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7. EIA Assessment Methodology  

Introduction 

7.1 This Chapter of the ES sets out the process and methodology that has been adopted in 

undertaking the EIA. Whilst the overall approach and methodology is described in this 

chapter, further detail on how the methodology is tailored to each technical aspect is 

presented in the relevant technical chapters (Chapters 8-21). 

7.2 This chapter refers to the assessment methodology that has been adopted for this ES 

submitted as part of the application for Development Consent.  

7.3 The relevant EIA Regulations for this EIA and resulting ES are the Infrastructure Planning 

(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Amendment) Regulations 2017.  As the Proposed 

Development was  scoped in 2015/2016 in advance of the 2017 EIA Regulations coming into 

force (i.e. under The Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 

2009 (as amended)) the Applicant benefits from the transitional arrangements under the 

2017 EIA Regulations, in that the DCO could be determined under the 2009 EIA Regulations.  

However, the Applicant has chosen to comply voluntarily with the 2017 Regulations to 

ensure that the DCO application is as robust as possible. Therefore the most recent 

regulatory regime is followed, and the topics introduced in the 2017 Regulations (for 

example, human health, climate change and major accidents and disasters) are fully 

considered within the EIA. 

Overview of Environmental Statement and Regulatory 
Requirements 

7.4 The purpose of an ES is to provide a source of information for stakeholders regarding 

potential environmental issues that may result from the Proposed Development during its 

construction and operation: 

 Construction - all those works, activities and processes that will be required to 

build the proposed development, including demolition and preparatory works; 

and 

 Operation and maintenance - the developed scheme completed and in 

operation, as described in Chapter 5: The Proposed Development. This includes 

routine operations and regular maintenance (such as maintenance of 

landscaping) such as outlined in management plans as described in the Outline 

Construction and Operational Management Plan (CEMP) in Appendix 5.2.   

7.5 An assessment of the decommissioning of the Proposed Development does not form part of 

the ES. Decommissioning will be addressed by management plans to be agreed at the time of 

decommissioning, using best practice (for example to minimise waste and avoid pollution) 

and will be subject to a separate consenting regime.  
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7.6 Decommissioning will be delivered in the future as part of a future consenting regime.  The 

information currently available in relation to decommissioning is not reasonably foreseeable 

and sufficient to determine the potential effects as a result of the Proposed Development.  

Furthermore, as the operational life of the Proposed Development is 60+ years, an 

assessment of decommissioning at this stage is not considered to be robust as there would 

be many uncertainties associated with any scenario.  Decommissioning will therefore be the 

subject of a future consenting regime and EIA, as required.  Therefore. decommissioning 

does not form part of the DCO and is not considered further in the ES. 

7.7 The potential likely significant environmental effects of the Proposed Development have 

been assessed for each relevant environmental topic, by comparing the existing and likely 

future environmental conditions in the absence of the Proposed Development (the baseline 

and future baseline environmental conditions) with the conditions that would prevail if the 

Proposed Development is constructed and operated.  

7.8 This ES has been informed by desk studies and baseline surveys and the outcome of both the 

Scoping exercise and formal and informal consultation processes, as outlined in Chapter 4: 

Overview of Consultation and Scoping. 

7.9 The assessment considers the three principal aspects of the Proposed Development as 

outlined in Chapter 5: The Proposed Development: 

 Main SFRI Site (including A43 access and all rail infrastructure); 

 J15a; and 

 Minor Highway Works. 

7.10 However, in addition to consideration of effects arising from these three aspects of the 

Proposed Development individually, the assessment addresses environmental impact arising 

from all development within the Order Limits as a whole.  This ensures that the assessment is 

not limited to effects arising solely from each aspect individually.  In some cases, a particular 

receptor could be affected by effects arising from two or more of these aspects, and 

therefore consideration of the aspects in isolation could result in an underestimation of the 

full potential environmental effect. This is termed 'All Development within Order Limits'. 

7.11 The ES includes a description of the development, information on the site selection process, 

a description of the site, design and size of the development, a description of the aspects of 

the environment with the potential to be affected by the development proposals, together 

with details of any likely significant effects and mitigation measures that may be required to 

avoid or minimise any such potential significant effects. 

7.12 In accordance with the EIA Regulations 2017 the ES provides information in respect of (but 

not exclusively) the information required by Regulation 14 and Schedule 4, as set out at 

Table 1.1 in Chapter 1: Introduction.   
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Structure of Technical Chapters 

7.13 This ES comprises a series of chapters each relating to specific environmental topics. Unless 

detailed in the chapter, the following structure has been adopted.  

