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Date of response Summary of consultation response Regard had as part of the DCO Application

Existing foul sewers are located on the site, a formal application to divert these sewers is required. Anglian Water welcome discussion regarding these diversions prior to the submission of 

the DCO application.  Additionally, Anglian Water would welcome a discussion regarding the need for mitigation within the existing foul sewerage network.

Rail Central has held discussions with Anglian Water (AW) regarding the foul sewer diversion and AW has agreed to the proposal in principle. AW has also agreed that a formal application can be made 

for the required sewer diversion once the whole site has been fully designed at the detailed design stage as this will allow for the exact route of the diversion to be determined. Mitigation works have been 

discussed with AW and an Impact Assesment has been caried out by AW identifying the measures required. It has been confirmed to AW that Rail Central wishes to progress with the detailed design 

stage and that this is to be put in motion, having regard to points raised.

The use of alternative drainage measures, opposed to connecting solely to the public sewerage network on the main SRFI site, is welcomed. Noted. For foul drainage, the Environment Agency's hierarchy for sewage disposal places discharge to a foul sewer as the first priority. Alternative forms of disposal can only be considered if an existing 

sewer was not within a reasonable distance of the site. For surface water, no connections are being proposed to public sewers and all surface water runoff will discharge to watercourses.

Anglian Water will only accept a surface water connection to the public sewerage network, where it has been demonstrated that alternatives are not technically feasible. Noted. There are no proposals to discharge surface water runoff to existing public sewers.

It would be helpful if Chapter 15 of the PEIR could make clear to what extent diversions of existing water mains are required for each element of the project. As there are no existing water mains to be diverted on the main site, the assumption is that this comment refers to the additional junction improvements rather than the main site itself. Rail Central 

anticipate any diversions would require a formal application to Anglian Water (AW) and that this would allow greater lucidity on the extent of each diversion. To address this point, the Rail Central team 

has obtained existing asset plans from AW and these are held within Appendix 2.2 of the Environment Statement (ES). 

Anglian Water welcomes further discussions with the Applicant regarding the wording of the DCO prior to its submission. Noted and actioned. Rail Central has discussed preferred wording with Anglian Water. 

The Parish Council has grave concerns regarding the development. Parishioners feel very strongly that they are not being listened to and no answers are forthcoming. Noted and Rail Central would contest this - the Consultation Report evidences how Rail Central has sought views and feedback, listened, and responded through scheme change and evolution. Rail 

Central provided comprehensive information as part of the Phase Two Consultation and has sought to present it in an accessible and relevant way.  This has included the suite of materials published for 

consultation (comprising both technical detail, and non-executive summaries and accessible information), clear presentation materials (including the wide-ranging exhibition panels and photomontages) 

and creating digital content such as the computer-generated images (CGIs) and 3D illustrative model to help the local community better understand the potential visual impacts of the scheme.  Rail Central 

responded on 6 July 2018.  Communication with Blisworth PC and Blisworth residents has been comprehensive and proactive throughout pre-application.

It is the view of the Parish Council that the consultation has been misleading and still provides no clarity on the potential impact on residents and the wider community of this inappropriate 

and large scale SRFI.

Noted and Rail Central would contest this. Rail Central provided comprehensive information and engaged thoroughly at the exhibitions and in other communications with residents and others.  Our 

consultation was clear and evidence-based, substantiated by technical detail of the draft preliminary environmental information report (PEIR) and underpinned by a robust methodology.  Rail Central 

responded on 6 July. 

It is believed that traffic issues have not been answered. Particularly it was questioned what happens when the M1 is closed or what happens to the A45, A5 or A508. Additionally, it is 

questioned that employees of the site will look to parking in local villages to the site.

These points are addressed through the Transport Assessment and comprehensive highways modelling. A key aim of the highway improvements is to attract traffic towards the Strategic Road Network, 

thereby reducing rat-running through local villages.

Details of what happens when links on the Strategic Road Network are closed are set out in the Operational Traffic Management Plan (OTMP) provided as Document 7.9b of the DCO submission. The 

document sets out advisory routing for HGVs in the event of a closure, which seeks to keep traffic away from the surrounding villages. The OTMP also promotes the use of smart GPS tracking systems 

which can be used to aid in the routing of HGVs to and from the site, including during periods of unplanned road closures.

The Smart Motorway scheme being implemented along the M1 within the vicinity of Rail Central will increase the potential for specific lanes to be closed and reduce the propensity for a complete road 

closure in the event of an incident.

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.

Parking arrangements within the scheme for both cars and HGVs will be provided with reference to standards set out in the Northamptonshire Parking Standards document, dated September 2016.  A 

parking accumulation analysis presented at Chapter 6 of Transport Assessment at Appendix 17.1 of the ES demonstates that the proposed car parking provision is appropriate to accommodate any peaks 

in parking demand that may occur around shift changeovers and will therefore not result in any overspill parking in surrounding villages.

There is sadness in the local community to the loss of open countryside. Noted and addressed through landscape strategy. Rail Central recognises that the proposals will result in the loss of open countryside at this location.   Mitigations have been put in place including 

planting and bunding to reduce the visual impact across the site. This is referenced in Chapter 15 (LVIA) of the ES.   A publicly accessible pocket park is included in the masterplan, including footpaths 

around the site.

In terms of biodiversity, the majority of the land is within intensive arable agricultural use, which has limited biodiversity benefits. As part of the proposed development the following biodiversity mitigation 

works are proposed:

•   Mixed habitat provision at the main SRFI site, with use of the green infrastructure by the public providing ecological amenity; and

•   Mixed habitat provision at J15a, with use of the footpath through the c.25 ha ecology mitigation area by the public providing ecological amenity.

Further information on biodiversity mitigations can be found in Chapter 14 (Biodiversity) of the ES. 

The development is proposed in direct response to Government Policy established in the National Policy Statement for National Networks (the 'NPS'). The NPS clearly recognises the importance of rail 

freight and the increasingly significant role it plays in logistics.  It also recognises that rail freight is an important driver of economic growth.  These conclusions are endorsed but the underpinning of these 

conclusions lies in the ability of rail freight to help drive economic growth. This is directly related to the provision of national networks (particularly in the form of SRFI) to facilitate an increase in the rail 

freight share of container traffic.

The proposed development is well placed to contribute to the overriding Government objective of the transferral of freight from road to rail through an expanded network of SRFI.

C&RT has found that works on the main SRFI site, J15a and the new grade separated junction of the A43 are likely to affect the Trust's assets. The PEIR appears to have considered 

anticipated impacts on the Trust's assets. However, C&RT wishes to reiterate that the proposals incorporate appropriate measures to protect the Canal and its users during and after the 

construction operations.

Noted and addressed - Rail Central  has held several meetings with C&RT to discuss the detailed design and the proposals have been illustrated on the detailed design drawings provided as part of the 

DCO submission in documents 2.27 to 2.33.

As the consultation documents do not include full design details of the A43 junction and the Junction 15a bridge, it is difficult for the Trust to comprehensively evaluate the extent of the 

likely impacts as this stage. More detail is required on these junctions before detailed comments can be provided.

Addressed - meetings have been held with C&RT to discuss the detailed design and these proposals have been illustrated on the detailed design drawings provided as part of the DCO submission in 

Documents 2.27 to 2.33.  Further information below.

The C&RT Code of Practice remains relevant to works close to the Trust's assets, not only work on the canal network. The CEMP should be updated to reference to include a requirement 

to work to the Code of Practice.

Noted. The CEMP will include a requirement to work to the Code of Practice.

C&RT requests that the promoter engages as soon as possible in further discussions regarding the detailed design of the junction improvements and the Draft DCO. Noted and addressed. Rail Central has had an ongoing dialogue with C&RT since February 2017. The most recent meetings on 5 July and 9 August 2018 were focused on the detailed junction design of 

the A43 grade separated junction and Junction 15a of the M1. The draft DCO was also discussed, principally in respect of land ownership, in order to address points raised by the C&RT.

It is assumed that goods will be transported to and from the site by HGV. It is believed that due to a prioritisation of passenger rail travel, there is a risk that tenants will default to using 

road based methods of transporting goods.

Noted and addressed by the evidence base within the application. To date some six SRFI have been built in the UK, every single one creating new rail services moving freight which otherwise would have 

remained on the road network throughout. The seventh and latest SRFI to open to rail traffic is in Doncaster and saw its first train arrive within weeks of opening. The evidence base for SRFI is therefore 

strong, supporting Government policy through the National Policy Statement on National Networks, and the commercial aspirations of business as demonstrated by the retailers, logistics companies and 

shipping lines using rail through the SRFI. The construction of the rail freight facilities will require substantial investment, as none of the warehouses on site will be capable of being used until the rail 

freight facilities are operational.  HGVs are part of the overall multi-modal mix with the two rail terminals (fast freight and traditional container freight) creating the opportunity for modal shift in line with the 

NPS.

The Parish Council has concerns regarding the expected increase in traffic that will be created by the site. As such, it is requested that the cumulative effects of traffic movement are 

examined alongside the Northampton Gateway proposals. Additionally, the impacts of the Northampton SUE development should also be examined. 

Noted and addressed. A cumulative assessment including Northampton Gateway and the Northampton SUE development has been included within Chapter 17 (Highways) of the ES, with further analysis 

provided within the Transport Assessment at Appendix 17.1 of the ES. 

There are concerns that the proposals will impact upon air quality. Noted and addressed through air quality modelling. 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.  Further information can be founf in Chapter 8 (Air Quality) of the ES. 

The Parish Council believes that the proposals do not constitute sustainable development. Furthermore, the application should be determined by local authorities not national government. 

DIRFT is located less than 20 miles from the site, therefore the Rail Central proposals are not required. They would expect that only 15% of the claimed jobs will be realised. It is assumed 

that these jobs will benefit people outside of the Northamptonshire area, who will travel via car.

