Central Lancashire Local Plan Transport Evidence: Stage 2A
Appendix F.1

Appendix F. Detailed Stage 2A Modelling results (Scenario 3a -
Local Plan with Sustainable Mitigation, Low Uptake)
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Figure F.1-52. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,
Buckshaw Village
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Figure F.1-53. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,
Buckshaw Village
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Figure F.1-54. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
Buckshaw Village
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Figure F.1-55. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,

Chorley
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Figure F.1-56. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,

Chorley
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Figure F.1-57. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
Chorley
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Figure F.1-58. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,
Chorley S
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Figure F.1-59. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,

Chorley S
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Figure F.1-60. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
Chorley S
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Figure F.1-61. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,

Chorley W
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Figure F.1-62. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,
Chorley W
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Figure F.1-63. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,

Chorley W
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Figure F.1-64. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,
Preston Broughton
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Figure F.1-65. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,
Preston Broughton
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Figure F.1-66. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
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Figure F.1-67. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,
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Figure F.1-68. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,
Preston CC
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Figure F.1-69. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
Preston CC
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Figure F.1-70. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,
Preston E
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Figure F.1-71. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,
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Figure F.1-72. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
Preston E
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Figure F.1-73. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,
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Figure F.1-75. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
Preston N
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Figure F.1-76. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,
Preston NE
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Figure F.1-77. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,
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Figure F.1-78. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
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Figure F.1-79. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,
Preston NW
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Figure F.1-80. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,
Preston NW
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Figure F.1-81. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
Preston NW
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Figure F.1-82. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,

Preston W
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Figure F.1-83. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,

Preston W
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Figure F.1-84. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
Preston W
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Figure F.1-85. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,
South Ribble
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Figure F.1-86. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,

South Ribble
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Figure F.1-87. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,

South Ribble
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Figure F.1-88. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,

South Ribble E
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Figure F.1-89. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,
South Ribble E
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Figure F.1-90. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
South Ribble E
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Figure F.1-91. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,

South Ribble Samlesbury
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Figure F.1-92. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,

South Ribble Samlesbury
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Figure F.1-93. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
South Ribble Samlesbury
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Figure F.1-94. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,
South Ribble W
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Figure F.1-95. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,
South Ribble W

Stage 2A Report 103



Central Lancashire Local Plan Transport Evidence: Stage 2A
Appendix F.1

LP Mitigation
(Excluding Botany Bay Link)
vs Reference scenario

PM peak, 2041 «/{ - .

South Ribble West

Actual flow diff. [PCU/h] ST
5 » 2
125 | 2/
_.1 25 ey ) e ,’/
-250 i | /
5 -500 il =
) Sensitive junctions =7
S /
Employment developments
' Local Plan [ ~\%
A Reference and LP ‘ /
Housing developments 15
i Local Plan J 2.4km.

Reference and LP

%
d

StreetMap contributors

Figure F.1-96. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
South Ribble W
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Figure F.1-97. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak, M65
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Figure F.1-98. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak, M65
M6 M61
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Figure F.1-99. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak, M65
M6 M61
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Figure F.1-100. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,
M55
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Figure F.1-102. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
M55
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Figure F.1-103. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,
Mé61 J8

Stage 2A Report 109



Central Lancashire Local Plan Transport Evidence: Stage 2A
Appendix F.1

- > T -
— - - / ! (Q\
A “m,w 3 /“ iy
=\ [ i\
e ol: o
1 | i
g i \ \
§ A |
| | " 1
|
. 4 i
// |
nnnnnn 5N . e |
o i
738 | I
\ VA A | i
:\1“. o A\ D\ 25 100 [
. 1' o 46 :5 = "y T
dl S B\ s
e “: A\ | - \ =
] N\ T\ ;
NS y \ 595
2 ] *”\_‘ = ; 246 \
X } Il 150
LP Mitigation N I
(Excluding Botany Bay Link) (o f1 - /i
vs Reference scenario \ N /
Interpeak, 2041 '
Mé1 J8 \ ’ o Vi 4 ¥ # =
difference [PCU/h] \ 9P /
B, v;‘“ / W“ 4 204
D
;g’ : o By X ““\
Employment sites [jobs] = = =9 :
/ Local Plan 2 o =il
A Reference and LP
Housing sites [dwellings] [ / ==~ F | "~ = | i
’ S 0.2 04 0.6 km
¢ Local Plan |/ : I - b
Reference and LP |, - .:i N B o, N o
Figure F.1-104. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,
Mé61 J8
110

