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Option Description Traffic Effect

A7

Option A7 is based on option A6 but assumes that Arborfield 
Cross roundabout is a completely uncontrolled space 

flow comparison between option 
A6 and option A7 shows that the impact 
of the introduction of an uncontrolled 
space at Arborfield Cross is negligible 

A8 

Option A8 assumes that the Relief Road would run between 
Langley Common Road, A327 Reading Road and B3030 
Sindlesham Road with a 40mph speed limit all the way 
through 

reduces traffic going through the 
village thus providing a congestion relief. 
Under option A8 the traffic volumes 
passing through the village will drop 
below the 2010 levels 

VoC values at the Arborfield 
Cross junction are high at just below 
100% in the AM peak and above 100% 
in the PM peak 

overall reduction in traffic on local 
roads located east of the Relief Road
and along Church Lane 

option A8 results in a number of 
local junction approaches and junction 
turning movements experiencing high 
VoC
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Option Description Traffic Effect

A9 

Option A9 is based on A8 but access from Sindlesham Road 
is assumed to be severed 

significantly reduces traffic going 
through the village thus providing a 
congestion relief. Under option A9 the 
traffic volumes passing through the 
village will potentially drop significantly 
below the modelled 2010 base year 
trafficlevels 

VoC values at the Arborfield 
Cross junction drop below 75% with the 
exception of one approach from School 
Road in the PM peak. 

overall reduction in traffic on local 
roads located east of the Relief Road
and along Church Lane 

in option A9 the A327 Reading 
Road/Arborfield Relief Road roundabout
demonstrates high VoC (in some cases 
exceeding 100%) on all the approaches 
to the junction 

A10 

Option A10 based on option A8 but assumes a slightly larger 
roundabout on the A327 Reading Road. This aims to test if 
the delays forecast under option A8 reduce with an increased 
capacity at this location 

significantly reduces traffic going 
through the village thus providing a 
congestion relief. Under option A10 the 
traffic volumes passing through the 
village will drop well below the 2010 
levels 

VoC values at the Arborfield 
Cross junction are high on the B3030 
Sindlesham Road approach at 97% in 
the AM peak and at 98% in the PM peak

overall reduction in traffic on local 
roads located east of the Relief Road
and along Church Lane 

in the AM peak the B3030 
Sindlesham Road approach at Arborfield 
Relief Road/ B3030 Sindlesham Road 
priority junction is showing predicted 
VoC of 92% 
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Option Description Traffic Effect

A11 

Option A11 is based on option A9 but assumes a slightly 
larger roundabout on the A327 Reading Road. This aims to 
test if the delays forecast under option A9 reduce with an 
increased capacity at this location 

significantly reduces traffic going 
through the village thus providing a 
congestion relief. Under option A11 the 
traffic volumes passing through the 
village could drop well below the 
modelled 2010 base year traffic levels 

VoC values at the Arborfield 
Cross junction are predicted to be below 
78% in the AM peak and below 77% in 
the PM peak 

overall reduction in traffic on local 
roads located east of the Relief Road 
and along Church Lane 

In the AM the northern approach 
from the Arborfield Relief Road at the 
Arborfield Relief Road/A327 Reading 
Road junction shows predicted VoC of 
91%

OPTION B 
5.6.13 Three variations of Option B have been considered and the impact of each is summarised in table 

5.2. 

5.6.14 Option B1 provides relief to the A327 route through the village and to the Arborfield Cross 
roundabout. In comparison with the technical recommendation A11 option B1 does not attract as 
much traffic and therefore does not provide the same level of relief as option A11. 

5.6.15 Ghost-island priority junction at the northern end of the Relief Road in option B2 results in a 
significant reduction in capacity (and therefore longer queues and higher delays) on the minor arm of 
the priority junction. For this reason option B2 is not recommended. 

