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Wholly supportive of the Government's aims in encouraging a modal shift of freight from road to rail. 

Recognises that the delivery of a network of SRFIs forms a key part of recognising this aim. However, it is 

unclear whether further SRFI capacity in the East midlands is required and whether it would be compliant with 

the NPS.

Comment noted.  Support for the NPS NN objectives is noted. Rail Central responds to both the NPS NN and to market demand.  This is evidenced by the Market Assessment Report and the Alternative Sites Assesment.

Community Engagement:

Majority of residents are against the scheme. There is a strong feeling from local residents that Ashfield Land 

do not fully grasp the impact that Rail Central will have on the area. Ashfield Land has engendered a sense of 

mistrust amongst the communities from the beginning, particularly with the unauthorised use of Network Rail's 

logo in letters to residents and the lack of accessible events during the Phase One Consultation. Residents 

feel that Ashfield Land has been dismissive of issues and concerns that are raised and any response is a 

vague theoretical solution.

Rail Central is aware of the views and feedback people have shared about their concerns over impact. The extensive suite of documents published as part of Phase Two Consultation provides a considerable level of technical 

information, which details the impact the scheme will have and the mitigations. The exhibition panels and tehcnical documents explained the mitigations that had been developed as a result of consultation with statutory bodies and 

the local community.  Further information regarding various mitigations can be found in the Environment Statement and a summary of resulting scheme changes can be viewed in the Consultation Report. In addition, Rail Central 

has worked closely with statutory bodies, the local community and others with an interest in the project over several years to understand the impact from their perspective and seek ways in which we can mitigate those impacts.  

Rail Central held two stages of statutory consultation with the local community.  At both stages relevant information was available and consulted on through public exhibitions, the project website and deposit locations.  Through 

this, Rail Central sought feedback and considered and had regard to the points raised which has ultimately led to scheme changes.  A summary of this can be found within the Consultation Report. 

With respect to the comment about the Network Rail logo, which relates to a letter from 31 August 2016, this was comprehensively dealt with at the time and action taken to address the points raised (including a response to Mrs 

Leadsom).  

With respect to the comment about accessibility of events at Phase One, it is important to note that a total of eight events were held in the local area (including two on Saturdays and several week day evening sessions), all venues 

had disabled access, all but one of the venues had dedicated car parking (the exception being Towcester) and the exhibitions were held in six different local venues surrounding and in close proximity to the site. The exhibitions 

were extensively publicised through direct mailings to all addresses in the consultation zone (more than 2,500 local addresses), adverts in the local media and through notification letters sent to all councillors and other 

stakeholders, as well as other publicity as detailed in the Consultation Report.  Approximately 1,000 people attended the events (including Mrs Leadsom).  The Consultation (and its publicity and its venues) formed part of the 

SoCC and the Report to Inform the SoCC, both of which were shared as drafts with the three local authorities in the area, each of which provided comments to ensure the consultation was adequate.  At Phase Two Consultation 

the Rail Central team sought to provide full and accessible information through six exhibitions which were held at several local venues which included exhibition panels, full packs of visualisations, reports and the non-technical 

summary for viewing, alongside digital copies of the draft ES chapters and a illustrative 3D interactive model of Rail Central.  This information was also available at local deposit locations, information points and on the project 

website.  Further information can be found within the Consultation Report. 

Network Capacity:

Remain unconvinced that it has been demonstrated that there is sufficient available freight capacity on the 

WCML to allow for the development of Rail Central. It would be unacceptable for the minimum of four freight 

trains required as part of an SRFI to be met via the reallocation of existing freight paths from nearby sites to 

Rail Central. It must be demonstrated that Rail Central will meet the minimum requirements for the freight 

paths from day one of operating the site.

Comment noted.  The Rail Central team can reassure that the issue of capacity has been addressed through engagement with Network Rail since 2013, Network Rail having considered the proposals and agreeing to accept the 

scheme into its GRIP process for further development by a multi-disciplinary team. If Network Rail’s Route Director or other internal stakeholders had determined that the scheme could not be developed as a SRFI, without 

importing performance or system risk into the national rail network, Network Rail in its regulated role of designated Infrastructure Manager would have been well within its rights to reject the proposals. 

Instead, Network Rail has reviewed the scheme through the initial stages of its GRIP process and determined, on the basis of the scheme proposals with four points of access to the main line, the capabilities of the West Coast 

Main Line on the slow and fast lines, and the incremental growth of rail freight traffic evidenced by all the existing SRFI, that the site is capable of being developed as a SRFI. 

No SRFI developed to date has ever started with 4 trains per day, and the Government’s policy on SRFI within the NPSNN does not direct SRFI to start at 4 trains per day or to achieve this level of traffic within a given period.

