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a) Rail  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

a1 - Preference 

for passenger 

station (3)  

Noted.  The design of the rail infrastructure at Rail Central may be 

capable of facilitating a passenger station on the Fast Lines in the area 

of the proposed Express Freight Terminal.  Subject to agreement from 

Network Rail and the relevant Train Operating Companies, the future 

provision of any passenger station on site will be reviewed as required. 

a2 - Concern 

over rail safety 

(1) 

This is noted.  Before agreeing to engage with the Applicant, Network 

Rail carried out due diligence, which involves giving full consideration to 

safety.  Network Rail has not raised any concerns with regards to 

safety and Rail Central will meet Network Rail’s design standards.  Rail 

Central is progressing through the GRIP process. 

a3 - Question / 

concern over rail 

capacity (27) 

The issue of capacity across both branches of the West Coast Main 

Line has been considered and has been addressed as part of the 

technical engagement with Network Rail.  The parties agree that 

sufficient capacity exists across both branches of the West Coast Main 

Line to enable the site to function as a SRFI. 

a4 - Questions / 

concern over rail 

access and / or 

traffic (7) 

This issue is noted and has been considered in a number of respects: 

• Rail access: Network Rail’s technical specialists have considered 

the proposals as they relate to access from both branches of the 

West Coast Main Line.  The work undertaken confirms that a 

feasible solution can be achieved to provide access to the Fast 

Lines and Slow Lines. 

• Rail capacity: The issue of capacity for rail traffic generated by the 

SRFI across both branches of the West Coast Main Line has been 

addressed as part of the technical engagement with Network Rail.  

The parties agree that sufficient capacity exists across both 

branches of the West Coast Main Line to enable the site to function 

as a SRFI. 

• Rail traffic demand: With regard to rail traffic demand, the 

evidence of all the existing established SRFI is that each site has 

generated rail freight traffic.  The latest SRFI at Doncaster iPort 

received its first train into the site within weeks of becoming 

operational. 

a5 - Recommend 

Eurostar Link or 

connections to 

Noted.  The design of the rail infrastructure at Rail Central may be 

capable of facilitating a passenger station on the Fast Lines in the area 

of the proposed Express Freight Terminal.  Subject to agreement from 
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other stations (2) Network Rail and the relevant Train Operating Companies, the future 

provision of any passenger station or connection to existing passenger 

station will be reviewed as required. 

a6 - Questions 

demand for rail 

freight (including 

belief SRFI will 

not accept any 

freight) (16) 

This issue is noted and has been considered. 

The National Policy Statement for National Networks confirms there is 

a compelling need for an expanded network of SRFI.  This strong policy 

position was established in response to the changing needs of 

customers and the logistics industry and the anticipated growth in 

freight traffic which will continue to fuel economic growth. 

In addition, evidence from all the existing established SRFIs is that 

each site has generated rail freight traffic.  The latest SRFI at 

Doncaster iPort received its first train into the site within weeks of 

becoming operational.  

As the network of SRFIs have become established and continue to 

expand, rail freight services are now operating between SRFIs, even 

those in close proximity (eg DIRFT and Hams Hall), allowing trains to 

serve multiple SRFI en-route or to link SRFI together.  

There is no evidence to demonstrate that where a SRFI has been built, 

it has failed to generate any rail freight services. 

a7 - Concern 

about lengths of 

rail paths or 

platforms / 

questions if 

freight trains will 

have sufficient 

time to brake (5) 

This has been considered as part of the work Network Rail’s technical 

specialists have carried out. 

The work undertaken, including assessment of the time taken for trains 

to arrive and depart from site amongst other trains on the main line, 

confirms that a feasible solution can be achieved to provide access to 

the Fast Lines and Slow Lines.  In addition, trains that currently run on 

the network are not as long as those that could be accommodated on 

site. 

Network Rail would not have agreed to work on the proposals if they 

were to create impacts on other passenger and freight services. 

a9 - Priority and 

area of growth 

for this railway is 

passenger 

service to 

London; should 

not be impeded 

(2) 

Comment noted.  Government policy and Network Rail’s operating 

licence seeks to grow the market for passenger and freight use by rail.  

The Department for Transport has stated that part of the strategic case 

for HS2 is to unlock capacity on the West Coast Main Line to allow for 

an increase of passenger and freight traffic.  

Network Rail would not have agreed to work on the proposals if they 

were to create impacts on passenger (or other freight) services. 

Network Rail’s technical specialists have considered the proposals as 
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they relate to access from both branches of the West Coast Main Line.  

The work undertaken confirms that a feasible solution can be achieved 

to provide access to the Fast Lines and Slow Lines. 

a10 - Claim that 

Rail Central 

accesses two 

lines is false - 

both WCML (1) 

The WCML divides into two separate sets of running lines around the 

site, one set being kept open throughout the day and night, with 

overnight engineering works switching from one set to the other as 

required.  

The Rail Central proposals are designed to access both sets of running 

lines, not only to provide access around the clock to the West Coast 

Main Line, but also to create additional opportunities for a wider range 

of rail freight services than would be possible via one set of running 

lines. 

a11 - Believes it 

does not make 

sense to move 

goods between 

local SRFIs (1) 

This comment is noted.  Goods may be moved between warehouses 

situated far apart or in close proximity, as dictated by the needs of the 

operators and their customers.  The same applies to SRFI.  For 

example, the companies Eddie Stobart, Malcolm Group and Russell 

Group move goods by rail between SRFI at DIRFT and Mossend.  

Consequently, train operators such as DB Cargo, DRS and Freightliner 

operate trains between SRFI such as DIRFT and Mossend and DIRFT 

and Hams Hall. 

a12 - Not 

commercially or 

operationally 

viable (2) 

This comment is not accurate and is disputed.  The Applicant is 

bringing the proposals forward in response to demand, need and 

policy.  Need is addressed in the NPS NN and in the Market 

Assessment report.  Rail Central would not be investing into the 

scheme if the scheme was not viable.  Operational aspects of rail 

freight are addressed in the Rail Operations Report. 

a13 - Freight 

should be 

transported on 

the HS2 route (1) 

This comment is noted.  HS2 has been designed primarily to focus on 

movement of 400 km/h passenger trains.  No such trains have been 

proposed to operate on HS2 for carrying freight. 

The Department for Transport has stated that part of the strategic case 

for HS2 is to unlock capacity on the West Coast Main Line to allow for 

an increase of passenger and freight traffic on the latter route rather 

than the former. 
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b) Reasonable alternatives  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

b1 - Concerns 

about 

assessment of 

alternative sites, 

including 

proposing 

specific 

alternatives, 

recommending 

brownfield 

regeneration, 

insufficient 

consideration 

given, 

inadequate 

reasons for 

rejection and 

need to define 

geographical 

scope of 

assessment (12) 

These comments are noted and have been considered.  Rail Central 

disputes suggestions that alternative sites are superior/more suitable.  

An explanation of the methodology set out within the Alternative Sites 

Assessment (ASA) and how it has evolved since Phase One 

consultation is detailed below.  Further detail on the methodology is set 

out in Chapter 4 of the ASA. 

The ASA has adopted a methodology based on the locational criteria 

for SRFIs, as described in the NPS.  The ASA methodology is robust.  

The locational criteria described include the following key factors: 

• Proximity to major urban centres and supply chain routes; 

• Good road access; 

• Adequate links to the rail network; 

• Loading gauge of W8 or more; 

• Capability to accommodate longer trains of 775 metres in length; 

• Avoiding environmentally sensitive areas, defined as being 

residential areas or National Parks, the Broads and AONBs, taking 

into account the possibility of mitigation; 

• Other environmental considerations such as flooding and 

agricultural land; and 

• Availability of a workforce. 

The stages are detailed below: 

Stage 1: Area of Search and Sieving 

The initial exercise undertaken for the first round of public consultation 

reviewed the most obvious options in the immediate local area of the 

site, as well as reviewing the most suitable SRFI sites in the wider East 

Midlands area, through a sieving and checking exercise, and informed 

by the extensive work undertaken by the DIRFT III Applicant. 

The sites shortlisted in the DIRFT III analysis are relevant, given the 

proximity of DIRFT to Rail Central.  However, the DIRFT Assessment 

exclusively reviewed areas of the East Midlands Region. 

Rail Central is located at the southern edge of the East Midlands.  

However, given the likely national catchment for goods arriving at and 

departing from a SRFI site in the Midlands, it is considered that, for 

robustness and ahead of the completion of any final Market 

Assessment Report, the wider Midlands is an appropriate catchment 
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area for this preliminary analysis.  This is a proven area of focus for the 

logistics industry as it offers excellent accessibility to the whole of the 

UK within reasonable drive times. 

Having defined a suitable and broad catchment area, the “sieving” 

exercise was undertaken.  This sieving exercise focussed on a GIS 

based approach to mapping key infrastructure and environmental 

constraints.  The following factors were mapped using data from 

data.gov, Historic England, Natural England, Environment Agency and 

GIS software: 

• 5km distance from Motorway Junctions 

• 5km distance from railway lines. 

• Rail Gauge of W8 and above and contiguous track able to 

accommodate a 775m train. 

• Environmental designations based on www.magic.gov.uk 

datasets.  

These datasets were used to identify locations where there is a 

combination of good access to the strategic road and rail networks, with 

no or limited environmental constraints.  This included reviewing 

existing Green Belt boundaries.  It is recognised that the national need 

for development weigh in favour of NSIPs, even if this would result in 

the loss of existing local designations, including Green Belt land.  

Notwithstanding this, in this preliminary Assessment it is recognised 

that there are numerous alternative sites that would not require the loss 

of Green Belt land.  Therefore, land identified as being within the Green 

Belt was sieved out in the early stages, identified as being inferior, in 

policy terms, to non-Green Belt designated land. 

The outputs were used to further reduce the area of search.  The next 

stage was to review the more detailed mapping to determine site 

boundaries which had the potential to offer train access with limited 

effects based on the physical infrastructure in the area, including roads, 

housing and other sensitive uses, canals, etc.  This exercise was based 

on the professional judgment of the Applicant’s team. 

Once the sites had been identified, topographical data, flooding data, 

agricultural land classification and environmental constraints data was 

used to inform the site specific assessment. 

Following this, workforce availability data, in the form of jobseeker’s 

allowance (JSA) applicants and economically inactive people looking 

for a job, was obtained for the local authority area in which the site sits, 

and the immediately adjoining local authority areas.  These were added 

to the qualitative discussion of the site scoring as a measure of whether 

labour availability would be likely to be a constraint to achieving a 

http://www.magic.gov.uk/
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successful SRFI. 

Stage 2: Site Assessment 

Sites identified through the sieving process were combined with the 

sites identified in the initial alternatives assessment in April 2016.  

These sites were then subject to a qualitative analysis, focussing on the 

following factors: 

• Proximity to a motorway junction; 

• Access to rail network; 

• Vehicle access routes; 

• Site size; 

• Site shape; 

• Topography; and 

• Proximity to and potential effects on residential or other sensitive 

land uses. 

For each identified site, local plan and land use designations were 

identified and each was scored using a sliding scale of -2 to +2.  This 

scale was appropriate given the level of information available relating to 

potential sites and the specific NPS and NSIP thresholds which 

influence individual banding.  Addressing the sites with a more finely 

grained scale would have required additional assumptions to be made, 

bringing in potential inaccuracies in grading and ranking. 

Each of the identified sites was scored using the performance matrix.  

Each identified site was scored against each of the criteria and a total 

score calculated.  At this stage, analysis of available workforce was 

included in the qualitative section. 

Stage 3: Assessment of previously short listed sites 

This stage involved undertaking a review of the initial alternatives 

assessment work undertaken and scoring the sites identified as having 

rail access potential.  This was undertaken to ensure that every site 

considered by the applicant has been scored against a consistent 

framework. 

Sites which have no direct rail connection have been discounted and 

are not analysed further. 

However, sites which are capable of gaining rail access have been 

scored. 

Stage 4: Assessment of Rail Central 

This stage scored Rail Central against the common scoring matrix, to 
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allow comparative analysis to sites considered in Stage 3. 

Stage 5: Comparative Assessment 

Once each site had been allocated a total score, the site scores were 

tabulated and ranked. 

All the sites were then considered qualitatively to address any 

limitations inherent in the scoring approach, alongside the Rail Central 

site.  A professional judgement was made on the performance of each 

site and an overall comparative assessment made with the Rail Central 

site against the site selection criteria. 

Overview and Conclusions 

This methodology was devised to locate potential SRFI sites in the East 

and West Midlands, which is the target market for the proposed 

development and the focus of logistics activity in the UK.  The 

methodology also allowed for the inclusion of sites which were 

suggested by local residents as well as the highest scoring sites found 

in recent and comparable SRFI alternatives assessments. 

The methodology filters out sites which do not meet key access 

requirements.  It also filters out sites which have high level 

environmental constraints, in the form of national and regional 

designations. 

The sites were identified with the objective of finding larger scale SRFI 

sites.  Each stretch of suitable rail infrastructure was considered and 

the best sites identified. 

These were assessed against common scoring criteria to ensure 

impartial rankings.  These were checked using a further stage of pure 

qualitative analysis in order to “sense check” the results and ensure 

strong sites were not being unfairly disadvantaged by the methodology. 

The sites were then ranked and comparatively assessed.  The 

Applicant considers this methodology to be comprehensive and robust. 