5.6.16 Options B3 provides significant relief to the A327 route and the Arborfield Cross roundabout which 
requires the introduction of demand management measures through the village, which may be 
difficult to deliver. 
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Table 5.2:Option B Tests 

Option Description Traffic Effect

B1

provides congestion relief for the 
village, bringing the traffic flows to 2010 
levels 

VoC values at the Arborfield 
Cross junction predicted to fall below 
75%

traffic reassignment between 
Sindlesham Road and Bearwood Lane, 
traffic along Church Lane is forecast to 
increase 

the additional capacity provided 
by the Relief Road results in a potential
effect of induced traffic attracting to the 
A327 corridor around 180 pcu
northbound in the AM peak and 130 
pcu northbound in the PM peak 

B2

Option B2 is based on option B1 but assumes that the Relief 
Road at its northern end is connected to the A327 via a ghost-
island priority junction, which prioritises the movement on the 

Relief Road 

provides congestion relief for the 
village, bringing the traffic flows to 2010 
levels 

VoC values at the Arborfield
Cross junction predicted to fall below 
75%

traffic reassignment between 
Sindlesham Road and Bearwood Lane 

reduction in traffic volumes 
along School Road 

significant reduction in capacity 
(and therefore extra queues and 
delays) on the minor arm of the A327 
Reading Road /Arborfield Relief Road
ghost-island priority junction 
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Option Description Traffic Effect

B3

Option B3 is based on option B1 but assumes demand 
management measures through the village 

provides congestion relief for the 
village, bringing the traffic flows to the 
modelled 2010 base year traffic levels 

VoC values at the Arborfield
Cross junction predicted to fall below 
75%

increase in traffic on Church 
Lane

reduction in traffic volumes 
along School Road 

significant reduction in capacity 
(and therefore extra queues and 
delays) on the minor arm of the A327 
Reading Road /Arborfield Relief Road
ghost-island priority junction 

OPTION C 
5.6.17 The traffic effect of option C is summarised in table 5.3. 
5.6.18 Option C, in comparison with option A and option B, has a wider impact on flow reassignment 

attracting traffic from as far as Basingstoke Road in the west and Barkham Street in the east.  
Table 5.3:Option C Test 

Option Description Traffic Effect

C1

introduction of an alternative 
route through the village of Arborfield 
could provide a significant congestion 
relief for the village bringing the traffic 
flows to just below the modelled 2010
base year traffic levels 

VoC values at the Arborfield 
Cross junction predicted to fall below 
75%

traffic flow along Church Lane is 
forecast to increase in the westbound 
direction by 110 pcu in the AM peak
and 80 pcu in the PM peak 

AM peak in the westbound 
direction of School Road is predicted to 
show a reduction in traffic volumes by
approximately 170 pcu 

additional capacity provided by 
the Relief Road results in an effect of 
induced traffic attracting to the A327 
corridor around 190 pcu northbound in 
the AM peak and 149 pcu northbound 
in the PM peak 
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OPTION D 
5.6.19 Six variations of Option D have been considered and the impact of each of them are summarised in 

Table 5.4. 

5.6.20 Neither option D1 nor option D2 attract enough traffic necessary to relieve the A327 route through 
the village and are therefore not considered to be worthwhile options. 

5.6.21 Ghost-island priority junctions that prioritise the traffic on the Relief Road in option D3 and option D4 
show a significant reduction in capacity (and therefore longer queues and higher delays) on the 
minor arms of the priority junctions and a substantial reassignment of traffic across a number of local 
roads as traffic tries to avoid delays on the minor arms of the priority junctions. For these reasons 
neither D3 nor D4 options are recommended. 

5.6.22 Option D5 and option D6 provide significant relief to the A327 route and the Arborfield Cross 
roundabout which requires the introduction of demand management measures through the village, 
which may be difficult to deliver. It should be noted that the Relief Road in option D5 and option D6 
attracts traffic from three main movements: the A327 Eversley Road - B3030 Sindlesham Road, 
School Road-A327 Reading Road and A327 Eversley Road – School Road. This is different from 
option A, which mainly aims to relieve the traffic from/to the A327 Eversley Road. 

