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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This Technical Note (TN) has been prepared by Transport Planning Associates (TPA) to 
provide a commentary on the consultation response provided by Highways England (HE) in 
relation to the S42 consultation associated with Rail Central. The various HE consultation 
responses received are included at Appendix A. 

2 CONSULTATION RESPONSE LETTER 

2.1 HE has provided a consultation response letter, dated 20 April 2018. The comments provided 
within this, along with TPA’s response / commentary, is summarised in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1  HE Comments and TPA Responses 

Item 
No. HE Comment TPA Response 

Draft Transport Assessment 

Modelling Work 

1 

Details regarding LinSig modelling work 
undertaken by TPA on behalf of Rail Central 
for SRN junctions are currently being 
discussed by Highways England with TPA. 
As such, assessments presented in the 
Draft Transport Assessment are not final. 
Once the LinSig models are agreed with 
Highways England, the results and 
modelling summary presented in the 
Transport Assessment should be updated. 

Noted. This will be presented in the 
Transport Assessment (TA). 

2 

Based on recent communication with TPA, 
we have been advised that the VISSIM 
modelling work for M1 J15 and J15a is 
currently being undertaken. Once this 

Noted. This will be presented in the TA. 
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modelling work is complete and checked 
and approved by Highways England, the 
assessment results for these junctions in the 
Transport Assessment should be based on 
this modelling work. 

Mitigation Schemes for SRN 

3 

Based on latest information provided by TPA 
to Highways England, mitigation schemes 
for M1 J16 and A45/ Eagle Road/ Caswell 

Road Junction as indicated in the Draft 
Transport Assessment are no longer 
proposed. We appreciate that the full list of 
mitigation schemes is evolving and would 
therefore expect the list to be updated in the 
final version of the Transport Assessment. 

Noted. This will be updated in the TA 

4 

It has been stated in the draft Transport 
Assessment that the mitigation schemes 
required in support of the proposed 
development may be delivered in phases. 
However, no phasing plan has been 
provided as the modelling work to support 
the phasing is yet to be undertaken. 
Highways England awaits to see this 
modelling work so that we can confirm if we 
are satisfied with any proposed phasing plan 
for delivery of mitigations. It is noted that in 
addition to the Strategic modelling work, 
individual junction capacity assessments 
may also be required to support the phasing 

plan. 

Noted. It is proposed that all mitigation 
schemes will be provided prior to first 
occupation, subject to road space booking 
and agreement with the highway authorities. 
Phasing assessments will be carried out 
following the DCO submission to determine 
floorspace triggers for each mitigation 
scheme, in the event that it is not possible to 
construct all schemes in advance of 
opening.  

5 

The Draft Transport Assessment proposed 3 
safety improvement schemes for the SRN at 
A43/ Towcester Road, A43/ St. John’s 
Road, A43 Northampton Road. It is noted 
that Highways England has provided 
comments regarding these proposals which 
should be taken into consideration in the 
final version of the Transport Assessment. 

The comments provided have been 
addressed in the latest iteration of the 
schemes and the accompanying technical 
notes will be provided. It should be noted 
that only two improvement schemes are 
proposed. A financial contribution is to be 
provided towards safety improvements at a 
third, subject to further monitoring of 
accident records. 

6 

The proposed design is still under review 
and will require further discussion and 
consideration prior to agreement from 
Highways England. Individual comments on 
the asset types will be provided in due 
course. It is noted that no drainage strategy 
has been provided. This is required and 
should adhere to DfT Circular 02/13 with 
regards to third party connections. 

Noted. Comments have been addressed in 
the latest iterations of the scheme designs 
where reasonably possible, although it 
should be noted that detailed design work 
would follow at a later date. However, 
detailed information for M1 Junction 15A will 
be provided as part of the DCO submission, 
given that it is an NSIP in its own right. 
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Other Details 

7 

The proposed trip attraction provided in the 
Transport Assessment has been stated to 
be robust and worst case assessment. 
Highways England considers the trip 
attraction to be suitable, however, not 
necessarily a worst case assessment. 

The trip attraction methodology applied gave 
the highest value of vehicle trips during the 
peak periods assessed compared to other 
methodologies. It is therefore not clear why 
HE consider it not to be a ‘worst case’ 
assessment. 

8 

As you may be aware, some of the meeting 
minutes provided in the Appendices of the 
draft Transport Assessment have not been 
agreed. Therefore, can you please include 
these as draft Meeting minutes in the final 
version of your Transport Assessment. 

The TA does not suggest that the minutes 
are agreed, and the minutes appended are 
clearly marked as draft where applicable. 
This will be made clearer in the final TA. 

9 

It has been indicated the principle of the new 
grade separated junction on the A43 has 
been approved by Highways England. This 
has yet to be reviewed by Highways 
England and further discussions will be 
required prior to reaching any agreement to 
ensure DMRB standards can be achieved. 
Consideration should be given as to how the 
site will be accessed during closures of the 
A43 or M1 J15a. 

The principle of providing a GSJ onto the 
A43 was discussed and agreed at an early 
stage. The preliminary design was also 
provided to HE for review at an early stage. 
It is acknowledged that further detailed 
design is required but it is considered that 
the principle has been established.  

 

As the Site Access junction is a grade 
separated roundabout, this provides a safe 
U-turn facility, and as such the A43 could be 
kept open up to the Site Access (either to 
the north or to the south). It is therefore 
considered unlikely that there would be a 
need for the A43 to be closed in its entirety. 
Provided HE advises the operators in 
advance of any closures, the operators can 
make suitable arrangements to have its 
traffic access the site from one direction 
(either North or South), otherwise traffic 
would need to follow the signposted 
diversion routes. 

10 

Can you please indicate a consistent 
development size in your final Transport 
Assessment. We note that currently there 
are some inconsistencies in the document 
regarding the development size and whether 
it is given as GFA or GEA. 

This will be addressed in the final TA. 

11 

It is noted that some of the mitigation 
schemes are not correctly described in the 
draft Transport Assessment. For example. 
For the proposed mitigation scheme at Tove 
roundabout, flares have been proposed 
(Point 3 and Point 4). However these have 
been described as additional lane. For the 

Noted. This will be addressed in the final TA.  
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proposed mitigation scheme at M1 J15, the 
lane marking changes on A508 and M1 NB 
Off-slip have not been shown on the latest 
drawing submitted to Highways England. It 
also appears that the proposed mitigation 
scheme at A43/ Brackley Road has been 
incorrectly referred to as A43 Tove 
roundabout. 

Draft Framework Construction Traffic Management Plan 

12 

Gross Internal Area (GIA) of the proposed 
development has been provided. As stated 
above, the size of the proposed 
development should be consistently 
provided in the documents to avoid 
confusion. 

Noted. 

13 

It has been indicated that the temporary 
construction traffic access located to the 
north of the petrol filling station access will 
be closed once the new grade separated 
junction is constructed. For avoidance of 
doubt, can you please confirm if the verge 
and kerb line will reinstated and any access 
rights formally extinguished. Further 
consideration is required regarding the 
routing of the construction traffic and the 
access to site. Table 5.1 states that the 
forecast number of HGV trips to the site 
during the construction of the accesses is 
one per day. This is considered 
unrealistically low and should be reviewed. 

It is anticipated that the verge and kerbline 
would be reinstated.  

The HGV trips associated with construction 
of the access is an average and reflects the 
build out period required. Further 
consideration of this will be provided in the 
final CTMP. 

14 

Further clarity is required on the proposed 
signing strategy. Timescales should be 
provided as to how long the signage will be 
on the network. If it is for the duration of the 
construction then more permanent signage 
will be required. Consideration should also 
be given to current street furniture. 

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

15 

It has been indicated in the document that 
construction activities will be undertaken 
between the core hours of 07:30 – 19:00 on 
Monday to Friday and 08:00 – 13:00 on 
Saturdays. Construction activities that 
require traffic management on the Strategic 
Road Network will follow Highways 
England’s road space booking requirements. 
Deliveries are expected to take place within 
these core hours, but avoiding network peak 
hours of 08:00 – 09:00 and 17:00-18:00. 
Construction Staff are expected to arrive 

Noted. 
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and depart from site 30 minutes before and 
after core-working hours. This requires 
further consideration and discussion with 
Highways England. 

16 

[Swept Path Analysis] should be in 
accordance with TD 16/07, Paragraph 7.15 
“an articulated vehicle with a single axle at 
the rear of the trailer, of length 15.5 metres”. 
Swept Path Analysis for 400t Mobile Crane 
given on Drawing 1211-80- Figure 4.4 
Revision A uses Articulated HGV instead of 
the Mobile Crane. Can this be updated in 
the final version of the document. 

For the temporary construction access the 
swept-path analysis has been undertaken in 
accordance with guidance set out in para 
1.5b in TD42/95. The proposed grade 
separated junction will be subject to further 
detailed design to be presented as part of 
the DCO submission. 

17 
Further clarity is required on whether 
paragraph 7.7 is referring to internal site 
drainage or highway drainage. 

Further details will be provided within the 
final CTMP. 

3 HE ASSET TEAM COMMENTS 

3.1 In addition to the main consultation response letter, HE has provided a series of documents 
prepared by individual Asset Team leads, in relation to the consultation material. These are 
considered in turn within this TN. 

Greg Fernee – Structures 

3.2 The comments provided in relation to highway structures, along with TPA’s response / 
commentary, is summarised in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1  HE Comments and TPA Responses 

Item 
No. HE Comment TPA Response 

Highway Works Plan Sheet 1 

1 

an overbridge at J16 is shown to increase 
from 2 lanes to 3. A BD101/11 structural 
review will be needed to ascertain if any 
assessment works will be required to prove 
the capacity of the bridge is sufficient for 3 
lanes of traffic. 

Noted, although this scheme no longer 
forms part of the development proposals. 

Highway Works Plan Sheet 2 

2 
2 new gantries appear to be proposed 
(GS1 & GS2), no details are provided. 

Details will be determined as part of the 
detailed design. 

3 
Presumably the 2 existing gantries at the 
junction will be demolished? 

This will be determined as part of the 
detailed design. It would be preferable to 
retain the existing gantries if possible. The 
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northern gantry is likely to need to be 
demolished, but the southern gantry may be 
able to be retained. 

4 

A new bridge is being proposed over the 
canal to carry a new carriageway, no 
details are provided. This proposed route 
also passes over a stream to the west of 
the canal, where a new culvert would be 
needed. 

Further detailed design information for M1 
Junction 15A will be submitted as part of the 
DCO submission.  

Highway Works Plan Sheet 3 

5 
The new interchange on the A43 indicates 
2 new overbridges are proposed, no details 
are provided 

Further detailed design information for the 
proposed site access will be submitted as 
part of the DCO submission. 

6 
A new retaining wall is proposed (max 
retained height 2.6m), no details are 
provided 

Further detailed design information for the 
proposed site access will be submitted as 
part of the DCO submission. 

Highway Works Plan Sheet 4 

7 
It appears that a new gantry is proposed to 
replace the existing at Tove Roundabout, 
no details are provided 

There are no existing gantries at Tove 
Roundabout. If this relates to the mast arm 
signals, further details will be provided as 
part of the detailed design. 

8 
Clarification required as to whether works 
at Abthorpe Roundabout would affect the 
two retaining walls recently constructed 

The retaining wall on the eastern side of the 
A43 would not be affected. The retaining 
wall on the western side of the A43 would 
likely be affected and will be considered as 
part of the detailed design.  

Highway Works Plan Sheet 5 

9 

A45-A43 interchange west bridge is shown 
to increase from 2 lanes to 3. A BD101/11 
structural review will be needed to 
ascertain if any assessment works will be 
required to prove the capacity of the bridge 
is sufficient for 3 lanes of traffic. 

Noted, although this scheme no longer 
forms part of the development proposals. 

Haydn Yeo – Street Lighting 

3.3 The comments provided in relation to Street Lighting, along with TPA’s response / 
commentary, is summarised in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2  HE Comments and TPA Responses 

Item 
No. 

HE Comment TPA Response 

General Comments 

1 
I would expect the top of the slip roads on 
the A43 junction to be lit as a minimum, but 
may extend to include the mainline junction 

Further detailed design information for the 
proposed site access will be submitted as 
part of the DCO submission. 
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dependent on economic assessment and 
safety assessment. It may extend back to 
the M1 due to volume of lorry movements. 

2 
The new revised junction on the A43 
adjacent to the M1 shall be lit throughout. 

Further detailed design information for the 
proposed site access will be submitted as 
part of the DCO submission. 

Mark Roxburgh – Studies 

3.4 The comments provided by Mark Roxburgh, along with TPA’s response / commentary, is 
summarised in Table 3.3. 

Table 3.3  HE Comments and TPA Responses 

Item 
No. 

HE Comment TPA Response 

Public Rights of Way Strategy (1 of 3) 1627-15-109-A 

1 

Diversion of route RD12 passes close to 
A43 and new access junction, how will this 
PROW cross the access route and will this 
have any impact on the safe and efficient 
operation of the junction? 

There is a proposed underpass of the 
access road to ensure that users of the 
PROW do not interact with the road users. 

Speed Limit Plans Sheet 4 of 7 1211-80/SLP/04 

2 

Plan shows Brackley Road to east of 
Abthorpe Roundabout as 30mph trunk road 
however the vast majority of this link is 
local highway and not part of the trunk 
road.  

This will be corrected in the final submission. 

Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 1 of 7 1211-80/HMP/01 

3 

Spiral arrangements do not fully work – 
particularly for the middle lane on both 
offslips; these are shown as ‘ahead and 
left’ which would typically imply movements 
both to the first exit (left) and onto the 
roundabout (ahead) for the third exit. 
However the lane markings only permit 
movements from these lanes left or back 
onto the M1 onslip. Further, cross-
referencing this against the Linsig model 
structure in the Transport Assessment 
1211-80/TA/01 (Appendix B) shows a 
number of discrepancies between the 
layout drawing and model. 

Further, the A45 entry shows three lanes 
feeding onto the north bridge but the 
circulatory spirals out with the nearside two 
lanes going left onto the M1 on-slip. The 

Noted, although this scheme no longer 
forms part of the development proposals. 
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markings for these movements overlap and 
create ambiguity for drivers with a high 
potential to result in collisions. There is also 
a likelihood of this being raised in a road 
safety audit. 

It is imperative that the assessment 
accurately reflects the proposed design and 
lane arrangement and that the lane 
arrangement proposed is viable. Further 
development of this scheme and solution is 
required. 

Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 2 of 7 1211-80/HMP/02 

4 

On A43 Northbound there is a risk that the 
left turn lane becomes blocked off by traffic 
in the adjacent ahead lanes. Consider 
changing flaring so that the nearside dual 
carriageway feeds only the left turn lane 
and the offside flares to the two ahead 
lanes. 

The ahead movement far outweighs the left 
turning movement such that restricting this 
to a single ahead lane would lead to 
significant capacity issues on the A43. 

5 

Although this can be resolved at detailed 
design stage, ahead arrows should be 
included on the southern signal junction to 
reinforce the permitted movements. 

Ahead arrows are shown on the drawing. 

Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 3 of 7 1211-80/HMP/03 

6 

Tracking for the junction is provided in the 
construction access management plan 
which is commented on below. The 
tracking provided only uses a 16.5m three 
axle trailer articulated vehicle which is not 
the most onerous design vehicle (see also 
comments below). Further, the tracking 
shows that movements through the access 
junction cannot be completed without the 
swept path transgressing over lane lines in 
a couple of locations. 

Given the high proportion of HGV traffic 
expected on the junction and the potential 
for an occupier who has significant use of 
the more onerous 15.5m single axle trailer 
vehicle, the design should be adjusted to 
accommodate all movements by this 
design vehicle without transgressing any 
lanes, including allowance for driver error of 
1m (~0.5m either side of the swept path). It 
is noted that this may in turn require a 
departure from TD 16/07 for lane widths 
(para 7.24) however the specific 
circumstances of this junction need to be 

For the temporary construction access the 
swept-path analysis has been undertaken in 
accordance with guidance set out in para 
1.5b in TD42/95. The proposed grade 
separated junction will be subject to further 
detailed design to be presented as part of 
the DCO submission. 
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taken into account and a departure sought 
if required. 

Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 4 of 7 1211-80/HMP/04 

Abthorpe 

7 

Carriageway lane destination markings on 
A43 southbound approach are inconsistent 
and will need revising although this can be 
addressed at detailed design. 

This will be addressed. 

Tove 

8 
Improves A43 westbound alignment but 
worsens eastbound alignment. 

This needs clarifying, as it is not clear what 
this relates to. The deflection on the A43 
eastbound approach is necessitated by the 
increased central island as requested by HE. 

9 

Give-way is currently used as 2 lanes, even 
though marked as 1 lane. Any restriction to 
1 lane would have capacity impact. 
Approach should be designed as a formal 
two lanes onto the roundabout to maximise 
capacity and offset increased difficulty of 
access due to additional circulatory lanes. 

This has been amended in the latest design 
iteration further to discussions with HE.  

10 

Existing issue of visibility of signals from 
give-way, and ensuring drivers move into 
offside lane on circulatory. Design solutions 
to mitigate this are required. 

The reconfiguration of the roundabout with 
enlarged central island should assist with 
this, and ensure drivers are more able to get 
into the correct lane. The visibility of signals 
from the give way is an existing issue that 
would not be worsened by the proposals.  

11 Note inclusion of peds on west side. This is shown on the drawing. 

12 
May be a bit of scope at detailed design to 
ensure right turns spiral out comfortably. 

Agreed that this can be considered at 
detailed design, although note that the 
current proposals would still provide a 
betterment over the existing arrangement 
due to the enlarged roundabout. 

13 
Signing and lane destinations on A5 
northbound approach will need revising to 
reflect spiral markings on roundabout 

This will be included in the final submission. 

14 

Alignment for movement from A43 
northbound to A5 northbound has a 
number of reverse curves although there is 
scope to introduce a smoother alignment 
here. 

This has been amended in the latest design 
iteration further to discussions with HE. 

15 

Noted that both A5 approaches and A43 
northbound approach all have set-back 
stoplines to accommodate closely 
associated secondary signals due to lack of 
scope to position on central island. Final 
positioning however should be reviewed at 

Agreed that this can be considered at 
detailed design. 
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detailed design stage taking account of 
pole positioning. 

Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 6 of 7 1211-80/HMP/06 

16 

A45 westbound widened to four lanes and 
appears to include signalisation of 
pedestrian crossing. If so, we would need 
to have pedestrian signals on other 
crossings too to maintain a consistent 
route. 

A signalised crossing is not proposed. The 
tactile paving shown replicates the existing 
provision. Notwithstanding this, it should be 
noted that this scheme no longer forms part 
of the development proposals. 

17 

Circulatory is widened past Saxon Avenue 
from three lanes to four. This will increase 
the complexity of the give way entry 
creating a greater risk of collisions and 
potentially increased delays. This is due to 
drivers having to make a more complex 
judgement on the positioning and path of 
circulating vehicles and will need longer to 
get across the enlarged conflict area. 

Some form of mitigating control is required 
to offset this such as a facility for an 
extended all red period at the upstream 
signals. If such solutions would impact on 
the traffic capacity of the junction then the 
traffic modelling should be reviewed and 
revised accordingly. 

The ability of traffic to exit the give way is 
assessed through the LINSIG model, and 
can be further assessed through the VISSIM 
modelling. Notwithstanding this, it should be 
noted that this scheme no longer forms part 
of the development proposals. 

18 

Widening on A45 exit to create a third lane 
reduces the stacking space for the 
circulatory leading into Saxon Avenue and 
creates a significant risk of shunt collisions 
between drivers queuing on the internal 
stopline and those heading ahead onto the 
A45. Further review of options is required 
to achieve a safe design such as including 
a fourth lane on the northbound circulatory 
just after the M1 overbridge. 

Modelling work allows for the shorter 
stacking space and green times are 
amended to reduce queues building on the 
circulatory. Notwithstanding this, it should be 
noted that this scheme no longer forms part 
of the development proposals. 

19 

It is also noted that a three lane exit to the 
A45 may create opportunities for a third left 
turn lane from the M1 southbound offslip; 
however the geometry of this movement is 
not suitable for this to be catered for safely. 

Agreed that the geometry of this movement 
would not be conducive to providing a third 
left turning lane. It could also adversely 
affect the arm by forcing all Grange Park 
and A508 traffic to use a single lane. 
Notwithstanding this, it should be noted that 
this scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

DRAFT Framework Construction Traffic Management Plan 1211-80/CTMP/01 

20 

Swept path analysis uses 16.5m three axle 
trailer articulated vehicles however these 
are not the most onerous permitted 
vehicles in terms of swept paths. A 15.5m 

For the temporary construction access the 
swept-path analysis has been undertaken in 
accordance with guidance set out in para 
1.5b in TD42/95. The proposed grade 



Ashfield Land Management Ltd and Gazeley GLP Northampton s.à.r.l. Rail Central 
Technical Note No. 13 – Review of S42 Consultation Response – Highways England   
 

1211-80/TN/01  Transport Planning Associates 
August 2018  Page 11 of 56 
 

articulated vehicle with a single axle trailer 
has a greater ‘cut in’ and therefore takes a 
wider path. 

For the construction accesses this may be 
acceptable provided guarantees are 
provided that no 15.5m vehicle will access 
the site during this phase. However there is 
a need to demonstrate that the final access 
junction can accommodate the most 
onerous vehicle along with a suitable 
margin for driver error (1m) as required in 
standards. 

Note, while there is allowance to relax the 
‘design vehicle’ where there is likely to be 
minimal flow of the most onerous 15.5m 
vehicles, at present there is no guarantee 
of the occupiers for the site and therefore a 
likelihood that occupants with regular use 
of this type of vehicle may end up being 
present. 

separated junction will be subject to further 
detailed design to be presented as part of 
the DCO submission. 

21 

During the construction of the temporary 
and main access junctions the only access 
will be left in, left out on the A43 
southbound. Vehicle routing during this 
period to the M1 will need to u-turn further 
south, likely at the A43/A5 Tove 
Roundabout. Given the level of congestion 
on this junction and significant challenges 
relating to right turning movements, 
including outside of peak periods, these 
movements have a potential to create 
significant adverse effects. Some form of 
control or strategy is required to manage 
this impact such as restricting movements 
to less critical times or perhaps phasing the 
improvements to the Tove Roundabout 
prior to commencement of the site access. 

As set out in the CTMP, deliveries would be 
limited to outside of the peak periods. Due to 
the length of construction for the Site 
Access, it is unlikely to be feasible for the 
Tove improvements to precede that without 
affecting the opening year. The CTMP will 
also seek to manage vehicle movements as 
far as possible, including suggested routing 
via the M1 for arriving vehicles and via the 
M40 for departing vehicles (where this is 
viable), such that U-turning movements 
would be minimised. 

22 

Further to the above, the forecast number 
of HGV trips to the site during the 
construction of the accesses is one per 
day. This is considered unrealistically low, 
both as an average but also in particular 
relation to peak construction activities. This 
needs further review and consideration of 
the impacts this may have particularly in 
relation to the previous comment. 

This is an average figure that reflects the 
build-out period required for the site access. 
Further consideration will be given to this in 
the final submission. 

23 
To construct the grade separated junction 
access will be required to both sides of the 
A43 dual carriageway yet no allowance is 

Noted. This will be considered in the final 
submission. 
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made in the plan for access to the north 
side. This needs further consideration both 
in terms of routing and safe means of 
access as well as the impact of traffic 
travelling between this part of the site and 
the main site facilities on the south side. In 
particular, this could result in significant 
volumes of staff and plant making u-turns 
at the Tove Roundabout or M1 J15a during 
this period. 

Andrew Pinkney – Drainage 

3.5 The comments provided in relation to Highway Drainage, along with TPA’s response / 
commentary, is summarised in Table 3.4. 

Table 3.4  HE Comments and TPA Responses 

Item 
No. HE Comment TPA Response 

General Comments 

1 

I have reviewed the documents issued and 
there is no mention of the drainage 
strategy. Or drainage layout.  

 

There are 3 no attenuation pond shown on 
the master plan that appears all? 

 

It is essential that a drainage strategy is 
provided and that HE have an opportunity 
to review it. They have to adhere to DfT 
Circular 02/2013, in which para 50 sets out 
the current position with regard to new 3rd 
party drainage connections. 

Detailed design information (including 
drainage details) will be provided as part of 
the DCO submission for the proposed A43 
site access and M1 Junction 15A. Detailed 
design for other junctions will follow in 
accordance with the protective provisions to 
be agreed. 
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Emma Timson – Safety 

3.6 The comments provided in relation to Road Safety, along with TPA’s response / commentary, 
is summarised in Table 3.5. 

Table 3.5  HE Comments and TPA Responses 

Item 
No. 

HE Comment TPA Response 

General Arrangement Plans 

Sheet 1 J16 

1 

Base plans show as non-Smart Motorway 
ALR. Will the footprint shown 
accommodate the additional lanes and 
infrastructure that the SMP will bring?  
Emergency refuge areas may also have to 
be accommodated on the exit slip roads. 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

Sheet 2 J15A 

2 

The yellow box markings are a concern.  
How will these be policed to ensure the 
safe and efficient running on the junction?  
Vehicles contravening the yellow box 
markings will block proceeding vehicles in 
subsequent signal stages leading to 
conflicts between these vehicles. 

Signal staging has been derived to provide a 
‘green wave’ so that queuing on the internal 
stop lines is minimised. The yellow box 
markings are precautionary, noting existing 
issues at the junction.  

3 

M1 NB entry slip and services access – the 
short merge at the top of this slip road will 
cause delays back into the junction when 
drivers inevitably fail to merge in turn.  This 
will lead to conflicts as vehicle attempt to 
merge and shunt type accidents further 
back into the junction. 

The merge is in excess of 100m long in 
accordance with DMRB guidance for 
signalised junctions.  

4 
The straight alignment of the NB entry slip 
road will lead to high vehicle speeds into 
the bend and split to the services. 

This is not considered to be materially 
different to the existing slip road, and the 
bend has been designed with radii in 
accordance with DMRB guidance.  

5 

ADS sign 2 and 3 do not reflect the 
complexity of the junction ahead.  
Additional signs will be required to show 
lane destinations to avoid drivers making 
late lane changes. 

Alternative signage would be non-standard 
and would need to be agreed in advance 
with HE. This can be resolved at the detailed 
design stage.  

6 
OGS1 should have the road number A5123 
as well as the destination ‘Northampton’ to 
avoid confusion. 

This can be provided, although it should be 
noted that the proposed destination is 
equivalent to the existing gantry sign on the 
A43 Northbound approach. 

7 
Base plans show as non-Smart Motorway 
ALR. Will the footprint shown 

The proposals do not affect the Smart 
Motorways scheme and it is not the 
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accommodate the additional lanes and 
infrastructure that the SMP will bring?  
Emergency refuge areas may also have to 
be accommodated on the exit slip roads. 

responsibility of Rail Central to provide 
Emergency Refuge Areas where none are 
provided at present.  

Sheet 3 A43 Site Access 

8 

Sign locations and sizes, retaining walls 
and gradients have not been detailed and 
deferred to the detailed design stage – after 
the DCO is in place. More information is 
required at this stage to ensure that all 
DMRB standards can be achieved for all 
elements of the design avoiding departures 
and exceptions.   

Detailed design information for the site 
access will be provided as part of the DCO 
submission.  

Sheet 4 Tove Roundabout 

9 

Towcester Road is not currently signalised 
and vehicles have to cross 3 lanes of 
circulating traffic to turn right towards 
Towcester Town Centre.  The proposed 
layout will increase the circulatory lanes 
that have to be crossed to 4 which will lead 
to an increase in vehicle conflicts with 
vehicles entering the roundabout from 
Towcester Road.   

The design has been developed in 
discussion with HE with a view to making 
movements out of Towcester Road easier, 
and improving spiralling through the 
increased size of the central island.  

10 

The A43 NE and SW bound exits both 
appear to show kick over arrows 
immediately after the roundabout for 
vehicles to merge on the approach to the 
crossing facilities.  This will lead to vehicle 
conflicts should the signals turn to red and 
vehicle’s attempt to merge.  Any merge 
manoeuvres should commence after the 
crossing facilities. 

This is equivalent to the existing provision on 
the A43 NE bound. 

11 

The red line boundary on the NW A5 
Watling Street approach to Tove 
Roundabout does not seem to 
accommodate the full width of the current 
highway in the south side including the 
footway and verge.  This may be a problem 
if addition signing is required on this 
approach. 

This is a drafting error in converting between 
OS survey and topographical survey data. 
This will be corrected. 

Sheet 4 Northampton Road and Tiffield Road Junctions 

12 

The measures proposed will not militate 
against the current poor accident history at 
these junctions, especially Northampton 
Road.  Area 7 safety team are conducting 
safety investigations at these junctions and 
the measures proposed will not address the 
accidents occurring at current traffic levels 

The proposals are equivalent to those 
implemented recently by HE at the St John’s 
Road and Towcester Road junctions. 
Technical Notes have been prepared in 
relation to these junctions and will be 
updated as part of the DCO submission, 
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and do not mitigate for an increase in 
traffic. 

including details of predicted accident levels 
with the addition of Rail Central traffic. 

Sheet 5 – A45/A43/Ferris Row 

13 

There is not enough detail to show if the 
red line boundary across the bridge 
structure will be enough to accommodate 
all of the required VRS, signals 
infrastructure (poles/cabinets) lighting 
columns and adequate maintenance 
access, especially at the NW bound stop 
line. 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

Sheet 6 – Barnes Meadow Interchange 

14 

Both approaches to the increase lanes to 
the eventual total of 6 on the circulatory.  
New signs will be required on the 
circulatory and approaches to inform 
drivers early of which lane they require to 
avoid late lane changes on the circulatory.  
The red line boundary does not seem 
adequate to include this signing. 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

Sheet 6 – M1 J15 

15 

Base plans show as non-Smart Motorway 
ALR. Will the footprint shown 
accommodate the additional lanes and 
infrastructure that the SMP will bring?  
Emergency refuge areas may also have to 
be accommodated on the exit slip roads. 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

16 

There is insufficient information on this 
drawing to ascertain that all associated 
infrastructure can be accommodated within 
the red line boundary. 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

Speed Limit Plans 

Sheet 2 – M1 J15A 

17 

The de-restricted speed limit for the 
interchange proposed to the south of the 
M1 will result in high vehicle speeds without 
the calming influence of the deflection of a 
roundabout.  This is particularly concerning 
where vehicles are merging, lane changing 
or approaching traffic signals.  