Stage 2A Report



Central Lancashire Local Plan Transport Evidence: Stage 2A
Appendix F.1

LP Mitigation
(Excluding Botany Bay Link)
vs Reference scenario

PM peak, 2041

M61 J8

Actual flows
difference [PCU/h]

500
250
125
=125
-250
-500
Employment sites [jobs]

Local Plan
A Reference and LP
Housing sites [dwellings]
® Local Plan |,

Reference and LP background: @OpenStreetMap contifb

tors

Figure F.1-105. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,
Mé61 J8
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Figure F.1-106. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak, M6
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Figure F.1-107. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak, M6
J31J31a
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Figure F.1-108. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak, M6
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Figure F.1-109. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak, M6
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Figure F.1-110. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak, M6
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Figure F.1-111. Actual Flow Difference, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak, M6
J28

Stage 2A Report 117



Central Lancashire Local Plan Transport Evidence: Stage 2A
Appendix F.2

F.2 Volume - to Capacity plots

F.2.1 Chorley

F.2.1.1 Scenario 3a V/C

LP Mitigation BT : = D :

(Excluding Botany Bay Link) | 4 by X :

AM peak, 2041

Buckshaw/Clayton

Volume/Capacity [%] N
— 0-60

— 60 - 80

g 80 - 85 i

i 85-120

Housing sites [dwellings]
Local Plan
Reference and LP

Employment sites [jobs] :
#d: @Op \StreetMap contributors"-"

Local Plan
A Reference and LP

Figure F.2-112. V/C Ratio, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation, 2041 AM Peak, Buckshaw Village
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Figure F.2-113. V/C Ratio, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation, 2041 Interpeak, Buckshaw Village
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Figure F.2-114. V/C Ratio, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation, 2041 PM Peak, Buckshaw Village
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Figure F.2-115. V/C Ratio, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation, 2041 AM Peak, Chorley
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Figure F.2-116. V/C Ratio, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation, 2041 Interpeak, Chorley
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Figure F.2-117. V/C Ratio, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation, 2041 PM Peak, Chorley
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Figure F.2-118. V/C Ratio, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation, 2041 AM Peak, Chorley S
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Figure F.2-119. V/C Ratio, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation, 2041 Interpeak, Chorley S

Stage 2A Report

125



Central Lancashire Local Plan Transport Evidence: Stage 2A
Appendix F.2

LP Mitigation |
(Excluding Botany Bay Link) o
PM peak, 2041 BE |

Chorley South
Volume/Capacity [%]

— 0-60
— 60 - 80
— 80 -85

— 85-120 -
Housing sites [dwellings]
Local Plan |

Reference and LP
Er:nployment sites [jobs]

Local Plan |
A Reference and LP

05 1 s 15km
‘.,‘_(\
bacllground: @OpenStreetMap contributors ..

Figure F.2-120. V/C Ratio, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation, 2041 PM Peak, Chorley S

Stage 2A Report

126



Central Lancashire Local Plan Transport Evidence: Stage 2A
Appendix F.2

LP Mitigation ' ., =
(Excluding Botany Bay Link)

AM peak, 2041
Chorley West

Volume/Capacity [%] ¢
g 0-60|" /
et 60 - 80
S 80 -85 : | _ i
—_ 85 - 120 gk
Housing sites [dwellings] .
Local Plan
Reference and LP

Employment sites [jobs] 0 054 it 1§ km
———

background: @Open$treetMap con tributéi's

Local Plan ;
A Reference and LP S A

Figure F.2-121. V/C Ratio, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation, 2041 AM Peak, Chorley W
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Figure F.2-122. V/C Ratio, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation, 2041 Interpeak, Chorley W
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Figure F.2-123. V/C Ratio, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation, 2041 PM Peak, Chorley W
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Figure F.2-124. V/C Ratio Comparison, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 AM Peak,

Buckshaw Village
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Figure F.2-125. V/C Ratio Comparison, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 Interpeak,

Buckshaw Village
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Figure F.2-126. V/C Ratio Comparison, Local Plan Sustainable Mitigation vs Reference, 2041 PM Peak,

Buckshaw Village
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