5.6.23 Table 5.4:Option D Tests

Option Description Traffic Effect

D1

introduction of an alternative route 
through the village of Arborfield results in 
higher traffic flows than in the do-
minimum and does not relieve the A327
route through the village 

VoC values at the Arborfield 
Cross junction are predicted to be high 
reaching 92% on the A327 Eversley 
Road approach both in the AM peak and
PM peak 
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Option Description Traffic Effect

D2

introduction of an alternative route 
through the village of Arborfield results in 
higher traffic flows than in the do-
minimum and does not relieve the A327 
route through the village 

VoC values at the Arborfield 
Cross junction are predicted to be high 
reaching 93% on the A327 Eversley 
Road approach both in the AM peak and
PM peak 

D3

Option D3 is based on option D1 but assumes that the Relief 
Road is connected to the existing road network via ghost-
island priority junctions, which prioritise the movement 
through the Relief Road 

significant reduction in traffic 
going through the village. Under option 
D3 the traffic volumes passing through 
the village could drop much below the 
modelled 2010 base year traffic levels 

VoC values at the Arborfield 
Cross junction predicted to fall below 
75%

Option D3 results in a significant 
reduction in capacity on the minor arms 
of the A327/Arborfield Relief Road ghost-
island junctions 
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Option Description Traffic Effect

D4

Option D4 is based on option D2 but assumes that the Relief 
Road is connected to the existing road network via ghost-
island priority junctions, which prioritise the movement 
through the Relief Road 

significant reduction in traffic 
going through the village. Under option 
D3 the traffic volumes passing through 
the village could drop much below the
modelled 2010 base year traffic levels 

VoC values at the Arborfield 
Cross junction predicted to fall below 
75%

Option D3 results in a significant 
reduction in capacity on the minor arms
of the A327/Arborfield Relief Road ghost-
island junctions 

D5

Option D5 is based on option D1 but assumes higher speed 
limit on the Relief Road, 40 mph and not 30mph as in option 
D1, and additional demand management measures through 
the village 

results in a reduction in traffic 
going through the village. Under option 
D5 the traffic volumes passing through 
the village could drop below the 
modelled 2010 base year traffic levels 

VoC values at the Arborfield 
Cross junction predicted to fall below
79%

Option D5 results in a local 
reassignment of traffic and relieves local 
roads located south west of the Relief 
Road
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Option Description Traffic Effect

D6

Option D6 is based on option D2 but assumes higher speed 
limit on the Relief Road, 40 mph and not 30mph as in option
D2, and additional demand management measures through 
the village. 

results in a reduction in traffic 
going through the village. Under option 
D5 the traffic volumes passing through 
the village could drop below the 
modelled 2010 base year traffic levels 

VoC values at the Arborfield 
Cross junction predicted to fall below 
79%

Option D5 results in a local 
reassignment of traffic and relieves local 
roads located south west of the Relief 
Road

There is a slight predicted 
increase in traffic of approximately 80
pcu on School Road in the westbound 
direction 

5.7 Traffic impact conclusions 
5.7.1 The assessment of the Relief Road route options shows that each of the options considered has a 

potential to provide a relief to Arborfield Cross area and this relief is of a similar magnitude. 

5.7.2 All route options but one (option C) result in a potential local reassignment of traffic when compared 
to the do-minimum. Option C route has a wider impact on flow reassignment attracting traffic from as 
far as Basingstoke Road in the west and Barkham Street in the east, which it could be considered 
undesirable. 

5.7.3 Option A11 (Relief Road runs between Langley Common Road, A327 Reading Road and B3030 
Sindlesham Road with a 40mph speed limit all the way through, access from Sindlesham Road is 
severed) could provide a significant reduction in traffic going through the village with modelled traffic 
volumes passing through the village potentially dropping well below the modelled 2010 base year 
traffic levels. This option could bring the most congestion relief to the local area and is therefore 
considered to be technically recommended. It should be noted however that under this option the 
northern approach from the Arborfield Relief Road at the Arborfield Relief Road/A327 Reading Road 
junction in the AM peak is predicted to show a VoC of 91%. This could be mitigated with further 
junction improvements which have not been identified. 