This is being considered further as part of 
the detailed design proposals, in discussion 
with the Police.  

18 

Traffic entering the main road out of the 
access road shown below will have to do 
so from a standstill into de-restricted traffic.  
Traffic exiting the main road will have to 
slow sufficiently to negotiate the left turn 
and may be vulnerable to shunt type 
accidents from faster vehicles behind. 

The junction provides access to farmland 
only, and the proposed junction provision is 
in accordance with the requirements for this 
as set out in TD41/95. 
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Sheet 3 – A43 Site Access 

19 

There is not enough information provided to 
ensure that this design can be delivered 
within these design speeds. More 
information is required at this stage to 
ensure that all DMRB standards can be 
achieved for all elements of the design 
avoiding departures and exceptions.   

Further detailed design information will be 
provided as part of the DCO submission. 

Sheet 4 – Northampton Road and Tiffield Road Junctions 

20 

The Area 7 safety team are conducting 
safety investigations at these junctions and 
the measures proposed will not address the 
accidents occurring at current traffic levels 
and do not mitigate for an increase in 
traffic.  It may be that these speed limits are 
no longer appropriate in light of the existing 
accident problems at these junctions and 
the speed limits should be reviewed 
alongside the appropriateness of the 
proposed mitigation measures. 

The proposals are equivalent to those 
implemented recently by HE at the St John’s 
Road and Towcester Road junctions. 
Technical Notes have been prepared in 
relation to these junctions and will be 
updated as part of the DCO submission, 
including details of predicted accident levels 
with the addition of Rail Central traffic. 

Jacqueline Holland – Signs, VRS, Fencing and Miscellaneous Highway Assets 

3.7 The comments provided in relation to Signs, VRS, Fencing and Miscellaneous Highway 
Assets, along with TPA’s response / commentary, is summarised in Table 3.6. 

Table 3.6  HE Comments and TPA Responses 

Item 
No. 

HE Comment TPA Response 

General Comments from operational Maintenance plan – Appendix 19/4 

Highways maintenance – provision of access 

1 

It is stated that access into the site is only 
via the new grade separated junction to be 
installed on the A43. Other exits are 
proposed but only to be used for exit from 
the site under the direction of the 
emergency services. This means that if the 
M1 J15A or A43 (or parts of it), are closed 
at any time for maintenance activities there 
will be no access to the Rail Central SRFI. 
Considering that the SRFI is proposed to 
be a 24hr operation this would mean that 
for days, or weeks on end, the SRFI would 
be unable to operate during the nights. 

It would present an intolerable burden on 
the tax payer for decades into the future if 

As the Site Access junction is a grade 
separated roundabout, this provides a safe 
U-turn facility, and as such the A43 could be 
kept open up to the Site Access (either north 
or south). It is therefore considered unlikely 
that there would be a need for the A43 to be 
closed in its entirety during any night-time 
period. Provided HE advises the operators in 
advance of any closures, the operators can 
make suitable arrangements to have its 
traffic access the site from one direction 
(either North or South), otherwise traffic 
would need to follow the signposted 
diversions. 
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all Highway maintenance has to be carried 
out piecemeal and in a fashion to maintain 
HGV access at all times. At times in any 
case this would be impossible. 

It is strongly recommended that a 
secondary entry and exit is installed for 
occasional use during periods of highway 
maintenance which is not dependent on 
access to the new roundabout or the A43. 

Highways incidents – access and stacking provision during incidents 

2 

lack of an alternative entrance/exit means 
that if there are any incidents or unplanned 
closures of the M1 or the A43 then the 
section of road between the new 
roundabout and the M1 will  grid lock within 
minutes,. This could prevent all access into 
the site and severely restrict departures. 

Documents state that 3336 HGV 
movements per day will be anticipated, 
equating to an average 139/hr minimum. 
The HGV parking provision is only 149 
spaces which is barely 1 hr capacity if the 
trunk road network becomes unavailable. 

It is recommended that additional HGV 
parking provision should be included 
across the site, in case situations arise 
where traffic can enter but not exit the site. 
(documents state the additional exits are 
only to be used under direction from 
emergency services, the inference being 
that this would only be in case of 
emergencies on site and not routine RTC’s 
and bad weather events). 

The 149 space provision relates only to the 
proposed lorry park. Each individual unit will 
have its own dedicated HGV parking spaces 
in addition to this, to be provided in 
accordance with NCC guidance, which 
equates to 1,773 HGV parking spaces, as 
set out in the TA. 

Call Ahead booking-in process 

3 

It is stated that HGV drivers will call ahead 
and book their slot prior to arrival. If they 
arrive early they can park on site and wait. 
Parking provision is barely 1 hr capacity 
and  less at peak times  

The lorry park and book-in process is 
primarily for traffic travelling direct to the 
intermodal terminal, whereas the trip 
generation accounts for all HGV trips 
associated with the warehousing. Each unit 
will have its own dedicated parking provision 
for these, and the intermodal terminal will 
also have its own parking provision. 

4 
How and where drivers will be able to call 
in safely to book a slot without stopping to 
use their mobile phones 

It is anticipated that slots would need to be 
booked at least 24 hours in advance, and 
operators would plan HGV itineraries 
accordingly, rather than drivers calling to 
book a slot themselves.  
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5 
How they will know in advance whether 
there is parking capacity on site. Where 
they will park when site car park full 

As set out above, it is not anticipated that 
this would be an issue. The on-site operator 
would be able to manage parking demand 
with the aid of the pre-arranged delivery 
slots, and there would be sufficient parking 
provided either adjacent to units, at the 
intermodal terminal or at the lorry park. 

6 
Can the Services at M1 J15A cope with the 
probable significant increase in HGV 
parking 

The HGV parking provision on site would be 
sufficient to cater for all HGV parking 
associated with Rail Central, as set out 
above. 

7 
How can drivers find the booking in number 
if they’ve omitted to save it into phone 
(local information signs recommended) 

This is an operator logistical issue that 
should not be a consideration for a DCO 
application. The concept of booking systems 
for HGV deliveries is not new and has been 
successfully operated elsewhere for many 
years. Drivers can park in the on-site lorry 
park to contact operators for a booking 
number if necessary. 

8 

How with Rail Central ensure that existing 
layby provision on A43 and surrounding 
trunk roads is kept available for other 
highway users 

The HGV parking provision on site would be 
sufficient to cater for all HGV parking 
associated with Rail Central, as set out 
above. 

9 

Detailed design proposals should be 
submitted for review to ensure they are 
feasible and acceptable and then be 
incorporated into the planning permission 

Detailed design information will be provided 
as part of the DCO submission for the 
proposed A43 site access and M1 Junction 
15A. Detailed design for other junctions will 
follow at a later date. 

Sign strategy - incorporation into existing signs 

10 

States that HGV signs will be incorporated 
into existing signs to reduce sign clutter. 
Few details are provided of signs at any 
junction other than M1 J15A. J15A signs 
details are wholly inadequate and do not 
adequately describe the traffic movements. 

Incorporation into existing signs is unlikely 
to be possible on most trunk road signs. 
The developer must assume that any sign 
needing to be modified will need to be 
replaced to current standards. This will 
include provision of new signs face and 
foundations, RRRAP assessments, 
modification of safety fence and other 
assets. Given that at least 9 trunk road 
junctions appear to be included in the 
scheme this work will be significant. 

 

The signage shown at J15A is preliminary 
and indicative only at this stage. Given the 
complex nature of the junction design, it is 
possible that non-standard signage may be 
required, and this would need to be 
discussed and agreed with HE as part of the 
detailed design process. 

 

Detailed design information will be provided 
as part of the DCO submission for the 
proposed A43 site access and M1 Junction 
15A. Detailed design for other junctions will 
follow at a later date. 
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Other signs at these junctions may also 
need to be modified to ensure consistent 
strategy. 

 

Detailed design proposals should be 
submitted for review to ensure they are 
feasible and acceptable and then be 
incorporated into the planning permission. 

White lining – Signs 

11 

It appears that a considerable amount 
white lining and lane designation markings 
will be altered, across multiple junctions. If 
lane designations will alter the way traffic 
uses the junction, then review of impact on 
signs must be carried out. All signs 
impacted will need to be replaced, as per 
above note. 

Detailed design proposals should be 
submitted for review to ensure they are 
feasible and acceptable and then be 
incorporated into the planning permission 

Detailed design information will be provided 
as part of the DCO submission for the 
proposed A43 site access and M1 Junction 
15A. Detailed design for other junctions will 
follow at a later date. 

White lining – Pavement condition 

12 

It appears that a considerable amount of 
white lining and lane designation markings 
will be altered across multiple junctions. 
White lining must not be hydro blasted off 
as a permanent measure. Full pavement 
resurface will be required to ensure 
competency of surface course is retained. 

The developer must ensure that resurfacing 
of trunk road junctions is carried out where 
white lining modifications are carried out. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design 

Variable message signs (VMS) 

13 

States that VMS will be provided to advise 
alternative routes. No details of type or 
location have been provided. It is not clear 
how these will tie in with over -arching 
Highways England trunk road VMS 
strategies, eg for M1, M40. Nor how these 
will be managed, altered and maintained ie 
locally or via Highways England control 
centres. Plus practical details about cabling 
routes, power supplies, technology. 

 

Detailed design proposals should be 
submitted for review to ensure they are 
feasible and acceptable and then be 

VMS is identified as a potential measure that 
could be implemented, but this has not yet 
been committed to and the details of where 
these could be located and how they would 
be operated will be for discussion with HE. It 
may be that existing VMS on the M1 and 
M40 could be used to display the necessary 
information. 
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incorporated into the planning permission 
Tie in with Highways England national 
strategy required. Tie in with Local 
highways Authority strategies required 

Environmental Traffic Regulations Orders – weight limits 

14 

No details are provided about HGV weight 
limit restrictions to protect local villages. Or 
which villages will have restrictions. There 
seems to be particular threat to places en-
route which could provide a short cut from 
trunk roads. In particular, Towcester, 
Blisworth, Gayton, Pattishall, Tiffield, 
Hartwell, Stoke Bruerne, Milton Malsor and 
other villages. This is highly likely to occur 
during periods of congestion, during 
roadworks and when traffic is tempted by 
the shorter routes. 

Significant number of TRO’s will be 
required to protect local residents from 
excessive HGV usage. Weight limit signs 
will need to be installed in numerous 
locations off the A5, A43 and A45 plus the 
local road network. This will entail 
numerous sign modifications and 
replacement signs. It should not be 
assumed that these regulatory plates can 
be installed on existing signs. New signs 
will need to be installed to standards 
including provision of safety fence and 
similar as necessary. 

It is unacceptable; that this work may need 
to be carried out at public expense at a 
later date. Detailed design proposals 
should be submitted for review to ensure 
they are feasible and acceptable and then 
be incorporated into the planning 
permission. Tie in with Highways England 
national strategy required. Tie in with Local 
highways Authority strategies required 

There are currently no weight limits 
proposed. Access is provided from the A43 
only, and the use of village roads would 
constitute a significant diversion. Weight 
restrictions would need to be carefully 
considered in terms of where they would be 
located, in discussion with HE and NCC. It is 
considered that a reasonable approach 
would be to monitor local villages once the 
site is operational to determine whether 
weight restrictions are required. A financial 
contribution can be secured to cover the 
cost of implementing these. 

Automatic Number plate recognition systems - weight limit enforcements 

15 

No details are provided about how this will 
be managed or controlled. Nor where 
equipment will be located. 

Numerous locations may be required with 
attendant technology implications. 

Warning signs and information signs plus 
cabling may need to be installed off the A5, 
A43 and A45. These will need to be 

ANPR would be implemented as an 
alternative to weight limit restrictions, rather 
than in addition. They would be located 
within local villages (at locations to be 
agreed with the highway authorities) to 
cross-check against HGVs associated with 
Rail Central, with penalties to operators that 
are using these inappropriate routes. Again, 
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installed to standards including provision of 
safety fence and similar as necessary. 

Detailed design proposals should be 
submitted for review to ensure they are 
feasible and acceptable and then be 
incorporated into the planning permission 

it is considered that a reasonable approach 
would be to monitor local villages once the 
site is operational to determine whether 
ANPR is required. A financial contribution 
can be secured to cover the cost of 
implementing these. 

Pedestrian and Cycle facilities 

16 

It is stated that staff will be encouraged to 
use sustainable modes of traffic to get to 
work. It is not clear how this will be 
achieved. No footways or cycleways are 
highlighted. Nor is provision made for bus 
stops on the A43 or the Northampton road 
or immediately inside the entrance to the 
site. 

It seems unlikely that cyclists or 
pedestrians would choose to use the A43 
carriageway or the new grade separated 
junction to access the site. Or the M1 J15A. 
They will be unable to access site across 
either of the railway lines. New footbridges 
or subway may be required in multiple 
locations to achieve the aspiration of 
sustainable travel. 

Measures to encourage sustainable travel 
modes is set out in the Travel Plan. There is 
also a public transport strategy and a 
walking and cycling strategy contained 
within the TA. These include measures such 
as: 

 A proposed foot/cycleway along 
Northampton Road; 

 New bus stops on Northampton 
Road; 

 An internal bus interchange facility; 
 Improvements to local bus services; 
 New footbridges over the railway 

lines as part of the PROW 
diversions. 

17 

Installation of new footways, cycleways, 
footbridges, bus stops on the A43 and on 
M1 J15A will have significant implications 
on the other highway asset, notably the 
high containment barrier over the west 
coast mainline. And bridge parapets and 
signs and VRS over M1 J15A. It does not 
appear that space is available to install 
footways, for example at a suitable 
distance behind VRS. It should be noted 
that footways will not be permitted within 
the working width of VRS. Also pedestrian 
movements across the A43 would be 
strongly resisted on safety grounds. 

No footways or cycleways are proposed at 
J15A in accordance with the existing 
provision. It is understood that pedestrians 
and cyclists typically use the canal towpath 
at this location. 

 

Bus stops would be provided within the site 
and on Northampton Road. Whilst there may 
be bus routes proposed that utilise the A43, 
there would not be stops on the A43 itself. 

18 

Clarification of provision for non-motorist 
travel should be sought and verified that it 
is achievable before the being stated as a 
condition in the planning permission. 

WCHAR assessments will be carried out for 
each junction scheme. 

19 

It is stated that staff will be encouraged to 
use sustainable modes of traffic to get to 
work. It is not clear how cyclist or 
pedestrians will negotiate the NB A43 
approach section of M1 J15A in particular. 
Especially staff who currently travel by 

No footways or cycleways are proposed at 
J15A in accordance with the existing 
provision. It is understood that pedestrians 
and cyclists typically use the canal towpath 
at this location. 
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these means to work in the motorway 
services. 

20 

It is not clear how crossing points and 
waiting areas will be incorporated into VRS 
provision without creating unacceptable 
gaps in unsuitable places. 

This will be considered, as necessary, as 
part of the detailed design. 

21 

Given the anticipated high concentration of 
HGV movements through a complex 
junction greater clarity of intention for non-
motorist users should be sought and 
verified that it is achievable before the 
being stated as a condition in the planning 
permission. 

No footways or cycleways are proposed at 
J15A in accordance with the existing 
provision. It is understood that pedestrians 
and cyclists typically use the canal towpath 
at this location. 

General comments 

Fuel supplies 

22 

No ‘petrol’ station is shown on site, to 
enable HGV’s and workforce to refuel on 
site. This will encourage and necessitate 
large number of journeys into surrounding 
villages to purchase fuel and other travel 
essentials. It is not likely that the motorway 
services would be used on a regular basis 
owing to the high prices charged. 

Consideration should be given to provision 
of petrol station on site. 

There are no petrol stations in local villages, 
with the nearest (excl. motorway services) 
being at Towcester (adjacent to Tove 
roundabout) to the south, or on Upton Way 
(Marks and Spencer) and Mere Way (Tesco) 
to the north. 

 

Individual operators may choose to refuel 
HGVs directly from fuel tankers. However, it 
is not considered reasonable for the 
provision of a petrol station to be a 
requirement of Rail Central, noting that 
these are not provided at other similar 
facilities elsewhere. 

Access arrangements – domestic services 

23 

No local access is provided for staff access 
nor domestic services such as postal 
deliveries, maintenance contractors, 
cleaners etc. The only access being from 
the new roundabout on the A43, which in 
turn has limited access points. This is likely 
to deter local staff from choosing to work 
there as relatively long journeys will need to 
be ,made 

Consideration should be given to provision 
of local entry points for smaller vehicles. 

The access strategy has been agreed with 
HE and NCC. Local staff can access the site 
from Northampton Road on foot, cycle or by 
bus. The proposals include a new 
foot/cycleway on Northampton Road, linking 
to the southern residential area of 
Northampton, and improvements to local 
bus services. 

Chart sections and Nodes 

24 

Advice should be sought at an early stage 
to agree where these new data sets will be 
positioned. Site will not be able to be 
handed back into maintenance until Chart 
sections start and finish, lane designations 

It is not clear what this relates to. 
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and naming has been agreed and entered 
into Confirm. 

Signs 

25 

Owing to complexity of new layout, some 
signs, particularly around M1 J15A, will be 
very large. It appears that some verges will 
not be wide enough to fit them in. 
Particularly if VRS is also needed. Gantries 
are likely to be needed at J15 and J15A at 
least. This will require works on multiple 
approach slips and across multiple 
junctions. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. Gantries will be provided at 
J15A. 

26 

Detailed design proposals should be 
submitted for review to ensure they are 
feasible and acceptable and then be 
incorporated into the planning permission. 
Tie in with Highways England national and 
local strategy required. Current destinations 
described do not adequately or accurately 
describe the new junction and need 
separate detailed review ahead of planning 
permission being granted. 

Detailed design information will be provided 
as part of the DCO submission for the 
proposed A43 site access and M1 Junction 
15A. Detailed design for other junctions will 
follow at a later date. Destination markings 
shown on drawings match those currently 
provided, although alternatives can be 
provided if considered appropriate.  

27 

Assessment of whether foundations will fit 
in the available space, accounting for VRS 
and footways and other assets, should be 
carried out. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

28 

The developer should note that if signs 
can’t be installed to standard and/or are not 
maintainable then they will not be accepted 
back into maintenance by Highways 
England. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design, such that an appropriate, 
maintainable, signage strategy is delivered. 

29 

Sign faces will be inspected and cleaned 
from MEWP. Access to the front and rear 
should be possible. Street furniture, such 
as lighting columns, should be positioned 
so that MEWP access is feasible/safe. 

The developer should note that if signs are 
not maintainable then they will not be 
accepted back into maintenance by 
Highways England. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design, such that an appropriate, 
maintainable, signage strategy is delivered. 

30 

Many new and replacement signs will be 
required to service the development. New 
signs should be designed as part of a 
comprehensive signing strategy around 
each junction which should include the 
developer modifying or removing existing 
signs as necessary to ensure clarity and 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. Where existing signage 
would not be affected by the proposals, it is 
not the responsibility of Rail Central to 
address existing sign clutter. 
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consistency of information and removal of 
sign clutter. 

31 

Highways England encourages the naming 
of junctions when Advance direction signs 
are replaced. Names need to be agreed 
with Highways England, in consultation with 
Local Authorities if necessary. The new 
roundabout will need a name. Probably 
RAIL CENTRAL would be suitable but to be 
agreed.  

 

Detailed design proposals should include 
provision of space for a name and be 
incorporated into the planning permission. 
This should include signs as far reaching 
as A5 and A45 if these signs need to be 
replace to incorporate weight limit 
restrictions. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

Vehicle Restraint Systems (VRS) 

32 

No details have been provided about 
vehicles restraint system provision. It is not 
clear that VRS to current standards will fit 
in space available. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design.  

A43 NB over West Coast Mainline - High Containment VRS 

33 

This VRS is likely to need to be connected 
to new VRS around signs and other road 
side features installed as part of the new 
NB exit slip road. 

The developer should provide evidence 
that connections can be made to install 
new VRS to current standard. And that 
space is available on steep slopes to install 
additional or realigned VRS. This likely to 
be complicated by the presence of the 
timber fence 

Further detailed design information will be 
provided as part of the DCO submission. 

34 

This VRS and timber fence is likely to be in 
the way of necessary new signs for the new 
junction. It will also obscure features 
around the new junction, owing the road 
alignment. 

Evidence should be provided that suitable 
advance signs with attendance VRS can be 
fitted into verges alongside existing street 
furniture. 

Further detailed design information will be 
provided as part of the DCO submission. 

Trees in Verges 
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35 

Trees in verges should not be present if 
they are, or will grow to be, 250mm girth or 
more. Or VRS should be provided in front 
of them. In general the restricted zones 
would be 4.5m for general shrubs, 5m for 
trees such as apples trees, 7.5m for trees 
such as birch trees, 9m for trees such as 
oaks. Reference should be made to 
TD19/06 for further clarification. 

A range of 15m behind carriageway should 
be considered for all assessment of VRS 
need. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

Steep Slope Protection 

36 

It seems there will be steep verge slopes in 
several locations which would require VRS, 
including sections which are not currently 
protected owing to the age of the route, but 
will be draw into scheme as a result of 
RRRAP. 

Designers should ensure that sufficient run 
off width is available to the rear of the VRS 
to stop vehicles slipping down under it on 
impact. Also sufficient space should be 
available for Inspections to be carried out 
safety from behind the VRS. If steep slope 
is close to back of VRS then pedestrian 
guardrail should be installed to protect 
workforce and public. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. It should be noted that it is 
not the responsibility of Rail Central to 
provide VRS on sections that are not 
affected by the proposals. 

37 

The developer should note that these 
requirements may entail earth retaining 
structures and similar to be installed. Or 
piled foundations. If departures from 
standard would be required the developer 
should note that approval will not be given 
if land purchase or similar could have been 
achieved at planning or scheme 
development stage to negate the need for 
departures. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

Non Tensioned VRS systems 

37 

Should be utilised along with a standard 
system, able to be maintained by HE 
maintenance contractor. If this is 
impossible, then provision should be made 
for specialist training of HE staff and 
contractors and provision of spare and 
replacement parts to be stockpiled in 
maintenance depots. 

Provision of spare and replacement parts 
can be provided, but it is not considered 
reasonable to require Rail Central to provide 
training for HE staff and contractors, 
especially where this is to cater for a system 
that has been specifically required by HE. 
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Bridge Parapet Suitability 

38 

For connection with new VRS to current 
standards should be verified ASAP. 
Including bridges over west coast main line 
and at J15A and J15 and J16. 

This has been highly problematic in recent 
schemes and departures from standard not 
likely to be granted for bridges over a 
motorway or major railway. Full height 
anchors abutting parapet would not be 
acceptable. New parapets could be 
necessary, as a worst case scenario. 
Potentially including bridge deck 
strengthening and new waterproofing. 

The developer should be aware of the 
potentially significant risk of scheme creep 
if suitable VRS to bridge parapet 
connections cannot be achieved. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

Routine Maintenance 

39 

The construction phase is likely to take a 
long time to deliver. Inspection of asset 
condition and tensioning of VRS may need 
to be done during that time. In which case 
the developer would either need to carry 
that out themselves or make provision 
within their programme for Highway 
England Contractors to enter their traffic 
management and carry out the work 
themselves. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design.  

Temporary Protection 

40 

Temporary VRS protection (varioguard or 
similar) will need to be installed during 
construction of the new junction and during 
modifications to existing VRS and other 
highway assets. 

Particular attention should be drawn to the 
fact that the west coast mainline requires 
very high containment. 

 

The developer should note that installation 
of temporary narrow lanes, altered lane 
markings, fixings into the carriageway and 
similar will necessitate a full lane width 
resurface of the carriageway afterwards to 
repair pavement damage. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

Connections to Existing Asset 
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41 

New VRS will inevitably need to be 
connected in many places to existing asset. 
In these cases the entire length of the asset 
must be considered as a unit and be 
assessed for compliance to standard and 
maintainability. 

The developer should note that if existing 
asset is in poor condition or not to standard 
then this would need to be remedied within 
the scheme, unless expressly agreed 
otherwise by Highways England Asset 
manager. 

Detailed consideration of VRS scope in 
consultation with Asset manager is to be 
recommended at an early stage 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. It should be noted that it is 
not the responsibility of Rail Central to 
address existing issues, unless they are 
directly affected by the scheme. 

 

Terry Boniface – Geotechnical 

3.8 The comments provided in relation to Geotechnics, along with TPA’s response / commentary, 
is summarised in Table 3.7. 

Table 3.7  HE Comments and TPA Responses 

Item 
No. HE Comment TPA Response 

General Comments 

1 

The M1 adjacent to the development 
(actually applies to both; J15a & J15) is 
now ~ 60 years old and the earthworks are 
at the end of their design life - in theory, 
although in practice should still be generally 
OK. 

These earthworks are generally steep for 
the ground conditions (typically 25-30 
degrees; some 20-25 degrees, some 30-40 
degrees!).  Also the existing verges tend to 
be narrow – a problem faced when nearby 
sections have been modified to Smart 
Motorways; SMP doesn’t affect these 
earthworks now – but will do in a few years’ 
time. 

There is a recorded Class 1A defect on the 
NB embankment, just south of J15a 
roundabouts, which is typical of the area, 
i.e. “Historic soil slippage. Tension cracking 
at slope crest with extensive soil movement 
- Not evident on 4-2-2016, however 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design, although the proposed J15A 
scheme does not propose any changes to 
the existing M1 earthworks. 
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extensive burrows and considerable 
terracing”.  

The limited verge space and geometry of 
the existing – and SMP modified – 
earthworks in the area, together with 
generally lower strength ground conditions 
– and affected by animal burrowing – 
presents a very high geotechnical risk 
rating for the area south of J15A down to 
Courteenhall (a few km south of J15); see 
attached. 

2 

The existing verges in the vicinity of both 
15a and 15 are particularly narrow, which is 
a potential constraint for signs, signals etc 
with less available space for earthworks 
modifications.  This may be exacerbated by 
forthcoming SMP works which may be 
already carried out. 

These are not necessarily just “a matter for 
detailed design” – they should be matters 
to be addressed as part of planning 
approval, i.e. has sufficient information be 
considered / provided at this stage to 
account for changes to existing layouts by 
the proposed SMP works – if details are 
available.   

The J15A proposals do not include any 
changes to the M1 mainline, and are 
therefore not affected by the SMP works. 

 

The provision of signage and signals can be 
provided as part of the detailed design. 

3 

The focus is on the broad master planning 
design, as this is the current stage / 
information. The detailed designs, which 
may vary from what is presented / 
approved, is still to be advised.  
Satisfactory stability of earthworks 
geometries (or retained / strengthened, as 
necessary) required to be demonstrated at 
design stage.   

Recorded existing embankment slopes are 
typically 20 – 25 degrees or steeper; 
Embankment widening to accommodate 
additional lanes will be constrained by land 
boundaries and existing earthworks, plus 
any changes from the SMP ALR works – if 
completed out before this development. 

Cut-Fill earthworks will require appropriate 
benching 

Suitable drainage and vegetation (with 
topsoil) required to all earthworks. 

3 m width for between toe of embankment / 
crest of cutting, would be ideal – if it can be 

These elements will be considered as part of 
the detailed design. 
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sustained – but likely that narrow verges 
are present 

Any safety furniture and other assets that 
may occupy this space may / will reduce 
access width; geotech asset usually has to 
accommodate the remaining space after all 
other assets have been addressed, 

There are no recorded geotechnical defects 
recorded around the remodelled junction at 
15A, although within the NB mainline 
embankment (south of J15a) there are 
extensive large animal burrows and 
associated terracing and ravelling on slope 
face. Some burrows are undermining 
signage, concrete duct and safety barrier in 
one place, with localised tension cracking 
at slope crest with extensive soil movement 
about 20m north of 103/4 NB. 

M1 earthworks in this area overall have a 
generally low to medium Slope Hazard 
Rating, this section of the M1 currently has 
a “very high Geotechnical Risk Rating”.  
Geotechnical Inspections are scheduled to 
be carried out along this section before the 
end of April 2018.  Any subsequent 
changes to this will be advised accordingly 

Warren Payne – Principal Engineer 

3.9 The comments provided in relation to Warren Payne’s comments, along with TPA’s response 
/ commentary, is summarised in Table 3.8. 

Table 3.8  HE Comments and TPA Responses 

Item 
No. HE Comment TPA Response 

Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 1 of 7 

1 

With regard to works affecting HE asset, 
has the designer considered the third 
dimension when deriving the red line 
boundary extents. For example can the 
proposed earthworks, highway cross 
section (including berm), street furniture, 
maintenance hardstanding areas etc., all 
be accommodated within the highway 
boundary and/or encapsulated area? It is 
HE’s experience that at times inadequate 
consideration is given to this aspect. 

This will be considered further as part of the 
detailed design, although redline boundaries 
have been drawn to allow sufficient room for 
detailed design elements. 
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Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 3 of 7 

2 

With regard to works affecting HE asset, 
has the designer considered the third 
dimension when deriving the red line 
boundary extents. For example can the 
proposed earthworks, highway cross 
section (including berm), street furniture, 
maintenance hardstanding areas etc., all 
be accommodated within the highway 
boundary and/or encapsulated area? It is 
HE’s experience that at times inadequate 
consideration is given to this aspect. 

As above. 

Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 4 of 7 

3 

With regard to the proposed works at 
Abthorpe and Tove junctions, has the 
designer considered the "third dimension" 
when deriving the red line boundary 
extents? For example can the proposed 
earthworks, highway cross section 
(including berm), street furniture, 
maintenance hardstanding areas etc., all 
be accommodated within the highway 
boundary and/or encapsulated area? It is 
HE’s experience that at times inadequate 
consideration is given to this aspect. 
Chapter 19 of the PEIR at Paragraph 
19.141 states “The majority of 
improvements can be accommodated 
within the existing highway boundary and 
consist of widening on approaches and 
exits and the reconfiguration of road 
markings. However, third party land is 
required in order to provide mitigation at the 
Tove Roundabout and the Abthorpe 
roundabout”. 

As above. 

Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 5 of 7 

4 
Is the red line boundary sufficient, should 
structural work to the western bridge be 
required? 

As above. 

Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 6 of 7 

5 

With regard to works affecting HE asset, 
has the designer considered the third 
dimension when deriving the red line 
boundary extents. For example can the 
proposed earthworks, highway cross 
section (including berm), street furniture, 
maintenance hardstanding areas etc., all 
be accommodated within the highway 

As above. 
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boundary and/or encapsulated area? It is 
HE’s experience that at times inadequate 
consideration is given to this aspect. 

MSA-30708-PL-DCO-114/C - Parameters Plan Sheet 1 of 2 

6 

As stated elsewhere within this document, 
the A43 is a designated heavy load route. 
Can the designer confirm that high load 
traffic will not be using the rail freight 
terminal? High load traffic requires greater 
headroom at structures. High loads are 
those with a vehicle running height of 18’ or 
20’. 

It is not anticipated that High Loads will be 
required to access the site. 

1211-80/HMP/01 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 1 of 7 – (M1 J16) 

7 

It is noted that both exit connector roads 
are to be extended to include for an 
additional traffic lane (within their overall 
length) with further movement within the 
junction being controlled by traffic signals. 
Widening of the pavement to accommodate 
this addition to the paved width will impact 
the existing earthworks. The earthworks 
shall be certified in accordance with HD 
22/08 titled “Managing Geotechnical Risk” 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

8 

Further to the item above, when developing 
additional traffic lanes along a connector 
road the proposals need to comply with TD 
27, which at Paragraph 4.10.2 states the 
following: “Where connector roads 
approach junctions, those dimensions 
given in the relevant Standards (see DMRB 
6.2) that prescribe safe and efficient 
junction designs may take precedence over 
the cross-section dimensions given in this 
Standard. Traffic movements at the junction 
may demand the development of additional 
lanes to provide capacity for separate traffic 
streams.” 

Noted. This scheme no longer forms part of 
the development proposals. 

9 
Access for maintenance area(s) will be 
required and shall be agreed with HE East 
Midlands Asset Delivery. 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

10 

Where the designer proposes to 
reconfigure the road markings to provide 
three lanes on the western circulatory 
carriageway how has the designer satisfied 
themselves that the structure can 
accommodate the additional live loading 
without improvement/retrofit?  

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 
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11 

Any physical works to the structure to 
facilitate the additional traffic lane will most 
likely require an AIP (or RDP) and a 
structural assessment. In regard to the 
assessment, the designer is initially 
referred to BD 101/11. For the record HE 
does not have any evidence of a previous 
structural assessment for this structure, or 
a copy of the original AIP. 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

1211-80/HMP/02 – Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 2 of 7 (M1 J15A) 

12 

This drawing provides a preliminary 
overview of the proposed arrangements 
only, against which only high level 
commentary can be provided. 

Noted. Detailed design elements will be 
provided as part of the DCO submission. 

13 

Has the designer identified any Departures 
from Standard (DfS) against the proposals 
illustrated? With regard to identifying DfS, 
the designer is reminded that GD 01/15 at 
paragraph 1.21 states “The responsibility 
for identifying circumstances where 
Departures may be appropriate rests with 
the 

Designer………” 

Noted. This will be included within the 
detailed design information. 

14 

The designer should declare the specific 
“Requirement and Advice” documents and 
design speed they are proposing to use to 
design the arrangements as illustrated. 

Noted. This will be included within the 
detailed design information. 

15 

As a general comment, the proposals 
affecting the existing “southern roundabout” 
appear complex and produce a 
configuration which will be unfamiliar to 
motorists. In the opinion of the reviewer, 
more recognisable junction configurations 
tend to be safer in use. 

Noted. This design has been extensively 
discussed with Mark Roxburgh at HE and 
the proposed arrangement is a variation of a 
scheme suggested by him. A traditional 
signalised roundabout option was 
considered but this did not provide sufficient 
capacity.  

16 

There are several short storage lengths 
within the “cut through” proposals, 
supported by yellow box junction road 
markings. Vehicles of a certain length 
located within these short stacking areas, 
could preclude movement through the 
junction, should drivers of LGV’s fail to stop 
exactly at the stop line. The design vehicle 
adopted in TD 50 (via TD 42) is a 16.5m 
long articulated version. 

Signal timings have been derived so as to 
provide a ‘green wave’ so that downstream 
signals turn green (and red) shortly after the 
upstream signals. This would therefore aim 
to minimise the instances of any vehicles 
being required to stop at the internal stop 
lines.  

17 

The third party (farm) access adjacent to 
the southern roundabout, which will be 
modified as a consequence of the 
proposed works, has steep longitudinal 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 
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gradient as existing. With regard to the 
proposed gradients, the designer is 
referred to TD 41/95, mandatory Paragraph 
2.27 and with regards to visibility to 
Paragraphs 2.15 to 2.25 inclusive. 

18 

The existing northern roundabout benefits 
from the Diagram 515.2 traffic sign, 
constructed from black/white block paving 
elements laid to a batter. Diagram 515.2 is 
not recognised within the Traffic Signs 
Regulations and General Directions 2016 
and therefore, if this paved area is to be 
affected the by the works proposed, shall 
not be reinstated. 

Noted. 

19 

The proposed sign gantries will be 
classified as structures under BD 2/12. The 
structural category will need to be agreed 
with HE Safety, Engineering and 
Standards. The structure will require an 
Approval in Principle or Record of Design 
Principles document to be produced. 

Noted, although HE has previously advised 
that any structural works to be designed in 
accordance with DMRB standards will not 
require an AIP. 

20 

An interesting Road Restraint System 
arrangement may be necessary in the 
vicinity where the M1N and M1S/A43 roads 
merge. 

Noted. This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

21 
Access for maintenance area(s) will be 
required and shall be agreed with HE East 
Midlands Asset Delivery. 

Noted. This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

1211-80/HMP/03 – Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 3 of 7 (A43 Site Access) 

22 

The A43 is shown on the latest available 
DfT map (last updated 2007), as being a 
designated “heavy load” route linking the 
M1 and M40. 

The designer is strongly advised to 
consider the buildability of the proposed 
GSJ, preferably having sought Contractor 
input. This on the basis that Highways 
England will minimise the number of 
consented road closures to the A43 during 
the construction phase, to minimise impact 
to our “customers”. Early Contractor 
Involvement is strongly advised. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design.  

23 

For the avoidance of doubt, relaxations 
associated with IAN 198/17 are not 
applicable for use, given that a completely 
new junction is being proposed. 

Noted. 

24 
The proposed structures (2no overbridges 
and a retaining wall) will require certification 

Noted. This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 
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under BD 2/12. In this regard, the designer 
is advised to seek early consultation with 
Highways England Safety, Engineering and 
Standards (SES) to discuss/agree items I 
and ii below : 

(i) The appropriate structural category 
(for each proposed structure); 

(ii) Any requirements for the 
overbridges i.e. are “integral” 
bridges the preferred type, 
materials etc.; 

(iii) The preferred form of retaining 
structure to be agreed with HE 
East Midlands Asset Delivery. 

 

25 

The location of existing lay-bys to the north 
of the proposed GSJ ensures that the 
mandatory 1 mile weaving length (as 
defined/stated within TD 22/06), will not be 
met. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. It should be noted that the 
GSJ is proposed in the same location as two 
existing left-in, left-out junctions. 

26 

The proposed merge/diverge arrangement 
seem to have been based upon the most 
simplistic type. The acceptable 
merge/diverge arrangements and 
connector road cross section, shall be 
determined by validated traffic data. The 
flows attributable to both the mainline and 
connector roads shall be adjusted to 
account for gradient and LGV’s as per HD 
22/06. 

The latest traffic flows suggest that for the 
NB on-slip a parallel (Type B) merge would 
be appropriate. A revised design has been 
prepared to account for this, and this will be 
considered further as part of the detailed 
design, to be submitted as part of the DCO 
submission. 

27 

Further to the item above, any extension of 
the merge/diverge arrangements to the 
south of the junction as illustrated will 
impact on the canal overbridge. Has this 
been considered by the designer? 

The latest traffic flows suggest that the 
current merge and diverge provision to the 
south is appropriate, although this will be 
considered further as part of the detailed 
design. 

28 

In accordance with TD 27/05, a “berm” will 
be required between the toe of the 
embankment / face of retaining wall etc., 
and the highway boundary as modified to 
accommodate the proposed GSJ. This to 
facilitate access for the purpose of 
maintenance. The desirable width of berm 
is 3m. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

29 

In terms of the proposed ADS at ½ mile 
and start of diverge lane, has the ned for a 
further ADS 1 mile sign to the south of the 
junction and 2/3 mile ADS north of the 
junction been considered/discounted? 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 
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30 

Note 4 states the mounting height of signs 
is 1.5m above carriageway level. In this 
regard the following queries are raised: 

i. Given the prevailing national speed 
limit to the A43 a RRRAP 
assessment will need to be 
undertaken to cover both the 
mainline and connector roads. If 
there were for example a need for 
road restraint system to be 
provided, say to provide protection 
from the earthworks slopes/height 
or indeed other features as 
introduced to the highway cross 
section, then the proposed sign will 
need to lie outside of the working 
width. This may push the traffic sign 
further into the earthworks and 
render the mounting height invalid; 

ii. If a passively safe support system 
were proposed, the system as 
complete would need to have been 
tested and certified at the proposed 
1.5m height; 

iii. Traffic signs associated with the at 
grade roundabout component of the 
GSJ (to be designed in accordance 
with TD 16/07) and within the 
envelope of visibility are mandated 
at a 2m mounting height. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

31 

It is noted from the speed limit plan 1211-
80/SLP/03 that the mainline A43 and the 
connector roads/circulatory carriageway to 
the proposed GSJ will be subject to the 
national speed limit and that neither 
element benefits from street lighting. In the 
first instance, lighting of the main 
carriageway (and by association the GSJ) 
will depend upon an appraisal carried out in 
accordance with TA 49. Furthermore, the 
designer is reminded that TD 22/06 at 
Paragraph 5.35 states: 

“It is normal practice to light grade 
separated junctions (i.e. the roundabout, 
the T-junction etc). The lighting of the grade 
separated junction would normally extend 
60m along each entry or exit slip road 
without lighting the mainline carriageway. 
However, sometimes a decision may be 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 
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taken to extend the slip road lighting to 
include the full length of the slip roads. 
When the full length of the slip road is lit, 
the mainline carriageway must be lit all 
through the junction. Drivers approaching 
on the mainline carriageway may otherwise 
think that they are coming to a lit area and 
drive up the slip road thinking that it is the 
mainline carriageway.” 

The designer is also referred to TD 34.  

For the avoidance of doubt, Highways 
England would consider that the need (or 
otherwise) to light the junction/A43, be 
considered against the number of predicted 
LGV’s movements into and out of the site 
via the A43 and proposed junction 
arrangements. 

32 

Sign reference B. The proposed traffic 
signs to TSRGD 2016 Diagrams 515 and 
606 are small in size. The Diagram 606 
proposed diameter of 600mm is normally 
appropriate where the approach 85th 
percentile speed is 21-30mph. Similarly, 
the proposed Diagram 515 height of 
400mm is used where the 85th percentile 
approach speed is <50mph.  The designer 
should consult the recommendations within 
Traffic Signs Manual Chapters 3 and 4, to 
ensure that the proposed sign dimensions 
are appropriate. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

33 

The Highways England/private road 
highway boundary will need to be agreed in 
due course and preferably indicated 
through clear demarcation. 

Noted. This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

34 

Has the designer confirmed that a 6.92m 
long (wide) sign plate can be 
accommodated within the footprint 
available? 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

35 

Verge widths shall accord with the relevant 
mandatory parts of TD 27/05 with regards 
to the proposed connector roads and with 
the guidance within TD 16/07 with regard to 
the roundabout component. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

1211-80/HMP/04 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 4 of 7 

A43 Tiffield Turn 

36 
Has the designer produced the proposals 
for the use and layout of the proposed High 
Friction Surfacing (HFS) on approach to 

High Friction Surfacing has been proposed 
as a means of addressing an existing 
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and through the junction in accordance with 
HD 28/15? HFS shall only be used if the 
relevant site category, investigatory level 
and cv/l/d flow provides justification. 
Highways England considers unnecessary 
use of HFS as representing a maintenance 
liability. 

highway safety issue associated with 
vehicles at the junction. 

37 

The drawing implies that a Clause 924 
material only is to be provided. Has the 
designer considered the competence of the 
existing A43 surface course material to 
receive the overlying Clause 924 material? 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

38 

Clause 942 material is a proprietary 
product which shall have a current British 
Board of Agrément Certificate and only be 
installed by competent persons as per 
SHW Clause 924.2. 

Noted. 

39 
The designer should consider the need to 
treat the adjacent bus lay-by as well as the 
A43 traffic lanes. 

As set out above, the HFS is provided to 
address a highway safety issue associated 
with vehicles at the junction. It is not 
required for the bus lay-by. 

40 

The proposed traffic signs will either need 
to be designed as “passively safe” or be 
located behind a road restraint system. 
Either way a RRRAP will need to be 
undertaken. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

A43/Northampton Road 

41 

The proposed traffic signs will either need 
to be designed as “passively safe” or be 
located behind a road restraint system. 
Either way a RRRAP will need to be 
undertaken. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

Tove Roundabout 

42 
At 1:2000 scale, no comments can be 
reasonably be made on the proposals 
illustrated. 

The scale for this junction is the same as for 
all other junctions on the Highway Plans, for 
which comments have been provided. There 
is also a 1:1000 scale drawing provided as 
part of the Transport Assessment. 

Abthorpe Roundabout 

43 
Highways England has recently completed 
a highway improvement scheme at this 
junction. 

Noted 

44 
At 1:2000 scale, no comments can be 
reasonably be made on the proposals 
illustrated. 

The scale for this junction is the same as for 
all other junctions on the Highway Plans, for 
which comments have been provided. There 
is also a 1:1000 scale drawing provided as 
part of the Transport Assessment. 
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1211-80/HMP/05 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 5 of 7 

A45/A43/Ferris Row 

45 

Highways England is responsible for the 
connector roads only at this junction. 
However, the two bridges to the GSJ are 
also Highways England asset.  

Noted, although this scheme no longer 
forms part of the development proposals. 

46 

It is recognised that the western bridge is to 
benefit from an additional traffic lane. How 
has the designer satisfied themselves that 
the structure can accommodate the 
additional live loading without 
improvement/retrofit? 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

47 

Any physical works to the structure to 
facilitate the additional lane will most likely 
require an AIP (or RDP) and a structural 
assessment. In regard to the assessment, 
the designer is initially referred to BD 
101/11. For the record HE does not have 
any evidence of a previous structural 
assessment for this structure, or a copy of 
the original AIP. 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

1211-80/HMP/06 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 6 of 7 

Barnes Meadow Interchange 

48 

Only the A45 connector roads at this 
junction fall within the ownership of 
Highways England. The connector roads 
do not appear to be impacted by the works 
proposed. 

Noted, although this scheme no longer 
forms part of the development proposals. 

M1 Junction 15 

49 
At 1:2000 scale, no comments can be 
reasonably be made on the proposals 
illustrated.  

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

50 

The designer should declare what 
“Requirement and Advice” documents and 
design speed they are proposing to use to 
design the arrangements as illustrated. 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

1211-80/HMP/07 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 7 of 7 

Inset 3 – Milton Park MX to Ladybridge Drive 

51 

The M1 underbridge is a HE structure. With 
regard to the proposal to create a 
footway/cycleway to the western side of the 
structure, the following points are noted 
having made reference to HE Drawing 
91251/P/BD/0100 titled M1 / 102.70 Oxford 
Stamford Road Parapet Replacement and 
Fender Replacement: 

(i) Noted 
(ii) This will be confirmed as part of the 

detailed design. 
(iii) This will be confirmed as part of the 

detailed design. However, it is 
considered that a narrower width 
could be considered appropriate 
over short sections. 
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(i) The height of the vehicle parapet 
adjacent to the northern (western) 
side of the bridge is 1400mm when 
measured from the adjoining 
pavement surfacing. This complies 
with Table 4.23 of TD 19/06 when 
considering “cycleways 
immediately adjacent to the vehicle 
parapet”.  

(ii) The parapet adjacent to the 
northern (western) side of the 
bridge benefits from mesh infill. 
Whilst imagery from Google Street 
View suggests the mesh fabric is of 
a suitably small H v V spacing, the 
designer should satisfy themselves 
that toehold(s) for pedestrians to 
use for climbing are not provided, 
as per TD 19, Paragraph 4.28.   

(iii) The width of paved surface is given 
as marginally >3.5m when 
measured from parapet face to 
face of kerb. This meets the 
“preferred minimum” width of 3m 
plus additional 0.5m for a boundary 
to one side >1.2m in height as 
given in TA 90. Notwithstanding the 
above, the designer should satisfy 
themselves that the widths stated 
are actually matched in-situ.  

(iv) The designer should satisfy 
themselves that the crossfall 
gradient through the paved verge 
accords with TD 19, Paragraph 
4.26 and published DfT inclusive 
mobility guidance as per HD 39, 
Paragraph 2.10.  

(v) Can the designer confirm whether 
any physical works are proposed 
across the structure?  

(iv) This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

(v) This will be confirmed as part of the 
detailed design, although at this 
stage physical works are not 
anticipated at this location (with the 
possible exception of providing route 
signage). 

1211-80/SLP/01 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 1 of 7 

52 

Only M1 J16 of all the junctions illustrated 
on the drawing is of interest to Highways 
England. There are no proposals to amend 
the speed limits beyond the variable limits 
associated with the SMP. 

Noted, although this scheme no longer 
forms part of the development proposals. 

1211-80/SLP/03 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 3 of 7 
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53 
Queries have been raised elsewhere over 
whether the new GSJ and mainline A43 
should benefit from street lighting. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

1211-80/SLP/04 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 4 of 7 

A43 Tiffield Turn 

54 

The A43 in the vicinity of this junction is 
noted as being national speed limit without 
street lighting. Therefore, no changes 
proposed. 

Noted 

A43/Northampton Road 

55 

The A43in the vicinity of this junction is 
noted as being national speed limit without 
street lighting. Therefore, no changes 
proposed. 

Noted 

Tove Roundabout 

56 

The 30 and national speed limits in the 
vicinity of this junction do not appear to 
change as a consequence of the proposed 
works. 

Noted 

Abthorpe Roundabout 

57 

The 30, 40 and national speed limits in the 
vicinity of this junction, do not appear to 
change as a consequence of the proposed 
works. 

Noted 

1211-80/SLP/05 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 5 of 7 

A45/A43/Ferris Row 

58 
The 50mph speed limit to the HE exit slip 
road and LHA circulatory carriageway is not 
amended by the proposed works. 

Noted, although this scheme no longer 
forms part of the development proposals. 

1211-80/SLP/06 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 6 of 7 

Barnes Meadow Interchange 

59 

Should the 60mph SL areas within the exit 
slip road not be stated as the national 
speed limit? There is a 60mph speed limit 
to a length of the mainline A45 through the 
junction, but this particular speed limit does 
not apply to the connector roads. This 
given the lack of signage to that effect. 

Noted, although this scheme no longer 
forms part of the development proposals. 

M1 Junction 15 

60 
The proposed speed limits effectively mirror 
the existing situation at M1 J15. 

Noted, although this scheme no longer 
forms part of the development proposals. 

1211-80/HCP/01 – Highway Classification Plans Sheet 1 of 7 
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61 
Highway classifications for those roads 
under HE control remain as per the existing 
situation. 

Noted. 

1211-80/HCP/03 - Highway Classification Plans Sheet 3 of 7 

62 

As stated previously the HE boundary at 
the site access road will need to be agreed. 
It is normal convention in such 
circumstances that a perpendicular line 
through the paved width extending from the 
rear of the kerbed separation island be 
considered as the boundary interface. 

Noted. This will be confirmed as part of the 
detailed design. 

1211-80/HCP/04 - Highway Classification Plans Sheets 4, 5 and 6 of 7 

63 
Highway classifications for those roads 
under HE control remain as per the existing 
situation. 

Noted. 

1211-80/ROWP/01 - Access and Rights of Way Plans – Public Rights of Way Sheet 1 of 3 

64 

The proposed PRoW diversion which 
crosses the development access of the 
proposed A43 GSJ, will most likely fall 
outside of public highway boundaries (as 
yet to be agreed). Is the developer/designer 
aware of this implication? 

The existing PRoW is outside of public 
highway boundaries and so this situation will 
not change. An underpass will be provided 
under the site access road so that users of 
the PRoW do not interact with road users. 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Chapter 19 – Highways 

65 

There are numerous references to 
agreements having been reached with 
HE/NCC. Are these statements correct? 
(12/04/18) 

To be reviewed further by others. 

To our understanding these are correct and 
reflect matters agreed as part of the 
Transport Working Group. 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 5.2 – Illustrative J15a 
Landscape Plan (J15a works) 

66 

The choice of flora shall be considerate of 
horizontal visibility envelopes on approach 
to and through the junction and the need 
for the vertical object heights at the 
requisite SSD to remain unobstructed. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design and with input from 
Landscape team. 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 19.1 – Transport 
Assessment 

67 

This is a 6440 page document. The 
document constantly crashed where an 
image failed to load correctly. Therefore, a 
cursory glance has been given to a small 
proportion of the overall content only. 

The size of the document reflects the scale 
of the proposals and the work that has gone 
into assessing the scheme to date. A copy of 
the Transport Assessment main body text 
was provided previously to HE. Separate 
copies of each individual figure and 
appendix can be provided if required. 
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68 

Non-Technical Summary. It is noted that 
further work is required to the cumulative 
impact assessment to understand whether 
further mitigation works need be 
considered. 

Noted. 

69 
Paragraphs 2.72 – 2.76. For the avoidance 
of doubt, works to HE asset shall be 
designed only to the DMRB.  

Noted. The TA covers work on both HE and 
NCC controlled highways. Manual for 
Streets is relevant for the latter.  

70 

Section 6. There are several instances 
where the designer is proposing to amend 
road markings, primarily to facilitate 
additional traffic lanes. The designer is 
reminded that with regard to HE asset, TD 
27 at Paragraph 4.2.1 states” The 
dimensions of the components of the 
Paved Width must be as given in Figure 4-
1a to Figure 4-4b. Any reduction or 
increase in these dimensions is a 
Departure from Standard, with the 
exception that: 

(i) 6.0m single carriageway all-
purpose roads are permitted in 
Scotland and Northern Ireland for 
design year flows of 5000 AADT or 
less; 

(ii) for dual carriageway pinch points, 
refer to paragraph 4.3.3; 

(iii) for off-side hardstrips refer to 
paragraph 4.4.3;1 

(iv) for swept paths refer to paragraph 
4.3.2.  

The figures stated above relate to mainline 
applications and also to connector roads, 
up to the point where additional lanes are 
to be developed. From this point the 
requirement and advice document relevant 
to the particular situation may be adhered 
to.  

This will be considered further as part of the 
detailed design. However, it should be noted 
that where physical widening is proposed on 
connector roads these either accord with 
TD27 or are equivalent to the existing lane 
widths.  

71 

Paragraph 6.13. Is the temporary access to 
be permanently and wholly removed, with 
the footprint reinstated in line with existing 
situation? This would be EMAD preference. 

This will be confirmed as part of the detailed 
design, although at this stage it is 
anticipated that the temporary access would 
be permanently and wholly removed and 
reinstated as existing. 

72 

Paragraph 6.28. Drawing 1211-80/HMP/01 
implies that the additional lanes to the exit 
connector roads are both developed 
adjacent to the nearside verge. 

Noted. This will be amended. 
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73 

Paragraph 6.31. Southern roundabout. The 
proposed left in/left out junction adjacent to 
the A43 southbound carriageway is 
intended to serve what? The masterplan 
implies the development terminates south 
of Gayton Road which itself is some way 
south of the M1 motorway 

The proposed left-in/ left-out junction is a 
replacement access to the field to the east. 
The existing access would be removed as a 
result of the removal of the roundabout. 

74 

Paragraph 6.31. Southern roundabout. 
Should box junction markings really be 
necessary at a newly reconfigured 
junction? 

This will be confirmed as part of the detailed 
design. However, noting the high levels of 
congestion that currently occur at the 
junction, it may be beneficial to provide 
yellow box markings as a preventative 
measure. It would also be more prudent to 
provide yellow box markings as part of the 
construction works, rather than retrofitting 
these which would require further traffic 
management and delays to the highway 
network. 

75 

Paragraph 6.56. It is not clear what method 
the designer proposes to use to create the 
“0.5m margin along the carriageway edge”. 
If a road marking was to be utilised, then 
the designer is reminded that TSRGD 2016 
prescribes no such line for this application.  

This will be confirmed as part of the detailed 
design. 

76 
Paragraphs 7.22 – 7.27 – Northampton 
Road Underpass. This structure and main 
estate road are outside of interest to HE. 

Noted. 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 19.2 – Travel Plan 

77 
It is considered that this document is of 
more interest to NCC than HE. 

It is considered that this should also be 
reviewed by HE, noting that DfT Circular 
02/2013 states at para. 28 that “The 
Highways Agency will work with local 
authorities and developers to identify 
opportunities to introduce travel plan 
measures for individual developments and 
groups of development that will support 
sustainable transport choice.” 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 19.3 – Construction Traffic 
Management Plan 

78 

Paragraph 3.13. As previously stated 
EMAD would prefer the temporary access 
to be permanently and wholly removed, 
with the footprint reinstated in line with 
existing situation? 

Noted. This is the intention. 

79 

Paragraph 3.15. Are the signs in question 
to be on-site for a period of 10 years? If so, 
it is presumed that the plates will be 
supported via an appropriately designed 
post/foundation arrangement and not A-

This is certainly possible, and 
post/foundation arrangements can be 
considered as part of the detailed design 
process. As noted in the CTMP, the location 
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frame. Furthermore, the location of such 
signs will need to be considerate of other 
existing street furniture (signs) which will 
also need to be read by motorists.  

of the signs will be subject to agreement with 
HE and NCC. 

80 

Paragraph 3.15. Any signs to be located on 
the public highway, shall be recognised by 
and comply with the Traffic Signs 
Regulations and General Directions. The 
signs shall be regularly monitored and 
cleaned as required. 

Noted. 

81 

Paragraphs 4.4 & 4.5. Has the designer 
confirmed that DMSSD in both the vertical 
and horizontal planes can be achieved? 

It is not considered necessary for visibility to 
be confirmed for the existing access point. 
Visibility will be confirmed for the temporary 
access. 

82 

Paragraph 4.6. For the avoidance of doubt, 
the design vehicle associated with a 
roundabout junction as given in TD 16/07, 
Paragraph 7.15 is “an articulated vehicle 
with a single axle at the rear of the trailer, 
of length 15.5 metres (see TRL Report 
SR662)……”  The turning requirements for 
this vehicle are more onerous than a 16.5m 
articulated vehicle. 

For the temporary construction access the 
swept-path analysis has been undertaken in 
accordance with guidance set out in para 
1.5b in TD42/95. The proposed grade 
separated junction will be subject to further 
detailed design to be presented as part of 
the DCO submission. 

83 

Table 5.1, Phase 1-4. Only 1no HGV/day to 
construct the new A43 junction. Is this 
realistic? 

This is an average value that reflects the 
build-out period of the access. Further detail 
will be provided as part of the final 
submission. 

84 

Section 6. Working hours for those 
construction activities which involve the 
need for Traffic Management to the SRN, 
shall be agreed with EMAD and follow the 
necessary road space booking 
requirements. 

Noted. 

85 

What proposals are there for Temporary 
Traffic Regulation Orders (TTRO’s) 
affecting the Trunk Road to facilitate works 
to the SRN? 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

86 
Paragraph 7.4. Is the reference to National 
Grid correct? 

This will be addressed in the final 
submission. 

87 

Paragraph 7.7. It is not clear whether this 
relates to internal site drainage or highway 
drainage. If the latter, those measures 
which may reduce the inflow of surface 
water through the grating need to be very 
carefully considered and will require regular 
inspection and maintenance. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. Further clarification will be 
included in the final CTMP. 

88 

Construction Materials Assessment Report. 
Paragraph 2.6. Earthworks materials will 
need to be imported in order to construct 
the works proposed to the SRN. 

Noted. 

89 
Construction Materials Assessment Report. 
Table 1. As mentioned elsewhere in this 
report, the type of structures to the A43 
making up part of the proposed GSJ shall 

Noted. 
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be agreed with HE SES. The type of 
structure may well influence materials and 
quantities alike. 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 19.4 – Operational Traffic 
Management Plan 

90 

With only one main point of access/egress 
serving the site, how with the SRFI operate 
when essential maintenance/repairs are 
required which may shut all or part of the 
circulatory carriageway at the GSJ? 

It is considered that a complete closure of 
the GSJ would be a very rare event and on-
site operators would need to plan for this 
accordingly. The provision of a single point 
of access into an industrial estate is not 
unique and we are therefore confident that 
any necessary maintenance work can be 
effectively managed to minimise disruption. 

91 
Paragraph 3.4. Is the designer referring to 
VMS to be provided by the developer? 

This will need to be considered in discussion 
with HE, and whether existing VMS can be 
used to display construction information. 

