential
purposes. With all
matters reserved for
future consideration

66

2 x 1-bed flats

7 x 2-bed flats

10 x 2-bed houses

28 x 3-bed houses

11 x 4-bed houses
8 x 5-bed houses

39

2 x 2-bed houses

18 x 3-bed houses

11 x 4-bed houses
8 x 5-bed houses

27

2 x 1-bed flats

7 x 2-bed flats

8 x 2-bed houses
10 x 3-bed houses

APPEAL LIKELY TO
BE SUBMITTED

Lenham as a Broad Location

Lenham has been earmarked under Policy H1(3) of the Regulation 18 Consultation version of the Maidstone Borough Local Plan 2014 as a broad location for the development of up to 1500 dwellings in the
period after 2026. This would be reviewed in 2021 when the Local Plan would be subject to a mid-life review. Early indications are that land could be available to the west of Ham Lane/Old Ham Lane and to

the south of Old Ashford Road split roughly 50-50 between E and W of the village.
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Appendix B. Development distribution
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