 Summary; 

 Purpose of the Assessment;  

 Scoping and Consultation; 

 Methodology;  

 Identification of Study Area; 

 Methodology for Baseline; 

 Methodology for Assessment; 

 Baseline Conditions; 

 Main SRFI Site; 

 J15a; 

 Minor Highway Works; 

 All Development within Order Limits; 

 Future Baseline; 

 Embedded Mitigation; 

 Main SRFI Site; 

 J15a; 

 Minor Highway Works; 

 All Development within Order Limits; 

 Assessment of Construction Phase Effects; 

 Main SRFI Site; 

 J15a; 

 Minor Highway Works; 
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 All Development within Order Limits; 

 Assessment of Operational Phase Effects; 

 Main SRFI Site; 

 J15a; 

 Minor Highway Works; 

 All Development within Order Limits; 

 Adaptive Mitigation; 

 Residual Effects; 

 Cumulative Effects;  

 Cumulative Assessment: Intra-Project Effects; 

 Cumulative Assessment: Inter-Project Effects; 

 Monitoring; 

 Limitations and Assumptions;  

 Conclusions; and 

 References. 

Approach to Assessment Methodology 

7.14 The specific approach to environmental assessment is set out in the subsequent sections of 

this chapter.  

The Scope of the ES 

7.15 The Scoping Report and subsequent Scoping Opinion for the Proposed Development were 

prepared and issued under the EIA Regulations 2009. The Scoping Request was made by the 

Applicant in December 2015 and PINS provided its formal Scoping Opinion in January 2016.  

The Proposed Development has been subject to iterative design since this period and the 

environmental effects have been subjected to further interim assessment.  Under the EIA 

Regulations 2017, the ES must be based on that Scoping Opinion, and this is addressed in 

the “Scoping and Consultation” section of each technical chapter and in  Chapter 4 – 

Overview of Consultation and Scoping. Where subsequent changes to the Proposed 

Development have ensured further avoidance or reduction of environmental effects, 

comments made in the scoping opinion may have been superseded.  Where topics have been 

reduced in scope (or removed from the assessment altogether – such as in the case of utilities 
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and legislative and policy context -  this is addressed in Chapter 4.   Where additional 

assessment is required under the EIA Regulations 2017 (such as human health, major 

accidents and disasters and climate change), these have been addressed within the ES, and 

were subject to scoping and agreement with consultees, as outlined in Chapter 4. 

Competence, Key Findings and Supporting Information  

7.16 Each environmental topic has been considered by a specialist (‘competent expert’) in that 

area. At the outset of each technical chapter, there is a general introduction and explanation 

of the subject area to be addressed, alongside a summary of the conclusions of the chapter.   

7.17 Also provided is a summary of consultation undertaken with statutory consultees, and non-

statutory consultees if applicable, where this is directly relevant to the topic being assessed.  

The information presented in each technical chapter is supported, where necessary, by a 

series of technical appendices and figures.  In addition, cross-references to other chapters 

are provided where applicable. Technical appendices support the conclusions reached in the 

EIA, though each chapter can be read without necessary reference to this technical detail.   

Study Areas and Baseline Scenario for Assessment 

7.18 Each technical chapter defines the scope of the assessment, together with details of the 

study area (and the reasons for the extent of the study area). Details of desk study and 

survey work undertaken is provided. The baseline environmental conditions as obtained 

during field surveys and desk studies between 2016-18 (or alternative timescale as 

appropriate) are set out in the technical topic chapters (8-21). An overview of the anticipated 

future baseline is provided in the technical chapters, although all assessments are made 

against the current baseline and not the “hypothetical” future baseline.   

7.19 The Proposed Development design considers an evolving, future climate and how the design 

may need to adapt (e.g. increased capacity of attenuation features to accommodate 

increased precipitation).  The infrastructure also considers future requirements (e.g. changes 

in traffic generation).  Each chapter also makes reference to the changing environmental 

baseline in the future if the Proposed Development were not to proceed.  

Key Parameters for Assessment 

7.20 The approach to the assessment of options has taken into account PINS guidance with regard 

to the use of the Rochdale Envelope approach (Ref. 7.1)  

7.21 The Rochdale Envelope approach is a well understood concept that involves ensuring that 

any EIA is based on assessing the realistic worst-case scenario where flexibility or a range of 

options is sought as part of the DCO application. This allows for a project to be assessed on 

the basis of project design parameters that are not specific at the time of writing, but that 

are indicated with a range of potential values.  
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7.22 The Parameters used in this assessment are defined principally by the parameters plan and 

Green Infrastructure Plan (Appendix 5.1) which define the scale and disposition of 

development around the site.  These are supported by the description in Chapter 5 – The 

Proposed Development. 