5.7.4 Option B is predicted to provide relief to the A327 route through the village and to the Arborfield 
Cross roundabout. However in comparison with the technical recommendation (option A11) the 
modelling work shows that option B is predicted to not attract as much traffic and therefore does not 
have the potential to provide the same level of relief as option A11. 

5.7.5 Option D (option D5 and option D6 - assuming a 40 mph speed limit on the Relief Road and 
additional demand management measures through the village) potentially provides significant relief 
to the A327 route and the Arborfield Cross roundabout. However this is only predicted to be 
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achievable if demand management measures are implemented through the village, which may be 
difficult to deliver. 
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6 Demand Management Through Arborfield Village 

6.1 Introduction 
6.1.1 In order for the Relief Road to be effective a two stage approach is required.  Whilst it is important to 

select the best route for the Relief Road in terms of attractiveness, environmental impact and cost, it 
is also considered desirable (or complimentary) to discourage traffic through Arborfield Cross village.  
A comprehensive note reviewing each demand management option is included in Appendix N and a 
summary is provided below.   

6.2 A327 Eversley Road 
6.2.1 This road is currently the main through route to Reading and Winnersh for many local villages to the 

south of Arborfield.  It is also the main street through the village with village shops and pubs fronting 
onto it and is subject to a 30mph speed limit.  When the Relief Road is built traffic travelling to 
Reading and possibly Winnersh will no longer need to use this road. 

6.2.2 As well as reducing the speed limit on this road to 20mph a selection of other demand management 
measures could be appropriate and are as follows: 

Entry Treatment Gateways - different coloured or textured road surfacing, at the entrance into a 
traffic calmed area or 20mph zone 

Controlled on street parking – small blocks of formal on street parking marked out on the road 

Visual narrowing of road - visually narrow the road without physically narrowing it by removing 
the central white line and replacing it with white lines 0.5m from each kerb. 

Physical narrowing of road – short sections of carriageway narrowing to re-enforce the visual 
narrowing. 

Widening of footways – the footways on Eversley Road through the village are of varying width.  
Widening these on more narrow sections will not only improve facilities for pedestrians it will also 
narrow the existing carriageway acting as a deterrent for vehicles 

Pedestrian Crossings – additional pedestrian crossings not only improve facilities for 
pedestrians but also increase journey times for vehicles. 

6.3 School Road 
6.3.1 School Road is a local road providing access to Arborfield Cross village primary and Junior school as 

well as residential properties.  It also acts as a link for local traffic to the west of Arborfield Cross 
towards Wokingham.  The road is subject to a 30mph speed limit apart from a 20mph zone in the 
vicinity of the school.  There are existing traffic calming measures through the 20mph zone including 
a road narrowing feature at either end with give ways for oncoming traffic, table top speed humps 
and speed cushions. 

6.3.2 A selection of demand management features which could be suitable for this road are described 
below; 

Controlled on street parking – small blocks of formal on street parking marked out on the road. 
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Visual narrowing of road - visually narrow the road without physically narrowing it by removing 
the central white line and replacing it with white lines 0.5m from each kerb. 

Physical narrowing of road – short sections of carriageway narrowing to re-enforce the visual 
narrowing. 

Chicanes - a form of physical carriageway narrowing although vehicles from both directions will 
have to move across onto the opposite side of the carriageway to pass them. 

6.4 Summary of Demand Management Measures 
6.4.1 Table 6.1 below provides a summary of the positives and negatives of each scheme with regard to 

location and suitability.
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6.5 Arborfield Cross Roundabout 
6.5.1 This is a five arm priority roundabout forming a junction between A327 Eversley Road, B3349 School 

Road, Swallowfield Road, A327 Reading Road and B3030 Sindlesham Road.  It is the main 
crossroads in the village and therefore takes traffic heading to Wokingham and Reading from the 
local area.  WBC wishes to explore ways in downgrading the importance of this junction when the 
Relief Road is constructed as part of their overall strategy to implement measures to reduce traffic 
and speeds through the village. 

