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1.0 Introduction 

Preamble 

1.1 Motion is instructed by Shinfield Parish Council (SPC) to review transport matters relating to the proposed 

allocation of a new Grazeley Garden Town (GGT) in Wokingham District Council’s (“the Council”) draft Local 

Plan Update (“draft LPU”).  The draft LPU is currently being consulted on.   

1.2 The draft LPU is accompanied by several technical studies to support the allocation of the new garden town.  

The studies that have been considered in preparing this review comprise: 

 Wokingham STDEP Potential Development Sites Transport Review – Grazeley.  Author: Phil Jones 

Associates.  Date: February 2017. (“the PJA Report”) 

 Wokingham Strategic Growth Locations, Growth Scenarios Report - Grazeley, Twyford/Ruscombe and 

Barkham Square. Author: DLA&PBA; Date: June 2018. (“The DLA Report”) 

 Wokingham Modelling Local Plan Update Transport Assessment Report_Final.  Author: Stantec.  Date: 

February 2020. (“the Modelling Report”). 

 West Berkshire Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment.  Author: West Berkshire Council.  

Date: February 2020 (“HELAA”). 

1.3 Reference is also made to the draft LPU. 

Principle of allocation 

1.4 Policy SS3 champions the potential for GGT to deliver new development of a sufficient scale to reduce the 

need for outward travel and commuting from the development area.  This so called “trip internalisation” would 

arise through the provision of a town centre, a range of homes, employment, education and community 

facilities, civic and green spaces and other uses. 

1.5 The principle of establishing a new town with these attributes is welcomed but it must be remembered that a 

development of this scale, however well planned internally, will inevitably place a significant burden on the 

transport infrastructure surrounding it and beyond.   

1.6 Any development can be made sustainable and acceptable in transport terms if sufficient money is invested 

in it: however the test in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (paragraph 108(c)) is not whether 

sufficient infrastructure can be delivered, but whether that infrastructure can be delivered cost effectively.  

This implies that, even if all the infrastructure were to be provided by private income and without recourse to 

public funding, a site should still not be allocated for development if the infrastructure costs of mitigation do 

not represent value for money. 

1.7 In reviewing the proposed allocation of GGT therefore, this review takes paragraph 108 of the NPPF as the 

starting point which is: 

In assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or specific applications for development, it 

should be ensured that: 

a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be – or have been – taken up, given 

the type of development and its location; 
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b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and 

c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms of capacity and 

congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree. 

2.0 Grazeley Garden Town 

Policy 

2.1 Policy SS3 of the draft LPU seeks to establish the GGT.  The GGT would have the potential to deliver 15,000 

new homes of which approximately 10,000 would be located in Wokingham District and 5,000 would be 

located within West Berkshire District. 

Location 

2.2 GGT is located on the western edge of Wokingham District against the eastern border of West Berkshire 

District.  As referred to above GGT would straddle both authorities. 

2.3 GGT is bound to the north by the M4 motorway, to the east by the A33 dual-carriageway (which has two lanes 

in each direction at this location and is subject to the national speed limit – 70mph).  To the west of GGT the 

Basingstoke – Reading branch railway line travels north-south.   These three infrastructure elements form 

significant barriers to movement to and from GGT. 

2.4 The area is currently greenfield and to the west and south surrounded by greenfield.  With the exception of 

the A33 dual carriageway on the eastern boundary of the site, local roads are generally unlit and rural in 

nature.   

2.5 The A33 to the north of GGT meets the M4 at junction 11.  This junction was the subject of a major 

improvement scheme that opened in 2010.  The A33 then continues northward into the centre of Reading.  

The section of the A33 between the M4 and central Reading continues as dual carriageway but is urban in 

design with street lightening, frequent junctions and a 40mph speed limit.  To the south of GGT, the A33 

continues to Basingstoke.  South of GGT, the A33 becomes a single carriageway with one lane in each 

direction.  It is unlit and subject to a 50mph speed limit. 

2.6 The location of GGT in the context of the existing transport network is illustrated below. 
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Travel Characteristics 

Current Mode Choice 

2.7 There are currently very few dwellings within the Grazeley area.  The table below provides the recorded mode 

choice for journeys to work for areas on the edges of the Reading urban area that are considered to be 

representative of the travel characteristics of future residents of GGT.  The characteristics for residents of 

Reading Borough are also provided. 

