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Table 1 Model Convergence – TPS RTM DF7 

Period AM Peak Inter-Peak PM Peak 

Number of Iteration 61 56 77 

%Link with flow difference <1% 98.0 99.1 98.2 

Convergence Gap (%) 0.0068 0.0058 0.0087 

Figure 1 Overall Statistics – TPS RTM DF7: AM Peak 

 

Figure 2 Overall Statistics – TPS RTM DF7: Inter-Peak 
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Table 2 Model Convergence – TPS RTM DF7 

No Location Node(s) Description Amendments made 

1 A6 junction with B6241 
north of Preston 

82748 Incorrect U-turn coded, 
resulting traffic from M55 
routeing to A6 and head back 
on to M55 

Removed U-turn 
allocation from 82741 

2 A585 Garstang New 
Road/Lodge Lane 

88066 Incorrect turn allocation 
conflicting with signal phasing 
and staging causing 
significant delays 

Amended arms 81418 
and 82168 to allow for 
correct turn allocations 

3 A585 junction with B5409 
in Cleveleys 

83215 Give-way coded on the 
mainline from node 82503 

Removed Give-way 
marker 

4 M62 eastbound mainline 
approach to J38 

72723 Incorrect number of lanes 
coming from node 70282 

Coded correct number of 
lane 

5 A1079 junction with Long 
lane east of York 

78375 Only Turn 1 coded, preventing 
traffic travelling on A1079 
eastbound 

Included other turn 
movements as per reality 

6 A166 junction with Long 
lane east of York 

78379 Only Turn 1 coded, prevent 
traffic travelling on A166 
eastbound 

Included other turn 
movements as per reality 

7 A59 junction with A6131 
outside Skipton 

71746 Give-way coded on major arm 
from node 70737 

Removed Give-way 
marker 

8 A56 junction with A5081 
outside Manchester 

86677 Hamburger roundabout with 
right-turn missing from node 
80965 

Allow right turn 

 

Detailed images of the coding errors and amendments made is provided in Table 3 below. 

Table 3 Detailed Images of Coding Errors and Ammendments 

No DF7 Coding WSP’s Amendments 
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No DF7 Coding WSP’s Amendments 

6 

  

7 

  

8 

  

 

2.3 Assignment Impacts with WSP Amendments 

The revised assignments were carried out with the 8 amendments applied to the TPS RTM base models. 

Figures 5 to 7 below provide an overall picture of the flow difference (at AADT level) between the revised 

assignments and the original DF7 model assignments. 
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Figure 7 AADT Flow Difference – Preston and Fleetwood: WSP vs. DF7 

 

As expected, the assignments with the WSP’s revised coding produce significant difference compared to 

the DF7 assignments, particularly in York (A1079/A166 amendments), Preston (A6 amendment) and 

Fleetwood (A585 amendment) areas where the correction of network coding appear to result in significant 

traffic rerouteing on the network. 

Table 4 below provides a summary of the TPS RTM base year assignments with the WSP’s coding 

amendments implemented. 

Table 4 Model Convergence – TPS RTM with WSP’s Amendments 

Period AM Peak Inter-Peak PM Peak 

Number of Iteration 37 53 64 

%Link with flow difference <1% 98.0 99.0 98.2 

Convergence Gap (%) 0.0120 0.0043 0.0094 

The assignments with WSP’s coding amendments implemented results in reduction in model runtime by 

5%-39%. 

Figures 8 to 10 provide summary a high level statistics of the flow and journey validation for the base year 

assignments with WSP’s coding amendments applied. 
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Figure 10 Overall Statistics – TPS RTM with WSP’s Amendments: PM Peak 

 

With the WSP’s coding amendments applied, the revised models perform slightly better at overall level 

compared to the DF7 model assignments, as below: 

▪ Number of link with GEH<5 has improved slightly; 

▪ Number of link that meet the flow criterion are either similar or has improved slightly; and 

▪ Journey time route and groups with difference of less than 15% are either similar or have improved 

across three model periods. 

A high level check on the number of links with observed count include in to the model calibration/validation 

shows that there are a slight shift between ‘PASS’ and ‘FAIL’ category between the DF7 base models 

and the WSP’s coding amendment models, as provided in Table 5 below. 

Table 5 TPS RTM with WSP’s Amendments 

TPS RTM DF7 WSP’s Changes AM Peak Inter-Peak PM Peak 

From ‘PASS’ To ‘PASS’ 1,284 1,368 1,291 

From ‘PASS’ To ‘FAIL’ 11 3 5 

From ‘FAIL’ To ‘PASS’ 19 9 10 

From ‘FAIL’ To ‘FAIL’ 292 226 300 

Total Counts 1,606 1,606 1,606 

With the improvements made to number of selected junctions, the revised models with WSP’s changes 

resulted in slight improvements in the flow validation, with more number of links switching from ‘FAIL’ to 

‘PASS’ category compared to number of links switching from ‘PASS’ to ‘FAIL’ category. 

Detailed analysis of the difference in the assignment results between the WSP’s coding improvements 

and the DF7 is provided in the section below. 

2.4 Detailed Analysis 
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3. SUMMARY 

Upon receiving and analysing of the latest TPS RTM DF7 models, and by comparing with the DF2 version 

of the TPS RTM models WSP is currently using for the TfN SDC studies, number of coding errors were 

found, particularly on A1079 and A166 to the east of York; and A585 and A6 in Fleetwood and Preston 

areas. 

The revised coding has been applied the TPS RTM models and revised assignment show generally 

improvements in terms of flow validation for the three areas where the coding changes resulted in 

significant flow difference compared to the DF7 models. 

It is therefore recommended that the revised base year models with WSP’s coding amendments to be 

used as the baseline for the forecasting process of the TPTS+ studies. It is also recommended that the 

coding changes to be fed back to HE to update the TPS RTM models for the future use. 

 

 




