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1 The Coppid Beech Junction Improvement Scheme 

1.1 OVERVIEW 

1.1.1 We are pleased to submit our Local Pinch Point Funding application for the Coppid Beech 
Junction improvement project. This is required to relieve congestion at this important road junction 
and provide improved access to adjacent areas of West Wokingham and neighbouring Bracknell to 
the east. It also is the critical element unlocking development potential both to the east and west of 
the junction. It will also improve conditions for sustainable transport (walking and cycling) in the area.   

  
1.2 KEY SCHEME ELEMENTS 

1.2.1 The scheme has three key elements:  

 Additional lanes provided to the slip roads and circulatory carriageway 

 Signalisation of all slip road accesses to the roundabout 

 Improved walk / cycle facilities 

1.2.2 Plans of the scheme and its general location in Wokingham are shown below.  

 

1.3 SCHEME OBJECTIVES 

1.3.1 The key objectives of the scheme are as follows: 

1. An improvement in traffic conditions between Do Something 1 (new scheme but no 
developments) and Do Minimum;  
  

2. An improvement in traffic conditions between Do Something 2 (new scheme with 
developments) and Do Minimum;   

 
3. No worsening in traffic conditions between Do Something (2) and present day; 

 
4. Facilitation of Wokingham  and Bracknell developments;   

 
5. Encourage use of sustainable transport through the junction, as currently there is 

poor provision and nothing for cyclists - also supports  desire to get a NCN route 
through this junction forming a Reading to Windsor link 

 

1.3.2 The objectives have been used as basis of the evaluation strategy, see section 4. 

 

 



Figure 1.1: Coppid Beech Junction Improvement 

 



Figure 1.2: Location of Coppid Beech in Wokingham and Bracknell (AC1 on plan) 

 

 



2 Business Case Elements 

2.1 STRATEGIC CASE  

2.1.1 The scheme is submitted as a project to provide access to key development sites and 
complementary to this, addresses a traffic pinch point on the principal highway network.    

2.1.2 Capacity issues at the Coppid Beech junction has been a stumbling block to the gradual 
realisation of the key development sites located near the junction. Removal of this issue will enable 
the development consortia involved to have confidence that planning discussions can take place 
without a major element of uncertainty to be concerned with.  If this was not the case, delivery of the 
development would be far less certain in terms of both scale and timing. 

2.1.3 Information on the developments in Wokingham and Bracknell supported by this scheme is 
noted in section 3 below.    

2.1.4 Full details of this strategic background are given on the main bid form and supporting pro-
forma.     

2.2 MANAGEMENT CASE 

2.2.1 The main bid form provides a full response to the requirements, however the programme, 
QRA output and risk register are included as appendices to the main submission. The full 
compendium of bid documents is noted in the reference section concluding this document.     

2.3 RISK MANAGEMENT STRATEGY  

2.3.1 The LPPF bidding guidance sets out a requirement for promoters to prepare a supporting 
Risk Management Strategy and in addition, ask four specific questions on how risk is being handled: 

 What Risk Allowance is applied; 
 How will cost overruns be dealt with;  
 What are the main risks to project delivery timescales and what is the cost impact; and 
 How will cost overruns be shared between non-DfT funding partners  

2.3.2  Reponses to each of these are provided in the main bid document, but these should be 
seen in the context of the overall strategy for managing risk adopted for the Coppid Beech Junction 
scheme 

2.3.3 The objective of the strategy is to ensure that the risks potentially affecting the scheme 
are identified, assessed and reviewed and that measures are in place to manage risk and 
respond to changes in the level of risk. 

Specific actions covered by the strategy include these critical tasks:  

 Setting up the risk register covering as many risks as can be identified and whose 
impact can be classified;  

 Maintenance of the risk register; 



 Managing the risks through a process of review, coupled to specific actions – 
toleration, treating the risk by mitigation actions, transferring the risk to another 
owner, or terminating the activity in question, thus extinguishing the risk; 

 For those remaining under active management, escalating the risk if it cannot be 
mitigated or otherwise dealt with.     

  
2.3.4 The February 2013 risk register is appended to this document.  From this, the principal 
risks are associated with the technical negotiation of scheme details with Bracknell Forest 
Council and the possibility of unforeseen environmental aspects causing programme delays.      

2.3.5 The risk register will be kept under regular review, as much of the delivery process is at an 
early state of organisation. In addition to this: 

 The risk register will be updated with periodic workshops aligned to the main delivery milestones;  

 The Council will seek to transfer ownership of certain construction-related risks to the 
contractor, through the procurement process; 

 The Project Manager will keep the risk register up to date and in the event of any 
changes potentially raising the level of exposure, the respective risk owners and SRO 
will be informed, with all actions (e.g. formal escalation to the Project Board) recorded in 
the risk management log; 

2.3.6 At the present time, the risk register is being developed to include the project manager’s 
responses to risks and the document includes initial views on the identity of the risk owners and 
their respective actions. This will be taken forward noting the on-going risk responses, however 
active management of the strategy through the risk register in a substantive manner awaits the 
first meeting of the project delivery team and Project Steering Group.  

2.3.7 It will be necessary for the Project Steering Group to be properly constituted by mid-
2013, as detail design would have to commence at that point (assuming bid success).  This 
would have a major role for the external stakeholders, the Highways Agency and Bracknell 
Forest Council, both of whom are effective partners in scheme delivery and of the risk 
management strategy. In elaborating the risk register, Wokingham B.C. will seek to include 
these partners in risk ownership, to reflect their practical role in achieving the scheme.   

2.3.8 The Coppid Beech scheme is felt to carry only a relatively low level of inherent risk, due 
to its organisational simplicity (small scale of scheme and degree of Council control of delivery), 
non-pressurised delivery timescale and non-complex construction aspects. In reality, the 
scheme should be regarded as a major traffic management initiative, rather than a major item of 
highway construction.    

2.3.9 Any perceived issues in securing detailed scheme approval has to be set against the lack of 
planning permission needed, lack of need for TROs, the support shown by stakeholders and the lack 
of local residents in the immediate vicinity.  

 

 

 



Project Assurance 

2.3.10 The bid form notes the Council’s Section 151 Officer’s statement that appropriate 
assurance mechanisms are in place, but without seeking a demonstration of the said approach 
and processes. We therefore note some of the key points below.  

2.3.11 Wokingham’s approach to project assurance has three main strands:   

 
 An independent Assurance Manager, separate from the project team, working to audit 

progress with reference to the Quality Plan. The Assurance Manager reports directly to 
the SRO, who can at any time request audits of the systems and project in addition to 
the planned cycle of audits;   
 

 A Staged Programme of auditing aligned to the milestones in project delivery. As this is 
a relatively simple project, formal gateway reviews and explicit ‘approval to proceed’ 
decisions will be streamlined, however the rights to raise issues as they arise to the SRO 
are retained and can be invoked if necessary. This would trigger specific actions by way 
of response, including, where necessary, resolutions of the Project Board; 

 
 Standards to audit, principally the delivery programme, the risk register and risk log, the 

financial programme and exceptions reporting – i.e. departures from standard 
procedures, recorded by the project manager.   

 

2.3.12 The Project Assurance will be the responsibility of G. Ebers (S.151 Officer) 

2.4 FINANCIAL CASE 

2.4.1 The costs and contributions towards this scheme are set out in the main bid document. The 
necessary commitment of external contributions from the Council and others is noted in the response 
to Q. B3 and B4.   

2.5 COMMERCIAL CASE 

2.5.1 An appropriate allowance in the programme has been made for a conventional procurement 
exercise to take place, without taking any undue risks of delivery overruns. This is the Council’s 
preferred approach to larger works of this type, which also falls outside the (cost) scope of works 
capable of being handled by the term maintenance contractor (BBLP).  