Regard is given to potential displacement effects within the socio-economic assessment, which calculates net additional employment effects. It is unlikely that displacement will be as high as 85%, taking 

account of evidence of continued and growing demand for additional logistics space and available guidance. This can be found in Chapter 18 (Socio-Economic) of the ES. 

The likely place of residence for people working at Rail Central is taken into account in the socio-economic assessment, which concludes that the majority of jobs will be occupied by people residing 

across six local authority areas. This includes four of the six districts in Northamptonshire.  Baseline modal shares agreed with Highways England and Northamptonshire County Council assume that 

vehicular trips will account for 90.5% of trips made to site. However, through the implementation of mitigation measures set out within the Travel Plan, provided as Document 7.8 of the DCO submission, it 

is anticipated that this will reduce to 70.3% of trips by 2030.

Need is addressed through the NPS NN and via the Market Assessment Report which gives consideration for other existing SRFI and overall levels of market demand.  Refer also to the Alternative Sites 

Assessment which addresses matters of location and suitability of location.
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There is an expectation that the following will be addressed:

1. Production of a robust construction schedule which addresses the following:

o Disruption to local roads whilst building is taking place, and arrangements for

management of traffic;

o Mitigation of the effects of construction traffic to East Hunsbury;

o Mitigation of the noise and disruption of construction to East Hunsbury.

2. Mitigation of traffic impact to include:

o Section 106 monies available to mitigate the effects of traffic on Rowtree Road;

o Section 106 monies available for mitigating measures to prevent/prohibit the

movement of HGV’s through East Hunsbury;

o Incentives for use of alternative forms of transport for employees at the site;

o Section 106 monies available for the provision of public transport upgrades;

o Agreed shift phasing to reduce the impact on schools and local roads through East

Hunsbury;

3. Air quality assessment to be undertaken on an ongoing basis on Rowtree Road, with

mitigating measures to be put in place if required.

Noted. 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.

Details on the approach to the construction phase has been covered in Chapter 17 (Highways) of the ES 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).

A Framework Travel Plan has been prepared to support the sustainable operation of the proposed development. The measures and initiatives set out in the FTP are intended to deliver the lowest practical 

level of car use to, from and within the development, as well as providing high quality and easy to use opportunities for alternative modes of transport.

The study area has been agreed with Highways England and Northamptonshire County Council. Measures required to mitigate traffic impact are set out in Chapter 17 of the Environmental Statement. 

Further detail with regard to the points raised is provided within the TA at Appendix 17.1 and the TP, CTMP and OTMP provided as documents 7.9a, 7.9b and 7.9c. 

Air quality is assessed through surveys and modelling.  Refer to Chapter 8 of the ES.

Gazeley as future operator is committed to working in a manner which enables a long-term and effective relationship with the local community (in this case East Hunsbury).  The points raised would also 

be addressed within management commitments from Gazeley in addition to what can be secured via the DCO and/or within the S106. 

No adverse comments regarding the baseline noise and vibration assessments, however a more detailed explanation needs to be provided in respect of any noise/vibration criteria being 

applied and also of the analysis as cross referenced in the Preliminary Environmental Information Report: Non-Technical Summary.

Noted and addressed. Following discussion with, and at the request of, John Penny at SNC,  Rail Central has included references to LOAEL and SOAEL values throughout the ES Noise and Vibration 

Chapter (16) of the ES so that the criteria is clear and the analysis and assessment outcomes can be more easily followed. 

It is not clear how the CEMP, Code of Construction Practice and Pollution Prevention method Statement link up, since they are all prepared for the construction and enablement works and 

so it is not clear which takes relevance in particular situations or what criteria will apply and why mitigation options will be undertaken when exceeded.

This has been clarified within the DCO application.  The COCP outlines general principles associated with the Construction phase.  The Outline CEMP (Part 1) contains site-specific construction and 

operational measures that form part of the Proposed Development (embedded mitigation).  It is developed in line with the COCP (which is also embedded).  The Outline CEMP (Part 2) forms adaptive 

mitigation, and includes measures which are not yet fully defined and will be updated. The Outline PPMS forms part of the Part 1 CEMP.  A Detailed CEMP will be provided in advance of each Zone 

(including Part 1 principles and Part 2 "worked up" method statements and management plans).   This will be developed in accordance with the Outline CEMP and also the COCP.  A Pollution Incident 

Response Handbook (PIRH) will form part of the Detailed PPMS.  This will be developed by the Principal Contractor as part of each Detailed CEMP.

An estimate of any uncertainty in any noise/ vibration impact predictions need to be provided. Noted and addressed. Matters relating to any uncertainty in noise has been included within Chapter 16 (Noise and Vibration) of the ES  under the heading 'Limitations and Assumptions'. 

The Crown Estates 

(Danielle Pyrah)
20 April 2018

Requested to be removed from the mailing list for this development as they believe they are not affected by the proposals.  The Crown Estate (TCE) is designated as a prescribed consultee for this project under Section 42 of the Planning Act 2008 and that consequently, Rail Central has a legal duty to consult with The Crown 

Estate as it brings forward the planning application. The Rail Central team set this out to TCE on 9 August 2018 and stated it would ensure to provide only the minimum of correspondence as is legally 

required.

Detailed pre-submission discussions are on-going with TPA and Highways England. Notwithstanding this, Highways England has provided comment on the Draft Transport Assessment, 

Construction Traffic Management plan and Operational Traffic Management Plan.

Noted.

Draft Transport Assessment:

LinSig models displayed within the Draft Transport Assessment are subject to discussions with Highways England, once these are finalised, the Transport Assessment should be updated. 

Understood that VISSIM modelling is currently being undertaken, the Transport Assessment will need to be updated with these results, once available.

Understood that the mitigation junction schemes are still evolving and these should be confirmed within the Transport Assessment once finalised. A phasing plan should however be 

provided to confirm how the junction mitigation works will come forward. Earlier comments provided by Highways England regarding the Road Safety Scheme should be accommodated 

within the Transport Assessment. The proposed design of the highways works is ongoing, Highways England will provide comments in the due course.

Highways England considers the trip attraction to be suitable, but not necessarily a worst case assessment. Meeting minutes within the appendices of the Transport Assessment should be 

referred to as being in draft. Further discussions are required regarding agreement of the site access, whilst consideration should be given to how the site could be accessed should the 

A43 of J15A be closed. There are some inconsistencies within the Transport Assessment regarding development areas. Descriptions of the mitigation schemes need to be reviewed, some 

of these are not currently described correctly.

Noted and addressed. The LinSig models have been updated and are presented in Chapter 9 of the TA at Appendix 17.1 of the ES. VISSIM modelling work for M1 Junction 15 and Junction 15a is now 

complete and the assessment results of the modelling work are presented in Chapter 9 of the Transport Assessment at Appendix 17.1.

A full list of mitigation schemes is provided in Table 17.28 of Chapter 17 (Highways) of the ES and Chapter 6 of the TA at Appendix 17.1.

A full phasing assessment will be carried out to determine the level of the Proposed Development (and its anticipated design year) that would necessitate the implementation of each improvement 

scheme. This will be carried out in due course, and will be agreed as appropriate with Highways England (HE) and NCC. The phasing assessment will be provided following the DCO submission.

HE comments regarding these proposals have been taken into consideration. The proposed safety schemes are presented at Chapter 6 of the TA at Appendix 17.1.

The trip attraction methodology applied resulted in the highest value of vehicle trips during the peak periods assessed when compared to other proposed methodologies. The trip generation presented 

within Chapter 7 of the TA at Appendix 17.1 is therefore considered to provide a worst case assessment.  

As set out in the Non-Technical Summary of the TA provided at Appendix 17.1, the principle of providing a grade separated junction onto the A43 was discussed and agreed with HE at an early stage. 

Detailed design has been provided as part of the DCO submission as Document 2.27.

As the site access junction is a grade separated roundabout, this provides a safe U-turn facility, and as such the A43 could be kept open up to the site access (either to the north or south). It is therefore 

considered unlikely that there would be a need for the A43 to be closed in its entirety. Provided HE advises the operators in advance of any closures, the operators can make suitable arrangements to 

coordinate their vehicles and have traffic access the site from one direction (either North or South). Further detail is presented at Chapter 2 of the OTMP provided at Document 7.9b.  The GEA of the 

Proposed Development is 702,097 sqm. Details of the development proposals are set out within Chapter 6 of the TA provided at Appendix 17.1.

Draft Framework Construction Management Plan:

The size of the development needs to be consistently stated. Once use of the temporary construction traffic access has ceased, will the verge and kerb be reinstated? The number of HGV 

trips to the site is stated as being one per day, this seems unrealistically low and should be reviewed. Further clarity should be provided regarding the signage strategy during construction. 

The hours of construction require further consideration and discussion with Highways England. Swept path analysis should be in accordance with TD 16/07. Further clarification is required 

on whether paragraph 7.7 is referring to internal site drainage or highway drainage.

Noted and addressed within the relevant DCO documents as set out below.  

The GEA of the Proposed Development is 702,097 sq m. Details of the development proposals are set out in Chapter 1 of the CTMP provided at Document 7.9a.

It is anticipated that the verge and kerbline would be reinstated, although this will be confirmed as part of the detailed design. This is set out in Chapter 4 of the CTMP provided at Document 7.9a. Details 

regarding the routing of construction traffic and access to the site is set out in Chapters 3 and 4.

The HGV trips associated with construction of the access is an average and reflects the build out phasing. Further explanation is provided at Chapter 5 of the CTMP presented at Document 7.9a.

Signage will be considered as part of the detailed design, and in discussion with HE, including whether existing VMS can be used to display construction information.

Further details regarding the hours of construction are provided in Chapter 6 of the CTMP provided at Document 7.9a and it considered that they can be conditioned as part of the planning consent.