92 

Paragraph 3.11. Care should be taken to 
ensure suitable and sufficient on-site lorry 
parking is provided, so as to minimise the 
potential for vehicles to be displaced to 
surrounding public lay-by facilities. 

There is an on-site lorry park in addition to 
the lorry parking provided for each individual 
unit, which will be provided in accordance 
with local guidance, as set out in Chapter 6 
of the TA. 
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Bill Freeman – Journey Time Reliability Manager 

3.10 The comments provided in relation to Bill Freeman’s comments, along with TPA’s response / 
commentary, is summarised in Table 3.9. 

Table 3.9  HE Comments and TPA Responses 

Item 
No. 

HE Comment TPA Response 

Structures with rights of way 

1 

Str 241 – Milton Ham Farm Access. 

Underpass with no other obstacle. 

Private - Paul Robinson (07746466968) 
land owner of Milton Farm. 

 

Str 238 – Stockwell Farm Access. 

4 span overbridge. Signed weight limit 33 
tonnes.  

Accommodation bridge (not showing as 
footpath on map) – no owner/maintaining 
agent listed. 

 

Str 237 – Maple Farm Access. 

4 span overbridge. Signed weight limit 33 
tonnes.  

Accommodation bridge – no 
owner/maintaining agent listed. 

 

Str 235 – Wards Farm Access.  

2 span overbridge. 

Accommodation bridge (not showing as 
footpath on map) – maintained by 
Northamptonshire CC. 

 

Str 234 – Collingtree Footpath. 

2 span overbridge.  

Footpath over – maintained by 
Northamptonshire CC. 

Noted. 

Trip Attraction 

2 

The Trunk Road and the Motorway 
Network inherit completely different flow 
characteristics to that of the local road 
network, and, flows in different directions 

Trip Assessment scenarios and hours have 
been agreed with HE and its consultants 
AECOM. It should be noted that the VISSIM 
model of M1 J15 and J15A uses a peak hour 
of 07.15 to 08.15. 
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can also differ i.e. being tidal in one 
particular direction. 

For example the A43 southbound between 
the M1 J15a and A5 Tove Roundabout has 
a peak period between 6am and 9am (not a 
peak hour) and the peak hour is 7am until 
8am.  

I strongly recommend that this is revisited 
for the M1 Motorway and A43/A45/A5 
Trunk Road routes and junctions analysed 
as part of this assessment. 

Relevant Transport Planning Policy and Design Guidance 

3 

"Paragraph 2.6 states that “Applicants 
should consider reasonable opportunities to 
support other transport modes in 
developing infrastructure”. It goes on to say 
that “the applicant should provide evidence 
that as part of the project they have used 
reasonable endeavours to address any 
existing severance issues that act as a 
barrier to non-motorised users”." What 
pedestrian and cyclist facilities are included 
within this proposal along the A43? 

There are no facilities proposed along the 
A43 and as a high speed trunk road it is not 
considered appropriate to encourage the 
use of the A43 by pedestrians and cyclists. 
A new foot/cycleway is proposed along 
Northampton Road to encourage pedestrian 
and cycle access to the site, and this also 
connects directly to residential areas of 
Northampton (which the A43 does not). 

Summary 

4 

Paragraph 2.85 states that "The proximity 
of the proposed development to a local 
work force will ensure that the development 
is highly accessible and presents the 
opportunity to promote the use of 
sustainable modes of transport such as 
walking, cycling and public transport in line 
with national and local policy."  This 
development is a considerable distance 
from residential development supplying a 
workforce of *000 employees: long distance 
cycling & walking. The fact that the villages 
of Milton Malsor and Blisworth are located 
approximately 1,200 and 1,500 metres 
does not mean that this is a sustainable 
site with an on-site employee catchment 
area. Access to the site will therefore be 
predominantly via the private motor vehicle. 

It is not suggested that the site has an on-
site employee catchment area, and the 
agreed mode share acknowledges that 
access is predominantly by private motor 
vehicle. However, it has been demonstrated 
that there is the opportunity available for 
measures to be introduced that can 
significantly increase the mode share of 
sustainable modes, particularly cycling and 
public transport. A significant portion of the 
southern fringe of Northampton is within a 
5km (15 minute) cycling distance of the site.  

Stakeholder Engagement 

5 

Paragraph 3.2 (iv) states "Comment: 
Information required in relation to traffic 
during the British Grand Prix at 
Silverstone." 

It is understood that the A43 adjacent to the 
site remains open during the British Grand 
Prix. Operators would be aware of the event 
in advance and able to make arrangements 
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Traffic Management Embargo 1 week 
before and 1 week afterwards - all 
trafficable lanes available and operational 
and issues concerning visual perception 
from International Visitors of the UK to be 
addressed. 

for appropriate routing of HGVs to minimise 
disruption. 

Existing Pedestrian, Cycle and Equestrian Facilities, Footways and Footpaths 

6 
There is no identification of Footways and 
Footpaths associated with the Motorway & 
Trunk Road Network 

There are no footways or footpaths provided 
along the A43 adjacent to the site or at M1 
J15A. It is understood that pedestrians 
currently use the canal towpath to traverse 
J15A. 

7 

Is there any consideration of the 
intensification of existing Public Rights Of 
Way where they traverse the M1 
Motorway? How will this affect Highways 
England Structures, Assets & 
Infrastructure?  How high are the parapets? 

It is anticipated that pedestrians and cyclists 
would access the site via Northampton 
Road, and there would therefore not be a 
significant increase in use of Public Rights of 
Way at M1 Junction 15A. The use of the 
proposed foot/cycleway where it crosses the 
M1, and associated design details, will be 
considered as part of the detailed design. 

Means of Access 

8 

Paragraph 6.5 to 6.7 - The location of the 
proposed GSJ may be influenced by other 
assessments; Environmental (can noise 
issues associated with the marina be 
mitigated?) Weaving successive merge & 
diverges, spacing between junctions, Stage 
1 Road Safety Audit etc. 

Environmental issues are considered by 
others as part of the Preliminary 
Environmental Information Report (PEIR) 

Other elements will be considered as part of 
the detailed design, although it is anticipated 
that changes would be focused on mitigating 
impacts, rather than moving the junction, as 
there is limited space available within the 
control of the applicant or highway authority. 

9 

Only one single point of vehicular access. 
In the event that maintenance activities or 
works are required to be undertaken to the 
new grade separated junction arrangement 
it is extremely likely that part of the 
circulatory will have to be fully closed. Rail 
Central should appreciate that there will be 
no access to and from the site. In the event 
of accidents and incidents on the A43 then 
there will be no access either in or out of 
rail central via the A43 if it is closed in both 
directions. 

It is considered that a complete closure of 
the GSJ would be a very rare event and on-
site operators would need to plan for this 
accordingly. The provision of a single point 
of access into an industrial estate is not 
unique and we are therefore confident that 
any necessary maintenance work can be 
effectively managed to minimise disruption.  

 

In the event of an accident, the presence of 
the GSJ will provide a safe turning point 
such that the A43 could be kept open either 
to the south or the north. Should an accident 
occur that requires full closure of the A43 
either side of the GSJ, this would need to be 
managed by the operators, although would 
be anticipated to occur very infrequently. 
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10 

Whilst Rail Central state "The GSJ has 
been designed in accordance with 
guidance set out in DMRB TD22/06" this 
has not been ratified by Highways England. 

Drawings of the GSJ were provided as part 
of the TA, such that this can be ratified. 
Further detailed design information will be 
provided as part of the DCO submission. 

Parking 

11 

Paragraph 6.22 to 6.26 

I am extremely concerned about the 
inadequacy of parking and operational 
facilities within the site. This should be 
reviewed. 

Please can more detailed comments be 
provided so that we may understand what 
the concerns are? Parking will be provided 
in accordance with local guidance. 

Off-site Highways Works – Capacity Improvement 

M1 J15A – Southern Roundabout 

8 

The fact that the proposed scheme requires 
yellow box markings indicates that the 
proposed junction arrangement, if 
implemented will suffer from inadequate 
stacking capacity from stop lines 
associated with signal heads. 

Yellow box markings are a preventative 
measure in the knowledge that the junction 
currently experiences significant congestion. 
This can be removed as part of the detailed 
design if desired. 

9 

The introduction of the proposed left-in/left-
out site access as part of the junction 
arrangement means that a vehicle exiting 
the site will have to travel additional miles 
and incur additional disruption, journey 
time, fuel & costs of journey. This is also 
the case for access to the land served off 
the existing spur of the 2roundabout. 

Unclear what this comment relates to, as the 
left-in left out access is provided as a 
replacement to the existing spur off the 
roundabout. It should be noted that this land 
has no planning status and is farmland only, 
such that the access is infrequently used 
and disruption to other road users would 
therefore be minimal.  

10 

T2here is also the matter that vehicles 
entering and exiting the site will experience 
higher traffic flow speeds on the A43 when 
undertaking their manoeuvre. It is my view 
that there will be limited opportunity for 
vehicles to gain entry to the A43 
southbound due to high traffic volumes & 
high speeds. Has this access been 
designed to accommodate the type of 
vehicles and volume of vehicles likely to be 
using it? There are no diverge/merge 
tapers or lanes? 

As mentioned above, this is a farm access 
only. The design proposed is in accordance 
with the requirement for such an access 
onto a Trunk Road in accordance with TD 
41/95. 

11 
How will the design organisation sign this 
arrangement? 

This will be confirmed as part of the detailed 
design. 

12 

I am concerned about the short distance 
between the northern roundabout 
southbound A43 exit and the right turn 
diverge. This introduces weaving 
movements interrupting the free flow of 
traffic as A43 southbound traffic 
accelerates away from the roundabout with 

A comprehensive signage strategy will be 
included as part of the detailed design to 
minimise weaving. A Road Safety Audit will 
also be carried out to consider the suitability 
of the proposed arrangements. 
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traffic slowing down to turn road and 
approach the signals. 

13 

There would appear to be inadequate 
stacking capacity resulting in queuing traffic 
stacking back onto the A43 southbound 
main line Lane 2 interfering with safe and 
expedious flow of traffic. 

Extensive discussions have taken place with 
HE regarding the modelling of this junction 
and the required signal staging to minimise 
the instances of this occurring. 

14 
There is virtually no stacking capacity from 
signalised stop lines at the short isolated 
sections within the middle of the junction? 

Signal staging has been designed to provide 
a ‘green wave’ such that vehicles would not 
need to stop at these stop lines. 

15 
There would appear to be an absence of 
Non-motorised user facilities that would in 
turn require additional land take. 

There are no facilities provided at the 
existing junction and it is understood that the 
canal towpath is currently used to traverse 
the junction. It would be preferable to 
maintain this arrangement as opposed to 
encouraging any interaction between 
motorised and non-motorised users. 

16 
What is the impact of releasing traffic free 
flow from say A43 northbound to M1 J15a 
northbound on-slip? 

This would undoubtedly improve the 
operation of the junction, but would require 
additional lanes on the exit slip and this is 
not considered necessary to mitigate the 
impact of Rail Central. 

17 

Short distance between overhead gantry & 
other associated signage leaving 
insufficient time for motorists to 
read/react/make a decision and undertake 
the manoeuvre. 

Locations of gantries and signage will be 
subject to discussions with HE and carried 
out as part of the detailed design. 

18 

A43 southbound - Slow moving vehicles 
merging with faster vehicles already 
accelerating on the A43 southbound from 
the northern roundabout. 

This is typical of any merge arrangement 
and is designed in accordance with TD22/06 

19 

The A43 northbound segregated lane to the 
M1 northbound is not a dedicated left turn 
lane. Will the two lane northbound straight 
ahead limit the ability & opportunity to be 
able to get into the segregated lane? 

This is equivalent to the existing situation 
where there is no dedicated left turn lane. 
The dominant movement at this location is 
towards Northampton and two ahead lanes 
are required for this. 

20 
Consideration should be given about inter-
visibility of signal heads? 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

21 
Short merging distances where traffic goes 
from two lanes into one. Merge on a bend? 

All merges are at least 100m long in 
accordance with TD50/04. There are no 
merges on bends. 

22 

What is the impact of the higher traffic flow 
upon motorists exiting the M1 northbound 
service area? Are they still going to be able 
to get out of the service area safely without 
risk? 

This will be considered. 
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23 

The stacking capacity at the 1st set of 
signals heading from the M1 northbound 
service area to the A43 southbound would 
appear to be very short and inadequate. 
Stacking capacity in Lane 2 at the signal 
head is unlikely to be realised because of 
queuing traffic in Lane 1 obstructing 
vehicles. 

Lane 1 is a long lane for southbound 
vehicles which is much longer than that 
provided by the existing arrangement. The 
length of Lane 2 is reflected in the modelling 
work, and would be anticipated to principally 
be used as an overtaking lane. 

24 

The two lane carriageway underneath the 
M1 would appear to offer a capacity 
constraint. Again short distance over which 
weaving to occur to get into the correct 
lane. 

This is equivalent to the existing situation. 

Northern Roundabout 

25 

The stacking capacity at all signal heads & 
stop lines is extremely short. Consequently 
this is likely to interfere with the operational 
flow of the junction. 

Signal staging has been designed to provide 
a ‘green wave’ such that vehicles would not 
need to stop at these stop lines. 

26 
A43 northbound approach to the north 
roundabout - not sure that lane 4 will 
realise any capacity benefit? 

The capacity benefit is shown by the 
modelling work carried out. 

27 

The segregated left turn lane from the M1 
southbound service area to the A5123 
northbound towards Northampton seems to 
be extremely short in terms of capacity. 

The lane length is assessed within the 
modelling work. 

28 

Realising capacity improvements with 
signalised junctions is highly dependent 
upon motorists getting into the right lane 
and replicating how the scheme has been 
modelled. It is unlikely that practically this 
will be realised. 

There will need to be a comprehensive 
signage strategy agreed as part of the 
detailed design work. 

General 

29 
Has Stage 1 Road Safety Audit been 
carried out? 

This has been instructed. 

30 
No maintenance bay in relation to the 
signal controller / no access to the central 
island for maintenance. 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

31 Forward visibility to signal heads? 
This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

32 
signal heads very close to each other - 
potentially confusing? 

This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

33 Buildability issues? 
This will be considered as part of the 
detailed design. 

34 
Is there any traffic generation or traffic 
within the model associated with the left-in 

The left-in, left-out is a field access only and 
therefore associated with very few 
movements weekly.  
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left-out access or the eastern arm of the 
northern roundabout? 

35 
The timing and the trigger for these works 
requires further discussion. 

Agreed. 

Junction 9: A45/Caswell Road/Eagle Drive 

36 

All works are to be on the Local Road 
Network well clear of the A45 Trunk Road. 

Notwithstanding this it is not clear if  

+ any queuing vehicles extending back 
from the new stop line on the circulatory 
with have a detrimental impact upon the 
operation of the exit slip roads.  

+ the re-phasing of the signals will have a 
detrimental impact upon the operation of 
the exit slip roads. 

+maintenance bay? 

+ location of controller? 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

Junction 10: Barnes Meadow 

37 

All works are predominantly but not limited 
to be on the Local Road Network well clear 
of the A45 Trunk Road. 

Notwithstanding this it is not clear if  

+ any queuing vehicles extending back 
from the new stop line on the circulatory 
with have a detrimental impact upon the 
operation of the exit slip roads.  

+ the re-phasing of the signals will have a 
detrimental impact upon the operation of 
the exit slip roads. 

+maintenance bay? 

+ location of controller? 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

Junction 11: A45/A43/Ferrris Row: 

38 

All works are predominantly but not limited 
to be on the Local Road Network well clear 
of the A45 Trunk Road. 

- Is it physically possible to get 3 lanes 
across the bridge deck? 

- Has a WCHR assessment been 
undertaken? 

- Has Stage 1 RSA ben carried out? 

- Is it physically possible to get the cabling 
across the decks?  

- Are there any implications for the 
parapets when widening across the deck & 
moving the kerb lines? 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 
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- Has the dynamic loading of the structures 
been assessed to accommodate the 
loading associated with 3 lanes as opposed 
to two lanes? 

+ any queuing vehicles extending back 
from the new stop line on the circulatory will 
have a detrimental impact upon the 
operation of the exit slip roads.  

+ the re-phasing of the signals will have a 
detrimental impact upon the operation of 
the exit slip roads. 

+maintenance bay? 

+ location of controller? 

Junction 12: M1 J15 

39 

As a consequence of the additional traffic 
movements assigned & distributed to the 
network I would have expected 
improvements to the M1 southbound J15 
exit slip road? 

- Has a WCHR assessment been 
undertaken? 

- Has Stage 1 Safety Audit been carried 
out? 

+maintenance bay? 

+ location of controller? 

This scheme no longer forms part of the 
development proposals. 

Junction 14: Tove Roundabout 

40 

The proposals will exacerbate existing 
known operational issues; 

- confusing about which lane to get in 

- lack of stacking capacity 

- warn out lines 

- poor lane discipline 

- sequencing & phasing of signals 

- congestion & queuing traffic 

- unable to enter signalised carriageway 
from arm that it not signal controlled 

The design has been developed in 
discussion with Mark Roxburgh at HE and 
the increased roundabout size is a direct 
response to the existing operational issues. 
The proposals have been designed to 
mitigate the impact of Rail Central in terms 
of capacity in comparison to the Do 
Minimum scenario, and are considered to 
provide a betterment to the existing 
operational issues mentioned. 

Junction 15: Abthorpe 

41 

The proposals will exacerbate existing 
known operational issues; 

- confusing about which lane to get in 

- lack of stacking capacity at 'Stop Lines' on 
the circulatory 

- maintenance liability 

- warn out lines 

Recent consultation events suggest a 
general approval by local residents of the 
recently constructed improvements at this 
location. Additional signage can be 
considered as part of the detailed design if 
necessary. 
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- poor lane discipline 

- sequencing & phasing of signals 

- congestion & queuing traffic 

- unable to enter signalised carriageway 
from arm that it not signal controlled 

Road Safety Schemes 

42 

Has there been any consideration to 
'Stopping Up' the gaps within the Central 
Reserve? If 'Yes' the why was this 
discounted? 

It is considered that this should be a final 
measure to be implemented if other 
measures do not have the desired effect, 
due to the impact this would have on local 
residents. It is also an existing issue for 
which a strategic decision should be made 
by HE, and it is not the responsibility of Rail 
Central to resolve existing issues. 

43 

Paragraph 6.46 Page 63. Junction 28 – 
A43 / Towcester Road "The above 
measures have now been provided at the 
junction, and it is not clear from the latest 
highway safety records whether there 
remains a significant highway safety 
problem. However, should future accident 
records indicate that a problem remains, 
the applicant is willing to provide a 
reasonable financial contribution towards 
further improvements at this location" 
Further discussion required between Rail 
Central and Highways England. 

Noted. Updated Technical Notes will be 
submitted with the DCO application which 
provide further detail of the schemes and 
predicted accident levels following the 
implementation of Rail Central. 

44 

Paragraph 6.48 Page 64 Junction 29 – A43 
/ St John’s Road - "The Rail Central 
proposals therefore include junction ahead 
and warning signs and countdown markers 
as well as high friction surfacing for 
northbound vehicles on the A43, which 
accords with the improvements 
implemented by HE on the A43 
southbound."  Further discussion required 
between Rail Central and Highways 
England. 

Noted. Updated Technical Notes will be 
submitted with the DCO application which 
provide further detail of the schemes and 
predicted accident levels following the 
implementation of Rail Central. 

45 

Paragraph 6.51 Page 64 Junction 31 – A43 
/ Northampton Road. Further discussion 
required between Rail Central and 
Highways England. 

Noted. Updated Technical Notes will be 
submitted with the DCO application which 
provide further detail of the schemes and 
predicted accident levels following the 
implementation of Rail Central. 

46 
The timing and the trigger for these works 
also requires further discussion 

Noted. It is expected that the road safety 
schemes would be delivered in advance of 
first occupation. 
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47 

Proposed footway/cycleway along 
Towcester Road 

Paragraph 6.57 Page 65 "Towcester Road 
will provide the main link for pedestrians 
and cyclists accessing the site from the 
southern residential areas of Northampton" 

 

- Is it physically possible to widen the 
footway across the bridge deck? 

- Has a WCHR assessment been 
undertaken? 

- Has Stage 1 Safety Audit been 
undertaken? 

- Are there any implications for the 
parapets? 

The carriageway would be narrowed to 
facilitate the widened footway. The 
carriageway would remain at least 7.5m in 
width which is considered appropriate. 

 

Road Safety Audits and WCHAR 
assessments are currently being arranged. 

 

The impact on parapets will be considered 
as part of the detailed design.  

Construction Traffic Management Plan 

48 

Is the existing left-in, left out access 
arrangement onto the A43 suitable to be 
used to construct the new construction site 
access? Has Highways England assessed 
this? Is it designed constructed and laid out 
to the relevant standard to accommodate 
the volume and nature of vehicles likely to 
be using it? Stage 1 RSA? As a minimum I 
would have anticipated provision of some 
form of signing arrangement approaching 
the access. What happens to the access 
after the temporary construction site access 
has been established and is operational? Is 
there a design? 

The existing left-in, left-out access would be 
associated with fewer vehicles than it would 
have accommodated as part of its previous 
use, and is therefore considered 
appropriate. Road Safety Audits are 
currently being arranged. The construction 
signage strategy will be confirmed as part of 
the DCO. After construction of the temporary 
access, the existing access will be closed off 
to facilitate construction of the new GSJ at 
that location. 

49 

How do Construction Vehicles and 
Construction Personnel access the 
northbound A43 to construct the Grade 
Seperated Junction? At Grade vehicle and 
pedestrian crossing movement will not be 
permitted. 

This will be considered further in the final 
CTMP.  

50 

How do Rail Central propose to build the 
new grade separated junction whilst 
maintaining two trafficable lanes in both 
directions? Will this influence their design 
solution? How do they intend to construct 
the structures across the A43? 

This will need to be considered by a 
contractor in due course. 

51 

Paragraph 6.71 Page 67: Further 
discussion will be required with Highways 
England about the working hours and A43 
Network Occupancy & deployment of traffic 
management. Any works which affect the 

Noted. 
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A43 main line will be required to be 24/7 
and predominantly overnight. 

52 

Further discussion is required with 
Highways England about the package of 
mitigation measures to be implemented 
associated with construction activities 
included within the CTMP. 

Noted. 
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Emma Stewart 
Spatial Planning & Economic 
Development Manager  
Stirling House 
Lakesdie Court, Osier Drive 
Nottinghamshire NG15 0DS 
 
Direct Line: 0300 470 3386 
 
20 April 2018 

Dear James, 
 
A43 RAIL CENTRAL SRFI, NORTHAMPTONSHIRE 
 
Thank you for inviting Highways England to provide comments on the emerging proposals for 
Rail Central and on information available on your website. We understand that the information 
available on your website provides an outline of the documents proposed to be submitted to the 
Planning Inspectorate as part of your submission for a Development Consent Order (DCO). 
 
As you are aware, Highways England are in pre-submission discussions with your consultants 
TPA, to discuss the likely impacts of the proposed developments on the Strategic Road Network 
(SRN) and to determine the mitigation package that will be required to alleviate these impacts.  
 
Currently, discussions are ongoing with TPA regarding the modelling work that has been 
undertaken to assess the performance of the proposed mitigation schemes on the SRN. 
Furthermore, details of mitigation schemes such as design are also being discussed. 
 
Highways England have been unable to comment on the wording of the DCO document or the 
acceptability of any Protected Provisions as these have not been provided. 
 
Having reviewed the information that has been provided on your website, we have determined 
that the following are relevant to Highways England: 
 

 Transport Assessment 
 Construction Traffic Management Plan 
 Operational Traffic Management Plan 

 
Comments regarding these have been provided below. 
 
Draft Transport Assessment: 
We have the following comments to make regarding the contents of the Transport Assessment 
which we would advise to be addressed and included in the final version of the Transport 
Assessment: 
 
Modelling Work: 

o LinSig Modelling Work: Details regarding LinSig modelling work undertaken by TPA on 
behalf of Rail Central for SRN junctions are currently being discussed by Highways 
England with TPA. As such, assessments presented in the Draft Transport Assessment 
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are not final. Once the LinSig models are agreed with Highways England, the results and 
modelling summary presented in the Transport Assessment should be updated. 

o VISSIM Modelling Work: Based on recent communication with TPA, we have been 
advised that the VISSIM modelling work for M1 J15 and J15a is currently being 
undertaken. Once this modelling work is complete and checked and approved by 
Highways England, the assessment results for these junctions in the Transport 
Assessment should be based on this modelling work. 

 
Mitigation Schemes for SRN: 

o Proposed Mitigation Schemes on the SRN: Based on latest information provided by TPA 
to Highways England, mitigation schemes for M1 J16 and A45/ Eagle Road/ Caswell 
Road Junction as indicated in the Draft Transport Assessment are no longer proposed. 
We appreciate that the full list of mitigation schemes is evolving and would therefore 
expect the list to be updated in the final version of the Transport Assessment.  

o Phasing of Mitigation Schemes: It has been stated in the draft Transport Assessment 
that the mitigation schemes required in support of the proposed development may be 
delivered in phases. However, no phasing plan has been provided as the modelling work 
to support the phasing is yet to be undertaken. Highways England awaits to see this 
modelling work so that we can confirm if we are satisfied with any proposed phasing 
plan for delivery of mitigations. It is noted that in addition to the Strategic modelling work, 
individual junction capacity assessments may also be required to support the phasing 
plan. 

o Road Safety Schemes: The Draft Transport Assessment proposed 3 safety improvement 
schemes for the SRN at A43/ Towcester Road, A43/ St. John’s Road, A43 Northampton 
Road. It is noted that Highways England has provided comments regarding these 
proposals which should be taken into consideration in the final version of the Transport 
Assessment. 

o Design Comments: The proposed design is still under review and will require further 
discussion and consideration prior to agreement from Highways England. Individual 
comments on the asset types will be provided in due course. It is noted that no drainage 
strategy has been provided. This is required and should adhere to DfT Circular 02/13 
with regards to third party connections. 

 
Other Details: 

o Trip Attraction: The proposed trip attraction provided in the Transport Assessment has 
been stated to be robust and worst case assessment. Highways England considers the 
trip attraction to be suitable, however, not necessarily a worst case assessment. 

o Meeting Minutes: As you may be aware, some of the meeting minutes provided in the 
Appendices of the draft Transport Assessment have not been agreed. Therefore, can 
you please include these as draft Meeting minutes in the final version of your Transport 
Assessment. 

o Proposed Site Access: It has been indicated the principle of the new grade separated 
junction on the A43 has been approved by Highways England. This has yet to be 
reviewed by Highways England and further discussions will be required prior to reaching 
any agreement to ensure DMRB standards can be achieved. Consideration should be 
given as to how the site will be accessed during closures of the A43 or M1 J15a. 

o Proposed Development Size: Can you please indicate a consistent development size in 
your final Transport Assessment. We note that currently there are some inconsistencies 
in the document regarding the development size and whether it is given as GFA or GEA. 

o Description of Mitigation schemes: It is noted that some of the mitigation schemes are 
not correctly described in the draft Transport Assessment. For example. For the 
proposed mitigation scheme at Tove roundabout, flares have been proposed (Point 3 



 

 

 

 

 

     
 

Registered office Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford GU1 4LZ 
Highways England Company Limited registered in England and Wales number 09346363 

 

and Point 4). However these have been described as additional lane. For the proposed 
mitigation scheme at M1 J15, the lane marking changes on A508 and M1 NB Off-slip 
have not been shown on the latest drawing submitted to Highways England. It also 
appears that the proposed mitigation scheme at A43/ Brackley Road has been 
incorrectly referred to as A43 Tove roundabout. 

 
Draft Framework Construction Traffic Management Plan:  
We have the following comments to make regarding the contents of the Draft Framework 
Construction Traffic Management Plan which we would advise to be addressed and included in 
the final version of the document: 
 
Proposed Development Size: Gross Internal Area (GIA) of the proposed development has been 
provided. As stated above, the size of the proposed development should be consistently 
provided in the documents to avoid confusion. 
 
Temporary Construction Traffic Access: It has been indicated that the temporary construction 
traffic access located to the north of the petrol filling station access will be closed once the new 
grade separated junction is constructed. For avoidance of doubt, can you please confirm if the 
verge and kerb line will reinstated and any access rights formally extinguished. Further 
consideration is required regarding the routing of the construction traffic and the access to site. 
Table 5.1 states that the forecast number of HGV trips to the site during the construction of the 
accesses is one per day. This is considered unrealistically low and should be reviewed. 
 
Signage: Further clarity is required on the proposed signing strategy. Timescales should be 
provided as to how long the signage will be on the network. If it is for the duration of the 
construction then more permanent signage will be required. Consideration should also be given 
to current street furniture. 
 
Hours of Construction: It has been indicated in the document that construction activities will be 
undertaken between the core hours of 07:30 – 19:00 on Monday to Friday and 08:00 – 13:00 on 
Saturdays. Construction activities that require traffic management on the Strategic Road 
Network will follow Highways England’s road space booking requirements. Deliveries are 
expected to take place within these core hours, but avoiding network peak hours of 08:00 – 
09:00 and 17:00-18:00. Construction Staff are expected to arrive and depart from site 30 
minutes before and after core-working hours. This requires further consideration and discussion 
with Highways England. 
  
Swept Path Analysis: This should be in accordance with TD 16/07, Paragraph 7.15 “an 
articulated vehicle with a single axle at the rear of the trailer, of length 15.5 metres”. Swept Path 
Analysis for 400t Mobile Crane given on Drawing 1211-80- Figure 4.4 Revision A uses 
Articulated HGV instead of the Mobile Crane. Can this be updated in the final version of the 
document.  
 
Potential Mitigation Measures: Further clarity is required on whether paragraph 7.7 is referring 
to internal site drainage or highway drainage. 
 
These comments are only advisory and imply no pre-determined view as to the acceptability of 
the proposed development in traffic, environmental or highway terms.  
 
 
I hope this is useful. 
 