 
 
 
  



3 Value for Money (Economic Case) 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

3.1.1 Further information, supporting the information provided in the bid form, pro-forma and AST, 
is provided in the section below. This is set out in the order each topic appears in the AST.  

3.1.2 Where it has been possible to undertake a qualitative WebTAG–based appraisal, the 
appropriate scoring mechanism has been used; otherwise ‘beneficial’ or ‘adverse’ has been included 
in the “Qualitative” cells.    

3.2 ECONOMIC APPRAISALS 

Transport modelling summary 

3.2.1 The Coppid Beech (CB) junction scheme represents an improvement scheme to existing 
highway, which will improve access to a range of development sites across Wokingham borough and 
Bracknell Forest. 

3.2.2 The CB scheme assessment has considered the following scenarios: 

 Do-minimum 1 (no trips to/from development and no CB scheme) 

 Do-minimum 2 (with the trips to/from development but no CB scheme) 

 Do-something 1 (no trips to/from development but with the CB scheme) 

 Do-something 2 (with the trips to/from development and with the CB scheme) 

3.2.3 The assessment of the CB was undertaken using Wokingham Strategic Transport Model 3 
(WSTM3) in Saturn and local ARCADY and LinSig traffic analysis programmes. 

3.2.4 The Wokingham Strategic Transport Model (WSTM) was originally developed for 
Wokingham Borough Council (WBC) in 2010 for the 2010 AM, PM and Inter Peak hours with future 
year networks prepared for 2017 and 2026 for the AM and PM peak hours only. The reports using 
WSTM were issued as follows: 

 WSTM Local Model Validation Report, March 2011 

 WSTM Forecasting Methodology, April 2011 

 WSTM Forecast Year Results Report, January 2012. 

3.2.5 As part of the continuing model refinement in 2012, WSP was commissioned to update the 
WSTM to address issues that have arisen during a review of the need for mitigation measures and to 
provide an up to date robust basis for scheme/development assessments to support on-going 
infrastructure delivery associated with housing delivery in the borough. 

3.2.6 Following the base year model refinement a new version of the base year strategic model, 
WSTM3, has been produced. Development, calibration and validation of the WebTAG compliant 



WSTM3 to 2010 conditions is fully reported in the “WSTM3 Local Model Validation Report (LMVR), 
January 2013”. 

3.2.7 The do-minimum and do-something forecast scenarios have been prepared using the latest 
WSTM3 for 2017 (which serves as a proxy for the scheme opening year) and 2026 (which is the final 
year of the WBC’s Core Strategy). 

3.2.8 Overall demand for travel across the network is expected to change from the base year 
(2010) to a forecast year. The basic approach for the construction of the forecast matrices is that the 
significant developments are to be modelled explicitly but the overall level of growth is constrained to 
NTEM forecasts. This is followed by the application of the fuel and income adjustment factors as per 
the WebTAG guidance. 

3.2.9 All the scenarios take into account planned and committed development inside and outside 
Wokingham borough including the on-site and off-site infrastructure provision. However, the do-
minimum 1 and do-something 1 scenarios exclude all the trips associated with the developments in 
Bracknell and Wokingham that are likely to benefit from the improvements at CB.  

3.2.10 These are developments in Wokingham town centre, North and South Wokingham Strategic 
Development Locations (SDLs) and developments in Bracknell town centre and west of the town 
centre. Further information on the developments excluded from the do-minimum 1 and do-something 
1 can be found in tables 3.1 and 3.2. The associated vehicle trip generation can be found in table 3.3. 

Table 3.1:  CB Scheme - quantum of developments excluded from the do-min 1 and do-
something 1 in 2017 but included in the do-min 2 and do-something 2. 

 Land Use Wokingham 
Town Centre 

North 
Wokingham SDL 

South 
Wokingham SDL Bracknell 

Housing (no.) C3 191 977 970 522 

Retail (m2) A1+A2+A3 16,600 0 0 48,466 

Hotel (m2) C1 3,000 0 0 227 
Employment 
(m2) B1+B2+B8 0 0 0 82,774 

Primary School 
(unit) D1 0 0 1 1 

Secondary 
School (unit) D1 0 0 0 1 

 
  



Table 3.2: CB Scheme - quantum of developments excluded from the do-min 1 and do-
something 1 in 2026 but included in the do-min 2 and do-something 2. 

 Land Use Wokingham 
Town Centre 

North 
Wokingham SDL 

South 
Wokingham SDL Bracknell 

Housing (no.) C3 191 1,500 2,490 1,525 

Retail (m2) A1+A2+A3 16,600 0 0 48,966 

Hotel (m2) C1 3,000 0 0 227 
Employment 
(m2) B1+B2+B8 0 2,290 0 86,794 

Primary School 
(unit) D1 0 1 2 1 

Secondary 
School (unit) D1 0 0 0 1 

 
Table 3.3:  Trip generation by the developments excluded from the do-min 1 and do-
something 1 but included in the do-min 2 and do-something 2. 

Trip generation, veh AM PM 
2010 - 2017 2010 - 2026 2010 - 2017 2010 - 2026 

Vehicles 4,218 5,648 4,499 5,690 
 
3.2.11 Further details on the forecast scenario assumptions are given in the “WSTM3 Forecasting 
Report for the LPPF”, February 2013. 

3.2.12 To assess the impact of the CB the network covering the whole WSTM3 study area was 
used. This is to recognise the wide area coverage of the development sites that may benefit from the 
improvements at Coppid Beech and the network wide impact of the traffic reassignment. To illustrate, 
the 2026 AM flow difference plot between the do-something 2 and do-something 1 is shown in figure 
3.1. 



Figure 3.1: CB scheme - 2026 AM actual flows, Do-something 2 minus do-something 1. 

 
 

3.2.13 The model outputs were extracted from the 2017 and 2026, AM and PM peak hour WSTM3 
models and include actual link flows and delays. The model outputs are graphically presented in 
figures 44 - 91 in Appendix F of the forecast report. The figures show the modelled values for each of 
the scenario as well as changes in actual link flows and delays between the do-minimum and do-
something scenarios (i.e. without and with CB improvements) with increases shown in green and 
reductions shown in blue. Values are shown in passenger car units (pcu) per hour. 

3.2.14 The modelling undertaken in WSTM3 shows that the traffic is forecast to increase when all 
the committed development in Wokingham borough and Bracknell Forest comes forward in 2026 with 
the current roundabout having insufficient capacity to cope with future flows, resulting in nearly 4 
minutes delays on the approach from the A329 London Road in the AM and almost 6.5 minutes 
delays on the approach from the B3408 London Road in the PM (figures 75 and 87Error! Reference 
source not found. in Appendix F of the forecast report, which are reproduced below).



 

Delay seconds. CB scheme, do-minimum 2, 2026 AM
(Figure 75 in Appendix F)

Delay seconds. CB scheme, do-minimum 2, 2026 PM
(Figure 87 in Appendix F)

 

3.2.15 The full signalisation of the Coppid Beech roundabout would ease the congestion at the 
junction and allow traffic to go where it wants to go rather than seek rat runs through local roads. In 
the 2026 do-something 2 scenario (with the trips to/from development and with the CB scheme) the 
delays on the A329 and B3408 London Road approaches are predicted to drop to less than 16 
seconds in the both peaks, which is a significant improvement in comparison with the do-minimum 
scenarios (figures 79 and 91 in Appendix F of the forecast report, which are reproduced below). This 
is despite the junction throughput increasing with the new development coming forward. 
 