For the temporary construction access the swept-path analysis has been undertaken in accordance with guidance set out in para 1.5b in TD42/95 and is presented in the respective drawings provided in 

the CTMP at Document 7.9a. The proposed grade separated junction has been subject to further detailed design and is presented in Document 2.27.

Further details on drainage have been included in the CTMP provided at Document 7.9a.

Historic England 

(Neville Doe)
20 April 2018

It is clear that the proposed development would result in some impact upon the settings of some of the heritage assets, however the assessment is limited in general terms to visual 

impacts only and this is only one aspect, which will result in the impact of heritage assets. In addition, effects of noise, vibration, light emissions and the fallout from general movement and 

activity associated with the site once it is operational have the potential to compound the overall impact at particular times throughout the day, and affect how one appreciates and 

experiences certain heritage assets. Therefore, these effects should be considered within the Heritage Assessment. In particular, this should include information/modelling to demonstrate 

the visual effect of light levels and how this would be experienced in terms of views from and appreciation of heritage assets and their settings.

Historic England believes further information and assessment is required in order to fully demonstrate the substantial impacts of the proposed rail freight terminal and the other associated 

works upon designated heritage assets in their shared landscape setting.

Noted and addressed. Additional information, including assessment of the night-time visual effects and noise and vibration, is included within the accompanying Heritage Assessment and Built Heritage 

(11) Chapter of the ES. This is further supported by a series of photomontage visualisations presented in Appendix 15.3 and night time photomontage visualisations presented in Appendix 15.5. Please 

refer to Viewpoints 7, 12, 15, 17, 18, 20, 21, and 22. 

Fire & Rescue:

Pre-Application Guidance for Developers should be given due consideration, in particular pages 13-15 regarding the provision of sprinklers. A review of the site should be undertaken by 

the Council's designated Water Officer to establish the required provision of hydrants to serve the development. Furthermore, the site access should also be reviewed in the context of this 

Guidance document.

Noted and will be addressed. Regard to sprinkler provision will be made during the detailed design of the proposals. Notwithstanding this, sprinkler provision has been assumed for each of the units and 

hydrant provision will be in accordance with Northamptonshire County Council; Planning Obligations Guidance Document whereby one fire hydrant is needed for every 50 properties or 5,000 sqm of non-

residential property. Design of fire hydrants will also be in accordance with Part B of the buildings regulations (section 15) and BS 3251:1976.

Broadband:

Measures need to be introduced at the earliest opportunity to ensure the required specification to enable fibre connectivity for all new developments in respect of receiving superfast 

broadband services.

It is advised that ducting works are carried out in co-operation with the installations of standard utility works. 

Addressed. A BT Openreach application confirmed the initial infrastructure (ducting) requirements to support broadband connectivity at the site. FTTC is available via an exchange at Blisworth. 

Transport Assessment:

Modelling work is ongoing and yet to be finalised or agreed, as such any detailed modelling and associated reporting of impacts is also yet to be agreed, as is any resultant mitigation 

strategy. As such the current schedule of mitigation works as identified may be subject to change.

Addressed. All modelling work, reporting of impacts and resultant mitigation is set out in Chapter 6 and Chapter 9 of the TA and at Appendix 17.1 of the ES.

Highway Mitigation:

As part of the A45 Daventry Development Link Road works, a new footpath link is being constructed towards Junction 16. No facilities have been proposed with the works at Junction 16 to 

accommodate users to cross the various arms to gain access to the footway on the A4500 Weedon Rd.  An off highway cycle/pedestrian facility should therefore be included within any 

works. At Hunsbarrow Road Roundabout, the visibility screen should be retained. The bus land on approach to Mereway Roundabout should be detailed how this is proposed to work in 

practice.

Highway mitigation works at Junction 16 are no longer proposed as part of the DCO submission.

At Hunsbarrow Road Roundabout, the current proposals involve signalising the approaches. The visibility screen is therefore not required. Further details of the proposed works are provided at Chapter 6 

of the TA at Appendix 17.1 of the Environmental Statement.

Technical Audit:

All highway works will be required to be technically audited by Northamptonshire Highways and prior to the DCO submission. A series of matters are highlighted on page 3 of the 

consultation response that are to be agreed with Northamptonshire Highways before the submission.

Noted and being addressed. Road Safety Audits and WCHAR’s are currently being progressed and will be provided following DCO submission.

Travel Plan:

The Travel Plan is a good basis to build on and add detail when occupiers move into the development. The Travel Plan should provide for a minimum of three months free bus travel.

Noted. The Travel Plan is provided as Document 7.8 as part of the DCO submission. Proposed incentives have been discussed with Stagecoach Midlands and NCC and considered within the public 

transport strategy set out in the Bus Strategy appended to the Travel Plan.
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Bus Service:

Noted as being necessary that the developer funds bespoke bus journeys between Northampton Town centre and the site. Additionally, a bus service provision to and from Towcester will 

need to be considered. Comments are also made regarding the provision of a series of bus stops within the main SRFI site. Design requests for the bus interchange are confirmed within 

the response.

Noted and addressed. This has been discussed with representatives from Stagecoach and NCC. Discussions with NCC suggest that minimum numbers for a bespoke service should be provided where 

50 members of staff (throughout the whole site) start or finish work within a 15 minute window. However, discussions with Stagecoach suggest that minimum numbers should be 100. Further details of the 

proposed bespoke bus service are provided in the Bus Strategy appended to the Travel Plan at Document 7.8 of the DCO submission.

The demand for travel to/from Towcester has been reviewed following extensive discussions with Stagecoach Midlands and NCC. It would be the intention that any bus service for the site becomes self-

sustaining after the initial developer contribution period.

It is proposed bus stops will be located within 400 metres of each unit, were possible. 

Walking and Cycling:

Design comments are provided in respect on Towcester Road cycle/footway and the proposed footway leading from Rectory Lane, Milton Malsor into Towcester Road. Furthermore, 

requests are made for diverted footpath (KX13) to be cycle-proofed.

Noted and updated plans of the proposed pedestrian and cycle improvements are set out in Chapter 6 of the TA at Appendix 17.1 of the Environmental Statement.

Rail Freight Proposals:

Concerns are raised regarding the amount of clarity currently provided in respect of pathing of services to and from the development and whether this could cause significant constraints 

on future passenger rail services to Northampton.

Rail Central has worked closely with Network Rail for 5 years (through the GRIP process)  to ensure the proposals are designed and implemented to draw on available capacity without impacting on other 

services. In parallel, Network Rail and HS2 continue to work on expanding the rail network capability to accommodate more freight and passenger traffic, predicated in part by SRFI developments such as 

Rail Central. The previous upgrade of the West Coast Main Line was designed to increase capacity to the next level of demand, HS2 and Network Rail's plans aim to further increase capacity to meet 

demand over the next 30 years.

Cumulative Assessment with Northampton Gateway:

A request is made to both Northampton Gateway and Rail Central schemes for Northamptonshire County Council to undertake an independent cumulative assessment of both the 

schemes. 

Noted. The cumulative effects from the two proposals will be examined at inquiry by the Planning Inspectorate to test evidence presented by both developers including evidence presented on cumulative 

impact.

South 

Northamptonshire 

Council - Planning 

Policy (Andy D'Arcy)

18 April 2018

The consultation response raises concerns that to permit the Rail Central development would undermine the Joint Core Strategy as this would result in a significant increase in employment 

provision that is not required to meet local needs. Furthermore, this would place significant pressures on the demand for additional housing within the local area.

With a review of the Local Plan Part 1 intended to commence in 2018/19, this will include a new assessment of both the housing and employment needs of the District. It is recommended 

that the review of the Local Plan Part 1 would be the most appropriate mechanism for considering this proposal.

Notwithstanding this, it is noted that the development should take account of all the policies within the Joint Core Strategy as well as the requirements of the NPPF and PPG. 

Noted. The national need for such development is identified within the NPS NN. The Rail Central proposals respond directly to this need. The response issued to SNC confirms why the proposed 

development is acceptable in this location. Our detailed need case is set out within the Market Assessment Report.

Impact on the Road Network and Major Junctions:

The Council has concerns regarding the impact of the proposed development on the local and national road network. Milton Keynes Council's interests relate to traffic flows at junction 13 

to 15a of the M1 motorway in both directions. Additionally, the Council has concerns with the effects of the development on the southbound traffic flows on the A5, A43 and A508 and at 

the junction of the A508, A5 and A422 by Old Stratford.

Noted and addressed via the full analysis of traffic impact resulting from the development proposals which is set out in Chapter 17 (Highways) of the ES and Chapter 9 of the Transport Assessment 

provided at Appendix 17.1.

Impact on the Rail Network:

The Council understands that capacity on the WCML for rail freight and passenger services is limited. It therefore wishes to be assured that train movements to and from Rail Central will 

not be impacted.

Noted. The experience at all the other SRFI is that they started from a small number of pilot rail services, increasing incrementally over a number of years as the sites increase in occupancy, and 

occupiers and other local companies become more aware of the rail facilities and services. In this way the proposals will not impact on existing services.

Rail Central has worked closely with Network Rail for 5 years to ensure the proposals are designed and implemented to draw on available capacity without impacting on other services (working through 

the GRIP process). 

Rail Central would not be committing to such a major investment if the rail freight facilities, as a core part of the proposals, were unable to be used due to lack of main line capacity.

In parallel, Network Rail and HS2 continue to work on expanding the rail network capability to accommodate more freight and passenger traffic, predicated in part by SRFI developments such as Rail 

Central.

Socio-Economic Impacts:

A series of criteria is set out for what should be included within the application. This includes confirming the type and amount of job creation, the implications of the growth in employment, 

the effects of the proposal on commuting flows and market information on the amount of committed warehousing development along the M1 corridor and how the consented scheme will 

impact upon the property market for warehousing development along the M1 corridor.

