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Dear Sir  
 

 Planning Act 2008 (as amended) – Section 55  
 

  

Proposal Application by Ashfield Land Management Limited and 
Gazeley GLP Northampton s.á.r.l. for an Order Granting 
Development Consent for the Rail Central Strategic Rail 
Freight Interchange  

  

Location Land at Arm Farm between Blisworth & Milton Malsor, the A43 and 
the Northampton Loop of the West Coast Main Line railway.  
 

 Representation on the Consultation undertaken prior to Submission of the 
Application for a Development Consent Order. 

 
I refer to your letter dated 29/10/2018 inviting this Council to submit a representation 
on the consultation carried out by the applicant prior to the submission of the 
application for a Development Consent Order. 
 
The Council has reviewed the documents submitted with the application made 
available by the Planning Inspectorate. It has also reviewed comments received from 
interested parties. It has also relied on observations and information obtained from 
visits made by Council staff to consultation events. 
 
The Consultation report prepared by the Applicant and submitted with application 
concludes the publicity and consultation undertaken is in accordance with the 
published Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC). 
 
The Council considered a draft of the SoCC with respect to the Phase 1 consultation 
on 14 April 2016. The Council’s response raised concerns that consultees should be 
able to comment on all matters relating to the proposal and that the public were 
experiencing difficulties in leaving comments on the applicant’s website. These 
concerns were addressed within the SoCC published in April 2016.  
 

mailto:development.management@southnorthants.gov.uk
mailto:development.management@southnorthants.gov.uk


 

 

The Council was consulted on a draft of a revised SoCC with respect to the Phase 2 
consultation in June 2017. The Council recommended an additional public 
consultation event be held at a venue within Towcester during the Phase two 
consultation period and that the submitted draft revised SoCC be amended to 
include within the list of locations for pubic exhibitions and consultation events 
reference to and details of an event to be held at a venue within Towcester. The 
timing included in this document for of the Phase 2 consultation was Autumn 2017.  
 
The Phase 2 Consultation was subsequently postponed. The Council was consulted 
on a further draft of a revised SoCC in January 2018. This included revised dates in 
for the Phase 2 consultation during Spring 2018 (postponed from Autumn 2017). The 
Council noted the consultation arrangements proposed remained unchanged other 
than the dates but also recommended that the Transport Assessment should be 
published for consultation. 
 
The applicant has formally consulted the Council as required by Section 42 of the 
Planning Act 2008. The proposal has been publicised in accordance with 
requirements in Section 48. With respect to the consultation with the local 
communities required in Section 47 the applicant undertook an initial phase of 
consultation in accordance with the SoCC published in April 2016 and further 
statutory consultation was subsequently undertaken in accordance with the 
Statement of Community Consultation published in January 2018.  
 
The Council has no reason to believe the Phase 1 and Phase 2 statutory 
consultation undertaken with the local community and the Local Authority prior to the 
submission of the application has not been otherwise than in accordance with the 
procedural requirements within the Planning Act 2008.  
 
Part six of the Consultation Report refers to a Phase 2a Localised Consultation 
undertaken by the applicant in June / July 2018. Paragraph 11.3 identifies this as a 
further stage of formal statutory consultation undertaken pursuant to government 
guidance. The extract from the guidance quoted later in paragraph 11.3, however 
refers to appropriate “non-statutory targeted consultation”, this gives rise to some 
confusion over the proper status of this further localised consultation. 
 
A Local Liaison Group convened by the applicant to engage with interested parties, 
including parish councils, has met at intervals throughout the period prior to the 
submission of the application.  There were occasions when meetings were not held 
and a newsletter update was instead published. 
 
Parish councils and community groups have expressed concerns to the Council 
regarding the consultation undertaken since the emergence of the proposal. These 
have been notified to the applicant in responses to the consultation and many are 
summarised in the appendices to the Consultation Report submitted with the 
application. Appendices 51, 52 and 53 summarise the responses pursuant to the 
Phase 2 statutory consultation under Section 47.  
 