 

Delay seconds. CB scheme, do-something 2 
minus do-minimum 2, 2026 AM (Figure 79 in 

Appendix F)

Delay seconds. CB scheme, do-something 2 
minus do-minimum 2, 2026 PM (Figure 91 in 

Appendix F) 
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Queue 
(PCU)

Delay 
(s)

RFC / 
PCU(%)

Arm A 15.2 22.1 75.80%

Arm B 2.06 5.39 0.68

Arm C 0.58 4.08 0.37

Arm D 16.25 36.65 0.96

AM 2012
Queue 
(PCU)

Delay 
(s)

RFC / 
PCU(%)

Arm A 9.3 10.1 52.55%

Arm B 87.29 134.12 1.08

Arm C 1.59 16.76 0.62

Arm D 1.37 5.22 0.58

PM 2012

3.2.16 To assess the impact of the SLR the WSTM3 network in Saturn has been cordoned to an 
area showing measurable differences in delays and flows between the do-minimum and do-
something scenarios. . 

3.2.17 In addition to the SATURN assessment a detailed analysis has been completed using 
junction assessment tools (LinSig / ARCADY) to assess delays and congestion. 

Coppid Beech Traffic Assessment - Methodology 
 
3.2.18 The existing junction is a partially signalised four arm gyratory. It intersects between the 
A329 (M) running between Bracknell and Reading, the B3408 exiting Bracknell and the A329 
London Road exiting Wokingham. Three arms operate under priority control and the A329 (M) SB 
off slip is signalised.  

3.2.19 Due to the part signalisation it was decided that the junction should be modelled in both 
ARCADY for the three priority arms and LinSig for the signalised arm and the results combined 
from the outputs. 

3.2.20 The flows were taken from the WSTM model. Demand flows were used so as to fully 
appraise the potential delay created by the junction. Three scenarios were modelled in both AM 
and PM;  

 Existing 2012 
 Do Minimum (DM2 2026) – Full SDL and FNDR without an improvement scheme at Coppid 

Beech 
 Do Something (DS2 2026) – Full SDL and FNDR with an improvement scheme at Coppid 

Beech 

3.2.21 Both the existing 2012 and the DM2 2026 were modelled in ARCADY and LinSig with the 
results combined as shown in the table 3.1 (AM 2012, PM 2012, DM2 AM 2026 – Demand Flow 
and DM2 PM 2026 – Demand Flow). Whereas for DS2 2026, shown in the results table 3.2 (DS2 
AM 2026 – Demand Flow and DS2 PM 2026 – Demand Flow) all arms were only modelled in 
LinSig as they are all signalised in this scenario.  

 
Results - Arm Labels: 
 

 Arm A:  A329(M) SB Off Slip 
 Arm B:  B3408 
 Arm C:  A329(M) NB Off Slip  
 Arm D:  A329 London Road  

 
 

Table 3.1: Results tables 2012 
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Queue 
(PCU) Delay (s) RFC / 

PCU(%)
Arm A 24 70.45 98.50%

Arm B 2.14 5.73 0.68

Arm C 1.13 5.69 0.53

Arm D 159.1 243.67 1.17

DM2 AM 2026 - Demand Flow
Queue 
(PCU) Delay (s) RFC / 

PCU(%)
Arm A 185.4 609 144.70%

Arm B 3.01 14.88 0.76

Arm C 1.27 7.23 0.56

Arm D 4.5 8.55 0.82

DM2 PM 2026 - Demand Flow

Queue 
(PCU)

Delay 
(s) DoS

Arm A 26.77 11.33 83.73%

Arm B 31.30 10.70 84.63%

Arm C 23.8 4.4 56.60%

Arm D 26.525 5.5 65.70%

DS2 PM 2026 - Demand Flow
Queue 
(PCU)

Delay 
(s) DoS

Arm A 22.77 6.73 69.37%

Arm B 25.03 5.60 65.53%

Arm C 9.7 2.9 33.90%

Arm D 14.75 7.7 66.85%

DS2 AM 2026 - Demand Flow

Table 3.2: Results tables Do Minimum 2026 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 3.3: Results tables Do Something 2026 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.2.22 In DM2 AM 2026 the junction has a total demand flow of 5,333pcu. As can be seen from 
the results table in Figure 2, there is significant delay of 243.67s on Arm D which is overcapacity 
with an RFC of 1.17 and a queue of 159.1pcu Arm A is also close to capacity at 98.5% DoS and 
delay is high at 70.45s. 

3.2.23 In DM2 PM 2026 the junction has a total demand flow of 5,111pcu. As can be seen from 
the results table in Figure 2, Arm A is greatly oversaturated at 144.7% DoS and delay and 
queuing are very high at 609s and 185.4pcu respectively  

3.2.24 In DS2 AM 2026 the junction has a total demand flow of 5,699pcu. The results table in 
Figure 3 shows all arms with plenty of spare capacity and delays are minimal. Queuing is on 
average greatly reduced over the DM2 scenario. 

3.2.25 In DS2 PM 2026 the junction has a total demand flow of 5,791pcu. The results table in 
Figure 3 shows all arms performing within the recommended design capacity of 85% DoS.  
Delays are also minimal and queuing is on average significantly reduced from the DM2 scenario. 

Summary 

3.2.26 The modelled scheme (Scenario DS2 2026) in the AM moves a total of 5,699pcu through 
the junction, with considerable spare capacity. The modelled scheme (Scenario DS2 2026) in the 
PM moves a total of 5,791pcu through the junction with reasonable spare capacity. This is 
366pcu and 680pcu respectively more throughput than is achieved by the modelling of the 
without scheme (scenario DM2 2026) and also has minimal associated delay. These results show 
the proposed Coppid Beech scheme to have a significant benefit when compared to the Do 
Minimum scenario. 

Journey Reliability – business users and transport providers 

3.2.27 A qualitative entry is provided for the AST. Ideally VISSIM output would be used for 
calculating reliability impacts.  

 

 



 

Wokingham Coppid Beech – Feb 2013 15 
 

Regeneration 

3.2.28 The supporting information for the AST entries on regeneration impacts are shown 
below. The achievement of these development sites is partly dependent on the availability of 
additional capacity at Coppid Beech junction, to avoid extended delays and/or diversions to 
unsuitable routes and additional mileage travelled.   

North Wokingham Strategic Development Location 

Table 3.4: New Jobs Created on North Wokingham Employment Sites  

SITE TYPE/USE FLOORSPACE m2 FTE JOBS¹ 
    
Toutley Industrial 
Estate extension 

Office/Service Sector 22,100 1,228 

Kentwood Farm Office/Service Sector 800 44 
    
 TOTAL 22,900 1,272 
 ¹ One worker per 18 m2 of office space: Roger Tym and Partners 1997 SERPLAN 

Table 3.5: Jobs created from new house construction at North Wokingham SDL  
DEVELOPMENT 
SITE 

NUMBER OF 
HOUSES 

DIRECT 
JOBS FTE 
(X1.5)¹ 

INDIRECT JOBS 
FTE  (X 6)² 

TOTAL JOBS 

          
North Wokingham 1,350 2,025 8,100 10,125 
¹ Home Builders Federation: 1.5 FTE jobs created for every house built 
² Home Builders Federation:  6 FTE indirect jobs created for every house built 
 

3.2.29 Direct jobs are those directly involved in construction. Indirect jobs are those that will be 
created in the supply chain as a result of construction activity. 