Addressed via the Socio Economic Chapter (18) of the ES which provides an assessment of the amount and type of job creation. This includes assessment of temporary jobs during the construction 

phase, as well as permanent jobs that will be created on site (direct jobs) and an estimate of additional jobs that could be created off-site (indirect jobs created in the business supply chain and through re-

spending of wages. The implications of employment growth are also considered in relation to employment need currently and in the future. This includes an assessment of unemployment levels currently, 

and employment need in the future as measured by the changing working age population of the wider area. Implications on commuting flows are also considered within the chapter. Consideration is given 

to the committed warehousing development in the M1 corridor and property market impacts within the Market Assessment Report.

South 

Northamptonshire 

Council (Dennis 

Winterbottom)

23 April 2018

The Council Planning Committee will consider a formal response to the consultation at the Planning Committee meeting on 17 May 2018.

Responses from other Council services are however provided and have been summarised under separate headings within this schedule. These are initial officers comments and do not 

constitute a formal response from SNC to the consultation.

Noted.

Towcester Town 

Council (Elizabeth 

Cox)

20 April 2018

Towcester Town Council has resolved to await the formal planning application before responding in full.  In the interim, its preliminary concern is for the effects of the proposed 

development on the road infrastructure.

Noted.

The response is largely positive, confirming that from an Economic Growth perspective, Rail Central SRFI has the potential to secure some of the objectives of the Council's Economic 

Growth Strategy. It also sits well with the evidence from our recent logistics study. The project can be anticipated to show a number of significant positive economic benefits for the District, 

including:

Opportunity to promote significant employment providers to the District, recognising that logistics is no longer just concerned with distribution, but frequently involves many B8 companies in 

secondary processing and assembly that constitutes modern manufacturing.

Proximity to the motorway network is a critical feature as recent growth at Grange Park and Pineham has demonstrated over the past 3-4 years.

Provision of a wide range of jobs and significant job opportunities for residents of the District.

Securing improvements to Junction 15A and at 14 other junction locations will improve connections for wider range of businesses on the motorway network.

The utilisation of the rail network for transhipment will reduce road based haulage movements across the network.

Noted.

However, there are aspects of the proposed development that need mitigation to ensure positive gains from the project for South Northants, including:

The scale and location of the proposed development is likely to serve the economy of Northampton more than South Northants.

A major point of arrival into the rural District will now be dominated by a major international rail and logistics development, diluting the economic focus of the District on High Performance 

Engineering, Tourism and rural business services.

Noted. Rail Central has met with Greg Ward (15 August 2017) to understand SNC's perspective on these points. Regard has been given to the containment of economic effects within South 

Northamptonshire and the potential means through which local benefits can be maximised.  Rail Central seeks to stimulate the maximum GVA and deliver infrastructure to enable a wide range of 

businesses and their supply chains (local, regional and national).

The potential impact on other businesses is taken into account through the application of professional judgement on potential displacement in the local and wider economy. The position of the Rail Central 

site is necessarily at the intersection of key strategic rail and road links. Rail Central would deliver complementary business investment not a dilution of existing business sectors. Further information can 

be found within Chapter 18 (Socio-Economic) of the ES. 

The level and scope of surveys that have been undertaken to inform the impact assessment are on the whole sufficient and the methods used follow best practice. The PEIR follows the 

relevant industry specific (CIEEM) guidance and assessment methodology for Environmental Statement.

Noted.  The ES has used these methodologies for the entire Proposed Development.

According to the PEIR the residual impacts of the proposals following the consideration of embedded and adaptive mitigation will still result in minor adverse impacts on important 

ecological features of the site including loss of veteran trees, important hedgerows, hedgerow network and commuting and foraging habitat for bats. Veteran trees are an irreplaceable 

habitat/resource, the proposals will result in the permanent loss of 44 veteran/notable/locally notable trees, national policy generally indicates that in these circumstances permission 

should be refused unless the development in that location clearly outweighs the loss (NPPF paragraph 118).

Noted and addressed. The Proposed Development has been designed to retain locally notable, notable, veteran or ancient trees in situ where possible.  However, there will be unavoidable loss of some 

of these specimens - a maximum of 44 on the main SRFI site of 130 trees in total, plus one locally notable tree at J15a.  This assessment has used a very conservative assumption as to which trees are 

notable, veteran or ancient, based on tree girth and the presence of particular features in the trees.  A further survey to assess onsite trees is ongoing, using Natural England’s Level 2 Specialist Survey 

Method for Veteran Trees which will assess the status of these 44 trees further. Even if it is accepted that all 44 trees are notable, veteran or ancient, loss of the trees will be mitigated through use of the 

wood (tree resurrection where possible), hence retaining their ecological benefit to invertebrates, birds and bats.  Additional woodland planting far in excess of that lost, using seeds/cuttings from the trees 

to be felled will be established. The management of veteran trees during construction, including the protection of retained trees, and treatment of deadwood will be implemented by contractors that 

specialise in habitat creation and overseen by CIEEM registered ecologists.  Overall, it is considered that the balance of need for and benefits of the development, in this location, outweigh the loss of the 

trees.  Further information can be found within Chapter 14 (Biodiversity) of the ES.

The cumulative effects of the Rail Central SRFI in combination with Northampton Gateway SRFI should both proposals be given permission will likely constitute at least a moderate 

adverse impact locally on species, habitats, ecological networks and services with the loss of a significant area of farmland habitat and associated species.

Noted and addressed via the assessment of cumulative effects has been undertaken within Chapter 14 (Biodiversity) of the ES.  Shared receptors could be affected as a result of both developments 

progressing, but overall there are no cases where the impacts of this project could add to something identified as an impact in another project.  

There is, however, potential to add to cumulative impacts of hedgerow loss, which could be significant at a county scale.  Here it is the integrity of hedgerow networks that is likely to be the main concern, 

though loss of individually important hedges may also occur.  And there is some potential for cumulative effects on commuting and foraging bats in consequence of this.   

Similarly there is potential to add to the cumulative impacts of farmland habitat loss on specialist farmland bird species which could be significant at county scale. Though habitat provided in compensation 

for the Rail Central project, and others, is likely to lead to a net gain in habitat for a broad spectrum of birds, especially garden birds, the compensatory habitat would not be suitable for specialist farmland 

birds which favour the traditional landscape of hedgerows and large open fields. 

The cumulative effects from the two proposals will be examined at inquiry by the independent Planning Inspectorate, to test evidence presented by both developers, including evidence presented on 

cumulative impact.

There is no assessment of net loss, no net loss or net gain in biodiversity with the document, in line with national policy NPPF paragraph 109 and NPS NN paragraph there should be an 

aim to provide net gain in biodiversity. Proposed GI could result in a net gain in biodiversity but with the loss of irreplaceable habitat and displacement of protected and notable species.

Noted and addressed. A Biodiversity Assessment has been undertaken that shows that, with Adaptive Mitigation, there will be a net gain in Biodiversity.  This is included in the DCO and should be read in 

parallel with Chapter 14 (Biodiversity) of the ES which contains information about impacts to protected species and habitat.  

Borough Council of 

Wellingborough 

(Julie Thomas) 

10 April 2018

Wellingborough Council confirms notification of these details and can confirm that the Council has no objections to make at this time.  Please revert to comments made from a number of 

previous responses provided by this authority.

No objections is noted. Rail Central however did not receive previous responses and on 28 June 2018 responded to acknowledge feedback and request that any previous correspondence or comments 

be sent on directly for record.  It is noted that Wellingborough Council's letter referred to 'Northampton Gateway' not Rail Central, and it is understood that this was sent in error.  Rail Central did not 

receive any confirmation or further correspondence from WBC in response to the request. 

Northamptonshire 

Highways (Rob Sim-

Jones)

undated

Milton Keynes 

Council (Michael 

Moore)

23 April 2018

South 

Northamptonshire 

Council (Greg Ward)

16 April 2018

South 

Northamptonshire 

Council - Ecology 

Officer (Paul Evans)

18 April 2018

Appendix 49: Section 42, Phase 2: Responses received from S42 consultation and the regard the Applicant has had to these responses (including S43 consultees)



Consultee 

organisation

Date of response Summary of consultation response Regard had as part of the DCO Application

The proposed development will have a significant impact on the area requiring investment in transport infrastructure. Highways England’s Smart motorway programme and proposals for 

upgrading the section of motorway between junctions 13 and 16 is part of the transport solution for the area and it is essential that the proposals align with improvements to the Strategic 

Road Network. The proposed A43 Junction requires further consideration to ensure increased connectivity to the motorway network and additional capacity at the interchange between the 

A43 and M1 motorway. Diversion routes also require more consideration including the potential impact on the A5.

Noted and reported in the TA provided at Appendix 17.1 of the ES which outlines the proposed junction improvement schemes to be implemented following junction capacity assessments. The highway 

works have been designed accordingly and take account of Highways England’s Smart motorway programme and proposals for upgrading the section of motorway between junctions 13 and 16.

The proposed A43 Junction has been fully considered as part of the DCO submission with details provided in Chapter 17 of the Environmental Statement and within the TA at Appendix 17.1.

Details of what happens when links on the strategic road network are closed are set out in the Operational Traffic Management Plan (OTMP) provided as Document 7.9b of the DCO submission. The 

document sets out advisory routing for HGVs in the event of a closure. The OTMP also promotes the use of smart GPS tracking systems which can be used to aid in the routing of HGVs to and from the 

site, including during periods of unplanned road closures.

Cumulative traffic impacts from the proposed developments in the area should be considered in more detail. The impact on the A43 around Towcester requires further attention. The 

Council has commissioned a study of the A43 to identify opportunities for further growth in the District. The study is expected to be finalised in early May 2018 and its findings should be 

considered in the final proposals.

Noted and addressed. A cumulative assessment including Northampton Gateway and the Northampton SUE development has been included within Chapter 17 of the ES, with further analysis provided 

within the Transport Assessment at Appendix 17.1 of the Environmental Statement. 

