
Code Theme Sub-Theme
Total number of times issue 

raised

A1 A. Environment Approach to managing environmental impact is inadequate 19

A2 A. Environment Positive about approach to managing environmental impacts of development 1

A4 A. Environment Unspecified damage to environment due to scale of development 5

A6 A. Environment Concerned over the impact on the environment / that it cannot be fully mitigated 23

A11 A. Environment Sustainability and cleaner energy 1

A12 A. Environment Screening is important to reduce noise and light pollution 2

A13 A. Environment Development inappropriate for the area 16

A15 A. Environment Concern over increased waste 1

A16 A. Environment Concern over how the site will be managed long term 2

A17 A. Environment Concern that local pollution levels will increase in the pursuit of reducing national pollution 6

B1 B. Visual and Landscaping Concern over building heights 7

B2 B. Visual and Landscaping Screening and building design important to blend development into landscape 2

B3 B. Visual and Landscaping Positive about landscaping and screening approach 3

B4 B. Visual and Landscaping Landscaping and screening approach is inadequate 10

B5 B. Visual and Landscaping Development cannot be sufficiently screened 30

B6 B. Visual and Landscaping Concern over loss of current green landscape of site 17

B7 B. Visual and Landscaping Unsatisfied with proposed landscaping and / or aesthetic of buildings 4

B8 B. Visual and Landscaping General concern about visual impact on surrounding area 10

B9 B. Visual and Landscaping Put scheme underground 3

C1 C. Rail Infrastructure The development must use rail and this should be guaranteed 4

C2 C. Rail Infrastructure Safety concerns for rail use 1

C3 C. Rail Infrastructure Rail infrastructure should be delivered in phase one 2

C4 C. Rail Infrastructure Positive about using rail for freight 2

C5 C. Rail Infrastructure Concerned over impact on passenger trains 8

C6 C. Rail Infrastructure No rail benefit to local community / commuters 1

C7 C. Rail Infrastructure Recommending additional infrastructure / uses of rail lines 2

C8 C. Rail Infrastructure Questions capacity of West Coast Main Line for additional freight movement 19

D1 D. Access Concern over bus interchange being used for site traffic access 1

D2 D. Access Concern that the proposed emergency access at Northampton Road would be used by site traffic 2

D3 D. Access Diverted footpaths insufficiently links villages 2

E1 E. Highways Concern over number of non-HGV movements related to the development 3

E2 E. Highways Highway improvements are inadequate 21

E3 E. Highways Concern over current congestion and additional traffic worsening the situation 44

E4 E. Highways Concern over congestion on network when there is a breakdown or accident 17

E5 E. Highways Positive about extent of highway improvements and its impact on community 2

E6 E. Highways Generally positive about approach 2

E7 E. Highways Accidents and breakdowns should be considered in traffic assessments and mitigation plans 4

E8 E. Highways Concern for vehicles using routes through villages, causing congestion and / or pollution 29

E9 E. Highways Queries plans for cycleways 1

E10 E. Highways Suggests other highway improvements 6

E11 E. Highways Concern over impact on commuter times 2

E12 E. Highways Increase in HGVs cannot be mitigated 3

E13 E. Highways General concern over effect on roads 7

E14 E. Highways Safety concerns with increased traffic 9

F1 F. J15A Concern over current congestion 4

F2 F. J15A Concern that congestion would worsen at J15A, regardless of improvements 13

F3 F. J15A Approach is inadequate and will be of little or no benefit 11

F4 F. J15A Improvements not needed 1

F5 F. J15A Positive about proposed improvements 4

F6 F. J15A Doesn't understand the plans / overcomplicated 3

F8 F. J15A Concerned with timing of improvements with other planned work 1

G1 G. Socio-economic Concern over impact on house prices 7

G2 G. Socio-economic Compensation for loss of house value 1

G3 G. Socio-economic Concern over impact of road congestion on local economy 1

G4 G. Socio-economic Object to / concerned with loss of farmland 6

H1 H. Market demand and need Questions need with other facilties (eg DIRFT) nearby 29

H2 H. Market demand and need Unsatisfied with market need argument 6
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H4 H. Market demand and need Questions suitability of site's location on rail network and concern over a clustering of SRFIs 12

H5 H. Market demand and need SRFI proposal is an excuse for a warehouse development 7

H6 H. Market demand and need Critical of number of warehouses with direct rail links 2

H7 H. Market demand and need Questions extent of occupier's use of rail link 9

H8 H. Market demand and need Development unnecessary 7

H10 H. Market demand and need Scheme will be outdated when it's complete 2

I1 I. Community Benefits Positive about pocket park 1

I2 I. Community Benefits Suggestions for community benefits 3

I3 I. Community Benefits The pocket park has little value because it is close to the development 2

I4 I. Community Benefits Positive about increased local bus service 2

I5 I. Community Benefits Positive about footpaths 3

I6 I. Community Benefits No community benefits 40

I7 I. Community Benefits Few community benefits 3

I8 I. Community Benefits Employment 5

I9 I. Community Benefits Only low wage labour and developers benefitting 2

I10 I. Community Benefits Jobs not needed 16

I11 I. Community Benefits New staff could cause social unrest and / or increased crime 7

J1 J. Construction General concern over impact on local communities and / or environment 4

J2 J. Construction Concern over impact on public health 1

J3 J. Construction Concern over construction disrupting travel times 7

K1 K. Consultation Lack of technical information available 7

K2 K. Consultation Request simpler language in communication 1

K3 K. Consultation Questions impact of local feedback on proposals 5

K4 K. Consultation Critical of quality of consultation 2

K5 K. Consultation Positive about 3D model 1

K6 K. Consultation Critical of how widely the applicant consulted 2

K7 K. Consultation Project team is uninformed or unhelpful 4

K8 K. Consultation Consultation information is misleading 3

L1 L. General Demonstrating disregard of the countryside 5

L2 L. General Demonstrating disregard of local communities 4

L3 L. General General concern for impact on rural lifestyle and local communities 30

L4 L. General General concern for loss of / impact on countryside 16

L6 L. General Unspecified concern 1

L7 L. General Fundamental objection 26

L8 L. General General concern over overall impact on local area 18

L9 L. General Concern over profit and / or commerce being valued over communities and character of countryside 15

L10 L. General Positive about applicant's approach to developing proposals 1

L13 L. General Project is inconsistent with local planning policy 3

M1 M. Lighting Concern over light pollution 20

N1 N. Noise Concern over noise pollution 33

O1 O. Air quality Concern over air pollution 27

O2 O. Air quality Concern over unspecified pollution from vehicle movement 10

P1 P. Drainage Concern over drainage and flooding 3

Q1 Q. Biodiversity Concern over damage to wildlife / loss of habitat 14

R1 R. Heritage Concern for impact on heritage and character 4

S1 S. Site selection Unsuitable location 10

S2 S. Site selection Disagrees with NSIP application route 4
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Number Date

Q1 Do you have any comments on our 

approach to managing the environmental 

effects of our proposals?

Q1 

THE

MES 

Q2 Do you have any comments on our 

approach to managing the landscape and 

visual effects of our proposals?

Q2 

THE

MES

Q3 Do you have any comments on our 

proposed improvements to Junction 15A of 

the M1?

Q3 

THE

MES 

Q4 Do you have any comments on the other 

proposed highway improvements? (Please 

indicate which specific highways your 

comments relate to, if appropriate)

Q4 

THE

MES 

Q5 Do you have any comments on our 

proposed rail connections and use of 

railways?

Q5 

THE

MES 

Q6 Do you have any comments on the 

community benefits proposed as part of the 

project?

Q6 

THE

MES Q7 Do you have any further comments?

Q7 

THE

MES 

S47.2.001 15/03/18

No factual info on the panels to deal with surface 

water run off from the vast acres of roofs. Who, 

independently, judged the size of the attenuation 

panels to alleviate flash floods in Ladybridge 

Drive. I can find nothing which deals with 

sewage disposal, diesel storage for locos or 

other fuels to reduce air and noise pollution. K1

You seem to be unaware of the WWII experts in 

camouflage which might go some way to alleviate 

an eyesore. Visual effects can be a con. Why 

aren't heights of buildings, cranes, stacks of 

containers, railway embankments, hills etc quoted, 

which can be checked now and when in situ B8

What will stop HGVs using the Bus Interchange 

access to Northampton Road D1

I am concerned about high-speed rail traffic 

using Leading Points to enter the site. Trailing 

points do not often cause de-rail incidents. C2

Who wants a 'pocket park' hidden within a 

warehouse complex, and its associated noise 

and air pollution. Public transport may benefit 

from better or more frequent bus service.

I3

I4

Congratulations on finding the most verbose mind-blowing 

language for the attention of the bureaucrats. The peasants 

who live in the locality use PLAIN ENGLISH in short 

sentences. K2

S47.2.002 17/03/18

The warehouse roof should be used for solar 

power generations. A significant percentage of 

freight must be transported by rail bot into and 

out of the development to justify its SRFI status. 

This needs to be demonstrated by a market 

assessment for unsatisfied inbound and 

outbound rail freight within the local area. There 

is a high volume of non-HGV movements.

A11

C1

The elevations should be finished so that they 

blend into the landscape as much as possible. This 

may differ depending on the context and most 

likely viewpoints. A maximum height must be 

specified.

B2

K1

These should be provided in phase 1 so that the 

site is an SRFI. C3

S47.2.003 17/03/18

Noise levels? How will this be kept to a 

minimum? Heigh of warehousing? Does this 

need to be so high?

N1

B1

Northampton Road - emergency access only 

(and pedestrian) Is this guaranteed to remain as 

this? Is it possible to open up to vehicle access 

in future? Devastating for local countryside and community.

S47.2.004 15/03/18

The proposal has taken a sensitive approach to 

the environment and the pocket parks and 

restored barn is good.

A2

I1

The landscaping will effectively hide the 

development B3

The improvements are much needed and will 

improve traffic flow. F5

The local improvement are much needed. I am 

surprised at the extent and number of 

improvements wich will be a bonus to local 

people and their lives will be much improved. E5 Its good to get freight back on the railway. C4

The footpaths/pocket parks/and wildlife corridors 

will be of great benefit to local people and 

wildlife. I5

The noise is the big issue - still! (and the light). I am 

impressed about the amount of thought and sensitive 

planning that supports this project - well done.

M1

N1

L10

S47.2.005 15/03/18 No A1 no Excellent F5 All very good. E5 No No

Pollution from extra vehicle movements is very much a 

concern. O2

S47.2.006 13/03/18

89% of increased traffic leaving the site will turn 

N on A43 > Jct 15a - i.e. 6000 HGV movements 

and 14,000 other vehicles - horrifying for Jct 15a F2

If only 1% - which I doubt- is scheduled to go S 

on A43 through Towcester - 67 HGVs and 151 

more cars in 24hrs would make it impossible to 

move in Towcester E8

I understand that West Coast Main line already 

at capacity. How will it cope with 13 more freight 

trains per day? C8

What will be max. height of lighting at the rail  

terminal? B1

S47.2.007 24/03/18 No this plan should not go ahead As above As above As above As above As above Please do not build L7

S47.2.008

Improvements won't help with local gridlock 

when there are problems on the M1. and there 

are always problems on the M1. We know about 

the 'smart' motorway but that didn't prevent 

gridlock (or 90M queue) this week when ONE car 

broke down on the M1. F2

Please see response to Q3. Why weren't 

accidents/breakdowns considered as part of 

feasibility? They are a weekly reality here, and 

the thought of an additional 21,000 daily 

journeys on our over-stretched road network is 

extremely concerning. 

E7

E3

Surely end-to-end railway journeys would be 

best for the environment, not using the midlands 

as a hub leading to more traffic on our roads. A17

No, too depressed by what I've seen and the nonsense I've 

heard spouted here. L6

S47.2.009 Not nearly good enough A1 ditto B4 Not sufficient F3 Traffic already too heavy E3 Just an excuse for warehouses! H5 NONE

This is just one of TWO unnecessary proposed 

developments. H8

S47.2.010 23/03/18 Brasen disregard for the local countryside L1

There isn't much that could be done. The 

disruption and lifestyle damage would be 

catastrophic. 

B5

L3

Do not touch them. They are sufficient without 

added construction projects. F4

Towcester Road house prices. Lifetime earnings 

worth f*** all. G1 Totally unnecessary. H8

Define benefits. My commute is lengthened. 

House price lowered. Family friends land 

brought up and forced to move. Countryside lost, 

shooting permissions lost. 

I6

E3

Regardless of public input this development will be pushed 

forward. There is no consideration for the local population 

The only benefit is to blue collar minimum wagers - working 

labour and the PE backed developers. 

K3

L2

I9

S47.2.011 22/03/18

Although it seems efforts will be made to hide 

and camourflage the proposed deveopment. The 

vastness and enormity of the proposal can only 

have a damaging effect on the environment at 

present. Surface water - drainage - possible 

flooding may be an issue. 

P1

A6

Designs and landscape features show how you 

hope it appears to be 'not there' but the scale and 

size means vehicular activity and general noise will 

never be nullified. N1

Traffic on the M1 from Junctions 15 15A and 16 

is at present at a stand still regularly through the 

week (mainly north bound). This causes heavier 

traffic on our local smaller roads locally, this new 

development will only make things worse. 

F1

F2

E8

It is proposed access only from the new A43 

(Bypass). And crossing the old A43 between 

Milton & Blisworth. This will not prevent access 

gained via routes through Collingtree and 

Blisworth

Will the new rail link ever be used to any real 

capacity? With the DIRFT at Crick only 15 miles 

away? Could this just be a ploy to get more 

Industrial units in this area.

H1

H7

H5

I can see no community benefits from this 

monstrous development whatsoever. It will just 

place Milton & Collingtree in the middle of an 

industrial complex. 

I6

L8

The size and land-area needed for this project is totally out of 

proportion to the local area. Milton is a small village and will 

be engulfed with concrete buildings and lorry parks. 

Completely destroying our rural surroundings and totally 

unnecessary. 

A13

L4

S47.2.012 23/03/18 A1

None what so ever. We will have noise light & 

traffic pollution we never had before.

I6

M1

N1

O1

This is a development out of all proportion to the surrounding 

area. Our villages will be split. WE live in a rural area and the 

land around us should be used for farming purposes. Not to 

industrialise us.

A13

G4

L3

S47.2.013 24/03/18 Not good A1

How do you change rolling fields, trees & hedges 

into something better? You can't even scratch the 

surface. I think the saying 'you can't polish a t***!' 

springs to mind.

B8

B5

The M1 (even if it becomes a "smart" motorway 

is akready congested & regularly closes due to 

accidents weekly, if not daily. The A45/A43 & 

other roads are equally as bad & 6,700 lorries 

and 15,000 cars added to this isn't going to work, 

it doesn't take a mathematician to work that out. 

Having lived here for 10 years, it is a daily 

weekly isue in & around the area. We spend our 

time on google maps working out how to get 

in/out & around without hitting a ___ traffic jam. E3

I think you've no ideas of current capacity on 

these roads locally and regionally. K7

We were told at the last meeting there isn't the 

capacity to match, what's changed? It doesn't 

help commuters or locals in anyway. It isn't going 

to improve our rail connections of how we use 

railways. #redherring?

C8

C6

C5

I can't see any. My house price goes down, it 

takes longer to get to & from work, I like my 

views and country roads to drive in and out of my 

village. I didn't buy a house to look at monstrous 

buildings. Where do I claim when I can't sell my 

house?

I6

G1

G2

E11

B6

Plenty but too angry to express these. I moved here 10 years 

ago to live in a rural community with fields etc & to think this 

is going to disappear to potentially warehouses and car 

parking, how would you feel in our shoes? L3

S47.2.014 24/03/18

The trees are a benefit but cannot mitigate 

against the destruction of the landscape. Re-

routed footpaths ignore the purpose of footpath 

to link villages! The impact during 10 years of 

construction will be enormous.

A6

D3

J1

I dislike the stripey green on the warehouses - it 

will jar with the natural greens of the landscape. No 

amount of screening will mitigate against the scale 

and ugliness of the buildings.

B7

B5

As you are going to greatly increase the volume 

of traffic using the junction I am sceptical about 

whether the traffic will flow any freer, particularly 

at peak times. F2

Are there any? The increased volume of traffic 

on the A43 will make it harder to access 

Blisworth from Towcester. I dread to think what 

the village will be like if there are problems on 

the M1 or A43 as often happens.

E8

E3

You stated figures of about 20% rail usage by 

the warehouses is probably optimistics - you 

yourselves have said it will be up to the 

warehouse occupiers how much rail they use. 

The busy west coast mainline will struggle to 

cope.

C8

H7

I am not aware of any community benefits. How 

can ruined views, increased traffic, noise, light 

and air pollution be deemed as community 

benefits?

I6

L8

Disappointed about the quality of your exhibition - poorly 

spelt and expressed. Vague generalisations rather than 

specific information. NO convincing arguments about need. 

Plenty of inconistency in replies to questions. Good computer 

model!

K4

H2

K5
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Number Date

Q1 Do you have any comments on our 

approach to managing the environmental 

effects of our proposals?

Q1 

THE

MES 

Q2 Do you have any comments on our 

approach to managing the landscape and 

visual effects of our proposals?

Q2 

THE

MES

Q3 Do you have any comments on our 

proposed improvements to Junction 15A of 

the M1?

Q3 

THE

MES 

Q4 Do you have any comments on the other 

proposed highway improvements? (Please 

indicate which specific highways your 

comments relate to, if appropriate)

Q4 

THE

MES 

Q5 Do you have any comments on our 

proposed rail connections and use of 

railways?

Q5 

THE

MES 

Q6 Do you have any comments on the 

community benefits proposed as part of the 

project?

Q6 

THE

MES Q7 Do you have any further comments?