7.23 Each impact assessment has been based where feasible on the parameters plan.  That is, the 

assumption is that development as described could occur to the maximum dimensions 

permitted at any point within the Order Limits.  For example, the visual assessment assumes 

the entire building area could potentially be developed with a “block” of the maximum 

permitted height, with screening (by bunding of a minimum height with generic planting) as 

outlined in the Green Infrastructure Plan.  This excludes the possibility that detailed design of 

each Zone will have the potential to make use of opportunities for further screening, “hiding” 

built development from certain key views and so on.  Use of the parameters therefore 

identifies a worst case for the site. Use of the parameters in this way identifies the option 

that would have the greatest impact (for example the largest footprint or the tallest 

dimensions, depending on the topic under consideration). If this assessment shows no 

significant effect is anticipated, then it can be assumed that other (lesser) options would also 

have no significant effect (provided their characteristics are similar).  

7.24 Where further parameters are required, for example, maximum sound pressure levels for 

noise assessment, these are set out in the relevant technical chapters. 

Role of Illustrative Material  

7.25 In some cases it is not feasible to use the parameters plan in the assessment as described 

above.  For example, assessments requiring an assumption of vehicle distribution around the 

site, or the location of lights in external areas, cannot realistically assume every area is 

equally subject to the maximum amount possible at all times.  In such cases, illustrative 

material is used to demonstrate one particular way in which the “worst case” parameters 

could be built out.  Some examples of illustrative material are held at Appendix 5.4 – in 

particular the illustrative masterplan for the Main SRFI Site.  This shows one possible layout 

of the Main SRFI Site developed to the full permitted floor space, with the maximum building 

heights in a hypothetical manner.  It must not be assumed that this is the only, or the 

preferred, way to develop the Proposed Development, as outlined in Chapter 5: The 

Proposed Development.  Assessments made on such illustrative material will in practice 

require post-DCO assessment to be undertaken of the final layout, to confirm actual 

predicted impacts are no worse at identified receptors than the assumptions made in the 

EIA.  Such requirement will be delivered through management plans, required to be 

developed within the detailed CEMP. 

7.26 There is also the potential that the adjacent Northampton Gateway development will be 

built alongside the Rail Central project.  Rail Central has been designed in such a way that it 

can be delivered independently, or can accommodate the delivery of Northampton Gateway, 

even though the Order Limts overlap.  DCO Document 7.20 (Northampton Gateway 
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Interrelationship Report) explains how the two developments could work together and be 

delivered in practice.  

7.27 Consideration of such a case is made in the technical chapters in the Cumulative Assessment 

section.  Potential effects will differ should Rail Central be progressed alongside 

Northampton Gateway compared to the situation of the Proposed Development by itself.  

Such differences will be in: 

• Construction of rail connections; 

• Landscping and footpath diversion works; 

• Phasing of landscaping works; 

• Works at J15a; and 

• Land to the east of the Northampton Loop Line (subject to an option to purchase 

by Northampton Gateway) 

7.28 Consideration of relevant parameters in this case are outlined in the cumulative assessment 

sections for each technical chapter. It is generally considered that each “conflicting” aspect of 

the works are of the same or similar nature (and with similar purposes) so no particular 

changes to the parameters assumed in the assessment are required. The infrastructure 

proposed by both projects in these locations is complementary and can be aligned to achieve 

a common purpose.  In addition, there are no additional environmental effects anticipated as a 

result of the overlap of Order Limits.   

Construction Period and Sensitivity Testing 

7.29 The construction period on which the ES assessment is based upon is a 10 year period from 

2019 to 2029. This will include works associated with the Main SRFI Site, J15a and the Minor 

Highway Works. However, works will not be evenly spread over this period, as outlined in the 

Phasing section in Chapter 5: The Proposed Development.  

7.30 First operation of the Main SRFI Site (alongside construction) is anticipated to occur at 2021. 

7.31 For the purpose of this EIA, it is assumed that by 2021 (first operation) the following features 

of the Proposed Development are in place: 

 approximately 129,790 sq m of the floorspace of the Main SRFI Site 

(approximately 20% of the final floorspace). This assumption is based on the rate 

of take-up and therefore construction of similar sites operated by the Applicant.  

 J15a of the M1; 

 The access to the site from the A43 (grade separated junction); 
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 Rail works to secure access to the Northampton Loop Line ("slow lines"); 

 The intermodal terminal with sufficient capacity to accept 4 trains per day. It is 

intended that this will be phased (as achieved at Hams Hall SRFI and iPort in 

Doncaster) to create capacity in line with emerging demand. By 2021 it is 

intended this would include both of the two reception sidings (electrified), three of 

the six handling sidings, creation of the full 8 ha platform, with 2ha surfaced, and 

provision of parking for  45 of the 109 vehicles;  

 the safety schemes at Junctions 29 (A43/ St John's Road) and Junction 31 (A43/ 

Northampton Road); 

 the cycleway and footway along Northampton Road/ Towcester Road; and 

 Minor Highway Works at Tove (Junction 14) and Abthorpe (Junction 15) – subject 

to detailed design, technical approval and road space being available from 

highways England (otherwise within 2 years of first occupation). 

