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This Analytical Assurance Statement covers: 

1) The Traffic Data Additional Review produced by Systra and dated 30/01/2019 
2) The specific review of each SRN link considered, comparing local and regional traffic model (RTM) 

outputs, undertaken in 2020 to determine which data is more appropriate for use. 

The Systra report compares RTM modelled and observed flows, HGVs, and speeds to demonstrate the 
consistency (or otherwise) on PCM links. The assurance also covers the comparability of the model outputs 
with standard practice for AQ model traffic data. Note that the eventual analysis should be assured separately; 
in particular the impact on air quality model outputs should be assured by a subject matter specialist. 

For both peak hours, and on an AADT basis, there is a good correlation for flows (R2 > 0.8 and a slope close to 
1). The correlation for %HGVs and speed is weaker, but has a slope close to 1 showing no inherent bias. The 
uncertainty has been quantified in Table 4 of the review, which shows: 

• The difference between modelled and observed flows is <25% in 90% of cases (AADT) 

• The difference between %heavies is less than 5 percentage points in 80% of cases (AADT) 

• The difference in speed would not change the speed band classification in 97% of cases (AADT). 

Data from local models has been reviewed in comparison to the RTM outputs. In  most cases the reviews 
identified reasons (such as high or low flows on particular links) why the local model was less preferable than 
the RTM. However in one of these cases – PCM link 48064 on the M27 – it was deemed that the local Smart 
Motorway model was more appropriate for use.   

The use of this data for any purpose leaves scope for challenge with regard to differences between modelled 
and observed data. This is particularly the case for %HGVs and speeds.  However as the report notes this is not 
different from any model of this type, and the use of the RTM data is consistent with standard good practice 
within Highways England (for example in scheme development); typically local checks or additional validation 
might be undertaken, but these would normally focus on total flows and route-based journey times rather 
than on HGVs. 

Overall, Appropriateness is considered Green-Amber – whilst the model flows have not come from bespoke 
modelling, they have been reviewed in great detail and are not substantively different from any other model 
flows used in HE’s AQ analysis. Compliance is considered Green-Amber, since that review followed the original 
scope and has discussed both the appropriateness and uncertainty of the data, and the data itself is drawn 
from the Highways England model agreed at the time of use. Uncertainty is considered Amber. The level of 
uncertainty in the model outputs is very well understood, as discussed above. This uncertainty does have the 
potential to materially affect the results of any analysis based upon them; this should be communicated 
appropriately during the course of the work by a person with appropriate understanding of the sensitivities of 
air quality modelling. Overall fitness for purpose is Amber – there is uncertainty inherent in the analysis to be 
used; air quality modellers should be confident that this is fully understood and communicated in their own 
analysis.  

 

The subject of this Analytic Assurance Statement  is part of a staged decision making process:  No 
If “Yes”, the section below must be completed. 

If the scope and quality of the analysis does not change during the next stage, the outcome of the next stage would be: 
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