The impact on the A43 around Towcester has been fully assessed within Chapter 17 of the ES and the TA at Appendix 17.1.

The Council is particularly interested in the trip generation assessment and the assessment of junctions on the A43, including between the proposed site and the Tove and Abthorpe 

roundabouts and the M1. The Council will seek advice on these matters as part of a detailed review of the draft Transport Assessment and the impacts on the local area.

Noted and can confirm that trip generation assessment and the assessment of junctions on the A43, including between the proposed site and the Tove and Abthorpe roundabouts and the M1, is included 

within the Transport Assessment provided at Appendix 17.1 of the ES.

As a consequence of the development, the area will be dominated by high traffic volumes. Improvements to the existing network to encourage journeys by non-motorised users such as 

people on foot or bicycle will also be important to mitigate the impact of the development and opportunities to increase access by sustainable modes should be prioritised and secured. 

Noted and being addressed through the implementation of mitigation measures set out within the Travel Plan, provided as Document 7.8 of the DCO submission, it is anticipated that there will be 

opportunities to increase access by sustainable modes of transport. The measures relate to site design, improvements to off-site infrastructure, reducing the need to travel, walking, cycling, public 

transport and car sharing initiatives, parking management, freight and delivery strategies and promotion and communications of travel planning measures.

In addition, physical measures are also being provided, including the widening of an existing footway on the west side of the Towcester Road to accommodate a suitable footway/cycleway. The proposed 

footway/cycleway will measure 3.0 metres in width with a minimum 0.5m wide margin along the carriageway, providing a key cycling and walking link between the site and Northampton urban area.

The progress of discussions between the promoter and Network Rail, which will ultimately approve the new rail infrastructure and licence train paths, will be significant to understanding  

the rail capacity and further information should be made available. It is not yet clear whether the four freight trains per day as required by the NPSNN for an NSIP would be able to access 

the proposed strategic rail freight terminal.

Noted and addressed. The experience at other SRFIs is that they started from a small number of pilot rail services, increasing incrementally over a number of years as the sites increase in occupancy, and 

occupiers and other local companies become more aware of the rail facilities and services. In this way the proposals will not impact on existing services.

Rail Central has worked closely with Network Rail for 5 years to ensure the proposals are designed and implemented to draw on available main line capacity without impacting on other services (working 

through the GRIP process).  This takes account of available capacity on both the slow lines (Northampton Loop) for intermodal and conventional freight services, as well as the fast lines for express freight 

services.

Rail Central would not be committing to such a major investment if the rail freight facilities, as a core part of the proposals, were unable to be used due to lack of main line capacity.

In parallel, Network Rail and HS2 continue to work on expanding the rail network capability to accommodate more freight and passenger traffic, predicated in part by SRFI developments such as Rail 

Central.

Network Rail’s emerging West Coast (Main Line) Capacity Plus Study has identified a significant future constraint in capacity near to Milton Keynes and also on the Northampton Loop Line 

(NLL). Northamptonshire County Council considers that an increase in freight services over the NLL could potentially be a significant constraint on future passenger rail services to 

Northampton. This should be assessed as part of the application submission given the substantial planned growth in and around Northampton.

Noted and addressed. See comment above. 

The Planning Inspectorate has advised that an assessment of the cumulative impacts of both of the SRFIs currently proposed in South Northamptonshire, Rail Central and Northampton 

Gateway, will be required within any DCO submission. NCC as Local Highway Authority (LHA) consider it would be unacceptable in highways terms to permit both sites without such an 

assessment having been undertaken, and the appropriate mitigation being secured to mitigate the cumulative impacts. SNC concur with this view. The Council recommends that further 

assessment of the transport impacts is undertaken. The Council wishes to engage with the promoter to discuss the impacts and mitigation and to provide further comments as the scheme 

is developed.

Noted and addressed. A cumulative assessment, considering the effects of the Rail Central scheme and the Northampton Gateway scheme, based on information within the public domain, is included 

within the Transport Assessment and the ES. The Rail Central team has maintained an ongoing dialogue with NCC as part of the Transport Working Group and will continue to do so. Chapter 22 

(Cumulative Effects) of the ES has further regard to impact. 

The Council is commissioning a landscape and visual impact appraisal of the site and the proposed development. A draft report is available and conclusions are provided within the 

Council's consultation response.

Noted. Within Chapter 15 (LVIA) of the ES, Rail Central has provided a detailed assessment of the landscape and visual effects of the proposed development within the PEIR. The landscape and visual 

impact assessment (LVIA) has been undertaken to identify the likely landscape and visual effects of the Proposed Development. The LVIA considers the effects of the Proposed Development on both the 

landscape and on people's views and visual amenity. Landscape and visual effects have been considered for the construction phase and operational phase at Year 1 during Winter, and Years 7 and 15 

during Summer (to take account of the effects once mitigation planting has developed and reached a level of maturity), and the decommissioning phase. Consideration has also been given to cumulative 

effects including consideration of the proposed Northampton Gateway strategic rail freight terminal and its associated infrastructure. Further information  can be found in Chapter in Chapter 22 

(Cumulative Effects) of the ES.  Further detail of the regard taken with respect to SNC's draft LVIA and issues raised is provided in the below responses.

The prospective scale and massing of the development will have a significant visual impact beyond the immediate site area on the wider landscape, countryside and communities site. Noted and addressed in Chapter 15 (LVIA) of the ES. The prospective scale and massing of the development and the extent of the visual impacts within the 5km study areas is set out in the Construction 

Phase, Operational Phase and Residual Effects sections of Chapter 1 of the ES.  The embedded landscape and visual mitigation measures are set out in the Embedded Mitigation section of Chapter 15 

of the ES. 

Taking account of the prospective size, scale and massing of the proposed development Rail Central has identified that: 

•  Construction of the main SRFI site will give rise to highly significant adverse effects limited to the local landscape character of the site itself and its immediate environs.  Rail Central has not identified 

any significant effects to the wider landscape character areas assessed.

•  During operation, the primary change at the main SRFI site will be the introduction of large-scale buildings that would form a highly prominent element within the local landscape. After seven years it is 

considered that the mitigation such as screening bunds, woodland and hedgerow planting will begin to mature and will soften the main SRFI site and help to screen and integrate it with the receiving 

landscape. After 15 years of operation the planting will have established and reached a reasonable level of growth and maturity, which would further soften, screen and filter views of the main SRFI site 

reducing its prominence in the local landscape and provide some beneficial effects for both the landscape and ecological character of the main SRFI site. It is considered that at Year 15 the main SRFI 

site will give rise to a significant effect to local landscape character. 

•  During construction, visual effects on residential receptors will be highly significant or significant adverse for a small number of residents in individual properties, groups of properties in close proximity to 

the main SRFI site or in more distant locations where views may be gained from elevated locations overlooking the main SRFI site.  Similarly highly significant or significant adverse construction phase 

visual effects will be limited to users of recreational routes and PRoW in close proximity to the Main SRFI Site and from elevated ground overlooking the main SRFI site.  

•  During operation, the earlier establishment of screening bunds and planting during the construction phase will serve to reduce visibility of the site and the number of residents in individual properties, 

groups of properties.  After 7 years it is considered that the mitigation such as screening bunds, woodland and hedgerow planting will begin to mature and will further reduce the numbers of receptors 

affected.  At year 15 highly significant or significant visual effects will be limited to residents in individual properties in close proximity to the main SRFI site or in more distant locations where views may be 

gained from elevated locations overlooking the site.

The mitigation proposals appear to be dictated by the proposed built form, infrastructure and operational requirements and show little respect or harmony with the surrounding and distant 

landscape character.

The embedded landscape and visual mitigation measures are set out in the Embedded Mitigation section of Chapter 15. 

Rail Central has sought to introduce effective mitigation measures, adopted as part of the evolution of the project design (embedded into the project design) to minimise landscape and visual effects. The 

embedded mitigation measures, together with additional measures over and above the proposed embedded mitigation that may assist with the screening and integration of the Proposed Development into 

the landscape will be considered at the detailed design stage and agreed with SNC. The embedded landscape and visual mitigation for the operational phase will be secured through the DCO 

requirements through implementation in accordance with document 7.11 Rev A – 15 Year Soft Landscape, Ecological Enhancement and Overall Management Plan. The measures as proposed do seek to 

emulate the existing character wherever possible and practical through a number of different initiatives including:

• Internal estate roads will have ecological corridors that seek to replicate field edge vegetation with a ditch line and banked hedgerow.

• The scheme contributes to the strategic biodiversity network habitat reservoirs through the creation of neutral grassland, woodland and calcareous grassland.

• The retention of existing trees and field edge vegetation wherever feasible. 

• The use of predominantly native and locally occurring species  throughout the scheme. 

• Sensitive design of externally facing (e.g. towards Milton Malsor) slopes of proposed screening earthworks design, which takes consideration of existing land form and contouring. A maximum external 

slope gradient of 1 in 5 is proposed to reduce the ‘engineered’ nature of the bund. 

In addition, with regards to the earthworks and linear planting belts, Rail Central notes that engineered embankments are a feature of the local landscape in the immediate vicinity of the site in relation to 

the West Coast Main Line, the Northampton Loop Line and the A43.  Such features along with the canal and field edges demonstrate linear planting features within the landscape.

Further measures introduced into the the landscape design to reflect local character, include the introduction of woodland blocks in parts of site.

There would be a strong impact on the residential receptors in the local context of the site, impacting the residents of Blisworth, Milton Malsor and parts of Gayton. The landscaping to 

mitigate the built form and its warehousing units would offer a green screening, but which would be out of character with the wider landscape features and thus would add distinction to the 

out of character landscape that would result from the development.

Noted and addressed. The effects to residential receptors are set out in the Construction Phase, Operational Phase and Residual Visual Effects to Residential Receptors sections of Chapter 15 (LVIA) of 

the ES.  The embedded landscape and visual mitigation measures are set out in the Embedded Mitigation section of Chapter 15. For more information, see the above responses.