(Items in italics and underlined in the list above were not included in the  traffic flow 

modelling used to assess the effect of the Proposed Development at 2021, for air quality and 

noise.  This allows a worst case assessment of effects on the road network, as there is the 

potential that works in italics are not permitted to be undertaken alongside works at J15a 

and the A43 grade separated junction.  Underlined works are related to safety and 

sustainable transport only, and would not affect traffic flow). 

7.32 The assessment of the full operational period (with no construction works still ongoing) has 

been assessed at 2031.   

7.33 The 10-year construction period, alongside defined "first operation" and "full operation" 

dates (2021 and 2031 respectively) were selected to allow assessments to be made of 

different stages of operation (with potentially different environmental effects) at particular 

future points in time. 

7.34 To allow for a situation where the development is built out over a period shorter or longer 

than the 10 year period currently envisaged, each technical chapter includes a qualitative 

assessment as to how the construction impacts would alter under either scenario. 

Embedded Mitigation 

7.35 Appropriate mitigation measures have been explored to avoid, reduce or manage identified 

potential significant effects on the environment and this has been integral to the design 

process prior to the completion of the plans and information upon which the ES is assessed. 

7.36 Where possible, measures to avoid or reduce environmental effects are designed and 

included as part of the Proposed Development as ‘embedded mitigation measures’.  
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7.37 For the purpose of this EIA, embedded mitigation in the Proposed Development is as 

identified in the following (further information is provided at Chapter 5: The Proposed 

Development): 

 Order Limits; 

 Parameters Plan (Main SRFI Site); 

 Green Infrastructure Plan (Main SRFI Site); 

 J15a Green Infrastructure Plan (J15a); 

 Minor Highway Works Site Plans; 

 Code of Construction Practice (COCP) (including any commitments required as a 

matter of law); and 

 Outline Construction and Operational Environmental Management Plan (Outline 

CEMP). 

7.38 The assessment of effects has therefore taken into account all embedded measures as part 

of the initial assessment of effects (at Construction and Operation) presented in each 

chapter.  Each chapter also re-presents a summary of the embedded mitigation relevant in 

reducing environmental effects. Where the relevant guidance for the topic requires that such 

mitigation is excluded from the initial assessment (particular examples are the dust 

assessment in Chapter 8: Air Quality, and the approach to noise mitigation in Chapter 16: 

Noise and Vibration) this is clearly explained in the methodology for that chapter. 

7.39 In addition to reducing any adverse effects, consideration has been given to providing 

opportunities for environmental enhancement as part of the Proposed Development. 

Assessment of Effects 

7.40 The EIA Regulations 2017 require the identification of the likely adverse or beneficial 

significant environmental effects of the project. This includes consideration of the likely 

effects during the construction and operation phases of the project. This is based on 

consideration of the likely magnitude of the predicted impact and the sensitivity of the 

affected receptor. The process by which effects have been identified and their significance 

evaluated is set out below. 

7.41 Further topic-specific details relating to assessment methodologies adopted are provided 

within each technical chapter. This is particularly relevant to some topics which must deviate 

from the stated methodology in order to adhere to relevant guidance and practice.  

7.42 The impact assessment process considers the following: 

 The magnitude of the impact; 
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 The sensitivity of the receptor to a given impact; 

 The probability that the impact on the receptor will result in a given effect; 

 The significance of the resulting likely environmental effect; and, 

 The level of certainty in the assessment. 

7.43 The assessment also considers, for example, whether impacts are: 

 Direct or indirect;  

 Temporary or permanent;  

 Short, medium or long term; and,  

 Adverse, neutral or beneficial. 

7.44 Effects are assessed against the baseline conditions.   

The Magnitude of the Impact 

7.45 Magnitude is defined via four factors: 

 Extent – the area over which an impact occurs; 

 Duration – the time for which the impact occurs; 

 Frequency – how often the impact occurs; and, 

 Severity – the degree of change relative to the baseline level. 

7.46 Impact magnitude as a whole is generally defined on a high/ medium/ low scale, according to 

criteria provided in topic specific guidance, taking into account and weighting these four 

factors. 