Q7 

THE

MES 

S47.2.015 06/04/18 It will not be effective A1 The site will still be visible B5

The fact remains that when there is a crash on 

the M1 the A- roads cannot cope E4

As the use of the railway is only an option I can 

see no benefits H7 The community will not benefit I6

It is a fact that the proposed rail freight interchange plus 

warehousing is not seen as an asset in this area because of 

the site chosen. The insistence by Ashfield, Gazeley and 

Camargue that the impact of the development can be 

minimised is unconvincing and ingenuous to insist such a 

claim when attempting shoe-horn such a vast development 

on a site barley big enough to contain it. The site encroaches 

on three villages at an unacceptable distance and highlights 

the fact that the area is too small for such a vast 

development.

A13

A6

L8

S47.2.016 24/03/18 No, other than it will never be enough. A6

It will take far too long to see any benefits in the 

landscaping. In the meantime people will have to 

live with these warehousees in full sight. B7

No, other than the major disruptions that the 

work will cause. J3

There does not seem to be any improvements to 

the other junctions on the A43 between Blisworth 

and Towcester e.g. Tiffield (2 Junctions) and 

Hulcote E10 No - not qualified to answer this.

I don’t see any benefits other than possible 

employment.

I6

I8

This country has more than its fair share of warehousing. We 

do not need anymore! The extra movements of HGVs (21k+) 

makes a mockery of the environmental argument for using rail 

more. We are the ones who will have to live with the extra 

pollution, traffic and congestion in Towcester, particularly 

when there is an accident on the M1 - a regular occurence!!

H8

A17

E8

E4

S47.2.017 08/04/18

Given the 1000s of new vehicle movements in 

the area and that pollution levels in parts of 

Northampton already exceed legal levels, can 

you give empirical evidence of the increase of 

pollution and how this will be kept within the 

legal levels? O1

Please give detailed information on the increased 

decibel levels around the site for day and night, 

immediate and projected to full site use. (illegible 

so estimate) K1

How will the increased traffic on 15A effect M1 

congestion? F2

Given that these 'improvements' are to allow for 

increased traffic and therefore increased 

pollution. What provision are there in the plans 

for segregated cycle traffic to mitigate the 

problems associated with increased motor 

traffic? E9

Will all freight either arrive or leave by rail? Is 

there any provision to prevent this becoming a 

road haulage hub? C1

Does 'ON ROAD CYCLEWAY' mean just paint 

on an already dangerous and fast road? If so, 

are you aware this has been shown to offer no 

protection to vulnerable road users?

As a regular commuter to Towcester, I see the M1 at 

standstill every working day. Aside from the junctions, what 

are you doing to prevent the increased traffic for this site 

______ making a bad situation worse. E3

S47.2.018 15/03/18

What about the effect on arable and live stock 

from increased air pollution (CO2 and nitris 

oxide) on neighbouring farms/food chain > 

humans? Caused by the volume in projected 

increase in traffic from your development? How 

do you plan to offset this? O1

Can the bund be higher, so the young trees and 

hedgerows have more effect at blocking the sound 

and light pollution from the development? Can 

extra screening around the site be put in place as 

well for the above reasons? How will the nearby 

homes beside the railway line either side of 

Northampton Road, Blisworth + in Milton Malsor, 

be screened from the sound and light pollution, as 

the development is on their doorstep? I thought it 

was law to keep these development 'X' distance 

from residential property?

A12

B4

A1

For alll those extra vehicle movements (almost 

22k), just for the Rail Central site, I don't feel that 

your proposed improvements would be 

adequate. Reason being if Roxhill also gain 

planning approval and all the 10s of 1000s of 

extra homes planned for the area over the next 

10-20 years - would you consider improvements 

2-3x your current proposed size of junction/road 

improvements? By only 'improving' the round 

abouts and the junctions near the roundabouts, 

not the entire length of the roads, congestion will 

be a real factor. For this development to 'run to 

time' for logisitics purposes, the road network 

infrastructure dramatically needs expanding. 

would you consider this option?

F2

E3

Major junction improvements would also be 

needed at juntion 15 M1 too, as most traffic 

would come down A43 onto M1 southbound to 

J15 to get on A45 east bound, as it's quicker 

than J15A to A45. How would you 

support/develop/or stop traffic coming off at 

j15/A45 instead of J15A /A45? How will you stop 

freight vehicles accessing B road through 

housing estates, when the A roads are blocked 

with traffic? Can a roundabout be put in on A43 

for East bound traffic to turn off into Bliswoth? Do 

you have plans to close the above A43/Blisworth 

turn? If so, this would considerably add to 

A43/M1 roundabout traffic. Would you enforce 

freight vehicles to use the Towcester bypass and 

avoid the A5 if M1 closed or not moving? E8

Will the rail network be ready for Rail Central 

operationally before the 1st tenant moves in? 

Will the rail network you will be using have the 

correct ____ size to carry the freight trains? Will 

the rail network have the capacity to carry all of 

your tennants freight? What noise dampening 

measures will be installed on/around the rail 

lines near residential property? This is a major 

concern since you say most deliveries etc will be 

a night! How will Rail Central decrease volume 

of freight on our roads when your projected 

figures shows an increase of over 40% on our 

local roads? It defeats its purpose.

C3

C8

N1

A17

Northants region has a low unemployment rate, 

where do you propose to employ your workforce 

from? How will delays on our already congested 

accident prone roads 'benefit' our community? It 

will cost all businesses if people and goods can't 

get to work.

G3

I10

As happens regularly (at least once a week) the M1 or A45 

(______ and east bound) are at a standstill. How would 

freight haulage vehicles be managed? Would they be 

prevented from using local roads? Would fines be imposed if 

they did use a 'cut through' on local roads? Would freight 

vehicles use A5 if M1 standstill or closed? Can you not link 

the rail lines, so that deliveries can be transferred to local 

town/city stations for local deliveriesm thereby dramatically 

decreasing road transport? E4

S47.2.019 29/03/18 Insufficient bunding and noise suppression A1

The landscape will become an eyesore, just like 

Swan Valley and Pine Ham. What has happened 

to the WWII experts so successful in camouflage? B4 Not shown to me at village hall K1

A previous proposed plan at Blisworth 'station' 

failed because of timings on WCML between 

stations. I doubt there will be 'slots' available for 

freight. C8 We might get another bus. I4

What happens when J15A is closed and the area is grid-

locked. Where does the extra sewerage go. How will 

warehouse foundations be protected from seasonal shrink 

and swell of clay soil base. Who is going to use Arm Farm 

Pocket Park blighted with traffic noise and pollution?

I3

E4

P1

S47.2.020 24/03/18

As the freight terminal and some of the 

warehouses would be a 24/7 operation, there will 

be a light and noise pollution problem especially 

at night as work places are so close to Milton 

and Blisworth.

18.5 metre sheds built between two villages would 

be impossible to hide and would bring a 

detrimental effect to both villages and the 

surrounding area. No no

I cannot see the use of building this proposed 

rail freight terminal as there is already a terminal 

at Drift which is under used and only a few miles 

up the track. I believe the freight terminal is just 

a excuse to by pass planning via the government 

so they can build more sheds and eventually 

housing.

The area as it stands has many attractions and I 

feel this project will only blight the lives of those 

people who live there. Please go away and take Roxhills with you.

S47.2.021

24/03/18

Although you say it will be limited effects on the 

environment, it still doesn't take away the fact 

you will be putting massive warehouses in the 

middle of the countryside. B8

The visual effects will be horrendous for people 

living in Blisworth even though you say you will be 

landscaping the area and planting lots of trees. B5

No improvement to junction 15A will take away 

from the horrendous plan.

If you want to take the freight off the roads what 

happens to the fact that you will have 1000s of 

lorries driving from the freight terminal then 

round the country. I don’t see the logic. A17

There will be NO benefits to the community. You 

willtake the community away from us / We will 

have 100s of new people in the area that are not 

part of this community. Brining up children and 

grandchildren used to be a joy in this village, that 

will be taken from us.

I6

L3

I11

The house prices will go down and the impact on the village 

and the community will be horrendous. We do not want it. 

Please make sure this DOES NOT go ahead.

G1

L7

S47.2.022

24/03/18

I understand plans involve 'resurrecting' some 

trees and at the same time removing areas of 

agricultural land. How cynical is that?! L1

No minor improvement to j15A of the M1 will be 

adequate when there are major traffic events on 

the motorway. We already experience serious 

disruption to all surrounding roads and 

especially in Towcester when these situations 

occur. This is sometimes as frequently as twice a 

week.

F2

E4

It is not apparent how these proposals could 

benefit the local residents in any way 

whatsoever. I6

No amount of 'community benefits' can 

compensate for the loss of surrounding 

countryside and the bleak outlook that will be 

experienced by generations to come.

L4

L8

I fail to see how anyone who resides in the south northants 

area could seriously think that these proposals would be of 

any benefit to local residents. We already have Dirft a few 

miles up the road. Surely rather than create another 'blot on 

the landscape'  that area could be provided there.Residents 

of surrounding villages will be absolutely swamped by this 

development and their lives will be blighted!! 

Northamptonshire deserves better than this.

L7

H1

L3

S47.2.023

24/03/18

I disagree that the proposal of adding a few 

ponds and 'maintaining or retaining the natural 

habitat wherever possible' is a suitable solution 

when building a rail freight interchange over rural 

land already rich in nature. A6

Adding screens and painting the huge site of 

warehouses grey/green does very little to reduce 

the visual impact - looking at green warehouses is 

still looking at warehouses instead of fields and 

farmland surrounding a VILLAGE 

B5

B6

As a resident in a unique position A5 traffic 

enters the village, we notice a significant rise in 

traffic when there are disruptions on the M1. The 

delays and disruption will be inevitable if work is 

being done on junction 15A J3

Courteenhall Road is used as a cut-through 

whenever there is an increase of traffic on the 

M1/A5. This proposal is seeking to increase the 

number of lorries and workforce (cars), this will 

categorically send more traffic through the 

village by the Primary School. E8

Less than 20 miles away Dirft has a site which 

has years left on its expansion. There is no need 

at all for this development - it is not about the 

railways, this is only about making money or 

otherwise investments would focus elsewhere. 

H1

H8

There are NO community benefits - it will ruin the 

community and heritage of these beautiful rural 

landscapes and villages. This is not an area with 

high unemployment - additional jobs are not 

needed but the village community is priceless!

I6

R1

E10

I am often in favour for developments - the new housing, 

university site, development of the towns brown land. 

However this particular site is wholly inappropriate for what is 

being proposed - it is not in keeping with the rural setting and 

I oppose 100%

A13

L7
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S47.2.024 24/03/18 Annex A

L3

G1

M1

N1

R1

B6

E3

E8

E14

I11

S1

I10

B5

A13

S47.2.025

25/03/18

Local air quality will be substantially affected by 

the delivery trucks. The open farm land habitat 

used by endangered birds will be lost forever. 

New planting will not support the nightingales 

which have visited the area for more than 45 

years. 

O1

Q1

The site rises and the proposed bunding and 

planting will be totally inadequate/impossible to 

screen, the light pollution will affect the wildlife 

present in the area as well as the wellbeing of the 

human population. The present peaceful rights of 

way proposed to be moved to areas alongside a 

busy road and the railway line.

B5

A6 No.

The proposal to have 'no right turn' into or out of 

Courteenhall Road at the junction of A508 North 

of Roade, will not work at busy times. When the 

A508 towards junction 15 of the M1 is 

blocked/stationary - which it surely will be - traffic 

will ignore the 'no right turn' E2

We can find no guarantees that rail connections 

will handle all - or even the greater part of goods 

movements, merely the availability of a minimum 

number of train paths. Where are the 

assurances that the rail connections may not be 

a subterfuge for a wholly or predominantly road 

distributuion depot- in and out? C1

There are no community benefits arising from the 

proposals. The proposals involve destruction 

and/or radical alteration of natural rural 

countryside and the proposed 'benefits' are a 

completely inadequate attempt at mitigation.

I6

L4

Where is the business case for the propose development? 

Where is the case for need? There are no demonstrable 

assurances of customers or identified specific goods. We can 

find no examination of alternative sites for the proposed 

development. H2

S47.2.026

28/03/18

It appears you have done your best to minimise 

the environmental impact. What worries me is 

the amount of light pollution and the continual 

noise and what impact on our wildlife. We are 

already losing vast amounts of our wildlife and 

habitats.

M1

N1

A6

The landscaping looks good when you see it from 

ground level. However I live high up on Blisworth 

Park and will looking down on this development. I 

can see right across to Milton Malsor to 

Rothersthorpe Road/ So you can see that I'm not 

happy to lose my lovely view.

B3

B5

I think it's logical that there has to be 

improvements to J15A but the A43 is a 

nightmare when the M1 is blocked as well as the 

surrounding roads. What will you do when 

occurs and it does so with regular monotony.

E4

F5

Am not fully aware of other highway 

improvements. However am happy (should this 

development go ahead) thart only emergency 

vehicles can access the site from Northampton 

Road. E6

Why do we need this enormous site when DIRFT 

isn't running at fully capacity? H1

At the minute, I see no benefits for our local 

community, hopefully locals will be employed 

and there will be apprenticeships for our 

youngsters. It would be nice if you could assist in 

putting in some subsidies for our local buses as 

our country council has removed them. Here on 

Blisworth Park we are losing our bus (the 86).

I6

I8

I2

I am totally opposed to this development but if we must have 

it I think we as a community must see some benefits. L7

S47.2.027 01/04/18

Noise and light pollution are likely to affect 

Blisworth and Milton Malsor whatever you do or 

say. 

A6

B5

Nothing can hide the monstrous buildings. The 

bunds in themselves are an eyesore and planting 

will take ages to mature. The winter will reveal 

more, as the deciduous element of the planting 

sheds its leaves. Nothing can prevent the negative 

visual impact. B4

No - it looks reasonable but I'm not a traffic 

expert. I do however think that the impact of all 

the extra lorry and vehicle movements on J15A 

and the A43 will be huge, especially when the 

M1 blocks up. Already there are traffic queues at 

peak times. What is proposed will make the 

whole day into a peak!!!!

E3

E4

The proposed improvements of the cross-over 

junctions along the A43 is totally inadequate. 

Extra signage and increasing road traction will 

not slow the traffic. At the least, the A43 should 

have a 50/60mph limit with several cameras. The 

junctions in Blisworth by the school and Royal 

Oak need to be mini-roundabouts to relieve 

conjestion.

E2

E10

The rail element of this warehouse complex is 

being used to mask what is just another big 

distribution park. Since there is no compulsion to 

use the rail then there is no point. Many of the 

warehouses don't have direct access so 

additional 'journeys' on site will be required. Also 

there's already a SRFI 18 miles away - we don't 

need another one so close. Surely 'strategic' 

should be well and evenly placed up the spine of 

our country.

H7

H1

H4

There are no community benefits that I've been 

made aware of! If our communities are to suffer 

this development, the least that can happen is 

for RC to provide a centre where our community 

can continue to thrive. I propose the building of a 

community centre on the land to the west of the 

Northampton Road between the school junction 

and station road. I have already sketch plans if 

you'd be interested. 

I6

I2

We do not want to see our communities blighted by a 

needless development. L3

S47.2.028 22/04/18

I strongly object to this development. I regularly 

cycle along the Grand Union Canal to Blisworth 

and the annual wild n Woolley is a family 

tradition that we attend every year on boxing 

day. My grandad lived in Milton Malsor as a boy 

and first attended this in the 30's. This will be 

gone with this development. Northamptonshire is 

just being turned into a Warehouse Capital and 

this development will affect my quality of life 

negatively. We deserve to have countryside 

without the threat of these obscene 

developments. 

L7

L3 Yes, leave it as it is please. 

I cant see any. You're planning on ruining a 

beautiful landscape. 

I6

B6

Can't you build this near Rugby where there is already a rail 

depot? This along with the planned truck depot off Junction 

16 will turn this unspoilt part of Northamptonshire into one big 

eye sore. I strongly oppose these plans. 

S47.2.029 06/04/18

I often wish that my IQ was low enough to allow 

me to understand your motives. The 

environmental effects on the whole area in and 

around the proposed site will be on such a huge 

scale that no management scheme can begin to 

address the many indescrible effects the 

proposed development will have on the local 

community. Added to this is the huge incrase in 

traffic, pollution and noise (day and night), the 

loss of good productive farmland can only be 

described as tragic!

A6

G4

O2

I doubt very much if your company's concerns even 

exist! The planning giants and policy makers live 

and work in a world of their own! Yes, you may well 

feel obliged to hear objectors views but are these 

views ever considered? Are the figures for/against 

your plans ever made public? I doubt it!

K3

L9

These proposed road improvements/schemes 

are a clear indication of the road congestion 

problems which would otherwise exist in the 

local areas. You may well put forward plans to 

improve the major routes, but what do you 

propose to do about the new approach roads to 

the SRFI? Passing close to or adjacent to 

existing villages. E2

The A43 trunk road is already over-used 

particularly by HGVs. Much congestion is 

already causing serious problems at locations in 

our County, e.g. Towcester, Roade, Stony 

Stratford. Your extra traffic will add enormously 

to this problem, inspite of so-called road 

improvements.

E3

E8

The prospect of TWO rail/road terminals now 

seems to be beyond belief! As I understand it, 

the central government policy was to sit these 

terminals at strategic locations spread evenly 

across central England. The Daventry 

International Rail/Road Terminal (DIRFT), is 

already located within a twenty minute train 

journey (max) from the proposed Rail Central 

terminal - why?

H1

H4

I foresee no significant job opportunities/ benefits 

to local peoplee. Too many people will travel to 

work from much further away, thus adding even 

more to local road congestion! We have in this 

country some of the most green, acceptably 

rural, most flawlessly composed and varied 

countryside in the world. This is the result of 

centuries of tireless human activity and 

improvement. WE are less than a generation 

away from destroying most of this forever! Why 

must we continue to lose everything that is green 

and incomparably beautiful and replace it with 

such hideous development? This surely cannot 

be regarded as 'progress'. I find the 'official' 

reasons and stated needs to this wanton 

destruction most unconvincing. The entire 

concept is an excrescence! Will we ever learn?