 

 

 

 

 

     
 

Registered office Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford GU1 4LZ 
Highways England Company Limited registered in England and Wales number 09346363 

 

Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Emma Stewart 
Spatial Planning & Economic Development Manager 
Email: Emma.Stewart@highwaysengland.co.uk  
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Documents 
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Highway Plans General Arrangement Drawings Sheets 1-7 
 

 

Design Review History: 

Design Review 1: reviewer to add commencement and completion date of review and any other pertinent 
information which is felt should be added for the purpose of record. 

Report Convention 
• Highways England comments – black text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added 

to record; 
• Designer Response – red text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added to record; 
• Comments closed – grey highlight encapsulating black/red text complete with suffixed date of closure. 

Note comment closure is a reviewer only function. 

 
Sheet 1  

– an overbridge at J16 is shown to increase from 2 lanes to 3. A BD101/11 structural 
review will be needed to ascertain if any assessment works will be required to prove the 
capacity of the bridge is sufficient for 3 lanes of traffic. 

 

Sheet 2  
– 2 new gantries appear to be proposed (GS1 & GS2), no details are provided. 
– Presumably the 2 existing gantries at the junction will be demolished? 
– A new bridge is being proposed over the canal to carry a new carriageway, no details 

are provided. This proposed route also passes over a stream to the west of the canal, 
where a new culvert would be needed. 

 
Sheet 3 

- The new interchange on the A43 indicates 2 new overbridges are proposed, no details 
are provided 

- A new retaining wall is proposed (max retained height 2.6m), no details are provided 
 
Sheet 4 

- It appears that a new gantry is proposed to replace the existing at Tove Roundabout, no 
details are provided 

- Clarification required as to whether works at Abthorpe Roundabout would affect the two 
retaining walls recently constructed 
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Sheet 5 
– A45-A43 interchange west bridge is shown to increase from 2 lanes to 3. A BD101/11 

structural review will be needed to ascertain if any assessment works will be required to 
prove the capacity of the bridge is sufficient for 3 lanes of traffic. 

 
Sheet 6 

- No comments 
 
Sheet 7 

- No comments 
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Scheme Title:  Rail Central (Milton Malsor) SRFI Date: 16/03/2018 
Scheme Pin/Ref:   
Assessor Haydn Yeo 

Developer Ashfield Land 

Documents 
Examined 

 

 

Design Review History: 

Design Review 1: reviewer to add commencement and completion date of review and any other pertinent 
information which is felt should be added for the purpose of record. 

Report Convention 
• Highways England comments – black text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added 

to record;  
• Designer Response – red text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added to record; 
• Comments closed – grey highlight encapsulating black/red text complete with suffixed date of closure. 

Note comment closure is a reviewer only function. 

 

General Comments  
I would expect the top of the slip roads on the A43 junction to be lit as a minimum, but may 
extend to include the mainline junction dependent on economic assessment and safety 
assessment. It may extend back to the M1 due to volume of lorry movements. 
 
The new revised junction on the A43 adjacent to the M1 shall be lit throughout. 
 

 

    

Drawings 
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Scheme Title:  Rail Central (Milton Malsor) SRFI Date: 11/04/2018 
Scheme Pin/Ref:   
Assessor Mark Roxburgh 

Developer Ashfield Land 

Documents 
Examined 

Public Rights of Way Strategy (1 of 3) 1627-15-109-A 
Public Rights of Way Strategy (2 of 3) 1627-15-110-A 
Public Rights of Way Strategy (3 of 3) 1627-15-111-A 
Speed Limit Plans Sheet 2 of 7 1211-80/SLP/02 
Speed Limit Plans Sheet 3 of 7 1211-80/SLP/03 
Speed Limit Plans Sheet 4 of 7 1211-80/SLP/04 
Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 1 of 7 1211-80/HMP/01 
Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 2 of 7 1211-80/HMP/02 
Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 3 of 7 1211-80/HMP/03 
Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 4 of 7 1211-80/HMP/04 
Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 6 of 7 1211-80/HMP/06 
DRAFT Outline Access Management Plan 1211-80/OAMP/01 
DRAFT Operational Traffic Management Plan 1211-80/OTMP/01 
DRAFT Framework Construction Traffic Management Plan 1211-80/CTMP/01 

 

Design Review History: 

Design Review 1: reviewer to add commencement and completion date of review and any other pertinent 
information which is felt should be added for the purpose of record. 

Report Convention 
• Highways England comments – black text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added 

to record;  
• Designer Response – red text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added to record; 
• Comments closed – grey highlight encapsulating black/red text complete with suffixed date of closure. 

Note comment closure is a reviewer only function. 

 

General Comments  

 

 

    

Drawings 
 
Public Rights of Way Strategy (1 of 3) 1627-15-109-A 
Diversion of route RD12 passes close to A43 and new access junction, how will this PROW cross the access route 
and will this have any impact on the safe and efficient operation of the junction? (12/04/2018) 
 
Speed Limit Plans Sheet 4 of 7 1211-80/SLP/04 
Plan shows Brackley Road to east of Abthorpe Roundabout as 30mph trunk road however the vast majority of this 
link is local highway and not part of the trunk road. (12/04/2018) 
 
Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 1 of 7 1211-80/HMP/01 
M1 Junction 16 
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Spiral arrangements do not fully work – particularly for the middle lane on both offslips; these are shown as ‘ahead 
and left’ which would typically imply movements both to the first exit (left) and onto the roundabout (ahead) for the 
third exit. However the lane markings only permit movements from these lanes left or back onto the M1 onslip. 
Further, cross-referencing this against the Linsig model structure in the Transport Assessment 1211-80/TA/01 
(Appendix B) shows a number of discrepancies between the layout drawing and model. 
Further, the A45 entry shows three lanes feeding onto the north bridge but the circulatory spirals out with the 
nearside two lanes going left onto the M1 on-slip. The markings for these movements overlap and create 
ambiguity for drivers with a high potential to result in collisions. There is also a likelihood of this being raised in a 
road safety audit. 
It is imperative that the assessment accurately reflects the proposed design and lane arrangement and that the 
lane arrangement proposed is viable. Further development of this scheme and solution is required. (12/04/2018) 
 
 
Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 2 of 7 1211-80/HMP/02 
On A43 Northbound there is a risk that the left turn lane becomes blocked off by traffic in the adjacent ahead 
lanes. Consider changing flaring so that the nearside dual carriageway feeds only the left turn lane and the offside 
flares to the two ahead lanes. (12/04/2018) 
 
Although this can be resolved at detailed design stage, ahead arrows should be included on the southern signal 
junction to reinforce the permitted movements. (12/04/2018) 
 
 
Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 3 of 7 1211-80/HMP/03 
Tracking for the junction is provided in the construction access management plan which is commented on below. 
The tracking provided only uses a 16.5m three axle trailer articulated vehicle which is not the most onerous design 
vehicle (see also comments below). Further, the tracking shows that movements through the access junction 
cannot be completed without the swept path transgressing over lane lines in a couple of locations. 
Given the high proportion of HGV traffic expected on the junction and the potential for an occupier who has 
significant use of the more onerous 15.5m single axle trailer vehicle, the design should be adjusted to 
accommodate all movements by this design vehicle without transgressing any lanes, including allowance for driver 
error of 1m (~0.5m either side of the swept path). It is noted that this may in turn require a departure from TD 
16/07 for lane widths (para 7.24) however the specific circumstances of this junction need to be taken into account 
and a departure sought if required. (12/04/2018) 
 
 
Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 4 of 7 1211-80/HMP/04 
Abthorpe 
Carriageway lane destination markings on A43 southbound approach are inconsistent and will need revising 
although this can be addressed at detailed design. (12/04/2018) 
 
Tove 
Improves A43 westbound alignment but worsens eastbound alignment (12/04/2018) 
 
Give-way is currently used as 2 lanes, even though marked as 1 lane. Any restriction to 1 lane would have 
capacity impact. Approach should be designed as a formal two lanes onto the roundabout to maximise capacity 
and offset increased difficulty of access due to additional circulatory lanes. (12/04/2018) 
 
Existing issue of visibility of signals from give-way, and ensuring drivers move into offside lane on circulatory. 
Design solutions to mitigate this are required. (12/04/2018) 
 
Note inclusion of peds on west side. (12/04/2018) 
 
May be a bit of scope at detailed design to ensure right turns spiral out comfortably. (12/04/2018) 
 
Signing and lane destinations on A5 northbound approach will need revising to reflect spiral markings on 
roundabout (12/04/2018) 
 
Alignment for movement from A43 northbound to A5 northbound has a number of reverse curves although there is 
scope to introduce a smoother alignment here. (12/04/2018) 
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Noted that both A5 approaches and A43 northbound approach all have set-back stoplines to accommodate closely 
associated secondary signals due to lack of scope to position on central island. Final positioning however should 
be reviewed at detailed design stage taking account of pole positioning. (12/04/2018) 
 
 
Highway Plans General Arrangements Sheet 6 of 7 1211-80/HMP/06 
M1 J15 
A45 westbound widened to four lanes and appears to include signalisation of pedestrian crossing. If so, we would 
need to have pedestrian signals on other crossings too to maintain a consistent route. (12/04/2018) 
 
Circulatory is widened past Saxon Avenue from three lanes to four. This will increase the complexity of the give 
way entry creating a greater risk of collisions and potentially increased delays. This is due to drivers having to 
make a more complex judgement on the positioning and path of circulating vehicles and will need longer to get 
across the enlarged conflict area. 
Some form of mitigating control is required to offset this such as a facility for an extended all red period at the 
upstream signals. If such solutions would impact on the traffic capacity of the junction then the traffic modelling 
should be reviewed and revised accordingly. (12/04/2018) 
 
Widening on A45 exit to create a third lane reduces the stacking space for the circulatory leading into Saxon 
Avenue and creates a significant risk of shunt collisions between drivers queuing on the internal stopline and those 
heading ahead onto the A45. Further review of options is required to achieve a safe design such as including a 
fourth lane on the northbound circulatory just after the M1 overbridge. 
It is also noted that a three lane exit to the A45 may create opportunities for a third left turn lane from the M1 
southbound offslip; however the geometry of this movement is not suitable for this to be catered for safely. 
(12/04/2018) 
 
 
 

Documents 
 
DRAFT Framework Construction Traffic Management Plan 1211-80/CTMP/01 
Swept path analysis uses 16.5m three axle trailer articulated vehicles however these are not the most onerous 
permitted vehicles in terms of swept paths. A 15.5m articulated vehicle with a single axle trailer has a greater ‘cut 
in’ and therefore takes a wider path. 
For the construction accesses this may be acceptable provided guarantees are provided that no 15.5m vehicle will 
access the site during this phase. However there is a need to demonstrate that the final access junction can 
accommodate the most onerous vehicle along with a suitable margin for driver error (1m) as required in standards. 
Note, while there is allowance to relax the ‘design vehicle’ where there is likely to be minimal flow of the most 
onerous 15.5m vehicles, at present there is no guarantee of the occupiers for the site and therefore a likelihood 
that occupants with regular use of this type of vehicle may end up being present. (12/04/2018) 
 
During the construction of the temporary and main access junctions the only access will be left in, left out on the 
A43 southbound. Vehicle routing during this period to the M1 will need to u-turn further south, likely at the A43/A5 
Tove Roundabout. Given the level of congestion on this junction and significant challenges relating to right turning 
movements, including outside of peak periods, these movements have a potential to create significant adverse 
effects. Some form of control or strategy is required to manage this impact such as restricting movements to less 
critical times or perhaps phasing the improvements to the Tove Roundabout prior to commencement of the site 
access. (12/04/2018) 
 
Further to the above, the forecast number of HGV trips to the site during the construction of the accesses is one 
per day. This is considered unrealistically low, both as an average but also in particular relation to peak 
construction activities. This needs further review and consideration of the impacts this may have particularly in 
relation to the previous comment. (12/04/2018) 
 
To construct the grade separated junction access will be required to both sides of the A43 dual carriageway yet no 
allowance is made in the plan for access to the north side. This needs further consideration both in terms of 
routing and safe means of access as well as the impact of traffic travelling between this part of the site and the 
main site facilities on the south side. In particular, this could result in significant volumes of staff and plant making 
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u-turns at the Tove Roundabout or M1 J15a during this period. (12/04/2018) 
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Design Review History: 

Design Review 1: reviewer to add commencement and completion date of review and any other pertinent 
information which is felt should be added for the purpose of record. 

Report Convention 
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Note comment closure is a reviewer only function. 

 

General Comments  
I have reviewed the documents issued and there is no mention of the drainage strategy. Or 
drainage layout.  
 
There are 3 no attenuation pond shown on the master plan that appears all? 
 
It is essential that a drainage strategy is provided and that HE have an opportunity to review it. 
They have to adhere to DfT Circular 02/2013, in which para 50 sets out the current position 
with regard to new 3rd party drainage connections. 
 
 

    

Drawings 
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Documents 
Examined 

1211-80/HMP/01 Highway Plans General Arrangement sheet 1 of 7 
1211-80/HMP/02 Highway Plans General Arrangement sheet 2 of 7 
1211-80/HMP/03 Highway Plans General Arrangement sheet 3 of 7 
1211-80/HMP/04 Highway Plans General Arrangement sheet 4 of 7 
1211-80/HMP/05 Highway Plans General Arrangement sheet 5 of 7 
1211-80/HMP/06 Highway Plans General Arrangement sheet 6 of 7 
1211-80/HMP/07 Highway Plans General Arrangement sheet 7 of 7 
1211-80/SLP/01 Speed limit Plans sheet 1 of 7 
1211-80/SLP/02 Speed limit Plans sheet 2 of 7 
1211-80/SLP/03 Speed limit Plans sheet 3 of 7 
1211-80/SLP/04 Speed limit Plans sheet 4 of 7 
1211-80/SLP/05 Speed limit Plans sheet 5 of 7 
1211-80/SLP/06 Speed limit Plans sheet 6 of 7 
1211-80/SLP/07 Speed limit Plans sheet 7 of 7 
The Rail Central Rail Freight Interchange and Highway Order 201[x]Phase 2 Consultation 
Overview 

 

Design Review History: 

Design Review 1: reviewer to add commencement and completion date of review and any other pertinent 
information which is felt should be added for the purpose of record. 

Report Convention 
• Highways England comments – black text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added 

to record;  
• Designer Response – red text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added to record; 
• Comments closed – grey highlight encapsulating black/red text complete with suffixed date of closure. 

Note comment closure is a reviewer only function. 

 

General Comments  

The following safety comments are based on the drawings listed above.  The above 
drawings were chosen for study as they are the usual designs submitted for formal RSA.  
The drawings do not have enough detail at this time to make a full safety assessment of 
the proposals and as such a HE Area 7 safety team representative should be included 
within the RSA team at all future stages.  These comments are not intended to replace 
the need for a full stage 1 road safety audit at the appropriate stage. 
 
 
GENERAL ARRANGEMENT PLANS  
Sheet 1 J16 – 1.Base plans show as non-Smart Motorway ALR. Will the footprint shown accommodate the 
additional lanes and infrastructure that the SMP will bring?  Emergency refuge areas may also have to be 
accommodated on the exit slip roads. 
Sheet 2 J15A – 1. The yellow box markings are a concern.  How will these be policed to ensure the safe and 
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efficient running on the junction?  Vehicles contravening the yellow box markings will block proceeding vehicles in 
subsequent signal stages leading to conflicts between these vehicles.  
2. M1 NB entry slip and services access – the short merge at the top of this slip road will cause delays back into 
the junction when drivers inevitably fail to merge in turn.  This will lead to conflicts as vehicle attempt to merge and 
shunt type accidents further back into the junction. 
3. The straight alignment of the NB entry slip road will lead to high vehicle speeds into the bend and split to the 
services. 
4. ADS sign 2 and 3 do not reflect the complexity of the junction ahead.  Additional signs will be required to show 
lane destinations to avoid drivers making late lane changes. 
5. OGS1 should have the road number A5123 as well as the destination ‘Northampton’ to avoid confusion. 
6. Base plans show as non-Smart Motorway ALR. Will the footprint shown accommodate the additional lanes and 
infrastructure that the SMP will bring?  Emergency refuge areas may also have to be accommodated on the exit 
slip roads. 
Sheet 3 A43 Site Access – Sign locations and sizes, retaining walls and gradients have not been detailed and 
deferred to the detailed design stage – after the DCO is in place. More information is required at this stage to 
ensure that all DMRB standards can be achieved for all elements of the design avoiding departures and 
exceptions.   
Sheet 4 Tove Roundabout – 1. Towcester Road is not currently signalised and vehicles have to cross 3 lanes of 
circulating traffic to turn right towards Towcester Town Centre.  The proposed layout will increase the circulatory 
lanes that have to be crossed to 4 which will lead to an increase in vehicle conflicts with vehicles entering the 
roundabout from Towcester Road.   
2. The A43 NE and SW bound exits both appear to show kick over arrows immediately after the roundabout for 
vehicles to merge on the approach to the crossing facilities.  This will lead to vehicle conflicts should the signals 
turn to red and vehicle’s attempt to merge.  Any merge manoeuvres should commence after the crossing facilities. 
3. The red line boundary on the NW A5 Watling Street approach to Tove Roundabout does not seem to 
accommodate the full width of the current highway in the south side including the footway and verge.  This may be 
a problem if addition signing is required on this approach. 
Northampton Road and Tiffield Road Junctions – The measures proposed will not militate against the current 
poor accident history at these junctions, especially Northampton Road.  Area 7 safety team are conducting safety 
investigations at these junctions and the measures proposed will not address the accidents occurring at current 
traffic levels and do not mitigate for an increase in traffic. 
Sheet 5 – A45/A43/Ferris Row – 1.  There is not enough detail to show if the red line boundary across the bridge 
structure will be enough to accommodate all of the required VRS, signals infrastructure (poles/cabinets) lighting 
columns and adequate maintenance access, especially at the NW bound stop line. 
Sheet 6 – Barnes Meadow Interchange 1.  Both approaches to the increase lanes to the eventual total of 6 on 
the circulatory.  New signs will be required on the circulatory and approaches to inform drivers early of which lane 
they require to avoid late lane changes on the circulatory.  The red line boundary does not seem adequate to 
include this signing. 
A45/Eagle Dr/Caswell Road – No comment 
M1 J15 – 1. Base plans show as non-Smart Motorway ALR. Will the footprint shown accommodate the additional 
lanes and infrastructure that the SMP will bring?  Emergency refuge areas may also have to be accommodated on 
the exit slip roads. 
2. There is insufficient information on this drawing to ascertain that all associated infrastructure can be 
accommodated within the red line boundary. 
Sheet 7 – No comment non HE. 
 
SPEED LIMIT PLANS 
Sheet 1 – No Comment 
Sheet 2 – M1 J15a 1.  The de-restricted speed limit for the interchange proposed to the south of the M1 will result 
in high vehicle speeds without the calming influence of the deflection of a roundabout.  This is particularly 
concerning where vehicles are merging, lane changing or approaching traffic signals. Traffic entering the main 
road out of the access road shown below will have to do so from a standstill into de-restricted traffic.  Traffic exiting 
the main road will have to slow sufficiently to negotiate the left turn and may be vulnerable to shunt type accidents 
from faster vehicles behind. 
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Sheet 3 A43 Site Access – 1.  There is not enough information provided to ensure that this design can be 
delivered within these design speeds. More information is required at this stage to ensure that all DMRB standards 
can be achieved for all elements of the design avoiding departures and exceptions.   
Sheet 4 - Northampton Road and Tiffield Road Junctions – 1. The Area 7 safety team are conducting safety 
investigations at these junctions and the measures proposed will not address the accidents occurring at current 
traffic levels and do not mitigate for an increase in traffic.  It may be that these speed limits are no longer 
appropriate in light of the existing accident problems at these junctions and the speed limits should be reviewed 
alongside the appropriateness of the proposed mitigation measures. 
Tove and Abthorpe Roundabouts – No comment. 
Sheet 5 – No comment 
Sheet 6 – No comment 
Sheet 7 – No comment. 
The Rail Central Rail Freight Interchange and Highway Order 201[x]Phase 2 Consultation Overview – No 
comment 
 

  
 

 
 

 

    

Drawings 

See Above 

 

 

Documents 

See Above 
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Scheme Title:  M1 J15A Rail Central –SRFI 
Date: 20/04/1 Scheme Pin/Ref:  N/A 

Assessor Jacqueline Holland (Signs, VRS, Fencing and miscellaneous Highway assets) 

Developer Ashfield Land Management Ltd and Gazeley GLP Northampton s.a.r.l 

Documents 
Examined 

Key Plan and Highway Mitigation Overview – DRAFT – Stage 2 Consultation – 1211-
80/HMP/00 
Document List – Phase Two Consultation 
Illustrative Colour master Plan 
General Arrangement plans  sheets 1-7 
Project over view documents 
 
 

 

Design Review History: 

Design Review 1: reviewer to add commencement and completion date of review and any other pertinent 
information which is felt should be added for the purpose of record. 

Report Convention 
• Highways England comments – black text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added 

to record; 
• Designer Response – red text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added to record; 
• Comments closed – grey highlight encapsulating black/red text complete with suffixed date of closure. 

Note comment closure is a reviewer only function. 

 

General Comments from operational Maintenance plan – Appendix 19/4 

Highways maintenance – provision of access – it is stated that access into the site is only via the new grade 
separated junction to be installed on the A43. Other exits are proposed but only to be used for exit from the site 
under the direction of the emergency services. This means that if the M1 J15A or A43 (or parts of it), are closed at 
any time for maintenance activities there will be no access to the Rail Central SRFI. Considering that the SRFI is 
proposed to be a 24hr operation this would mean that for days, or weeks on end, the SRFI would be unable to 
operate during the nights. 
It would present an intolerable burden on the tax payer for decades into the future if all Highway maintenance has 
to be carried out piecemeal and in a fashion to maintain HGV access at all times. At times in any case this would 
be impossible. 
It is strongly recommended that a secondary entry and exit is installed for occasional use during periods of 
highway maintenance which is not dependent on access to the new roundabout or the A43. 
(page 4 3.5) 

Highways incidents – access and stacking provision during incidents – lack of an alternative entrance/exit 
means that if there are any incidents or unplanned closures of the M1 or the A43 then the section of road between 
the new roundabout and the M1 will  grid lock within minutes,. This could prevent all access into the site and 
severely restrict departures. 
Documents state that 3336 HGV movements per day will be anticipated, equating to an average 139/hr minimum. 
The HGV parking provision is only 149 spaces which is barely 1 hr capacity if the trunk road network becomes 
unavailable. 
It is recommended that additional HGV parking provision should be included across the site, in case situations 
arise where traffic can enter but not exit the site. (documents state the additional exits are only to be used under 
direction from emergency services, the inference being that this would only be in case of emergencies on site and 
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not routine RTC’s and bad weather events). 

Call Ahead booking-in process – it is stated that HGV drivers will call ahead and book their slot prior to arrival. If 
they arrive early they can park on site and wait. Parking provision is barely 1 hr capacity and  less at peak times  
 
Clarification should be provided about: 
-how  and where drivers will be able to call in safely to book a slot without stopping to use their mobile phones 
-how they will know in advance whether there is parking capacity on site 
-where they will park when site car park full 
-can the Services at M1 J15A cope with the probable  significant increase in HGV parking 
- how can drivers find the booking in number if they’ve omitted to save it into phone (local information signs 
recommended) 
-how with Rail Central ensure that existing layby provision on A43 and surrounding trunk roads  is kept available 
for other highway users 
 
Detailed design proposals should be submitted for review to ensure they are feasible and acceptable and then be 
incorporated into the planning permission 
(page 4 3.6) 

Sign strategy – incorporation into existing signs - states that HGV signs will be incorporated into existing signs 
to reduce sign clutter. Few details are provided of signs at any junction other than M1 J15A. J15A signs details are 
wholly inadequate and do not adequately describe the traffic movements. 
Incorporation into existing signs is unlikely to be possible on most trunk road signs. The developer must assume 
that any sign needing to be modified will need to be replaced to current standards. This will include provision of 
new signs face and foundations, RRRAP assessments, modification of safety fence and other assets. Given that 
at least 9 trunk road junctions appear to be included in the scheme this work will be significant. 
 
Other signs at these junctions may also need to be modified to ensure consistent strategy. 
Detailed design proposals should be submitted for review to ensure they are feasible and acceptable and then be 
incorporated into the planning permission 
(Page 4 3.3) 

White lining – Signs - it appears that a considerable amount white lining and lane designation markings will be 
altered, across multiple junctions. If lane designations will alter the way traffic uses the junction, then review of 
impact on signs must be carried out. All signs impacted will need to be replaced, as per above note. 
Detailed design proposals should be submitted for review to ensure they are feasible and acceptable and then be 
incorporated into the planning permission 

White lining – Pavement condition - it appears that a considerable amount of white lining and lane designation 
markings will be altered across multiple junctions. White lining must not be hydro blasted off as a permanent 
measure. Full pavement resurface will be required to ensure competency of surface course is retained. 
The developer must ensure that resurfacing of trunk road junctions is carried out where white lining modifications 
are carried out. 
 

Variable message signs (VMS) - states that VMS will be provided to advise alternative routes. No details of type 
or location have been provided. It is not clear how these will tie in with over -arching Highways England trunk road 
VMS strategies, eg for M1, M40. Nor how these will be managed, altered and maintained ie locally or via 
Highways England control centres. Plus practical details about cabling routes, power supplies, technology. 
 
Detailed design proposals should be submitted for review to ensure they are feasible and acceptable and then be 
incorporated into the planning permission Tie in with Highways England national strategy required. Tie in with 
Local highways Authority strategies required 
(Page 4 3.4) 

Environmental Traffic Regulations Orders – weight limits – no details are provided about HGV weight limit 
restrictions to protect local villages. Or which villages will have restrictions. There seems to be particular threat to 
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places en-route which could provide a short cut from trunk roads. In particular, Towcester, Blisworth, Gayton, 
Pattishall, Tiffield, Hartwell, Stoke Bruerne, Milton Malsor and other villages. This is highly likely to occur during 
periods of congestion, during roadworks and when traffic is tempted by the shorter routes. 
Significant number of TRO’s will be required to protect local residents from excessive HGV usage. Weight limit 
signs will need to be installed in numerous locations off the A5, A43 and A45 plus the local road network. This will 
entail numerous sign modifications and replacement signs. It should not be assumed that these regulatory plates 
can be installed on existing signs. New signs will need to be installed to standards including provision of safety 
fence and similar as necessary. 
It is unacceptable; that this work may need to be carried out at public expense at a later date. Detailed design 
proposals should be submitted for review to ensure they are feasible and acceptable and then be incorporated into 
the planning permission. Tie in with Highways England national strategy required. Tie in with Local highways 
Authority strategies required 
(page 4 3.13) 

Automatic Number plate recognition systems - weight limit enforcements – no details are provided about 
how this will be managed or controlled. Nor where equipment will be located. 
Numerous locations may be required with attendant technology implications. 
Warning signs and information signs plus cabling may need to be installed off the A5, A43 and A45. These will 
need to be installed to standards including provision of safety fence and similar as necessary. 
Detailed design proposals should be submitted for review to ensure they are feasible and acceptable and then be 
incorporated into the planning permission  
(page 4 3.13) 

Pedestrian and Cycle facilities – it is stated that staff will be encouraged to use sustainable modes of traffic to 
get to work. It is not clear how this will be achieved. No footways or cycleways are highlighted. Nor is provision 
made for bus stops on the A43 or the Northampton road or immediately inside the entrance to the site. 
It seems unlikely that cyclists or pedestrians would choose to use the A43 carriageway or the new grade 
separated junction to access the site. Or the M1 J15A. They will be unable to access site across either of the 
railway lines. New footbridges or subway may be required in multiple locations to achieve the aspiration of 
sustainable travel. 
Installation of new footways, cycleways, footbridges, bus stops on the A43 and on M1 J15A will have significant 
implications on the other highway asset, notably the high containment barrier over the west coast mainline. And 
bridge parapets and signs and VRS over M1 J15A. It does not appear that space is available to install footways, 
for example at a suitable distance behind VRS. It should be noted that footways will not be permitted within the 
working width of VRS. Also pedestrian movements across the A43 would be strongly resisted on safety grounds. 
 
Clarification of provision for non-motorist travel should be sought and verified that it is achievable before the being 
stated as a condition in the planning permission. 

Pedestrian and Cycle facilities – it is stated that staff will be encouraged to use sustainable modes of traffic to 
get to work. It is not clear how cyclist or pedestrians will negotiate the NB A43 approach section of M1 J15A in 
particular. Especially staff who currently travel by these means to work in the motorway services. 
 
It is not clear how crossing points and waiting areas will be incorporated into VRS provision without creating 
unacceptable gaps in unsuitable places. 
Given the anticipated high concentration of HGV movements through a complex junction greater clarity of intention 
for non-motorist users should be sought and verified that it is achievable before the being stated as a condition in 
the planning permission. 

 

General comments 

Fuel supplies – No ‘petrol’ station is shown on site, to enable HGV’s and workforce to refuel on site. This will 
encourage and necessitate large number of journeys into surrounding villages to purchase fuel and other travel 
essentials. It is not likely that the motorway services would be used on a regular basis owing to the high prices 
charged. 
Consideration should be given to provision of petrol station on site. 
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Access arrangements – domestic services – no local access is provided for staff access nor domestic services 
such as postal deliveries, maintenance contractors, cleaners etc. The only access being from the new roundabout 
on the A43, which in turn has limited access points. This is likely to deter local staff from choosing to work there as 
relatively long journeys will need to be ,made 
Consideration should be given to provision of local entry points for smaller vehicles. 
 

Chart sections and Nodes – advice should be sought at an early stage to agree where these new data sets will be 
positioned. Site will not be able to be handed back into maintenance until Chart sections start and finish, lane 
designations and naming has been agreed and entered into Confirm. 