 

c) Air quality  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

c1 - Air and 

general pollution 

(including dust, 

The concerns over air quality are noted and have been considered in 

the air quality chapter of the ES (chapter 8).  Details on the impact of 

Rail Central on air quality during construction and once operational, 
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smoke) (81) and how this will be managed, are detailed below. 

For the construction phase, the temporary air quality impacts from 

fugitive construction dust and construction-vehicle exhaust emissions 

have been evaluated.  Impacts include an increase in deposited dust 

and an increase in the particulate matter fraction that is suspended in 

the air that can be breathed.  With the implementation of the mitigation 

and control measures identified, the effects are not likely to be 

significant.  Visual inspections and dust monitoring will ensure the 

efficacy of the mitigation and controls. 

Once operational, the development may change the number, type and 

speed of vehicles using the local road network.  Detailed dispersion 

modelling has been undertaken to assess the air quality impacts of the 

development, using current official vehicle emission factors which 

include brake dust and tyre wear.  Based on both the modelled change 

in pollutant concentrations and the likely absolute concentration, the 

overall impact is considered to be negligible. 

c2 - Air quality is 

already poor (7) 

Air quality has been modelled and assessed with full details set out in 

the air quality chapter of the ES (chapter 8).  Baseline surveys and 

assessments have been carried out to inform scheme design and 

mitigation design.  

It is recognised that, once operational, the development may change 

the number, type and speed of vehicles using the local road network.  

The impact descriptors are drawn from the EPUK & IAQM Land-Use 

Planning & Development Control: Planning For Air Quality document 

and take into account both the modelled change in pollutant 

concentrations and the likely absolute concentration.  

For example: for a 1% change in pollutant concentration, the impact 

descriptor ranges from negligible to moderate adverse depending on 

the absolute concentration.  For a 10% change, the impact descriptor 

ranges from moderate to substantial adverse depending on the 

absolute concentration.  Therefore, it should be clear that the impact 

descriptors take account of existing air quality conditions.  

The results of the assessment indicate that the overall impact is 

considered to be negligible and the effects are not significant. 
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d) Built heritage  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

d1 - Concerns 

regarding 

heritage 

including 

historical value, 

listed buildings 

and the impact 

on conservation 

areas (37) 

These comments have been considered.  Concerns regarding heritage 

value and the impact of Rail Central on built heritage have been 

assessed within the built heritage chapter of the ES (chapter 11).  This 

identifies what assets are affected by the proposals and the associated 

mitigation.  Where possible, any harmful effect has been reduced or 

minimised through the design and layout of the scheme.  

In response to feedback received at Phase One consultation and 

following further technical surveys and assessments, the parameters to 

Zone 3a have been altered, with a reduction in height and setback of 

development assisting in reducing the effect on the nearby Milton 

Malsor Conservation Area and listed buildings within it.  A requirement 

of the DCO also involves the design of a high-quality bridge over the 

Grand Union Canal Conservation Area. 

To summarise, the plans have changed following Phase One 

consultation.  Parameters have now been introduced within Zone 3a 

and a requirement of the DCO now involves the design of a high-quality 

bridge over the canal. 

 

e) Drainage and flood risk (hydrology)  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

e1 – Flooding 

(10) 

These comments have been considered.  Concerns over flooding and 

drainage are noted and are addressed below.  Further details can be 

found in the hydrology chapter of the ES (chapter 13).   

Flood risk 

Current Environment Agency (EA) data shows that the low lying areas 

in the northwestern section of the site that immediately border the 

Milton Malsor Brook are at high risk of flooding and within Flood Zone 

3.  The remainder of the site is shown as being more elevated and 

located within Flood Zone 1.  The EA has confirmed that the Flood 

Zone map is based on coarse data at a low resolution and is therefore 

not suitable for accurately determining site specific flood risk.  

The site has been surveyed so as to understand in more detail the 

ground levels in the location of the water courses and areas susceptible 
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to surface water flooding.  The areas identified as being at increased 

risk from surface water flooding are also concluded as being at an 

increased risk from infrastructure failure flooding.  

Water levels in the watercourse channels are considered to provide a 

good indication of groundwater levels in the nearby area and as such 

the lower lying areas within the northwestern section of the site are also 

considered to be at potential risk during a ‘worst case’ groundwater 

flood scenario.  This was backed up by the Site Investigation that 

identified groundwater varying across the site from a minimum of 0.05m 

to more than 10m below ground.  Shallow groundwater was mainly 

associated with the alluvium in the south and south west of the site. 

Following discussions with the EA, a detailed modelling study has been 

developed for the site.  This demonstrates that whilst the low lying 

areas to the north and northwestern sections of the site remain in Flood 

Zone 3, the depths and extents of such flooding are less than those 

predicted in the EA’s mapping and therefore more of the site can be 

concluded to be at low risk from fluvial flooding. 

In addition to assessing the existing fluvial flood risk to the site, the 

modelling study has been extended to assess the impacts of the post 

development conditions (diversion of the existing channel and 

construction and diversion of a two staged channel, post development 

ground levels etc.) on the flood risk regime.  This modelling has 

demonstrated that the two stage channel proposed for those sections 

where realignment of the watercourse is required provides suitable 

capacity and results in all of the proposed buildings, access routes, 

working yards being set at a level above the 1 in 1,000 year flood level 

(inclusive of a minimum 300mm freeboard).  As such, all the proposed 

development is predicted to be within the ‘Post Development Flood 

Zone 1’ and at low risk of fluvial flooding.  Furthermore, the modelling 

demonstrates that the proposed ground works and watercourse works 

result in no increase in flood risk at the site or to third party land. 

The only areas of the site that are predicted to be within a Flood Zone 2 

or 3 within the proposed scheme are areas of soft landscaping on the 

northern site boundary and within the western sections of the site.  

These land uses are compatible with and acceptable within the medium 

and high-risk flood zones. 

Surface water drainage 

The proposed development of the site will lead to an increase in 

surface water runoff rates and volumes and this increase in generated 

water will be managed by the proposed development infrastructure 
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drainage systems such that there will be no detrimental impact to third 

parties downstream of the site. 

Soil investigation has shown that there is no meaningful ability to 

infiltrate surface water runoff to ground and therefore the proposed 

drainage will be via positive systems that will ultimately discharge to the 

existing ditches and watercourses. 

An initial assessment has been undertaken to determine the storage 

volumes that will be required in order to limit post-development runoff 

rates to values that are no greater than the existing greenfield situation. 

The greenfield QBAR value has been calculated using the ICP SuDS 

Method at a value of 4.1 litres/sec/ha which has been applied to the 

post-development impermeable areas in order to give a maximum 

allowable discharge rate from the site. 

At this stage it is assumed that, generally, each building unit and its 

associated hardstanding areas will contain storage features which will 

deal with their own attenuation requirements with restricted discharge 

rates.  In the majority of cases, because of the land use, the storage is 

likely to be provided in underground tanks beneath car park areas and 

other hardstandings. 

A petrol interceptor will be located downstream of each flow control 

prior to water being discharged from each parcel and being discharged 

to the relevant ditch or sewer. 

In a number of locations there is the opportunity to include attenuation 

ponds/basins that will be able to provide additional storage and deliver 

the ability to improve water quality before discharging to the existing 

watercourses within the site.  It is also intended to include swales or 

similar features as conveyance systems and to provide water treatment 

benefits where there are areas within the layout that will permit. 

Attenuation is being provided to cater for the 1 in 200 year plus 40% 

allowance for climate change storm event to meet the criteria set out by 

Northamptonshire County Council in its role as the Lead Local Flood 

Authority.  Hydrock, which is working on behalf of Rail Central, has met 

NCC to discuss the proposals as they currently stand and has 

confirmed with NCC that NCC is happy with the principles of the 

design.  

Due to the scale of the development, a number of watercourses will 

need to be diverted.  The proposed scheme includes the rerouting of 

such watercourses both to maintain the current flow connections from 

one side of the site to the other as well as, where possible, providing a 
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betterment in terms of floodplain storage. 

 

f)  Utilities  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

f1 - 

Recommends 

solar/eco energy 

(3) 

These comments are noted and have been considered.  A high-level 

assessment of low carbon energy and renewable energy technology 

options has been carried out to determine measures suitable for 

inclusion on the warehouse buildings; at this stage, it is considered that 

solar PV, solar thermal and air source heat pumps may be suitable for 

installation.  During detailed design, these measures will be considered 

further, and the most appropriate measure(s) selected to deliver a 

saving of at least 20% in emissions over Part L of Building Regulations 

will be provided. 

Further information can be found in the Climate Change Mitigation and 

Adaptation chapter of the ES (Chapter 21). 

 

g)   Biodiversity  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

g1 – Concern 

over impact on 

wildlife and their 

habitat (including 

loss of habitats 

for foxes, 

hedgehogs, bats 

and rare bird 

species; impact 

on butterflies due 

to loss of mature 

oak trees; 

damage to 

nesting birds; 

and other 

unspecified 

concerns about 

Comments relating to concerns over the impact of Rail Central on 

biodiversity, wildlife and habitats have been noted and considered.  

Further details can be found in the biodiversity chapter of the ES 

(chapter 14).   

Surveys were undertaken firstly to identify suitable habitat for different 

species, and then surveys for those species themselves where they are 

protected.  This includes bats, breeding birds, barn owls, invertebrates 

(including butterflies), hedgerows, reptiles and amphibians.  Surveys of 

plants and trees were also completed.  The assessment of impacts to 

invertebrates takes account loss of habitat, and is fully described in 

Appendix 14, Annex K of the Chapter 14 of the ES.  New planting will 

create habitats for common species including foxes and hedgehogs, 

and the design of hedgerows across the site will facilitate their 

movement.    

The majority of habitats at the main SRFI site have low ecological 

value, due to the prevalence of intensive agriculture.  Whilst many of 

the habitats that are currently present at the site will be lost, there will 
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wildlife) (46)  be a net gain for biodiversity and new / different habitats will be 

created.  The Biodiversity Offsetting Report describes the method that 

was used to calculate an overall net gain to biodiversity.  Around 

39.2ha of woodland planting and c. 2,300 large stature trees will be 

incorporated into the scheme design and there is a new 26ha wildlife 

mitigation area planned adjacent to the canal and J15a.   

g2 - Concern 

over the Grand 

Union Canal - do 

not build near it / 

screening to 

mitigate visual 

and noise impact 

on this area / 

concerns about 

general impact 

on conservation 

area (14) 

 

These comments have been considered and the Grand Union Canal 

has been identified as an important ecological feature.   

Chapter 15 of the ES (landscape and visual impact assessment) 

assesses the visual impact to users of the Grand Union Canal.  Existing 

vegetation between the main SRFI site and the J15a works will be 

retained as far as is practical.  Any vegetation lost will be reinstated in 

addition to the landscape mitigation planting that will be introduced 

around the boundaries of Main SRFI site and around the J15a works 

near the Grand Union Canal.  A requirement of the DCO also involves 

the design of a high-quality bridge over the Grand Union Canal 

Conservation Area. 

The impact of noise to recreational receptors on the Grand Union Canal 

towpath has been assessed.  Development plans for areas to the west 

of the A43 were reduced in response to feedback at Phase One 

consultation.  Adaptive noise mitigation, in the form of acoustic barriers 

up to 6m high, are shown as examples to protect these receptors from 

noise associated with activity in warehouse external yards facing west.  

Much of this section of the Grand Union Canal however is already 

subject to high noise levels from the A43.  These will not increase 

significantly as a result of the development. 

These comments have helped to bring about a change to the scheme – 

a requirement of the DCO now involves the design of a high-quality 

bridge over the canal. 

g3 – general and 

unspecified 

concern over 

impact of 

development on 

the environment 

(31) 

These comments are noted.  The Environmental Impact Assessment 

covers a wide range of potential environmental impacts, with effects 

identified in accordance with technical guidance relevant to each 

specialism.  The EIA and ES process enables Rail Central to identify 

and respond to assessed impacts. 

While some effects arising from the Proposed Development will be 

permanent, others will be temporary (such as those arising from 

construction), and the extent of others will decline over time (such as 

visual effects as proposed landscaping matures).  The design of the 

Proposed Development and measures proposed to avoid and reduce 

impacts minimise the extent of such effects and in several cases 
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provide an improvement to the current environmental status (for 

example, in terms of biodiversity and modifications to currently 

congested highway junctions). 

g4 - Loss of 

trees, hedges, 

flora (15) 

These comments have been considered.  The biodiversity chapter of 

the ES (chapter 14) addresses the potential impacts arising from loss of 

trees, hedgerows and flora.   

In response to concerns about the content within the soft landscape 

proposals, additional information has been provided in the Landscape 

and Ecological Infrastructure Strategy (Document no. 7.12 Rev A).  

This provides detailed information on proposed species to be used 

within the scheme.  The proposed hedgerow and tree removal has 

been quantified to ensure that appropriate compensation for their loss 

can be incorporated into the final design.  These include measures to 

ensure the continuation of local provenance of native species found on 

site, a commitment to work with local stakeholders post planning to 

ensure that their aspirations for the site can be met and a 

comprehensive set of ecological mitigation measures that will be 

implemented across the site.   

g5 - 

Environmental 

plans not thought 

through (3) 

The proposals have been through an iterative design process informed 

by detailed technical studies which have been comprehensively carried 

out in line with the ES scoping and over more than two years.  