There is no question that the introduction of services to and from Rail Central would result in the replacement, removal or disruption of any existing service on the main line, as this would put Network Rail in breach of its duties 

under its regulated Network Licence. Instead, the incremental growth of services would start by using existing space in the intra-peak daytime and night-time periods. 

Trains to and from Rail Central could be formed of a mixture of new services to the network (using spare space in the timetable) and/or existing services calling en route at Rail Central (using existing paths in the timetable), as do 

some of the existing services between mainland Europe and the SRFI at Widnes (3MG) which stop en route at DIRFT to pick up and set down goods. Further information can be found in the Rail Operations Report. 

Site Suitability:

No amount of landscaping, or environmental bunding would fully compensate for the loss of open green 

space. The height of the buildings and scale of the site means that the visual blight by Rail Central will be 

seen for miles around. Light pollution will create considerable additional disturbance, whilst adequate 

assessments have been undertaken to establish a baseline for existing light pollution in the area. 

Considerable air pollution will be generated by the HGVs. Noise pollution is also of concern. The local area 

benefits from lower than the national average of unemployment, meaning the 8,000 strong workforce will 

have to travel some distance each day. There remains unresolved concerns regarding the future of a number 

of veteran and ancient trees that would be lost as a result of Rail Central. 

The points are noted.  SRFIs need to occupy locations with connectivity to infrastructure (rail and road) and markets.  Rail Central is strategically located where the West Coast Main Line and Northampton Loop Line intersect 

adjacent to the A43 and within 2km of J15a of the M1, on a site in the heart of the UK. The proposals include substantial landscaping and mititgation developed in response to technical surveys and consultation feedback.  Job 

creation and labour market points are addressed within  chapter 18 (socio-economic) of the ES.  Tree retention and replacement, together with the management of veteran trees is addressed in chapter 14 (biodiversity) of the ES 

and associated appendices. The proposed mitigation aims to minimise impacts and provide net gain through new planting. 

Traffic:

Given vague statements on the timings for the delivery of the express freight terminal, projected traffic flows 

incorporated within the proposals are questionable. There are questions as to whether the occupiers of the 

units will use the rail function of the site.

This has been addressed, with Rail Central committing to delivering the express freight terminal with Network Rail, with the latter charged (as the custodian of the rail network) with determining the earliest suitable opportunity to 

install the fast line connections into the terminal, so as to minimise any disruption to existing passenger and freight services on the main line. 

The development of express freight services is supported by the Government in the DfT’s Rail Freight Strategy 2016 and by Network Rail in its Freight Network Study 2016, based on existing services operated by the Royal Mail 

on the West and East Coast Main Lines, and by InterCity RailFreight on the Midland and Great Western Main Lines.

The projected traffic flows incorporated within the proposals do not account for the express freight terminal. Therefore the projected traffic flows are expected to reduce following its delivery. In addition, the capacity analysis 

presented within the Transport Assessment at Appendix 19.1 of the Environmental Statement presents an opening year scenario with full development build-out and is therefore considered to provide a particularly robust 

assessment.

The Woodland 

Trust (Jack Taylor)
23 April 2018

In summary, the Trust strongly objects to the proposed scheme on the basis of damage and loss to veteran 

trees. The NPPF confirms that planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or 

deterioration of irreplaceable habitats, including ancient woodland and the loss of aged or veteran trees. 

Furthermore, Natural England's standing advice places great importance on the presence of ancient 

woodland and veteran trees. Paragraph 5.32 of the NPS is also quoted which confirms that development 

resulting in the loss of ancient woodland and the loss of aged or veteran trees should not be granted unless 

the national need for and benefits of the development, in that location, clearly outweigh the loss.

The trust consider the loss of trees to be heavily impactful and entirely unacceptable. Considering that 63 of 

the 130 individual trees recorded on the site are ancient/ veteran or notable. Of these 63 trees, 43 are 

proposed for removal. It is essential that no trees displaying ancient/ veteran characteristics are lost as part of 

the development. 

It is confirmed that a number of Veteran Trees are to be removed as a result of the development proposals. However, efforts have been made to retain veteran trees wherever possible across the Proposed Development. 

Information submitted as part of the DCO application confirms the design process, which considered the feasibility of retaining veteran trees wherever possible within the Proposed Development.  Planting strategies respond to 

loss of existing trees and seek to achieve a net gain.  Further information on mitigation can be found in Chapter 14 (Biodiversity) of the ES. 

Overview Comments:

A number of key documents are missing from the consultation. An opportunity to comment on these 

documents should be afforded in advance of the application being finalised.

See responses set out below.

PEIR Chapter 3 (Reasonable Alternatives):

The comparative analysis is based upon material published for the Northampton Gateway stage 2 

consultation, this will need to be updated prior to the final submission. A number of the assumptions and 

comments made in the comparative analysis are strongly challenged by Roxhill. This is particularly the case in 

relation to the environmental impacts, where it is stated that they are 'broadly the same'. The direct 

comparison between the two sites is also challenged on Landscape and Visual effects, Transport, Design and 

Rail. With regards to Rail comparisons between the two sites, highlighted in PEIR Chapter 3, Table 3.2, direct 

responses to each of these points are provided in Appendix 1 of Roxhill's response.