The Sensitivity of the Receptor 

7.47 The sensitivity of the receptor is a function of its capacity to accommodate change and 

reflects its ability to recover if it is affected. The sensitivity of the receptor is therefore 

quantified via the following factors: 

 Adaptability – the degree to which a receptor can avoid or adapt to an impact; 

 Tolerance – the ability of a receptor to accommodate temporary or permanent 

change without a significant adverse impact; 
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 Recoverability – the temporal scale over and extent to which a receptor will 

recover following an impact; and, 

 Value – a measure of the receptor’s importance, rarity and worth. 

7.48 Receptor sensitivity as a whole is generally defined on a high/ medium/ low scale, according 

to criteria provided in topic specific guidance, taking into account and weighting these four 

factors. 

The Determination of Level of Effect and Significance 

7.49 The level of an effect, be it beneficial or adverse, is determined as a combination of the 

above measures of magnitude of the impact and the sensitivity of the receptor. Assessments 

of the level of environmental effects carry a degree of subjectivity, as they are based on 

experienced judgement of the impact-receptor interaction that occurs and the data 

available. Consideration is given to the following factors: 

 The probability that an impact-receptor interaction will occur (capturing the 

probability that the impact will occur and also the probability that the receptor 

will be present) - a precautionary approach is taken when determining 

probability; 

 The spatial extent of the impact-receptor interaction; and, 

 The temporal duration of the impact-receptor interaction. 

7.50 The assessment of the level of an effect is therefore determined with reference to the overall 

magnitude of impact and sensitivity of resource/ receptor. 

7.51 In general, the terms assigned to categorise the level of effects, where they are predicted to 

occur, can be described as follows: 

 Major: beneficial or adverse – where the Proposed Development would cause a 

considerable improvement in or deterioration of the existing environment; 

 Moderate: beneficial or adverse – where the Proposed Development would 

cause a noticeable improvement or deterioration of the existing environment; 

 Minor: beneficial or adverse – where the Proposed Development would cause a 

barely perceptible improvement in or deterioration of the existing environment; 

and, 

 Negligible: beneficial or adverse – where the Proposed Development would 

cause no discernible improvement in or deterioration of the existing 

environment. 
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7.52 The exact definition of these terms is made clear for each environmental topic within the 

respective technical chapters.  

7.53 Predictions of impact are based on the best available data using a combination of 

professional judgement, expert knowledge and modelling where appropriate. The 

precautionary principle has been applied to ensure that potential effects are not ascribed 

unduly low probability of occurrence or low levels of effect. 

7.54 Matrices assist with the application of professional judgement.  An example matrix for 

determining the level of effect is provided as Table 7.2 below. However, the exact 

interpretation of the magnitude vs sensitivity interaction is defined in each topic.   

Table 7.2: Example Matrix for Assessing Level of Effect 

Assessing Significance of Effects  

Magnitude of Effect  (i) Sensitivity of Receptors  

Very High  High  Medium  Low  Negligible  

High  Major  Major  Moderate  Moderate  Minor  

Medium  Major  Moderate  Moderate  Minor  Negligible 

Low Moderate  Moderate  Minor  Negligible Negligible 

Negligible  Minor  Minor  Negligible Negligible Negligible  

7.55 In general, categories described as ‘Major’ or ‘Moderate’ are more likely to be considered 

“Significant”.   

Acknowledging Levels of Certainty 

7.56 The assessment describes and takes into account any uncertainty inherent in, for instance, 

the data used in the assessment, the identification of activities and impacts, the confidence 

in determining impact magnitude and receptor sensitivity, and in assigning significance levels 

to predicted resulting effects. 

7.57 Limitations to the baseline and assumptions made in the assessment are provided.  In 

particular, it is noted that limited field survey work has been undertaken on land to be 

developed for the Minor Highway Works, due to access restrictions.  This is justified in the 

technical chapters as appropriate, but in practice this does not affect the integrity of the 

assessment made, as the vast majority of these works will be undertaken within the 

boundary of highway land, and will not require earthworks or other construction works on 

land that is not already taken up by road infrastructure.  Where this is not the case, pre-

construction surveys are proposed, and any required mitigation will be developed through 
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the requirement for detailed Construction and Operational Environmental Management 

Plans (Detailed CEMPs) to be produced in advance of works commencing, and secured 

through the DCO. 

Adaptive Mitigation 

7.58 Where the assessment concludes that impacts remain which are deemed to be significant, 

further mitigation may be required, termed adaptive mitigation. 

7.59 Adaptive mitigation is summarised within the Schedule of Mitigation.  This indicates how the 

adaptive mitigation will be delivered (i.e. through a requirement of  the DCO, or some other 

agreement with the Relevant Planning Authority).  Adaptive mitigation provides a framework 

for the mitigation to evolve and develop in accordance with new data and detailed design 

but provides sufficient certainty to inform the assessment of residual effects. 