Information on how the scheme has evolved and how the Rail Central 

team has had regard to environmental considerations can be found 

throughout the ES.  Chapter 14 (Biodiversity) and Chapter 15 

(Landscape and Visual Impact) address these areas in detail. 

g6 - Not the best 

plan for 

environment; 

containers 

should be sorted 

at sea ports or 

nearer industrial 

hubs. SRFI only 

shifts the 

environmental 

impact, rather 

than reducing it 

(4) 

These comments are noted.  The National Policy Statement for 

National Networks confirms there is a compelling need for an expanded 

network of SRFI.  This strong policy position was established in 

response to the changing needs of the logistics industry and the 

anticipated growth in freight traffic which will continue to fuel economic 

growth.  There is no policy-based restriction or geographical restraint 

on the number of SRFI required across the country or across specific 

regions to meet demand.  The Proposed Development would contribute 

towards the creation of a network of SRFI nationally, regionally and 

locally to serve a part of the country which displays the highest demand 

and best geographical characteristics and infrastructure to serve the 

economy and within which to locate an SRFI. 

There is an emergence of new SRFI that are seeking to expand the 

existing network.  They are arising in locations where demand is 

greatest, existing logistics operators are close by and which have 

excellent access to the Strategic Road Network and the Strategic (Rail) 
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Freight Network.  This location remains the East and West Midlands.  

g7 - Welcomes 

plan for 

'environmental 

bridge' (1) 

Noted.  The scheme has been designed to allow passage of flora and 

fauna through the site.  The ‘environmental bridge’ is a concept for 

linking together green space and habitat areas which is part of the 

overall landscaping and ecology strategy, as addressed further in the 

ES (inc Chapter 14, Biodiversity). 

g8 - Mitigation 

plans 

unsatisfactory / 

mitigation not 

possible (10) 

Mitigation measures are embedded into the scheme design in order to 

minimise impacts to biodiversity.  Additional mitigation measures have 

been put in place where necessary for specific important ecological 

features.  Residual effects have been identified where mitigation is 

predicted to not completely remove the potential adverse effect.   

g9 - Impressed 

by planning 

around 

environmental 

impact (1) 

Noted. 

g10 - 

Environmental 

benefit to the 

country 

outweighs the 

local impact (1) 

Noted.  The National Policy Statement for National Networks sets out 

the need for Strategic Rail Freight Interchanges on the national 

networks and recognises the benefits that such infrastructure can have. 

 

h)  Landscaping and Visual Impact  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

h1 - Concern or 

comment on 

design of 

warehouses (8) 

The design approach for the elevations is to provide a gradient of 

colour instead of solid blocks.  This aimed to reduce the scale whilst 

softening the overall appearance. 

The original colour scheme consulted on included colour bands of 

varying green tones and white.  Following feedback raised during 

Phase One consultation and further design assessments, this was 

amended.  The colour scheme as illustrated now includes bands of 

muted green tones similar to those in the landscape, in order to help 

reduce the visual impact of the proposed development.  However, 

further consideration of the design and colour finishes to the elevations 

will be made and agreed with SNC at the detailed design stage. 
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h2 - Concern or 

objection to 

scale of 

warehouses / 

extent of 

warehousing 

(34) 

This is noted and considered in chapter 15 of the ES (landscape and 

visual impact assessment).  An assessment of the effects of the 

proposed development on the character of the local and wider 

landscape, and on local residents and villages, including Blisworth and 

Milton Malsor, has been made in this chapter. 

The assessment, undertaken in accordance with best practice 

guidelines, considers the existing landscape character and visual 

context.  It was an iterative process of design, taking account of other 

technical matters such as ecology, engineering etc.  and has identified 

landscape and visual effects and mitigation measures designed to help 

avoid, remove, reduce or offset any landscape and visual effects as far 

as is practicable. 

Significant landscape and visual mitigation through the provision of 

screen bunding, woodland, hedgerow and other planting, together with 

ecological and other mitigation measures such as provision of footpaths 

and cycle ways, have been committed to as part of the development 

proposals.  It has been designed to mitigate, reduce or offset the 

landscape and visual effects on the local and wider landscape and on 

residents within the surrounding areas. 

The landscape and visual mitigation is provided on land within the 

applicant’s control and is taken account of and relied upon within the 

assessment of landscape and visual impacts.  The provision of a fund 

for offsite landscaping is to enable concerned residents and others to 

plant on land outside of the applicant’s control, e.g. within resident’s 

gardens, and any such planting may provide additional screening of the 

proposed development from specific locations. 

In response to feedback raised during consultation with regards to the 

visual impact of Rail Central, building set backs were introduced in key 

locations.  This allowed the landscaping treatment to be increased to 

further screen the development. 

h3 - General 

visual effects / 

blight (69) 

These comments have been considered.  Further details can be found 

in the regard had box for h2 above. 

h4 - Trees / 

landscaping 

needed to hide 

the buildings (8) 

These comments have been considered.  Further details can be found 

in the regard had box for h2 above. 

h5 - Supports 

approach to 

This is noted. 
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visual impact (2) 

h6 - Proposed 

approach to 

visual impact 

unsatisfactory / 

cannot be 

mitigated (39) 

This is noted and have been considered. Please refer to the response 

to h2 above for further details. 

h7 - Site of no 

great beauty or 

significance, little 

need to mitigate 

visual impact (1) 

This is noted. 

h8 - Worried 

about wind 

turbines (1) 

The proposed development does not include any wind turbines. 

h9 - Lower land 

level of site to 

reduce visual 

impact (1) 

This has been considered.  The design of the site aims to achieve a cut 

and fill balance to avoid the unnecessary export of material from site.  

This has informed the proposed site plateau levels parameters. 

Following feedback raised during Phase One and Phase Two 

consultations, the plans have changed.  Plateau levels have been 

slightly reduced in order to obtain more material to increase the height 

and extent of the screen bunding. 

h10 - 

Underground the 

development (1) 

This is noted.  Submerging buildings is not practical due to the impact it 

would have on ground conditions and site levels.  

Connecting to the existing infrastructure, such as rail and roads, is vital 

to ensure the development can function effectively with onsite 

operations being efficient without any detriment to the local area.   

In addition to cost, submerging buildings also creates a significant 

amount of spoil that would require removal which greatly impacts on 

the environment.  Where possible, Rail Central has tried to ensure little, 

if any, material would be taken off site.   

h11 - Concern 

about financial 

feasibility of 

landscaping (1) 

Budget estimates for each phase of the landscape will be produced as 

a check to confirm the financial feasibility.  The design of the landscape 

has sought to strike an appropriate balance between producing a 

robust landscape scheme and ensuring financial viability.  The scale 

and scope of the soft landscape is on a par with similarly sized 

schemes, such as DIRFT III. 
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h12 – Include 

more trees (2) 

This has been considered.  The proposed development includes 

comprehensive landscape and ecological mitigation proposals including 

substantial areas of woodland, hedgerow and other planting.  

Approximately 40% of the main SRFI is given to landscape and green 

open space. 

These comments have helped to bring about a scheme change.  The 

area of planting to the north of Zone 3 has been extended and 

woodland blocks have been proposed to the eastern side of the 

Northampton Loop Line.  32ha of landscape and ecological mitigation is 

proposed at J15a. 

h13 - General 

need for 

landscaping (6) 

Please refer to the response to h2 above 

h14 - Loss of 

green or open 

space / 

countryside (82) 

These comments are noted and have been considered.  Please refer to 

the response to h12 above for further details of how we have had 

regard to concerns over loss of green space and countryside. 

 

i)  Noise  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

i1 - Noise 

(pollution) (106)  

Concerns regarding the noise pollution created through Rail Central are 

noted and have been considered.  More detailed information on noise 

can be found in the noise chapter of the ES (chapter 16). 

A full noise and vibration assessment has been carried out considering 

the potential impacts from activities on the development sites, and from 

road traffic on public roads, during the construction phase and then into 

operation.  A thorough and long baseline noise monitoring survey 

established existing conditions at monitoring locations: these locations 

were approved by South Northamptonshire Council.  

Early engagement with SNC and other stakeholders on methodology 

also proved helpful in informing the details to be incorporated into the 

assessment and in ensuring matters would not be overlooked or not 

fully evaluated.  General, non-specific concerns expressed by the 

community in public consultation, that noise pollution will arise, are not 

reflected in the conclusions drawn from the noise and vibration 

assessments.  
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It is however noted that noise impacts will vary depending upon the 

particular location of individual properties.  Where property is 

particularly close, the effects will be greater.  In general terms, the set-

back distances of receptors is large, and this is the controlling factor in 

ensuring that in practice, noise effects are unlikely to be significant. 

 

j) Highways  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

j1 – safety of A43 

including 

junctions and 

access points (6) 

This has been considered.  An assessment of the safety of the 

junctions on the A43 is included within the Transport Assessment and 

road safety improvements are proposed at two of these junctions. 

j2 - Concerns 

regarding traffic 

on the A508 (13) 

This is noted.  Rail Central has undertaken modelling work that 

indicates there would not be a significant impact on the A508 corridor, 

with the vast majority of traffic using the M1, A43 and Ring Road 

corridors. 

j3 – HGVs in local 

villages (25) 

This has been considered and the prospect of HGVs diverting through 

local villages has been assessed.  Primary vehicle access to the site is 

from the A43 only, and an Operational Traffic Management Plan is 

included with the application which sets out measures to prevent use 

of local village routes by HGVs.  The access with Northampton Road 

has been made emergency access only in response to feedback. 

j4 – Traffic during 

Grand Prix (3) 

The increase in traffic during the Grand Prix at Silverstone has been 

considered in the Operational Traffic Management Plan.  The A43 

remains open for the section passing the site during the Grand Prix, 

and operators would be aware of this well in advance such that they 

could make arrangements for vehicles to access the site from the M1 

over this short period. 

j5 – General 

concern about 

HGVs, including 

number on site 

(41) 

These comments have been considered.  Off-site highway 

improvements are proposed in order to provide sufficient capacity to 

accommodate the additional traffic.  Assessments have been 

undertaken to ensure the site will be able to cope with the number of 

HGVs that will be accessing Rail Central at any given period.  Rail 

Central specifically includes an on-site lorry park to cater for HGVs and 

manage parking requirements.  The capacity of the lorry park has been 

modelled based on standards and operational experience. 

j6 – A43 traffic The impact of Rail Central on traffic congestion on the A43 has been 
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(43) considered in the Transport Assessment.  Off-site highway 

improvements are proposed in order to provide sufficient capacity to 

accommodate the additional traffic. 

j7 - Concern over 

Northampton 

Road 

access/traffic, 

including 

assurance 

access will only 

be for 

emergencies and 

requesting a 

definition of 

emergencies (35) 

These comments are noted.  In response to feedback, general site 

traffic will only be able to access the site from the A43.  Northampton 

Road will provide access for emergency vehicles, buses, pedestrians 

and cyclists only.  The emergency access points will be controlled by a 

bus gate arrangement, so that they can be used by buses to enter the 

site, but the control of whether these are opened to general site traffic 

would lie with the emergency services.  ‘Emergency’ would be defined 

and declared by the Emergency Services which would also oversee 

the operation of the access in an ‘emergency’ situation. 

j8 - Agrees with 

underpass 

solution to 

Northampton 

Road access (7) 

This is noted. 

j9 - Concern over 

closure of 

surrounding 

major roads (37) 

These comments are noted.  No major road closures are proposed as 

part of the plans for Rail Central. 

j10 - General 

traffic concerns, 

including staff 

traffic (81) 

Detailed modelling has been carried out to understand vehicle 

movements.  The impact of Rail Central on traffic congestion has been 

considered in the Transport Assessment.  Off-site highway 

improvements and mitigation are proposed in order to provide 

sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional traffic. 

j11 - M1 traffic 

(24) 

This has been considered.  Off-site highway improvements and 

mitigation are proposed in order to provide sufficient capacity to 

accommodate the additional traffic.  A “smart motorways” scheme is 

also currently being implemented by Highways England between M1 

J13-J16 which will provide additional capacity on the M1. 

j12 - Traffic in 

villages (non-

HGV) (60) 

These comments are noted and addressed.  In response to feedback, 

access for general site traffic is from the A43 only and off-site highway 

improvements (particularly at M1 J15A) are proposed in order to 

provide sufficient capacity such that traffic is attracted onto major 

routes, rather than minor routes through villages. 
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j13 - Need new 

link road / bypass 

(2) 

These comments are noted.  Modelling work indicates that the 

proposed package of off-site highway works is appropriate and 

provides sufficient capacity to accommodate additional traffic. 

j14 - A43 

Investment 

needed (1) 

This has been noted.  Off-site highway improvements are proposed – 

including at Junction 15a of the M1 – in order to provide sufficient 

capacity to accommodate the additional traffic on the A45 and 

surrounding roads.  The plans also include a new grade-separated 

junction on the A43 to provide access to the site. 

j15 - A45 traffic 

(6) 

This has been noted and addressed through modelling.  Off-site 

highway improvements are proposed in order to provide sufficient 

capacity to accommodate the additional traffic on the A43 and 

surrounding roads including the A45. 

j16 - Widen roads 

(2) 

This point is noted and considered in transport assessments.  

Widening roads is not necessary to accommodate additional traffic and 

the off-site highway improvements are proposed in order to provide 

sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional traffic.   

j17 - A5 Traffic 

(16) 

This is noted.  Off-site highway improvements are proposed in order to 

provide sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional traffic on the 

A5 and surrounding roads. 

j18 - HGVs 

should travel at 

night (1) 

On-site operators would likely seek to avoid HGVs travelling during 

peak hours of the highway network, but it would be impractical for all 

HGVs to travel at night.  Off-site highway improvements are proposed 

in order to provide sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional 

traffic. 

j19 - Concern 

over whether 

emergency 

vehicles will 

always be able to 

access site (3) 

Emergency vehicle access points are proposed on Northampton Road, 

in the event that the main site access on the A43 is blocked.  