 Location Train Bus Taxi 

M/cycle, 

scooter 

or moped 

Driving 
a car  

Car 
Passenger  

Bike 
On 

foot 
Other  

Reading 
Totals 6432 8173 139 420 30793 3007 3078 12562 148 

%age 9.9% 12.6% 0.2% 0.6% 47.4% 4.6% 4.7% 19.4% 0.2% 

Shinfield 
Totals 148 391 5 35 3026 183 112 336 5 

%age 3.5% 9.2% 0.1% 0.8% 71.3% 4.3% 2.6% 7.9% 0.1% 

Arborfield 
Totals 69 52 2 19 1644 88 126 257 11 

%age 3.0% 2.3% 0.1% 0.8% 72.5% 3.9% 5.6% 11.3% 0.5% 

Calcot 

North 

Totals 68 383 1 15 1976 163 78 179 6 

%age 2.4% 13.3% 0.0% 0.5% 68.8% 5.7% 2.7% 6.2% 0.2% 

Calcot 
South 

Totals 36 390 1 30 1650 147 47 128 3 

%age 1.5% 16.0% 0.0% 1.2% 67.8% 6.0% 1.9% 5.3% 0.1% 

Mortimer 
Totals 99 32 2 12 1357 71 37 100 0 

%age 5.8% 1.9% 0.1% 0.7% 79.3% 4.1% 2.2% 5.8% 0.0% 

Source: National Census 
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2.8 The table above shows that with regards to residents living within Reading Borough, 12.6% of journeys to 

work are undertaken by bus and 9.9% undertaken by road: a total of 22.5% of trips being made by public 

transport.  Driving a car or van remains the single largest mode choice with 47.4% travelling by this mode. 

2.9 The table also shows that, within Wokingham, car usage increases as people become more remote from 

central Reading.  In Shinfield, only 12.7% of the resident population use public transport for their journey to 

work with 71% choosing to drive.  In Arborfield public transport is only 5.3% with 72.5% of residents 

preferring to drive. 

2.10 In the established area of Calcot, which lies to the west of Reading but is contiguous with the Reading boundary 

and forms part of the Reading Urban Area, public transport usage is higher at between 15.7% and 17.5%.  

However around 68% of residents continue to prefer to drive to work. 

2.11 For comparison, Mortimer, which lies to the southwest of GGT, records the lowest public transport usage at 

7.7% notwithstanding it has a railway station.  79.3% of the resident population prefers to drive to work. 

Forecasts for GGT 

2.12 The most recent forecast of traffic associated with GGT is provided in Appendix 4 of HELAA.  In the Stage 2b 

assessment, West Berkshire Council identifies that 15,000 homes at GGT would result in 90,000 vehicle 

movements per day and 9,000 vehicle movements during peak hours.  It is noted that this traffic forecast is 

based on the homes only.  The GGT proposes significant levels of commercial (over 1 million sqft) and other 

uses (for example a 86,000 sqft food superstore) that will attract traffic to and from GGT and this is not 

included in the daily total of 90,000 vehicle movements per day.   

2.13 Whilst both HELAA and the DLA Report claim to consider the same extent of development at GGT, the DLA 

Report provides a range of travel demand forecasts for GGT.  This is summarised in the table below. 

Source document Reference 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Car Bus  Rail Car  Bus Rail 

Wokingham Strategic 
Growth Locations, Growth 
Scenarios Report - 
Grazeley, 
Twyford/Ruscombe and 
Barkham Square. Author: 
DLA&PBA; Date: June 
2018 

Appendix 6 Table 6-6 
        

5,214  
           

378  
           

581  
        

6,441  
           

457  
           

681  

Appendix 6 Table 6-7 
(target mode split) 

        
3,000  

       
1,264  

       
1,467  

        
3,000  

       
1,833  

       
2,057  

Appendix 6 Table 6-8 
(secondary target 
mode split) 

        
3,000  

       
2,364  

 -  
        

3,000  
       

3,376  
 -  

  

2.14 From the table above it can be seen that the DLA Report suggests that in the absence of sustainable travel 

interventions, during the morning peak hour a total of 5,214 car trips are expected to arise from GGT.  These 

are all journeys that will be made external to GGT.  During the evening peak hour a total of 6,441 car trips 

are expected.      

2.15 The DLA Report then presents a potential mode split target that caps car trips to 3,000.  This results in an 

increase in public transport trips from 959 in the morning peak hour to 2,731.  Recognising that there is no 

railway station and so travellers using rail would need to travel to reach a railway station, Appendix 6 Table 

6-8 of the DLA Report identifies that this would result in 2,364 travellers travelling by bus during the morning 

peak hour.  The remainder (367) are assumed to use other modes, such as cycling. 