6.5.2 A selection of measures which could be suitable for implementation at this junction are described 
below 

Reduce Street Furniture and white lining 

Contrasting surface treatment for roundabout approaches 

Amend layout to a mini roundabout and priority junction 

Remove roundabout and amend to priority junctions 

Reduce roundabout ICD 

6.5.3 Table 6.2 provides a summary of the positives and negatives of each measure 

Table 6.2: Summary of suitability of measures for the Arborfield Cross Roundabout 

Measure Positive Negative 

Reduce street furniture 
and white lining 

Reduces impact of roundabout 

Reduces capacity of junction by removing directional 
lanes 

Simple to implement as does not require any 
physical changes to the junction 

Could increase the number of accidents due to driver 
confusion 

Contrasting surface 
treatment for roundabout 
and approaches 

Alerts driver to a change in character of the area 

Could be implemented in combination with reduced 
street furniture 

Simple to implement as does not require any 
physical changes to the junction 

Could create driver confusion and lead to an increase 
in accidents 

Amend layout to a mini 
roundabout and priority 
junction 

Reduces junction capacity 

Drivers may have to negotiate a roundabout and 
priority junction, giving way to other drivers making 
the junction less attractive 

If a mini roundabout is installed it could encourage 
greater speeds through the junction as there would 
be no physical island to force deflection 

Would require physical changes to the junction to 
implement 

Remove roundabout and 
amend to priority 
junctions 

Reduces junction capacity 

Drivers may have to negotiate several priority 
junctions, giving way to other drivers making the 
junction less attractive 

If priority junctions are installed it could encourage 
greater speeds through the junction as not all traffic 
will have to negotiate a junction 

Would require physical changes to the junction to 
implement 

Reduce the roundabout 
ICD

Reduces junction capacity 

Reduce driver speed through the junction, increasing 
journey times. 

Would require physical changes to the junction to 
implement 
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6.6 Summary 
6.6.1 This section has demonstrated that there are a range of demand management measures which 

could be implemented in Arborfield to compliment the proposed Relief Road.  The suitability of each 
measure has been discussed and pros and cons for each reviewed. 

6.6.2 A comprehensive note reviewing each demand management option is included in Appendix N with 
suitable sketches. 
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7 Summary of Public Transport, Walking and Cycling 

7.1 Introduction 
7.1.1 This chapter presents a summary of the existing public transport, walking and cycling provision within 

Arborfield, with associated figures provided in Appendix O.  Furthermore, proposals for future 
provision are also detailed where these are known and a discussion presented on the implications of 
the Relief Road options for connecting with and providing continuity with these proposals. 

7.2 Public Transport 

Existing and Future Provision 
7.2.1 Appendix O Figure 1 shows the existing local bus service provision within Arborfield. There is only 

one regular service which serves Arborfield village and this is detailed below: 

144 – Operated by Thames Travel between Reading and Wokingham (approximately every 30 
minutes); 

7.2.2 Due to the nearby Strategic Development Locations (SDLs) it is anticipated that the frequency of this 
service will increase to approximately every 15 minutes 

Implications on Proposals  
7.2.3 In order to continue serving Arborfield village the bus service will not make use of the proposed 

Relief Road although reduced demand through the village as a result of the Relief Road could 
improve journey times.  

7.3 Walking and Cycling 

Existing Provision 
7.3.1 Appendix O Figure 2 illustrates the existing pedestrian and cycling provision within Arborfield.  The 

main north / south street through the village is Eversley Road.  There are footways on both sides of 
this road of varying width.  At the southern end of the village there is a signalised Puffin pedestrian 
crossing.  There are no designated cycle routes along this road. 

7.3.2 The main east / west route through the village is School Road.  This provides access to the local 
primary school and residential properties.  Immediately west of Eversley Road footway provision is 
only provided on the south side of School Road due to restricted space, although a footway on the 
northern side is also provided from the edge of the school grounds eastwards.  The footways are of 
varying with.  A signalised puffin pedestrian crossing is provided on School Road outside the school 
entrance.  This road is designated by Wokingham Borough Council (WBC) as a useful link for 
cyclists. 