Emergency access is also achievable to both sides of Northampton 

Road, in the event that the proposed underpass is blocked. 

j20 - Concern 

over condition of 

local roads and 

road 

infrastructure 

including bridges 

(5) 

This is noted.  The investment into the existing and wider NCC network 

and maintenance budget is outside the scope of this application. 

In order to manage the impacts of Rail Central vehicles on the 

network, Rail Central’s access for general site traffic is from the A43 

only.  Off-site highway improvements (particularly at M1 J15A) are 

proposed in order to provide sufficient capacity such that traffic is 

attracted onto major routes, rather than minor routes, such as through 

villages. 
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j21 - Concern 

over increasing 

number of 

cyclists and 

pedestrians (1) 

This suggestion has been considered and a new foot/cycleway is 

proposed along Northampton Road to accommodate and encourage 

travel by walking and cycling. 

j22 - Object to 

overpass from 

A43 (2) 

This comment is noted.  Based on modelling and assessments, the 

proposed Grade Separated Junction with the A43 is the most 

appropriate solution to provide sufficient capacity such that access 

onto Northampton Road is not required.  By providing as an 

overbridge, rather than an underbridge, it also minimises the amount of 

disruption to the A43. 

j23 - Road safety 

including speed 

reduction (25) 

An assessment of the safety of the junctions on the A43 is included 

within the Transport Assessment provided at Appendix 17.1 of the 

Environmental Statement, Road safety improvements are proposed at 

the following junctions: 

• A43 / St Johns Road 

• A43 / Northampton Road 

Further to the above, a reasonable financial contribution towards 

further improvements at the A43 / Towcester Road will be made 

should the existing accident problem remain following planned 

improvements by HE. 

j24 - Suggestion 

of flyover over the 

M1 (1) 

This comment is noted.  Any flyover would have visual, landscape and 

ecological issues and the cost for implementing such a scheme would 

also be prohibitive.  Modelling work carried out does not suggest that 

such a scheme would be necessary to address the impact of Rail 

Central. 

j25 - Upgrade 

J15A M1/J15A 

not equipped to 

handle traffic (5) 

This is noted.  A major improvement to M1 J15A is included as part of 

the development proposals.  Following capacity analysis presented 

within the TA provided at Appendix 17.1 of the Environmental 

Statement submitted as part of the DCO submission, it is concluded 

that the proposed improvement scheme is appropriate to 

accommodate the traffic associated with the proposed development. 

j26 - Highways 

plan is well 

thought through 

(1) 

This is noted. 

j27 - Block 

access to the A43 

Blisworth slip 

This is noted.  It would be difficult to enforce.  An Operational Traffic 

Management Plan is included with the application which sets out 



Appendix 27 - Section 47, Phase 1: Schedule of feedback from the local community 
and the regard the applicant has had 

 

23 
 

road for non-

residents (1) 

measures to prevent use of local village routes by site traffic. 

j28 - Requests 

second bridge 

over railway 

cutting in Roade 

(1) 

Modelling work indicates that there would not be a significant impact 

on the A508 corridor, with the vast majority of traffic using the M1, A43 

and Ring Road corridors.  This work would therefore not be required to 

address the impact of Rail Central. 

j29 - Concern 

over need for 

additional works 

on highways that 

would be required 

by Rail Central 

(2) 

This is noted.  Scheme and mitigation design is informed by detailed 

highways modelling.  Off-site highway improvements are proposed in 

order to provide sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional 

traffic, as set out in the Transport Assessment. 

j30 - Should 

consult Highways 

England/ 

Northamptonshire 

Highways on 

highways and 

traffic issues (1) 

This is noted.  The proposals have been discussed with Highways 

England and Northamptonshire County Council as part of a Transport 

Working Group that has met on a monthly basis since 2015. 

j31 - A43 junction 

should be high 

level with 

sufficient slip 

roads (1) 

This is noted.  The A43 site access junction is proposed as a grade 

separated junction over the A43, designed in accordance with DMRB 

guidelines.   Please note DMRB refers to the Design Manual for Roads 

and Bridges. 

j32 - Should link 

to A45/A508 J15 

to improve 

access (1) 

This is noted.  This is not required to address the impact of Rail 

Central, and would require the use of third party land that falls within 

the Northampton Gateway site. 

j33 - Need for 

good signposting 

(1) 

This is noted.  This will be provided as part of the scheme and included 

on detailed design drawings of off-site highway improvement schemes. 

j34 - Should 

encourage car 

sharing (1) 

This is noted and will be encouraged through the Travel Plan. 

j35 - Should 

encourage 

cycling / facilitate 

This is noted and is encouraged through the Travel Plan.  A new 

foot/cycleway is also proposed along Northampton Road. 
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cycle links (2) 

j36 - Concerned 

that rail bridge 

over 

Northampton 

Road will be lost 

(1) 

This is noted.  The existing (WCML) rail bridge over Northampton 

Road will not be removed. 

j37 - Park & Ride 

is not a good 

solution (1) 

This is noted.  A Park and Ride does not form part of the scheme. 

j38 Other sites 

better connected 

to Strategic Road 

Network (1) 

This is noted and the suitability of the site is address in detail in the 

Market Assessment report and the Alternative Sites Assessment.  The 

proposed site is ideally connected to the Strategic Road Network, 

being directly adjacent to the A43 Trunk Road which leads to the M40 

in the south, and only 2km away from the M1, which is the major route 

between London and Leeds.  It is also close to the A45 Trunk Road 

which leads towards the east of England. 

 

 

k) Socio-economics  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

k1 - Concern over 

impact on local 

bus services (4) 

This is noted.  A public transport strategy is included with the 

proposals, which will include improvements to local bus services. 

k2 - Need more / 

better bus services 

(2) 

This is noted. A public transport strategy is included with the 

proposals, which will include improvements to local bus services. 

k3 - Staff access: 

where are staff 

coming from and 

how? (13) 

This is noted.  Study areas from which Rail Central is likely to draw 

the majority of its labour have been defined within the socio-economic 

chapter of the ES (chapter 18).  Regard has been had to the likely 

method of travel to work (“how”) within the Transport Assessment. 

k4 - No need for 

new jobs (31) 

This is noted and disputed.  Government policies for a strong and 

sustainable economy include job creation.  The scale of the labour 

force in need of employment within the wider impact area both 

currently and in future has been taken into account in the assessment 

that informed the socio-economic chapter of the ES (Chapter 18).  
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This includes an assessment of planned and committed future 

residential growth.  

k5 - Concern over 

effect on local 

demographics (9) 

This is noted.  Labour force effects have been taken into account 

within the socio-economic chapter of the ES (Chapter 18). 

k6 - Concern over 

effect on house 

price (18) 

This is noted and has been considered.  House prices are generally 

not considered to be a material consideration in planning decisions.  

Furthermore, causality between a specific development and potential 

house price changes cannot be reliably estimated, given that house 

prices are influenced by a wide range of factors including the balance 

between supply and demand for homes in the local and wider 

housing market. 

However, at the time of questions being raised about the effect on 

house values during the initial stage of consultation the Applicant had 

not yet developed any discretionary compensation schemes.  Having 

had regard to the comments that were made, the Property Bond was 

subsequently introduced to address a clear gap in the statutory 

compensation code. 

As to the compulsory purchase of properties, at the time of the initial 

consultation period it was hoped that compulsory acquisition powers 

would not need to be relied upon, and efforts were already being 

made to acquire third party interests by agreement (indeed, some of 

the land required for the scheme had already been secured).  Due to 

the commercial and confidential nature of discussions with 

landowners it was not appropriate to discuss specific cases at the 

consultation events, but the fact that such a large proportion of the 

land required for the scheme is owned or controlled by the promoters 

testifies to the effectiveness of the negotiations that have been 

undertaken. 

k7 - Loss of 

agricultural/farming 

land (32) 

 

The permanent loss of agricultural land is reported in the agricultural 

land chapter of the ES (chapter 9).  The Agricultural Land 

Classification survey has found that approximately 25% of the land 

required for the development is the best and most versatile land in 

Grade 2 and Subgrade 3a.  The effects on agricultural land are 

assessed and reported as moderate adverse, which is considered to 

be significant (for the purposes of EIA). 

k8 - Believe project 

will bring economic 

benefits (3) 

This comment is noted. 
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k9 - Insufficient 

housing for 

workforce / where 

will new homes 

go? (11) 

This comment is noted.  Implications of housing the labour force have 

now been considered within the socio-economic chapter of the ES 

(Chapter 18).  The chapter concludes that there is sufficient new 

housing planned over the next ten years to ensure a sufficient labour 

force is available to fulfil job opportunities. 

k10 - Relative 

value of jobs 

created is poor 

(incl. jobs-to-land 

ratio and impact 

on congestion) (1) 

This comment is noted.  The socio-economic assessment (Chapter 

18) highlights that a range of employment opportunities will be 

created, including senior level and managerial roles and lower skilled 

positions.  The proposed development has the potential to attract 

skilled people to the district to work and or to live. 

k11 - Approach to 

property bond 

inappropriate or 

inadequate (2) 

 

This comment is noted.  The property bond has been offered as a 

discretionary scheme to provide property owners in closest proximity 

to the scheme with protection and certainty in relation to the value of 

their property.  Rail Central recognises that the statutory 

compensation code does not protect property owners in all scenarios 

and has taken the decision to offer a discretionary scheme which has 

been communicated to the relevant parties.  Those parties who have 

taken up the opportunity to be provided with a bond have not 

indicated that they consider it to be inappropriate or inadequate; 

indeed, as a discretionary measure it is indicative of Rail Central’s 

willingness to go above and beyond what is required in order to 

provide comfort to affected parties. 

k12 - 

Northamptonshire 

cannot become 

over-reliant on 

logistics industry 

(1) 

This comment is noted.  The socio-economic assessment (Chapter 

18) highlights that a range of employment opportunities will be 

created, including senior level and managerial roles and lower skilled 

positions.  The proposed development has the potential to attract 

skilled people to the district to work and or to live. 

There is no empirical evidence to suggest that the presence of the 

logistics industry at any scale diminishes business perceptions of 

location quality. 

k13 - Local people 

do not want jobs in 

warehouses 

(including for their 

children) (1) 

This comment is noted.  The socio-economic assessment (Chapter 

18) highlights that a range of employment opportunities will be 

created, including senior level and managerial roles and lower skilled 

positions.  The proposed development has the potential to attract 

skilled people to the district to work and or to live. 

There is no empirical evidence to suggest that the presence of the 

logistics industry at any scale diminishes business perceptions of 

location quality. 
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k14 - Tourism and 

agriculture would 

bring more benefit 

(1) 

This comment is noted.  While tourism and agriculture do bring 

benefits to the economy, the use of the site for nationally significant 

infrastructure will create more employment than an agricultural or 

tourism use at the site. 

k15 - Crime and 

policing (14) 

Regard has been had to the potential for crime and disorder issues 

within the socio-economic chapter of the ES (Chapter 18). 

k16 - Adds to 

pressure for urban 

expansion (incl. 

housing 

development) (16) 

This comment is noted.  Implications of housing the labour force have 

now been considered within the socio-economic chapter of the ES 

(Chapter 18). 

k17 - General 

effect on 

village/rural way of 

life and the identity 

of communities 

(86) 

Rail Central is a nationally significant infrastructure project, located 

between two existing villages.  In recognition of its location and 

surroundings, the scheme has been designed to minimise factors 

which could influence the community such as noise, lighting and 

traffic.  Please refer to these chapters throughout the ES for a full 

assessment of these matters. 

For example, a noise and vibration assessment undertaken on 

heritage assets looking at the effects on listed, and locally listed, 

buildings and on conservation areas, concludes residual noise and 

vibration effects to these receptors are either negligible or minor. 

k18 - Concern 

about strain on 

local services 

including health, 

schools (7) 

 

The socio-economic chapter of the ES (Chapter 18) shows how Rail 

Central has taken account of planned housing growth within the local 

and wider area and concludes that there is sufficient planned housing 

supply to accommodate labour force requirements.  

Northamptonshire County Council takes account of new housing 

development when planning for school places, and no additional 

resident demand would therefore be generated by Rail Central. 

Potential changes in public health care are largely dependent on a 

change in resident population size and or demography.  During 

construction this project will not influence resident population size or 

demography where both construction and operational staff are likely 

to be sourced locally/regionally and continue to utilise their existing 

public health service provider.  

In addition, occupational health care will be a feature of the proposed 

development, and the proposed project already includes a number of 

healthy urban design features intended to facilitate a healthy 

workforce, preventing and delaying the onset of poor health, and 

associated care.   
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l) Lighting  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

l1 - Light 

(pollution) (64) 

Light and light ‘pollution’ has been modelled and considered in detail.  

Concerns over light pollution are addressed below and more detailed 

consideration given in the lighting chapter of the ES (chapter 19). 

Obtrusive light at night, commonly referred to as 'Light Pollution' is 

made up of three, interlinked, issues: 

1. Direct sky glow: the direct upward spill of light into the sky, which 

can cause a glowing effect and is often seen above cities when 

viewed from a dark area. 

2. Glare: the uncomfortable brightness of the light source against a 

dark background which results in dazzling the observer, which may 

cause nuisance to residents and a hazard to road users. 