2.16 During the evening peak hour, a cap of 3,000 car trips is also applied.  This results in an increase in the 

number of people travelling by public transport from 1,138 to 3,890.  Of these, 3,376 are assumed to travel 



 

Wokingham Local Plan Representations 

Shinfield Parish Council 

Shshin/2003026 

5 

 

by bus either as primary mode or else to complement a rail journey.  The remainder of the rail users (514) 

are assumed to travel by other modes - such as cycling – to and from the railway stations. 

Internalisation 

2.17 Referring to the DLA Report morning and evening peak forecasts of Appendix 6 table 6-6, whilst these are 

extremely large increases in peak hour traffic volumes, they are significantly lower than the 9,000 that HELAA 

is based on.   

2.18 It is acknowledged that the lower traffic volumes in the DLA Report claim to be those that leave the Site only 

(DLA Report Appendix 6 table 6-4) but conversely, they also claim to include all land uses.  Considering all 

trips arising from GGT (both internal and external and by all modes), with reference to the data in the DLA 

Report Appendix 6’s Appendix S and the development quanta at Table 2-1 of the DLA Report Appendix 6, total 

movements for the GGT amount to around 22,000 movements during the morning peak hour when each land 

use is considered in isolation.  

2.19 Within this 22,000-trip total, there will be an element of double counting.  This is because, to provide just one 

example, some trips to the schools will also be counted as trips from the residential (internalisation).  The 

DLA Report sets out assumptions made regarding this as set out in paragraph 4.1.1 of Appendix 6.  However 

some of the assumptions are flawed as follows: 

 All school trips are retained internally.  This will not be the case.  Whilst the majority of pupils will attend 

their “catchment school”, there will also be a significant proportion of pupils who do not.  This is for a 

variety of parental preferences such as attendance at private / public schools or faith schools or special 

needs schools etc.  This could amount to 20%-30% of pupils leaving GGT to travel to school, which is a 

substantial number of trips leaving GGT for education needs.  Reciprocally pupils will travel into GGT 

equivalent to the 20%-30% of space remaining at the on-site schools; 

 The foodstore will draw 85% of trade from the development.  This is extremely unlikely to be the case 

given the current deficit of food superstores south of the M4 in this area. The nearest superstores from 

Grazeley are Sainsbury’s at Calcot to the west (11km) and Asda at Lower Earley to the east (7km).  In 

both cases customers are required to cross the M4.  A supermarket located to the south of the M4 will 

inevitably be more attractive to existing residents of, inter alia, Spencers Wood, Shinfield, Arborfield, 

Swallowfield, Mortimer, Burghfield and the villages and hamlets in between.  The assumption also appears 

to ignore brand loyalty which is a strong influencer in the retail trade: many shoppers drive past competitor 

supermarkets to shop in their preferred brand. 

2.20 As a consequence the level of internalisation will be lower than the DLA Report suggests and the volume of 

traffic impacting on existing roads higher.  The external vehicle movements summarised in Appendix 6 Table 

6-6 (5,214 vehicle movements during the morning peak hour and 6,441 vehicle movements during the 

evening peak hour) are therefore optimistic.  The likely actual traffic flows are more likely to be higher. 

2.21 Notwithstanding the paucity of detail in the DLA Report regarding how internalisation has been calculated, 

using the information that is provided (internal plus external trips taken from DLA Report Appendix 6 table 6-

2 and 6-3 and the mode split from Table 6-6) it can be seen that the total increase in traffic volumes expected 

to arise in and around the Grazeley area as a consequence of GGT amounts to 10,934 vehicle movements 

during the morning peak hour and 9,913 movements during the evening peak hour.  These magnitudes are 

of a similar magnitude to the West Berkshire Council forecasts for just the residential element of GGT.  

Following the same logic as West Berskshire Council, this could amount to almost 110,000 vehicle movements 

per day.  Again it is noted that this volume of traffic could be higher subject to the extent of internalisation 

as discussed above. 

2.22 Whilst in traffic terms it is claimed in the DLA Report that “only” around half of these vehicle movements 

(50,000 to 60,000 vehicle per day) would impact on the capacity of the existing highway network, it should 

be remembered that all 110,000 vehicles will be adding to air pollution in the Grazeley area.  In this context 

it is noted that there is an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) in place around Junction 11 of the M4 adjacent 
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to GGT and extending into the GGT (see paragraph 4.10 of the DLA Report).  The impact of emissions from 

an additional 110,000 vehicle movements per day in proximity to the AQMA is expected to be significant. 