These comments are noted. The Alternative Sites Assessment has been updated prior to submission of the DCO to reflect the fact that Northampton Gateway has recently been Accepted for Examination. The comments made in 

respect of disagreeing with the comparative analysis enclosed at PEIR Chapter 3, Table 3.2 have been responded to directly in our letter of response on 22 June.

PEIR Chapter 9 (Air Quality):

The scoping opinion refers to modelling of AQMAs, but it appears that only receptors in South 

Northamptonshire have been considered. An explanation as to why this has not been assessed should have 

been included, without doing so, it provides an incomplete geographic spread. Additionally, future vehicle 

emissions factors should be confirmed.

Further modelling has been undertaken since the PEIR to cover a wider area and additional receptors including within the AQMAs have been considered. The Emission Factors used have been confirmed in Appendix 8.1 of 

Chapter 8 (Air Quality) of the ES. 

PEIR Chapter 10 (Agriculture):

Unsure that when the loss of best and most versatile land is assessed, it is confirmed that it will have a high 

magnitude of impact, however the overall conclusion of the draft assessment confirms that this only equates 

to a moderate adverse impact.

The use of 71ha of best and most versatile (BMV) land is placed in the context that approximately 75% of the Rail Central site is Subgrade 3b land, which is not BMV. The assessment methodology is set out within Chapter 9, 

which assigns a high level of impact to the loss of 71ha of BMV land to a resource of moderate sensitivity, given that the BMV land on the Rail Central site is Grades 2 and 3a.  This combination of sensitivity and magnitude is 

assessed as moderate adverse from the significance matrix, which is adopted across disciplines for the Rail Central project.

PEIR Chapter 16 (Biodiversity):

It appears that significant elements of the necessary assessment in relation to Biodiversity are incomplete. 

This includes a lack of, or incomplete ecology surveys.

A comprenhensive suite of ecology surveys has been carried out on the main SRFI site and J15a site in order to undertake the biodiversity assessment.  These are summarised in Chapter 14 (Biodiversity) in the ES, but also set 

out in full in Appendix 14, Annexes A-N of this Chapter.  They include, bats, badger, otter and water vole, invertebrates, amphibians, reptiles, breeding birds, golden plover, hedgerows and veteran trees.  The comment is unclear 

as to where the surveys are considered to be lacking or incomplete.   

Andrea Leadsom 

MP
20 April 2018

Roxhill - 

Northampton 

Gateway (Steve 

Harley)
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PEIR Chapter 17 (Landscape and Visual):

The baseline assessment that the landscape value of the Main SRFI is Low is not justified. It is Roxhill's 

assumption that the site is of Medium value. The draft chapter fails to truly reflect the likelihood of 

construction phase effects. Additionally the assessment of landscape impacts at years 7 and 15 are believed 

to be underestimated. It is stated that Moderate Beneficial residual landscape effects to the landscape 

character, will be evident at the main site, Roxhill believes this to possibly be a typographical error.

Explanation of the considerations and the criteria informing the assessment of Landscape Value are clearly stated  in the methodology (paras. 15.40 to 15.41 of Chapter 15 (LVIA) of the ES) as follows: 

“The value of a landscape may reflect communal perception at a local, regional, national or international scale and may be informed by a number of factors including scenic beauty, tranquillity, wildness, cultural associations or 

other conservation or recreation interests. It is also the case that a landscape with characteristics that suggest relatively low susceptibility to change may be judged to be of high value because of special values attached to it. 

Although landscape value or importance is usually determined by reference to statutory or local planning policy designations, an absence of such does not automatically imply a lack of value as other factors, for example scarcity, 

may be considered relevant. The value or importance of landscape elements is also considered. The degree of landscape value or importance is therefore a matter for reasoned professional judgement. Where relevant to the 

assessment, the value or importance of landscape elements, character areas or designated resources is categorised as either:

• High - which may refer to: an internationally designated landscape (rare cases only) – e.g. World Heritage Site; or a nationally designated site, e.g. National Park, AONB, Registered Historic Park or Garden;

• Medium - which may refer to a locally designated landscape, i.e. it has been identified by local planning authorities with a local plan policy or landscape character assessment as demonstrating a particular value e.g. Special 

Landscape Area; or

• Low - which may refer to a landscape which is valued at a local scale by local communities but has no documented evidence of value (i.e. in a policy, designation or character assessment).

The assessment of the Landscape Value of the main SRFI site is presented in paras 15.125 to 15.126  where the landscape of the site and its immediate environs is considered to be of Medium Value.