7.60 Following the identification of adaptive mitigation, a further assessment is made assuming 

this mitigation is in place and successful.  The effect of the adaptive mitigation is generally to 

reduce the impact magnitude of an identified impact.  The receptor sensitivity will not be 

affected, unless the adaptive mitigation changes one of the inherent factors affecting 

sensitivity (adaptability, tolerance, recoverability or value).  

7.61 The resulting level of effect is termed the “residual effect”. 

Future Monitoring  

7.62 Each technical chapter identifies whether any future monitoring of the effects of the 

proposal is required. Typically monitoring may be required to validate predictions, deal with 

uncertainties, and to identify unexpected outcomes or impacts. 

Cumulative Effects 

7.63 The EIA Regulations 2017 require consideration of cumulative effects:  

“The description of the likely significant effects on the factors specified 

in regulation 5(2) should cover the direct effects and any indirect, 

secondary, cumulative, transboundary, short-term, medium-term and 

long-term, permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects of 

the development…” 

7.64 The NN NPS  (Ref. 7.2) states that in considering any Proposed Development the Examining 

Authority and the SoS should take into account: “… its potential adverse impacts, including 

any longer-term and cumulative adverse impacts, as well as any measures to avoid, reduce 

or compensate for any adverse impacts” (paragraph 4.3). Paragraphs 4.16 and 4.17 go on to 

advise that when considering significant cumulative effects, the ES should provide 

information on how the effects of the applicant’s proposal would combine and interact with 
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the effects of other development (including projects for which consent has been granted, as 

well as those already in existence), and that the:  

“…Examining Authority should consider how significant cumulative 

effects and the interrelationship between effects might as a whole 

affect the environment, even though they may be acceptable when 

considered on an individual basis with mitigation measures in place”. 

7.65 The EIA Regulations (Ref. 7.3) at Schedule 4 (5)(e) refers to inter-relationships in the 

following manner: 

“the cumulation of effects with other existing and/or approved 

projects, taking into account any existing environmental problems 

relating to areas of particular environmental importance likely to be 

affected or the use of natural resources;” 

7.66 There are therefore two aspects to cumulative assessment: 

• The consideration of interrelationships between effects on identified receptors 

caused by the project under consideration – termed intra-project effects; and  

• The consideration of effects on identified receptors caused by the Proposed 

Development combined and interacting with the effects of other approved 

development – termed inter-project effects. 

7.67 Both assessments are based on the effects on identified receptors.  There is only the potential 

for a significant cumulative environmental effect on a particular receptor if both projects or 

aspects of the Proposed Development have the potential to affect shared receptors. Sensitive 

receptors considered for each topic were therefore identified. 

Cumulative Assessment: Intra-Project Effects  

7.68 The assessment of intra-project effects considers the likely significant effects of the Proposed 

Development on the same receptor. These occur (for example) when a number of separate 

impacts, such as noise and air quality, affect a single receptor such as fauna. 

7.69 The PINS guidance (Ref 7.1) notes that careful consideration should be given to explain how 

interrelationships have been assessed in order to address the environmental impacts of the 

proposal as a whole. It need not necessarily follow that the maximum adverse impact in terms 

of any one topic impact would automatically result in the maximum potential impact when a 

number of topic impacts are considered collectively. In addition, individual impacts may not be 

significant for a particular receptor, but could become significant when their interrelationship is 

assessed.  

7.70 The assessment of potential intra-related effects, therefore, considers receptor-led effects 

through an assessment of the scope for all effects to interact, spatially and temporally, to 
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create intra-related impacts on a receptor (for example all effects on a given receptor such as 

human amenity – noise and air quality, access, and traffic – these might be short term, 

temporary or transient effects or incorporate longer term effects). 

7.71 Each technical chapter identifies where sensitive receptors identified within their assessment 

could also be affected by another aspect of the Proposed Development. In order for there to 

be such a cumulative effect, there would require to be a more-than-negligible level of residual 

effect identified on a receptor from the topic-specific assessment Chapter 22: Cumulative 

Effects Summary). 

Cumulative Assessment: Inter-Project Effects 

7.72 Inter-project cumulative effects arise as a result of the Proposed Development interacting with 

other developments/projects in the vicinity.  An example of an inter-project cumulative effect 

may result from the proposed construction traffic for the project using the same access routes 

as other construction traffic for another un-related major project in the vicinity.  The resulting 

effect may be an increase in vehicles on the local road network and an increase in dust from 

construction vehicles over and above that which would be created by the development in 

isolation. 