I7

E1

L4

L7

What you refer to as a public consultation, in my opinion, is a 

waste of time, as after all, all the public comments are 

collected, there usually is no apparent evidence that any of 

such comments are taken on board or investigated. I fear that 

all former traditional and democratic principles appear to be 

ignored as local planning authorities have little or no say in 

the process. Central government will get its own way - we 

have no chance!!

S47.2.030 27/03/18

The assumption that people can be taken in by 

even these words. The catastrophic effects on 

the environment cannot be 'managed'. Gigantic 

constructions cannot be concealed, noise cannot 

be blocked, light pollution cannot be contained 

and neither can a barricade be erected to 

prevent the whole area from air pollution. 

A6

B5

As above, these huge buildings cannot be hidden 

or 'prettified'. To quote Prince Charles, it would be 

'monsterous car bunkles' on our landscape, 

completely over powering and dominating it. A13

Improvements? We hardly think so! We have 

witnessed what happens when incidents occur 

on the motorway. The resulting 'grid lock' for 

miles around causes misery and problems to all 

concerned, drivers, businesses, and local 

people.

F3

E4

Again - we do query the word 'improvements' 

since the whole concept is unworkable. The 

schemes suggested are an attempt to sweeten a 

bitter pill. No amount of justifying or alterations 

can alter the fact that this little bit of England 

cannot contain or sustain such a huge complex. E2

This railway was not built and is not able to cope 

with these massive proposals. Additions, 

alterations to roads will not change the fact that 

ithe area is not able to cope with the huge 

changes that are involved. C8

What community benefits? The question is both 

an insult and hurtful. What you are proposing will 

change forever this whole area of rural England. 

There are things that matter more than 

commerce and one of them is the heritage of our 

countryside. Communities, villages, ways of life 

lost and irreversibly so, for an ugly mass which 

we would query the need of, the placing of, and 

even suggest it could end up being a huge white 

elephant in years to come. The planners can 

walk away but those who live here remain.

I6

R1

L9

L8

Please listen to the cry of ordinary people, don't ruin this little 

bit of England, it is very precious to us. L7Appendix 51: Section 2: Full verbatim feedback from each individual
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S47.2.031 23/04/18

I write to say that at the end of the Phase 2 Public 

Consultation  we still do not like your proposals.  Nothing you 

have done over the last two years has persuaded us 

otherwise.

No amount of mitigation would make the proposal acceptable.  

There is no doubt that permission for it would completely 

change the whole aspect of the closest villages and indeed it 

is sad that this application is being made merely to benefit big 

business. 

L7

A6

L9

L8

S47.2.032 21/04/18

I object to the Rail Central proposals on the following 

grounds:

1.	The proposal contravenes the adopted South 

Northamptonshire Council’s Local Plan.

2.	It conflicts with DIRFT, only around 15 miles away, with 

Phase 3 still under construction giving capacity until at least 

2031 and using the same lines and road ways.

3.	Clustering of SRFIs in this area will limit growth of other 

SRFIs across the regions, as required by national policy  

4.	It is not close to any major conurbation resulting in only 

token intermodal shift, if any.  

5.	The location midway between major population centres 

indicates significantly more than the ‘last mile’ deliveries will 

be by HGV, so magnifying carbon footprints of products 

handled

6.	The lack of an available local workforce – this area has 

extremely low unemployment, thus exacerbating traffic on an 

already stressed highway network locally.

7.	Toxic emissions, light and noise pollution will increase 

levels in designated AQMAs along the M1, affecting 

Collingtree, and the A45 in built-up areas of Northampton.

8.	Pollution, especially noise will heavily impact on 

surrounding villages, particularly Milton Malsor and 

Collingtree, destroying their existing quality of life.  

9.	No account has been taken of the impacts of traffic, 

pollution and employment of Northampton Gateway

10.	The potential for reduction in passenger rail services to 

and from Northampton, which use the same lines, would be 

significant

L7

H1

I10

O1

N1

C5

S1

S47.2.033 24/04/18

I live off of Ladybridge Drive, close to the Towcester Road 

end, and I understand that people in Blackwell hill have 

received information about this proposal.

None of us on this side of Ladybridge seem to have had any 

information and it will certainly affect us with the noise and 

the traffic.

A lot of us have dogs that we walk in the lovely Ladybridge 

park, which goes up to the Towcester Road and we would be 

objecting to this plan as we have heard that it is going to be 

made into a dual carriageway with lots of lorries going along 

it.

K6

N1

O2

L7

E2

S47.2.034 23/04/18

I have completed your feedback form on line but have been 

unable to email it to you. Would you please therefore take 

this message as my objection to the development of the 

Railfreight Terminal at Milton Malsor. My objections are that 

this is not the right place to build such a monstrosity. There is 

already a similar terminal at Dirft which is a brownfield site 

and it would make more sense to further develop that area 

rather than devastate yet another beautiful area of 

countryside. The extra road and rail traffic will blight the lives 

of local people and cause unacceptable noise and light 

pollution. Please consider the people whose lives will be 

destroyed by this development.

L7

H4

H1

L3

S47.2.035 23/04/18

Impact on Towcester has been severely under 

thought. The forecast was 1% of vehicles would 

run through the town centre via the A5. This 

equates to 67 additional trucks and 150 

additional cars per day. Towcester can not cope 

with this additional traffic. And when there are 

issues on the M1 there is a very sharp increase 

in traffic using the A5 which would caus havoc. 

The proposed Towcester bypass should be 

made a compulsory part of this development to 

mitigate this issue. E4

Concern that companies will not use rail and will 

use road creating more vehicles than forecast. H7 Creating jobs for the area is welcomed. 

S47.2.036 26/03/18 Annex B

I5

I2
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S47.2.037 23/03/18

Despite the measures proposed to reduce environmental 

impact I remain highly concerned about the increase in traffic 

to the local area and the detrimental effect this will have on 

the environment, e.g. air pollution. For example traffic 

currently queues through and around Towcester on a daily 

basis even now - i.e. before the additional houses and Rail 

Central are completed. If there is an incident on the M1 

Towcester and its surrounding roads become completely 

gridlocked. Although it would be a positive that jobs would be 

created employment rates are high in this area so it would be 

better placed elsewhere. Also the huge impact on the 

countryside and surrounding villages is a concern. I have 

also heard that many experts believe Rail Central is in the 

wrong place and will not take freight away from the roads and 

only add to congestion and pollution. 

O1

L8

E3

I10

S47.2.038 08/03/18

I am getting in touch about the proposed NSIP and it's need 

for highway improvements. If the go ahead is given for the 

Rail Central project at Junction 15 of the M1, it is very likely 

to have impact not just on Blisworth, Roade and Milton Malsor 

but also the local schools, commuters to work via the A508 

and the M1. The new road lay out will take time to complete 

leaving an already busy commuting road at a standstill. The 

A508 is already a secondary route when the M1 is slow or 

closed due to an accident. The A508 is a busy route for the 

local secondary school in Roade and for the bus which takes 

teenagers to Silverstone college. A 10 minute journey can at 

times take 30 minute to a hour.

The bypass that has been proposed going beside people's 

back gardens will cause noise and air pollution. We are 

always being told how bad diesel fumes are to the 

environment and the bypass will be close to people's homes. 

What about the health of the elderly and the young? The 

bypass will come back out onto the busy junction of the A508. 

How can this be safe when it is an accident black spot?

E8

E3

E4

N1

O1

E11

E2

S47.2.039 23/03/18 Annex C

E3

E7

S1

E2

S47.2.040 24/03/18

Noise mitigation:

I attended your consultation at Towcester 22nd March and 

spoke to one of your team who specialised in noise issues. I 

live in Hulcote, near the A43. This is a Conservation village 

set in Grade 1 parkland and is severely effected by the noise 

of the A43. Please can you include plans for a road noise 

reduction fence along the part of the A43 between Showsley 

exit and the Hulcote / North Towcester exit. The additional 

traffic created by Rail Central on the A43 will have a 

significant impact on the village and a noise reduction fence 

would be a big benefit.

K1

L8

A12

S47.2.041 22/04/18

Dear Sirs, Having read a great deal of information re this 

development I have yet to hear a convincing argument for the 

Northampton proposal.

The pollution will add to an area already suffering from its 

effects with the current traffic. Visual pollution will not be 

overcome by the planting of some trees which will never fully 

screen the area planned. Other areas with similar 

developments have not utilised the rail freight option which 

suggests it is NOT actually NEEDED.

The surrounding areas will be blighted and spoiled for ever, 

with the green corridor being lost to future generations. It is 

important that quality of life is a major consideration when 

one takes note of the increasing mental health issues for 

young and old. 

This proposal should be abandoned for the sake of the 

surrounding area and its inhabitants rather than developers 

looking for profit. 

S47.2.042 31/03/18

This 'development' will ruin an area of considerable natural 

beauty, worsen an already difficult traffic congestion issue 

and adversely affect house prices locally. I urge the Secretary 

of State to dismiss this application. 
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S47.2.043 23/04/18 Annex D

L7

S1

H8

L4

Q1

B6

R1

H4

E12

E3

H1

H5

I10

L3

L9

A6

S47.2.044 23/04/18 Not thought through. A1

Mitigation of visual impact does not work. Height of 

buildings proposed are 18.5. metres.. How do you 

hide that? How high are the trees going to be to 

scren that? Not viable B5 I do not understand them. F6

The word 'improvments' is a misnomer. This 

scheme will service to increase the road use of 

all existing roads, particularly by lorries but also 

by cars. The A45 is already over capacity 

(primarily because of the ceation of sheds on 

Junction 15) and this scheme- whilst I recognise 

that you seem to think you can control the routes 

the additional traffic will take- will only 

exacerbate things. Air pollution levels on the 

A45/ Junction 15 M1 are already above legal 

levels. It is cavalier to add to this. 

E3

O1

There is not the capacity on either of these lines 

to do what your proposals suggest - even with 

HS2, the completion of which does not fit with 

your timelines in any case. There does not 

appear to be any sanction for not using the 

railway (left to market forces, I was told at the 

Blisworth consultation meeting and that it would 

support Royal Mail access to rail distribution, 

when they made the decision to shift all post 

movement to road years ago.. how uninformed 

you are...). Balance of sheds- only 3 out of 13 

linked directly to the railway. 

C8

H7

K7

H6

There are none. 1) We don't need the jobs 

(Northampton has one of the highest 

employment rates in the country and certainly 

don't need any more low skill, low paid jobs. 2) 

We need the open space and the green belts 

between Milton Keynes and Northampton. Why 

not put it all underground?

I6

I10

B6

B9

There are already lorry parks in Northamptonshire: Crick and 

Corby. Just enhance them if more capacity is needed. Not 

ruin yet another landscape. There are already agreed 

proposals in the East mids/ M1 corridor. I really don't think 

you need anymore. I think this proposal is totally speculative. 

I also was told that the final outcome will be determined by 

the market. That is not enough to justify this way out of 

proportion scheme. H1

S47.2.045 15/04/18

The environmental effects of your project are 

catastrophic to the local South Northampton 

environment. You have no management that 

could in any way mitagate the effects. 

L8

A6

20M sheds covering an area bigger than Gatwick 

cannot be hidden. The only solution could be to 

bury the scheme. 

B5

B9

Again, the road and rail infrastructure is already 

over-loaded. This scheme will increase this 

overloading massively. Your proposed 

improvements will be of no benefit. 

E3

C8

As above- this scheme is ill conceived and in the 

wrong place. 

S1

L7

W.C. Rail is at capacity. Late running, slow 

moving freight already causes massive 

disruption to 'at-capacity' commuter services. 

There are none, the scheme will trash the local 

community. I6

DIRFT is the only rail road shed scheme needed in this area 

and that has ample futere capacity _ scheme. As with the 

vast majority of residents in the wider South 

Northamptonshire area, I remain opposed to this scheme. 

S47.2.046 19/04/18

Noise pollution, air pollution, increased waste 

you are going to massively destroy the area. 

Planting some trees isn't going to change that. 

N1

O1

A15

A1

"Managing" us you mean destroying the land, 

destroying the roads. 

L4

E13 No improvements- just added congestion. F2

We are 15 years away from completion. I 

personally think landscape of transport and 

logistics will be dramatically different. There is 

literally no part of this project that does anything 

for future logistics nor transport. H10

It is not needed!! DIRFT not all full capacity. The 

problem with our railways is not capacity or 

location. 

H1

H8

Northampton's unemployment is already below 

the national rate! Shipping in labour will cause 

more social and infrastructure problems. There 

are no benefits of this project only problems. 

I6

I10

I11

Leave this town alone! I am strongly opposed to all of rail 

central!! L7

S47.2.047 18/04/18

You cannot manage the devastating 

environmental effects of this proposal - who are 

you trying to kid?! There will be increased air 

pollution, increased noise pollution, increased 

light pollution and damage to wildlife and their 

natural habitats. 

A6

M1

N1

O1

Q1

A joke! The visual effects on the landscape will be 

horrendous and no amount of landscaping can 

improve this. B5

Your proposed improvements will be of no 

benefit to a motorway that is already overloaded 

with frequent hold ups and delays. 

F2

F3

As above your proposal will just worsen 

congestion on already congested roads and 

have a knock on effect increasing the traffic in 

local vilages. 

E3

E8

The rail line is already at capacity with frequent 

delays. Your proposal will worsen this and the 

lives of thousands of commuters. SLONS moving 

freight already causes massive disruption to 

commuter services and your proposal will just 

increase problems. 

C8

C5

You are hoping to destroy local communities - 

how can there be any benefits? 

I6

L2

I am not very local to the area of your proposals but am so 

appauled by them that I felt compelled to complete a form. I, 

like the huge majority of people in this area, am totally 

opposed to your ridiculous, destructive proposals which will 

destroy lives and I am sure make a big fat profit for Ashfield 

Land which at the end of the day is all they care about. L7

S47.2.048 18/04/18

The environmental effects of this proposal will be 

catastrophic and no amount of management will 

detract from this. There will be increased air 

pollution and some pollution from increased 

traffic and machinery. Wild life and natural 

habitats will be damaged. You are kidding 

yourselves and locals if you think this can be 

managed. 

A6

O1

Q1

The visual effects of this proposal will be 

horrendous - beautiful countryside will be turned 

into an ugly blot on the landscape. You are 

insulting local people by trying to get them to 

believe that landscaping can improve the visual 

effects. 

B5

B6

The M1 is a very busy motorway subject to 

frequent delays. Your proposals will just increase 

the congestion. E3

All of the roads involved will just get busier, more 

congested with frequent delays. This is bound to 

impact on surrounding villages on local people _ 

then on short cuts. This will increase pollution in 

there villages and also make it more dangerous 

for pedestrians, particularly school children. 

E8

O2

E14

The railway line is already running out on high 

capacity with frequent delays. Your proposal will 

just make this worse. There is also DIRFT ___ is 

not running at capacity. 

C8

H1

Your plans will destroy villages, countryside and 

the _ of people who live there. This taken with 

the fact that there is an extremely low load of 

unemployment means that there are no 

community benefits. Also the fact that is will 

probably be necessary to import low skilled 

workers in from outside of the area means that 

your proposals will have even more of a 

detrimental effect on the community. 

I6

I10

L3

L4

I am not local but visit my family frequently in what is currently 

a beautiful part of the country. I find it very upsetting that 

greedy developers who we all know at the end of the day are 

driven by making a large profit, are happy to propose this 

destructive, monstrous development without any thought for 

the lives they will destroy along the way. However much they 

talk about "managing effects" this proposal were it go ahead 

will devstate this lovely area. 

L9

L8

S47.2.049 15/04/18

Have you considered the effects on ground 

nesting birds such as Skylarks which are 

common in this area? Have you considered the 

effects on hedgehogs? Q1

Landscaping looks good, with effort made to create 

some different biodivine areas compared with 

intensively farmed land. Existing rights of way have 

been diverted around the site, but good that they 

have not been cut off. 

B3

I5

I don’t think sufficient thought has been given to 

the traffic congestion the improvments will cause 

during construction. J3 None. 

Will this cause a reduced service for passengers 

using the Northampton- Euston Line? C5 None. 

I have considerable concerns over: 1) Removing arable land 

out of food production.                                                                                                                                            

2) Increased levels of pollution due to vehicle movements.                                                                                                                                                                                       

3) Increased congestion surrounding roads during and after 

construction.                                                                                                                                                             

4) The effects of existing ___ affecting the M1 such as 

closure, delays and incidents (which occur on a weekly basis) 

have not been allowed for in the traffic modelling. There will 

be big problems on the surrounding roads when this 

happens. 

G4

O1

E7

E3

S47.2.050 10/04/18

The environmental effects of your proposed 

developments will be diastrous on many levels. 

You are kidding yourselves if you think they can 

be managed and have yet to convince anybody 

that you are able to do so. There will be 

increased noise pollution, increased air pollution, 

increased light pollution. 

A6

B5

M1

N1

O1

A4

It is a joke that you think a bit of landscaping will 

improve the visual effects of this proposed eye-

sore. The development will be a hideous blot on 

what is currently very scenic and rural landscape. B6

However you mess up your development it will 

result in increased congestion and delays on 

already overstretched roads. E3

There will be no improvments and the highways 

surrounding this monstrous development will just 

get busier, more congested and dangerous! This 

is bound to impact on local villages. 

E14

E8

Again a rail system that is about at full capacity 

will be stretched even further. Lives of the 

thousands of commutors who use this railway 

line will become even more fraught and stressful. 