 

Signs 

Signs – Space for new sign – Owing to complexity of new layout, some signs, particularly around M1 J15A, will be 
very large. It appears that some verges will not be wide enough to fit them in. Particularly if VRS is also needed. 
Gantries are likely to be needed at J15 and J15A at least. This will require works on multiple approach slips and 
across multiple junctions. 
 
Detailed design proposals should be submitted for review to ensure they are feasible and acceptable and then be 
incorporated into the planning permission. Tie in with Highways England national and local strategy required. 
Current destinations described do not adequately or accurately describe the new junction and need separate 
detailed review ahead of planning permission being granted. 
Assessment of whether foundations will fit in the available space, accounting for VRS and footways and other 
assets, should be carried out. 
 
The developer should note that if signs can’t be installed to standard and/or are not maintainable then they will not 
be accepted back into maintenance by Highways England. 

 

Signs – sign faces will be inspected and cleaned from MEWP. Access to the front and rear should be possible. 
Street furniture, such as lighting columns, should be positioned so that MEWP access is feasible/safe. 
The developer should note that if signs are not maintainable then they will not be accepted back into maintenance 
by Highways England. 

 

Signs – Many new and replacement signs will be required to service the development. New signs should be 
designed as part of a comprehensive signing strategy around each junction which should include the developer 
modifying or removing existing signs as necessary to ensure clarity and consistency of information and removal of 
sign clutter. 
 
Detailed design proposals should be submitted for review to ensure they are feasible and acceptable and then be 
incorporated into the planning permission. 

Signs – Highways England encourages the naming of junctions when Advance direction signs are replaced. 
Names need to be agreed with Highways England, in consultation with Local Authorities if necessary. The new 
roundabout will need a name. Probably RAIL CENTRAL would be suitable but to be agreed.  
 
Detailed design proposals should include provision of space for a name and be incorporated into the planning 
permission. This should include signs as far reaching as A5 and A45 if these signs need to be replace to 
incorporate weight limit restrictions. 

 

Vehicle Restraint Systems (VRS) 

VRS – no details have been provided about vehicles restraint system provision. It is not clear that VRS to current 
standards will fit in space available. 
Detailed design proposals should be submitted for review to ensure they are feasible and acceptable and then be 
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incorporated into the planning permission. T 
 
The developer should note that if VRS can’t be installed to standard and/or is not able to be maintained then they 
will not be accepted back into maintenance by Highways England 

VRS – A43 NB over west Coast mainline – high containment VRS -this VRS is likely to need to be connected 
to new VRS around signs and other road side features installed as part of the new NB exit slip road. 
The developer should provide evidence that connections can be made to install new VRS to current standard. And 
that space is available on steep slopes to install additional or realigned VRS. This likely to be complicated by the 
presence of the timber fence  
 

VRS – A43 NB over west Coast mainline – this VRS and timber fence is likely to be in the way of necessary 
new signs for the new junction. It will also obscure features around the new junction, owing the road alignment. 
Evidence should be provided that suitable advance signs with attendance VRS can be fitted into verges alongside 
existing street furniture. 
 
The developer should note that if VRS can’t be installed to standard and/or is not able to be maintained then they 
may not be accepted back into maintenance by Highways England 

VRS – trees in verges – trees in verges should not be present if they are, or will grow to be,  250mm girth or 
more. Or VRS should be provided in front of them. In general the restricted zones would be 4.5m for general 
shrubs, 5m for trees such as apples trees, 7.5m for trees such as birch trees, 9m for trees such as oaks. 
Reference should be made to TD19/06 for further clarification. 
A range of 15m behind carriageway should be considered for all assessment of VRS need. 
  

 

VRS – steep slope protection – it seems there will be steep verge slopes in several locations which would 
require VRS, including sections which are not currently protected owing to the age of the route, but will be draw 
into scheme as a result of RRRAP. 
Designers should ensure that sufficient run off width is available to the rear of the VRS to stop vehicles slipping 
down under it on impact. Also sufficient space should be available for Inspections to be carried out safety from 
behind the VRS. If steep slope is close to back of VRS then pedestrian guardrail should be installed to protect 
workforce and public. 
The developer should note that these requirements may entail earth retaining structures and similar to be installed. 
Or piled foundations. If departures from standard would be required the developer should note that approval will 
not be given if land purchase or similar could have been achieved at planning or scheme development stage to 
negate the need for departures. 
 
If VRS cannot be inspected safely then they will not be accepted back into maintenance by Highways England.  
Detailed design proposals should be submitted for review to ensure they are feasible and acceptable and then be 
incorporated into the planning permission. 

VRS – non tensioned VRS systems should be utilised along with a standard system, able to be maintained by 
HE maintenance contractor. If this is impossible, then provision should be made for specialist training of HE staff 
and contractors and provision of spare and replacement parts to be stockpiled in maintenance depots. 
 
The developer should note that if VRS cannot be maintained by our Contractor then they will not be accepted back 
into maintenance by Highways England. 

VRS – bridge parapet suitability for connection with new VRS to current standards should be verified ASAP. 
Including bridges over west coast main line and at J15A and J15 and J16. 
This has been highly problematic in recent schemes and departures from standard not likely to be granted for 
bridges over a motorway or major railway. Full height anchors abutting parapet would not be acceptable. New 
parapets could be necessary, as a worst case scenario. Potentially including bridge deck strengthening and new 
waterproofing. 
The developer should be aware of the potentially significant risk of scheme creep if suitable VRS to bridge parapet 
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connections cannot be achieved. 
 
The developer should note that if VRS cannot be installed to standard or maintained by our Contractor then they 
may not be accepted back into maintenance by Highways England. 

VRS – Routine maintenance – the construction phase is likely to take a long time to deliver. Inspection of asset 
condition and tensioning of VRS may need to be done during that time. In which case the developer would either 
need to carry that out themselves or make provision within their programme for Highway England Contractors to 
enter their traffic management and carry out the work themselves. 

VRS – temporary protection – temporary VRS protection (varioguard or similar) will need to be installed during 
construction of the new junction and during modifications to existing VRS and other highway assets. 
Particular attention should be drawn to the fact that the west coast mainline requires very high containment. 
 
The developer should note that installation of temporary narrow lanes, altered lane markings, fixings into the 
carriageway and similar will necessitate a full lane width resurface of the carriageway afterwards to repair 
pavement damage.  

VRS – connections to existing asset – new VRS will inevitably need to be connected in many places to existing 
asset. In these cases the entire length of the asset must be considered as a unit and be assessed for compliance 
to standard and maintainability. 
The developer should note that if existing asset is in poor condition or not to standard then this would need to be 
remedied within the scheme, unless expressly agreed otherwise by Highways England Asset manager. 
Detailed consideration of VRS scope in consultation with Asset manager is to be recommended at an early stage.  
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Scheme Title:  M1 J15A Rail Central –SRFI 
Date: 5/4/18 Scheme Pin/Ref:  N/A 

Assessor Terry Boniface - Geotechnical 

Developer Ashfield Land Management Ltd and Gazeley GLP Northampton s.a.r.l 

Documents 
Examined 

 
 

 

Design Review History: 

Design Review 1: reviewer to add commencement and completion date of review and any other pertinent 
information which is felt should be added for the purpose of record. 

Report Convention 
• Highways England comments – black text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added 

to record; 
• Designer Response – red text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added to record; 
• Comments closed – grey highlight encapsulating black/red text complete with suffixed date of closure. 

Note comment closure is a reviewer only function. 

 
General: 
 
All works that may have a potential impact on the integrity of HE and its associated 
geotechnical assets are subject to prior approval.   
 
To assure HE that its geotechnical assets are protected, the HD22/08 certification process is 
applied for the management of geotechnical risks on Highway England / third party projects 
adjacent to, or under / over the strategic road network.  
 
It is responsibility of the Designer and Contractor to validate any Asset data and assess the 
risks associated with the works they intend to undertake. 
 

The M1 adjacent to the development (actually applies to both; J15a & J15) is now ~ 60 years 
old and the earthworks are at the end of their design life - in theory, although in practice should 
still be generally OK. 
 
These earthworks are generally steep for the ground conditions (typically 25-30 degrees; some 
20-25 degrees, some 30-40 degrees!).  Also the existing verges tend to be narrow – a problem 
faced when nearby sections have been modified to Smart Motorways; SMP doesn’t affect 
these earthworks now – but will do in a few years’ time. 
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There is a recorded Class 1A defect on the NB embankment, just south of J15a roundabouts, 
which is typical of the area, i.e. “Historic soil slippage. Tension cracking at slope crest with 
extensive soil movement - Not evident on 4-2-2016, however extensive burrows and 
considerable terracing”.  
 
The limited verge space and geometry of the existing – and SMP modified – earthworks in the 
area, together with generally lower strength ground conditions – and affected by animal 
burrowing – presents a very high geotechnical risk rating for the area south of J15A down to 
Courteenhall (a few km south of J15); see attached. 
 
The existing verges in the vicinity of both 15a and 15 are particularly narrow, which is a 
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potential constraint for signs, signals etc with less available space for earthworks 
modifications.  This may be exacerbated by forthcoming SMP works which may be already 
carried out. 
 
These are not necessarily just “a matter for detailed design” – they should be matters to be 
addressed as part of planning approval, i.e. has sufficient information be considered / provided 
at this stage to account for changes to existing layouts by the proposed SMP works – if details 
are available.   
 

• The focus is on the broad master planning design, as this is the current stage / information. 
The detailed designs, which may vary from what is presented / approved, is still to be 
advised.  Satisfactory stability of earthworks geometries (or retained / strengthened, as 
necessary) required to be demonstrated at design stage.   

o Recorded existing embankment slopes are typically 20 – 25 degrees or steeper; 
Embankment widening to accommodate additional lanes will be constrained by land 
boundaries and existing earthworks, plus any changes from the SMP ALR works – if 
completed out before this development. 

•         Cut-Fill earthworks will require appropriate benching 
•         Suitable drainage and vegetation (with topsoil) required to all earthworks. 
• 3 m width for between toe of embankment / crest of cutting, would be ideal – if it can be 

sustained – but likely that narrow verges are present 
• Any safety furniture and other assets that may occupy this space may / will reduce access 

width; geotech asset usually has to accommodate the remaining space after all other assets 
have been addressed, 

• There are no recorded geotechnical defects recorded around the remodelled junction at 
15A, although within the NB mainline embankment (south of J15a) there are extensive large 
animal burrows and associated terracing and ravelling on slope face. Some burrows are 
undermining signage, concrete duct and safety barrier in one place, with localised tension 
cracking at slope crest with extensive soil movement about 20m north of 103/4 NB. 

o M1 earthworks in this area overall have a generally low to medium Slope Hazard 
Rating, this section of the M1 currently has a “very high Geotechnical Risk Rating”.  
Geotechnical Inspections are scheduled to be carried out along this section before 
the end of April 2018.  Any subsequent changes to this will be advised accordingly 
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Scheme Title:  Northamptonshire Strategic Rail Freight Interchange (SRFI) 
Rail Central Date: 18/04/2018 

Scheme Pin/Ref:   
Assessor Warren Payne – Principal Engineer (Highways England East Midlands Asset Delivery) 

Developer Ashfield Land 

Documents 
Examined 

Drawings 
• MSA-30706-PL-DCO-117/B - Order Limits Key Plan 
• Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 1 of 7 
• Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 2 of 7 
• Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 3 of 7 
• Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 4 of 7 
• Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 5 of 7 
• Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 6 of 7 
• Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 7 of 7 
• Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 8 of 9 
• Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 9 of 9 
• MSA-30708-PL-DCO-113/B – Parameters Plan 
• MSA-30708-PL-DCO-114/C - Parameters Plan Sheet 1 of 2 
• MSA-30708-PL-DCO-114/C - Parameters Plan Sheet 2 of 2 
• MSA-30708-PL-DCO-111/B – Illustrative Colour Masterplan 
• MSA-30708-PL-DCO-112/B – Illustrative Colour Masterplan Sheet 1 of 2 
• MSA-30708-PL-DCO-112/B – Illustrative Colour Masterplan Sheet 2 of 2 
• 1211-80/HMP/01 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 1 of 7  
• 1211-80/HMP/02 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 2 of 7  
• 1211-80/HMP/03 – Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 3 of 7  
• 1211-80/HMP/04 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 4 of 7 
• 1211-80/HMP/05 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 5 of 7 
• 1211-80/HMP/06 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 6 of 7 
• 1211-80/HMP/07 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 7 of 7 
• 1211-80/SLP/01 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 1 of 7 
• 1211-80/SLP/02 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 2 of 7 
• 1211-80/SLP/03 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 3 of 7 
• 1211-80/SLP/04 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 4 of 7 
• 1211-80/SLP/05 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 5 of 7 
• 1211-80/SLP/06 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 6 of 7 
• 1211-80/SLP/07 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 7 of 7 
• 1211-80/HCP/00 – Highway Classification Plans Key Plan 
• 1211-80/HCP/01 – Highway Classification Plans Sheet 1 of 7 
• 1211-80/HCP/02 - Highway Classification Plans Sheet 2 of 7 
• 1211-80/HCP/03 - Highway Classification Plans Sheet 3 of 7 
• 1211-80/HCP/04 - Highway Classification Plans Sheet 4 of 7 
• 1211-80/HCP/05 - Highway Classification Plans Sheet 5 of 7 
• 1211-80/HCP/06 - Highway Classification Plans Sheet 6 of 7 
• 1211-80/HCP/07 - Highway Classification Plans Sheet 7 of 7 
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• 1627-15-32/D – Public Rights of Way Strategy Key Plan 
• 1627-15-109/A – Public Rights of Way Strategy (1 of 3 at 1:2500) 
• 1627-15-110/A - Public Rights of Way Strategy (2 of 3 at 1:2500) 
• 1627-15-111/A - Public Rights of Way Strategy (3 of 3 at 1:2500) 
• 1211-80/HSUP/00 – Access and Rights of Way Plans – Stopping Up of Highway Key 

Plan 
• 1211-80/HSUP/01 - Access and Rights of Way Plans – Stopping Up of Highway 

Sheet 1 of 2 
• 1211-80/HSUP/02 - Access and Rights of Way Plans – Stopping Up of Highway 

Sheet 2 of 2 
• 1211-80/ROWP/00 - Access and Rights of Way Plans – Public Rights of Way Key 

Plan 
• 1211-80/ROWP/01 - Access and Rights of Way Plans – Public Rights of Way Sheet 

1 of 3 
• 1211-80/ROWP/02 - Access and Rights of Way Plans – Public Rights of Way Sheet 

2 of 3 
• 1211-80/ROWP/03 - Access and Rights of Way Plans – Public Rights of Way Sheet 

3 of 3 
 
Documents 

1. Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Chapter 19 – Highways 
2. Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 5.2 – Illustrative 

Masterplan (Main SRFI Site) 
3. Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 5.2 – Illustrative J15a 

Landscape Plan (J15a works) 
4. Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 5.4 – Public Right of 

Way Strategy (Main SRFI Site) 
5. Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 19.1 – Transport 

Assessment 
6. Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 19.2 – Travel Plan 
7. Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 19.3 –  Construction 

Traffic Management Plan 
8. Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 19.4 –  Operational 

Traffic Management Plan 

 

Design Review History: 

Assessment 1 commenced 05/04/18 and concluded 18/04/18. 

Report Convention 
• Highways England comments – black text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added 

to record;  
• Designer Response – red text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added to record; 
• Comments closed – grey highlight encapsulating black/red text complete with suffixed date of closure. 

Note comment closure is a reviewer only function. 

 

General Comments  

1. The highway drawings were essentially at the “preliminary or concept” stage and consequently were 
devoid of the necessary detail to thoroughly assess the proposals. Therefore, for the avoidance of doubt, 
the comments presented below should under no circumstance be considered as exhaustive or complete. 
(05/04/18  
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2. The designer shall confirm how they (via the Development Consent Order) plan to deal with Departures 
from Standard identified either at this stage in proceedings or during the course of the detailed design. 
(16/04/18) 

 
    

Drawings 

MSA-30706-PL-DCO-117/B - Order Limits Key Plan 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 1 of 7 
1. With regard to works affecting HE asset, has the designer considered the third dimension when deriving 

the red line boundary extents. For example can the proposed earthworks, highway cross section 
(including berm), street furniture, maintenance hardstanding areas etc., all be accommodated within the 
highway boundary and/or encapsulated area? It is HE’s experience that at times inadequate consideration 
is given to this aspect. (11/04/18) 

Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 2 of 7 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 3 of 7 
1. With regard to works affecting HE asset, has the designer considered the third dimension when deriving 

the red line boundary extents. For example can the proposed earthworks, highway cross section 
(including berm), street furniture, maintenance hardstanding areas etc., all be accommodated within the 
highway boundary and/or encapsulated area? It is HE’s experience that at times inadequate consideration 
is given to this aspect. (11/04/18) 

Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 4 of 7 
1. With regard to the proposed works at Abthorpe and Tove junctions, has the designer considered the "third 

dimension" when deriving the red line boundary extents? For example can the proposed earthworks, 
highway cross section (including berm), street furniture, maintenance hardstanding areas etc., all be 
accommodated within the highway boundary and/or encapsulated area? It is HE’s experience that at times 
inadequate consideration is given to this aspect. Chapter 19 of the PEIR at Paragraph 19.141 states “The 
majority of improvements can be accommodated within the existing highway boundary and consist of 
widening on approaches and exits and the reconfiguration of road markings. However, third party land is 
required in order to provide mitigation at the Tove Roundabout and the Abthorpe roundabout”. 
(11/04/18) 

Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 5 of 7 
A45/A43/Ferris Row 

1. Is the red line boundary sufficient, should structural work to the western bridge be required? (11/04/18) 

Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 6 of 7 
1. With regard to works affecting HE asset, has the designer considered the third dimension when deriving 

the red line boundary extents. For example can the proposed earthworks, highway cross section 
(including berm), street furniture, maintenance hardstanding areas etc., all be accommodated within the 
highway boundary and/or encapsulated area? It is HE’s experience that at times inadequate consideration 
is given to this aspect. (11/04/18) 

Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 7 of 7 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 8 of 9 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

Number - Order Limits General Arrangement Sheet 9 of 9 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

MSA-30708-PL-DCO-113/B – Parameters Plan 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 
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MSA-30708-PL-DCO-114/C - Parameters Plan Sheet 1 of 2 
2. As stated elsewhere within this document, the A43 is a designated heavy load route. Can the designer 

confirm that high load traffic will not be using the rail freight terminal? High load traffic requires greater 
headroom at structures. High loads are those with a vehicle running height of 18’ or 20’. (11/04/16) 

MSA-30708-PL-DCO-114/C - Parameters Plan Sheet 2 of 2 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

MSA-30708-PL-DCO-111/B – Illustrative Colour Masterplan 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

MSA-30708-PL-DCO-112/B – Illustrative Colour Masterplan Sheet 1 of 2 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

MSA-30708-PL-DCO-112/B – Illustrative Colour Masterplan Sheet 2 of 2 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

1211-80/HMP/01 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 1 of 7 – (M1 J16) 
1. Only M1 J16 of those junctions illustrated is of interest to Highways England. More specifically, the 

connector (slip) roads are within Highways England control as are the two overbridges. The comments 
below therefore, pertain to this site and those elements only. (09/04/18) 

2. It is noted that both exit connector roads are to be extended to include for an additional traffic lane (within 
their overall length) with further movement within the junction being controlled by traffic signals. Widening 
of the pavement to accommodate this addition to the paved width will impact the existing earthworks. The 
earthworks shall be certified in accordance with HD 22/08 titled “Managing Geotechnical Risk”. (06/04/18) 

3. Further to the item above, when developing additional traffic lanes along a connector road the proposals 
need to comply with TD 27, which at Paragraph 4.10.2 states the following: 

 
(06/04/18) 

5. Access for maintenance area(s) will be required and shall be agreed with HE East Midlands Asset 
Delivery. (11/04/18) 

6. Where the designer proposes to reconfigure the road markings to provide three lanes on the western 
circulatory carriageway how has the designer satisfied themselves that the structure can accommodate 
the additional live loading without improvement/retrofit? (11/04/18) 

7. Any physical works to the structure to facilitate the additional traffic lane will most likely require an AIP (or 
RDP) and a structural assessment. In regard to the assessment, the designer is initially referred to BD 
101/11. For the record HE does not have any evidence of a previous structural assessment for this 
structure, or a copy of the original AIP. (11/04/18) 

1211-80/HMP/02 – Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 2 of 7 (M1 J15A) 
1. This drawing provides a preliminary overview of the proposed arrangements only, against which only high 

level commentary can be provided. (09/04/18) 
2. Has the designer identified any Departures from Standard (DfS) against the proposals illustrated? With 

regard to identifying DfS, the designer is reminded that GD 01/15 at paragraph 1.21 states “The 
responsibility for identifying circumstances where Departures may be appropriate rests with the 
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Designer………” 
3. The designer should declare the specific “Requirement and Advice” documents and design speed they are 

proposing to use to design the arrangements as illustrated. (09/04/18) 
4. As a general comment, the proposals affecting the existing “southern roundabout” appear complex and 

produce a configuration which will be unfamiliar to motorists. In the opinion of the reviewer, more 
recognisable junction configurations tend to be safer in use. (09/04/18) 

5. There are several short storage lengths within the “cut through” proposals, supported by yellow box 
junction road markings. Vehicles of a certain length located within these short stacking areas, could 
preclude movement through the junction, should drivers of LGV’s fail to stop exactly at the stop line. The 
design vehicle adopted in TD 50 (via TD 42) is a 16.5m long articulated version. (09/04/18) 

6. The third party (farm) access adjacent to the southern roundabout, which will be modified as a 
consequence of the proposed works, has steep longitudinal gradient as existing. With regard to the 
proposed gradients, the designer is referred to TD 41/95, mandatory Paragraph 2.27 and with regards to 
visibility to Paragraphs 2.15 to 2.25 inclusive. (09/04/18) 

7. The existing northern roundabout benefits from the Diagram 515.2 traffic sign, constructed from 
black/white block paving elements laid to a batter. Diagram 515.2 is not recognised within the Traffic Signs 
Regulations and General Directions 2016 and therefore, if this paved area is to be affected the by the 
works proposed, shall not be reinstated. (09/04/18) 

8. The proposed sign gantries will be classified as structures under BD 2/12. The structural category will 
need to be agreed with HE Safety, Engineering and Standards. The structure will require an Approval in 
Principle or Record of Design Principles document to be produced. (09/04/18) 

9. An interesting Road Restraint System arrangement may be necessary in the vicinity where the M1N and 
M1S/A43 roads merge. (11/04/18) 

10. Access for maintenance area(s) will be required and shall be agreed with HE East Midlands Asset 
Delivery. (11/04/18) 

1211-80/HMP/03 – Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 3 of 7 (A43 Site Access) 
1. The A43 is shown on the latest available DfT map (last updated 2007), as being a designated “heavy load” 

route linking the M1 and M40. (06/04/18)  
2. The designer is strongly advised to consider the buildability of the proposed GSJ, preferably having 

sought Contractor input. This on the basis that Highways England will minimise the number of consented 
road closures to the A43 during the construction phase, to minimise impact to our “customers”. Early 
Contractor Involvement is strongly advised. (06/04/18)  

3. For the avoidance of doubt, relaxations associated with IAN 198/17 are not applicable for use, given that a 
completely new junction is being proposed. (05/04/18) 

4. The proposed structures (2no overbridges and a retaining wall) will require certification under BD 2/12. In 
this regard, the designer is advised to seek early consultation with Highways England Safety, Engineering 
and Standards (SES) to discuss/agree items I and ii below : 

i. The appropriate structural category (for each proposed structure); 
ii. Any requirements for the overbridges i.e. are “integral” bridges the preferred type, materials 

etc.; 
iii. The preferred form of retaining structure to be agreed with HE East Midlands Asset Delivery. 

(05/04/18) 
5. The location of existing lay-bys to the north of the proposed GSJ ensures that the mandatory 1 mile 

weaving length (as defined/stated within TD 22/06), will not be met. (05/04/18) 
6. The proposed merge/diverge arrangement seem to have been based upon the most simplistic type. The 

acceptable merge/diverge arrangements and connector road cross section, shall be determined by 
validated traffic data. The flows attributable to both the mainline and connector roads shall be adjusted to 
account for gradient and LGV’s as per HD 22/06. (05/04/18)   

7. Further to the item above, any extension of the merge/diverge arrangements to the south of the junction 
as illustrated will impact on the canal overbridge. Has this been considered by the designer? (12/04/18)  

8. In accordance with TD 27/05, a “berm” will be required between the toe of the embankment / face of 
retaining wall etc., and the highway boundary as modified to accommodate the proposed GSJ. This to 
facilitate access for the purpose of maintenance. The desirable width of berm is 3m. (05/04/18) 

9. In terms of the proposed ADS at ½ mile and start of diverge lane, has the ned for a further ADS 1 mile 
sign to the south of the junction and 2/3 mile ADS north of the junction been considered/discounted? 
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(05/04/18) 
10. Note 4 states the mounting height of signs is 1.5m above carriageway level. In this regard the following 

queries are raised: 
i. Given the prevailing national speed limit to the A43 a RRRAP assessment will need to be 

undertaken to cover both the mainline and connector roads. If there were for example a need 
for road restraint system to be provided, say to provide protection from the earthworks 
slopes/height or indeed other features as introduced to the highway cross section, then the 
proposed sign will need to lie outside of the working width. This may push the traffic sign 
further into the earthworks and render the mounting height invalid; 

ii. If a passively safe support system were proposed, the system as complete would need to 
have been tested and certified at the proposed 1.5m height; 

iii. Traffic signs associated with the at grade roundabout component of the GSJ (to be designed 
in accordance with TD 16/07) and within the envelope of visibility are mandated at a 2m 
mounting height. (05/04/18) 

11. It is noted from the speed limit plan 1211-80/SLP/03 that the mainline A43 and the connector 
roads/circulatory carriageway to the proposed GSJ will be subject to the national speed limit and that 
neither element benefits from street lighting. In the first instance, lighting of the main carriageway (and by 
association the GSJ) will depend upon an appraisal carried out in accordance with TA 49. Furthermore, 
the designer is reminded that TD 22/06 at Paragraph 5.35 states: 

 
 
The designer is also referred to TD 34.  
For the avoidance of doubt, Highways England would consider that the need (or otherwise) to light the 
junction/A43, be considered against the number of predicted LGV’s movements into and out of the site via 
the A43 and proposed junction arrangements. (05/04/18)  

12. Sign reference B. The proposed traffic signs to TSRGD 2016 Diagrams 515 and 606 are small in size. The 
Diagram 606 proposed diameter of 600mm is normally appropriate where the approach 85th percentile 
speed is 21-30mph. Similarly, the proposed Diagram 515 height of 400mm is used where the 85th 
percentile approach speed is <50mph.  The designer should consult the recommendations within Traffic 
Signs Manual Chapters 3 and 4, to ensure that the proposed sign dimensions are appropriate. (05/04/18) 

13. The Highways England/private road highway boundary will need to be agreed in due course and 
preferably indicated through clear demarcation. (05/04/18) 

14. Has the designer confirmed that a 6.92m long (wide) sign plate can be accommodated within the footprint 
available? (05/04/18) 

15. Verge widths shall accord with the relevant mandatory parts of TD 27/05 with regards to the proposed 
connector roads and with the guidance within TD 16/07 with regard to the roundabout component. 
(05/04/18) 

1211-80/HMP/04 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 4 of 7  
 
A43 Tiffield Turn 

1. Has the designer produced the proposals for the use and layout of the proposed High Friction Surfacing 
(HFS) on approach to and through the junction in accordance with HD 28/15? HFS shall only be used if 
the relevant site category, investigatory level and cv/l/d flow provides justification. Highways England 
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considers unnecessary use of HFS as representing a maintenance liability. (09/04/18) 
2. The drawing implies that a Clause 924 material only is to be provided. Has the designer considered the 

competence of the existing A43 surface course material to receive the overlying Clause 924 material?  
3. Clause 942 material is a proprietary product which shall have a current British Board of Agrément 

Certificate and only be installed by competent persons as per SHW Clause 924.2. (09/04/18)  
4. The designer should consider the need to treat the adjacent bus lay-by as well as the A43 traffic lanes. 