7.73 The process undertaken for determining projects has been informed by PINS Advice Note 17 

(Ref. 7.4) but acknowledges the EIA Regulations 2017 which were transposed following the 

publication of PINS Advice Note 17. This states that the purpose of the cumulative 

assessment is to identify the cumulation of effects with other existing and/or approved 

projects.  Existing projects are evidently considered as part of the baseline of the 

environmental assessment.  Therefore the purpose of the cumulatie assessment is to identify 

other approved projects (or material changes to existing projects) which could be 

constructed or operational at the same time as the proposed  Development. 

7.74 The PINS Advice Note follows a staged approach, which is summarised below, with a 

justification as to whether the process was followed herein: 

1) Establish the NSIP’s ZOI and identify long list of ‘other development’ - The 

cumulative assessment identified the ZOI based on “shared receptors” as identified in 

Step 1 below (5km from Order Limits).  However, the long list of other development was 

not created based purely on the presence of other development within the ZOI, using a 

tiered approach where Tier 1 is a higher level of certainty (projects under construction, 

or where applications are permitted or submitted but not yet determined) and Tier 2 and 

3 are a lower level of certainty (such as NSIPs at scoping stage or pre-scoping, or 

projects identified in Development Plans).  That approach was not used herein, as the 

level of confidence placed on an assessment made with minimal information is too low 

to be of any particular use. Tier 3 projects, for example would not be “existing or 

approved” at the time of construction of Rail Central. Their status at the time of 

operation could not be predicted, as there does not exist enough information to allow 

a robust assessment. 
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• 2) Identify shortlist of ‘other development’ for cumulative assessment- this was 

carried out as part of Step 1 identified below, with the inclusion/ exclusion thresholds 

built into the selection of other development. 

• 3) Information Gathering  - this was undertaken as outlined in Step 1 below, with the 

list shown in Appendix 7.1. 

• 4) Assessment  - this was undertaken as outlined in Step 2 below. 

7.75 The adapted version of the methodology was used instead, as follows.  This approach is 

considered more robust for this type of phased, long term project, where effects will emerge 

over a long period of time against a potentially changing environmental background. The key 

issue to address therefore is how such changes could affect identified receptors that could be 

affected by more than one project. 

Step 1: Establish list of cumulative projects  

7.76 A review of planning applications submitted to Northampton Council or South 

Northamptonshire Council or DCO applications made to the Planning Inspectorate, in the last 

five years was undertaken, in order to identify potential projects that could give rise to in-

combination interactions with Rail Central.  The review was for five years past, which is 

considered a reasonable period to identify projects that are likely to be built. It is assumed 

that any approved project in the past five years would be constructed or operational in a 

common time period to Rail Central (i.e. it is not likely that any project approved in the past 

five years will be decommissioned by the time construction commences in 2019/2020). 

7.77 During the review the following selection criteria were applied to determine whether the 

project was relevant for consideration: 

• Status of Project – projects were considered if they are approved or likely to be 

approved by August 2019. This included projects that were: under construction; 

approved but not yet implemented; in planning but not yet determined or currently 

refused but subject to appeal.  

• Relevant geographical boundary – a 5km boundary from the outer boundary of 

the Order Limits was selected.  This was informed by the location of sensitive 

receptors to Rail Central, as identified by the study area applied to each of the 

relevant technical chapters; the maximum extent of which was 5km.  Receptors 

for the socio-economic and climate change assessments extended beyond 5km, 

but a professional decision was made that it would not be proportionate to 

consider potential cumulative projects on a wider scale (regionally, nationally or 

even globally in the case of climate change).   

• Appropriate Scale – to ensure a proportionate approach, a scale threshold was 

applied.  In this case, Column 2 in Schedule 2 of The Town and Country Planning 
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(EIA) Regulations 2017 was applied.  This was considered an appropriate scale 

threshold to capture projects with ‘likely significant effects’. This scale threshold is 

irrelevant in terms of DCO applications and all applications (within the 5km 

boundary from the Order Limits) were included. 

7.78 The list of projects for consideration is within Appendix 7.1, and the locations shown on 

Figure 7.1: Cumulative projects.  For each project selected, available environmental 

information was identified.  Where it was not publically or easily available, the lack of 

information was identified as a limitation to the cumulative assessment. 

7.79 The list included 35 projects, as listed in Appendix 7.1, and further information was gathered 

on each of these for provision to the technical team. These included: 

• The neighbouring Northampton Gateway project  

• Circa 12,500 new homes 

• More than 10 major applications for B8 (warehousing) use 

• A Park and Ride site, and a lorry park 

• 3 solar farms,  

• New schools and medical centres 

• a 2,000 sqm local centre and further A1 uses over 2,000sqm 

• Service station 

• Hotels 

• Anaerobic digestion plants 

• Several applications for overhead powerlines 

Step 2: Evaluation of Projects and Assessment 

7.80 The technical team reviewed the list of projects and associated information and undertook a 

further stage of evaluation to determine the relevance of the project for consideration, based 

on: 

• Relevant geographical boundary (shared receptors) – Consideration was 

given to the sensitive receptors specific in the technical chapter.  A cumulative 

effect is only likely if there is a common sensitive receptor between (or potentially 

affected by) Rail Central and the selected projects. 
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• Relevant environmental effect – Consideration was given to those effects 

considered in each technical assessment which are considered to be of minor 

level of effect or above following the implementation of embedded and adaptive 

mitigation (i.e. the residual effect). Lower levels of effect could not reasonably be 

expected to result in a significant cumulative effect. 