A detailed assessment of the Main SRFI Site Construction Phase Landscape Effects  is presented in paras. 15.202 to 12.10

A detailed assessment of the Main SRFI Site Construction Phase Landscape Effects to County Landscape Character is presented in paras. 15.211 to 12.226

A detailed assessment of Main SRFI Site Construction Phase Visual Effects is presented in paras. 15.227 to 12.248

The assessment of construction phase visual effects of are also clearly set out in the following appendices:

• Appendix 15.6 Representative Viewpoint Assessment

• Appendix 15.7 Visual effects to Residential Receptors.  

• Appendix 15.8 Visual effects to Residential Receptors. 

• Appendix 15.9Visual effects to Road Users. 

With regard the assessment of effects to landscape character, we disagree that this has been underestimated.  In paragraph 15.321 we have assessed the Main SRFI site at year 1 of operation as a Major Adverse level of effect 

to local landscape character.  At year 7 and 15 of operation, as the embedded mitigation establishes and matures we have assessed the effects as being Moderate Adverse (Significant) level of effect to local landscape character.  

Paragraph 17.488 of the PEIR was a typographical  error and should have stated Moderate Adverse(Significant) Level of effect.

PEIR Chapter 18 (Noise and Vibration):

Significant elements of the noise assessment are unclear and incomplete. It is not considered possible to 

reconcile all of the data summarised in Table 18.5 and 18.6 with the raw data provided in Appendix 18.3. 

Whilst, it is noted that the noise assessment from the road traffic data is not included within the draft PEIR. It 

is unclear how the levels from the total of just 8 monitoring locations were used to determine the background 

levels at all of the Noise Sensitive Receptors used. The 'daytime' measuring period for noise is disputed by 

Roxhill, confirming that this should cover up to 23:00, whilst the evening period should last until 07:00. It is 

therefore suggested that additional assessments should be undertaken to cover this period.

The NPSNN states that “mitigation measures for the project should be proportionate and reasonable”.  The proposed mitigation reduces noise impact to receptors as far as possible at this site and is therefore considered to 

address the policy tests in the NPSNN.  

A clear and unambiguous description of how the very large baseline data set has been statistically post-processed was described in the paragraphs preceding Table 18.5 of the draft PEIR and is included in Chapter 16 (Noise and 

Vibration) of the ES.

The choice of Noise Monitoring Locations (NMLs) were informed by seeking a balance between the need for a large data set and an adequate number of NMLs.  This was needed to define the background noise LA90 variations 

over the complete study area.  We considered the data set should comprise at least three weeks of continuous data, at each NML, to capture the significant effects on noise of different wind directions.  The NMLs were also 

agreed with both the LPA and EA.  

We have exercised our judgement in selecting a daytime period of 07:00-19:00 and consider that some stakeholders would be concerned about classifying the late evening period up to 23:00 as daytime.  Comment noted but we 

would point out that the assessment uses the word “typically” in relation to daytime periods, which we consider not to be mandatory.  

We have carefully considered the time periods in our detailed assessments and sought to ensure reasonable balance between being representative and being worst case.  For example, the site operation is continuous 24 hours 

per day and therefore the critical period is clearly night time.  We have selected the most sensitive period at night for our assessment, and indeed, BS 4142 mentions this as being when people would be falling asleep.  This 

information can be found in Chapter 16 (Noise and Vibration of the ES. 

PEIR Chapter 20 (Highways):

Unable to meaningfully put forward highways comments yet, as crucial information is not yet available. 

Although the number of junctions assessed has been reduced from 37 to 29, no explanation has been given 

as to why this has happened. Drawings regarding the A43 grade separated junction are not yet available and 

should be provided at the earliest convenience. The transport Assessment does not refer to scenario DS4, 

which is mentioned in the Transport Working Group minutes, it is questioned why this does not feature.

As set out in Chapter 8 of the Transport Assessment (TA) at Appendix 17.1 of the Environmental Statement, a number of junctions were excluded from further assessment work due to the immaterial impact of the Proposed 

Development at those locations. This was agreed with the Transport Working Group which included officers from Highways England and Northamptonshire County Council.

The proposed grade separated junction is shown at Figure 6.1 of the TA at Appendix 17.1, and on Sheet 3 of the Highway Works Plans.

DS4 was a previous model run undertaken prior to a change of the proposed scheme at M1 Junction 15a. The DS4 has therefore been superseded by DS6 modelling which accounts for all mitigation schemes. This is presented 

in Chapter 9 of the TA at Appendix 17.1.

PEIR Chapter 21 (External Lighting):

There appear to be significant omissions in the chapter, it does not deal with night time visual impacts. Indeed 

as set out, the bespoke methodology and approach proposed will not provide a recognisable impact 

assessment. Without such an assessment it is not possible to gauge the full likely environmental impact of the 

proposed development.