(09/04/18) 
5. The proposed traffic signs will either need to be designed as “passively safe” or be located behind a road 

restraint system. Either way a RRRAP will need to be undertaken. (09/04/18) 
 
A43/Northampton Road 

1. The proposed traffic signs will either need to be designed as “passively safe” or be located behind a road 
restraint system. Either way a RRRAP will need to be undertaken. (09/04/18) 

 
Tove Roundabout 

1. At 1:2000 scale, no comments can be reasonably be made on the proposals illustrated. (09/04/18) 
 
Abthorpe Roundabout 

1. Highways England has recently completed a highway improvement scheme at this junction. (11/04/18) 
2. At 1:2000 scale, no comments can be reasonably be made on the proposals illustrated. (09/04/18) 

1211-80/HMP/05 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 5 of 7  
 
A45/A43/Ferris Row 

1. Highways England is responsible for the connector roads only at this junction. However, the two bridges to 
the GSJ are also Highways England asset. (09/04/18) 

2. It is recognised that the western bridge is to benefit from an additional traffic lane. How has the designer 
satisfied themselves that the structure can accommodate the additional live loading without 
improvement/retrofit? (09/04/18) 

3. Any physical works to the structure to facilitate the additional lane will most likely require an AIP (or RDP) 
and a structural assessment. In regard to the assessment, the designer is initially referred to BD 101/11. 
For the record HE does not have any evidence of a previous structural assessment for this structure, or a 
copy of the original AIP. (09/04/18) 

1211-80/HMP/06 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 6 of 7  
 
Barnes Meadow Interchange 

1. Only the A45 connector roads at this junction fall within the ownership of Highways England. The 
connector roads do not appear to be impacted by the works proposed. (09/04/18) 

 
M1 Junction 15 

1. At 1:2000 scale, no comments can be reasonably be made on the proposals illustrated. (09/04/18) 
2. The designer should declare what “Requirement and Advice” documents and design speed they are 

proposing to use to design the arrangements as illustrated. (09/04/18) 

1211-80/HMP/07 - Highway Plans General Arrangement Sheet 7 of 7  
 
Inset 3 – Milton Park MX to Ladybridge Drive 

1. The M1 underbridge is a HE structure. With regard to the proposal to create a footway/cycleway to the 
western side of the structure, the following points are noted having made reference to HE Drawing 
91251/P/BD/0100 titled M1 / 102.70 Oxford Stamford Road Parapet Replacement and Fender 
Replacement: 

i. The height of the vehicle parapet adjacent to the northern (western) side of the bridge is 
1400mm when measured from the adjoining pavement surfacing. This complies with Table 
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4.23 of TD 19/06 when considering “cycleways immediately adjacent to the vehicle parapet”. 
(10/04/18) 

ii. The parapet adjacent to the northern (western) side of the bridge benefits from mesh infill. 
Whilst imagery from Google Street View suggests the mesh fabric is of a suitably small H v V 
spacing, the designer should satisfy themselves that toehold(s) for pedestrians to use for 
climbing are not provided, as per TD 19, Paragraph 4.28. (10/04/18)  

iii. The width of paved surface is given as marginally >3.5m when measured from parapet face to 
face of kerb. This meets the “preferred minimum” width of 3m plus additional 0.5m for a 
boundary to one side >1.2m in height as given in TA 90. Notwithstanding the above, the 
designer should satisfy themselves that the widths stated are actually matched in-situ. 
(10/04/18) 

iv. The designer should satisfy themselves that the crossfall gradient through the paved verge 
accords with TD 19, Paragraph 4.26 and published DfT inclusive mobility guidance as per HD 
39, Paragraph 2.10. (10/04/18) 

v. Can the designer confirm whether any physical works are proposed across the structure? 
(10/04/18) 

1211-80/SLP/01 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 1 of 7 
1. Only M1 J16 of all the junctions illustrated on the drawing is of interest to Highways England. There are no 

proposals to amend the speed limits beyond the variable limits associated with the SMP. (09/04/18) 

1211-80/SLP/02 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 2 of 7 
1. No comment. (10/04/18) 

1211-80/SLP/03 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 3 of 7 
1. Queries have been raised elsewhere over whether the new GSJ and mainline A43 should benefit from 

street lighting. (10/04/18) 

1211-80/SLP/04 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 4 of 7 
A43 Tiffield Turn 

1. The A43in the vicinity of this junction is noted as being national speed limit without street lighting. 
Therefore, no changes proposed. (10/04/18) 

 
A43/Northampton Road 

1. The A43in the vicinity of this junction is noted as being national speed limit without street lighting. 
Therefore, no changes proposed. (10/04/18) 

 
Tove Roundabout 

1. The 30 and national speed limits in the vicinity of this junction do not appear to change as a consequence 
of the proposed works. (10/04/18) 

 
Abthorpe Roundabout 

1. The 30, 40 and national speed limits in the vicinity of this junction, do not appear to change as a 
consequence of the proposed works. (10/04/18) 

1211-80/SLP/05 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 5 of 7 
A45/A43/Ferris Row 

1. The 50mph speed limit to the HE exit slip road and LHA circulatory carriageway is not amended by the 
proposed works. (10/04/18) 

1211-80/SLP/06 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 6 of 7 
 
Barnes Meadow Interchange 

1. Should the 60mph SL areas within the exit slip road not be stated as the national speed limit? There is a 
60mph speed limit to a length of the mainline A45 through the junction, but this particular speed limit does 
not apply to the connector roads. This given the lack of signage to that effect. (10/04/18) 
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M1 Junction 15 
1. The proposed speed limits effectively mirror the existing situation at M1 J15. (10/04/18) 

1211-80/SLP/07 – Speed Limit Plans Sheet 7 of 7 
1. No comment as HE asset not affected. (10/04/18) 

1211-80/HCP/00 – Highway Classification Plans Key Plan 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

1211-80/HCP/01 – Highway Classification Plans Sheet 1 of 7 
1. Highway classifications for those roads under HE control remain as per the existing situation. (11/04/18) 

1211-80/HCP/02 - Highway Classification Plans Sheet 2 of 7 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

1211-80/HCP/03 - Highway Classification Plans Sheet 3 of 7 
1. As stated previously the HE boundary at the site access road will need to be agreed. It is normal 

convention in such circumstances that a perpendicular line through the paved width extending from the 
rear of the kerbed separation island be considered as the boundary interface. (11/04/18) 

1211-80/HCP/04 - Highway Classification Plans Sheet 4 of 7 
1. Highway classifications for those roads under HE control remain as per the existing situation. (11/04/18) 

1211-80/HCP/05 - Highway Classification Plans Sheet 5 of 7 
1. Highway classifications for those roads under HE control remain as per the existing situation. (11/04/18) 

1211-80/HCP/06 - Highway Classification Plans Sheet 6 of 7 
1. Highway classifications for those roads under HE control remain as per the existing situation. (11/04/18) 

1211-80/HCP/07 - Highway Classification Plans Sheet 7 of 7 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

1211-80/HSUP/00 – Access and Rights of Way Plans – Stopping Up of Highway Key Plan 
1. No comment (11/04/18) 

1211-80/HSUP/01 - Access and Rights of Way Plans – Stopping Up of Highway Sheet 1 of 2 
No comment. (11/04/18) 
1211-80/HSUP/02 - Access and Rights of Way Plans – Stopping Up of Highway Sheet 2 of 2 

1. No comment. (11/04/18) 
1211-80/ROWP/00 - Access and Rights of Way Plans – Public Rights of Way Key Plan 

1. No comment. (11/04/18) 
1211-80/ROWP/01 - Access and Rights of Way Plans – Public Rights of Way Sheet 1 of 3 

1. The proposed PRoW diversion which crosses the development access of the proposed A43 GSJ, will 
most likely fall outside of public highway boundaries (as yet to be agreed). Is the developer/designer 
aware of this implication? (11/04/18) 

1211-80/ROWP/02 - Access and Rights of Way Plans – Public Rights of Way Sheet 2 of 3 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

1211-80/ROWP/03 - Access and Rights of Way Plans – Public Rights of Way Sheet 3 of 3 
1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

1627-15-32/D – Public Rights of Way Strategy Key Plan 
1. No comment (11/04/18) 

1627-15-109/A – Public Rights of Way Strategy (1 of 3 at 1:2500) 
1. No comment (11/04/18) 
1627-15-110/A - Public Rights of Way Strategy (2 of 3 at 1:2500) 

1. No comment (11/04/18) 
1627-15-111/A - Public Rights of Way Strategy (3 of 3 at 1:2500) 

1. No comment (11/04/18) 
 

Documents 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Chapter 19 – Highways 
1. There are numerous references to agreements having been reached with HE/NCC. Are these statements 

correct? (12/04/18) 
2. To be reviewed further by others. (11/04/18) 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 5.2 – Illustrative Masterplan (Main SRFI 
Site) 
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1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 5.2 – Illustrative J15a Landscape Plan 
(J15a works) 

1. The choice of flora shall be considerate of horizontal visibility envelopes on approach to and through the 
junction and the need for the vertical object heights at the requisite SSD to remain unobstructed. 
(11/04/18) 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 5.4 – Public Right of Way Strategy (Main 
SRFI Site) 

1. No comment. (11/04/18) 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 19.1 – Transport Assessment 
1. This is a 6440 page document. The document constantly crashed where an image failed to load correctly. 

Therefore, a cursory glance has been given to a small proportion of the overall content only. (16/04/18) 
2. Non-Technical Summary. It is noted that further work is required to the cumulative impact assessment to 

understand whether further mitigation works need be considered. (12/04/18) 
3. Paragraphs 2.72 – 2.76. For the avoidance of doubt, works to HE asset shall be designed only to the 

DMRB. (12/04/18) 
4. Section 6. There are several instances where the designer is proposing to amend road markings, primarily 

to facilitate additional traffic lanes. The designer is reminded that with regard to HE asset, TD 27 at 
Paragraph 4.2.1 states” The dimensions of the components of the Paved Width must be as given in Figure 
4-1a to Figure 4-4b. Any reduction or increase in these dimensions is a Departure from Standard, with the 
exception that: 

i. 6.0m single carriageway all-purpose roads are permitted in Scotland and Northern Ireland for 
design year flows of 5000 AADT or less; 

ii. for dual carriageway pinch points, refer to paragraph 4.3.3; 
iii. for off-side hardstrips refer to paragraph 4.4.3;1 
iv. for swept paths refer to paragraph 4.3.2.  

The figures stated above relate to mainline applications and also to connector roads, up to the point 
where additional lanes are to be developed. From this point the requirement and advice document 
relevant to the particular situation may be adhered to. (12/04/18) 

5. Paragraph 6.13. Is the temporary access to be permanently and wholly removed, with the footprint 
reinstated in line with existing situation? This would be EMAD preference. (12/04/18) 

6. Paragraph 6.28. Drawing 1211-80/HMP/01 implies that the additional lanes to the exit connector roads are 
both developed adjacent to the nearside verge. (12/04/18) 

7. Paragraph 6.31. Southern roundabout. The proposed left in/left out junction adjacent to the A43 
southbound carriageway is intended to serve what? The masterplan implies the development terminates 
south of Gayton Road which itself is some way south of the M1 motorway (12/04/18)  

8. Paragraph 6.31. Southern roundabout. Should box junction markings really be necessary at a newly 
reconfigured junction? (12/04/18) 

9. Paragraph 6.56. It is not clear what method the designer proposes to use to create the “0.5m margin along 
the carriageway edge”. If a road marking was to be utilised, then the designer is reminded that TSRGD 
2016 prescribes no such line for this application. (12/04/18) 

10. Paragraphs 7.22 – 7.27 – Northampton Road Underpass. This structure and main estate road are outside 
of interest to HE. (12/04/18) 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 19.2 – Travel Plan 
1. It is considered that this document is of more interest to NCC than HE. (16/04/18) 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 19.3 – Construction Traffic Management 
Plan 

1. Paragraph 3.13. As previously stated EMAD would prefer the temporary access to be permanently and 
wholly removed, with the footprint reinstated in line with existing situation? (17/04/18) 

2. Paragraph 3.15. Are the signs in question to be on-site for a period of 10 years? If so, it is presumed that 
the plates will be supported via an appropriately designed post/foundation arrangement and not A-frame. 
Furthermore, the location of such signs will need to be considerate of other existing street furniture (signs) 
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which will also need to be read by motorists. (17/04/18) 
3. Paragraph 3.15. Any signs to be located on the public highway, shall be recognised by and comply with 

the Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions. The signs shall be regularly monitored and cleaned 
as required. (17/04/18) 

4. Paragraphs 4.4 & 4.5. Has the designer confirmed that DMSSD in both the vertical and horizontal planes 
can be achieved? (17/04/18) 

5. Paragraph 4.6. For the avoidance of doubt, the design vehicle associated with a roundabout junction as 
given in TD 16/07, Paragraph 7.15 is “an articulated vehicle with a single axle at the rear of the trailer, of 
length 15.5 metres (see TRL Report SR662)……”  The turning requirements for this vehicle are more 
onerous than a 16.5m articulated vehicle. (17/04/18) 

6. Table 5.1, Phase 1-4. Only 1no HGV/day to construct the new A43 junction. Is this realistic? (17/04/18) 
7. Section 6. Working hours for those construction activities which involve the need for Traffic Management 

to the SRN, shall be agreed with EMAD and follow the necessary road space booking requirements. 
(17/04/18) 

8. What proposals are there for Temporary Traffic Regulation Orders (TTRO’s) affecting the Trunk Road to 
facilitate works to the SRN? (17/04/18) 

9. Paragraph 7.4. Is the reference to National Grid correct? (14/07/18) 
10. Paragraph 7.7. It is not clear whether this relates to internal site drainage or highway drainage. If the latter, 

those measures which may reduce the inflow of surface water through the grating need to be very 
carefully considered and will require regular inspection and maintenance. (17/04/18) 

11. Construction Materials Assessment Report. Paragraph 2.6. Earthworks materials will need to be imported 
in order to construct the works proposed to the SRN. (17/04/18) 

12. Construction Materials Assessment Report. Table 1. As mentioned elsewhere in this report, the type of 
structures to the A43 making up part of the proposed GSJ shall be agreed with HE SES. The type of 
structure may well influence materials and quantities alike. (17/04/18) 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix 19.4 – Operational Traffic Management 
Plan 

1. With only one main point of access/egress serving the site, how with the SRFI operate when essential 
maintenance/repairs are required which may shut all or part of the circulatory carriageway at the GSJ? 
(17/04/18) 

2. Paragraph 3.4. Is the designer referring to VMS to be provided by the developer? (17/04/18) 
3. Paragraph 3.11. Care should be taken to ensure suitable and sufficient on-site lorry parking is provided, 

so as to minimise the potential for vehicles to be displaced to surrounding public lay-by facilities. 
(17/04/18) 
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Scheme Title:  M1 J15A Rail Central –SRFI 
Date: 17/4/18 Scheme Pin/Ref:  N/A 

Assessor Bill Freeman – Journey Time Reliability Manager 

Developer Ashfield Land Management Ltd and Gazeley GLP Northampton s.a.r.l 

Documents 
Examined 

 
Draft Transport Assessment 

 

Design Review History: 

Design Review 1: reviewer to add commencement and completion date of review and any other pertinent 
information which is felt should be added for the purpose of record. 

Report Convention 
• Highways England comments – black text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added 

to record; 
• Designer Response – red text suffixed with bracketed date defining when commentary added to record; 
• Comments closed – grey highlight encapsulating black/red text complete with suffixed date of closure. 

Note comment closure is a reviewer only function. 

 

Structures with rights of way: 
Str 241 – Milton Ham Farm Access. 
Underpass with no other obstacle. 
Private - Paul Robinson (07746466968) land owner of Milton Farm. 
 
Str 238 – Stockwell Farm Access. 
4 span overbridge. Signed weight limit 33 tonnes.  
Accommodation bridge (not showing as footpath on map) – no owner/maintaining agent listed. 
 
Str 237 – Maple Farm Access. 
4 span overbridge. Signed weight limit 33 tonnes.  
Accommodation bridge – no owner/maintaining agent listed. 
 
Str 235 – Wards Farm Access.  
2 span overbridge. 
Accommodation bridge (not showing as footpath on map) – maintained by Northamptonshire CC. 
 
Str 234 – Collingtree Footpath. 
2 span overbridge.  
Footpath over – maintained by Northamptonshire CC. 
Trip Attraction: 
The Trunk Road and the Motorway Network inherit completely different flow characteristics to that of the local road 
network, and, flows in different directions can also differ i.e. being tidal in one particular direction. 
For example the A43 southbound between the M1 J15a and A5 Tove Roundabout has a peak period between 
6am and 9am (not a peak hour) and the peak hour is 7am until 8am.  
I strongly recommend that this is revisited for the M1 Motorway and A43/A45/A5 Trunk Road routes and junctions 
analysed as part of this assessment. 
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Relevant Transport Planning Policy and Design Guidance: 
"Paragraph 2.6 states that “Applicants should consider reasonable opportunities to support other transport modes 
in developing infrastructure”. It goes on to say that “the applicant should provide evidence that as part of the 
project they have used reasonable endeavours to address any existing severance issues that act as a barrier to 
non-motorised users”." What pedestrian and cyclist facilities are included within this proposal along the A43? 

Summary: 
Paragraph 2.85 states that "The proximity of the proposed development to a local work force will ensure that the 
development is highly accessible and presents the opportunity to promote the use of sustainable modes of 
transport such as walking, cycling and public transport in line with national and local policy."  This development is 
a considerable distance from residential development supplying a workforce of *000 employees: long distance 
cycling & walking. The fact that the villages of Milton Malsor and Blisworth are located approximately 1,200 and 
1,500 metres does not mean that this is a sustainable site with an on-site employee catchment area. Access to the 
site will therefore be predominantly via the private motor vehicle. 

Stakeholder Engagement; 
Paragraph 3.2 (iv) states "Comment: Information required in relation to traffic during the British Grand Prix at 
Silverstone." 
Traffic Management Embargo 1 week before and 1 week afterwards - all trafficable lanes available and 
operational and issues concerning visual perception from International Visitors of the UK to be addressed. 

Existing Pedestrian, Cycle and Equestrian Facilities, Footways and Footpaths: 
There is no identification of Footways and Footpaths associated with the Motorway & Trunk Road Network 
Is there any consideration of the intensification of existing Public Rights Of Way where they traverse the M1 
Motorway? 
How will this affect Highways England Structures, Assets & Infrastructure?  How high are the parapets? 

Means of Access: 
Paragraph 6.5 to 6.7 - The location of the proposed GSJ may be influenced by other assessments; Environmental 
(can noise issues associated with the marina be mitigated?) Weaving successive merge & diverges, spacing 
between junctions, Stage 1 Road Safety Audit etc. 
Only one single point of vehicular access. In the event that maintenance activities or works are required to be 
undertaken to the new grade separated junction arrangement it is extremely likely that part of the circulatory will 
have to be fully closed. Rail Central should appreciate that there will be no access to and from the site. In the 
event of accidents and incidents on the A43 then there will be no access either in or out of rail central via the A43 
if it is closed in both directions. 
Whilst Rail Central state "The GSJ has been designed in accordance with guidance set out in DMRB TD22/06" 
this has not been ratified by Highways England. 

Parking: 
Paragraph 6.22 to 6.26 
I am extremely concerned about the inadequacy of parking and operational facilities within the site. This should be 
reviewed. 

Off-site Highways Works – Capacity Improvement 
M1 J15A – Southern Roundabout: 
The fact that the proposed scheme requires yellow box markings indicates that the proposed junction 
arrangement, if implemented will suffer from inadequate stacking capacity from stop lines associated with signal 
heads. 
The introduction of the proposed left-in/left-out site access as part of the junction arrangement means that a 
vehicle exiting the site will have to travel additional miles and incur additional disruption, journey time, fuel & costs 
of journey. This is also the case for access to the land served off the existing spur of the roundabout.  
There is also the matter that vehicles entering and exiting the site will experience higher traffic flow speeds on the 
A43 when undertaking their manoeuvre. It is my view that there will be limited opportunity for vehicles to gain entry 
to the A43 southbound due to high traffic volumes & high speeds. Has this access been designed to 
accommodate the type of vehicles and volume of vehicles likely to be using it? There are no diverge/merge tapers 
or lanes?  
How will the design organisation sign this arrangement? 
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I am concerned about the short distance between the northern roundabout southbound A43 exit and the right turn 
diverge. This introduces weaving movements interrupting the free flow of traffic as A43 southbound traffic 
accelerates away from the roundabout with traffic slowing down to turn road and approach the signals. 
 
There would appear to be inadequate stacking capacity resulting in queuing traffic stacking back onto the A43 
southbound main line Lane 2 interfering with safe and expedious flow of traffic. 
There is virtually no stacking capacity from signalised stop lines at the short isolated sections within the middle of 
the junction? 
There would appear to be an absence of Non-motorised user facilities that would in turn require additional land 
take. 
What is the impact of releasing traffic free flow from say A43 northbound to M1 J15a northbound on-slip? 
 
Short distance between overhead gantry & other associated signage leaving insufficient time for motorists to 
read/react/make a decision and undertake the manoeuvre. 
 
A43 southbound - Slow moving vehicles merging with faster vehicles already accelerating on the A43 southbound 
from the northern roundabout.  
 
The A43 northbound segregated lane to the M1 northbound is not a dedicated left turn lane. Will the two lane 
northbound straight ahead limit the ability & opportunity to be able to get into the segregated lane? 
 
Consideration should be given about inter-visibility of signal heads? 
 
Short merging distances where traffic goes from two lanes into one. Merge on a bend? 
 
What is the impact of the higher traffic flow upon motorists exiting the M1 northbound service area? Are they still 
going to be able to get out of the service area safely without risk? 
 
The stacking capacity at the 1st set of signals heading from the M1 northbound service area to the A43 
southbound would appear to be very short and inadequate. Stacking capacity in Lane 2 at the signal head is 
unlikely to be realised because of queuing traffic in Lane 1 obstructing vehicles. 
 
The two lane carriageway underneath the M1 would appear to offer a capacity constraint. Again short distance 
over which weaving to occur to get into the correct lane.  
 
Northern Roundabout: 
The stacking capacity at all signal heads & stop lines is extremely short. Consequently this is likely to interfere with 
the operational flow of the junction. 
A43 northbound approach to the north roundabout - not sure that lane 4 will realise any capacity benefit? 
 
The segregated left turn lane from the M1 southbound service area to the A5123 northbound towards 
Northampton seems to be extremely short in terms of capacity. 
 
Realising capacity improvements with signalised junctions is highly dependent upon motorists getting into the right 
lane and replicating how the scheme has been modelled. It is unlikely that practically this will be realised. 
 
General: 
Has Stage 1 Road Safety Audit been carried out? 
No maintenance bay in relation to the signal controller / no access to the central island for maintenance. 
Forward visibility to signal heads? 
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signal heads very close to each other - potentially confusing? 
Buildability issues? 
Is there any traffic generation or traffic within the model associated with the left-in left-out access or the eastern 
arm of the northern roundabout? 
 
The timing and the trigger for these works requires further discussion. 
 

Junction 9: A45/Caswell Road/Eagle Drive 
 
This is the A45 Trunk Road Brackmills junction. 
 
All works are to be on the Local Road Network well clear of the A45 Trunk Road. 
Notwithstanding this it is not clear if  
+ any queuing vehicles extending back from the new stop line on the circulatory with have a detrimental impact 
upon the operation of the exit slip roads.  
+ the re-phasing of the signals will have a detrimental impact upon the operation of the exit slip roads. 
+maintenance bay? 
+ location of controller? 
 

Junction 10: Barnes Meadow 
All works are predominantly but not limited to be on the Local Road Network well clear of the A45 Trunk Road. 
Notwithstanding this it is not clear if  
+ any queuing vehicles extending back from the new stop line on the circulatory with have a detrimental impact 
upon the operation of the exit slip roads.  
+ the re-phasing of the signals will have a detrimental impact upon the operation of the exit slip roads. 
+maintenance bay? 
+ location of controller? 

Junction 11: A45/A43/Ferrris Row: 
This is known as Weston Favell junction 
 
All works are predominantly but not limited to be on the Local Road Network well clear of the A45 Trunk Road. 
- Is it physically possible to get 3 lanes across the bridge deck? 
- Has a WCHR assessment been undertaken? 
- Has Stage 1 RSA ben carried out? 
- Is it physically possible to get the cabling across the decks?  
- Are there any implications for the parapets when widening across the deck & moving the kerb lines? 
- Has the dynamic loading of the structures been assessed to accommodate the loading associated with 3 lanes 
as opposed to two lanes? 
+ any queuing vehicles extending back from the new stop line on the circulatory will have a detrimental impact 
upon the operation of the exit slip roads.  
+ the re-phasing of the signals will have a detrimental impact upon the operation of the exit slip roads. 
+maintenance bay? 
+ location of controller? 

Junction 12: M1 J15 
As a consequence of the additional traffic movements assigned & distributed to the network I would have expected 
improvements to the M1 southbound J15 exit slip road? 
- Has a WCHR assessment been undertaken? 
- Has Stage 1 Safety Audit been carried out? 
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+maintenance bay? 
+ location of controller? 

Junction 14: Tove Roundabout 
The proposals will exacerbate existing known operational issues; 
- confusing about which lane to get in 
- lack of stacking capacity 
- warn out lines 
- poor lane discipline 
- sequencing & phasing of signals 
- congestion & queuing traffic 
- unable to enter signalised carriageway from arm that it not signal controlled 

Junction 15: Abthorpe 
The proposals will exacerbate existing known operational issues; 
- confusing about which lane to get in 
- lack of stacking capacity at 'Stop Lines' on the circulatory 
- maintenance liability 
- warn out lines 
- poor lane discipline 
- sequencing & phasing of signals 
- congestion & queuing traffic 
- unable to enter signalised carriageway from arm that it not signal controlled 

Road Safety Schemes: 
A43 Tiffield Turn 
A43/Northampton Road 
 
Has there been any consideration to 'Stopping Up' the gaps within the Central Reserve? If 'Yes' the why was this 
discounted? 
 
Paragraph 6.46 Page 63. Junction 28 – A43 / Towcester Road "The above measures have now been provided at 
the junction, and it is not clear from the latest highway safety records whether there remains a significant highway 
safety problem. However, should future accident records indicate that a problem remains, the applicant is willing to 
provide a reasonable financial contribution towards further improvements at this location" Further discussion 
required between Rail Central and Highways England. 
 
Paragraph 6.48 Page 64 Junction 29 – A43 / St John’s Road - "The Rail Central proposals therefore include 
junction ahead and warning signs and countdown markers as well as high friction surfacing for northbound 
vehicles on the A43, which accords with the improvements implemented by HE on the A43 southbound."  Further 
discussion required between Rail Central and Highways England. 
 
Paragraph 6.51 Page 64 Junction 31 – A43 / Northampton Road. Further discussion required between Rail 
Central and Highways England. 
 
The timing and the trigger for these works also requires further discussion 
 
Proposed footway/cycleway along Towcester Road 
Paragraph 6.57 Page 65 "Towcester Road will provide the main link for pedestrians and cyclists accessing the site 
from the southern residential areas of Northampton" 
 
- Is it physically possible to widen the footway across the bridge deck? 
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- Has a WCHR assessment been undertaken? 
- Has Stage 1 Safety Audit been undertaken? 
- Are there any implications for the parapets? 

Construction Traffic Management Plan: 
Is the existing left-in, left out access arrangement onto the A43 suitable to be used to construct the new 
construction site access? Has Highways England assessed this? Is it designed constructed and laid out to the 
relevant standard to accommodate the volume and nature of vehicles likely to be using it? Stage 1 RSA? As a 
minimum I would have anticipated provision of some form of signing arrangement approaching the access. What 
happens to the access after the temporary construction site access has been established and is operational? Is 
there a design? 
How do Construction Vehicles and Construction Personnel access the northbound A43 to construct the Grade 
Seperated Junction? At Grade vehicle and pedestrian crossing movement will not be permitted. 
How do Rail Central propose to build the new grade separated junction whilst maintaining two trafficable lanes in 
both directions? Will this influence their design solution? How do they intend to construct the structures across the 
A43?  
Paragraph 6.71 Page 67: Further discussion will be required with Highways England about the working hours and 
A43 Network Occupancy & deployment of traffic management. Any works which affect the A43 main line will be 
required to be 24/7 and predominantly overnight. 
Further discussion is required with Highways England about the package of mitigation measures to be 
implemented associated with construction activities included within the CTMP. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This Technical Note (TN) has been prepared by Transport Planning Associates (TPA) to 
provide a commentary on the consultation response provided by Northamptonshire County 
Council (NCC) in relation to the S42 consultation associated with Rail Central. The NCC 
consultation response is included at Appendix A. 

2 NCC COMMENTS AND TPA RESPONSES 

2.1 The comments raised by NCC and TPA’s responses and/or commentary is provided in Table 
2.1 below. The table is separated into the headings as included within NCC’s consultation 
response. There is a section within the NCC consultation response titled ‘Rail Freight 
Proposals’. This is not considered within this TN as other members of the Rail Central team 
will need to respond to those matters raised separately. 

Table 2.1  NCC Comments and TPA Responses 

Item 
No. NCC Comment TPA Response 

Transport Assessment (TA) 

1 

Northamptonshire Highways has been 
working with the Rail Central Team as part 
of a joint transport working group also 
attended by HE to agree the inputs and 
methodology to be applied when predicting 
the transport and travel impacts of the Rail 
Central development. The minutes of these 
meetings are not however agreed. 

Meeting minutes are agreed up to (and 
including) April 2017. Meeting minutes 
subsequent to that have not been agreed. 
The TA does not suggest that they are 
agreed, and the minutes themselves are 
marked as ‘Draft’. This will be made clearer 
in the final TA. 

2 

The use of the Northamptonshire Strategic 
Transport Model (NSTM) to determine the 
strategic impacts of the development has 
been agreed with the Transport Working 
Group, as has the use of the Highways 

This confirms the items that are agreed. 
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England VISSIM model for the M1 and 
associated junctions. The trip generation of 
the site, based upon the proposed 
development area has also been agreed, as 
has the use of the NSTM to distribute traffic 
and assign it to the highway network. 

3 
In line with the Core Strategy Plan Periods 
across Northamptonshire the future year for 
assessment purposes is 2031. 

This accords with the assessment work 
carried out. 

4 
Both the baseline and forecast NSTM 
models have been signed off by the County 
Council as fit for purpose. 

This confirms that the model being used is 
appropriate. 

5 

At this point in time the modelling work for 
the development, based upon the above 
methodology, is ongoing and yet to be either 
finalised or agreed. As such any detailed 
junction modelling and associated reporting 
of impacts is also yet to be agreed, as is any 
resultant mitigation strategy. As the scheme 
develops NCC will continue to work with the 
rest of the joint transport working group and 
will comment further when appropriate. As 
such the current schedule of mitigation 
works as identified in the consultation 
material may be subject to change, including 
geographical coverage and scale / form of 
works. 

Strategic modelling work has now been 
completed and presented (the DS6 
scenario) during the May 2018 TWG 
meeting. During this meeting it was 
confirmed that the mitigation strategy was 
appropriate to attract traffic away from the 
A45 corridor, towards the A43 and Ring 
Road corridors. However, it is acknowledged 
that the Strategic Modelling Assessment 
Report (submitted to NCC on 7 August 
2018) is required to be reviewed before this 
can be finally confirmed. 

Highway Mitigation 

6 

Junction 16 – As part of the A45 Daventry 
Development Link Road works a new 
footpath link is being constructed towards 
Junction 16 from the first new roundabout 
west of M1 J16.  No facilities have been 
proposed with the works at Junction 16 to 
accommodate users to cross the various 
arms to gain access to the footway on the 
A4500 Weedon Rd.  An off highway 
cycle/pedestrian facility should therefore be 
included within any works. 