Table 3.6: GVA expressed as Increase in the economy of annual earnings per new FTE 
SECTOR AVERAGE ANNUAL 

EARNINGS PER 
SECTOR¹ 

UPLIFT IN NUMBER 
OF FTE JOBS IN 
SECTOR 

ADDITIONAL 
EARNINGS TO THE 
ECONOMY PER 
ANNUM 

Housing 
Construction   

£28,132 10,125 £284,836,500 

Office Service 
Sector 

£22,984 1272 £29,235,648 

    
 TOTAL 11,397 £314,072,148 
¹ ONS average Weekly Wages by Sector 
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South Wokingham Strategic Development Location 

Table 3.7: Jobs Created from new house construction in South Wokingham SDL  

DEVELOPMENT 
SITE 

NUMBER OF 
HOUSES 

DIRECT 
JOBS FTE 
(X1.5)¹ 

INDIRECT JOBS 
FTE  (X 6)² 

TOTAL JOBS 

          

South 
Wokingham 

2,500 3,750 15,000 18,750 

          

 TOTAL  2,500     18,750 

¹ Home Builders Federation: 1.5 FTE jobs created for every house built 

² Home Builders Federation:  6 FTE indirect jobs created for every house built 

3.2.30 Direct jobs are those directly involved in construction. Indirect jobs are those that will be 
created in the supply chain as a result of construction activity. 

Table 3.8: GVA expressed as increase in the economy of annual earnings per new FTE 

SECTOR AVERAGE ANNUAL 
EARNINGS PER 
SECTOR¹ 

UPLIFT IN NUMBER 
OF FTE JOBS IN 
SECTOR 

ADDITIONAL 
EARNINGS TO THE 
ECONOMY PER 
ANNUM 

Housing 
Construction   

£28,132 18,750 £527,475,000 

    
 TOTAL 18,750 £527,475,000 
¹ ONS average Weekly Wages by Sector 

Amen Corner South Development Site, Bracknell 

Table 3.9: New Jobs Created on North Wokingham Employment Sites  
SITE TYPE/USE FLOORSPACE m2 FTE JOBS¹ 
    
Amen Corner 
Business Space 

Office space for SMEs 35,000 m2 1944 

    
  TOTAL 1944 
 ¹ One worker per 18 sqm of office space: Roger Tym and Partners 1997 SERPLAN 
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Table 3.10: Jobs created from new house construction at Amen Corner, Bracknell 

DEVELOPMENT 
SITE 

NUMBER OF 
HOUSES 

DIRECT 
JOBS FTE 
(X1.5)¹ 

INDIRECT JOBS 
FTE  (X 6)² 

TOTAL JOBS 

          
Amen Corner 
(Burgundy Hatch) 
– Area north of 
B3048 

400 600 2,400 3,000 

 Amen Corner 
South - Area 
between B3048 
and A329 

 727  1,090  4,362 5,452 

     
 TOTAL  1027     8,452 
¹ Home Builders Federation: 1.5 FTE jobs created for every house built 
² Home Builders Federation:  6 FTE indirect jobs created for every house built 

3.2.31 Direct jobs are those directly involved in construction. Indirect jobs are those that will be 
created in the supply chain as a result of construction activity. 

Table 3.11: GVA expressed as increase in the economy of annual earnings per new FTE 

SECTOR AVERAGE ANNUAL 
EARNINGS PER 
SECTOR¹ 

UPLIFT IN NUMBER 
OF FTE JOBS IN 
SECTOR 

ADDITIONAL 
EARNINGS TO THE 
ECONOMY PER 
ANNUM 

Housing 
Construction   

£28,132 8,452 £237,771,664 

Office Service 
Sector 

£22,984 1,944 £44,680,896 

 TOTAL 10,396 £282,452,560 
¹ ONS average Weekly Wages by Sector 

Amen Corner North Development Site, Bracknell 

Table 3.12: Jobs created from new house construction at Blue Mountain, Bracknell 

DEVELOPMENT 
SITE 

NUMBER OF 
HOUSES 

DIRECT 
JOBS FTE 
(X1.5)¹ 

INDIRECT JOBS 
FTE  (X 6)² 

TOTAL JOBS 

          
Amen Corner 
North  

400 600 2400 3,000 

          
       Total 3,000 
¹ Home Builders Federation: 1.5 FTE jobs created for every house built 
² Home Builders Federation:  6 FTE indirect jobs created for every house built 
 
3.2.32 Direct jobs are those directly involved in construction. Indirect jobs are those that will be 
created in the supply chain as a result of construction activity. 
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Table 3.13: GVA expressed as increase in the economy of annual earnings per new FTE 
SECTOR AVERAGE ANNUAL 

EARNINGS PER 
SECTOR¹ 

UPLIFT IN NUMBER 
OF FTE JOBS IN 
SECTOR 

ADDITIONAL 
EARNINGS TO THE 
ECONOMY PER 
ANNUM 

Housing 
Construction   

£28,132 3,000 £84,396,000 

    
 TOTAL 3,000 £84,396,000 
¹ ONS average Weekly Wages by Sector 

Blue Mountain Development Site, Bracknell  

Table 3.14: Jobs created from new house construction at Blue Mountain, Bracknell 

DEVELOPMENT 
SITE 

NUMBER OF 
HOUSES 

DIRECT 
JOBS FTE 
(X1.5)¹ 

INDIRECT JOBS 
FTE  (X 6)² 

TOTAL JOBS 

          
Blue Mountain  400 600 2400 3,000 
          
       Total 3,000 
¹ Home Builders Federation: 1.5 FTE jobs created for every house built 
² Home Builders Federation:  6 FTE indirect jobs created for every house built 

3.2.33 Direct jobs are those directly involved in construction. Indirect jobs are those that will be 
created in the supply chain as a result of construction activity. 

Table 3.15: GVA expressed as increase in the economy of annual earnings per new FTE 
SECTOR AVERAGE ANNUAL 

EARNINGS PER 
SECTOR¹ 

UPLIFT IN NUMBER 
OF FTE JOBS IN 
SECTOR 

ADDITIONAL 
EARNINGS TO THE 
ECONOMY PER 
ANNUM 

Housing 
Construction   

£28,132 3,000 £84,396,000 

    
 TOTAL 3,000 £84,396,000 
¹ ONS average Weekly Wages by Sector 

Warfield (Hatch Green) Development Site, Bracknell 

Table 3.16: Jobs created from new house construction, Warfield (Hatch Green), Bracknell 

DEVELOPMENT 
SITE 

NUMBER OF 
HOUSES 

DIRECT 
JOBS FTE 
(X1.5)¹ 

INDIRECT JOBS 
FTE  (X 6)² 

TOTAL JOBS 

          
Warfield (Hatch 
Green) 
Development Site 

2200 3300 13,200 16,500 

          
       Total 16,500 
¹ Home Builders Federation: 1.5 FTE jobs created for every house built 
² Home Builders Federation:  6 FTE indirect jobs created for every house built 
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3.2.34 Direct jobs are those directly involved in construction. Indirect jobs are those that will be 
created in the supply chain as a result of construction activity. 