3. Light Trespass (vertical and horizontal): the spilling of light 

beyond the boundary of a property, which may cause nuisance to 

others  

As a ‘nuisance’ it is covered, by law, under The Clean Neighbourhoods 

and Environment Act (2006) and it qualifies it as 'Artificial light that was 

prejudicial to health or a nuisance would become a statutory nuisance. 

The measure on artificial light would apply to light emitted from 

residential, commercial and industrial premises, but with exemptions for 

premises used for activities for which artificial light is essential or 

required by legislation for operational, security or health and safety 

reasons, and street lighting.'   

Noted that artificial light will be visible, in some way, at night.  Through 

design, Rail Central is committed to reducing as much light coming off 

the site as possible.  Therefore, in terms of direct glare from light fittings 

and ‘stray’ light, that is encroachment and trespass of light off the site, 

Rail Central will design in measures to ensure that the artificial light 

stays on the site (ie where it is intended and is required to support 

operational activity). 

Rail Central recognises that sky glow, usually the effect from a distance 

observed across the sky from artificial light at night, can be present 

under certain conditions.  Artificial light, no matter how well controlled 

and aimed on and within a site, will be redirected upwards from 

surfaces such as roads, hard landscaping, buildings etc.  Although all 

current guidance on the permitted amount of sky glow for a site of this 
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type, in its suggested location, has been met it is possible that inter-

reflection will redirect some light upwards.  However, it is likely that this 

would only be observed in very specific weather conditions such as 

mist, fog or low level cloud cover.  Rail Central notes that such 

observations would be transient and will be very dependent on a 

viewer’s position in relation to the site. 

 

 

m) Waste  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

m1 – Concern 

about increased 

rubbish / waste 

(1) 

This comment is noted.  Waste management is addressed within the 

Waste and Resource Efficiency chapter of the ES (Chapter 20) and a 

Site Waste management plan outlined within the Outline Construction 

Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) secured as a requirement of 

the DCO. 

 

 

n) Cumulative effects  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

n1 - cumulative 

impact with other 

schemes or HS2 

work needs to be 

considered (3) 

This has been considered.  Cumulative effects are addressed within 

each technical chapter of the ES and summarised in Chapter 

22.   These look at the effects from other projects (as well as other 

disciplines of Rail Central itself) on “shared receptors” that could be 

affected by two projects simultaneously.  The cumulative projects 

identified included those with the following features: 

• Approved, or likely to approved by August 2019.  This may include a 

project that is: under construction; approved but not yet 

implemented; approved but not yet determined or currently refused 

but subject to appeal. (existing projects form part of the current 

environmental baseline) 

• Within a 5km boundary from the outer boundary of the Rail Central 

Order Limits. 

• Meeting the thresholds set out in the EIA Regulations (Column 2 in 

Schedule 2) as an appropriate scale threshold to capture projects 

with ‘likely significant effects’.  
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35 cumulative projects were identified, and publicly available 

environmental information about them collated in order for specialists to 

make the cumulative assessment.  The nature of the assessment 

depended on the relevant geographical boundary and any shared 

receptors between the cumulative project and Rail Central.  

Consideration was given to those effects considered in each technical 

assessment which were considered to be minor or above following the 

implementation of embedded and adaptive mitigation (i.e. the residual 

effect).  The assessment addresses the combined magnitude of 

change; sensitivity of the shared receptors and tolerance to change; 

and duration and reversibility of any cumulative effect. 

Further mitigation has been identified as required if potentially 

significant cumulative effects were identified at any receptor. 

 

 

o) Human health  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

o1 – Hygiene (3) A number of concerns have been raised regarding basic hygiene 

requirements and human defecation in public.  These have been noted.  

The proposed development includes appropriate staff facilities on site 

plus a specific amenity area linked to the on-site lorry park with 

toilet/washroom facilities for drivers. 

o2 - Concern 

about impact on 

health of local 

residents (10) 

This has been considered.  Physical and mental health concerns raised 

are associated with potential changes in air quality, noise and transport.  

Each of these health pathways have been explored, assessed and 

addressed through the individual technical disciplines within the 

relevant ES chapters and also separately within Chapter 4 of the ES.  

 

 

p) Consultation  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

p1 - Concern 

about or request 

for more / better 

This has been considered.  Phase One Consultation was held at an 

early stage to consult on the initial plans for Rail Central.  During the 

Phase One Consultation, in August 2018 supplementary materials were 
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visualisations 

(65) 

published with visualisations.  Subsequently, a suite of visualisations 

was published for consultation at the Phase Two Consultation.  An 

illustrative 3D interactive model and illustrative animation were also 

created and made available as part of the Phase Two Consultation. 

p2 - Wanted 

more information 

before 

consultation, or 

felt consultation 

was premature 

(6) 

This is noted.  Engagement was sought at this stage to consult on early 

proposals and receive feedback on the plans.  A later stage of 

consultation – Phase Two Consultation – was held once further 

technical work had been completed, feedback considered and a 

considerable level of information could be made available to the public. 

p3 - Inadequate 

or need more 

traffic information 

(34) 

This is noted.  Rail Central carried out initial consultation at an early 

stage in the design process to ensure communities were involved 

throughout the evolution of plans.  Following Phase One consultation, 

the Rail Central team sought to ensure that a more robust position on 

highways mitigation was provided at Phase Two consultation.  To do 

this, detailed studies were carried out and data was run through the 

new NCC highways models, which was created and validated in 2017.  

This ensured that the highways designs were tested against the best 

and most up to date assessment of how the local and regional 

highways network operated.  Further information has been provided on 

traffic through updates to the website and various community 

newsletters. 

Furthermore, a number of Local Liaison Group meetings focused on 

highways matters, including traffic, and were attended by TPA (Rail 

Central’s highways consultant).  This included the LLG meeting on 24 

May 2017 which was delivered by TPA and focused specifically on 

highways matters.  A presentation was delivered with information on 

traffic assessments and traffic was one of the main topics of debate. 

Further details of the approach to traffic can be found in the Transport 

Assessment. 

p4 - Inadequate 

or need more 

economic info (4) 

This is noted.  As much information as was possible at the time of 

Phase One consultation was presented, including extensive economic 

information regarding the development in the PEIR.  

Following Phase One consultation, additional scoping work was 

undertaken to provide more information with regard to the labour 

market, the demand for the rail freight market and the impact of Rail 

Central on the national, regional and local economies.  This was 

presented to the community through the Autumn 2017 community 
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newsletter which was sent to addresses local to the proposed scheme. 

More comprehensive information on this economic scoping work was 

made available at Phase Two Consultation and included information on 

the labour market, as well as direct and indirect economic benefits to 

the national, regional and local area.  The Phase Two public exhibition 

panels contained further information on these benefits for the 

community to read when attending the exhibitions.  More detailed 

economic information can be found in the socio-economic chapter of 

the Environmental Statement (Chapter 18) and the Market Assessment 

Report 

p5 - Poor 

consultation 

process, 

including over-

reliance on 

online material / 

need more 

deposit locations 

(30)  

This is noted.  Rail Central has pursued a rigorous, two-stage formal 

consultation process, and also consulted informally ahead of and 

outside this statutory consultation to make local people aware of the 

plans as early as possible.  This ensured that communities were well-

informed throughout the evolution of the plans and that their feedback 

could influence this process.  

During both phases of formal consultation Rail Central held a series of 

well-advertised and well-attended public exhibitions at several 

locations, across different days, in the local area.  These were 

complemented by deposit locations and online information. 

Furthermore, the second phase of consultation provided more 

information and took into account feedback regarding the process itself, 

for instance, Rail Central sought to make information available at a 

broader range of deposit locations during Phase Two and additionally 

included new ‘information points’ in the local area.  The addition of 

these information points was specifically in response to feedback.  It 

should be noted that the availability of potentially suitable 

venues/locations is also relatively constrained in the site location, 

hence the approach taken which was consulted on in the SoCC and the 

balance of physical locations and on-line. 

Rail Central has complied throughout with the consultation process 

required for NSIPs, as set out in the Planning Act 2008. 

p6 - Inadequate 

or need more 

info on rail (8) 

Rail Central provided as much information on rail as was available at 

Phase One consultation to allow the community to provide their 

comments on the draft plans and influence the development of the 

scheme design. 

Following Phase One consultation, further technical surveys and 

assessments were carried out and Rail Central maintained a regular 

dialogue with Network Rail and other consultees in order to refine the 
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plans.  As a result of this, more detailed information on the rail aspects 

of the scheme were presented at Phase Two consultation.  Rail Central 

feels that these assessments were vital to provide accurate information 

to residents about the scheme. 

Also, LLG meetings were held focusing on rail, including a meeting on 

18 July 2017 which was specifically focused on rail.  A presentation 

was given by Nick Gallop (Rail Central’s rail consultant) who then 

addressed questions from the LLG group.  The presentation was made 

public and uploaded to the Rail Central website.  

Further details on rail can be found in the Rail Operations Report. 

p7 - Inadequate 

information, 

more needed or 

repeat 

consultation 

when more 

information is 

available (91) 

Rail Central looked to provide as much information as possible in the 

early phase of consultation and more information was made available 

at Phase Two Consultation, as a result of the technical surveys and 

assessments being undertaken.  Rail Central feels that these 

assessments were vital to provide accurate information to residents 

about the scheme. 

Phase Two Consultation was an important part of the two-stage 

process which was designed to allow residents and those interested to 

influence the development of the plans throughout this process. 

p8 - objected to 

implied support 

from national 

bodies such as 

Network Rail, 

government, 

PINS (8) 

This is noted.  Rail Central has continually complied with the process 

necessary for an application to PINs for a DCO and has made this clear 

in its communications but never attempted to imply the support of the 

Planning Inspectorate.  Similarly, it is the case that this development 

responds to government policy without itself being a government 

project. 

There was an isolated incident in August 2016 involving unintentional 

misuse of a Network Rail logo in a small number of letters.  A full 

apology has been issued and this was dealt with at the time to ensure 

no misunderstanding. 

p9 - Too few 

consultation 

events in Milton 

Malsor (15) 

During Phase One Consultation a broad approach was taken where a 

number of different locations each had an exhibition.  This ensured 

wide awareness of the project and participation in the consultation 

process.  Due to venue availability, only one event was held at Milton 

Malsor Village Hall at Phase One. 

During Phase Two, Rail Central was able to and arranged to hold two 

exhibitions in Milton Malsor.  This was in response to feedback.  The 

first Saturday in the series of Phase Two exhibitions was also 

deliberately held in Milton Malsor, recognising the appetite for 
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information and in response to Phase One feedback. 

Exhibitions have been complemented by regular liaison with Milton 

Malsor Parish Council and other local stakeholders, in part through the 

LLG. 

p10 - Lack of 

transparency 

(including 

misleading 

documents, 

belief this has 

been long term 

plan) (37) 

This is noted.  However, Rail Central disputes this claim and has run a 

robust, transparent and comprehensive consultation and engagement 

process. 

Residents were given information about the plans as soon as they were 

being developed, and more information has been provided as it 

became available.  

Phase One Consultation was timed to take place so local communities 

could find out about the proposals at an early stage and give feedback, 

which could then be considered early and best influence the proposals.  

At Phase Two Consultation, the team was able to provide a significant 

greater level of information with updated plans and technical 

assessments, together with another opportunity for local residents to 

provide written feedback. 

This consultation was designed to allow local communities to influence 

the development of the plans throughout the process.  Keeping 

residents informed has been a priority throughout, as shown by the 

release of updated documents, regular communication with the LLG 

and the approach taken to Phase Two, which responded to feedback 

about how Rail Central consulted. 

p11 - Inadequate 

or need more 

info on 

construction 

phase (2) 

At the Phase One Consultation it was explained that construction traffic 

impacts will also be examined in detail, with reference to site phasing.  

It was also stated that details of prescribed routes and delivery time 

restrictions to help minimise disruption would be provided. 

Further details on the approach to the construction phase was 

presented at Phase Two Consultation and has also been covered in 

Chapter 17 of the Environmental Statement provided as part of the 

DCO submission.  In addition a Construction Traffic Management Plan 

(CTMP) has been prepared and submitted as Documents 7.9a of the 

DCO submission as well as a Code of Construction Practice (COCP). 

p12 - Positive 

comment on the 

consultation 

materials (1) 

Rail Central has noted this feedback.  

p13 - Need to Rail Central has pursued a rigorous, two-stage formal consultation 
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have regard to 

local views (21) 

process, and also engaged informally ahead of and outside this 

statutory consultation to make local people aware of the plans as early 

as possible.  This ensured that communities were well-informed 

throughout the evolution of the plans and that their feedback could 

influence this process.  

The responses Rail Central received during both phases of consultation 

have been taken into regard and feedback influenced the evolution of 

plans.  Details are included in the Consultation Report. 

p14 - Should 

consult with 

police (3) 

This is noted.  Rail Central made initial contact with the Police in early 

2016 when the Rail Central team contacted and established a link to 

Northamptonshire Police, providing a brief introduction to the project 

and outlining the forthcoming public consultation (Phase One). 

The Police were formally consulted under Section 42 at the Phase Two 

Consultation.  No response was received. 

In addition, the Local Resilience Forum, based at Northamptonshire 

Police, was also consulted under Section 42 as part of the Phase Two 

Consultation.  