3.0 Appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can 

be – or have been – taken up, given the type of development and its 

location 

Existing public transport 

3.1 The GGT area is currently open countryside on the edge of Wokingham District.  It has very limited public 

transport provision within reasonable walking distance.  Reasonable walking distance is taken as 640m walk 

to a bus stop and 960m to a railway station (BREEAM recommended distances).  The one exception is the 

Mereoak park and ride.  However this is located to the northeast of the GGT, approximately 2.4km north of 

the southern edge of the GGT area.  Only residents located to the north of the GGT could reasonably walk to 

these services. 

3.2 Green Park railway station will be located approximately 4km to the north and Mortimer railway station is 

located approximately 4.7km to the south.  Neither railway station is walkable.  Both are within a reasonable 

cycle distance albeit the roads between GGT and the railway stations are unlit and rural in nature. 

3.3 The Basingstoke Road, which is located east of the A33, forms the predominant bus corridor in relation to 

GGT.  Services operating along Basingstoke road are located approximately 3km walk from GGT.  This is 

further than the reasonable walk distances to a bus stop. 

Current focus of transport investment 

3.4 The currently adopted Wokingham development plan establishes strategic development locations (SDLs) at 

four locations within the District.  These are: 

 to the east of Shinfield (draft LPU policy SS5);  

 at Arborfield Garrison (draft LPU policy SS4);  

 North of Wokingham town centre (draft LPU policy SS6); and 

 South of Wokingham town centre (draft LPU policy SS7). 

3.5 These 4 SDLs are supported by major transport infrastructure interventions including new and improved 

highways and bus reinforcement.   

3.6 Within the District there is also significant investment being made in rail in the form of the Elizabeth Line 

(Crossrail).  Elizabeth Line services will operate out of Twyford railway station providing direct rail connections 

to central and east London and on into Essex. 

3.7 Reading Borough Council (RBC) in partnership with the Council are working on the delivery of a Mass Rapid 

Transit (MRT) system.  The current proposals focus on opening routes to Thames Valley Park to the east of 

Reading and to Mereoak park and ride. 

3.8 Turning to strategic highway infrastructure, following the major scheme replacing the M4 junction 11, 

Highways England (HE) are committed to introducing smart motorway technology from junction 10 to junction 

8 to the east of Reading and works are underway. 

3.9 The plan below illustrates these new or committed infrastructure interventions together with the location of 

the GGT. 



 

Wokingham Local Plan Representations 

Shinfield Parish Council 

Shshin/2003026 

7 

 

-

  

3.10 What is clear from the plan above is that current planned and committed transport infrastructure investment 

within Wokingham focuses on a segment bounded by the Basingstoke Road corridor and the west coast 

mainline / Elizabeth Line (shaded in blue). 

3.11 The location of GGT to the west of Wokingham District means that there are very limited opportunities for 

development here to benefit from the significant investment being made or committed to being made in 

transport infrastructure in Wokingham. 

3.12 All the transport investment necessary to enable GGT to be transport sustainable will need to be provided 

specifically for the allocation: i.e. there is no planned or committed infrastructure that GGT can reasonably 

build on or benefit from.  This compares to locations such as Twyford at which major investment in rail in the 

form of the Elizabeth line, has already been committed.   

3.13 Subject to the scale of infrastructure required, this fact has implications for the cost effectiveness of the 

infrastructure needed to serve a new garden town at this location. 

Conclusion 

3.14 Based on the evidence provide by the Council, development at GGT would fail to take advantage of major 

investment in sustainable transport modes that is being made within Wokingham District thereby missing out 

on benefiting from sustainable travel opportunities that are currently being delivered or are planned. 

4.0 Safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users 

Journeys by foot 

4.1 Due to the scale of GGT, it is unlikely that there will be many journeys made by foot external to GGT.   

Area of most intensive 
transport infrastructure 

investment 
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4.2 Within GGT itself, policy SS3 requires the design to focus on safe and convenient movements on foot.  It is 

therefore expected that safe and suitable access for journeys by foot will be achieved: this can be managed 

through the development control process. 

Journeys by bicycle 

4.3 Within GGT itself, policy SS3 requires a design focus on safe and convenient movements by bicycle.  It is 

therefore expected that safe and suitable journeys by bicycle will be achieved and this can be managed 

through the development control process. 