7.81 Once the receptors for assessment were defined and the relevant residual effects identified, 

consideration was given to: 

 Combined magnitude of change; 

 Sensitivity of the receptor and tolerance to change; and 

 Duration and reversibility of any cumulative effect. 

7.82 Unless otherwise stated, a qualitative assessment was undertaken and conclusions drawn as 

to the likelihood for significant “in-combination” cumulative environmental effects.  If a 

potentially significant cumulative effect was identified, consideration for possible additional 

adaptive mitigation was identified  - as discussed in each technical chapter.  

Habitats Regulations Assessment 

7.83 Regulation 27 of the EIA Regulations requires that where a Habitats Regulations Assessment 

is also a requirement alongside EIA, the Secretary of State must ensure that the Habitats 

Regulation Assessment and the EIA are co-ordinated. 

7.84 A Habitats Regulations Screening Report (No Significant Effects Report - NSER) has been 

undertaken to assess whether the Proposed Development might have any likely significant 

effect on any European designated site; in this case the Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits SPA 

(also designated as a Ramsar site with the same boundaries as the SPA). This is the first 

‘screening’ stage in the requirement for assessment of the likely significant effects on Natura 

2000 sites under the “Habitats Directive”
1
. The required assessment is referred to as habitat 

regulations assessment (HRA). 

7.85 The NSER examines the evidence concerning the likely effects of a development on the 

qualifying features of a Natura 2000 site with a view to establishing whether it can be 

concluded that no likely significant effect will occur. It therefore examines whether the 

development could affect the qualifying interest, how probable the effect might be, and what 

the characteristics of the effect might be (magnitude, duration, reversibility etc.). The 

conclusion of the screening was that there was no potential loss of supporting habitat adjacent 

to or outside the SPA, qualifying species did not use any of the Proposed Development order 

Limits, and there was no potential for direct effects on the SPA from sources such as noise, 

air quality and hydrology. 

                                                      
1
 European Directive on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Flora and Fauna Habitats 

Directive (92/43/EEC) 
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7.86 Since no effects of the Proposed Development on qualifying features of the SPA have been 

identified - and especially as that is due to absence of suitable habitat or absence of relevant 

species demonstrable by survey – there can be no cumulative impacts with any other  

7.87 The Proposed Development will not therefore give rise to any likely significant effect on any 

qualifying feature of the SPA.  

Transboundary Assessment 

7.88 The West Coast Main Line forms a core part of the Trans-European Network (TEN-T). There is 

therefore a physical connection(s) in terms of transport links between the Proposed 

Development and the European Economic Area (EEC) States.  However, this does not mean 

that significant environmental effects will arise in those States. The connections to the EEC 

States are already in existence, and any significant adverse effects are expected to be local to 

the site.   

7.89 Some movements passing through Rail Central would comprise European intermodal 

services, conventional wagon services and express freight services. This would represent the 

smallest component of movements associated with the Proposed Development.  

7.90 Based on the current patterns of activity at existing SRFI, it is anticipated that the majority of 

rail traffic would comprise deep-sea containers (from a variety of locations), expected to be 

moved through the existing network of major UK port facilities.  

7.91 The Proposed Development would have onward access at W10 gauge to the principal 

deepsea ports of Felixstowe, Southampton and London Gateway, mainland Europe and China 

via the Channel Tunnel, as well as other ports and SRFI in the regions. 

7.92 The Rail Central scheme is being developed with capacity to cater for a significant level of 

traffic at maturity, noting that such levels of traffic would be expected to evolve over a 

number of years. 

7.93 Transboundary Screening was undertaken by the Secretary of State on 03 February 2016 

(Ref. 7.12). The Secretary of State is of the view that the Proposed Development is not likely 

to have a significant effect on the environment in another EEA State. In reaching this view 

the Secretary of State has applied the precautionary approach (as explained in the Planning 

Inspectorate’s Advice Note 12: Transboundary Impacts Consultation) (Ref. 7.6), as well as the 

information supplied by the Applicant.  

7.94 In consideration of the project information and assessments contained within this ES, it is 

concluded that significant effects on other EEC States will not arise.  
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