Table 3.17: GVA expressed as increase in the economy of annual earnings per new FTE 
SECTOR AVERAGE ANNUAL 

EARNINGS PER 
SECTOR¹ 

UPLIFT IN NUMBER 
OF FTE JOBS IN 
SECTOR 

ADDITIONAL 
EARNINGS TO THE 
ECONOMY PER 
ANNUM 

Housing 
Construction   

£28,132 16,500 £464,178,000 

    
 TOTAL 16,500 £464,178,000 
¹ ONS average Weekly Wages by Sector 

Table 3.18: Summary  
 
Site  Number of 

Houses 
Employment 
land (sq.m) 

Number of jobs 
(FTE) 

GVA Additional 
Earnings       (£ 
pa) 

     
Wokingham Town 
Centre Regeneration 

154 16,210 1,962 £46,458,984 

North Wokingham SDL 1,272 22,900 11,397 £314,072,148 
South Wokingham SDL 2,500 0 18,750 £527,475,000 
Amen Corner South 1027 35,000  10,396 £282,452,560 
Amen Corner North 400  3,000 £84,396,000 
Blue Mountain 400 0 3,000 £84,396,000 
Warfield 2200 0 16,500 £464,178,000 
     
TOTALS 7,553 74,110 62,005 £1,803,428,692 
     

 
Wider impacts 

3.2.35 WebTAG 2.8 advises that Wider Impacts should be assessed for schemes under the 
following conditions: 

 Labour Supply impacts and Change in Output in imperfectly competitive markets should 
be assessed for all schemes with a cost in excess of £20m; 

 Agglomeration impacts should be assessed for Functional Urban Areas (FUR); 

 The move to more or less productive jobs should be appraised ONLY where it is possible 
to do so with a Land Use Transport Interaction (LUTI) model. 

3.2.36 In this case, the Coppid Beech scheme falls well below the advisory cost threshold and a 
LUTI model is not available for the appraisal of job productivity moves. It is worth saying that 
Wokingham does fall within an FUR, therefore the impact of positive agglomeration benefits might 
reasonably be expected in this case.   
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3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL APPRAISALS 

Noise 

3.3.1 No significant impacts are anticipated. In noise terms, the proposed changes are very 
slight, with only a limited number of sensitive receptors located in the vicinity.   

3.3.2 Slight (adverse) impacts (i.e. changes of 1 dB and above) would only be expected where 
flows change by at least 25%, speeds by around 20% and the distance between the source and 
receiver by at least 20% (or a combination thereof, and assuming the section of road is question 
is the dominant source of noise), which is unlikely to be the case here.   

3.3.3 Overall, therefore, the noise effects associated with the proposed works are anticipated 
to be very limited in terms of magnitude and area 

Air Quality 

3.3.4 The proposed scheme is anticipated to lead to an improvement in air quality (exposure to 
NO2 and PM10 concentrations) overall. 

 NO2 - The proposed scheme does NOT affect air quality within an AQMA.  

 PM10 - The proposed scheme does NOT affect air quality within an AQMA.  

 NO properties experience exceedence of the annual mean NO2 EU Limit Value; 

 NO properties experience exceedence of the annual mean PM10 EU Limit Value; 

 Neutral to slight beneficial impact anticipated for hospitals, schools and nursing homes 

 
Greenhouse Gases 

3.3.5 The impact of the scheme on greenhouse gas emission has not been modelled, however 
a neutral - minor adverse impact is considered as the most likely.  The do-something option is 
associated with a development scenario and features additional vehicle mileage in within the 
modelled cordon, as noted in tables 3.1 and 3.2 above.  Ideally, availability of (VISSIM) model 
output would be used to support the analysis, as the Saturn output possibly understates the likely 
emission level.   

 
Townscape 

3.3.6 The proposed development is centred on an existing roundabout and therefore its 
character is keeping with the existing character type / man made feature in the immediate vicinity. 

3.3.7 A number of existing field patterns, hedgerows and trees will be lost through the 
development, but the trees are primarily associated with the highway infrastructure and therefore 
replaceable. The increased traffic, noise and visual appearance of the road will slightly reduce the 
tranquillity of the area.  There will be loss of some existing planting, including trees. 

3.3.8 The rural landscape character will be lost in the immediate vicinity of the highway corridor 
due to the replacement of existing highway planting with hard standing. The addition of the hard 
infrastructure is in character with the existing road corridors and roundabouts in the landscape; 
however it detracts from the rural nature of the surroundings. The proposed development does 
not directly infringe upon the setting of any listed buildings, conservation areas or heritage assets 
although there are two archaeological sites and 3 listed buildings (Beanoak) between about 600 
and 800m from the roundabout 
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3.3.9 Limited visual receptors form the eastern extent of Wokingham and western extent of 
Popeswood, Bracknell 

3.3.10 The proposed development does not directly affect any settlements and contains limited 
visual receptors. Open, large scale arable landscape is of generally ordinary quality, although 
quality is slightly lower around the existing transport corridors which damage the tranquillity and 
rural character. The impact on landscape quality through loss of buffer tree planting around the 
existing roundabout may result in visual impact and reduced tranquillity. Slight adverse impact 

3.3.11  Lightly undulating landform adversely affected by overbridges & junction embankments, 
but relatively small earthworks likely to be required for the roundabout extension. Highway lighting 
may slightly increase the amount of artificial lighting on night views due to increases in 
carriageway width and roundabout extension but is likely to affect the immediate surroundings 
only. Limited numbers of visual receptors and much of the proposed works are within the existing 
highway boundary, minimising the effects of the proposed development on landscape and visual 
receptors. 

Heritage 

3.3.12 With respect to buried archaeological deposits, the improvements have the potential to 
result in the truncation and loss of archaeological assets.  There is reason to believe, based on 
the results of investigations around the Site that multi-phase archaeological sites may exist. 

3.3.13 However if present these are not considered, at present, to be of over-riding importance 
to result in the need to substantially alter the principle of constructing the proposed 
improvements.  In order to comply with the prevailing legislative and planning policy framework, it 
would be necessary to appreciate the degree to which these remains might extend into the 
specific improvement areas and potentially directly test the quality of survival. 

3.3.14 The built heritage assets in the area are not considered to be in locations whereby the 
existing setting would be permanently harmed by construction/operational period of the 
development.   

3.3.15 A suitable programme of investigation and mitigation (as defined by the NPPF) is 
considered sufficient to allow the improvements to proceed. 

3.3.16 Effects to heritage of historic resources are possible in three circumstances: 

• Disturbance to buried archaeological deposits 

• Junction improvements resulting in change to a previously open landscape from the point of 
completion; and 

• Existing road section experiencing an increase in traffic in the future. 

Biodiversity 

3.3.17 No impacts upon statutory or non-statutory designated sites are considered likely. 
Dependent upon whether protected species for which habitat appears to be suitable are 
confirmed as present or likely absent on the verge, there may be neutral to moderate adverse 
impacts upon some species.  

3.3.18 In addition should hedgerow removal along the Highways verge be required a moderate 
adverse impact upon this resource is likely to result. 

Water 
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3.3.19 Scheme will increase the area of impermeable surfaces through the widening of slip 
roads and increase in lane numbers.  This will result in an increase in surface water runoff and 
may also increase the risk of potential contamination to surface waters. 

3.3.20 Neutral - the nearest water features to the proposed improvements are: a) unnamed 
water body located approximately 70m south of the London Road slip way on to Coppid Beech 
Roundabout; and b) unnamed water body approximately 200m north of Coppid Beech 
Roundabout. The improvements to the roundabout are anticipated to incorporate appropriate 
drainage to alleviate any additional runoff and is therefore not predicted to affect the quality of the 
watercourses due to their distance 

3.4 SOCIAL APPRAISALS 

Traffic modelling 

3.4.1 Please see 3.2.1 et seq above. 

Journey Reliability – commuters and other users 

3.4.2 A qualitative entry is provided for the AST as ideally, output from a VISSIM model would 
be used as the basis for calculating reliability impacts.  

Physical Fitness 

3.4.3 The Coppid Beech scheme aims to encourage use of walking and cycling through the 
provision of better facilities for users traversing the junction.   

3.4.4 The current principal WebTAG guidance (3.12.1) notes the improvement of physical 
activity as a route to better personal health, noting the following aspects (table below) commonly 
linked to an appraisal of walk and cycle impacts.  Further guidance (3.14.1) is also available to 
support a detailed appraisal of health benefits. 