4.4 Turning to journeys by bicycle external to GGT, it is noted that the current infrastructure is limited.  In 

particular due to the restraints imposed by the A33, M4 and railway line, cycle connections to destinations 

external to GGT are very limited.  The connections that currently exist rely on cyclists using unlit rural roads.  

In particular it is noted that whilst Kybes Lane is a signed cycle route, it is currently a relatively lightly 

trafficked road.  The nature of Kybes Lane can be expected to change should GGT be developed due to 

increased traffic associated with GGT and increased use of the lane by public transport as advocated in the 

DLA report.  

4.5 The new M4 Junction 11 includes a cycle bridge connection over the M4 and junction.  This is a significant 

improvement on the prior arrangements.  Nonetheless it remains an unattractive proposition for many cyclists 

in particular in dark or inclement weather. 

4.6 In the absence of new cycle infrastructure connections, it is unlikely that a significant number of people would 

cycle to and from Grazeley. 

Journeys by public transport 

Policy Requirements 

4.7 Policy SS3 identifies the following public transport interventions as essential to enable early occupation of 

GGT: 

 Upgrades to access to Green Park and Mortimer railway stations; 

 Fast Track Routes (this is an existing bus service connecting Mereoak Park and Ride and central Reading); 

and 

 New Bus Services. 

4.8 Policy SS3 also notes that all three of the above are reliant on a successful bid to Homes England for a share 

of the Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF).  At the time of preparing this report, it was unknown if the HIF bid 

to Homes England had been successful.  There appears to be no strategy in the draft LPU to deal with a 

scenario in which either the HIF bid is unsuccessful or else Central Government withdraws the funding.  

4.9 No evidence is provided that the Council has agreed the principle of undertaking works at either railway 

station, which would be outside of their control. 

4.10 In addition to the above, the draft LPU makes reference to the following “potential” public transport measures: 

 Reading Mass Rapid Transit; and 

 Re-locating or building a new railway station at GGT.  

4.11 No reference is made in the draft LPU regarding how these infrastructure interventions would be funded.  Both 

infrastructure interventions would require agreement from Network Rail and / or neighbouring highway 

authorities.  No evidence is provided that the Council has an in-principle agreement with the relevant 

authorities for either scheme.  
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Public Transport Demand 

4.12 The table at paragraph 2.12 above shows that demand for public transport services arising from GGT would 

amount to between 959 and 1,138 seats during the weekday peak hours.  Assuming that each bus operating 

is a double decker bus (capacity of 80 passengers) and that each bus is 100% full, this equates to a bus 

provision of between 12 and 14 buses per hour i.e. a bus approximately every 4-5 minutes.  Bus services of 

this frequency are extremely uncommon in the Reading area.  It is, therefore, questionable whether this 

frequency of service could be commercially sustained. 

4.13 The table at paragraph 2.12 above also presents the Council’s forecast mode split targets for GGT.  These are 

that demand for bus travel would be between 2,364 and 3,376 seats during a weekday peak hour.  This 

equates to a bus every 1.4 – 2 minutes.  With the exception of Friar Street in Reading (which is located in the 

centre of Reading and is the primary bus interchange in the Reading urban area) bus frequencies of this 

regularity are not experienced anywhere else in the Reading urban area. 

4.14 The consequence of failing to provide sufficient public transport capacity is that people will choose to travel 

by car, adding to the already stressed road network. 

4.15 Policy SS3 makes reference to the opportunity for the Reading MRT (Mass Rapid Transit) to serve GGT.  Whilst 

it the opportunity for GGT to be served by MRT is welcome, this opportunity is not unique to GGT.  In fact the 

initial MRT routes are expected to serve the east of Reading.  Moreover MRT is a bus scheme albeit one in 

which vehicles would predominantly operate within their own dedicated way, thereby providing reliable transit 

times.  MRT is, therefore, a competitor to conventional bus services.  It is extremely unlikely that MRT would 

add very much on top of conventional bus capacity but would instead attract demand from conventional bus.  

(see PJA Report - box under the heading “Bus Network Improvements”). 

4.16 Policy SS3 also makes reference to the opportunity of opening a new railway station at GGT but fails to provide 

any supporting evidence that this would be supported by Network Rail.  Even if this were to happen, the 

evidence of current travel patterns reveals that only around 10% of external trips would be made by rail.  In 

the event that the Council’s optimistic mode splits (DLA Report Appendix 6 Table 6-7) were correct, the 

demand for bus services means that there would still need be between 16 and 23 buses per hour i.e. a bus 

approximately every 3-4 minutes.   