C8

C5

That question is almost laughable, there won't be 

any! Increased pollution, congestion etc as 

stated above and at what price- two villages our 

best destroyed. Local countryside devastated. 

People's lives ruined. There is already plenty of 

employment in this area and so importing lots of 

unskilled workers into the area can hardly be 

seen as a benefit. 

I6

I11

I10

L8

The whole proposal stinks on so many levels. Local people 

are totally opposed to it and not just in the villages directly 

affected. All in the name of profit for Ashfield Land who are 

obviously totally lacking in any kind of social conscience. 

L7

L9
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Q6 
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Q7 
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S47.2.051 09/04/18

The environmental effects of your scheme will be 

devastating. Your approach is appalling. There 

will be an increase in sound pollution, traffic 

pollution, light pollution. There is nothing you 

can do to "manage the effect". You will be 

destroying a beautiful rural area, and its 

surrounding villages and commnities. 

A4

A6

M1

N1

O1

L8

Laughable! No amount of landscaping will improve 

the ugliness of the monstrosity that you are 

planning to build. B5

Traffic on the M1 and A43 is already very busy 

and there are frequently severe delays. Your 

proposals will just make this worse. What you 

are planning to do will just not improve anything. 

E3

E2

You will not improve anything, just add to already 

congested roads. This will impact on surrounding 

villages with local people using the village roads 

to avoid the busier main roads. E8

The west coast line is already running at almost 

full capacity. There are frequent delays making 

the lives of commuters miserable. Your 

proposals would just make this worse. 

C8

C5

There are none. Your proposals will destroy the 

local communitiy and ruin the lives of many 

people. To say that it will bring employment to an 

area where there is already a very low rate of 

unemployment is ridiculous. All that will happen 

is that the scheme will attract large numbers of 

unskilled workers to the area which has caused 

problems in other areas E.G. Sports Direct in 

Mansfield. 

I6

I10

I11

L3

I am not opposed at all to development when it improves an 

area. However the proposed rail central development will 

totally destroy a rural community and the countrside that 

surrounds it. It will lead to increased levels of every kind of 

pollution and increase congestion in an already overstretched 

road and rail system. Ashfield land can only be described as 

morally bankrupt and have jumped on the band wagon by 

saying the scheme is of national importance as they know the 

local councils would turn down their planning application. All 

they care about is big fat profit they will make were it to 

proceed and have no regard for the villages, countryside and 

lives that they will destroy along the way. 

L4

L9

S47.2.052 12/04/18

Minimal environmental concern for trees and 

____. L1

This is an ugly sprawl of warehouses on a green 

and pleasant valley. 

B6

B7

Over complicated will lead to all kinds of 

accidents. 

E14

F3

F6

The slip round onto South Bound A43 is onto a 

hill. The ___ on space is too limited for HGV 

vehicle. This will cause delays and congestion. E3

Is this scheme in the right phase given the 

Government's plan for the Oxford- Cambridge 

Corridor. A better location would be at Junction 

13 where the Railway line crosses the M1. Is this 

development needed in the light of Brexit? If 

____ develops with the rest of the world, surely 

development in business will gravitate to West of 

England rather than Southern and Eastern Ports.  

H4

H10

No provisions has been made for the 

undoubtedly congestion in Towcester when M1 

has traffic accidents. These occur on average of 

once every week and last for up to 26 hours. 

Your proposal will cause gridlock in Towcester. E8

Traffic volume in _____ too peak at 4-6 am. What will this do 

for the residents in the area? 

S47.2.053 23/04/18  Annex E

K1

K7

L13

H2

K3

H4

C8

B5

N1

B1

L3

J1

L7

S47.2.054 22/04/18

Marguerite Clark didn't submit a feedback form 

but wrote an email instead which has been 

copied into question 7. 

 I write with utter disgust at the way we,the residents of West 

Hunsbury have been treated over this proposed rail depot at 

Milton Malsor;it is just yet another case of the big guns 

trampling over the little guys.

  A friend of mine who lives up Blackwell Hill has twice been 

sent mulitple pages of documents on this,but anyone living 

more than a stones throw away has had nothing.

 The excuse that we can look it all up online holds no 

water,because if you don't know anything about the 

proposal,how do you know to look it up?Stop treating us as 

second class citizens and treat us with the respsect we 

deserve;i have lived here for 24 years,and really don't want to 

have to sell up......but wait!How could i as my house will be 

seriously affected by this.

 I think you should deliver this multple page proposal to 

EVERYONE in the widely affected area so we can have 

proper debate,oh but you won't do that will you,beacause if 

too many of us protes you won't get the propsal through.

K6

K4

S47.2.055 23/04/18

Blisworth and Milton Malsor are both 

conservation areas, i.e. "an area of notable 

environmental or historical interest or importance 

which is protected by law against undesirable 

changes". This proposal effectively completely 

fills the green space between those two 

conservation areas and the Grand Union Canal 

Conservation Area. There is no way for a 

development of this nature to make "a positive 

contribution to the character and local 

distinctiveness of the historic environment and 

its setting." None of the proposals have or could 

address these issues. The thought of the total 

destruction of so much farmland, trees, hedges 

and abundant wildlife associated with the 

development is horrific. 

Q1

B6

A6

No amount of shielding or screening can in any 

mitigate the impact of 250 hectares of 

warehousing, massive gantry cranes and 

lorry/container parking and this would 

fundamentally change the character of the 

surrounding area. 

B5

B1

The proposals will not mitigate the potential 

heavy haulage increase in an area which is 

already one of the most congested in the world. 

E3

E2

The proposed development will clearly increase 

congestion in the surrounding areas. In 

particular, the villages of Milton Malsor and 

Blisworth will be affected, but also further afield 

from the already congested M1 J15a and along 

the A43 past Towcester. The additional 

proposed c.16000 car journeys for the required 

workforce will add significantly to local 

congestion. Coupled with that the HGV traffic will 

inevitably use the villages as an alternative 

route, in particular when the M1 and A43 suffer 

any problems. The centre of Blisworth in 

particular struggles to cope with the current 

traffic levels, especially around rush hour, and 

regularly suffers complete gridlock when HGVs 

are attempting to negotiate the junctions of the 

High Street. As the parent of a child attending 

the local school I am all too aware of the existing 

traffic issues and fear that increased traffic will 

inevitably end up with a serious accident at some 

point. 

E8

E14

Given the existing and approved SRFI sites in 

very close proximity to the area (DIRFT, East 

Midlands, St Albans etc) I cannot see how the 

strategic need for this development can be 

justified; indeed, I have only seen evidence to 

the contrary. The West Coast mainline appears 

to be running at or near capacity and indeed 

Network Rail, despite Ashfield Lands assertions, 

appear to confirm this. Given the other existing 

and proposed SRFIs in the area it would seem 

likely that there would be an over-supply of rail 

linked warehouses and that the development 

would only be used for road based logistics. In 

fact it seems entirely possible that the rail 

element could be quietly dropped in the future 

having used the “development of nationally 

strategic importance” argument to secure the 

necessary permissions as has happened with 

other similar developments, many of which have 

never even seen a train! 

H1

H2

C8

H5

The negative effects of this proposal on the local 

community cannot be overstated. I have yet to 

speak to or hear from anyone, other than 

Ashfield Land, who believes that this 

development has any positive benefits. Those 

whose houses may either be compulsorily 

purchased or, perhaps worse, those whose 

houses would adjoin the development should it 

go ahead are living in a nightmare state of limbo. 

I know of a number of people who are already 

suffering with the psychological impact of having 

this proposal hanging over them. The thought of 

every single person living in the surrounding 

villages having to suffer years of uncertainty 

whilst this proposal is progressed through 

consultation and application, followed by the 

potential for years of construction and ultimately 

a 24hr a day blight of traffic, air, noise and light 

pollution is unimaginable. 

L3

L8

J1

M1

N1

O1

  My 7 yr old son only this weekend (22nd Apr), when walking 

through the area was distraught and inconsolable when 

talking about the loss of farmland, destruction of wildlife 

habitat and the concreting of beautiful greenfield land. He 

could not understand how a situation could occur where 

peoples homes, lives and businesses could be compulsorily 

purchased for nothing but the financial gain of others, who 

will be unaffected by this unjustified monstrosity, which will 

irreversibly blight the lives of the locals for ever. L9
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THE
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S47.2.056 24/04/18

The environmental effects of RC if it were to go 

ahead would be catastrophic. There is no 

adequate mitigation possible for a site this large, 

positioned as it is between three conservation 

areas in rural open countryside. The area 

currently enjoys dark skies and total peace and 

quiet through the night. This will lost forever with 

24 hr working of gantry cranes, trains loading 

and unloading, vehicles coming and going, 

HGVs, Vans and staff cars.

A6

L3

A4

The visual impact on the surrounding villages and 

countryside will be devastating. It is not possible to 

mitigate for this, as is bourn out by the need to 

propose and rely on 6m high acoustic panels 

around large areas of the site. The site is 

overdeveloped and does not fit well with the local 

topography, it will be visible from miles around. It 

will dominate the skyline when viewed from Milton  

Church toward Rectory Lane, a view which is 

considered important by South Northants 

Conservation officer. It will be visible from West 

Hunsbury and Gayton, as well as the entire length 

of the Road between Milton and Blisworth.

B5

B8

B6

S1

B4

A13

Junction 15A is a terrible junction and the minor 

tweaking proposed by AL will do nothing to help 

once 24000 extra vehicle movements have been 

added to the already congested roads. The site 

is too far away from the M1 and has no 

secondary means of access, it is a grave 

concern that the emergency access on to 

Blisworth Rd will used whenever the A43 is 

blocked adding further traffic chaos to the village 

roads. 

F1

E8

F3

D2

There are no proposed highways 

improvements...

The number of junctions AL propose to do work 

to demonstrate how far reaching the congestion 

from RC will spread. It is even proposed to do 

work in Kingsthorpe at the junction with the 

Boughton Green Rd! 

It is normal for an SFRI to have its own new 

dedicated motorway junction, RC does not 

because it is proposed for an unsuitable 

location.

E2

The rail connection is a red herring to enable 

RC/AL to bypass local planning. It will not 

provide the modal shift required and hoped for 

by the planning policy. Very few buildings are 

actually rail connected and the intermodal 

terminal is tucked away at the back of the site. It 

is far too small to have any impact and the site 

will be used for traditional logistics distribution. 

HGV lorries , Van deliveries and 6000 shift 

workers blocking the roads and causing air 

quality to deteriorate.

H6

H5

O1

There are no local benefits to this scheme. The 

area has very low unemployment. There are 

already unfilled vacancies on Brackmills and 

Swan Valley. That situation will be exacerbated 

by RC and staff will have to travel from further 

afield. I6

 This proposal is flawed and nothing which has happened 

during the last 2 years of consultation has done anything to 

improve it. AL own Arm Farm and want to develop it. There 

are much better places and proposals already in the planning 

system particularly the DB Symmetry scheme at Hinckley for 

a new SFRI. With Dirft up the road we don’t need RC.

H1

L7

S47.2.057 09/04/18

I believe the proposals do not protect the 

environment or replace the wildlife habitats that 

will be destroyed. It will be a 'blot on the 

landscape" 

Q1

A6

B8

Improvements appear to be totally inadequate 

for the predicted increase in the volume of traffic 

on an already key route. F3

A5/A43 junction in Towcester, and the A43 

junction with the Abthorpe Road in Towcester. 

Given the recent lengthy roadworks there to 

upgrade these junctions it seems crazy that you 

plan to further upgrade them with months of 

misery for local motorist and through traffic for 

little benefit as the proposed upgrades look 

insufficient for the proposed volume of traffic. 

E2

J3

The only benefit could be more employment, but 

a high price to pay to get more employment I8  

S47.2.058 20/04/18

I would prefer it to remain as open countryside. If 

the scheme goes ahead consideration needs to 

be given to the impact on the environment during 

construction as well as when completed J1

My son lives at Gaytonway on Gayton Road Milton 

Malsor adjacent to the site. The nearest buildings 

should remain 200 metres away and be no taller 

than 18 metres with a landscaped mound between 

them and his property. The mound and planting 

should if possible be provided before the buildings 

are erected. 

B2

B8

The proposed new footpaths through landscaped areas 

should be dedicated as public rights of way. The safety and 

convenience of walkers during construction needs to be 

carefully considered. 

S47.2.059 18/04/18

development is on a green field site and will 

have a detrimental impact on the environment. 

The development is too close to residential 

communities and will have a detrimental impact 

on existing settlements 

L3

L4

Very poor treatment and mitigation of visual 

impact, will be visible for miles around. B4

Improvements are needed but appear very 

complicated and illogical. Not clear how the 

improvements will improve traffic flows on feeder 

roads around the site. Only immediate impacts 

appear to be addressed. F6

Strongly object to enlargement of A43 

roundabouts at Towcester. The existing 

roundabouts have only just been completed and 

adding additional lanes will have a 

disproportionate impact on the visual and 

acoustic properties. 

N1

O1

E13 Have you established rail slots on the network? C8

These do not mitigate the serious visual, traffic, 

noise, air pollution impact of the development. L8

proposed scale of the development is far too large and 

intrusive into what is a predominately rural setting. A13

S47.2.060 15/04/18 Annex F

H1

S1

L3

A13

M1

N1

S47.2.061 26/03/18

The plan to 'resurrect' trees is complete nonsense. 

It means in reality widespread felling of mature 

trees and not bothering to clear up the mess 

afterwards in the name of 'Habitat'. Growing trees 

are a much better habitat and benefit to the 

landscape and visual amenity than heaps of rotting 

deadwood. 

Q1

A1

The problem is not the motorway junction. The 

problem is dumping all the traffic onto the A43 

which, together with Towcester, becomes a car-

park whenever the M1 has a problem which 

happens very regularly and frequently more than 

once a week. 

E3

E8

E13

There are no benefits to the local community. It 

is all negative - your so-called benefits are only 

at best 'Less bad'. Currently it is open farmland 

with footpaths across it which is maintained as 

part of their work by farmers. The artificial 

landscaping around the drainage lakes etc will 

require ongoing maintenance which is unlikely to 

continue in the longer term. 

I6

B4

A16

Northamptonshire is already saddled with DIRFT so why start 

to ravage another area of open countryside rather than 

expand DIRFT which is already a blot on the landscape H1

S47.2.062 16/04/18

Not enough thought has been focussed on the 

noise and light pollution issues this vast site will 

generate no matter what sound proofing devices 

will be used, be it either banking, trees or 

fencing, noise generated will permeate to both 

villages. Again with lighting, even with down 

facing lights the 'glow' in the sky will be seen for 

miles. 

N1

A1

O1

No matter what trees, hedges, parks are planted 

they cannot replace our lovely countryside. Trees 

will have to be 30 metres high to hide the 

monstrous warehouses (even then they would take 

10 -20 years to grow to a reasonable height).

I cannot see any 'camouflage' you might have in 

mind hiding huge warehouses and train overhead 

systems. 

B1

L4

B5

The A43 cannot currently cope with present 

traffic numbers, especially at peak times, in the 

Towcester/A5 corridor. If they 15a Junction is 

improved, what happens if the M1 is closed for 

any reason? Currently traffic is diverted onto the 

A508/A43 roads causing widespread disruption 

in the surrounding areas. 

E3

E4

What improvements?? Blisworth and Milton 

Malso already suffer at rush hours (plus!) with 

cars using both as a 'rat run'. 

You propose to prohibit heavy vehicles from 

using the villages, what about the 8,000 

personnel working on site Which way will they 

get to and from the facility? In one day alone in 

January 2018 over 150 motorists were reported 

for speeding in Blisworth alone! 

E2

E1

E14

E8

Why is another rail freight terminal required 

when the current DIRFT site at Crick is less than 

20 miles away? Plans to extend this site by over 

3 times its current size are already in place, why 

build the junction at Blisworth/Milton when other 

more suitable locations further north are 

available? 

H1

H4

I cannot see any possible community benefits! It 

will reduce house prices in both villages, cause 

traffic chaos, noise and light pollution and will no 

doubt increase crime in the area, which has 

been the case where other such facilities have 

been built! Why build it between two beautiful 

rurall villages?? 

I6

G1

I11

L8

M1

You propose to employ up to 8000 on site - where are these 

people coming from? Not around Northampton or the 

surrounding are, unemployment currently runs at 2 - 3%, 

which basically means no unemployment!! They will be 

travelling from outside the county, Milton Keynes (again no 

unemployment as such), Leicestershire, Warwickshire etc. 

Again causing more traffic chaos. Has the Police Authority 

been consulted at any stage? Policing the site and the 

surrounding areas will be a major factor! I10

S47.2.063 21/03/18

I don't believe you are doing enough to sort out 

the impact you are going to have on the local 

area. I use this area every day for walking my 

dog and getting away from the town. Buy the 

look of it you are planning on wiping out loads of 

green farmland and putting another warehousing 

section on it. We already have that on the other 

side of the M1 at J15a. There is a large 

warehousing section a J15 none of which are full 

and there is DRIFT at Daventry which isn't full so 

I am not quite sure what benefit there is for this. 

A1

L3

H1

L4

You are basically wiping out villages and local 

views to put warehousing in the way 

B8

B6

J15a if already a much overused junction and 

traffic can be seen EVERY day queue up to get 

on and off the motorway and when there is an 

accident on the M1 the amount of traffic 

increases massively. You are planning on 

adding even more traffic to an already busy 

junction which will only cause more accidents 

F1

F2

F3

I see you are planning on updating junction 

including the tove junction at Towcester. This 

junction has just spent 12-18 months being 

updated and you plan to put us through more 

misery on a daily commute J3

I think it is completely unnessacery as stated in 

previous comments, DRIFT isn't even at and it is 

on the same line to this so I cannot see the 

benifit 

As far as i can see there is no community 

benefits to this project I6

I don't believe this project should be continued because there 

is no need for the service you are providing either as a rail 

link or as a warehousing section as both are provided 

adequately in a close location H2
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S47.2.064 09/04/18

The proposed rail depot will have a hugely 

negative impact on the local environment. Every 

aspect of the environment will be impacted, 

noise, light, pollution loss of precious 

landscape,air quality. Additional project creep 

will also do untold damage to the local 

environment and communities. Even more litter 

then we currently suffer thrown from the 

additional traffic of which more later. 