3.4.5 It can be readily seen that the scheme design should bring about positive impacts in all of 
the categories if there is a greater uptake of walking and cycling.  

Table 3.17: Effects of Transport on Health 

Health Promoting Health Damaging 
Accessing employment Traffic Injuries 
Accessing shops Air Pollution 
Accessing recreation Noise and Vibration 
Accessing social service support networks Stress and Anxiety 
Accessing health services Danger 
Accessing countryside Loss of Land and Planning Blight 
Recreation Severance of Communities by Roads 
Physical fitness (active modes)  
 

3.4.6 However the scheme design is not primarily about promoting health but developing a 
highway design layout that acts less as a barrier and thus more of an encouragement to walk and 
cycle. 
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3.4.7 The likely impacts would not be large as the numbers affected are also likely to be low. It 
is understood from anecdotal observations that very few pedestrians and cyclists attempt to cross 
the junction presently, so an assumption that the figure is below 100 per day is made.    

3.4.8 From WebTAG 3.5.5, this number counts as “small” and the journey time impact will 
be “moderate”, thus a neutral impact is indicated. 

Table 3.18: Physical Fitness appraisal   

 

3.4.9 The related safety and severance impacts are covered separately below. 

Journey quality 

3.4.10 The quality (ambience) of a journey is assessed in terms of:  

 traveller care; 
 traveller’s views; and 
 traveller stress. 

3.4.11 Traveller care is defined in terms of facilities, cleanliness, information and 
‘environment’. These categories do not realistically apply in this case – a neutral score       

3.4.12 The matter of traveller’s views is not relevant, as this will largely not change, so a 
neutral score is suggested.  

3.4.13 Traveller stress is concerned with frustration (difficult to understand highway 
layouts), fear of potential accidents and route uncertainty. 

3.4.14 In this case frustration (from an experience of congestion) should produce a beneficial 
score, reinforced in some` measure by reducing the fear of accidents on the part of pedestrians 
and cyclists. Alleviation of stress from signalising the roundabout, making it easier to negotiate, 
should also be regarded as a positive development.  The junction will be experienced by over 
10,000 transport users per day.  This aspect therefore has a beneficial score.  

3.4.15 The recommendation in WebTAG 3.3.13 is that where the numbers of travellers 
affected is high (more than 10,000, the overall assessment is likely to be large, so a large 
beneficial score results for this scheme. 

Accidents 

3.4.16   The scheme at Coppid Beech Roundabout involves full signalisation of the roundabout 
(currently only the northeast arm of the roundabout, namely the A329(M) southeast-bound off-slip 
is signalised).  It also includes increasing the number of circulatory lanes and improving road 
markings in the circulatory area and all approaches to/exits from the roundabout. 

 Traveller numbers 
Journey time changes Low Moderate High 

Small Neutral Neutral Slight 
Moderate Neutral Slight Moderate 

Large Slight Moderate Large 
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3.4.17   The PIA data provided for the 60 months (five years) between 01/12/2007 and 
30/11/2012 indicated that there were 21 PIAs.  However, the future frequency of 15 of the 21 
PIAs is not considered to be affected by the measures; the reasons for this are as follows: 

 Four were on the A329(M) (Police Reference Numbers; W2170609 (19/06/2009), 
R191012 (22/10/2012), R1260412 (21/04/2012) and R0981010 (15/10/2010)). 

 One was on the A329(M) southeast-bound off-slip, which is already signalised 
(Police Reference Number W2491109 (30/11/2009)). 

 Five were on the A329(M) northwest-bound on-slip (Police Reference Numbers 
R0551207 (02/12/2007), R2190210 (23/02/2010), W2721208 (20/12/2008), 
R2680711 (01/07/2011) and R1621211 (14/12/2011)). [Conclusions – recommend 
further investigation]. 

 One was on the B3408 exit towards Binfield (Police Reference Number R1010211 
(05/08/2012)). 

 Four were on the A329 London Road exit (Police Reference Numbers W1360510 
(19/05/2010), R0600311 (04/03/2011), W2660609 ((23/06/2009) and W2180112 
(24/01/2012)). 

3.4.18   The future frequency of six other PIAs could be considered to be affected by the 
measures.  These can be briefly summarised as follows: 

3.4.19   At the B3408 entry from Binfield and southeast-bound on-slip to the A329 “main line”, 
three PIAs: 

 W861009, 14/10/2009:  Car approaching from the B3408 failed to give way to 
motorcycle on circulatory area, resulting in serious injuries to motorcyclist. 

 R0640911, 13/09/2011:  A two vehicle shunt on the B3408 approach, resulting in 
slight injuries to the driver of the vehicle struck from behind. 

 W028012, 05/08/2012:  Also a two vehicle shunt on the B3408 approach, resulting 
in slight injuries to the driver of the vehicle struck from behind. 

3.4.20   At the A329(M) northwest-bound off-slip and A329 London Road exit, one PIA: 

 R0780510, 04/05/2010:  Car approaching from the A329(M) northwest-bound off-
slip (to turn left onto the A329) failed to give way to motorcycle on circulatory area, 
resulting in slight injuries to the motorcyclist. 

3.4.21   At the A329 London Road approaches to the roundabout, two PIAs: 

 W1670310, 16/03/2010:  A two vehicle shunt on the A329 approach, resulting in 
slight injuries to the driver of the vehicle struck from behind. 

 W0280411, 07/04/2011:  A two vehicle shunt on the A329 approach, resulting in 
slight injuries to the driver of the vehicle struck from behind. 

3.4.22 The most relevant previous study for the accident change of this scheme would appear 
to be the article by Transport for London’s LRSU (London Road Safety Unit) that appeared in 
Transportation Professional in April 2005.   

3.4.23   The data analysed was inconclusive in relation to grade-separated roundabouts.  It 
indicated that that there was a 55% drop in drop in failure to give way (emerging onto a 



 

Wokingham Coppid Beech – Feb 2013 25 
 

roundabout) collisions, but a 7% rise in shunts; following the introduction of full signalisation at 10 
grade-separated roundabouts in London.  However, the overall collision reduction of 6% was 
found not be statistically significant at the 5% level.   

3.4.24   However, an earlier study by the County Surveyor’s Society in 1997 indicated that 
signalisation of roundabouts led to an 11% reduction in PIAs (statistical significance not known).  
In addition, a previous edition of the RoSPA Road Safety Engineering Manual indicated that 
improvement to markings can lead to a 34% reduction in PIAs. 

3.4.25   In relation to Coppid Beech Roundabout it is considered that the combination of 
signalisation, additional circulatory lanes and improved markings is likely to lead to a smoother 
flow of traffic through the roundabout and hence a reduction in PIAs.  As the evidence from 
previous studies is inconclusive, it is suggested that a conservative estimation is adopted, with 
the County Surveyors’ Society figure of an 11% reduction appearing to be appropriate. 

3.4.26   When applied to the six PIAs described above this gives a potential PIA reduction as 
follows: 

 Potential PIA reduction: 6 x 11% = 0.660 PIAs 

 Annualised PIA reduction:  0.660/5 = 0.132 PIAs. 

Security 

3.4.27 The scheme will bring about moderate improvement for pedestrians and cyclists.  
Pedestrians and cycling lanes and crossing facilities enabling easy movement across Coppid 
Beech between London Road A329 and B3408, provides a moderate improvement for these road 
users 

3.4.28 Recognising that there are relatively few cyclists and pedestrians using this junction 
currently, the provision of walking and cycling paths will encourage and increase of these modes 
in this vicinity, and the provision of infrastructure will also improve security for these modes.  
There are no other security implications for other vehicular or freight traffic. 