South 

Northamptonshire 

Council - Highways

10 May 2018

South 

Northamptonshire 

Council - Landscape 

and Visual

10 May 2018
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Consultee 

organisation

Date of response Summary of consultation response Regard had as part of the DCO Application

The night-time visual impact must be a significant consideration. The effect of external lighting on the character of the area and on surrounding communities at, given the 24 hour use of 

the site proposed, must be assessed carefully to minimise impact and avoid light pollution.

Noted and addressed. Night-time visual impact has now been undertaken as part of Chapter 15 (LVIA) of the ES.  Potential night time visual effects as a result of the Proposed Development at the main 

SRFI site may relate to: 

• Street lighting at the A43 access;

• Street lighting along internal roads;

• HGV parking area lighting;

• Service yards and car parking areas lighting; and

• Express platform and intermodal lighting.

 The visual receptors most likely to be affected by the lighting of the Proposed Development would be in close proximity (within 100 m) to the main SRFI Site or located in elevated positions where views 

into and over the site may be obtained and may include:  

• The properties along Towcester Road / Northampton Road including Willow Lodge, Gaytonway, Spring Gardens, Parley Pole, Woodbury and Deveron House;

• Properties in Blisworth Arm.

Moderate adverse effects have been found at year 1 of operation at properties along Towcester Road / Northampton Road and Major Adverse for Properties in Blisworth Arm.  However by Year 7 the 

effectiveness of the landscape and visual  mitigation reduces these effects to a Minor Adverse (Not Significant) level of effect.

Due to ground conditions infiltration techniques for surface water dispersal have been proven as not being viable. It is assumed therefore each building unit and its associated 

hardstanding areas will contain water storage features that will deal with their own attenuation requirements.

Regard has been had in the proposed Drainage Strategy which demonstrates the individual plot storage requirements in terms of location, volume and flow control.

Anglian Water identifies a lack of capacity to accept any additional flows. Further modelling is required to determine what mitigation works are required and thus these remain to be 

identified.

Noted and addressed. Mitigation works have been discussed with Anglian Water and an Impact Assessment has been carried out by AW identifying the measures required. 

South 

Northamptonshire 

Council - Cultural 

Heritage

10 May 2018

The Heritage Assessment has been subject to previous discussions and is considered to be an appropriate approach.

One key change since the scope and methodology of the Heritage Assessment was agreed is the detail of the highway improvements. The impacts of these works on the Grand Union 

Canal Conservation Areas, listed lock structures and the lift bridge have been assessed and the impacts on the structure acknowledged. The proposals should seek to reduce the impact 

and harm to the detailed design of the bridge.

Noted and in response a requirement of the DCO has been included to ensure a high quality design of the bridge over the Grand Union Canal. 

South 

Northamptonshire 

Council - External 

Lighting

10 May 2018

The DCO is expected to provide that the design of the lighting schemes will be a matter for approval by the Local Planning Authority. A Construction Environmental Management Plan 

should clearly identify the mitigation required and the measures for the control of external lighting on site during construction phases.

This is proposed and demonstrated in Chapter 19 (Lighting) of the ES, where construction lighting control measures are discussed and recommendations are made to include into the Construction 

Environmental Management Plan (CEMP).

South 

Northamptonshire 

Council - 

Agricultural Land 

10 May 2018

The loss of agricultural land cannot be mitigated, however the proposal of a soil resource management plan details where practicable where existing top soils can be reused. This is noted and it is stated in the ES (Chapter 9, Agricultural Land) that the direct loss of agricultural land cannot be mitigated in the same location and to the same extent, and that the development of a 

Soil Resource Management Plan will ensure that topsoils are retained on site and re-used for their most suitable purposes in the detailed design. 

South 

Northamptonshire 

Council - 

Arboriculture

10 May 2018

If the development proceeds, the proposed mitigation will result in a net gain in tree numbers, however the new planting will be different in character to the character experienced in the 

surrounding landscape.

Proposed mitigation, in addition to the numbers and sizes of trees, should focus on the protection of areas not to be developed within the site and ensuring that modified/introduced 

landscape areas (e.g. bunds) are constructed and prepared to optimize the establishment and long term survival of the new trees and must include robust long term management 

objectives and maintenance schedules.

Noted and addressed. The embedded landscape and visual mitigation measures are set out in the Embedded Mitigation section of Chapter 15 (LVIA) of the ES. 

In response to feedback, Rail Central has sought to introduce effective mitigation measures, adopted as part of the evolution of the project design (embedded into the project design) to minimise 

landscape and visual effects.  The embedded mitigation measures, together with additional measures over and above the proposed embedded mitigation that may assist with the screening and 

integration of the Proposed Development into the landscape will be considered at the detailed design stage and agreed with SNC.  The embedded landscape and visual mitigation for the operational 

phase will be secured through the DCO requirements through implementation in accordance with document 7.11 Rev A – 15 Year Soft Landscape, Ecological Enhancement and Overall Management 

Plan.  The measures as proposed do seek to emulate the existing character wherever possible and practical through a number of different initiatives including:

• Internal estate roads will have ecological corridors that seek to replicate field edge vegetation with a ditch line and banked hedgerow.

• The scheme contributes to the strategic biodiversity network habitat reservoirs through the creation of neutral grassland, woodland and calcareous grassland.

• The retention of existing trees and field edge vegetation wherever feasible. 

• The use of predominantly native and locally occurring species throughout the scheme. 

• Sensitive design of externally facing (e.g. towards Milton Malsor) slopes of proposed screening earthworks design, which takes consideration of existing land form and contouring. A maximum external 

slope gradient of 1 in 5 is proposed to reduce the ‘engineered’ nature of the bund. 

In addition, with regards to the earthworks and linear planting belts, Rail Central notes that engineered embankments are a feature of the local landscape in the immediate vicinity of the site in relation to 

the West Coast Main Line, the Northampton Loop Line and the A43.  Such features along with the canal and field edges demonstrate linear planting features within the landscape.

Further measures introduced into the the landscape design to reflect local character include the introduction of woodland blocks in parts of the site.

The level and scope of surveys that have been undertaken to inform the impact assessment are on the whole sufficient and the methods used follow best practice. Noted. 

There is no assessment of net loss, no net loss or net gain in biodiversity with the document, in line with national policy NPPF paragraph 109 and NPS NN paragraph there should be an 

aim to provide net gain in biodiversity. Proposed GI could result in a net gain in biodiversity but with the loss of irreplaceable habitat and displacement of protected and notable species.

Noted and addressed. A Biodiversity Assessment has been undertaken that shows that, with Adaptive Mitigation, there will be a net gain in Biodiversity.  This is provided with DCO documents and should 

be read in parallel with Chapter 14 (Biodiversity) of the ES as this contains information about impacts to protected species and from loss of habitat.  

It is identified that Building BG3 (Nursery) is to be demolished, this should be surveyed for the presence of bats. At least an initial inspection prior to demolition should be undertaken. Noted, however no access has been available to the Nursery for survey.  In response, the approach to the assessment of impacts to bats in the absence of a site visit has been discussed with Natural 

England.  There will be a pre-demolition survey, and EPS Licence application if necessary. 

Advanced or early establishment of the green infrastructure and ecological mitigation would be welcomed. This would help aid the mitigation of impacts of the proposal on habitats and 

species, by providing alternative suitable habitat.

Noted and addressed. The Adaptive Mitigation contains measures to ensure early establishment of green infrastructure, including the ecological mitigation area.  It will be a requirement for each phase to 

be completed, including any mitigation or planting, prior to operation.  Further information can be found in Chapter 14 (Biodiversity of the ES).  

The number of individual mitigation strategies should be integrated with the HMP and CEMP to ensure a coordinated approach. Noted – this has been acted upon and the mitigation strategies have been integrated in the HMP and CEMP.

Cadent Gas 27 March 2018

Cadent apparatus has been identified in close proximity to the order limits. Cadent will require appropriate protection for retained apparatus including compliance with relevant standards 

for works proposed within close proximity of its apparatus. Cadent has a Deed of Grant of Easement for each pipeline, which prevents the erection of permanent/ temporary buildings, or 

structures, change to existing ground levels, storage of materials etc.

A series of parameters are set out in respect of crossing the existing pipeline, providing new service crossings and a general note on pipeline safety.

Noted. Rail Central is in direct dialogue with Cadent in respect of protection of Cadent Gas apparatus.  Protective provisions are being addressed through that dialogue and Rail Central will work towards a 

negotiated and balanced outcome. 

Flood Risk Assessment:

The FRA should clarify if the proposed non-main river works will increase flood risk downstream of the site dues to speeding up flood flows. The report does not include the full model 

report or any drawings of the proposed 2 stage channels. Under the terms of the Land Drainage Act 1991, any culvert or works that may impede the flow of water on any ordinary 

watercourse will require a Flood Defence Consent.

Noted and addressed. The current version of the Flood Risk Assessment includes the full model report. A drawing showing the 2-stage channel will be added to this document. It is noted that consents will 

be required for any land drainage work, however these cannot be applied for until planning approval is granted.

Groundwater and Contaminated Land:

Based on the available information, we agree with the conclusions and recommendations of the Ground Investigation Report.  Where contamination has been encountered, this is 

localised to areas of the site of low groundwater resource potential.  At this time, we do not consider that further groundwater assessment or remediation is required.  With regards to the 

removal of petrol tanks at the existing PFS, the Environment Agency recommends that any tank that is not proposed for future use is appropriately decommissioned, excavated and 

removed from the site as part of the redevelopment.  Validation samples should be collected from the sides and base of all tank excavations.

Regard is given within the Remediation Method Statement (in ES Chapter 12), which forms part of the Embedded mitigation measures.  The Remediation Method Statement outlines mitigation methods to 

be undertaken at the site and where remediation is required.  This includes guidance with regards the appropriate decommissioning of tanks at the PFS and the disposal of waste. The Remediation 

Method Statement also includes methods for collecting and testing validation samples from the sides and base of all tank excavations.