Night-time visual impact has now been undertaken as part of the LVIA chapter and is reported. It has always been the intention that NTVs would form part of the assessment within the final ES and indeed this work was ongoing at 

the time of the Phase 2 Consultation period and is included in the submitted ES. It is not agreed that this omission represents a failure of any consultation exercise. Indeed the role of PEIR is to provide stakeholders with an 

overview of the environmental information known at the time of the statutory consultation period (Phase Two) and by its very nature, it is inevitable that not all of the information will be complete.   

Potential night time visual effects as a result of the Proposed Development at the main SRFI site may relate to: 

•  Street lighting at the A43 access;

•  Street lighting along internal roads;

•  HGV parking area lighting;

•  Service yards and car parking areas lighting; and

•  Express platform and intermodal lighting.

 

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

be obtained and may include:  

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

•  Properties in Blisworth Arm.

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

landscape and visual mitigation reduces these effects toa Minor Adverse (Not Significant) level of effect.

Public opinion:

In a single choice questionnaire conducted by Stop Rail Central Action Group (SRCAG), 32% of respondents 

identified traffic/road congestions to be their primary concern, 24% noise, light and air pollution and 23% the 

destruction of countryside, environment and wildlife. Cumulatively, 89% of residents are totally opposed to the 

proposition.

Comment noted. Rail Central is aware of the views and feedback local people have in relation to the proposals, gathered from a significant amount of informal and formal consultation since late 2015. The extensive suite of 

documents published as part of Phase Two Consultation provided a considerable level of technical information, which details the impact the scheme will have. In addition, Rail Central has worked closely with statutory bodies, the 

local community and others with an interest in the project over several years to understand the impact from their perspective and seek ways in which that can be mitigated.  Details of how the scheme has evolved, and how local 

views have influenced the development of the proposals, can be found in the Consultation Report.  In accordance with the DCO process, Rail Central has worked hard to ensure that a nationally significant infrastructure project is 

developed that seeks to minimize impacts as much as is reasonably practicable, whilst delivering necessary benefits as in accordance with national policy.  The Rail Central team responded to address these points and the others 

raised by Heaton-Harris MP on 3 July 2018.

Scope of the Development:

It is projected that once you combine warehousing, rail sidings, lorry and container parks and industrial cranes 

this development will consume nearly 8 million square feet of land. This could theoretically lead to the 

potential destruction of up to 250 hectares of farmland as well some ancient woodland. This is a gargantuan 

development, and the sheer size of this will have huge ramifications on the surrounding villages.  A primary 

concern for the local residents is that the quiet character of the surrounding villages will be forever 

compromised by your development programme. 

Comment is noted and those concerns of impact has been raised through Phase One and Phase Two Consultation. The design of the Proposed Development has had regard to preserving amenity and character as far as 

possible.  Evidently the Proposed Development will create infrastructure in currently agricultural land, but the proposed landscaping and environmental management, including creation of footpaths and cycleways and management 

of noise, visual and traffic impact will mitigate.  In the case of access and the creation of pathways, the proposals will enhance  for local residents. Further information can be found in relevant ES Chapters, such as Chapter 15 

(LVIA) and Chapter 16 (Noise and Vibration).

A concern which is frequently brought up is that night lighting would create high levels of light pollution and 

subsequently interfere with local wildlife, namely the many species of bats which frequent the area.

Comment noted. An illumination study has been carried out (see Chapter 19 (Lighting) of the ES,) which shows that areas that are used by bats for foraging on the main SRFI site will not be subject to significant increases in light 

levels during operation of the site.  However, adaptive mitigation (Table 14.29, Chapter 14 (Biodiversity) of the ES) will address specific issues relating to ecology and lighting during construction and operation, especially at the 

Grand Union Canal bridge near J15a, which include bridge design, directing lighting away from areas of natural habitat, and not illuminating the Grand Union Canal at night during construction.  An Operational Detailed Design 

Lighting Plan will be developed to ensure effects from lighting on bats are avoided.

Attempts at Mitigation and Compensation:

A common argument postulated by Ashfield Land is that the economic benefits brought by this SRFI 

outweigh the many drawbacks facing the residents. One of which is the argument that it will boost 

employment in the area by proving approximately 8,100 jobs. However, it has been put forward that the 

regionally and nationally low levels of unemployment in South Northamptonshire and the Daventry area would 

mean that any such benefits would not be felt locally. For instance, Andrea Leadsom’s constituency in 

particular has unemployment of only 0.7%. Clearly the existing local workforce would not be able to 

sufficiently staff these operations and consequently you would be forced to draft in work from the surrounding 

area. As such, this labour would no doubt be drawn from the surrounding areas of Northampton and Milton 

Keynes. This would increase local congestion and road usage, thus nullifying the apparent benefits of 

reduced congestion suggested by Ashfield Land.