The Council has received comments concerning the consultation undertaken from 
parish councils, other interested groups and people within the local communities. 



 

 

Comments received are appended to this response. The content of these documents 
should not be interpreted to represent the view of this Council.   
 
The Consultation Report in paragraph 9.7 identifies that in response to the statutory 
Phase 2 Section 42 and Section 43 consultation, responses were received from a 
number of organisations, including Network Rail, Highways England, Natural 
England, the Environment Agency, South Northamptonshire Council, Northampton 
Borough Council and several parish councils and that summaries of the responses 
received and the regard afforded to these is reported in Appendix 49.  
 
Appendix 49 does not however appear to include the response received from 
Network Rail. The response of the authority responsible for the rail network is 
significant to the understanding of, whether the proposed rail infrastructure is 
technically feasible, of the progress made by the applicant in securing approval for 
this, and to whether there is capacity available on the rail network to facilitate the 
movement of freight by rail to this site; a concern that has persisted throughout the 
consultation. 
 
The Council has been informed by the Canal and River Trust of their opinion that the 
consultation undertaken with them does not meet the requirement under the 
Planning Act 2008. They raise the concern in that the prior consultation undertaken 
with them respect to their interests has not been thorough, effective and 
proportionate and this has not complied with published guidance on pre-application 
process. The communications from solicitors acting for Canal and River Trust are 
appended to this response.  
 
Concerns relayed to the Council by local people during consultation phases refer to 
the scope and quality of the information made available, to the presentation of the 
consultation material, and to a lack of transparency through which some elements of 
the proposal have emerged or been progressed. These matters include inter alia :-   
 

 omission of information relevant to significant elements of the proposal within 
consultation materials; including  
- the capacity of the rail network to provide sufficient freight paths to effect a 

modal shift without detriment to the level of passenger services on the 
West Coast Mainline.,  

- assessment of the market demand and of the need for the RFI facility in 
this location close to Daventry International Rail Freight Terminal (DIRFT) 
where Phase 3 is poised to provide additional capacity, 

- the lack of assessment of the cumulative impact of the proposal and the 
Northampton Gateway RFI proposed on adjoining land.  

 the disparity between the detailed information within technical documents not 
easily assimilated by ordinary people and the summary documents provided 
which was too short to ‘be of much use’. 

 lack of sufficient detail concerning the proposed development and in the 
quality of the presentation of details, e.g. the scale of landscape visualisations 
and difficulties in accessing information published on the website; 

 the inability of people affected by the proposal to assimilate the very detailed 
technical information provided within the timescale of the consultation. 
 



 

 

These scope of the concerns is  summarised within the Commentary on the 
Adequacy of Consultation prepared by Stop Rail Central, dated 24/9/2018. A copy 
sent to the Council is included within the Appendices to this response. 
 
The Council has also been made aware that concerns have been raised over the 
adequacy of details provided with regard to the acquisition of private property 
interests. 
  
In conclusion whilst the legal requirements of consultation may have been followed 
the Council considers more could have been done to clarify the following elements of 
the proposal to facilitate the consultation.  
 
The rail infrastructure, inherent to the principle of a Rail Freight Interchange proposal 
and the cumulative impact of this proposal with other proposals are two significant 
elements where the information made available in all the stages of consultation has 
been limited in terms of the detail and the progress.  
 
A significant concern in the pre-application consultation has been the lack of 
availability of information on the cumulative impact of this proposal with other 
proposals, in particular the proposed Northampton Gateway RFI, not least as land 
required for the proposal appears to be common to the order limits for both 
proposals. The transport impacts and the highway mitigation that will be required 
should both schemes proceed will in all probability differ from the highway mitigation 
required should only one of the schemes proceed, This  is a  significant omission in 
the consultation undertaken.  
 
It appears there has been little co-operation between the promoters of the two Rail 
Freight Interchanges, which are proposed on adjacent sites, to progress an 
assessment of the cumulative impact that would arise from the development of both 
proposals. The opportunity to consider the potential full cumulative impact has thus 
been limited by this omission within the consultation. The Council must thus 
necessarily wait to see how the cumulative impact has been resolved within the 
submitted application. 
 