With regards to future intrusive work at M1 Junction 15a, the Environment Agency recommends that the developer seeks to integrate any requirements for human health protection with 

those for protection of the water environment.  This approach is supported by Paragraph 109 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Noted. Health protection is implicit to the regulatory planning process, covering all credible environmental health pathways, including those associated with the protection of the water environment 

intended to protect human health (flood risk, contamination etc).

Water Infrastructure:

Having reviewed the documents relating to foul sewerage, utilities, hydrology and consents/Permits, the proposed development raises some environmental issues that concern us and 

further work is needed to ensure no adverse environmental impacts. Blisworth WRC is located to the south of the site, Anglian Water Services have confirmed that there are capacity 

issues within the existing network and that AWS have provided details of possible mitigation measures and the additional network storage volume required. It has been demonstrated that 

there is a possible need for an abstraction licence during construction. The developer should provide further details regarding the possible need for a licence i.e. proposed source, rates of 

abstraction and use. If the possible need for a licence is in connection with dewatering activities, the developer should ensure that they maximise local groundwater recharge before water 

is discharged to watercourses.

Comment noted.  To confirm, Anglian Water has been consulted regarding foul capacity in the public sewer network. As part of this engagement, a Pre-Development Enquiry and Drainage Impact 

Assessment was carried out by Anglian Water and a solution was identified.  With regards to the possible need for an abstraction licence during construction, this is not certain at the present time and is 

dependent upon further investigation and design (adaptive mitigation works).  If an abstraction licence is required, the Contractor will obtain this in accordance with the Construction Environmental 

Management Plan (CEMP).  The CEMP (embedded mitigation) states that all appropriate and required licences will be obtained.  If a licence is required, the Contractor will provide all necessary 

information, including proposed source, rates of abstraction and use. 

If there is a requirement for a licence in connection with dewatering activities, the developer (via the Contractor and the CEMP) will ensure that the local groundwater recharge is maximised before water 

are discharged to watercourses.  

Pollution Prevention:

The developer will need apply to the Environment Agency for the required permits, such as surface water discharges and any potential abstraction licence(s). The proposal should to 

consider method to isolate the main drainage discharge points to contain spills and leaks. Methods include penstocks and inflation bladders that fit within the drain pipes. Oil interceptors 

do not provide isolation, they can contain small oil spills and leaks, however they can be overwhelmed with rainwater and large spills.

Noted and addressed. The proposals in the Drainage Strategy Report include penstock controls or similar to contain any potential oil spills.

Waste:

This development will require Environmental Permits under the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016 from the Environment Agency if it is unable to comply with 

the CL:AIRE Definition of Waste Code of Practice.

Regard given in the CEMP, which details the requirement for and which permits are required.

Regard is also given within the Remediation Method Statement, which forms part of the Embedded mitigation measures.  This details permitting requirements and the requirements for works to be 

undertaken in accordance with the CL:AIRE Definition of Waste Code of Practice.

Health and Safety 

Executive
12 April 2018

There are no major accident hazard installations or pipelines in the vicinity of this infrastructure project and therefore HSE would not wish to comment on the siting of Rail Central. 

However, the project has the potential to affect existing non-major accident hazard utility services. In particular, the applicant is advised to ensure they consult the British Pipeline Agency 

Ltd.

HSE question whether Hazardous Substance Consent would be needed as part of the development. 

Noted. In preparing the Proposed Development, there have been continued discussions with the British Pipeline Agency Ltd.  It is confirmed that the Proposed Development will be compliant with all 

relevant regulations and legislation.

South 

Northamptonshire 

Council - Landscape 

and Visual

10 May 2018

South 

Northamptonshire 

Council - Water 

Resources & 

Drainage

10 May 2018

South 

Northamptonshire 

Council - Ecology & 

Nature

10 May 2018

Environment 

Agency
19 April 2018
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Agricultural Land:

We advise that if the development proceeds, the developer uses an appropriately experienced soil specialist to advise on, and supervise, soil handling, including identifying when soils are 

dry enough to be handled and how to make the best use of the different soils on site.

Noted and addressed. The Soil Resource Management Plan will set out measures to ensure that soils are handled, stored and replaced according to good practice as set out in the Defra Construction 

Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils. In this way, soils that are re-used within the Order Limits will be used for their most suitable purposes in the detailed design and will be able to continue 

to fulfil their various ecosystem functions.

Ground Conditions:

PEIR Paragraph 13.67 is incorrect, Roade Cutting SSSI is immediately adjacent to the Order Limits.

Within ES Chapter 12 (Ground Conditions), it is acknowledged that Roade Cutting SSSI is immediately adjacent to the Order Limits for the proposed main SRFI development site.  Within this section of 

the ES, discussion is held as to the impact of the works on the SSSI.  It is concluded that as the SSSI relates to the rock face of the cutting itself and no works are proposed.

In addition within the ES Chapter 12 (Ground Conditions), it is noted that the outline CEMP requires the cutting to be fenced off.

Biodiversity and Other PEIR Comments:

Natural England expects to be consulted on the 'shadow' protected species licences. NE is happy to provide a Statement of Common Ground. NE does not consider good practice working 

to be mitigation for development. NE agreed that the proposals for green infrastructure will create different types of habitat to benefit biodiversity but will not fully account for the loss of 

farmland species.

This proposal does not appear to be either located within, or within the setting of, any nationally designated landscape. All proposals however should complement and where possible 

enhance local distinctiveness and be guided by the local authority’s landscape character assessment where available, and the policies protecting landscape character in the local plan or 

development framework. NE agrees that there will be a significant residual adverse effect on agricultural land and soil resource and a minor residual adverse effect on foraging and 

commuting bats.

NE has requested further information on mitigation measures to protect the Roade Cutting SSSI as these are not mentioned in the PEIR.

Noted.  The Roade Cutting SSSI is a geological SSSI without any ecological aspect to its citation and covers the existing railway line and its cuttings, which display an important regional geological 

section.  It is located in the far south east of the Order Limits adjacent to the railway line junction (WCML with NLL).  Only proposed soft landscaping is located immediately in the Order Limits adjacent to 

the SSSI, and no earthworks or other intrusive development are proposed (other than works to the existing railway line as appropriate).  

Measures in the COCP and Outline CEMP relating to construction measures will protect the SSSI to prevent damage to this geological exposure during construction (such as physical damage through 

groundworks or construction vibration or deposition of dust etc).  Work in the vicinity of the railway will be undertaken in accordance with Network Rail requirements, including method statements which will 

be secured through production of a “Zone / phase specific” detailed CEMP in advance of such works, to be agreed with the Relevant Planning Authority and relevant stakeholders including Natural 

England.  In particular, measures to minimise soil handling (fencing off protected areas outside the required works), dust emission, vibration and pollution to ground, water and air will also protect the 

SSSI.  It is noted that the SSSI is subject to existing vibration from the railway lines (WCML and NLL).  

Coal Authority 17 April 2018
The proposed development site is located outside of the areas of the defined coalfield. Accordingly, the Coal Authority has no comments or observations to make on this proposal. Noted and responded to on 28 June 2018 to confirm. 

General Comments:

There is a requirement for the applicant to address the issues of crime and disorder which will arise as a result of this development, within the section on socio-economic impacts. The 

applicant should indicate how such adverse effects will be mitigated by the application of the principles of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design, an adherence to the key 

principles contained within the SPG on Planning out Crime, a willingness to develop both the site and the HGV lorry park to independently approved secure standards such as Secured by 

Design and Park Mark and compliance with policy S10 of the WNJCS. An awareness of the levels of crime on similar sites such as DIRFT and levels of crime associated with HGVs can 

provide base line data and this is available from the CPDA".

Noted and responded to - the Proposed Development has been designed with a consideration of designing out crime. However, at present the Development Proposal is coming forward illustratively, with 

detailed design to be considered following the grant of the DCO. The Design and Access Statement confirms the design process for the Proposed Development.  

HGV Lorry Park:

There are very few secure HGV lorry parks in Northamptonshire and many lorries have to park up in lay-bys and along trunk roads if they arrive too early for their ‘just in time’ delivery slot 

on an industrial estate. This puts both the load, the fuel and the driver at risk from criminals and Northants suffers from a considerable amount of HGV related criminality. I am pleased to 

note that this has been recognised in your scheme and that you will be providing a dedicated facility for your drivers. This should include rest room and restaurant facilities to accommodate 

those drivers who have to ‘lay over’. I would strongly suggest that the HGV lorry park is developed  in accordance with the attached SEPOS Guidance and once complete is capable of 

PARK MARK accreditation. Advice can be provided.

In the phasing section described on page 42 of the DAS there is no mention of where the HGV lorry park will be phased. It should be constructed and open before any of the units are 

completed and operational.

Support for dedicated employee facility noted. The Proposed Development has been designed illustratively, in accordance with a series of parameters confirmed within the Parameters Plan. The detailed 

design, including security features and specification will be confirmed following the grant of the DCO. Notwithstanding this, included as part of this application, an on-site occupational health provision has 

been included within the planned lorry park amenity facility.

BREEAM:

Points can be awarded towards your BREEAM target by the achievement of a Secured by Design accreditation for the buildings on site.  Further advice and guidance on the necessary 

standards to adopt can be found at www.securedbydesign.com (see commercial developments 2015 version 2).  Consultation at an early stage is recommended to ensure the points 

available can be awarded.  A Security Needs Assessment can be completed as part of this process.

At present, the Development Proposals are coming forward illustratively, with detailed design to be considered following the grant of the DCO. At that stage, the design of the crime prevention measures 

will be considered in detail.  Rail Central is seeking to achieve BREEAM 'Excellent' (2014 methodology).  Comment with regard to BREEAM points available via Secured by Design is understood and 

noted.