O2

A4

M1

N1

O1

L3

B6 The countryside does not need your managing. L8

My personal crusade is against the amount of 

traffic we are ready have using Blisworth as a rat 

run. The proposal will again add a huge amount 

to an already overused local network. As you 

can see I live in Towcester Road in a 

derestricted speed zone that is like living next to 

a race track. My crusade is reducing the traffic 

your proposal will increase it. I do not buy into 

the pedestrian access only on Northampton 

road, hundreds of workers will be dropped off 

and picked up, and the access opened up by 

organic usage to general traffic which will 

terrorise the local villages at all hours. 

E3

E8

D2

It makes no sense to me why the rail depots et 

all are positioned in one small area of the 

country. All the freight from the ports gets 

shunted to one small area of the midlands then 

put on trucks and driven back to where the 

goods are needed. Rail depots if needed at all 

should be placed strategically "around" the 

country near to the markets. H4 I cannot think of any benefits. I6

I know we are not meant to consider the value of our homes, 

but as part of my pension if this means that we will be unable 

to have the later years that I have planned, I will oppose the 

monstrous proposal as best I can......... unless you want to 

live near the SRFI then let me know! G1

S47.2.065 27/03/18 No. No. No No

Can you guarantee that the site will not be used 

for road- to- road freight transfer and long term 

storage as well as road/rail transfer? C1 No. 

The problem is the devastating effect this will have on people 

living nearby, and especially in the villages of Blisworth and 

Milton Malsor. This will be horrendous in terms of the scale of 

this proposal, the loss of agricultural land, visual intrusion, 

noise and traffic congestion.

The amount of extra traffic on the A43 is itself going to cause 

problems on a road that is already often congested. 

E3

L3

L4

G4

A13

N1

S47.2.066 08/04/18

All comments on the environmental affect relate 

to a baseline of this plan already being in place 

and make no reference to what was there prior to 

the plane. This is a very biased and misleading 

way of spinning the information and is not fact 

based nor does it allow for an informed decision. K8

There is no real objective reference to how the 

landscape is currently managed and then a cross 

reference to how it will be managed after the plan. 

Currently the farmland is managed on a daily basis 

by the farmers however there is no real reference 

to how much and how often it will be managed post 

plan acceptance. 

A1

A16

Improvements are only speculative and currently 

the M1 can become a traffic nightmare ref the 

volume of traffic. Your plan intends to increase 

the burden on the motorway even if the junction 

may be improved. This would get you faster to 

the traffic jam and is not a holistic approach. 

E3

E2

E12

Community benefits are selective, maybe there 

will be increased employment. However there 

will be many many other detrimental effects. 

Noise, pollution, traffic congestion, water run off, 

reduction in wildlife. Where are these mentioned 

in the report. 

I7

I8

L8

Q1

P1

N1

This whole proposal is a biased money making effort to line 

the pockets of the few and has no real overall benefits to the 

area. Some small benefits may be seen but there is another 

rail terminal not far away which is not yet fully developed. So 

why is this one being proposed. What a white wash of so 

called objective comments. 

H1

L9

S47.2.067

They aren’t realistic. Planting some trees doesn’t 

fix the issues!!!! 

A1

A6

They aren’t realistic. Planting some trees doesn’t 

fix the issues!!!! 

B5

B4 I am not sure this is a real improvement. F3

We all know the truth. This isn’t at all about 

using railways. You will bring and remove most 

foods via road H5 Lol benefits!!! I6 An absolute joke from start to finish L7

S47.2.068 20/04/18

The whole “strategic” thing is a load of 

codswollop!! H4

No, because anything you do will change the 

landscape forever.... B6 It won’t matter one jot, traffic will be a nightmare! 

F3

E3 All of them nonsense! E2

It probably won’t happen and we will be left with 

half empty warehouses with no rail connection 

like the one near Corby! H1 There are no benefits for our communities! I6 Don’t do it! L7

S47.2.069 22/04/18

The proposals I have seen are token and 

completely inadequate. This scheme will 

generate noise and light pollution 24/7. Not only 

is valuable and historic countryside going to be 

destroyed, but there are no attempts being made 

to retain any of the local area. Instead the entire 

space, footpaths, trees, hedgerows, fields, green 

space will be concreted or Tarmac covered 

A1

M1

N1

Q1

L4

L8

They will offer no solace or benefit for years, 

unless the developers have discovered a way of 

planting mature trees which provide a modicum of 

protection from noise and light during the summer. 

The bunds proposed can never be big enough to 

counter the negative effects of 24/7 noise and light. 

B4

B5

Also completely inadequate. Even without the 

population growth planned for Towcester and 

Brackley, the scheme, at maturity will generate 

almost 20000 extra vehicle movements daily. No 

motorway junction can cope with that level of 

increase. How long before traffic is allowed to 

access the scheme from Towcester to ease 

congestion off J15 A and rage A43 

F3

E12

E8

F2

All totally inadequate. Evidence of schemes 

involving NCC all point in one direction. For 

example, the proposal to widen Danes Camp 

Way either side of the former Blackwood Hodge 

roundabout won't ease traffic at peak times. It 

will act as a funnel on the south side and lead to 

more delays E2

While the rail connection will have to be built, I 

seriously doubt it will ever be used, when the 

existing scheme at DIRFT is underused. This 

scheme has 80% road based distribution units in 

the plans for a very good reason which is that 

this is a road based scheme, masquerading as a 

Strategic Rail Freight initiative. DIRFT is 18 

miles along the same line. How is a second 

scheme, so close, in any way strategic? 

H1

H5

H2

Unless the destruction of valuable countryside, 

ancient trees, footpaths and hedgerows, as well 

as animal habitats, along with 24/7 noise and 

light pollution, increased traffic and increased 

carbon emissions are "community benefits", I've 

seen no evidence that the developers are going 

to provide any benefits for the communities 

affected I6

This scheme is completely unnecessary. Not only is DIRFT 

only 18 miles away, but it is being expanded by MORE space 

than the 8 MILLION SQUARE FEET being planned here. The 

only rationale for the rail connections is as a smokescreen for 

the 80% road based distribution on a site between 2 of the 

busiest junctions n the M1, which also happen to link in to the 

A14 and M40. The environmental effects are wide reaching 

and irreversible, much the the negative on the health and 

quality of life of the local inhabitants 

H8

O2

L3

S47.2.070

The best form of management of environmental 

effects is to place the site in a more appropriate 

site, not in the middle of a rural community 

setting. Providing nesting boxes for barn owls 

and bats is a poor substitute for destroying their 

existing habitat, and have so far seen no 

evidence of consideration of the effect of 

potential hazards such as diesel spills 

contaminating local watercourses. 

A13

Q1

A6

No amount of bunds, earthworks or planting 

schemes will either camouflage the monstrosity 

that is proposed, or ameliorate the noise and light 

pollution that will inevitably blight the lives of two 

communities. Trees will takes decades to mature 

enough to begin to camouflage the site, assuming 

that they survive long enough and are not killed 

either by increased pollution or by further 

expansion of the site. 

B5

M1

N1

Proposed changes to the local highways are not 

enough to successfully manage and mitigate 

traffic flow, either during or after construction. E2

Relatively small, local incidents already cause 

major tailbacks and larger incidents on the M1 , 

A43, A5 and A508 cause major gridlock. 

Increased construction traffic initially and then 

some 3000 truck movements per day will only 

exacerbate the issue and increase traffic 

volumes on local roads, increasing localised 

pollution and posing a major safety threat to our 

schools and communities. 

E4

E14

E8

E3

Initial reports stated that there was not enough 

capacity on railway lines for this proposal - what, 

if anything has changed?? If there is no line 

capacity how can this proposal stack up?? C8

There are no benefits to the communities 

involved. The suggested 8000 jobs are no 

incentive - Northamptonshire has very low 

unemployment and already struggles to fill both 

warehouses and warehousing jobs.....

The idea of providing 'pocket parks' to replace 

our beautiful, natural surroundings is 

preposterous. It will take years for these to fully 

mature in the meantime they will just be a 

manicured make believe! 

I6

I10

B7

This is a preposterous money grabbing proposal, designed 

purely to increase the wealth of a small minority at the 

expense of two beautiful villages. There is no requirement for 

a further SRFI in this area with DIRFT being approximately 15 

miles away, and still expanding dramatically - and set in an 

area not impacting rural communities. 

Would be very interested to hear how Rail Central Senior 

Management would react if the site were to be proposed in 

their own locality! 

L9

H1

L3

S47.2.071 03/03/18

I do not feel there is enough being done for the 

environmental impact. There is currently a lot of 

wildlife in the area and a 800 m sqft site would 

kill a lot of this. The light pollution as this is a 24 

hour operation would also affect the wild life. 

A1

Q1

M1

The visuals showed a lot of mature trees covering 

the site and yet this is not going to happen within 

2,3 or 6 years. The light pollution again would be a 

problem. The warehousing is also of a significant 

height that camouflaging it would be very difficult. 

B1

B5

This is a junction that needs improvement 

without a rail freight being built. If the motorway 

is blocked at any point in Northamptonshire the 

tail backs are dreadful accross a large area of 

about 6 miles radius or more. Improvements to 

the junction would only help a little, even if the 

traffic stays at the same level now. 

F5

E7

F3

I do not believe that the proposed widening to 

three lanes of Danes Camp Way and traffic 

lighting the roundabout at Hunsbury Hill Road 

will help as the proposal it to then take the lanes 

back down to two. This would cause a problem 

when there are tailbacks due to problems on the 

motorway or A43, both of which could increase 

due to this proposal. The A43 is a constant 

problem in the Towcester area, the Tove 

roundabout has just been improved and yet it 

has not helped the situation. There are also a 

significant number of new housing being built 

around Towcester, again adding to the 

congestion. 

E2

E3

E8

I feel there is no need for this rail freight junction 

to be installed as Dirft only a short distance away 

is expanding and yet is not yet at capacity. East 

Midlands Gateway is also not yet using rail 

freight? H1

I cannot see any benefits for the community. 

Although this would give 8000 new jobs, I do not 

believe Northampton has high unemployment 

and therefore it would employ from outside the 

area creating more traffic and more CO2. 

I6

I10

E1

Warehousing is a lucrative option for Gazeley and this in my 

opinion seems to be the attraction for the development. Even 

if the rail terminal is built first there is no guarantee that this 

would be used. With Dirft expanding in the area is a rail 

freight terminal even required? This is a large rural area that 

would be destroyed. It would change the landscape forever 

and ruin wildlife and country walkways. It is currently a 

pleasure to walk from Milton to BLisworth in the countryside 

and this would be lost to large warehousing and noisy traffic 

volume. Due to the loss of beautiful countryside, the loss of 

wildlife, the noise and light pollution to the area and the 

unnecessary need for this rail freight terminal in this area, 

with Dirft already in place and expanding I am strongly 

against this project. 

L9

L4

L3
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S47.2.072 08/04/18 Annex G

M1

N1

O1

J2

K1

K8

A6

Although the consultation and PEIR demonstrate 

attempts to reduce the visual effect of the 

warehouses there is very little that can be done to 

fully mitigate the visual effects due to the proximity 

to residential properties and the surrounding 

ground levels. Suggested bunding with help to 

partially obscure the warehouses but they will still 

be very visible from all surrounding areas and 

nothing can hide the huge gantries which are 

visible from the majority of viewpoints. Visuals 

were available to look at during the consultation, 

but I have been unable to find copies on the 

website. They should be made available so 

affected parties can view them in detail. 

The PEIR states that the warehouses 'may' be 

viewed from my property…based on the 

information at the consultation the warehouses are 

definitely visible from my property even after 15 

years of tree growth. The warehouses and/or the 

gantries will be visible from all approaches to 

Milton Malsor. The PEIR states the views would be 

intermittent and brief whilst driving along the roads 

but again based on the visuals I saw at the 

consultation the SRFI seemed to be very much 

visible. The views from the village of Gayton (with 

it being on much higher ground) cannot be 

mitigated at all.

As a minimum any planting should be of mature 

trees meaning the visual impact will be partially 

obscured quicker however I don't believe there is 

much that can be done to hide this development 

from surrounding properties/villages totally. The 

proposed development is far too close to 

residential properties and villages. The 

construction of this SRFI at this location would turn 

a very desirable residential location into an 

eyesore and would be highly likely to drive 

prosperous residents out of the area. Looking at 

DIRFT on the map this looks to have been 

developed at a far greater distance from residential 

properties. I don't believe that if this developer did 

not already own the majority of the land (and had 

struggled in the past to obtain any planning via the 

local planning route) you would be proposing this 

development in this location. 

B5

B1

A13

L3

S2

S1

My main concerns are around the timing of the 

Junc 15a road improvements at the same time 

as the smart motorway upgrade and all the other 

road improvements suggested. There is 

insufficient detail around whether multiple sets of 

roadworks will be in operation at the same time 

and how that may impact the other roads during 

the construction phase. 

J3

F8

I am concerned due the number of improvements 

and how they will be timed to ensure the impact 

on road users will be minimised. The 

construction of the tunnel under Northampton 

needs to be very carefully managed as any 

damage to the stretch of road would cause 

significant issues for both villages of Milton 

Malsor and Blisworth. The proposed 

improvements do seem sensible however this 

local area seems to suffer more than its fair 

share of road incidents. I was informed during 

the consultation that there is an incident on the 

M1/A43/A45 on average once per week. The 

resulting build-up of traffic in the surrounding 

area makes local travel very difficult. Adding 

more road freight to this area and the increase 

on workers travelling to the site will exacerbate 

the traffic even more when there is a local road 

incident. More measures need to be put in place 

to ensure freight traffic does not enter the local 

villages. Measures also need to be put in place 

to deter worker traffic from travelling through the 

villages as well particularly Blisworth. WIth the 

information provided to date I remain of the view 

that the local roads cannot cope with the 

increased level of traffic. 

E6

E4

E8

E13

I am not aware of any community benefits. I 

assume this question is possibly referring to the 

creation of 8,100 new jobs however living in an 

area which does not have an available local 

workforce I would not see the jobs as a benefit. A 

number of other local planning applications to 

create large warehouses and therefore jobs have 

been turned down by the local authority 

therefore the creation of jobs must not have been 

seen as a key benefit when assessed against 

other negative effects.

Section 20.5 of the PEIR states that the 

existence of an available local workforce is 

described as an important consideration. The 

document then goes on to state that the local 

area has a declining workforce (section 20.61), 

there are insufficient unemployed people in 

either the local area or wider area who are 

seeking logisitics roles (section 20.81) and 

between 2006-2016 there has been a 9.3% 

decrease in economically active residents 

(section 20.59). Section 20.71 then goes on 

assume that new housing development will grow 

the labour force - were there no houses build 

between 2006-2016…if so why did the 

economically active residents decline? Is the 

assumption of labour force growth actually 

correct? 

There are other local projects in progress e.g. 

expansion of the Prologis site at Junction 15A of 

the M1 which more than accommodate the local 

employment needs.

Section 20.29 of the PEIR states South 

Northants councils vision to remain 'an attractive 

and successful place where people want to live, 

work and visit'. I don't believe this vision will be 

achieved by turning most of the county into 

warehouses….and clearly neither do South 

Northants council as I understand them to be 

opposed to the development. I believe this 

development will drive affluent skilled workers 

out of the rural area. 

Surely to create maximum national benefit a 

development such as this would be better 

located in an area of higher unemployment. 

I6

I10

L13

Section 20.35 of the PEIR states that 'house prices are 

generally not considered to be a material consideration in 

planning decisions'. In this case I believe that when building 

such a large development next to 2 rural villages house 

prices should be considered. This development will wipe 

thousands of pounds of value off a large number of properties 

and I think this impact should be fully assessed. 

Section 20.100 of the PEIR assesses the impact of crime 

however I don't believe this actually addresses concerns 

raised by residents. Residents are concerned that crime in 

the areas around the SRFI will increase following the 

development. The stats in section 20.100 show current crime 

levels in Milton Malsor and Blisworth and then for a 

comparison seem to show crime which takes place only on 

the actual site of nearby similar developments (e..g DIRFT 

and Pineham). What this section should be showing is crime 

in the villages surrounding DIRFT and Pineham both before 

construction, during construction and after construction to 

show potential impact. I believe this section to be 

purposefully misleading by trying to show 0 burglary and 

other residential area related crimes following comparable 

developments.

My others concerns include (but are not limited to): 

construction traffic access to the site and how this will be 

enforced, the psychological effects on myself and other 

residents (honestly having to read 100s of pages of 

information because the 'experts' at the consultation refered 

me to the PEIR when they couldn't answer all my questions is 

not helpful to reduce my stress levels about how this 

development will affect my life) and whether the development 

will damage the drainage pipe from my residential sewage 

treatment plant (which runs across the proposed site). 

G1

I11

K7

S47.2.073 15/03/18

This project only serves to destroy an area of 

natural beauty and the environmental effects for 

the both Blisworth and Milton Malsor will be 

devastating not only from the noise, debris and 

disruption from building the proposed site, but 

from on going traffic, fumes, and noise if it is 

ever up and running. I have worked for one of 

the largest distribution and logistics companies 

in the UK and know from first hand experience 

just how noisy, smelly and quite frankly 

disruptive sites like this are. 