Journeys by motorised traffic 

Access 

4.17 The proposed means of access to GGT is focussed on the A33.  There is a phased access strategy that sees a 

succession of access junctions being opened subject to the number of dwellings being provided.  There is no 

evidence provided regarding the detailed operation of these junctions.  There are no detailed plans 

demonstrating that these junctions can be delivered. 

Vehicular Traffic Demand  

4.18 The table at paragraph 2.12 above shows that vehicular traffic demand arising from GGT would amount to 

between 5,214 and 6,441 vehicles during the weekday peak hours.   

4.19 For context the design capacity of the adjacent A33 is 1,800 vehicles per lane per hour.  This is the capacity 

of the lanes only and excludes capacity constraints in the form of junctions.  Assuming that all the traffic 

leaving GGT is equally split northbound and southbound, GGT in isolation would consume up to 89.5% of the 

design capacity of the A33. 

4.20 According the most recent department for Transport count data for the A33 adjacent to Grazeley, during the 

morning peak a total of 3,162 vehicles were observed.  During the evening peak hour 2,894 vehicles were 

observed.  Adding this observed count to the Council’s forecasts for GGT, and assuming no background growth 

in traffic from any other source, this would result in a demand of 8,376 vehicles during the morning peak hour 

and 9,335 vehicles during the evening peak hour.  This equates to a demand of up to 129.7% of the available 
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lane capacity.  This means that there would be more traffic than available peak hour capacity leading to severe 

queues and delays. 

4.21 Notwithstanding the lane capacity considered above, junction capacity on the A33 is already severely 

restricted during weekday peak hours with many motorists seeking alternative routes along inappropriate 

residential streets or rural lanes.  The Council forecasts that the demand on the A33 could more than double 

with increases of 165% and 223% in traffic flows during the morning and evening peak hours respectively 

compared to the DfT survey data.   

4.22 Increases in traffic flow of this magnitude could not be safely sustained on the A33 without significant 

infrastructure intervention.  Such improvements do not form part of the required infrastructure detailed in 

Policy SS3. 

4.23 The inadequacy of the A33 to safely accommodate traffic arising from GGT is reflected in the Modelling Report.  

These show (tables 4.3 and 4.4 of the Modelling Report) that the ratio of traffic volume to capacity (V/C) for 

junctions on the A33 – including the access junction to GGT – would be approaching, at or greater than 1.0.  

This indicates that the demand exceeds the available capacity (see Modelling Report paragraph 4.3.2).  As a 

consequence it can be expected that there would be severe queues and delays during peak periods. 

4.24 It is noted that the highway capacity results summarised in the Modelling Report is based on a development 

amounting to 7,000 units only at which point the highway network has already failed.  In order to avoid further 

deterioration of highway conditions, each peak hour journey arising from the further 8,000 units (total of 

15,000) would need to be undertaken by non-car modes.  No evidence is provided regarding how this could 

be achieved nor if it is in fact feasible. 

Conclusion 

4.25 Based on the evidence provided by the Council, development at GGT would not provide safe and suitable 

access to the site for all users and would have limited connections to surrounding land uses. 

5.0 Any significant impacts from the development on the transport 

network (in terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, 

can be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree. 

Infrastructure Elements 

5.1 Table 1 of policy SS3 sets out the essential early enabling transport infrastructure for GGT.  This comprises: 

 Upgrades to access to Green Park and Mortimer railway stations (no details are provided of what this may 

entail or if these are deliverable having regard to land ownership and / or agreements from the relevant 

authorities). 

 New railway bridges (no guidance is provided in the draft LPU regarding how many bridges.  The DLA 

Report, Appendix P to Appendix 6 identifies two are required). 

 M4 works (no details are provided of what this may entail or if these are deliverable having regard to land 

ownership and / or agreements from the relevant authorities). 

 Park and Ride. 

 Fast Track Routes (no details are provided of what extensions / improvements to this existing route are 

required or the commercial viability of these). 

 New Bus Services (no details are provided of locations these would serve, the frequency or commercial 

viability). 

 Key roads and pedestrian/cycle infrastructure. 
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 Travel planning. 

 Car Park. 

 A33 Works (no details are provided of what this may entail or if these are deliverable having regard to 

land ownership and / or agreements from the relevant authorities). 

5.2 The DLA Report, Appendix P to Appendix 6 also identifies the need for a new crossing of the M4 between 

Grazeley and Reading to reach Green park.  This is reflected in the PJA Report (summary of recommendations 

at paragraph 5.9.1).  Despite both technical reports identifying that such a crossing is needed, Policy SS3 

chooses not to include it in the list of required infrastructure.   