Based on the drawings contained on 
Northamptonshire Highways’ website 
regarding the Daventry Development Link 
Road, the proposals tie into the existing 
arrangements of the A45 where it widens to 
2-lanes on the approach to M1 J16. The 
pedestrian and cycle facilities at the junction 
are therefore no different to the existing 
arrangement. It is not considered 
appropriate for Rail Central to provide a 
higher level of pedestrian and cycle 
provision than already available at this 
junction, given that Rail Central is unlikely to 
be associated with any pedestrian or cycle 
movements at this location.  

 

Notwithstanding the above, this scheme no 
longer forms part of the development 
proposals. 
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7 

Hunsbarrow Road Roundabout – A visibility 
screen was installed here a few years ago to 
reduce entry speed onto the roundabout.  
This has been extremely effective in 
reducing collisions and should be retained 
as part of the design.  It is currently in timber 
but recently Highways England has been 
using plain Chevroflex systems that are 
passively safe, this may therefore be the 
best system to incorporate. 

The timber screening would only be 
replaced where it is affected by the 
proposed works. It should be noted that the 
proposals include traffic signal control on the 
A5076 approaches and as such the 
screening is no longer necessary. 

8 

Towcester Road South Approach to the 
Mereway (Tesco) Roundabout.  There is 
currently a Bus Lane on this approach.  It 
needs to be detailed how this will be 
incorporated in to the proposed works. 

The only change to the Towcester Road 
South Approach is to allow right turning 
movements from the middle lane. This does 
not affect the layout of the Bus Lane. It could 
also provide a benefit to buses, as there 
would be fewer vehicles cutting across the 
end of the bus lane in order to turn right. 

Technical Audit (including Road Safety Audit - RSA, Waling Cycling and Horse Riding 
Assessment and Review - WCHAR, and Departures from Standards) 

9 

Once an agreed position has been reached 

over the highways mitigation for the scheme, 

all highway works will be required to be 

technically audited by Northamptonshire 

Highways, and prior to the Development 

Consent Order (DCO) provisions being 

agreed the following matters are to be 

resolved to the satisfaction of 

Northamptonshire Highways: 

 Road Safety Audits (Stage 1) 

 WCHAR’s 

 Any departures from Standard to be 

agreed with NCC 

 Any speed limit changes agreed with 

NCC’s Speed Limit Review Panel 

 Signage Strategy 

 Any Weight Limit proposals 

 Any Stopping Up of the highway 

proposed 

 Any dedication of public highway 

 Agreement In Principle (AIP’s) for 

any structures 

 Any changes to Public Rights of Way 

Road Safety Audits and WCHAR’s are 
currently being progressed. Other elements 
will be subject to detailed design. 
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Development Consent Order drafting 

10 

Northamptonshire Highways has been 
unable to find any suggested drafting for the 
DCO within the Stage 2 Consultation 
documentation.  Of particular interest is the 
Protective Provisions for the County Council, 
which will need to be checked by NCC’s 
legal team. 

This will be provided shortly. 

Travel Plan 

11 

The Framework Travel Plan is a good basis 
to build on and add in detail as occupiers 
take control of the units. Please ensure 
adequate parking, and cycle/motorcycle 
provision is installed at the build stage and 
access to Electric Vehicle charging points 
around the Rail Freight Terminal. 

Parking provision would be provided with 
reference to Northamptonshire’s parking 
standards, and provided for each unit in 
advance of that unit becoming operational. 
Electric Vehicle charging points can be 
provided throughout the development, as set 
out in the Travel Plan. 

Public Transport 

12 

To achieve the 20% modal shift target set 
out in the West Northamptonshire Joint Core 
Strategy and the Northamptonshire 
Transportation Plan a bespoke journey to or 
from Northampton Town Centre should be 
provided by the developer on each instance 
where 50 members of staff (throughout the 
whole site) start or finish work within a 15 
minute window. The exception being where 
the work entrance for these members of 
staff is within 400 metres safe walking route 
of the proposed bus interchange (marked B 
on the Draft Illustrative Masterplan) and a 
comparable alternative commercial bus 
journey to or from Northampton town centre 
is available at the bus interchange within 30 
minutes before the start or after the end of 
the shift. This does clearly rely however on 
Stagecoach agreeing with the Developer 
that the appropriate Northampton Road bus 
journey shall be diverted via the proposed 
bus interchange. 

This can be discussed with Stagecoach and 
an appropriate strategy derived. If services 
cannot be diverted off Northampton Road, 
the suggested ‘exception’ should also apply 
to commercial services using the proposed 
bus stops on Northampton Road. 

 

It should be noted that the Public Transport 
Strategy to be provided as part of the DCO 
submission is intended to be flexible in its 
nature, in order to allow for any changes to 
the existing bus service provision between 
the time of the DCO submission and the first 
occupation of the site in 2021, as well as the 
phased delivery of each unit on the site. The 
Public Transport Strategy would therefore 
seek to secure the principles of providing a 
bus service in accordance with the NCC 
policy, along with any on-site infrastructure 
requirements. 

13 

This ‘50 members of staff’ obligation to be 
triggered by the First Occupation of the Site 
and Discharged 5 years after completion of 
the Site. The route between the new A43 
junction and Northampton town centre to be 
agreed between the Developer and NCC. 

Given the phased build-out, this should 
apply separately to each individual unit. 
Each unit is likely to exceed the ‘50 
members of staff’ threshold, and the 
obligation to provide a bus service for each 
unit should be discharged 5 years after 
completion of that unit. It should also be 
noted that discussions with Stagecoach 
have suggested that a single unit on the site 
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would be capable of supporting a 
commercially viable bus service, and the 
long-term bus service provision would 
therefore not be a concern. 

14 

The bespoke bus service either to be funded 
by a Contribution from the Developer direct 
to NCC, or preferably through a Service 
Level Agreement between the Developer 
and a bus company which NCC is party to. 
This service to operate every day of the year 
when the ‘50 members of staff’ criteria is 
met. 

Agreed. The intention would be for a S106 
agreement to secure the Public Transport 
Strategy, setting out the broad principles of 
the bus service requirements. The Applicant 
would then reach a private agreement with 
the bus operator to deliver those 
requirements. 

15 
Therefore bus service provision to/from 
Towcester should form part of the public 
transport proposals for this development. 

Following discussions with Stagecoach, it is 
not anticipated that a service to Towcester 
would be commercially viable. However, the 
public transport strategy could include a 
requirement to review this position at a later 
date, closer to the opening of the site. For 
the long term viability of the Travel Plan, it 
would only be proposed to provide bus 
services where they can be fully operated on 
a commercial basis.  

16 

As stated in Paragraph 3.5(i) of the Public 
Transport Strategy, bespoke bus journeys 
should enter the Site at the new A43 
junction and run eastwards through the Site 
to a turning circle adjacent to Units 6 and 7. 
These journeys should stop at new bus 
stops on the internal bus route located at 
points which ensure that the staff entrances 
to Units 1 – 13 and the Train Maintenance 
Depot are within a safe 400 metre walking 
distance. Furthermore, and as stated in the 
NCC Bus Strategy, the majority of the staff 
entrances should be within 250 metres of 
the new bus stops. 

This will need to be carefully considered to 
ensure that there is not an overprovision of 
bus stops along the spine road, and also to 
account for the fact that the exact layout of 
the development site within the parameters 
plan will not be fixed. The intention would be 
to provide bus stops at ‘quadrants’ where 
several units meet. It should also be noted 
that due to the scale of the site, it may not 
be possible for unit entrances to be located 
within 400m of the development spine road 
(although the majority would be closer).  

17 

Each westbound bus stop (which due to the 
loop formed by the internal route will be 
mainly used by boarding passengers) on the 
internal bus route to be provided with a 
Trueform-style bus stop pole (with integral 
flag and timetable case), a metal bus shelter 
and a raised boarder. Each bus stop flag to 
include a real time display. 

Each eastbound bus stop (which due to the 
loop formed by the internal bus route will be 
mainly used by alighting passengers) on the 
internal bus route to be provided with a 

Agreed to the east of Northampton Road, 
but to the west this will depend on the bus 
route and whether buses enter / exit the site 
via the A43 or via Northampton Road.  
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Trueform-style bus stop pole (without a real 
time display) and a raised boarder. 

18 
All bus stop poles, real time displays and 
bus shelters to be owned and maintained by 
the Developer (or any successor). 

This should only apply if the internal estate 
roads are to remain private. If they are to be 
adopted, then any bus stops and associated 
infrastructure should be adopted also. 

19 

As with the internal westbound stops, the 
Bus Interchange to be provided with a 
Trueform-style bus stop pole, with an 
integral real time display, a metal shelter 
and bus boarder. In addition, the 
Interchange to be designed so that 2 full-
size buses can wait at the stops and pass 
each other without difficulty. 

The interchange stop is 33m long and 
therefore long enough for at least 2 full-size 
buses to wait. The carriageway at the stop is 
6.5m wide to allow buses to pass each other 
without difficulty.  

20 

In order to encourage modal transfer, the 
Travel Plan will need to consider the 
provision of free bus travel to and from the 
site for new starters for a minimum period of 
three months. 

This is to be considered within the public 
transport strategy and in discussion with 
Stagecoach. 

Walking and Cycling 

21 

Proposed shared-use cycle/footway along 
Towcester Road between Ladybridge Drive 
and the site crosses Gayton Road in the 
vicinity of Milton Malsor - The visibility for 
users of the footway/cycleway of vehicles 
approaching eastwards along Gayton Road 
appears to be quite limited.  The junction 
also currently presents a very wide crossing.  
The developer should amend the mouth of 
the junction to narrow it to provide a shorter 
crossing and improve visibility. 

This can be accommodated, although will 
affect turning for large vehicles. A revised 
scheme has been prepared to show this and 
will be included as a potential alternative 
arrangement within the walking and cycling 
strategy. 

22 

Additionally to the above, the short section 
of proposed footway leading from Rectory 
Lane, Milton Malsor, into Towcester Road 
should be extended further into Towcester 
Road in order to mitigate potential visibility 
issues at the junction. 

A revised scheme has been prepared and 
will be included within the walking and 
cycling strategy. This includes an extended 
footway along Towcester Road, and also 
includes a central refuge island. The central 
refuge island reduces the required crossing 
distance in order to mitigate against the 
reduced level of visibility. It is not possible to 
provide visibility splays fully in accordance 
with DMRB guidance due to the bends in the 
road. 

23 

We would query whether the proposed 
diverted footpath (KX13) could be “cycle-
proofed” (i.e. constructed to cycleway width) 
in the event that Northampton Gateway 
development is brought forward, thereby 
allowing for a cycle link between both sites.  
With the absence of any proposed cycling 

A corridor can be retained that is appropriate 
to provide a cycleway in the event that 
Northampton Gateway is brought forward. 
However, this would only be delivered if the 
same requirement is placed on Northampton 
Gateway for the section of KX13 within their 
redline boundary, and once construction of 
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facilities along Collingtree Road, this link 
would be more desirable for cyclists 
approaching from the east side of 
Northampton than the route via Towcester 
Road. 

the Northampton Gateway site has 
commenced.  

Cumulative Assessment with Northampton Gateway 

24 

It would appear that through the DCO 
process both Rail Central and Northampton 
Gateway developments are required to 
undertake a cumulative assessment of the 
impacts of both sites. Being conducted 
independently by each developer these 
assessments will be based on different 
assumptions, and therefore will inevitably 
provide different results, neither of which will 
be likely to represent the true situation. 

A cumulative assessment will be included 
within the final TA which includes the full 
build-out of both schemes, along with the 
Rail Central (RC) scheme at M1 J15A, and 
the Northampton Gateway (NG) schemes at 
M1 J15 and the Roade Bypass. Details of 
these schemes have been obtained from 
information in the public domain, provided as 
part of NG’s S42 consultation. The schemes 
included are those which would have the 
largest redistribution effect on the baseline 
traffic, and is therefore considered to provide 
a reasonable representation of the 
cumulative impact. 

 

Following the DCO submission, an 
addendum to the TA will be prepared to 
include a cumulative assessment comprising 
all RC works and all NG works. This will be 
based on information contained within the 
NG DCO submission, which includes all of 
the necessary junction drawings and 
modelling required to accurately replicate 
the NG proposals, and will therefore provide 
a full cumulative assessment that will 
represent the true situation. 

25 

The only meaningful cumulative assessment 
would be obtained from combining the 
separate impacts which each developer has 
used for assessing their own sites. NCC was 
willing to facilitate such an assessment, and 
where appropriate act as a neutral party to 
ensure confidentiality of input of information, 
and has made this offer to both parties, but 
this approach has not been successful to 
date. 

As set out above, a full cumulative 
assessment will be provided as an 
addendum to the TA that will represent the 
true situation. 

26 

Even with such a cumulative assessment 
undertaken by NCC, there does not appear 
to be an obligation through the DCO process 
to secure any mitigation to accommodate 
the cumulative impacts of more than one 
DCO application. It would be unacceptable 
in highways terms therefore to permit both 

As set out above an assessment will be 
undertaken and provided. This will include 
details of any proposed mitigation works to 
accommodate the cumulative impacts. The 
method for securing these would need to be 
considered by the legal team. 
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sites without such an assessment having 
been undertaken, and the appropriate 
mitigation being secured to mitigate the 
cumulative impacts.   
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The views, observations, comments and recommendations contained in this response represent those of Northamptonshire Highways on 
behalf of Northamptonshire County Council as Local Highway Authority and in no other function or authority. 

 
Kier Integrated Services Limited. Tempsford Hall, Sandy, Bedfordshire, SG19 2BD. Registered in England No. 873179 

WSP UK Limited, WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, London, WC2A 1AF. Registered in England No. 01383511 
                
 

 
 
 

The Rail Central Rail Freight Interchange and Highway Order 201X 
Local Highway Authority Response to Stage 2 Statutory Public Consultation 

Pursuant to Section 42 of the Planning Act 2008 and Regulation 11 of the 
Infrastructure Planning (EIA) Regulations 2009 

 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Thank you for consulting Northamptonshire Highways as the Local Highway Authority (LHA) for 

Northamptonshire.  This response is made without prejudice to any views expressed by other functions within 

Northamptonshire County Council (NCC), or those of Highways England (HE) with regard to the strategic road 

network. 

 

This response represents the combined comments of all relevant sections of Northamptonshire Highways, 

having consulted those teams internally. 

 

Transport Assessment 

 

Northamptonshire Highways has been working with the Rail Central Team as part of a joint transport working 

group also attended by HE to agree the inputs and methodology to be applied when predicting the transport 

and travel impacts of the Rail Central development. The minutes of these meetings are not however agreed. 

 

The use of the Northamptonshire Strategic Transport Model (NSTM) to determine the strategic impacts of the 

development has been agreed with the Transport Working Group, as has the use of the Highways England 

VISSIM model for the M1 and associated junctions. The trip generation of the site, based upon the proposed 

development area has also been agreed, as has the use of the NSTM to distribute traffic and assign it to the 

highway network.  

 

In line with the Core Strategy Plan Periods across Northamptonshire the future year for assessment purposes 

is 2031. 

 

Both the baseline and forecast NSTM models have been signed off by the County Council as fit for purpose. 

 

At this point in time the modelling work for the development, based upon the above methodology, is ongoing 

and yet to be either finalised or agreed. As such any detailed junction modelling and associated reporting of 

impacts is also yet to be agreed, as is any resultant mitigation strategy. As the scheme develops NCC will 

continue to work with the rest of the joint transport working group and will comment further when appropriate. 

As such the current schedule of mitigation works as identified in the consultation material may be subject to 

change, including geographical coverage and scale / form of works.  
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Highway Mitigation 
 

A number of highway mitigation schemes are presented within the Stage 2 Consultation documentation.   

 

As referenced above, the impacts of the development and the mitigation proposed are not agreed by 

Northamptonshire Highways at this stage and further discussion is required to consider the appropriate 

mitigation strategy for this development.  

 

Notwithstanding the above, please note the following initial comments regarding some of the schemes 

presented: 

• Junction 16 – As part of the A45 Daventry Development Link Road works a new footpath link is 

being constructed towards Junction 16 from the first new roundabout west of M1 J16.  No facilities 

have been proposed with the works at Junction 16 to accommodate users to cross the various 

arms to gain access to the footway on the A4500 Weedon Rd.  An off highway cycle/pedestrian 

facility should therefore be included within any works. 

• Hunsbarrow Road Roundabout – A visibility screen was installed here a few years ago to reduce 

entry speed onto the roundabout.  This has been extremely effective in reducing collisions and 

should be retained as part of the design.  It is currently in timber but recently Highways England 

has been using plain Chevroflex systems that are passively safe, this may therefore be the best 

system to incorporate. 

• Towcester Road South Approach to the Mereway (Tesco) Roundabout.  There is currently a Bus 

Lane on this approach.  It needs to be detailed how this will be incorporated in to the proposed 

works. 
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Technical Audit (including Road Safety Audit - RSA, Waling Cycling and Horse Riding Assessment and 
Review - WCHAR, and Departures from Standards) 
 
Once an agreed position has been reached over the highways mitigation for the scheme, all highway works will 

be required to be technically audited by Northamptonshire Highways, and prior to the Development Consent 

Order (DCO) provisions being agreed the following matters are to be resolved to the satisfaction of 

Northamptonshire Highways: 

 Road Safety Audits (Stage 1) 

 WCHAR’s 

 Any departures from Standard to be agreed with NCC 

 Any speed limit changes agreed with NCC’s Speed Limit Review Panel 

 Signage Strategy 

 Any Weight Limit proposals 

 Any Stopping Up of the highway proposed 

 Any dedication of public highway 

 Agreement In Principle (AIP’s) for any structures 

 Any changes to Public Rights of Way 

Development Consent Order drafting 
 

Northamptonshire Highways has been unable to find any suggested drafting for the DCO within the Stage 2 

Consultation documentation.  Of particular interest is the Protective Provisions for the County Council, which 

will need to be checked by NCC’s legal team. 

 

Travel Plan 
 

The Framework Travel Plan is a good basis to build on and add in detail as occupiers take control of the units. 

Please ensure adequate parking, and cycle/motorcycle provision is installed at the build stage and access to 

Electric Vehicle charging points around the Rail Freight Terminal. 

 

Public Transport 
 

As shown in the link below, the commercial bus service passing the Site on Northampton Road has been 

reduced to broadly hourly throughout the day: 

 

http://www.northamptonshire.gov.uk/en/councilservices/Transport/journey-

planning/pubtrans/Documents/Bus%20Timetables/SM-N89-Sep2017.pdf  

http://www.northamptonshire.gov.uk/en/councilservices/Transport/journey-planning/pubtrans/Documents/Bus%20Timetables/SM-N89-Sep2017.pdf
http://www.northamptonshire.gov.uk/en/councilservices/Transport/journey-planning/pubtrans/Documents/Bus%20Timetables/SM-N89-Sep2017.pdf
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Bus service provision (to/from Northampton) 

 

In view of the reduction in the commercial bus service on Northampton Road it will be even more appropriate 

that the developer funds bespoke bus journeys between Northampton town centre and the Site. 

 

To achieve the 20% modal shift target set out in the West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy and the 

Northamptonshire Transportation Plan a bespoke journey to or from Northampton Town Centre should be 

provided by the developer on each instance where 50 members of staff (throughout the whole site) start or 

finish work within a 15 minute window. The exception being where the work entrance for these members of 

staff is within 400 metres safe walking route of the proposed bus interchange (marked B on the Draft 

Illustrative Masterplan) and a comparable alternative commercial bus journey to or from Northampton town 

centre is available at the bus interchange within 30 minutes before the start or after the end of the shift. This 

does clearly rely however on Stagecoach agreeing with the Developer that the appropriate Northampton Road 

bus journey shall be diverted via the proposed bus interchange. 

 

This ‘50 members of staff’ obligation to be triggered by the First Occupation of the Site and Discharged 5 years 

after completion of the Site. The route between the new A43 junction and Northampton town centre to be 

agreed between the Developer and NCC. 

 

The bespoke bus service either to be funded by a Contribution from the Developer direct to NCC, or preferably 

through a Service Level Agreement between the Developer and a bus company which NCC is party to. This 

service to operate every day of the year when the ‘50 members of staff’ criteria is met. 

 

Bus service provision (to/from Towcester) 

 

This provision is not currently identified within the proposals; it will however need to be considered for the 

following reasons: 

• The Site is located between Northampton and Towcester 

• As shown on the referenced timetable the current Northampton Road bus service operates 

between Northampton and Towcester, allowing services from the Towcester direction to be 

diverted via the site at relatively minimal cost 

• It is likely that a significant number of workers will come from Towcester, Towcester Vale SUE and 

the neighbouring villages 

 

Therefore bus service provision to/from Towcester should form part of the public transport proposals for this 

development.  
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Bus stop infrastructure 

 

As stated in Paragraph 3.5(i) of the Public Transport Strategy, bespoke bus journeys should enter the Site at 

the new A43 junction and run eastwards through the Site to a turning circle adjacent to Units 6 and 7. These 

journeys should stop at new bus stops on the internal bus route located at points which ensure that the staff 

entrances to Units 1 – 13 and the Train Maintenance Depot are within a safe 400 metre walking distance. 

Furthermore, and as stated in the NCC Bus Strategy, the majority of the staff entrances should be within 250 

metres of the new bus stops. 

 

Each westbound bus stop (which due to the loop formed by the internal route will be mainly used by boarding 

passengers) on the internal bus route to be provided with a Trueform-style bus stop pole (with integral flag and 

timetable case), a metal bus shelter and a raised boarder. Each bus stop flag to include a real time display. 

 

Each eastbound bus stop (which due to the loop formed by the internal bus route will be mainly used by 

alighting passengers) on the internal bus route to be provided with a Trueform-style bus stop pole (without a 

real time display) and a raised boarder. 

 

All bus stop poles, real time displays and bus shelters to be owned and maintained by the Developer (or any 

successor). 

 

Bus Interchange 

 

As with the internal westbound stops, the Bus Interchange to be provided with a Trueform-style bus stop pole, 

with an integral real time display, a metal shelter and bus boarder. In addition, the Interchange to be designed 

so that 2 full-size buses can wait at the stops and pass each other without difficulty. 

 

Travelcard provision 

 

In order to encourage modal transfer, the Travel Plan will need to consider the provision of free bus travel to 

and from the site for new starters for a minimum period of three months. 
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Walking and Cycling 
 

In response to the Pedestrian and Cyclist Accessibility Note, we would comment as follows: 

 

• Proposed shared-use cycle/footway along Towcester Road between Ladybridge Drive and the site 

crosses Gayton Road in the vicinity of Milton Malsor - The visibility for users of the 

footway/cycleway of vehicles approaching eastwards along Gayton Road appears to be quite 

limited.  The junction also currently presents a very wide crossing.  The developer should amend 

the mouth of the junction to narrow it to provide a shorter crossing and improve visibility. 

 

• Additionally to the above, the short section of proposed footway leading from Rectory Lane, Milton 

Malsor, into Towcester Road should be extended further into Towcester Road in order to mitigate 

potential visibility issues at the junction. 

 

The draft Transport Assessment states the following: 

 

“Pedestrian Access 5.96 The location of stopped up and diverted public rights of way are shown on the 

access and rights of way plans (in Appendix 5.4). New 2m wide footpaths will be formed, likely to 

comprise compacted crushed limestone aggregate or similar. Footpaths will also be set within the 

proposed landscaping works, including in land to the east of the NLL in the east of the site. Should the 

adjacent Northampton Gateway development be brought forward (as addressed in Chapter 3: 

Reasonable Alternatives, and in the cumulative assessments within the technical chapters and 

Chapter 26: Cumulative Effects Summary) these footpaths will tie into the proposed footpath network 

associated with that site, though they also provide a “stand-alone” solution to link into the existing 

footpath network.” 

 

With this in mind, we would query whether the proposed diverted footpath (KX13) could be “cycle-proofed” (i.e. 

constructed to cycleway width) in the event that Northampton Gateway development is brought forward, 

thereby allowing for a cycle link between both sites.  With the absence of any proposed cycling facilities along 

Collingtree Road, this link would be more desirable for cyclists approaching from the east side of Northampton 

than the route via Towcester Road. 

 

As mentioned previously walking and cycling facilities are required across junction 16.  These are required to 

link to the existing shared-use facility alongside the A4500. 
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Rail Freight Proposals 
 

The County Council, as local transport authority, has a duty to plan for transport, to, from and within its area, 

including rail.  The County Council has therefore prepared the Northamptonshire Rail Strategy (January 2013). 

 

https://www3.northamptonshire.gov.uk/councilservices/northamptonshire-highways/transport-plans-and-

policies/Documents/Northamptonshire%20Rail%20Strategy.pdf 

 

A key part of our strategy is an improvement in future passenger services to Northampton.  This includes 

provision of more, faster services to London and other destinations to support the economic attractiveness of 

the town and county and thereby ensures that the extensive plans for housing growth are supported by strong 

growth high-quality jobs.   

 

Both Network Rail and the Department for Transport have stated that improved services to intermediate 

destinations such as Northampton at the southern end of the West Coast Main Line are expected to delivered 

using capacity released by HS2 post 2026. 

 

The Preliminary Environmental Report is backed by a Rail Operations Report which contains further detail of 

the proposed operations of the site and its localised impact on the rail network.   The data presented 

concentrates on the short section of the Slow Lines between Hanslope Junction and Northampton station, 

referencing the ability to accommodate additional Class 4 (intermodal freight) paths over this section. 

 

Unfortunately the data presented significantly simplifies the situation and would appear to over-estimate the 

practical availability of paths.  Whereas the Fast Lines mostly accommodates trains able to run at 125mph line 

sped, the Slow Lines have a 90mph maximum speed and are accommodate a range of passenger services 

(able to run at 100 or 110mph  but constrained by line speed) or freight services with a typical maximum speed 

of 60-75mph but often significantly constrained by the gradient profile, in particular the southbound climb after 

a speed restriction at Northampton station. 

 

Furthermore, timetables paths need to reflect the constraints over a whole journey.  So, for example, the 

service that would logically be the approximately XX.35 departure from Northampton to Birmingham (to 

maintain the correct arrival pattern in a 20-minute cycle at Birmingham New Street) has to depart at XX.25 in 

most hours in order to avoid a conflict with a freight trains at Northampton.  However, the other trains XX.55 

and XX.15 departures from Northampton could not be re-timed 10 minutes earlier because this could conflict 

with other services on the approaches to Birmingham. 

 

 

https://www3.northamptonshire.gov.uk/councilservices/northamptonshire-highways/transport-plans-and-policies/Documents/Northamptonshire%20Rail%20Strategy.pdf
https://www3.northamptonshire.gov.uk/councilservices/northamptonshire-highways/transport-plans-and-policies/Documents/Northamptonshire%20Rail%20Strategy.pdf
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The County Council has been involved as a stakeholder in Network Rail’s West Coast Capacity Plus Study, 

and we understand from this that the major constraint on performance of up freight trains is their ability to climb 

the approximately 1 in 200 gradient from Northampton to Roade following the speed restriction under West 

Bridge immediately south of Northampton station.  An examination of Network Rail’s working timetables shows 

a timing of 8 minutes from Northampton to Hanslope Junction of a passenger train stopping at Northampton, 

and at least 11 minutes for freight services.  This is the section of line on which it is proposed that the rail 

freight interchange will be built. 

 

While the Rail Operations Report makes reference to the general availability of paths for freight services it 

would be useful for more detail to be given of the specific impact of the proposed development. 

 

In particular: 

 What is the estimated running time for a train from the rail freight terminal to Hanslope Junction, as this 

will presumably be less than for a train passing Northampton this be a lesser constraint for pathing 

purposes. 

 What is the coincidence of available paths on up and down lines to allow up  (southbound) trains to 

enter or leave the rail freight terminal.  This is important to ensure that these trains do not cause delay 

to other services. 

 

We also note that in the emerging West Coast Capacity Plus Study referred to above, Network Rail have 

identified a significant future constraint in capacity between Denbigh Hall North Junction and Milton Keynes 

Central in particular, but also over the entirety of the Northampton Loop, such that increasing freight services 

over the Loop might require a reduction in the passenger service to Northampton.  We feel that this issue 

should be addressed in the EIR, to ensure that the proposal does not make this more likely. 

 

We are concerned that without clarity on these issues, the pathing of services to and from the development 

could cause a significant constraint on future passenger rail services to Northampton.   
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Cumulative Assessment with Northampton Gateway 
 

It would appear that through the DCO process both Rail Central and Northampton Gateway developments are 

required to undertake a cumulative assessment of the impacts of both sites. 

 

Being conducted independently by each developer these assessments will be based on different assumptions, 

and therefore will inevitably provide different results, neither of which will be likely to represent the true 

situation. 

 

The only meaningful cumulative assessment would be obtained from combining the separate impacts which 

each developer has used for assessing their own sites. NCC was willing to facilitate such an assessment, and 

where appropriate act as a neutral party to ensure confidentiality of input of information, and has made this 

offer to both parties, but this approach has not been successful to date. 

 

Even with such a cumulative assessment undertaken by NCC, there does not appear to be an obligation 

through the DCO process to secure any mitigation to accommodate the cumulative impacts of more than one 

DCO application. 

 

It would be unacceptable in highways terms therefore to permit both sites without such an assessment having 

been undertaken, and the appropriate mitigation being secured to mitigate the cumulative impacts.  In 

particular we are concerned that there are a number of junctions where both developers are proposing 

improvements to support their own applications, but were both to be permitted a larger scheme than that 

contained within either DCO would almost certainly be required. 

 

Summary 

 

As many of the items above are subject to on-going work and discussions, the LHA shall comment further at 

the appropriate stage. 

 
  
Rob Sim-Jones 
Principal Engineer – (Principal Lead) Development Management 