A4

M1

N1

O1

O2

Q1

B6

Due to the large scale and monstrous warehouse 

buildings that are planned I am appalled that 

Ashfield/Rail central consider that they can "hide" 

these from local residents and appear to have no 

concern about the impact on not one, but two 

communities. The best landscaping in the world 

will not disguise these buildings and make up for 

the loss we as a community will suffer. B5

I completely object to the proposed highway 

"improvements" along Towcester Road. This 

road is already very busy and to allow further 

traffic to use it whether pedestrian, cyclists or 

vehicles will be just dangerous. It is difficult 

enough to get into my property with the level of 

traffic at the moment., let alone with increased 

volumes. Your "improvements" will simply make 

residents life harder. 

L7

E3

E14

E2

E13

I cannot see the need for this rail connection 

whatsoever. DIRFT is only a few miles away. 

Your plan is simply a way for Ashfield to line 

their pockets. This appears to simply be a badly 

veiled attempt to use strategic rail to re-badge 

your previous plans which were refused planning 

permission and get round that decision. 

H1

S2

L9 What benefits??? I6

S47.2.074 19/03/18

A5 Abthorpe roundabout. Having recently had 10 

months of local disruption due to the 

redmodelling of this roundabout it is 

disappointing to find out the impacts of Rail 

Central will include further disruption, despite the 

proposed traffic increase being minimal. 

Indicating the traffic modelling was not sufficient 

for what is now being proposed.

In addition the fact the proposed link road south 

of Towcester to the A43 west of Towcester is still 

not formalised/date of commencement confirmed 

proves a real worry regarding the impacts of 

traffic on the A5 through Towcester. At present 

there are daily traffic volume problems on the A5 

south of Tove roundabout that have an impact 

on travel times and air quality. A wider review of 

the impact the additional traffic will have to the 

west of Rail Central would indicate the 

challenges in Towcester are not solved by just 

looking at 2 roundabout changes. 

O1

J3

E3
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S47.2.075 05/04/18 No. 

Painting buildings in shaded green stripes doesn't 

hide them. Excavate the area allowing buildings to 

be lower and then once trees/hedges have grown 

the buildings won't be visible 

B5

B9 No. 

A43 isn't coping with current volume of traffic so 

an extra 22 000 vehicles per 24 hour period is 

going to compound the problem. The current 

junctions for access to local villages are also 

struggling to cope. There were no improvements 

to the A43 and associated junctions proposed, 

as apparently this will be up to Highways Agency 

and Council. Improvements to these junctions 

need to be part of the proposal. 

E3

E10

E13

Build branch lines to facilitate onward movement 

of freight rather than 7 000 HGVs, then smaller 

vehicles in a smaller area C7 Haven't noticed any community benefits yet I6 No. 

S47.2.076 23/04/18

Notwithstanding HMG policies, the area proposed for this 

development

immediately south of of Northampton is highly unsuitable 

because of the effective destruction of a pleasant semi-rural 

environment. There would also be substantial extra traffic on 

the highly congested road system around Northampton, 

which is frequently exacerbated by problems on the M1 and 

A45. The design of the actual site's access roads cannot help 

with this wider issue. Prevailing winds would also blow most 

of the pollution across the town of Northampton. Further, the 

intensive rail commuter service between N'pton and London 

Euston is already subject to delay caused by heavy freight 

traffic, and this freight traffic itself is often held up in the 

course of clearing the Northampton area. The WCML itself is 

far too busy to be of any use for this traffic except in the dead 

of night, so it is misleading to offer this element of access as 

part of the picture. Many people in my area think more should 

be made of the DIRFT terminal adjacent to M1 junc 18, and 

your proposals wou ld overburden the N'pton area. -----Bad 

idea!!! 

A13

E3

E2

C5

C8

S47.2.077 23/04/18

I write again to lodge my dismay at the total disregard the 

Government appears to take when it comes to preserving the 

countryside together with ignoring concerns of the people.  

As we all know the proposals of not one but two railfreight 

interchanges within the same area, beggars belief.!!  How 

can this be justified !!   We already have the DIRTH SITE 

situtated near Daventry with road access to the A5 the M1 

and M6 which does NOT impinge on rural communities.

 We all know that these proposed sites will only increase 

traffic,lifestyle changes for thousands of people,  light and 

noise pollution. Disruption to the already busy roads, which at 

present cannot take the current volume of existing traffic, 

especially when there are incidents on the M1.   The 

introduction of this proposed railfreight site will NOT 

decrease traffic but INCREASE it, together with increased 

disruption on existing major roads. Which already 

struggle,this is currently compounded by the bad state of 

road repairs, which many councils cannot afford to maintain 

presently, and this can only be made worse. 

 As the main objective of these proposals is to move freight 

across the country, when it arrives at the sites it will then be 

transferred onto HGVs so please can someone explain just 

how this DECREASES ROAD TRAFFIC?  I and thousands of 

others are amazed at the Government's lack of concerns over 

this issue alone. 

Historically Northamptonshire was known as the county of 

Squires and Spires, more recently we are known as the 

county of warehouses and traffic.

 England once a green and pleasant land is being vandalised 

by these proposals and it is time that Governmental bodies 

stood up to protect it, it appears to be all about greed 

everyone wanting more, WHERE WILL IT ALL END !!!!!!!!

I trust that common sense will prevail and these proposals will 

be reviewed in earnest and the peoples' concerns are 

considered.

L7

S2

H1

E3

L3

A17

E4

L9

L1

S47.2.078 08/03/18

I live in Towcester and we have enough traffic going through 

the high street asit is ,especially LORRIES.As a frequent user 

of junction 15a this will cause more problems !!!!!!! E3
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S47.2.079 24/04/18

My wife and I live in Gayton. We have in the past lived for 

several years in each of Blisworth and Milton Malsor, and 

know the area well. The effect of your proposals on both 

villages would be entirely destructive of their quiet residential 

character. Even in Gayton we would not be immune to the 

noise and volume of increased traffic.

Houses in the immediately affected villages could be 

overlooked by 80foot warehouses within 40feet, and the lives 

of their residents inevitably polluted and compromised by the 

noise and diesel fumes of heavy lorries.  Were your 

proposals to be approved and realised a concerned Milton 

Malsor octogenarian to whom we spoke today would not 

expect to see another sunrise - and not because of her age. 

No parent could be happy to bring up chilldren in such 

circumstances.

You designate your proposals “Strategic Rail Freight 

Interchange,” looking thereby to infer both national need and 

government support.  Yet a mere 20 miles to the North, at the 

junction of the A428 with the M1, there is an existing 

development similar in character to what you propose which 

is under-utilised. 

Your proposals smack of commercial opportunism, entirely 

regardless of environmental concern, and of the right of local 

residents to quiet enjoyment of their established domestic 

surround. We hope that Inspectors will see them for what 

they are.

L3

N1

E13

A13

H1

L2

L1

L9

S47.2.080 20/04/18

I have serious concerns about the gigantic rail depot that you 

have proposed to build in our rural area. 

Firstly the road network can’t take the number of vehicles that 

will be passing through it.  All the local villages are grid 

locked at the best of times. 

Secondly, there is little or no consideration to the 

environment or land in which you plan on building this 

monstrosity on,  this is a quiet rural set of villages, building 

something of this size and nature will have nothing but a 

negative impact on every single resident surrounding it and 

the wildlife that lives there. 

Thirdly, with Dirft not far away and under used/empty how can 

you warrant a build of this nature? 

I do not feel you have considered local views at all. 

E3

E8

A1

A13

L3

H1

K3

S47.2.081 22/04/18 See our general comment See our general comment 

The number of highway improvements proposed 

indicates how traffic is expected to increase, and 

this is an alarming prospect. E3

Is the Rail Freight facility expected to work 24 

hours a day 7 days a week? We are very 

concerned at the impact of light and noise 

pollution during both the construction and 

operational stages. 

M1

N1 What community benefits? I6

Whilst we acknowledge much careful study has gone into this 

proposed development with consideration for many issues 

including working practices, traffic flows and ecological 

impacts on wildlife the real impact of the development upon 

the actual villages of Milton Malsor and Blisworth has minimal 

consideration; there is more expressed protection for badgers 

and bats than humans.

This development will destroy the rural nature of our villages 

and alter the way of life for the residents for ever. The 

number of locations affected by anticipated traffic movements 

is in itself alarming, and there seems little evidence of how 

traffic through the villages of workers accessing the site 

during the construction and operational phases will be 

directed. We are not convinced that light, noise and other 

pollutions will be controlled sufficiently. In spite of masses of 

information there is little said about whether trains and 

activities will be going on 24 hours a day. 

We remain opposed to this proposed development for many 

reasons including the fact that we own a field in the midst of 

the red-lined area and are not willing to part with it. 

L2

L3

E8

L7

O2

O1
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S47.2.082 05/04/18

I would like to register my views against the proposed project. 

 

Although I understand the need to increase rail usage to 

reduce carbon emmissions I do not agree that this is the 

place for this project. I can see your plans include highway 

improvements with a major upgrade to J15A but I can see no 

improvements to the A5 anywhere.

 

Towcester already has problems with high polution levels due 

to the high levels of traffic usage on the A5 and the traffic 

buildup through Towcester, bottlenecking, on a "normal" day. 

The queue going south toward Milton Keynes in the morning 

for work is horrendous, queueing all the way from Towcester 

to the Stony Stratford roundabout. Towcester has been in 

need of an A5 bypass for decades.

 

When The M1 has any holdups for any reason the traffic 

diverts to use the A5 through Towcester and this dramatically 

escalates Towcester's already significant traffic problem and 

high level polution problems. 

 

Adding a rail freight network to this area will most assuredly 

add to the traffic in this area, and to the traffic using the A5, 

this will be terrible for Towcester and absolutely catastrophic 

for Towcester when issues arise on the M1, which they do 

and will continue to do.

 

Upgrading the immediate junctions near to the rail project is 

going to make no difference at all to the effect this project will 

have on Towcester and the A5 in this area.

L7

E10

S1

O2

E8

E4

E2

S47.2.083 23/04/18

I write to you as I am very concerned about the above 

proposal.  This is a ginormous project that will have disruptive 

and  ongoing consequences on the lives of people living in 

and around the area.

It will have a major impact on our landscape and road 

infrastructures.  The volume of vehicles has increased over 

the past 5/10 years, and we currently struggle with traffic jams 

and delays.  Adding another approx 5,000 HGV’s a Day, 24 

hours a day, will be a horrendous  vision for the locals, with 

constant noise and exhaust fumes - increasing our carbon 

footprint.  This does not include the supposed 8,000 

commuters going to work at this interchange.

The high number of road alterations suggested in your 

proposals indicate the high increase in traffic volume you 

expect.  This is not ideally suited to this area.

A13

L3

E3

N1

O1

S1

Appendix 51: Section 2: Full verbatim feedback from each individual



Number Date

Q1 Do you have any comments on our 

approach to managing the environmental 

effects of our proposals?

Q1 

THE

MES 

Q2 Do you have any comments on our 

approach to managing the landscape and 

visual effects of our proposals?

Q2 

THE

MES

Q3 Do you have any comments on our 

proposed improvements to Junction 15A of 

the M1?

Q3 

THE

MES 

Q4 Do you have any comments on the other 

proposed highway improvements? (Please 

indicate which specific highways your 

comments relate to, if appropriate)

Q4 

THE

MES 

Q5 Do you have any comments on our 

proposed rail connections and use of 

railways?

Q5 

THE

MES 

Q6 Do you have any comments on the 

community benefits proposed as part of the 

project?

Q6 

THE

MES Q7 Do you have any further comments?

Q7 

THE

MES 

S47.2.084 19/03/18

I am a member of the English Regional Transport Association 

(ERTA),which is a voluntary membership-based, pro-public 

transport improvement association with its main projects 

initially  in the Bedfordshire and surrounding regional areas 

but its remit has since increased since several of its projects 

have a nation-wide positive benefit and impact and therefore  

membership is now open to all. 

ERTA Website: https://ertarail.com/

The reason for writing is that I am responding to your 

consultation in regard to the proposed Central Rail Freight 

Depot at Blisworth,near Northampton,with the site  intended 

to be located between the West Coast Main Line and the loop 

line to Northampton,and I have concerns about this project.

 Should this proposal come on stream,the whole area around 

this site will need to be provided with a network of roads 

which must be compatible to the specifications of the current 

road network.These neighbouring roads(such as the M1) are 

already very busy and these new link roads will magnet traffic 

to and from them.Indeed the M1 today frequently closes for 

several hours during the day,and furthermore the extra road 

traffic will increase CO2 emissions and air pollution;indeed 

Northampton's air quality is already critical.

As regards rail operations,shunting the freight traffic on and 

off the two adjacent railway lines  is a time-consuming 

business and both these lines are already stretched to 

capacity.

Both Ashfield Land and Gazeleys should consider locating a 

depot east of the Brackmills Industrial Estate near 

Northampton which has Maritime freight operator and also 

Howdens,with the latter wishing to relocate to a rail- served 

depot .That Industrial Estate is close to the track-bed of the 

old Northampton - Bedford railway which had closed in the 

1960s and much of the old track-bed survives;indeed a short 

stub remained in use until relatively recently to serve one or 

two factories on that estate.ERTA wishes to see that line re-

opened and also a freight depot being located east of the 

Brackmills Industrial Estate,which would be surrounded by 

the Castle Ashby Estate trees, no large residential areas, and 

adjacent farmers would be glad to get money for land.

E3

O1

C8

H4
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S47.2.085 11/04/18

Following the phase 2 consultation, I wish to register my 

objection to Ashfield Land’s Rail Central proposals at Milton 

Malsor.  I refer to my previous letter dated 19th October 2016 

and I am disappointed to note that despite Rail Central’s 

claims to have listened to local feedback, I find that my 

objections have not been addressed and still remain relevant.

There will be an unacceptable loss of good quality 

agricultural farmland resulting in a negative impact on the 

harvest of locally grown grain.  This loss of grain will 

negatively impact the production of flour at the local Heygates 

mill at nearby Bugbrooke.  The local bakeries which currently 

enjoy using locally sourced flour for their products will also be 

negatively affected.  The effect on sustainable food 

production in this area has not been addressed by Rail 

Central’s proposals.  I note that a very small area on the 

eastern side of the proposed Intermodal Freight Terminal has 

been designated as retained farmland, but when both of the 

proposed SRFI’s are taken into account together, this area 

will also disappear under warehousing.

I do not believe that my concerns regarding the impact on 

residents and wildlife by the constant noise and light have 

been addressed.  Rail Central has not improved the proposed 

mitigation to these 24 hour pollutions.  I will be deprived of 

normal sleep by the night-time operational activity.

Rail Central has proposed that all vehicular access to the site 

will be from the A43, but pedestrians, cyclists and public 

transport will be allowed access from Northampton Road.  No 

traffic flow information has been produced to show the 

negative impact of these additional movements through 

Blisworth with parking then walking, dropping-off and waiting 

to collect etc.  Also, no consideration has been given to the 

increased traffic movements expected through Blisworth due 

to non-SRFI traffic attempting to avoid the increasingly 

congested A43.  This route to and from the A43 is directly 

past my house.

The Rail Central proposals are unacceptable and will damage 

my quality of life.

L7

K3

G4

M1

N1

A1

L4

E8

S47.2.086 23/04/18

Replacement of farmland, wildlife habitats and 

corridors by massive industrial units cannot be 

mitigated by cosmetic landscaping.

Q1

B6

G4

Masking the site with trees and other landscaping 

methods will permanently alter the natural 

appearance and disrupt sightlines and rights of 

way. B8

No improvements to J15A of the M1 can mitigate 

the basic problem of excess traffic density 

magnified by this proposal, on top of annual 

increases projected by the Highways Authority. 

Frequent motorway closures will cause gridlock 

on surrounding feeder networks, and rat-running 

will create similar issues on nearby minor roads. 

Workforces will have to incommute from distant 

homes, magnifying traffic density further.

F2

E3

E4

E8

Increased site traffic on the A 43 and A508 will 

make ‘at grade’ crossovers more hazardous; 

incidents and fatalities will multiply. E14

The lack of compulsory rail use will foster site 

occupation by road hauliers. Rail paths allocated 

for notional use by the site will reduce availability 

for other rail users, notably passenger trains.

C5

H7

The disbenefits of the proposal far outweigh any 

possible benefits I7

Your questionnaire fails to raise the following key matters:

A) Proximity to DIRFT (Phase III not yet built) causing 

undesirable clustering of SRFIs

B) Location midway between major population centres, so 

magnifying carbon footprints of products handled

C) Lack of available local workforce

D) Toxic emissions, light and noise pollution will increase 

levels in designated AQMAs along the M1 and in 

Northampton.

E) The proposal contravenes South Northamptonshire 

Council’s Local Plan

H4

A17

I10

M1

N1

O1

L13

S47.2.087 22/03/18

Yes, there are two key areas i see very little 

information on. Firstly light pollution. given the 

scale of the project what luminaries will be used 

to mitigate the significant volume of lights which 

will be required on site? How much light will they 

through up and how will a glare be avoided? I 

enjoy our pitch black nights from my garden and 

watching the meteors etc. Secondly noise 

pollution, we moved from near junction 14 on the 

M1 as a result of the noise pollution from the 

warehousing which has been built there. 

specifically how are you going to manage the low 

frequency noise from the air handling units and 

other plant machinery associated with factory 

and warehouse automation? Someone quoted 

the noise would be similar to a suburban 

neighbourhood. I don't live in a suburban 

neighbourhood, it is wonderfully quiet on a night 

, how are you going to ensure my sleep and 

enjoyment in my garden i not spoilt through 

noise pollution. 

M1

N1

Yes, give this development is in a natural 

depression trying to disguise a 18.5m structure 

when surrounding houses are looking down. 

However i was most disappointing at the time 

predictions, even after 15 years, its still going to be 

hugely visible from all angles. The bunding is much 

lower than i expected and fences much lower. I 

was expecting the heights of these mounds to be 

similar to those by the M1 at junction 14 which at 

least offer some visual respite and help with the 

noise. This development will be a blight on our 

countryside. B4

This is always a busy junction and stretch of 

road which can get congested at peak times. 