5.3 Similarly both the DLA Report and the PJA Report identify the importance of a railway station being provided 

at GGT.  Indeed the PJA Report goes as far as stating: 

A new station should form a central element of any future transport strategy for a development at Grazeley. 

5.4 It follows that the expert transport consultants advising the Council conclude that the provision of any 

development at Grazeley in the absence of a new railway station would be unacceptable.  It is therefore 

inexplicable that again, Policy SS3 fails to include a new railway station in the list of required infrastructure.   

Cost efficiency 

5.5 A viability assessment is provided in the DLA Report, Appendix 3.  This concludes that any development 

scenario at Grazeley is “unlikely to be deliverable” in the absence of “other funding”.  No “other funding” is 

identified in the draft LPU to fund the infrastructure required to make development at Grazeley acceptable.   

5.6 Taken on face value, this statement in the Council’s evidence base clearly concludes that development at 

Grazeley is undeliverable because the costs of mitigating, inter alia, the transport impacts are such that it 

would not be cost effective to develop at GGT. 

5.7 Even if such other funding were to become available at some point in the future, the allocation of Grazeley 

within the draft LPU would still fail to meet the policy requirements of NPPF paragraph 108 (c) with regards 

mitigation being cost effective because the costs of mitigating, inter alia, the transport impacts are so great. 

Conclusion 

5.8 Based on the evidence provide by the Council, development at GGT would, as a consequence of the spatial 

disadvantages of the site, result in infrastructure costs that are so great that delivery of housing at GGT would 

be wholly reliant on securing £100Ms of grant funding to proceed. 

6.0 Summary and conclusion 

Summary  

6.1 The principle of establishing a new town that is of a sufficient scale to reduce the need for outward travel and 

commuting from the development area through the provision of a town centre, a range of homes, 

employment, education and community facilities, civic and green spaces and other uses is welcomed.   

6.2 However a development of this scale will still result in a significant volume of residual, external trips.  

Investment in transport infrastructure will be required in order to mitigate this increase in travel demand. 

6.3 There is a discrepancy between evidence submitted between West Berkshire Council and Wokingham District 

Council regarding the increase in traffic arising from GGT.  These range from 5,214 extra vehicle movements 

per hour to 9,000 extra vehicle movements per hour.  Some of this discrepancy arises from the extent of trip 

internalisation that is expected to occur within GGT which appears, inter alia, on every school trip arising in 

GGT being contained within GGT i.e. ignoring parental choice regarding private schools, faith schools etc.  The 

lower figure may therefore be materially higher.  In either case, the GGT would be expected to result in an 
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additional 110,000 vehicle movements per day in proximity to the AQMA in place around M4 Junction 11 

(which encroaches into GGT).  The impact of the emissions from an additional 110,000 vehicle movements 

on the AQMA would be significant. 

6.4 With regards to the proposed Grazeley Garden Town (GGT), there is no existing public transport with the 

exception of Mereoak park and ride: and this could only reasonably be accessed by a small proportion of 

residents.  Existing bus public transport is focused on the A327 corridor some 2 miles distant.  Rail provision 

is 2.5 – 3 miles distant.  There is no major transport investment planned in the Grazeley area: current planned 

investment is predominantly within a segment stretching from the east of Shinfield to Twyford and 

encompassing Wokingham town centre.  This suggests that all the transport investment necessary to enable 

GGT to be transport sustainable will need to be provided specifically for the allocation: i.e. there is no planned 

or committed infrastructure that GTT can build on.  This compares to locations such as Twyford at which major 

investment in rail in the form of the Elizabeth line, has already been committed. 

6.5 The A33 is already notoriously congested for extended periods of the day.  The traffic modelling summarised 

in the Stantec Report shows that the access junctions to GGT will already be at capacity with only 7,000 units 

occupied.  Junctions on the A33 between GGT and the M4 junction 11 are predicted to be significantly 

overcapacity.   

6.6 Reference is made to “A33 improvements” and “widening the overbridges at Junction 11” (which underwent 

a major improvement scheme as recently as 2010 including widening of the overbridges).  However no specific 

schemes are identified in order to understand quite how these would resolve forecast severe traffic conditions.  

Neither is there any reference to whether these schemes would be acceptable to Highways England or 

Hampshire County Council who are the highway authorities for the M4 and the A33 south of Grazeley 

respectively. 