The Police were also consulted as part of the design development of 

Junction 15A and the proposals to reduce the speed limit through the 

junction to 40mph.   

p15 - Inadequate 

or need more 

environmental 

info (20) 

Rail Central sought to provide as detailed information as was possible 

at the time of Phase One consultation.  Following this early phase of 

consultation, significant time was spent on undertaking environmental 

assessments and technical surveys on specific environmental aspects 

of the scheme with regards to mitigation.  This ensured that the 

environmental information presented at Phase Two consultation was 

considerably more advanced than at Phase One.  The Environmental 

Statement submitted with the DCO application contains considerable 

detail on environmental information spread across several chapters.  

p16 - Specific 

request to know 

which urban 

centres RC will 

serve (2) 

Rail Central will serve a range of urban centres and markets in line with 

occupier/operator businesses and requirements. 

The proposed development is likely to attract demand from companies 

with requirements for national distribution centres (NDCs) or regional 

distribution centres (RDCs).  Therefore, the area that companies would 

seek to service from Rail Central would include urban centres across 

the country in the case of NDCs, or urban centres in the wider region 

(in the case of RDCs).  

The market area and urban centres that companies with distribution 
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facilities on Rail Central would service should not be confused with the 

catchment areas (core or secondary) for companies with facilities in 

locations around Rail Central, which might seek to use the rail terminal 

(s) at Rail Central for their logistics operations. 

p17 - 

commending the 

consultation for 

being early 

enough to allow 

residents to 

influence plans 

(1) 

Rail Central has noted this feedback. 

p18 - Extend the 

consultation/ 

inadequate time 

given (6) 

In response to feedback requesting an extension of the deadline, from 

individuals and organisations, Phase One remained open until 21 

October 2016.  This was nearly six months after formal consultation 

opened.  Furthermore, the second phase of consultation provided 

another opportunity to influence the plans. 

p19 - Should be 

better direction 

to the plans on 

the website (2) 

Rail Central has consistently pointed out the availability of a wide range 

of project documents on its website (www.railcentral.com), which has 

been designed to be accessible and easy to use.  Directions to these 

documents, including updated plans, have been included in 

correspondence with local residents where appropriate and documents 

have remained available on the Project Library of the website. 

p20 - 

Consultation 

process is too 

long / drawn out 

(1) 

This comment is noted.  Rail Central has pursued a rigorous, two-stage 

formal consultation process, and also consulted informally ahead of 

and outside this statutory consultation to make local people aware of 

the plans as early as possible.  This was done to ensure that 

communities were well-informed throughout the evolution of the plans 

and that their feedback could influence this process.  The consultation 

approach was consulted on via the SoCC and follows the principles 

and requirements of the Planning Act (2008) and NSIP planning. 

p21 - Should 

have been direct 

contact to those 

with property on 

the site, 

neighbours of 

site and affected 

properties (6) 

This comment is noted.  Those whose property is directly affected by 

the plans have been contacted and consulted directly. 

More widely, a consultation zone was also set and agreed within the 

SoCC to include the villages of Blisworth, Milton Malsor and Roade.  

This zone received copies of the Community Update newsletters 

throughout and preceding Phase One and regular correspondence 

about the project and the consultation process / opportunity to engage.  

Refer to more detail in the Consultation Report. 
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p22 - More info 

required on 

archaeology and 

ecology (1) 

This comment is noted.  Rail Central looked to provide as much 

information as possible at Phase One consultation, including regarding 

ecology and archaeology in the Preliminary Environmental Information 

Report.  

Additional technical surveys and scoping exercises were undertaken 

following Phase One consultation to provide more detailed and robust 

information with regard to ecological mitigations and archaeology.  

Further details on this can be found in the Archaeology (Chapter 10) 

and Biodiversity (Chapter 14) chapters of the Environmental Statement. 

p23 - TfL should 

be consulted / 

allowed to 

comment (1) 

As a statutory consultee, TfL was formally consulted during Phase Two 

Consultation, as were all Section 42 consultees.  

p24 - Provide 

expectation of 

modal split to be 

achieved by site 

(1) 

The existing six operational SRFI (plus the new SRFI at Doncaster 

which has become operational earlier this year) now handle over 30 

trains per day in and out per day, in addition to trains operating out of 

established smaller RFI in the surrounding areas.  

This comment is noted.  In considering this, it is important to note that 

the NPS states that to qualify as nationally-significant infrastructure 

projects, SRFI must as a minimum be capable of handling four trains 

per day and, where possible, be capable of increasing the number of 

trains handled.  

Using the same forecasting model as used by Network Rail for national 

freight forecasts referenced by the NPS, it is estimated that the site 

could generate the equivalent of 13 intermodal trains per day in and out 

of site, each trainload carrying the equivalent of over 30 long-distance 

lorry loads each way.  

The rail freight interchange facilities at Rail Central have been designed 

to cater for this level of traffic, which is expected to travel to and from 

Rail Central in a mixture of intermodal (container) and conventional rail 

services, including express services. 

p25 - Timetable 

should be made 

clearer (1) 

Rail Central has frequently outlined the pre-application timetable in 

communications with residents through regular newsletters, with the 

LLG and on the project website.  During Phase Two Consultation this 

was stressed again through clear displays at all exhibitions, inclusion 

on feedback forms and any information published. 

p26 - Request 

for details on 

analysis of other 

The respondents’ comments are noted and relate to the socio-

economic chapter (Chapter 18) of the PEIR whereby a comparator site 

was analysed to provide comparative statistics on workforce and the 
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logistics parks 

from April 2016 

PEIR (2) 

extent of the travel to work area.  Responses to the respondents’ 

questions are detailed below. 

The comparator site was named in the PEIR as Pineham.  Pineham 

comprises a range of logistics operations accommodated in modern 

premises, and is located within the M1 corridor, close to the Rail 

Central site. 

This example was used in order to illustrate the extent of the travel to 

work area for a site close to Rail Central and accessible from the M1.  

Data on the number of employees and the origin points of employees 

was drawn from the latest census data available to the Rail Central 

team at the time of the analysis (the 2011 Census of Population).  The 

purpose of the analysis was to look at the overall size of the workforce 

working at the sample site and the travel to work movements of 

employees coming to the site using published census data.  Further 

profiling of the labour force at Pineham was not undertaken as there is 

an absence of reliable data on how commuting patterns vary by role or 

skills level.  The analysis includes all travel to work movements to the 

site as measured at the time of the 2011 Census of Population. 

The socio-economic chapter (Chapter 18) of the ES details workforce 

availability.  It has been acknowledged throughout the pre-application 

process from the Environment Statement Scoping Report through to 

the ES that the workforce for Rail Central will be drawn from an area 

which is wider than that covered by the administrative area of South 

Northamptonshire Council.  A wider labour catchment area is defined in 

the ES and analysis is provided of labour force availability both 

currently and in future years. 

p27 - Must 

consult with BPA 

due to sub-

surface 

infrastructure (1) 

Rail Central is aware of the sub-surface infrastructure owned by BPA 

and has consulted with BPA regarding this.  This does not pose any 

problem to the development of an SRFI. 

p28 - Clarify 

reasons for 

choice of site (1) 

Rail Central connects two main railway lines to the strategic road 

network, and is the best location for an SRFI, as informed by the 

assessment of alternative sites. 

p29 - Should 

have been 

exhibitions post-

visual plans (1) 

This comment is noted.  Rail Central provided updated visual plans 

during Phase One Consultation in response to requests for additional 

visual information and to ensure that residents had the most up-to-date 

information available.  A significant level of visualisation material was 

then available at Phase Two Consultation, including a suite of 
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visualisations and a 3D interactive model. 

p30 - Consulting 

on issues that 

are too 

insignificant (1) 

Rail Central sees consultation as an important part of the process of 

developing plans and provided residents and interested parties with the 

opportunity to provide feedback on all aspects of the development. 

p31 - Establish 

local groups 

such as Schools 

& Youth Council, 

Travel Plan 

Steering Group 

(1) 

This comment is noted.  Rail Central has engaged with a number of 

local schools, youth councils and other community groups as well as 

approached a significant number in the local area to offer meetings, 

briefings and engagement.  More detail is included in the Consultation 

Report.  Rail Central has established and provided regular updates to a 

Local Liaison Group which it established early in the process.  

p32 - No 

parameters 

plans detailing 

scale and ground 

levels available 

(1) 

This comment is noted.  Parameters plans were published during 

Phase One Consultation and these were updated to detail the scale 

and ground levels of the site during Phase Two. 

p33 - Predictions 

provided cannot 

be certain - will 

only know impact 

once it is running 

(2) 

This is noted.  The detailed desktop and field survey work across all 

environmental disciplines, which inform the Environmental Statement, 

are based on best practice and established methodologies that have 

been agreed with relevant stakeholders and regulators, including the 

Relevant Planning Authority.  The results of all detailed technical 

survey work are set out within the Environment Statement (ES) and its 

associated appendices and figures. 

It is acknowledged that predictions arising from modelling and 

assessment methodologies are estimations only (against the current 

baseline environmental conditions), as addressed in the Limitations and 

Assumptions sections in each technical chapter of the ES.  However, 

mitigation proposed for potential environmental effects also includes 

monitoring schemes (for issues such as dust, air quality, noise, 

vibration, traffic management and landscaping creation and 

management) which ensure that environmental impacts arising are not 

significantly greater than those predicted in the ES. 

p34 - Consult 

bodies such as 

Network Rail, 

South Northants 

Council (1) 

Network Rail and South Northamptonshire Council are statutory 

consultees under Section 42 of the Planning Act (2008).Rail Central 

has been in regular correspondence with both throughout the 

development of plans from their early stage, keeping them informed 

and inviting feedback on plans.  Both of these bodies were consulted 
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formally during Phase Two of consultation. 

p35 - Need to 

make progress 

with Network 

Rail before 

application, 

including grip 

process (2) 

Rail Central engaged with Network Rail to take the project through the 

initial feasibility stages 1 and 2 of Network Rail’s “GRIP” process to 

provide sufficient detail to inform the DCO application.  A completion 

certificate has been issued by Network Rail confirming that the project 

has reached the end of GRIP stage 2, and Network Rail has submitted 

proposals to Rail Central to continue beyond GRIP2 on the proposals. 

p36 - Shouldn't 

be allowed to go 

ahead without 

assurances or 

support from 

Network Rail (4) 

Network Rail was asked to enter into an agreement with Rail Central to 

assess the technical feasibility of the proposals.  Before this work could 

commence, Network Rail undertook its own internal consultation to 

decide whether the scheme should be considered.  

Having concluded that the project would not pose an unacceptable risk 

to Network Rail’s infrastructure or customers, Network Rail engaged 

with Rail Central to take the project through the initial feasibility stages 

1 and 2 of Network Rail’s “GRIP” process to provide sufficient detail to 

inform the DCO application.  A completion certificate has been issued 

by Network Rail confirming that the project has reached the end of 

GRIP stage 2, and Network Rail has submitted proposals to Rail 

Central to continue beyond GRIP2 on the proposals. 

A Statement of Common Ground will be submitted with the DCO setting 

out Network Rail’s support for the proposals. 

p37 - Need to 

better define 

"affected 

properties" (1) 

Scheme specific discretionary financial packages, such as the property 

bonds being offered as part of the Rail Central application process, 

relate to those properties that due to their proximity the promoters 

consider may suffer a reduction in value as a result of the scheme.  

There is no specific radius or arbitrary measurement of distance as to 

what constitutes "close proximity".  The project team’s compulsory 

purchase compensation experts have applied their experience of how 

property values have been affected on other schemes to determine 

those properties that are most likely to suffer a reduction in value and 

the property bond has been offered to the owners accordingly. 
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q) The proposed development: site layout and design  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

q1 - Concern 

about impact on 

or request for 

more bridle 

paths (6) 

This is noted.  Rail Central has carried out technical work and believes 

there are no bridle paths within the development area so there will be 

impact on existing routes.  Refer to PROW plans for more details. 

q2 - Concern 

about impact on 

or request for 

more cycle paths 

(5) 

This has been considered and, in response to feedback raised during 

this consultation, a dedicated cycle/footpath along Northampton Road 

and into the site has been added to the proposals. 

q3 - Concern 

about impact on 

or request for 

more/better 

footpaths (31) 

This has been considered.  At the Phase One Consultation, it was 

proposed that the public right of way/footpath that runs through the site 

across the West Coast Main Line would be rerouted around the 

perimeter of the site. 

Following Phase One consultation, and taking account of feedback, the 

plans were changed.  Further footpaths have been added to create and 

north/south & east/west links.  Further information on these changes 

are contained within the Public Rights of Way Strategy and PROW 

plans. 

q4 - Local 

infrastructure 

unable to 

support the 

building and 

functioning of the 

site (2) 

This comment is noted.  As part of the proposals, a significant number 

of highways improvements are planned in the local area including a 

new grade-separated junction of the A43 to provide access to the site 

and to support public transport connections.  

q5 - One 

underpass to 

connect two 

halves of the site 

insufficient (1) 

The internal access road which routes through the proposed underpass 

beneath Northampton Road has been designed to comfortably 

accommodate the movements of HGV vehicles and is considered to 

have sufficient capacity to accommodate the anticipated volume of 

traffic. 

In addition, two points of access will be from Northampton / Towcester 

Road.  These will be an emergency access serving the east side of the 

site and a bus gate / emergency access serving the west side of the 

site.  These points of access will generate very occasional vehicular 

movements associated with bus movements and access for emergency 
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vehicles. 

q6 - Design of 

site does not 

offer sufficient 

rail connectivity, 

with not enough 

connected 

directly and 

tenants west of 

bypass deterred 

from taking up 

rail link. 