Regard has been had within Chapter 18 (Socio Economic) of the ES  to the need to access a workforce from a wider area than South Northamptonshire. Within the defined wider catchment area there are 7,800 people currently 

claiming Job Seekers Allowance and actively looking for work who could potentially economically benefit from employment at Rail Central. The chapter also considers future need for jobs and concludes that in the wider area 

there will be an additional 66,000 working age residents in the next decade creating the need for jobs and employment opportunities in a range of industries. Rail Central can help to provide a significant amount of the jobs that are 

required. The economic benefits are not just limited to jobs on site at Rail Central. As businesses occupy premises at Rail Central they will also have suppliers who will benefit. The economic benefits will also extend to 

employment in a wide range of business sectors in the economy as wages are respent on goods and services. It is acknowledged that workers must travel from within the wider area to reach the site. 

The Transport Assessment (Appendix 17.1 of the ES) details employee trips and modes and includes measures to ensure that impacts are mitigated.

A Framework Travel Plan (FTP) (document 7.8 of the DCO) has also been prepared to support the sustainable operation of the proposed development. The measures and initiatives set out in the FTP are intended to deliver the 

lowest practical level of car use to, from and within the development, as well as providing high quality and easy to use opportunities for alternative modes of transport. It is anticipated that there will be opportunities to increase 

access by sustainable modes of transport. The measures relate to site design, improvements to off-site infrastructure, reducing the need to travel, walking, cycling, public transport and car sharing initiatives, parking management, 

freight and delivery strategies and promotion and communications of travel planning measures.

A Public Transport Strategy is also appended to the Travel Plan and has been discussed with officers at Northamptonshire County Council and with the local bus operator, Stagecoach. It includes proposals to improve existing 

services and new additional services.

Chris Heaton-

Harris MP
25 April 2018
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Furthermore, the ‘possibility’ of reducing emissions is given key prominence on your website as a positive for 

pressing ahead with this development. However, many local residents have put forward the idea that locally 

pollution will dramatically increase as the number of HGVs, service vehicles & fuel tankers etc. will skyrocket. 

Not only will this worsen air quality but it will place pressures on the already overstressed local road networks.

Comment noted.  Regard is given in Chapter 8 (Air Quality) of the ES which describes that an assessment of impact on air quality has been carried out. Detailed dispersion modelling has been undertaken and annual-mean 

concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and particulate matter have been predicted for 247 selected representative receptors in the area. Modelling has demonstrated that at the majority of receptors  the impacts are predicted to 

be negligible. At a small number of receptors (approximately 5% of the receptors modelled), the traffic generated by the development is expected to increase concentrations of traffic-related pollutants slightly and the impact is 

minor adverse.  

In 2021, at approximately 20% of the receptors modelled, the concentrations are predicted to decrease with the development. In 2031 at approximately 10% of the receptors modelled, concentrations are predicted to decrease 

with the development. This indicates that there are a number of areas where air quality is predicted to improve slightly. It should also be noted that a number of conservative assumptions have been made when undertaking the 

modelling and the actual concentrations that will be found when the Proposed Development is operational are unlikely to be higher than those presented within the Air Quality chapter and are more likely to be lower.

Roads where the number of vehicles are expected to decrease were not specifically modelled and so it is likely that there are other areas where air quality could improve with the development.  The results of the assessment 

indicate that the overall impact is considered to be negligible and the effects are not significant. 

Many constituents are questioning the validity and viability of the programme. As I am sure you are aware, it 

is Government policy to support Strategic Rail Freight Interchange (SRFI) infrastructure on the basis that it a) 

Reduces road congestion – delivering goods quickly, efficiently and reliably to reduce road congestion; b) 

Reduces carbon emissions – to meet the Government’s vision for a greener transport system as part of a 

lower carbon economy; c) Integrates existing SRFIs into a larger network that supports our major 

conurbations and helps develop efficient infrastructure programmes; d) Supports growth and creates 

employment – transferring freight from road to rail in appropriate sites.

The points raised by my constituents are that Rail Central does not, in certain cases, meet these criteria and 

would not be a beneficial addition to the surrounding area. Notably, that employment benefits would not be 

felt in the immediate locality and by the ones who will be most affected by the development. Secondary to 

this concern is the notion that DIRFT is nowhere near full up and not all the land earmarked for this 

development has been used. As such, many feel that this project does not integrate effectively with existing 

SRFIs in the area.

One local constituent of mine made this important point which I believe articulates my previous point in detail. 

“Ashfield land say this area is strategically important area but they only say that because of our road 

connections to the rest of the country. The government policy wanting more Freight on rail is entirely logical, 

but surely that objective is only achieved if the SRFI are actually near to the towns and cities that are 

ultimately consuming the goods. All this rail central proposal will do is encourage more companies to put 

national distribution centres (NDCs) in Northamptonshire and then onward distribute nationally via our road 

connections. This isn’t therefore taking miles off the roads, putting NDCs in Northamptonshire would be 

adding to them. Northamptonshire already has DIRFT so this is not about bringing goods this region by rail, 

we don’t need another SRFI, especially one this size which is massive overkill. The country as a whole may 

indeed need facilities to take freight from road to rail but this is the wrong location.”