6.7 Turning to public transport, the only commitment in the LPU with regards to GGT is that bus services will need 

to be improved.  There are several references in the LPU and supporting evidence to the opportunity to extend 

the RBC MRT scheme into the GGT.  However at its heart, MRT is simply a bus network albeit one that 

predominantly operates on its own way.  It is unlikely that MRT and conventional bus routes would operate in 

competition along the same corridor to and from central Reading.   

6.8 However whether MRT or conventional bus, the evidence submitted by the Council indicates that on the 

assumption that every bus during a peak hour is 100% full (and assuming double decker buses) a bus would 

need to leave GGT at a frequency of almost every 2 minutes.  There is no evidence to suggest that this 

frequency of service could ever be commercially provided at this location.  Neither is there any evidence 

presented to demonstrate that this frequency of service is already commercially provided within the Reading 

Urban Area.  To maintain these bus frequencies, services would need to be subsidised in perpetuity.   

6.9 Furthermore, whilst acknowledging the widespread range of destinations that people are likely to travel to 

and from in relation to GGT, no reference is made regarding how public transport to locations within 

Wokingham District would be (a) provided and (b) made attractive to use.  This includes access to Wokingham 

town centre which is the administrative and civic centre of the District.  

6.10 There are several references in the LPU and supporting evidence to the opportunity of providing a new station 

at GGT.  The rationale for this opportunity appears to rest solely on the fact that a railway line is located 

towards the west of GGT.  Unlike at Twyford, for example, where there are committed plans to improve train 

frequencies and the station as part of the Elizabeth Line project, there is no evidence presented by the Council 

that a station located at GGT is ever likely to be provided.  Indeed Network Rail is currently in the process of 

providing a new railway station at Green Park approximately 2.5 miles to the north.  The likelihood of a further 

station being provided in close proximity seems unlikely and the Council has no control over whether a new 

railway station will be provided at GGT or the timescales for this.  The Council recognises this, suggesting that 

residents would find travelling the 4-5km to existing railway stations attractive and that there is a need to 

make these two railway stations more attractive to residents from GGT.  This is at the same time as 

recognising that such improvements rely on 3rd parties for their delivery. 
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6.11 Fundamentally, GGT is isolated through physical barriers from existing centres of activity.  These include 

severance from: the Reading Urban Area due to the M4; existing settlements in West Berkshire due to the 

Basingstoke – Reading railway line; and existing settlements in Wokingham due to the A33 dual-carriageway.  

Major, and costly, new infrastructure is identified in the Council’s evidence as being required in order to 

overcome these barriers.  This includes the need for a new bridge crossing over the M4 and strengthened 

east-west links which would require new railways crossing bridges.  This would be investment in infrastructure 

that is very expensive, would serve nothing except GGT and which relies on 3rd party delivery agencies for 

delivery.   

6.12 The outcome of this The viability assessment contained in Appendix E of the David Locke report shows that 

even taking CIL receipts into consideration, the cost of the infrastructure needed to make GGT acceptable in 

planning terms is so great that none of the assessed development quanta would be viable.  Delivery of housing 

at GGT would be wholly reliant on securing £100Ms of grant funding to proceed.   

Conclusion 

6.13 In conclusion the concept of a large, self-contained settlement is supported.  However the physical constraints 

that need to be overcome (including bridging the M4, bridging the Basingstoke-Reading railway line at several 

locations, creating crossings of the A33 dual-carriageway) and absence of existing and / or committed 

transport infrastructure (resulting in the need for an entirely new public transport network to be established 

that serve only GGT) are such that the level of investment in new infrastructure required to make GGT 

sustainable is so great that the development could never be brought forward in a cost effective manner.  This 

is also the conclusion of the Council who recognise that delivery of housing at GGT would be wholly reliant on 

securing £100Ms of grant funding to proceed.  In short, based on the evidence provide by the Council, 

development at GGT would: 

 Fail to take advantage of major investment in sustainable transport modes that is being made within 

Wokingham District thereby missing out on benefiting from sustainable travel opportunities that are 

currently being delivered or are planned; 

 Not provide safe and suitable access to the site for all users and would have limited connections to 

surrounding land uses; and 

 As a consequence of the spatial disadvantages of the site, result in infrastructure costs that are so great 

that delivery of housing at GGT would be wholly reliant on securing £100Ms of grant funding to proceed. 

6.14 We would therefore respectfully request the Inspector to reject the allocation of GGT within the LPU.  In doing 

so however we would suggest that the principle of a new garden town is retained but that the location within 

the District should be the subject of a detailed study to identify the most cost-effective location. 