Questions 

whether this 

complies with 

NPPS (7) 

This comment is noted.  Rail Central been designed both as an 

intermodal and rail served site.  The site was never intended to be 

solely rail served as this would limit the development’s flexibility. 

The Government’s National Policy Statement states that to qualify as 

nationally-significant infrastructure projects, SRFI must as a minimum 

be capable of handling four trains per day and, where possible, be 

capable of increasing the number of trains handled.  Rail Central 

achieves this. 

q7 - Bottleneck 

on east of site 

(before 

underpass) is a 

safety risk (1) 

This is noted.  The estate road has been designed to comfortably 

accommodate the movements of HGV vehicles and the roundabout to 

the east of the roundabout is considered to have sufficient capacity to 

comfortably accommodate the anticipated vehicular movements. 

q8 - Should be a 

requirement that 

rail-connected 

warehouses are 

completed first 

(1) 

This response is noted and taken into about as part of the application.  

Rail Central has included within the draft Order  a requirement requiring 

an operational main line connection and rail freight interchange facility 

constructed prior to first occupation of any warehouse on site.  In this 

regard, the draft Order also requires that a phasing strategy is 

produced in respect of the main site and highways mitigation.  Whilst it 

would not be appropriate to require all rail-connected warehouses are 

completed first, as the order of all warehousing is occupier led, it will be 

fully built out and properly controlled via the requirements contained 

within the DCO. 

q9 - Objections 

to moving truck 

maintenance 

from Wolverton 

to RC - no 

strategic 

reasoning or 

inadequate room 

(1) 

There will be no movement of truck maintenance facilities from 

Wolverton to the Rail Central main site and this will not form part of the 

DCO application.   

q10 - Network Rail (not Rail Central) will determine the appropriate timing of 
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Infrastructure 

work to connect 

RC will clash 

with HS2 works 

at Euston (1) 

main line engineering possessions for Rail Central in order to minimise 

disruption to other services and engineering works.  Wherever possible, 

Network Rail will programme such works to align with other pre-booked 

engineering possessions in the local area to make best use of 

engineering access.  

As Rail Central is located over 50 miles from Euston it is highly unlikely 

that works at Rail Central would cause any clash with those at Euston. 

q11 - supports 

proposed 

rerouting of 

paths/PRoWs (1) 

This support is noted. 

q12 - Questions 

whether single 

road access 

point is sufficient 

(13) 

This is noted and has been assessed (through modelling) and 

considered in the Transport Assessment.   

Vehicular access to the site will be provided via a new grade separated 

junction on the A43.  The two sides of the site will be served via an 

underpass to ensure traffic cannot access the site via Northampton / 

Towcester Road.  

Emergency vehicle access points are proposed on Northampton Road, 

in the event that the main site access on the A43 is blocked.  Access is 

also proposed to both sides of Northampton Road, in the event that the 

proposed underpass is blocked 

Further to the above and in the event of any necessary temporary 

(planned) closure of the A43 between Tove roundabout and Junction 

15A of the M1, the proposed grade separated roundabout provided to 

accommodate the site access will provide a safe U-turn facility.  This 

means that it will be possible for access to the site to be maintained 

either from the north or the south (depending on the location of the 

closure) during this temporary period. 

q13 - Concerns 

over whether 

there will be 

sufficient on-site 

parking, 

particularly for 

HGVs (6) 

This has been considered and, in response to comments raised during 

Phase One consultation, the plans were altered.  The proposed lorry 

park post Phase One consultation was increased to cater for more 

parking. 

Car parking for each unit was also increased in accordance with council 

parking standards. 

q14 - Plans are 

well thought 

through (1) 

This is noted 
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r) Market need and demand  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

r1 - Inappropriate 

site including due to 

its size (50) 

This is noted.  The development is proposed in direct response to 

Government Policy established in the National Policy Statement for 

National Networks, to deliver a network of Strategic Rail Freight 

Interchanges.  The construction of such developments seek to 

increase the efficiency and capacity of the logistics sector. 

The detailed Alternative Site Assessment, which is submitted in 

support of the DCO application confirms that Rail Central is the 

most suitable location for the proposed development. 

r2 - Not needed 

(RE: other facilities 

such as DIRFT) (57) 

This is noted and is not accurate. 

The development is proposed in direct response to Government 

Policy established in the National Policy Statement for National 

Networks, to deliver a network of Strategic Rail Freight 

Interchanges.  The construction of such developments seek to 

increase the efficiency and capacity of the logistics sector. 

The detailed Alternative Site Assessment, which is submitted in 

support of the DCO application confirms that Rail Central is the 

most suitable location for the proposed development.  Further detail 

is also contained in the Market Assessment report. 

r3 - Agree with SRFI 

in principle (14) 

This is noted. 

r4 - Agree with 

principle of this site 

(6) 

This is noted 

r5 - Plans are 

contrary to local 

planning/commercial 

objectives including 

the West 

Northamptonshire 

Joint Core Strategy 

(27) 

This is noted.  The development is proposed in direct response to 

Government Policy established in the National Policy Statement for 

National Networks, to deliver a network of Strategic Rail Freight 

Interchanges.  The construction of such developments seek to 

increase the efficiency and capacity of the logistics sector. The 

detailed Alternative Site Assessment, which is submitted in support 

of the DCO application confirms that Rail Central is the most 

suitable location for the proposed development. 

An assessment of the local policy is included within the Planning 
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Statement. 

SRFI developments – as NSIPs – fall within a different policy 

framework (ie the Planning Act 2008) and are recognised as such. 

r6 - This site for an 

SRFI is not strategic 

/ there is not 

sufficient needs 

case (17) 

This is noted and not accurate.  The development is proposed in 

direct response to Government Policy established in the National 

Policy Statement for National Networks, to deliver a network of 

Strategic Rail Freight Interchanges.  The construction of such 

developments seek to increase the efficiency and capacity of the 

logistics sector. 

The detailed Alternative Site Assessment, which is submitted in 

support of the DCO application concludes that Rail Central is the 

most suitable location for the proposed development and the Market 

Assessment Report demonstrates that Rail Central is located in an 

area which experiences high demand for more logistics space and 

that Rail Central would expand the network of SRFI into parts of the 

Midlands and beyond which are currently poorly served by SRFI. 

r7 - Recognises 

strategic value of 

Northampton 

location (4) 

This is noted. 

 

 

s) Construction  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

s1 - 

Comment/concern 

over construction 

traffic (6) 

Construction traffic impacts have been examined in detail, with 

reference to site phasing, details of prescribed routes and delivery 

time restrictions to help minimise disruption would be provided. 

Details on the approach to the construction phase has been covered 

in Chapter 17 of the Environmental Statement provided as part of the 

DCO submission.  In addition a Construction Traffic Management Plan 

(CTMP) has been prepared and submitted as Documents 7.9a of the 

DCO submission as well as a Code of Construction Practice (COCP). 

s2 - spoil should 

be removed by 

rail (1) 

Surplus topsoil will be retained on site for landscape purposes and to 

aid the construction of the landscape mounds/bunds within the 

development. 
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A cut/fill exercise will be carried out for each development platform.  

Subsoil will be reused/re-engineered to create the development 

platforms and the landscape bunds.  Overall a cut/fill balance is being 

targeted for the development. 

As such there is not expected to be a significant surplus of topsoil or 

subsoil - hence it is not envisaged that there will be a need to remove 

materials from site during the earthworks and landscape works. 

s3 - Concern 

about 

construction noise 

(1) 

Noise and vibration have been fully assessed for all stages of the 

construction phase, both to residential and also recreational receptors.  

The assessments are carried out in accordance with, and use 

information contained within British Standard 5228-1:2009+A1:2014 

Code of practice for noise and vibration control on construction and 

open sites – Part 1: Noise and Part 2: Vibration (For a summary of this 

guidance please see ‘Legislation, Policy and Guidance’ Appendix to 

the noise chapter of the ES (chapter 16) 

The setback distances between construction equipment and receptors 

is generally large enough to ensure the effects are either minor or 

negligible.  Driven or impact piling can be one of the noisiest activities 

on a construction site, however if piling of the main SRFI site is 

required, Continuous Flight Auger (CFA) or other rotary techniques 

are envisaged to be used.  For road junctions, where impact or driven 

piling (sheet) may be required, where this is close to receptors, 

appropriate plans (CEMP) provide for scope at the detailed stage, to 

review the particular piling plan, and put in place an appropriate noise 

and vibration monitoring programme. 

s4 - Impact of 

spoil removal in 

terms of dust, 

vibration etc. (2) 

This is noted.  Noise and vibration generated during topsoil stripping 

and cut and fill activities in the construction programme has been 

considered in the assessments.  Significant vibration during these 

activities is not considered likely to be generated beyond relatively 

short distances of 20-40m.  Even within this distance, vibration levels 

would likely be minor only. 

s5 - Concern over 

management of 

the construction 

process (1) 

This is noted and addressed – Rail Central will seek to minimise 

impacts.  Please refer to the Outline CEMP and the Construction 

Code of Practice. 

s6 - Concern over 

mitigation of the 

general impact of 

construction (5) 

This is noted and addressed – Rail Central will seek to minimise 

impacts.  Please refer to the Outline CEMP and the Construction 

Code of Practice. 
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s7 - Concern 

about 

construction 

phase pollution 

(2) 

This is noted and addressed – Rail Central will seek to minimise 

impacts.  Please refer to the Outline CEMP and the Construction 

Code of Practice. 

s8 - Improve 

acoustic 

screening of 

construction 

(gantry cranes) 

(1) 

This is noted.  Emphasis has been given in the noise assessment on 

obtaining and using accurate noise information on sources and 

equipment, and where these show the source as potentially being 

significant, mitigation strategies have been developed.  

A key element of any SRFI are the gantry cranes, and following 

concerns raised at Phase One Consultation, further investigations and 

mitigation were developed for gantry cranes.  Bunding will help with 

mitigation, along with 6m high screens at the north end of the 

intermodal platform, which will help to reduce noise to Milton Malsor 

and receptors to the north.  The acoustic screening has been 

optimised in the design in response to the needs and concerns of 

residents.   

A significant list of noise mitigation is proposed in relation particularly 

to the Rail Mounted gantry cranes.  These followed discussions with a 

leading gantry crane manufacturer.  

From this, accurate noise data became available, and noise mitigation 

was developed to include features such as fully electric cranes; broad 

band rather than narrow band audible alarms; crane alarms located 

within 2m of the ground and not high on the gantry; soft landing 

software control to reduce impacts; and the acoustic enclosure of 

drive motors high on the gantry. 

 

 

t) Community Benefits  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

t1 - General 

request for 

mitigation and/or 

investment in 

local community 

(2) 

This is noted and has been considered.  The need for both embedded 

and adaptive mitigation has been assessed within the ES.  Embedded 

mitigation proposals (those that are fixed within the parameters of the 

proposed development) have evolved through the design process for 

the proposed development, such as the proposed bunds, which seek to 

avoid harm to the landscape.   

Adaptive mitigation provides a framework for the mitigation to evolve 
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 and develop in accordance with new data and detailed design as the 

proposed development progresses (For example, acoustic barriers). 

A range of potential mitigation measures the local community have also 

been identified, which are necessary, relevant to the development to be 

consented, enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other respects. 

Details of these obligations are set out in the submitted Draft Heads of 

Terms include: 

• A Community Liaison Group to facilitate and fund liaison 

between local residents, local authorities and other interested 

stakeholders in relation to maximising the benefits for local 

people during construction and operation of the Project.   

• An obligation to establish Landscaping Fund to be made 

available towards additional planting and landscaping for 

identified residential properties; and 

• A number of obligations in respect of transport matters. 

A number of local community benefits have also been proposed, which 

sit outside of the DCO process but are commitments the Applicant is 

prepared to make. 

t2 - See no local 

benefits (17) 

 

The ES identifies likely beneficial effects, including those that will be 

experienced in the local area. 

The Socio Economic chapter (Chapter 18) of the ES and the Economic 

Benefits Statement sets out a range of potential benefits relating to 

employment, earnings, economic productivity, increasing the taxation 

base for local spending and business benefits for companies that might 

supply goods and services to occupiers of the completed development.  

These benefits will be experienced locally, within the district, as well 

within the wider area from which Rail Central will draw its workforce. 

A number of local community benefits have also been proposed, which 

sit outside of the DCO process but are commitments the Applicant is 

prepared to make. 

t3 - Wants 

country park or 

similar (1) 

 

The scheme previously contained a large area of publicly accessible 

land around the edge of Milton Malsor and the pocket park to the west 

of the A43. 

This comment has helped to bring about a change to the plans.  The 

proposed publicly-accessible land was already being treated as a 

country park but has now been more clearly labelled as such on the 

landscape masterplan. 
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t4 - Country park 

insufficient to 

replace benefit of 

countryside (9) 

 

While the country park and other landscape throughout the site will not 

replace the countryside on a like-for-like basis it will provide some 

benefits such as a net gain in biodiversity across the site, improved 

access to the country park and pocket park areas, and an increase in 

woodland cover and species rich grassland.  The Biodiversity Offsetting 

Report demonstrates that a net gain in biodiversity would arise from the 

Proposed Development. 