Access to Services 

3.4.29 There will be a slight beneficial impact through improved walking and cycling crossings 
facilities and routes for those journeying along the London Road.  Given the location of the 
junction it will not particular benefit the vulnerable in society, but will benefit those willing to cycle 
or walk further distances for example. 

3.4.30 The scheme will be slightly beneficial to those walking and cycling on the London Road 
and journeying through the junction 

Affordability 

3.4.31 The scheme will have no impact on affordability and user charges. The scheme will have 
a neutral impact on affordability as it will not impact of user charges. 

Severance 

3.4.32 Severance is concerned with the experience of ‘non-motorised’ transport users, 
especially pedestrians. It is classified according to the following four broad levels from 
WebTAG 3.6.2: 
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 None - Little or no hindrance to movement. 
 Slight - All wishing to make walk movements able to do so, but probably with some 

hindrance to movement. 
 Moderate - Some people, particularly children and old people are likely to be 

dissuaded from making journeys on foot, or pedestrian journeys being longer or less 
attractive. 

 Severe - People are likely to be deterred from making pedestrian journeys to an 
extent sufficient to induce a re-organisation of their activities. In some cases, this 
could lead to a change in the location of centres of activity or to a permanent loss of 
access to certain facilities. Those making a journey will experience considerable 
hindrance. 

3.4.33 Located in an urban edge environment designed for motor traffic only, the junction is 
most unfriendly for any non-motorised users. The numbers affected are likely to be low 
(<100 per day) however they currently experience a ‘severe’ level of severance. The revised 
scheme should remove almost all barriers to crossing the junction that might be considered 
a major hindrance.   

  Table 3.9: Assessment of Change in Severance 

 Do Something Severance Scoring 
Do Minimum Severance 
Scoring None Slight Moderate Severe 

None None Slight negative Moderate 
negative Large negative 

Slight Slight positive None Slight negative Moderate 
negative 

Moderate Moderate 
positive Slight positive None Slight negative 

Severe Large 
positive 

Moderate 
positive Slight positive None 

3.4.34 The scheme moves a ‘small’ number of users across three assessment categories, 
which can therefore be assessed as a ‘large positive’ score. 

3.4.35 Backing this up, the objective of enhancing the experience of pedestrians and 
cyclists does run to possible establishment of a National Cycle Route corridor across the 
junction. If effective, the numbers using the junction will rise over time.  

Option Values 

3.4.36 An option value is intended to represent a willingness-to-pay to preserve or create 
the option of using a transport service or facility for trips not yet undertaken, over and above 
the economic value of the trip itself.   

3.4.37 Highway schemes can be assessed against this sub-objective, although there is no 
quantitative evidence on option values for highway schemes. It is reasonable to expect that a 
significant step change in the quality of service offered by the road layout is required for the 
option value of the do-something to be significantly different from that of the do-minimum. .  
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3.4.38 WebTAG unit 3.6.1 includes a qualitative procedure for assessing option values, which is 
set out below. In the original table, the community is expressed in terms of households and public 
transport services are the facilities under assessment. 

 

Table 3.10: Option values impact 

Size of affected community Reduced facilities Added facilities 
>1,000 Strong Adverse Strong Beneficial 

250 – 999 Moderate Adverse Moderate Beneficial 
1 – 249 Slight Adverse Slight Beneficial 

0 Neutral Neutral 
 
3.4.39 In this case, household numbers can be substituted for user numbers, where a large 
number of transport users are involved. Judging the operation of the new highway layout as 
added or reduced in this case is clear cut: the scheme adds facilities and capabilities and the 
‘level of service’ provided is improved all round. On this basis, a ‘strong beneficial’ score would be 
appropriate.  

3.5 SDI ASSESSMENT 

3.5.1 A number of topics are identified by a ‘Step 0’ assessment, where vulnerable groups 
could be affected.    

3.5.2 Despite this, it is not possible to recommend further screening as none of the impacts are 
likely to be negative. WBC would wish to discuss the value of completing such work with the DfT 
before embarking on the necessary analysis.  

3.5.3 The Step 0 scoping pro forma, as supplied by the DfT, is included below.    

 
3.6 EQUALITY ANALYSIS  

3.6.1 Wokingham Council has completed an Equalities Impact Assessment using their own in-
house pro-forma, which is appended to the submission (see reference section below). 
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ASSESSMENT OF SOCIAL AND DISTRIBUTIONAL IMPACTS (SDIs) OF TRANSPORT 
INTERVENTIONS 
 
Pro-forma for reporting conclusions of first screening stage (Step 0) 
 
This form is intended for use by scheme promoters to capture the considerations, assessment 
and conclusions of the first screening stage of the SDI analysis (Step 0).  For a full description of 
Step 0 please see WebTAG guidance units 2.13 and 3.17.  These initial screening tests are not 
intended to be onerous and should require no additional data collection or analysis.  At this stage 
promoters are only expected to carry out a qualitative assessment, based on their professional 
judgement and that of the technical specialists responsible for undertaking assessment of noise, 
air quality, safety, security, severance, accessibility, personal affordability and user benefits. 
 
In identifying what further screening or analysis is required promoters are encouraged to look how 
they can use existing analysis and data (e.g. as reported in existing business cases, Local 
Transport Plans) to meet the requirements of the guidance in a proportionate way. Promoters 
should also note in the final column if it is not possible to undertake the additional 
analysis/screening required by guidance by 9th September 2011(?).   
 
Scheme name: Wokingham Coppid Beech Junction 
 
Brief description of scheme:  
 
Scheme objectives:  
 

1.   An improvement in traffic conditions between Do Something 1 (new scheme but no 
developments) and Do Minimum; 

 
2.   An improvement in traffic conditions between Do Something 2 (new scheme with 

developments) and Do Minimum;  
 
3.   No worsening in traffic conditions between Do Something (2) and present day; 
 
4.   Facilitation of Wokingham & Bracknell developments; 

       
       5.   Encourage use of sustainable transport through the junction, as currently there is poor 
pedestrian provision and nothing for cyclists 
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Impact 

 
 

(Consider 
each 

separately) 

Is social/distributional 
impact relevant to 

stated scheme 
objectives? 

 
 
 

(If yes, provide details)   

Could scheme lead to 
impact on low income 

and/or vulnerable 
groups? 

 
 
 

(Provide details) 

Can potential negative 
impacts be eliminated 

through design or 
mitigation? 

 
 
 

(Provide details) 

Are potential 
impacts, where 

presumed, likely to 
be 'significant and 

concentrated'? 
 
 

(Provide details) 

Next steps: what 
further screening (Step 

1 to 3), or full SDI 
analysis (Step 1 to 5) is 

necessary and/or 
proportionate to 

potential impact? 
(Provide rationale for 

proposal) 

User Benefits Yes – in respect of 
objective 5 

YES- w.r.t peds & cyclists YES – design aims to 
achieve mitigation 

NO   Screen out at 0 

Noise 
YES – facilitation of 

Wokingham and 
Bracknell developments 

NO NO NO IMPACT Screen out at 0 

Air Quality 
YES – facilitation of 

Wokingham and 
Bracknell developments 

NO NO NO – Slight beneficial Screen out at 0 

Accidents YES – objectives 1-3 
and 5 

YES- w.r.t. peds & cyclists YES NO - beneficial Screen out at 0 

Security YES - Objective 5  YES– w.r.t. peds & cyclists YES NO – Slight beneficial Screen out at 0 

Severance YES – Objectives 4 and 
5  

YES- w.r.t peds & cyclists YES NO – Slight beneficial Screen out at 0 

Accessibility YES – Objective 4 and 
5 

YES- w.r.t peds & cyclists YES NO – Slight beneficial Screen out at 0 

Affordability YES – Objective 4 NO NO NO IMPACT Screen out at 0 

 



 

Wokingham Coppid Beech – Feb 2013 30 
 

4 Monitoring and Evaluation 

4.1 BENEFITS REALISATION 

4.1.1 The baseline benefits of this scheme are derived from the traffic characteristics above 
associated with this scheme, i.e.: -  

(i) numbers benefitting;  

(ii) total time saved;  

(iii) total delays reduced; 

(iv) Development benefits linked to the scheme; 

Plus the ‘softer’ objective of: 

(v) facilitating safe use by pedestrians and cyclists  

4.1.2 The purely ‘highway’ benefits are owned by the Council, as Highway Authority and 
development benefits effectively owned by the development consortium delivering against the 
SDL masterplans in Wokingham and the other nearby schemes located in Bracknell.  