7.3.3 Other facilities for pedestrians and cyclists in the village include an unsurfaced cycle route heading 
north east out of the village to Barkham from the roundabout junction between Eversley Road and 
School Road.  Swallowfield Road, heading south west out of the village is also called as a useful link 
for cyclists by WBC. 
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Implication of Proposals 
7.3.4 All 4 options will include a footway / cycleway along one side of the road.  Options A and D are most 

likely to attract pedestrian use as they are closest to existing residential areas and facilities.  The 
proposed facilities will improve conditions for cyclists by either reducing traffic levels within the village 
making cycling on the existing A327 less intimidating or by providing cyclists with the option of using 
high standard off road facilities on the new Relief Road. 
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8 Results from MCAF Assessment 

8.1 Introduction 
8.1.1 As noted earlier in the report in Section 1.3 we outlined the approach used to establish the success 

criteria against which individual elements and combined options would be used to inform the decision 
making on which option would be recommended to be adopted by WBC for strategic infrastructure 
delivery for Arborfield. 

8.1.2 Extracts from the excel based MCAF toolkit are contained in Appendix P and show how each 
individual element has been scored, how these are combined to represent the individual test options 
and the subsequent analysis. 

8.1.3 The criteria and weighting applied to the assessment are set out below in Figures 8.1 to 8.4.  In each 
diagram the percentages define the weighting given to each element within the overall criteria tested.  
These were developed by WSP and refined through a WBC officer workshop (for North Wokingham 
Highway Study) which, based on their combined experience and understanding of council policies, 
provided appropriate scoring between each individual success criteria.  The final weighting were 
adjusted, by the WSP team, to reflect the key outcomes for the Arborfield Relief Road Options 
Review, with more weight given to relieving through traffic and managing impacts on the environment 
and landscape. 

Figure 8.1 Council Plans and Policy Documents 
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Figure 8.2 Strategic Level Success Criteria 

Figure 8.3 Transport Related Success Criteria 
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Figure 8.4 Environmental Success Criteria 

8.1.4 WSP proposed to use the outcomes of the MCAF as the indicator of which infrastructure option 
presented the most appropriate outcome from the assessments and thus achieved the best match to 
the success criteria.   

8.1.5 This does not mean that each individual element (within each option) would necessarily score 
positively in each category, but when combined together as a whole scheme, would provide the best 
balance of all the constraints and impacts reviewed and provide the most flexible approach for 
delivery of strategic infrastructure.. 

8.1.6 It should be anticipated that there would still be challenging elements to the delivery of the selected 
options, and these areas would need further investigation as part of the phase 2 works.  A number of 
these are highlighted in Chapter 9 Recommendations. 

8.1.7 Scoring of measures and impacts was completed on a qualitative basis using the information 
gathered from the environmental, engineering and transport investigations.  A meeting of the 
technical group was used to moderate the success criteria compliance scores across the elements 
and also the scheme appraisal impacts.  These were then used to form the basis of the assessments 
and comparisons. 

8.1.8 The “costs” element should be taken as very initial guide only and serves to provide a “order of 
magnitude” for comparison, rather than an absolute value.  Upon selection of the preferred approach 
a stage 2 study would be undertaken to define the design in more detail, examine the constraints and 
mitigation and provide a more detailed cost estimate and associated risk schedule. 
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8.1.9 As part of the assessment the individual elements were “ranked” using their success criteria score, 
providing an indication of which elements scored well and which least well.  This is presented in 
Appendix P.  Although helpful, it is only in combination to form overall options, that a judgement can 
be made, but it does highlight that there will be specific elements within each overall option which fair 
better than others and identifies where there will be technical and delivery difficulties. 

8.1.10 In order to provide an output form the MCAF process a number of summary graphs, scoring 
approaches and comparison tables have been produced.  These are located in Appendix P and 
summarised in the sections below. 