 

 

 

u) General and other comments  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

u1 - Suggests 

canal-based 

transport of 

freight (2) 

This is noted.  The development is proposed in direct response to 

Government Policy established in the National Policy Statement for 

National Networks which seeks to deliver the development of nationally 

significant infrastructure projects on the national road and rail network 

including the creation of a network of Strategic Rail Freight 

Interchanges.  The national road and rail network is the principal form 

of transportation movement in the modern age that connects our cities, 

regions and international gateways.  It plays a significant part in 

supporting economic growth.  Road and rail are also high performing 

(fast) and are the most heavily used modes of transport in England.   

It is government policy – through the NN NPS – that improvement in 

the national road and rail network are required to facilitate and support 

economic growth, improve resilience and safety, and a more 

sustainable framework for the movement of people and goods across 

the country.  Whilst the movements of goods via canal was a 

prominent form of transport mode previously, freight transport via the 

canal network has not been considered economic viable and fast 

enough to respond to customer requirements.  It does however have a 

role to play in a number of niche markets comprising the movement of 

aggregates, container, waste and recycling sectors in particular. 

u2 - Unspecified 

or general 

objection (55) 

This is noted.  It is understood that there are a range of views about 

the development and a number of areas of concern.  Through the 

consultation process, the Rail Central team has developed the 

proposals in a way that is informed by both technical studies and by 

feedback from stakeholders and local communities.  Through this, the 

team has sought to address a wide range of concerns – such as over 
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the visual impact, highways and transport, noise, open space and other 

environmental aspects – as the proposals have evolved.  Further 

details of this can be found in the ES. 

u3 - What 

happens if DCO 

refused? (4) 

 

If the DCO is refused, Rail Central will review its position. 

Under section 118 of the Planning Act 2008, an Order granting 

development consent, or anything done, or omitted to be done, by the 

Secretary of State in relation to an application for such an Order, can 

be challenged only by means of a claim for judicial review.  A claim for 

judicial review must be made to the High Court during the period of six 

weeks beginning with the day after the day on which the Order is 

published. 

u4 - Using NSIP 

to bypass local 

decision-making, 

and as a means 

to just build 

warehouses (20) 

 

This is noted and disputed.  An application is required to be made to 

PINS because the Proposed Development is considered to comprise 

an NSIP under the PA2008. 

With regards to the main SRFI site, it comprises an NSIP as it will: 

• be situated in England and will be at least 60 Ha in size; 

• be capable of handling consignments of goods from more than one 

consignor and to more than one consignee and capable of handling 

at least four goods trains per day; 

• be part of the railway network in England; 

• include warehousing to which goods can be delivered from the 

railway network in England either directly or by means of another 

form of transport; and not be part of a military establishment. 

In respect of the proposed Highways Works at J15a, the Planning Act 

2008, confirms the thresholds for determining whether Highways 

Works comprise an NSIP in their own right. In this regard, Section 

22(4)(b) of the Act confirms that Highways Works should be 

considered an NSIP where “…the construction or alteration of a 

highway, other than a motorway, where the speed limit for any class of 

vehicle is expected to be 50 miles per hour or greater, is 12.5 

hectares”. 

The improvement works at J15a of the M1 will comprise an alternation 

of a highway in England other than a motorway where: 

• the SoS or a strategic highways company (such as Highways 

England) is the Highway Authority; 

• the speed limit of any class of vehicle is expected to be over 50 

miles per hour; and 

• the area of development is greater than 12.5 hectares. 
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In accordance with Section 22(9)(b) of the Act, this highway 

improvement is also an NSIP in its own right. 

Where a scheme involves development that meets the criteria for more 

than one type of NSIP then such a scheme can be pursued in a single 

application for a DCO. Based on the above, it has been determined 

that there are two NSIPs that will form the DCO submission: 

• The Main SRFI Site; and 

• Works to J15A of the M1 

u5 - 

Question/concern 

over future plans 

for rail 

development or 

development of 

this site (4) 

 

If approved, the DCO would provide consent only for the proposals as 

shown within the physical boundary of the application redline.  

Any further rail-related development outside of this redline would be 

the subject of a separate DCO which would similarly have to be 

appraised on its own merits. 

u6 - Negative 

comment RE: 

Developer-

Landowner 

agreements (4) 

Rail Central and its land agents have engaged professionally with 

landowners.  In some cases dialogue has been ongoing for a number 

of years.  The dialogue and negotiations have led to agreements being 

reached for the majority of the land required for the scheme, on terms 

that are acceptable to both parties. 

u7 - Concern 

over CPOs (8) 

 

The majority of the land and property required for the scheme has 

been acquired by agreement by Rail Central or is subject to option 

agreements.  Rail Central’s intention has always been to acquire all 

land required by agreement, but to avoid the project being delayed the 

DCO will include compulsory acquisition powers, which would be used 

as a last resort.  

In any case, where land or property is required to be acquired through 

compulsory acquisition powers the owners and occupiers will be 

entitled to compensation in accordance with the Compensation Code. 

u8 - Concern 

about impact on 

Blisworth Arm (6) 

This is noted. Chapter 15 (LVIA) of the ES assesses the impact to 

visual amenity of residents in Blisworth Arm.  Embedded landscape 

mitigation, including the introduction a building limit line parameter 

within Zones 1 and 2, and the introduction of screen planting on the 

proposed A43 Grad Separate Junction slip road embankments and 

within the area of land to the west of the A43 has been proposed to 

mitigate the visual impacts to Blisworth Arm.  

The Built Heritage ES Chapter (Chapter 11) and supporting Heritage 
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Assessment assess the effect of the proposals upon the significance of 

the Grand Union Canal Conservation Area (which is located around the 

Blisworth Arm).  The proposals incorporate a number of embedded 

mitigation measures (set out above) which assist in reducing the effect 

on the heritage asset.  As confirmed within the Landscape and Visual 

Chapter, the landscaping measures mitigate the visual impacts to 

Blisworth Arm. 

u9 - Clarify 

operating hours 

of site (1) 

SRFI operate on the same basis as road-based distribution parks such 

as Magna Park in Lutterworth, working around the clock to ensure that 

goods are received and despatched in a timely manner. 

Whilst the rail freight operations within SRFI currently operate between 

Sunday evening through to the following Saturday lunchtime, the Rail 

Central proposals have been assessed on the basis of 24/7 operations 

as a worst case to ensure a robust appraisal. 

u10 – Suggestion 

to go beyond 

minimum 

standard of 

mitigation 

measures (2) 

This is noted.  Rail Central is a proposal for a next-generation SRFI 

with the applicant seeking to achieve the highest appropriate standards 

of design and operation (for example via the commitment to seeking 

‘BREEAM Excellent’ accreditation).  Across a wide range of design 

aspects, Rail Central goes beyond ‘minimum standard’.  

u11 - Should 

build houses 

instead (1) 

 

This is noted.  The development is proposed in direct response to 

Government Policy established in the National Policy Statement for 

National Networks, to deliver a network of Strategic Rail Freight 

Interchanges.  The construction of such developments seek to 

increase the efficiency and capacity of the logistics sector.  The 

detailed Alternative Site Assessment, which is submitted in support of 

the DCO application, confirms that Rail Central is the most suitable 

location for the proposed development.  Access to the strategic rail and 

road network in this location makes the Rail Central site suitable for 

SRFI development. 

u12 - Requests 

commitment to 

meeting 

minimum scale to 

be considered 

SRFI at an early 

stage (as an 

addendum to the 

NPSNN) (1) 

This is noted.  The development is proposed in direct response to 

Government Policy established in the National Policy Statement for 

National Networks, to deliver a network of Strategic Rail Freight 

Interchanges.  The construction of such developments seek to 

increase the efficiency and capacity of the logistics sector. 

The detailed Alternative Site Assessment, which is submitted in 

support of the DCO application confirms that Rail Central is the most 

suitable location for the proposed development. 

u13 - Roxhill This is noted.  However, Rail Central disagrees with this statement.  
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proposal is better 

(due to 

mitigation) (1) 

The ES demonstrate the reasons why Rail Central is suitably mitigated.  

A review of Northampton Gateway, including its proposed mitigation, is 

also included in the Alternative Sites Assessment. 

u14 - Would be 

beneficial in 

future but not 

now (1) 

 

This is noted.  The development is proposed in direct response to 

Government Policy established in the National Policy Statement for 

National Networks, to deliver a network of Strategic Rail Freight 

Interchanges.  The construction of such developments seek to 

increase the efficiency and capacity of the logistics sector.  The 

detailed Alternative Site Assessment, which is submitted in support of 

the DCO application confirms that Rail Central is the most suitable 

location for the proposed development. 

u15 - Concerned 

by uncertainty 

during progress 

of application (1) 

This is noted.  Rail Central has sought to keep the local community 

regularly updated on the progress and timetable of the application 

through community updates at regular intervals (such as sending 

community newsletters to local addresses), by keeping the project 

website up to date, and through locally-elected representatives, such 

as parish councils which receive monthly updates as part of their 

involvement in the LLG. 

In addition, the process has included two rounds of well-publicised 

consultation (Phase One in 2016 and Phase Two in 2018) while the 

team has maintained a project email address, telephone information 

line and Freepost address with enquiries and questions responded to 

by the project team.  By the nature of the process, as the plans have 

developed, timescales and the details of the plans have evolved; for 

example as a result of the consultation feedback.  The project team 

has sought to keep the community updated on these through this 

process. 

u16 - Concerned 

about house 

demolition in the 

area (1) 

 

This is noted.  The project will only result in the demolition of a very 

limited number of residential properties.  The owners and occupiers of 

those properties have known about the proposals for a significant 

period of time and in the majority of cases the properties have already 

been acquired by agreement by Rail Central.  In any cases where land 

or property is required to be acquired through compulsory acquisition 

powers the owners and occupiers will be entitled to compensation in 

accordance with the Compensation Code. 
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v) Development across the A43  

Issue (times 

raised) 

Regard 

v1 - Questions 

need for 

development, or 

aspects of it (18) 

The area to the west of the A43 was initially identified as an area that 

had the potential to offer uses which might benefit local communities.  

At Phase One consultation, Rail Central invited feedback from the 

public and suggested a number of potential options including a training 

facility, hotel or public park.  

In response to the feedback received, the outline proposals that this 

part of the site could be used for hotel, commercial or other linked uses 

were dropped, respecting concerns raised about the potential impact of 

development in this part of the site. 

Instead, this land will be safeguarded to provide mitigation planting for 

the proposed development and A43 junction. In addition to the 

mitigation planting, the land will be developed as an informal pocket 

park for use by adjacent residents and also utilised for ecological 

mitigation.  This part of the sites proximity to the canal makes it of 

particular importance for bat mitigation with the potential to construct 

purpose made features.  The proposed park will be low key and kept 

informal with native planting. 

v2 - No local 

benefit (34) 

This is noted.  Potential community benefits were presented as part of 

the Phase Two Consultation, and feedback was invited on them. 

v3 - Concern 

over impact on 

local businesses 

(10) 

This is noted.  The plans were changed with respect to land to the west 

of the A43 where ancillary commercial uses were being considered (ie 

hotel etc).  The proposals now are for creating mitigation planting with 

an informal pocket park. 

v4 - Opposed 

due to 

environmental 

effects and 

impact on rural 

area (4) 

This is noted.  The plans were changed to create mitigation planting 

with an informal pocket park.  This part of the site’s proximity to the 

canal makes it of particular importance for bat mitigation with the 

potential to construct purpose made features. The proposed park will 

be low key and kept informal with native planting. 

v5 - Concern 

over access to 

this side of A43 

(2) 

The pocket park will be accessed from the lane by the Marina.  

v6 - Concern 

over impact on 

The impact on Built Heritage has been assessed within the Built 

Heritage ES Chapter (Chapter 11) and this identifies what assets are 
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heritage of area 

(2) 

affected by the proposals and the associated mitigation.  Where 

possible, any harmful effect has been reduced or minimised through 

the design and layout of the scheme.  This includes a requirement of 

the DCO which involves the design of a high- quality bridge over the 

Grand Union Canal Conservation Area.  

v7 - Should not 

be used for SRFI 

expansion (1) 

It is government policy – through the National Policy Statement for 

National Networks that there is a compelling need to expand the 

network of SRFIs in order to deliver a low carbon sustainable transport 

system that is an engine for economic growth and to facilitate the 

changing needs of the logistics industry.  The government has 

considered alternative options including relying upon the existing 

network of SRFIs or road-based logistics but these have been 

discounted as being neither viable nor desirable. 

v8 - Supports 

plan (5) 

This is noted. 

v9 - Advice on 

quality, urging 

need for it to be 

high standard (2) 

This is noted.  Rail Central seeks to be a next-generation SRFI with 

high design and operational standards (as evidenced by targeting 

‘BREEAM Excellent’).  Gazeley intends to hold the site as an asset 

and, linked to this approach, is seeking a high standard scheme. 

v10 - Provide 

facilities for HGV 

drivers (1) 

HGV facilities are provided on the main SRFI site adjacent to the A43 

site access.  A specific on-site lorry park is proposed and capacity and 

facilities for the lorry park have been expanded in response to 

feedback. 

v11 - Pleased 

that plan was 

dropped (2) 

This is noted. 

v12 - Makes no 

economic sense 

(1) 

This is noted and not accurate.  Rail Central responds to market need 

and Government policy.  It is driven by clear commercial considerations 

including viability. 

v13 - Opposed 

due to traffic (3) 

This is noted.  The plans were changed to create mitigation planting 

with an informal pocket park in this location west of the A43. 

v14 - Opposed 

as point of 

principle (2) 

This is noted.  Rail Central accepts that some respondents will be 

opposed in principle irrespective of scheme design or mitigation design. 

 