4.1.3 In theory, some overlap in benefit ownership may take place, e.g. release of 
development generating income for the local authorities both directly and indirectly.  In addition, 
travel time savings have a beneficial impact on transport users (the commuter / other user 
category) and transport businesses such as bus companies and logistics operators. In these 
cases, those involved cannot reasonably be included as ‘owners’ as they have no direct stake in 
developing the scheme: their benefits are captured under the local authority heading.  

4.1.4 Other benefits e.g. travel time savings to commuters / other users are assumed to be 
captured under the local authority heading.  

4.1.5 The bid pro forma provides the following forecast traffic characteristics for the scheme. 

Table 4.1: WSTM(3) traffic forecasts, DM2 vs DS2   

Parameter Units 
2026 AM 2026 PM 

DM(2) DS(2) abs 
change DM(2) DS(2) abs 

change 
Number of highway 
trips affected Vehicles 221,106 221,106 0 223,902 223,902 0 

Total vehicle travelled 
time 

vehicle-
hours 124,537 124,382 -155 141,983 141,796 -187 

Total vehicle travelled 
distance vehicle-km 9,034,667 9,034,358 -309 10,089,989 10,087,962 -1937 

Total network delays vehicle-
hours 17,555 17,400 -155 11,575 11,344 -231 

Average delay minutes 
per vehicle Minutes 4.76 4.72 -0.04 3.10 3.04 -0.06 

 
4.1.6 As noted in 3.2 above, these delay figures, sourced from the Saturn model, understate 
the likely delay position, compared to the junction assessment position revealed in tables 3.2 and 
3.3.   
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4.1.7 We therefore propose to synthesis baseline data for delay using the Saturn model, 
combined with junction delay information to form the reference positions for the evaluation 
exercise.   

4.1.8 Profiling has not been carried out, as it is not clear how this might change over time, 
development proceeding according to market conditions.  As noted below, a report is proposed 
for two years’ post opening, at which point the best information available will be used to 
determine how matters are progressing. If a longer-term report is required, this could be 
harmonised with Local Plan monitoring reports 

4.2 MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

4.2.1 The DfT’s monitoring & evaluation requirements for major schemes was published in 
September 2012. This is intended to be applied to projects exceeding £5m in value, so a 
proportionate interpretation of the guidance would be appropriate. 

4.2.2 The following requirements come from the “Standard Monitoring” approach in the DfT’s 
guidance, which are expected to be set out in a post-completion report prepared 1-2 years after 
the scheme’s opening:  

 Scheme build – description of delivery and initial views on effectiveness;  

 Delivered scheme – the scheme outputs and fundamental changes;  

 Costs – outturn costs;  

 Scheme Objectives – i.e. facilitation of development and congestion relief;  

 Travel demand – effects on quantity of travel;  

 Travel times and reliability of travel times – congestion relief; Impacts on the economy – 
development facilitated; and  

 Carbon Impacts – more or less emitted as a result of scheme;  

4.2.3 The guidance is prescriptive on what should be considered for measurement when 
carrying out such monitoring and evaluation. We propose to consider adopting a proportionate 
approach, starting from setting out the scheme objectives.  As the scheme is significantly 
concerned with relieving congestion, item 6 should be the focus of monitoring and evaluation.  

4.2.4 We propose to prepare a post-completion report two years after scheme opening. This 
will be no more than 25-30 pages in length, as per the original bid supporting document and will 
address the aspects noted below.  

Scheme Objectives 
 
4.2.5 The Coppid Beech scheme has 5 main objectives, which the monitoring and evaluation 
report will address in sequence: 

1. An improvement in traffic conditions between Do Something 1 (new scheme but 
no developments) and Do Minimum;   
 

2. An improvement in traffic conditions between Do Something 2 (new scheme with 
developments) and Do Minimum;   
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3. No worsening in traffic conditions between Do Something (2) and present day; 
 

4. Facilitation of Wokingham  and Bracknell developments;   
 

5. Encourage use of sustainable transport through the junction, as currently there is 
poor provision and nothing for cyclists - also supports  desire to get a NCN route 
through this junction forming a Reading to Windsor link 

 
4.2.6 The pro-forma format will be used to record the key aspects of 1 - 3, supported by 
mapping. Item 4 requires usage monitoring to take place prior to opening.  Progress with item 4 
will be recorded. 

4.2.7 Information on the pre-opening baseline position will be collected or calculated and form 
the first part of the report.  

 
Scheme inputs and outputs 
 
4.2.8 The report will provide a descriptive assessment of scheme delivery covering: 

 
 Issues arising during the scheme delivery period; 

 
 Comments and inputs from stakeholders during the process; 

 
 Assessment of the effectiveness of the  risk management  process and programme 

accuracy; 
 

 What was ultimately built and the outturn costs, with explanation of significant variation 
from estimates; 
 

 Any changes to the design after the funding submission. 
  
Scheme impacts 
 
4.2.9 Road traffic flows around the Coppid Beech junction will be tabulated and compared to 
the pre-construction situation.  As the full impact cannot be judged until over 10 years beyond 
opening, this would be impractical, but a view will be taken on likely future performance based on 
conditions two years’ post-opening and whether the scheme is on track to deliver the anticipated 
benefits.   

4.2.10 Travel times on key routes running through the junction will be assessed post-opening 
alongside the above, analysing the difference between outturn and pre-opening results;  

4.2.11 It is not proposed to look at travel demand from a sustainability point of view, as the 
Coppid Beech scheme does not seek to control the total traffic using the junction.  

Economic impact 
 
4.2.12 Delivery of the Coppid Beech scheme is linked to progress with a number of 
development proposals in Wokingham and Bracknell.  

4.2.13 These are defined in terms of commercial floorspace (with implied employment levels), 
numbers of new residential units and associated community facilities. 
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4.2.14 The impact of the scheme will be assessed by setting out what has taken place since 
scheme opening and the timetable of future milestones and likelihood of achievement (bearing in 
mind that market conditions dictate the pace with which new developments can be implemented.          

Carbon 
 
4.2.15 Though reducing carbon emissions is a national objective, we do not propose to consider 
the scheme’s impact, as this is not one of its specific objectives. 

 

Reference: Compendium of scheme bid documents   
 
The complete Local Pinch Point bid for the Wokingham Coppid Beech junction scheme 
comprises the following:  
 

1. Application form  

2. Equalities Impact Assessment pro-forma 

3. Bracknell Forest Council letter 

4. LEP letter  

5. Quantified Risk Assessment  

6. S106 letter 

7. Scheme Impact Pro-forma 

8. Appraisal Summary Table 

9. Procurement letters 

10. Project Plan 

11. This supporting document  

 