8.2 Summary of Deliverability and Impact Assessment 
8.2.1 In the work sheet “Scheme Appraisal”, each individual element was scored against some key 

metrics.  These were taken as a +3 / -3 range.  The scoring is based on a qualitative assessment of 
the element given the engineering and environmental constraints collated during the project.  The 
grading of + / - is based on a comparison of individual elements against each other, as well as the 
constraints review work.  The assessment using scoring against the criteria below: 

Technical complexity 

Scale of Impact and Extent of Impact (proxy for Value for Money) 

Public Acceptability and Funding Source Identified (proxy for Deliverability) 

Likely funding source was estimated 

Overall score based on responses to above 

8.2.2 We have indicated which elements form which part of an overall option, and for the various test 
options on Arborfield Relief Road several of the elements are common to each option.  The sheet 
identifies which elements have been assigned to which overall scheme option.  It must be noted that 
not every “modelling” test option has been part of the MCAF (such as changed speed limits) but any 
infrastructure changes, junctions, demand management and combinations of these are included. 

8.2.3 A summary sheet has been produced for each option, indicating its overall score from the collected 
elements and the average point score for that option.  This is summarised in Table 8.1 below for the 
best performing route in that test: 

Table 8.1 Average Point Score by Option 

Test Option Average Point Score 

Route Option A1 11.6 

Route Option B1 (with priority junction, A327) 7

Route Option C -1

Route Option D+ Alt D2 5

Hybrid Route Option A/B+ext+TM 10.8 

8.2.4 Route options which are either from Option A or variations of Option A with the hybrid route A/B 
score significantly higher than all other route options (B, C and D) on deliverability and impact.  
These outcomes need to be taken in context with the success compliance compatibility assessment 
in section 8.3 below. 

8.2.5 Scheme costs (and land purchase costs) have not been tested in this work, but from inspection, 
given the lengths and complexities of some of the route options, especially options B and C scheme 
costs for these options could be considerable. 
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8.3 Success Criteria Compliance Appraisal 
8.3.1 Each of the elements has been scored against the success criteria and weighted accordingly. 

8.3.2 The MCAF allows for comparison of pairs of options to see how they match up and a number of 
sheets have been prepared and are contained in Appendix P.  These compare the main key test 
options in table 7.1 

8.3.3 The collected scores for each option are set out in Table 8.2 below: 

Table 8.2 Success Criteria by Option 

Test Option Success Criteria by Option 

Route Option A1 (inc ext to Mole Road) 41

Route Option B1 (with priority junction, A327) 27

Route Option C -22

Route Option D+ Alt D1 20

Hybrid Route Option A/B+ext+TM 69

8.3.4 Based on the assessments related to the success criteria, the Hybrid route option A/B plus the 
extension of the route to Mole Road and traffic management changes in the village centre is a better 
match to the success criteria than the other test options. 

8.3.5 There are some areas within each of the test options which are better than others but it is the overall 
score which has been used in the assessment and further recommendations. 
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9 Recommendations 

9.1 Recommended Option 
9.1.1 WSP recognise that the Wokingham Borough Council Local Plan Core Strategy outlines as part of 

the delivery of Strategic Development Locations (SDL) in the borough improvement to transport 
capacity along the A327 forms a fundamental part of supporting these SDL’s.  WSP believe that for 
the majority of stakeholders this has been interpreted as a Relief Road option at Arborfield Village 
and Arborfield Cross gyratory. 

9.1.2 With the above in mind, what had not been defined was the potential route of a Relief Road, its 
potential form and its likely impacts (on the environment, landscape and traffic).  Until recently, WBC 
had been seeking the SDL developers to lead on this study work due to the links to the major SDL at 
Arborfield.  However, following a change of internal policy, WBC instructed WSP to undertake this 
stage 1 study of route option appraisal. 

9.1.3 A substantial amount of research, investigation and assessment has been undertaken to provide a 
review of the potential options for a Relief Road alignment at Arborfield Village to mitigate the 
impacts of future traffic growth from the local SDL’s and general background traffic growth in the 
area.

9.1.4 The environmental, engineering and transport modelling assessments have been used to inform an 
appraisal approach based on a qualitative and comparative examination of the gathered evidence. 

9.1.5 The definition of “Success Criteria” was used to provide a judgemental baseline on how the 
community would view the individual scheme elements and combined options against council 
objectives and impacts. 

