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1 Introduction 

1.1 The following note forms a response to AECOM’s technical note 2: A52 – Land at Toton Lane 

dated 6th February 2012.   

2 Bardills and Bramcote 

2.1 AECOM requested clarification from MVA regarding discrepancies between flows at Bardills and 

Bramcote Islands presented in Table 1 of their note.  

2.2 It should be noted that the PCU factors assumed in the AECOM note are not the factors used in 

GNTM. Table 2.1 below reproduces Table 1 of AECOM’s technical note 2 using the PCU factors 

included in the Nottingham model: 

� Car – 1 PCU 

� LGV – 1.3 PCUs 

� OGV – 2 PCUs 

2.3 Although a discrepancy is still shown between Appendix B and the LMVR flows, these differences 

are smaller than those in the AECOM note. The residual difference can be attributed to the 

junction being ‘exploded’ in the SATURN network.  

Table 2.1 Comparison of Modelled and Observed Flows 

  Observed Modelled 

  Appendix 

B 

LMVR Difference Appendix 

B 

LMVR Difference 

Bardills 

Roundabout AM 

5072 5096 -24 5375 5379 -4 
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Peak (Fig.3.3) 

Bardills 

Roundabout PM 

Peak (Fig.3.4) 

5872 5888 -16 6061 6042 +19 

Bramcote 

Roundabout AM 

Peak (Fig.3.5) 

5409 5453 -34 5486 5495 -9 

Bramcote 

Roundabout PM 

Peak (Fig.3.6) 

6110 6143 -33 6053 6043 +10 

 

2.4 AECOM’s note also requested details of slip road counts at M1 J25. These figures are presented 

in Table 2.2 and Table 2.3, these counts were not included in matrix estimation for the reason 

specified in the LMVR. 

Table 2.2 AM Flows M1 J25 

Description Modelled 

Flow 

Obs. 

Flow 

Difference % 

Diff 

GEH  DMRB 

M1 N 

entering 

junction 

695 875 -180 -21% 6 N 

M1 N exiting 

junction 
679 914 -236 -26% 8 N 

M1 S 

entering 

junction 

960 1123 -163 
-

15% 
5 Y 

M1 S exiting 

junction 
1516 1442 73 5% 2 Y 

 

Table 2.3  PM Flows M1 J25 

Description Modelled 

Flow 

Obs. 

Flow 

Difference % 

Diff 

GEH  DMRB 

M1 N 

entering 

junction 

694 954 -260 -27% 9 N 
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M1 N exiting 

junction 
656 964 -308 -32% 11 N 

M1 S 

entering 

junction 

1209 1229 -21 -2% 1 Y 

M1 S exiting 

junction 
1371 1160 212 18% 6 N 

3 Points of clarification 

3.1 A number of points are raised in AECOM’s note under section 4: Network Changes. The following 

points should clarify the reasoning for network coding changes. 

Signal timings 

3.2 Signal timings were originally supplied in the form of MOVA log files to MVA. These log files 

show how stage timings vary in line with traffic conditions in some cases from one cycle to the 

next. Unfortunately SATURN cannot offer this kind of fluid approach to coding signal timings, 

instead fixed stage times have to be coded. Signal timings were only changed where a warning 

in SATURN indicated count exceeded capacity for a particular movement and then changes to 

stage timings were kept within the range of times within the MOVA log file.  

Routeing of long distance traffic via B6540 

3.3 We initially became aware of this issue as a result of new count data at B6540 / A6005 

roundabout in Long Eaton. This showed that pre-matrix estimation flows on the B6540 were 

much higher than observed count data, the majority of this traffic was longer distance traffic 

from the A50 and south. Although some of this traffic destined for Long Eaton and Toton, may 

route via the B6540, it seems unlikely traffic destined for the area within the Nottingham Ring 

Road would take this route. Steps have been taken to reduce the level of traffic on the B6540 

including: 

� reducing speeds on the B6540; 

� it was also noted that capacity was lower than a count at the northbound M1 J24 off 

slip, meaning traffic that may use the A453 to reach Nottingham was instead travelling 

north to J25 and reaching its destination via the A52, adding delay at J25 and leading 

to traffic finding alternative routes such as the B6540.  

Use of non-standard flows 

3.4 MVA agree that on occasions non-standard saturation flows should be used when on-site 

observations justify this. However in the case of the re-coded junctions for this exercise there is 

no evidence to suggest that the junctions in question are significantly different from other 

priority junctions in neighbouring areas. Changes were made to a series of priority junctions 

within the Beeston area which were found to have higher than normal right turn saturation 
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flows. The higher than normal right turns increase the likelihood of rat running through this 

area. Right turn flows have been brought in line with neighbouring areas. 

4 Conclusion 

4.1 This note aims to clarify points of concern raised in AECOM’s technical note. As a further check 

we also propose to sense check future year flows against observed count data, Select Link 

Analysis of development trips will also be presented in the development testing report. With 

these additional measures, MVA feel the model is fit for the purpose of assessing the Land west 

of Toton Lane development. 