Those box junctions are way too short and the 

traffic will queue onto the main carriageways. F1

I cant believe you are going to dig up the 

Towcester roundabouts so soon after they were 

completed. Will you explicitly be banning HGVs 

without access to Blisworth and Milton Malsor? I 

couldn't see that called out anywhere. If i was a 

HGV driver or commuter i would still use this as 

a rat run. E8

What commitment will occupiers have to use the 

rail links as a percentage of their goods 

movement? I was told that local businesses 

would be using the rail links for goods, if so, 

don't build the warehouses and just have a 

goods bay? I am still dubious at your rationale 

for this being a strategic rail freight interchange 

when there is such a significant under usage of 

capacity at DIRFT. 

H1

H7

Given unemployment is so low in this area 

please do share what community benefit tearing 

up the road network and blighting the 

countryside will have. I find it difficult to identify 

what aspect of this project benefits anyone 

besides the developers. 

I6

I9

If you want to build warehouses on this land, then call it as it 

is and go through planning permission like everyone else 

rather than dressing it up as a trying to save the planet as a 

strategic rail infrastructure project which will likely never be 

used. Save the planet by not destroying the countryside. S2

S47.2.088 18/04/18

The proposals' level of traffic movements are 

outrageous- roads will gridlock; at least two 

villages will be swaped by warehousing; air and 

noise pollution will increase hugely. 

E3

L3

N1

O1

Visual effects' will be horrendous- swamping two 

villages with warehousing. Massive imposing 

structures cannot be obscured by a few trees. 

B5

B8

Yes. This junction is regularly subject to 

accidents and closures. Your proposal will make 

this worse on the motorway and an approach 

roads. 

F2

E4

The proposed level of traffic will affect the A43 

and A5 particularly which are busy how and 

often congested. Routes through the surrounding 

villages and Towcester will be affected 

deterimentally. 

Increase noise pollution, as well as air pollution 

will result- as will the connensurate traffic level. 

Benefits? You will be vandalising a sizable part 

of rural Northampton. The best benefit will be to 

shelve these terrible proposals. 

L4

I6 Yes - stop rail central. L9
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S47.2.089 07/04/18

The proposals are a disaster for the local 

environment 

I can't find words to describe just how bad the 

proposals would be for the local landscape and the 

visual effect 

B6

B8 I know that the railways will hardly ever be used H7

1. Can you please tell me if you are proposing a bridge or a 

tunnel for crossing the railway line on the diverted footpath 

near what is now Rathvilly Farm.

2. somewhere in your documents I read that there will be an 

improvement in the interconectivity of the new footpaths 

between the villages. Looking at your plans all the footpath 

diversions appear to be much longer that the existing paths 

so how can this be an improvement?

Please let me have answers to these two questions as soon 

as possible as I wish to submit a formal response to this 

consultation before 23rd April 

S47.2.090 20/04/18

There are no benefits whatsoever for the local 

community I6

The charts that you have produced are a complete 

fabrication. 

1. Your views of the main road from Milton to Blisworth were 

clearly taken at a time when no traffic was about presumably 

early on a Sunday morning as during the normal daytime this 

road is always very busy.

2. The route you are suggesting is not a diversion of the 

existing footpath  as it simply terminates on the main road. 

The whole point of the footpath KX13 is that provides a safe 

route to the Blisworth playing fields. Your ludicrous 

suggested route does not. Please take these comments as 

my formal response to your stage 2 consultation.

K8

D3

S47.2.091

27/03/18 

(however 

date on 

envelope 

was sent 

April)

I cannot see that increasing local road journeys 

by 720k per day could be regarded as 

environmentally sound. If you were serious about 

managing this you would be laying on trams into 

the depot for staff from those places where they 

might most likely come from- which is not locally. 

A1

E10

O2

Any scheme to hide an eyesore this enormous will 

be inadequate. None of the individual promoters of 

the scheme would want this kind of development in 

their own back yards. B5

Improving the junction will not solve the problem 

which is that this part of the M1, if not all of it, is 

massively overloaded. In addition the impact of 

3,000 extra homes around Towcester will render 

any scheme inadequate. 

E2

E3

The road infrastructure in this region is 

overloaded. Adding >20k journeys per day is 

lunacy and the idea that the depot will serve 

local distribution is a nonsense, since this is 

already well serve by depot at DIRFT, plus 

warehousing at Milton Keynes, Bedford and so 

on. H1

There are no spare paths on the WCML nor 

likely to be- especially for slower ___ freight. 

DIRFT expansion will take up what slack there 

is, if any, on the Northampton loop, and so whilst 

Network Rail may wish to increase their share of 

freight vs roads, there is no capacity in this area. 

The Oxford- Cambridge improvements might 

eventually assist but NR have shown a naked 

lack of ability to deliver anything, including those 

cross-country lines. C8

There are none. Any statement to the contrary is 

fantasy. Employment locally is high and 

implementing this project will simply create an 

inflammatory wage market between this depot 

and DIRFT. Already every lay-by for miles 

around is occupied by lorries all night and much 

of the day. We do not need this development. 

I6

I10

There is no stretch of the imagination that will allow this 

project to be considered ‘strategic’. It is opportunist and 

sitting only 18 miles from DIRFT will simply compete with it 

for custom and for staff. It should be abandoned immediately. H4

S47.2.092 Annex H

C4

C7
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Section 47 Consultation: Phase Two (March – April 2018) 

 

Annex A (feedback number. 024 – further comments) 

[Name removed], my wife, and I moved to Blisworth in June 2015 from Briar Hill, Northampton and had this proposed development been close to our former home, we would not have really objected as we chose at that time to live in an 
urban area of which development is just part of the deal. Prior to our move, it would be fair to say that we had experienced a couple of years of challenging circumstances - my wife's grandfather died of cancer and two weeks after his 
funeral, her mother was also diagnosed; I was also  being  forced  from  my job through workplace bullying and having come through it all, my wife and I decided to turn the comer and move on with a new chapter of our lives, that being to 
start a family. At the time of searching for our "forever family home", Blisworth was not within the area we were looking but back in November 2014. We viewed [address removed] and found it ticked everything we needed (or at least had 
the potential to) and found ourselves wondering why we'd not put Blisworth top of our search area in the first place as this community has it all and then some! Although we'd put in our offer early November, our offer was neither accepted 
or declined for a further 6 months - even the vendor's agents were telling us to give up and look elsewhere. We stuck it out though and Finally our perseverance paid off when moved into our beautiful home. 

Although we have been residents in Blisworth a relatively short time compared to many, we feel very much at home here. We attend different events and enjoy our new rural lifestyle to the full, taking in country walks and [name removed] 
goes out for early morning runs which she never felt safe enough to do before. Our home occupies a unique position in the village - a corner plot with the fields to the back and side that can be viewed from 3 sides of our home - right on 
the edge of the village boundary. Our large garden has already attracted interest from property developers hoping to purchase our land to the side in order to build an additional house. Although we have absolutely no interest in 
entertaining the idea, we decided to get our property re-valued following a renovation project and in doing so, asked the agent about the value should another property be added in our side garden as had been the proposal we had 
received. The agent informed us that any additional building to the side of our property would de-value it considerably - it is our unique position and rural outlooks, along with the spacious gardens on three sides that make our property 
worth more than others in the same street. Rail Central's proposal of building on 250 hectares of rural farmland will therefore directly de-value our home and damage beyond repair one of the main factors that made us wait so long for our 
dream home... we want to raise children in a safe community and for them to experience a true rural upbringing. Rail Central will damage the rural views that attracted us to buy our home, de-value our home, cause light and noise 
pollution, destroy the rural walks my wife and I enjoy taking regularly over these fields, damage the environment and the heritage of both Blisworth and the beautiful surrounding villages and in doing so, the quality of rural life we had 
specifically chosen to live when we moved from our urban home to the village, will be gone forever! 

Additionally, as the residents of the first property as traffic enters the village, we notice that on the days there are problems on the M1 or A5, there is a significant increase in traffic using the village as a cut-through. This is already a busy 
road, being the main route through the village that links Roade and Milton Keynes, Towcester and Northampton. Much of the traffic that comes alongside our home exceeds the speed limit as drivers use the point of entering the village 
30mph zone to further up Courteenhall Road where cars are parked on the street as a stretch of road that can be driven at speed and only reduce it when they reach the parked car obstacles. Increasing the traffic further is going to be 
unsafe as well as not in keeping with a rural setting. Rail Central's belief that there will not be an increase of lorries and other traffic is misguided. Blisworth already suffers increases of traffic at peak times with commuter traffic - add this to 
round the clock lorries and all the new workers created by vast increases of Rail Central employment, the traffic will be intolerable. As villagers, we know how congested it also becomes right outside the primary school on the tight bend - 
cars can scarcely pass and when the bus is en-route, traffic actually has to stop. Imagine if there was the inevitable increase in commuter traffic and lorries! Our children would not be able to safely walk to school, even though we are 10 
minutes walk away, not just because of dangers from traffic but dangers from increasing the number of strangers passing through which has a direct impact on increasing the vulnerability of children. This would not be the world in which 
we'd imagined raising our family in a tight-knit rural village when we chose to leave our urban life behind. Any major increase in population always has the potential to increase crime and anti-social behaviour and this proposal will impact 
on Blisworth, voted Village of the Year, the surrounding villages and some of the best countryside in Northamptonshire. This development is simply totally unsuitable for the site proposed and will be an irreparable scar across the 
landscape, heritage and quality of life of everyone in the community, which no amount of extra jobs (which are not needed locally), road restrictions (how will farm workers manage their land?) or big tall hedges will ever hide. Your 
exhibition described how Rail Central would take measures such as using greys and greens to colour the warehouses to help reduce its visual impact and by adding screening would reduce the noise of the 24-7 activity to that similar to a 
quiet URBAN area during the night time when, by your own admission, the noise will be noticeable. This is the equivalent to me stating that I will park a double height American  RV permanently on the  edge of your own garden, leaving 
audible levels of noise equivalent to what you would expect from a quiet urban area playing all day and all night, every day and night, and hoping that you will not lodge a complaint if I ensure the vehicle blocking your view and disturbing 
your sleep is painted in the same colour as your driveway so it blends in. Really??? 

So how will this affect my family personally if Rail Central gets built? We have two options: stay and lose value on our home, the quality of rural life we moved here for and the security of a close-knit village community; or leave, losing 
both capital and selling fees on our home, losing our "forever" family home and struggling to find another property that can offer us: 

1. Access to our respective jobs in Northampton and Newport Pagnell 

2. Rural views to 3 sides of our home 

3. A close-kit, established village community 

4. A property that has scope to be converted over time to accommodate both a growing family and my increasing degeneration of mobility (our home has the potential to include a lift for a wheelchair to access all floors of the house and 
easy access between rooms) 

5. A local primary school, shop and pub within walking distance 

6. Safe for my wife and future children to walk unaccompanied in the local area 

7. Gorgeous walks on our doorstep (fields, stables, woodlands and canal) 
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8. Heritage 

9. The Good Life - gardens large enough to have chickens, vegetable plots, fruit trees and an abundance of flowers; watching the changing seasons as the  farmer  tends  crops; chafing to dog-walkers over the hedge; being outdoors 
whatever the weather; being cosy around a real log fire on those chilly nights; knowing children can run  around  and play safely and happily outdoors, not just  stuck on an X Box..... the list goes on! 

10. Affordable 

I am not against development on appropriate sites - the new houses to the left of Briar Hill (Hunsbury Meadows), the development of Upton Park, the continued build of DIRFT in Daventry, the re-generation of brown land in Northampton 
town. I am, however, strongly opposed to thoughtless development on inappropriate sites - the new houses built at the expense of losing a chunk of the gorgeous Harlestone Firs and the proposed development of building a Rail 
Interchange consisting of 8 million square feet of warehousing, rail sidings, lorry and container parks and industrial cranes by destroying 250 hectares of farmland, the rural heritage of surrounding beautiful Northamptonshire villages, local 
communities and the quality of life of all those who live within its monstrous sight and sound of it. 

Rail Central's proposed development site is not appropriate or in keeping with the rural semng, nor does it bring anything that will enhance the many villages such a development will affect and therefore my wife and I strongly oppose this 
proposed development on every level. 

Annex B (feedback number. 036 – further comments) 

I duly attended the public exhibition at Milton Malsor Village Hall a week ago Saturday and chatted to Will Scawn and Richard Pia. 
  
I am sorry for the delay in following up on my visit but on behalf of the Ramblers I can comment on your updated proposals as follows:- 
  
1. We are pleased to note that as we requested the new footpaths created within the site will be designated as public rights of way, and as such will be included on the Definitive Map. We note also that they will have a designated width of 
2 metres and this fact will therefore be recorded on the Statement accompanying the Definitive Map. 
  
2. We are pleased to note that as we requested you have included an additional link from the new right of way within the site to join the Milton Malsor / Gayton Road close to the village of Milton Malsor. We presume and would request 
that the short length of Footpath KX16 shown on your mapping as still exiting on to this road where it does now will not be extinguished but will remain on its present line, thus continuing to provide a more convenient connection to 
walkers wishing to walk along the road in the opposite direction to Milton Malsor village to pick up PROW KX1 (shown on your Drawing 1211-80/ROWP/00) 
  
3. We are pleased to note the proposed creation of a joint cycle track / footpath running through the site. As per guidelines we formally request that this should have a minimum width of 3 metres. As bicycles are prohibited from using 
public footpaths we would not object if one of the two connecting Footpaths KX8 and KX7 was to be upgraded to a joint cycle track / footpath. We would request that this be KX8.   
  
4. As previously advised to you we request that the two new bridges required over the railway lines be constructed adopting best practice for accessibility, ie they should incorporate ramps in addition to or instead of steps. 
  
5. We are pleased to note the proposed creation of a new PROW (Footpath) through the newly created landscaped area to the west of the A43 which will connect with the existing PROW coming in from Rothersthorpe. 
 
6. At the exhibition I picked up on an aberration in your mapping in that the additional link mentioned in Para 2 above has been omitted from Drawings numbered 1211-80/HSUP/100 and 101. I mentioned this at the time and was assured 
that this omission was indeed a simple error.  
 
I hope these points make sense to you and are acceptable and should be pleased to receive your comments. Thank you.  

Annex C (feedback number. 039 – further comments) 

I visited your display this afternoon in Towcester and was encouraged by your staff to give you feedback on the project. 
  
My primary concern is that the existing local road network will not be able to handle the additional traffic generated by Rail Central. Your staff at the exhibition were happy to explain the amount of modelling that has been done to 
anticipate the impact of the additional traffic, and the resultant work that was to be done on various roundabouts and junctions in the area. 
  
However, he admitted that no modelling had been done on what happens when there is a problem on the M1.  This happens frequently and results in the A43 and A5 coming to a standstill as the traffic is either diverted or seeks its own 
diversion from the problem on the M1.  As I write (Thursday 6pm) my daughter is stuck on the A5 coming north having left the M1 at Junction 13 being warned by the overhead gantries of an hour and half delay between J13 and J15 due 
to congestion.  NB not an accident, just congestion.  The A5 north from the Stony Stratford A5/A508 roundabout is stationary.  This is a regular occurrence. 
  
Your staff member commented that there were 350 incidents in the last 5 years where traffic was diverted off the M1.  I did not question his definition of incident, but certainly near gridlock is a regular occurrence and brings the whole area 
around Towcester to a standstill.  The A5/A43 roundabout improvements seem to have made little difference.  It would therefore seem irresponsible if the impact of an additional 2200 truck movements a day into this gridlock is not 
considered.   
  
I was also very much aware that all the information seemed to be calculated in isolation from the Northampton Gateway Strategic Rail Interchange which is due to come on line before Rail Central.  This is rather misleading and fails to 
give a true representation of the impact of Rail Central on conditions at the time of its opening. 
  
Furthermore 2750 new houses are being built in the Southern Towcester Expansion, this will add more traffic on to the A5.  Does your traffic modelling include these additional household movements.  And if so, what does the road look 
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like during weekday rushhour; how long will it take me to get to A5/A508 roundabout from Towcester?  At the moment in rush hour this 7 mile journey regularly takes an hour. 
  
Accordingly you have failed to demonstrate that the existing road infrastructure has the capacity for the additional freight traffic, and the additional cars of employees on the site, even with your junction changes.  Surely the government 
will expect you to ensure the infrastructure is sufficient before going ahead?  

Annex D (feedback number. 043 – further comments) 

Hi there 
I am writing to raise my concerns and objections to the building of such a monstrosity in an entirely unsuitable location. It is unsuitable for a number of reasons: 
1. The unnecessary obliteration of green land, which is critical to balancing out carbon in the atmosphere, as well as being productive farmland, which prevents the need to import food and produce. It will destroy many ancient trees and 
will change the landscape from a pleasant one to a hideous concrete mess. If the Government’s plan is to save the environment then developments such as this would be positioned on sites that are already brownfield. The two villages 
either side, as well as parts of the canal within the proposed area are conservation areas, meaning that they need to be protected as they have historical and environmental significance. The is nothing you can do to mitigate the 
destruction the development would be causing. 
 
2. I understand that the ‘S’ in SRFI stands for strategic. For something to be strategic there is a suggestion that it is part of a bigger strategy, where there is an overall national plan for such developments. I also understand that the 
intention of the SRFI network is to position massive rail served warehouses across the whole country such that the majority of transport is done by rail, with the final portion done by road. I would therefore question how there can be a 
strategic need for more warehousing in Northamptonshire, which is rapidly becoming one massive warehouse, resulting in a ridiculous concentration of lorries on the road network in the area, with the need for long journeys north of the 
area by road. There are no changes to motorway junctions that will be sufficient to mitigate the massive increase in lorry movements that will result from this monstrous development. The motorway, A43 and surrounding village roads will 
be gridlocked the majority of the time. 
 