9.1.6 On the basis of the above collated evidence, the MCAF scoring outcomes and comparisons, WSP 
recommend that a “hybrid” option using parts of route A1 and B plus an extension of the route 
between the A327 Reading Road and B3030 Mole Road should be considered.   

9.1.7 In addition, consideration should be given to environmental improvements and demand management 
interventions along the existing A327 alignment through the centre of Arborfield Village as well as 
changes to the layout and capacity / priorities at the Arborfield Cross gyratory. 

9.1.8 This scenario out performed, through the MCAF assessment, the majority of other routes scoring 
higher than other route options B, C and D.  Overall, options and sensitivity tests around the route A / 
A1 alignments performed best in terms of success criteria, albeit they did not all divert the most 
traffic. 

9.1.9 Careful consideration was given to the key outcomes described in section 1.1.8 (and repeated below) 
when examining the various options and sensitivities. 

To reduce traffic growth impacts on Arborfield Village and the local environs 

To reduce congestion at the Arborfield Cross gyratory 

To provide Relief Road options which cater for potential “route switch” for through traffic 
movements; 

To assist in reducing the impact that a potential increase in traffic could have on the local 
environment within the village, and; 

To assist in the improvement of use of non-car based modes for local walking and cycling to 
access facilities within the village including schools and retail uses. 
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9.1.10 The option A / A1 alignments and variations (which include the “hybrid” route from A327 / Langley 
Common Road R/B to Swallowfield Road) provide the greatest flexibility for the Council to improve 
the strategic highway network and to provide alternative traffic paths for a number of routes that 
currently cross through Arborfield Village. 

9.1.11 Route options based on these alignments allow greater flexibility to adjust the local roads to provide 
improved environmental outcomes through the village and at the Arborfield Cross gyratory and allow 
flexibility for the consideration and introduction of further traffic management interventions (speed 
limit changes, changes to priorities at the gyratory, road closure or prioritisation for non-car and bus 
modes of travel) that other options could not provide. 

9.1.12 The addition of a link from the A327 Reading Road to the B3030 Sindlesham / Mole Road allows for 
re-routing of cross village flows between the A327 Eversley Road and Winnersh direction.  Traffic 
modelling has indicated that it could also reduce traffic impacts on local existing roads such as 
Church Road.  The team notes that care would be needed to minimise local land severance and 
refinement of the design would form part of the second stage of study. 

9.1.13 By introducing the “hybrid” link at the eastern end of the route to the A327 / Langley Common Road 
roundabout (rather than part way along the A327 closer in to the village centre) could allow for more 
strategic re-routing of traffic between Reading and Wokingham away from the centre of the Village, 
the gyratory and School Road.  Changes to route direction signing and road numbering (making the 
new Relief Road route the A327 and changing the status of the existing alignment) could also 
improve this situation. 

9.1.14 The recommended option also takes account of discussions with the Council’s traffic management 
team who highlighted existing pedestrian and cycle safety concerns along parts of the existing A327 
(described in the engineering sections) where the existing roads and footways are narrow and 
intimidating, especially, with passing HGVs. 

9.1.15 The appraisal team recognise that land ownership negotiations and potential compulsory purchase 
will be needed to deliver any scheme in the area.  The appraisal team have highlighted, in their 
various sections, that further refinement of the alignments and junctions will be required to reduce 
severance effects as well as managing and mitigating impacts to the local environment and 
landscape.  This will form part of a second stage of work, once a route is selected by the Council 
(following consultation and review). 

9.1.16 The second stage work will build on the selected route option and undertake more detailed design 
and examination of necessary mitigation works, it will include liaison with the Environment Agency 
and other key stakeholder groups (English Nature, English Heritage, Statutory Undertakers) and 
prepare firmer cost estimate and mitigation plans. 

9.1.17 WSP would recommend that WBC instruct support for land assembly, valuation and negotiation to 
assess land purchase costs and CPO requirements at stage two to ascertain likely total scheme 
costs for CIL and HCA bidding purposes. 