Illustrative Masterplan:

• Whilst it is recognised that this is submitted to indicate that the necessary level of development can be accommodated on the land in question should this be submitted as the final layout 

I would like to make the following recommendations:

• The roads should be covered by ANPR enabled monitored CCTV cameras.

• The employee car parking is described as being ‘secured’ by the use of soft landscaping.  It would be our recommendation for the employee car parks to be surrounded by a low fence 

line supplemented with soft landscaping plus a drop arm barrier to reduce opportunities for ‘thefts of vehicles’.  Monitored CCTV with appropriate lighting to complement its use as 

described is welcomed.

• Security fencing is described as being used to secure the yard areas of each building.  Any secure perimeter for each plot should also include the rear aspect of each unit so that the fire 

exit doors on the rear elevation are contained within the secure perimeter.

• I note the fact that on site IMVs will be able to operate using ‘red diesel’.  This is highly attractive to the criminal fraternity and any storage tanks should be within a secure fence line and 

monitored by CCTV.

• The buildings, where possible, should have tested and certificated secure doors and windows fitted as per the Commercial Development guidance detailed above.

Noted and will be addressed. These comments relate to the detailed design of the Proposed Development and will be further considered as part of the proposals following any grant of the DCO. Security 

and designing out crime is an important consideration as part of the Proposed Development and measures to limit the impact will continue to be adopted when progressing with the detailed design. 

Furthermore, Rail Central (and specifically Gazeley) is experienced in delivering and successfully operating schemes in a safe and crime preventing manner. 

Construction Phase:

Plant and materials associated with the construction will be very vulnerable during the build process.  The use of a guarding company to provide 24 hour security is highly recommended.

Noted and addressed. A Construction Environmental Management Plan has been prepared in support of the DCO application and confirms the security measures to be implemented during the 

construction of the Proposed Development.  This will include 24 hour security measures. 

The Government sets out objectives and a long term vision for a low carbon sustainable transport system for economic growth and the promotion of a transfer of freight from road to rail. 

Notwithstanding this, a development of the nature proposed and of such magnitude will inevitably have impacts and appropriate and proportionate mitigation should be sought.

The Proposed Development responds directly to the need identified by the Government to shift freight movement from Road to Rail. The Environmental Statement provides a detailed assessment of the 

impacts of the Proposed Development and confirmation of the mitigation measures proposed.  Notably relevant ES Chapters are 8 (Air Quality), 14 (Biodiversity), 15 (LVIA), 16 (Noise & Vibration) and 19 

(Lighting). 

In considering the impacts of the development proposal, particularly in regard to transport, air quality, noise and light pollution impacts, account should be taken of the cumulative impacts 

of the development proposal alongside existing committed development and allocated sites within the JCS. In particular the cumulative impacts of allocated Sustainable Urban Extensions 

(SUEs) at Northampton South SUE (Collingtree), Land South of Brackmills SUE (Hardingstone), Daventry International Rail Freight Terminal (DIRFT) and proposals for the Northampton 

Gateway. Appropriate mitigation should be sought in respect of these impacts to ensure the impacts of the development within Northampton Borough are appropriately managed.

Noted and addressed. The Environmental Statement considers and provides confirmation of relevant cumulative impacts alongside committed development and the emerging proposals of Northampton 

Gateway in Chapter 22 (Cumulative Effects Summary).

The timing of the delivery of the rail terminals at an early stage of the development and ensuring appropriate rail network capacity is available is vital to ensure appropriate mitigation in 

respect of highway, noise and air quality impacts and impact on surrounding amenity, and to ensure that the relevant infrastructure is in place for the associated warehousing.

Comments noted.  Rail Central has committed to putting the rail infrastructure in early.  This is in part informed by making the terminal available early and in part by the phasing plan.  Refer to Rail 

Operations report for additional detail 

The development proposals will be required to have regard to Northamptonshire County Council Parking Standards (2016). The Proposed Development does and will continue to have regard to the Northamptonshire County Council Parking Standards.

The nearest receptors within Northampton Borough are Collingtree village and Hunsbury located to the north of the M1 motorway. The noise impacts of the development proposal both 

during construction and operation will therefore need to be considered in relation to these receptors, and the requirement for an appropriate Construction and Environmental Management 

Plan to ensure any impacts during construction are satisfactorily mitigated.

As noted within the correspondence with Environmental Protection Officers, it is not envisaged that the Proposed Development will affect the residents of Collingtree. Furthermore, Collingtree is located 

outside of the study area for the Noise and Vibration Assessment.  Some residential properties to the south of West Hunsbury are within the study area for the J15a works and these have been 

considered in both the construction and operational noise assessments.  

Provision should be made for the early implementation of proposed areas of bunding and landscaping, and subsequent maintenance, to ensure the proposed mitigation for the visual 

impacts of the development are achieved at an early stage.

Noted and committed to. In advance of commencing use of warehousing in each zone of development, earthworks including screening bunds will be established (planted in accordance with the 

overarching planting strategy for the site).  Earthworks and screening associated with each zone will be implemented.  Further information of this regard can be found in Chapter 15 (LVIA) of the ES.

Policy S11 of the JCS requires that major development should contribute to reductions in carbon emissions and adapt to the effects of climate change. The development should seek to 

achieve a minimum rating of at least BREEAM very good standard or equivalent.

Noted and addressed. The Design and Access Statement submitted with the DCO application and chapters within the Environmental Statement confirm how sustainability principles have been built into 

the Proposed Development. In particular, this is demonstrated within the Sustainability Appraisal.  Rail Central is seeking to achieve and committed to BREEAM 'Excellent'. Further information can be 

found in Chapter 21 (Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation) of the ES. 

Appropriate measures should be put in place to ensure there is no increased risk of flooding in the area and appropriate drainage mitigation and ongoing maintenance is in place both 

during the construction and operational phases of the development.

Noted and details of flood risk addressed within Chapter 13 (Hydrology, drainage and flood risk) of the ES. 

Request further evidence and substantiation of proposed employment generation arising from the development, particularly in light of changes in technology in relation to warehouse 

operation and the potential reduction in the number of employees required.

Chapter 20 of the PEIR outlined the evidence drawn upon to estimate the number of jobs created by Rail Central.

For units without a direct rail connection, an estimate has been made based on the third edition of the Employment Density Guide, published by the former Homes and Communities Agency in November 

2015. Its iteratively updated employment densities take account of recent changes in the key factors that influence how commercial space is occupied, including advances in technology. This highlights 

that technology is not having a uniform effect on the distribution sector, with any downward pressure on employment density often offset by the increased need for skilled employees to service and 

support new technology for example.

For rail connected units, the estimate applied in the PEIR is based on a national survey of five SRFIs completed within the past ten years. There is no more recent or comprehensive evidence available on 

employment density at rail connected warehouses.  This information is available in Chapter 18 (Socio-Economic) of the ES.

Concern is raised regarding the amount of freight handled by rail in comparison to road. It is indicated that 90% of the containers to be handled by Rail Central will be transported by road, 

with just 10% forecast to be transported by rail.

Comment noted. The extent and ratio of on-site to off-site use of SRFI facilities will vary according to the location, range of rail services and the individual preferences of SRFI occupiers and third-party 

users, but as an example, ProLogis noted in the context of DIRFT I that:

“A survey of HGVs entering and leaving the DIRFT[I] rail facility over a week in February 2010 found that 31% of vehicles were starting from or destined for other locations within the DIRFT estate… 

Furthermore, all of the [conventional wagon] water train movements are transferred direct to and from a facility in DIRFT, while an estimated 70% of the Tesco train’s containers are to or from locations 

within DIRFT.”  

In order to achieve a robust assessment of the effect of the SRFI on the surrounding road network, a cautious view of the rail modal share has been adopted to avoid any risk of optimism bias towards rail 

use. The wider range of rail freight facilities available at Rail Central as opposed to first-generation SRFI such as DIRFT and Hams Hall, increases the opportunities for modal shift.

The Sustainability Statement, Transport Assessment and Rail Operations Report within the DCO provide additional modelling, assumptions and information. 

Northants Police 18 April 2018

Northampton 

Borough Council
12 April 2018

Natural England 20 April 2018
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Chapter 9 (Air Quality):

In order to ensure consistency with the assessment methodology required for the proposed adjacent Northampton Gateway SRFI development a series of requirements for the Air Quality 

Assessment are required.

Rail Central has consulted with Northampton Borough Council and the assessment methodology for the Air Quality Assessment has been aligned with that of the Northampton Gateway SRFI as far as 

practicably possible. Further information on assessments can be found in Chapter 8 (Air Quality) of the ES. 

Chapter 18 (Noise & Vibration):

As the nearest noise sensitive receptors within NBC’s administrative district are Collingtree and located 1.5 km to the north-west of the site, it is envisaged the overall noise impact from the 

development when fully operation is not likely to affect residents of Collingtree. For completeness, it would be encouraging to see the noise assessment to consider a receptor within 

Collingtree, considering the dominate ambient source in the area being the M1 could reduce at night.

As noted within the correspondence received from NBC, it is not envisaged that the Proposed Development will affect the residents of Collingtree. Furthermore, Collingtree is located 900m away from the 

Intermodal Platform (the location of the nearest on-site operational activity to Collingtree) and is outside of the study area for the Noise and Vibration Assessment.  The study area was defined by 

considering the likely extent of impact from the development, beyond which any impact would be negligible and Collingtree fell outside of this.  NBC notes itself that the development would unlikely affect 

residents in Collingtree.  The study area was approved by both South Northamptonshire Council and the Environment Agency. 

Peterborough City 

Council
19 March 2018

Peterborough City Council has no comments to make in respect of the Rail Central Rail Freight 

Interchange proposal and associated Highway Order.

Noted. 

Northampton 

Borough Council - 

Environmental 

Protection 

17 April 2018
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