Noted. Rail Central is a proposal in accordance with the NPS NN which defines a national need for SRFI development.  Detailed surveys and assessments underpin the suitability of the location and the potential for connection 

into the rail and road strategic transport links.  This is evidenced in the Alternative Sites Assessment and the Market Assessment Report. Rail Central is being brought forward in response to the compelling need set out in the NPS 

NN.  In respect of addressing the aims of the NPS NN when supporting SFRI developments, we can comment briefly as follows but our full analysis of the Proposed Development against the aims and objectives of the NPS NN is 

set out in the submitted Planning Statement:

Reduce Road Congestion

The Proposed Development will deliver a rail connected logistics facility which will help reduce road congestion in the wider area.

Reduce Carbon Emissions

A Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation chapter (Chapter 21) has been prepared as part of the Environmental Statement, to support the submission of the DCO application. This chapter has been prepared to assess the 

effects of the Proposed Development on carbon emissions in accordance with the requirements of the NPS.

Each tonne transported by rail rather than by road cuts CO2 emissions by 76%.

Support long-term development of efficient rail freight distribution logistics

The Proposed Development will deliver up to 702,097 sqm (GEA) of rail connected and rail served warehousing. With connections to both the West Coast Main Line and Northampton Loop Line, the development at Rail Central 

allows for a flexible Strategic Rail Freight Interchange (SRFI). It is intended that Rail Central will serve as an exemplar SRFI, which will connect to the existing and future network of SRFIs within the local area and around the 

country.

Support growth and create employment

Once fully constructed and operational, the Proposed Development would support over 8,000 jobs. Construction of the SRFI will create an average of 410 net additional construction jobs per year for the duration of construction. 

The applicant will develop skills and training measures that will maximise the proportion of jobs which are taken by local people during the construction phase. Construction of the SRFI will also generate productivity impacts, with 

the construction phase expected to generate £20.4 million in Gross Value Added (GVA) per annum. Around £14.8m in business rates revenue would be generated every year. Once construction is completed, the SRFI will be 

occupied by companies who will in turn employ people and create a subsequent round of economic impacts. Once occupied the Proposed Development is expected to directly and indirectly create 12,410 net additional FTE (full 

time equivalent) jobs in the national economy.  There would be significant employment and productivity benefits arising from the Proposed Development.

Stop Rail Central

13 April 2018

Between 28th April 2016 and 21st May 2016 the Applicant staged their first round of public exhibitions. Stop 

Rail Central Limited (SRC) held exit polls at all of the exhibitions and of 787 respondents 89% (701) stated 

they were against the development with 8% (67) undecided.

Between the 15th and 24th March 2018 the Applicant held their second round of public exhibitions. SRC held 

further exit polls at all of the exhibitions and of 503 respondents 89.7% (451) stated they were against the 

development with 8.5% undecided.

It is therefore transparently clear that the local community remains steadfastly against this development and 

that nothing the Applicant has done over this two year period in terms of community engagement or tinkering 

with their master plan has altered the collective view.

The second round of exhibitions served only to further frustrate and anger the community with some 

individuals, whose lives would be turned upside down should the development proceed, leaving the exhibition 

venue in tears. Probably the greatest frustration for the local community as a whole was the inability / 

unwillingness of the Applicant, and their array of Consultants, to concede that there could be ANY adverse 

impacts on the local community. The perfect (unperturbed) world ‘modelled’ by Consultants with no local 

knowledge does not exist now, let alone with the massive increases in traffic and associated harm that such a 

development would bring.

Whilst there are clearly no benefits to the local community, only disbenefits, the vast majority of the local 

populous also remain unconvinced that there is any national benefit either.

Failure to concede that many of the impacts of such a huge industrial development cannot be mitigated will 

be the majority’s resounding memory of the Applicant’s community consultation.

Comments are noted.  The impacts and potential impacts of the project were explained in the consultation with significantly greater detail being available at Phase Two than was available at Phase One in line with scheme 

evolution and in direct response to feedback.  This included detailed projections on traffic numbers; visualisations and photomontages to illustrate how the scheme could be designed and the potential visual impact; information on 

noise and how the facilty would operate; and the benefits the scheme could potentially provide to the community.  Rail Central has recorded and carefully considered all comments received from stakeholders and the local 

community.  How Rail Central has had regard to feedback has been reported in the Consultation Report appendices and the report itself includes a summary of the changes that have been made following feedback from 

stakeholders and the local community.  The benefits and impacts of Rail Central were explained through material published for consultation and direct engagement with stakeholders, for example at public exhibitions and through 

other correspondence.  The position of Stop Rail Central as an in principle opposition action group is also noted.  Further information on the proposed mitigations to minimise impacts can be found in Chapters 8 (Air Quality), 14 

(Biodiversity), 15 (Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment), 16 (Noise & Vibration), 17, (Highways) and 19 (Lighting) of the ES.