3. There is a massive rail served interchange only a few miles away near Daventry (DIRFT), which makes limited use of the rail linkage, and is not at capacity. It therefore appears that the “rail” element of the SRFI is a bit of a misnomer 
and a red herring used purely to circumvent local planning and head straight for the national decision makers who care less about the local area and are more likely to give it the green light. It probably helps them to meet some misguided 
target. The development at DIRFT isn’t currently filled to capacity and with more warehousing being created it won’t be at capacity for many many years to come. You also need to take into consideration that the demand for warehousing 
will reach a saturation point and it is likely that the need will start to diminish as people realise that the quest for “stuff” is unnecessary! 
 
4. You proudly keep telling everyone about the 8000 jobs that are going to be created in the area. If there was a need for this number for jobs locally then this would be lovely, however there is nothing like this level of demand in the area. 
The local roads it will be flooded with 16000 car journeys daily from people who are probably travelling some considerable distance to work here. If we are being truly strategic about this whole thing then perhaps placing such a massive 
job creator near to an area where there is a compatible need for jobs would make sense! It would be better for communities, both the one that needs jobs and the area that will be saturated with unwanted commuters. It also makes 
environmental sense to create jobs near to people rather than creating the need for car journeys. 
 
Overall, it appears that the development is utterly ill-conceived and will only be for the benefit of the developers who hold the land. Once they have destroyed the natural environment and the lives of thousands of people in order to create 
possibly the nation’s largest white elephant they will skip off into the sunshine with millions in their pockets without a care in the world. Even my seven year old son is worried about how this will affect his life - let’s face it, he is right to be 
concerned as rather than living in the village he cares about he will be living on the edge of a building site until he leaves home. 
 
I urge you to think about what ‘strategic’ really means, and ask yourselves whether you honestly think that this so-called rail freight interchange will be rail served, or in fact just road served. Does this section of the M1 really need more 
lorries? 
 
Please don’t run in lives by going ahead with this 

Annex E (feedback number. 053 – further comments) 

I live in Milton Malsor and am feeding back as per your consultation.  There are number of things that I believe remain unclear.  The most unhelpful thing is both you and Northampton Gateway come up with two completely different 
outcomes, predictably both that fit your agenda, with Rail Central claiming both sites can be mitigated, and Gateway site claiming they can’t.  It’s all very good and well, but it leaves us as residents completely in the dark, it undermines 
both sites as two sets of consultants looked at the schemes and come up with different views.  It would appear due to the fact these schemes will take so long to build and planning enforcement in this country is so weak, especially when 
it comes to big schemes that consultants can be safe in the knowledge that they can write literally anything to get the schemes through the current planning hoops without having to suffer the consequences if they are not achieved, 
however we as villagers have to live with those consequences regardless.  Until it is clear what the actual cumulative effects are I don’t think yours or the Gateway consultations are meaningful to us as members of the public, and are 
both misleading in different ways.  But then there has always been a difference in views, one of your directors is on record as saying intermodal warehouse attract a premium rent, whereas Roxhill have been on record to say the contrary 
– it seems developers will say whatever they think will suit agendas and get them through a hoop rather than letting facts get in the way.  
This plan is still contrary to the local plan, that has been reviewed and accepted by the planning authorities, and this scheme is to just get some warehousing on a green field site as it is cheaper to develop agricultural land rather than 
redevelop of sites with old units, which is shown by the scale of money you are prepared to spend on what will ultimately be an under-utilised and white elephant of an intermodal proportion of the site, you could understand if the 
intermodal part was to be used intensively, but it’s not by any stretch of the imagination – principally it will be used in the middle of the night which will cause the most disruption to the local population.  There is nothing within the 
documentation that shows any meaningful demand for freight by rail that is not being met by the current schemes already with ascent.  
I don’t believe in the time between your last consultation and this one you have done anything to alleviate my concerns as previously articulated.  You claimed to have listened but all you have done is to fractionally reduce the size of the 
scheme, as I dare say that would have been down to fitting in the mitigations to jump through the planning hoops rather than any altruism or listening to the local concerns.  You are still proceeding with the Rochdale Envelope approach 
so it is difficult for us to actually understand what might occur, and due to the fact that we don’t know this, one presumes that if needed you’d be seeking to come back to make numerous small amendments to the planning consent so 
some of the mitigation you are planning now might be reduced overtime as you seek to squeeze a better return out of the site once the dust has settled and you have potentially proven the site suitable for development, so it will remain 
unclear what the final scheme will be, and the mitigation to this scheme.  I thought if the demand was so great then the scheme would be fully sold up by people clambering over each other to be near the intermodal facility and you could 
have a greater certainty of the lay out, the fact is it’s not because there is an over capacity of schemes in the system within the midlands, and there are empty speculative warehouses sitting on the market.  
Beyond the fact the site is between a railway line and a trunk road which fulfils some of the brief there is nothing else to show the strategic nature of the site. The very fact this site is in the middle of the country alongside a large amount of 
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other SRFIs either in planning or being built shows that it will not serve local markets and will just increase rather than decrease the final leg of goods being delivered in most cases. The policy says a broad network of SRFIs across the 
country, therefore not all of them within the so-called golden triangle.  To add to this yours part of a number that is reliant upon the West Coast Mainline to get onto the Northampton Loop, which is the most heavily congested rail line in 
UK with very little spare capacity.  Basing in the midlands may be efficient from a logistics manager’s cost point of view, this does not mean it is the most effective from an environmental point of view if lorries have to travel so far the final 
leg, and potentially back past where it came from in the first place.  
In terms of visual impact, you will change the nature of our village completely - from distance views over fields, you will change it to a screen of earth and trees, completely sealing the village off in a little island of roads and warehousing,– 
that will be visible from just about everywhere in the village, even from conservation areas not to mention the towering cranes that seem to be missing from most of your view points, these will tower above all your mitigation attempts, and 
will also produce significant noise.  You will cut off all our rights of way and replace them with new rights which are in no way analogous to those we have lost, there will be nowhere I can take my children within the village or away from 
the village by foot that will not be effected by your scheme, you are severing an entire village from it settings and surroundings, whilst in your words making it as noisy as a suburban area – this is a huge change and will completely impact 
the entire population of Milton Malsor. 
The length of time to complete the scheme is monstrous, and during this entire time you will degrade the quality of our lives, there is no embarrassment or contrition that you will significantly impact our lives for the ten years of 
construction and then further time until some of your mitigations reduce the significant adverse impacts to impacts that still leave our environment worse off than before the scheme. I think it is cruel and usually excessive impact upon 
people’s lives, and I would struggle to find anyone that thinks that disrupting a community for such a length of time is reasonable.  
The traffic levels will be horrific, just the volume of people required to get along the A43 every day to get into the site will make it struggle with volumes, road closures will bring the entire surrounding countryside to a grinding halt, lorries 
will flout weight restrictions, incorrect sat navs will be used, people will park up in surrounding villages and lay-bys and significant externalities will be enforced on to the sites neighbours, just around DIRFT the level of littering is obscene, 
along with the dust, crime  - your mitigations do nothing to alleviate this, you claim a fining system will deter companies and drivers from acting inappropriately, but where are these fines going, if they go to the management company all 
they do is act as a source of income to keep other transactional costs down, like rents, service charges etc. it won’t actually stop this from occurring.  Police forces do not routinely enforce traffic offences like parking, and breaking weight 
restriction, and we will suffer from this for no recompense what so ever, beyond you making our living environments worse and worse.  The fact you need to remodel so many junctions around the site just show how inappropriate it is for 
its situation, especially as some of improvement will still be over capacity looking at your studies after you have completed these.   
I have also seen nothing from your rail studies to show the engineering is feasible for both site to come off the same section of railway.  There is nothing in place to reduce the noise from trains coming in and out of the site and the 
significant extra noise coming from the tracks during the night as the volume of trains increase, this is because the train line is significantly exposed to the village between your site and the where it crosses the M1.  I see you also have 
thoughts to put a train maintenance site into the scheme - all this does is to create yet more noise on the rail line, and is a fairly transparent attempt to put a differentiator into the scheme to try and get it ahead of some of the others, I’m 
not aware of the need for this type of facility since so few trains will be entering and leaving the site.  
I don’t believe your consultation has been anything than lip service to process you have to get through to submit your application and you have done nothing to show you have listened to the community that you are forcing to endure the 
worst of your scheme, there is nothing show any demand for this scheme as a well used intermodal site, it just using a piece of legislation to bypass local democracy and a planning department that has in the past rebuffed your overtures 
to developing part of the site, and allow you to get away a piece of land you have been sitting on for a good price.  

Annex F (feedback number. 060 – further comments) 

Having read through your consultation documents, I am now writing to object to your proposal, on the grounds it is a departure from current planning policy. 
 
1) Your proposal for an SRFI to be sited on land between Milton Malsor and Blisworth 
is contrary to the West Northants Joint Core Strategy (WNJCS) formally adopted in December 2014. 
 
2) The WNJCS is sovereign, as well as being the foundation for all planning policy in our area until 2029. There is no policy or evidence in the WNJCS to suggest the need for an SRFI to be sited on land in open countryside south of 
Milton Malsor. 
 
3) Although Ashfield Land may have suggested that an SRFI should be sited on land in open countryside south of Milton Malsor, it failed to get through the Examination in Public, thus the reason why it is not included in the WNJCS. 
 
4) The need for an SRFI has already been identified, as shown in the WNJCS, as the Daventry International Rail Freight Terminal (DIRFT). This is a 7.86 million sq ft site off junction 18 on the M1, (approximately 18 miles away from 
Milton Malsor) where planning permission, has been granted for logistics space and a new rail terminal. It is a requirement of the WNJCS, that any further strategic rail freight interchange development should take place at the DIRFT site 
and nowhere else within its three districts. (Namely Daventry, South Northants & Northampton Borough areas) 
 
5) The DIRFT site is set to double in size over the next 10 years and has gained planning approval for its third phase of development allowing it to expand until 2031.DIRFT is the largest, and is expected to remain the largest, SRFI in the 
country. So therefore, there is no need for another SRFI to be sited 18 miles away on land south of Milton Malsor. 
 
6) Prior to its adoption in December 2014, the WNJCS was considered by an independent planning inspector appointed by the Planning Inspectorate, as part of the 
Examination in Public hearings held in April/May 2013 and in March 2014. The inspector`s report issued in October 2014 concludes that there is no need for any new strategic commercial employment sites to be sited in open countryside, 
as there is enough land allocated in the WNJCS for this purpose, on junctions 16 & 18 on the M1 
 
In summary, for all the above reasons there is no need for this developer driven proposal, for an SRFI to be sited on land in open countryside south of Milton Malsor. Furthermore, under no circumstances should any exception be made, 
to deviate from the WNJCS in order to suit your own commercial objectives.  
 
Besides being contrary to the WNJCS, this proposed SRFI "shoe horned" in, so close to the villages of Milton Malsor and Blisworth, would be simply devastating for residents. It would have a dreadful impact on the quality of life which 
residents in both villages currently enjoy. 
 
The 24/7 operation on the proposed site, generating continuous noise and light pollution would be absolutely dreadful. This would ruin our lives and destroy the peace and quiet we currently enjoy in both our villages.  
 
My wife and I have lived in Milton Malsor for 33 years, enjoying the beauty and rural tranquillity which this lovely rural village has to offer. Thus the reason why we moved here in the first place. We have now retired, and we are looking 
forward to spending the remainder of our days here. Having your proposed SRFI here, would make our lives simply unbearable. 
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I am very concerned that our quality, indeed way of life, will be irrevocably destroyed by Ashfield Land`s developer driven proposal, which is unnecessary as there is already an SRFI in the locality on junction 18 of the M1 referred to as 
DIRFT. 

Annex G (feedback number. 072 – environmental effects of proposals) 

Despite visiting phase 1 and 2 consultations I still have considerable concerns over the impact on air quality, noise and light pollution. I am specifically named in Table 9.3 of the PEIR chapter on air quality as someone who has raised 
concerns. The table states that I will receive future correspondence to address my concerns. I do receive updates from rail central addressed to me personally, but they are generic community updates rather than personalised letters to 
directly address my specific concerns.  
My home borders the proposed main SRFI site and earthworks are proposed within meters of my home for which dust emissions are expected. Table 9.24 states there will be dust control mitigation but the details are very vague. As 
someone with no experience of the construction industry how can I be assured that there will be no adverse effects to me when the mitigation is summarised in 1 line which states there will be 'dust suppression facilities'. The chapter in 
the PEIR around human health also states 'no further assessment or mitigation is considered necessary' so should I take this to mean that there will be a 0% chance of a close family member who suffers from Chronic Obstructive 
Pulmonary Disease (COPD) being adversely affected if he visits my home during the main SRFI construction phase?  
The PEIR states that the as yet unavailable CEMP will provide more detail but with that detail not being readily available I remain concerned of a negative impact on the air quality. 
In terms of noise pollution, I was shown 'noise maps' during the consultation which clearly show an increase in noise pollution at my home. I have been unable to find these to review in more detail on the rail central website. The PEIR 
states there will be a negligible impact but also goes on to say that the plan to ensure environmental issues including noise are managed will be in the construction environmental plan (CEMP) and with this not being available yet I remain 
concerned about an increase in noise both during the day and at night. To add to my concerns, I was categorically told during the Milton Malsor stage 2 consultation that construction would only take place during day time hours mon-fri. 
The PEIR clearly states that construction is 7-7 mon -fri and 7-1 on Saturdays. Others who may not have taken the time to read up further may well have been mis-informed by the consultation. 
For all environmental effects there would need to be monitoring process set up both during construction and site operation with clear results published to all affected parties (including residents). The results should be clear (i.e. in 
layman's terms rather than the complex documentation included in the PER) and independently verified with clear penalties for any detrimental impact. The detrimental impact includes 'annoyance factor'. As it stands I am unable to tell if I 
will be adequately compensated for increased window/car cleaning due to dust. Whether I will need to use a tumble dryer more often because I will not be able to hang laundry outside due the dust. Whether I will need to re-paint the 
exterior of my house due to the dust or whether I will need to increase allergy medication (I also have an allergy to Birch trees and section 9.139 mentions planting silver birch trees, so I have concerns that my health may deteriorate).  
On a separate point the main SRFI site has a large population of rabbits/field mice. I can find no reference to how the bulldozing of the site will affect this population. I am concerned that properties such as mine neighbouring the site will 
receive an influx of these animals and associated potential damage to garden plants or mice infestations in the home.  

Annex H (feedback number. 092 – further comments) 

Dear Sir,  

Development adjacent to Northampton  

A) I had become aware of the two proposals from a multitude of roadside banners around Blisworth, Milton Malsor and Roade as I go to and from Northampton, on average, about once a month. To vary the route from the main road 
X4/X7, I use the ‘via villages’ routes 33 (Roade etc) and X89 (Towcester/Milton Malsor) from time to time.  

B) I have looked at a friend’s advice (which asked me for my opinion) but in such a way that, now, as I explained to your colleague Georgina, I was not aware that two separate proposals were involved.  

C) Last Tuesday (10/4) I went to the Northampton Borough Council’s Planning Committee Meeting where one of the agenda items was the formal approval of the Council’s response to both of your (Rail Central) NSIPs – having been 
granted an oral contribution to another agenda item.  

D) From “your” agenda item’s officer’s retort, I note how your terminal is connected to both rail routes and that seems to me (at least) to be reasonably satisfactory. Only a distinct lack of paths for trains primarily from Thames Gateway 
because TFL are intending to enhance the train frequency from Willesdon Junction and Stratford that will make it impossible to use the North London group of routes between approx. 06 00 and 20 00. A first evening arrival at 
Northampton at approx 23 00 with the last leaving at about 03 00 towards TG and the next at about 19 00.  

E) That is, unless the population of Milton Keynes (as seen by the emerging Plan MK) does not rise too much before the completion of HS2 to, at least, both Manchester (& Leeds). The former would take off a considerable proportion of 
the longer distance WCML services south of the newly accepted plan that HS2 has to have an actual station, co-linear, with the present station at Crewe.  

F) In the meantime, the DFT will have to consent to the new franchise London North Western leasing the extra light units needed to make every inbound commuter train up to 12 carriages to cope with the initial increase of the Milton 
Keynes’ population from the current 220,000 towards the 400,000 envisaged for 30 years hence. That is up until 09:15 as at Milton Keynes.  

G) Of course, long distance travel needs of the growing MK population cannot be ignored with more northbound departures prior to, say, 1000 and return arrivals back at MK from 1830 onwards in order to discourage throughout journeys 
by car.  

H) The above briefest of notes, hopefully, explains why I indicate freight access at BMM (Blisworth Milton Malsor) has to be for such a restricted time.  

I) Just about the time that Thames Gateway opened, 18 months ago, Maersk Line announced the arrival of the first of their huge vessels at Felixstowe with just over 20,000 containers. DFT have just woken up to the need to improve the 
capacity of the entirety of the Felixstowe to Nuneaton route (FZN). Which has, currently, 4 single track sections and shares three sections of other main line routes not forgetting that it remains manually signalled between Bury St 
Edmonds and Molton Mowbray; apart from Ely and North from Peterborough:- two sections of otherwise “whole route” multiple aspect signalling.  

I hope these hasty notes are helpful in my effort to minimise the extra time beyond the consultation deadline agreed with Georgina. Equally, I hope that my writing is reasonably legible.  



 Appendix 51 (cont’d): Section 3: Annexes to Appendix 51 – further verbatim feedback  

J) Further to para D, as and when East West Rail is completed, some tracks access to/from Southampton will become possible: To Southampton not after 0445 as at BMM until around 20.00. The “Electric Spine” or “bi mode” diesel 
locomotives. 
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