We are seriously concerned about the noise levels affecting the Grand Union Canal corridor where it runs 

near to the A43, arising from the split level intersection proposed for the access to and from the development 

site. This is going to be extremely intrusive particularly around Gayton Arm where there are two marinas. It is 

hard to see how any landscaping etc can mitigate this problem. 

The predictions of changes in road traffic noise in the area of Gayton Marina are shown in the technical appendix of the Noise and Vibration chapter (16) of the ES  titled: 'Road traffic operation noise contour plots and table results 

at NSRs'.  The noise contour maps shows levels in the opening year without the development as DM2021 and then again with the development after 10 years of operation as DS2031.  The contour maps show the levels of noise 

predicted not to have signficantly changed in this period.  Feedback has been noted and the Rail Central team subsequently met with IWA to discuss the proposals and comments raised further.  Regard had and resulting 

outcomes can be found in the Consultation Report and its appendices.

We support every effort to screen the site and reduce lighting pollution from the Grand Union Canal to the 

south of the site. We would look for robust management proposals for the long term maintenance of the 

landscaped areas, particularly the land to the west of the A43 which could easily become 'forgotten'

Noted. Significant landscape and visual mitigation through the provision of screen bunding, woodland, hedgerow and other planting, together with ecological and other mitigation measures such as provision of footpaths and cycle 

ways, have been committed to as part of the development proposals. 

In response to feedback, the proposed development has been set back from Milton Malsor and Blisworth as far as is practicable.  Areas between the bullt development and the villages have been set aside for landscape and 

visual mitigation through the provision of screen bunding, woodland, hedgerow and other planting, together with ecological and other mitigation measures such as provision of footpaths and cycle ways.  This area of mitigation acts 

as a buffer zone between the villages and the proposed development, and will help to screen the development from the villages once the mitigation has established. The proposed landscape scheme will provide a setting for the 

development with an expansive area of publicly accessible land to provide a landscape structure for the diverted footpath routes and additional footpath links.  This landscape buffer will tie back to the surrounding landscape 

providing robust mitigation at key sensitive boundaries such as Milton Malsor and the Grand Union Canal.

In terms of the long-term maintenance of landscaped areas, there is a 15 year management plan produced as part of the application and the Applicant would retain control of the site and employ a landscape contractor for the 

upkeep of the landscape.  In meetings with the Inland Waterways, Rail Central has discussed the ongoing maintenance of the site and the provision within the management plan for the involvement of local stakeholders in a 

regular review of the landscape mitigation areas.  Inland Waterways expressed an interest in involvement in this process.

Further information on mitigations can be found in Chapters 14 (Biodiversity) and Chapter 15 (LVIA) of the ES.  Further information on noise assessments can be found in Chapter 16 of the ES. 

The proposed improvements to Junction 15A are largely welcomed. The Northampton branch of the IWA has 

adopted the Northampton Arm of the canal along its entire length and has done a great deal of voluntary 

work improving the area for boaters and visitors enjoyment. This is now an attractive section for walkers, 

cyclists etc as well as boaters. It would be very good to link up this linear route with your proposed open 

space area. We would welcome further contact with yourselves to discuss details. We would also wish to be 

involved in design details for the proposed bridge near Lock 10. 

Comment noted and as a result the Rail Central team met with Inland Waterways on 20 July 2018.  Discussions included how the existing informal access along the western side of the canal would be maintained and the potential 

construction impacts of building the new bridge.  To have regard and ensure the existing access up the western side of the canal is maintained, Rail Central made amendments to the layout to provide a minimum 2m width of 

grass with a further 5m of scrub before any woodland planting, as requested by IWA.  See document 2.31 (Junction 15A canal bridge plans) of the DCO. Regarding the bridge, IWA was satisfied that Rail Central's liaison with the 

Canal and River Trust would ensure that Rail Central coordinated construction during the correct time of year and with a design that was sympathetic to the canal.   

In terms of the proposed bridge near Lock 10, the Rail Central design team is in consultation with the Canal & River Trust (as the organisation responsible for the locks). Consultation with C&RT has highlighted their preference to 

see the new bridge constructed using materials similar to those used on the existing bridges.  These principles have been adopted in our proposed designs and will continue to be observed during detailed design. Rail Central will 

keep the IWA engaged through the construction process and into management and maintenance of the site. 

Inland Waterways 

Association (IWA) 

(Helen Westlake)

12 April 2018

Chris Heaton-

Harris MP
25 April 2018

Appendix 53. Section 47, Phase 2: Responses received from S47 representative consultees and the regard the Applicant has had