Thank you for the invitation to provide a representation and I trust the above will 
assist with the validation of the submitted application. 
 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 

 
Jim Newton - Assistant Director - Planning Policy and Development 
 
 

Appended to this response : –  
Communications sent to the Council with comments on the consultation undertaken. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

18/10/2016 

 

Email: railcentral@camargue.uk 

 

 

 

 

Dear Sir, 

 

Ref: Rail Freight Intersection between Blisworth and Milton Malsor 

Northampton 

 

The revised Visualisations submitted by Ashfield Land, for a proposed 

Rail Freight Interchange plus acres of warehousing, do not accurately 

reflect the impact such a vast development will have on a rural setting.  It 

shows that the Developers are not concerned that two villages, Blisworth 

and Milton Masor, will be divided by an industrialised zone. Their 

blinkered view also fails to recognise that the infrastructure of a wide 

surrounding area will be compromised and this is not addressed in the 

consultation documents. The villages each side of the Banbury Lane will 

be used to access the A5 and the A43. Gayton is particularly vulnerable 

from damage by an inevitable increase in traffic flow. 

 

I am totally against a Rail Freight Interchange and fear the potential for 

further developments, once this area has become urbanised, by allowing 

The Rail Freight Interchange to go ahead.   Northamptonshire is 

geographically and strategically placed as a distribution centre.  However 

development of warehousing in this region of the County has reached 

saturation point. There needs to be a halt to further developments of this 

kind to maintain a distinct boundary between Northampton’s industrial 

zone and the countryside.   

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

Anna Fox 



 

 

 

cc Rt.Hon.Christopher Heaton–Harris  

    Rt Hon. Andrea Leadsom 

   Denis Winterbottom -  Case Officer South Northamptonshire  

   Phillip Hayward - Stop Rail Central 
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Proposed	SRFI	between	Milton	Malsor	and	Blisworth	
	
	
I	attended	several	of	the	consultation	sessions	for	Rail	Central	in	April	and	May	
2016.	I	studied	the	information	on	display,	read	some	of	the	documentation	and	
asked	a	series	of	questions.	I	recorded	the	questions	and	answers	received	at	the	
time.	The	answers	received	demonstrated	a	lack	of	knowledge	or	incomplete	
planning	in	some	cases,	while	others	were	simply	misleading.	
	
Public	rights	of	way	(PROW)	
Having	asked	how	existing	public	rights	of	way	would	be	diverted,	I	was	advised	
that	this	topic	was	still	under	discussion	with	local	people	and	other	authorities.	
Later,	one	of	the	staff	members	returned	and	pointed	me	to	a	different	map	
which	showed	the	possible	replacement	routes	for	these	PROWs.	I	then	said	that	
while	you	can	currently	walk	from	Milton	Malsor,	down	Barn	Lane,	all	the	way	to	
Courteenhall	Road,	on	their	future	plan	this	would	no	longer	be	possible,	as	there	
appears	to	be	a	gap	in	their	replacement	route.	No	satisfactory	solution	was	
provided.	
	
Rail	Central	staff	did	not	appear	to	understand	their	obligations	with	regard	to	
maintaining	existing	public	rights	of	way.	One	of	their	replacement	routes	
significantly	extends	the	current	length	of	the	footpath	from	Blisworth	to	
Collingtree.	
	
M1	junction	15a	
I	asked	what	improvements	would	be	made	to	M1	junction	15a.	Rail	Central	staff	
said	surveys	still	needed	to	be	carried	out	and	the	plan	still	had	to	be	developed.	
	
This	appeared	to	me	to	be	an	inadequate	response	bearing	in	mind	planning	
work	started	on	this	project	approximately	three	years	ago.		
	
Projected	change	to	HGV	movements	
A	map	was	displayed	showing	the	projected	change	in	HGV	usage	as	a	result	of	
Rail	Central’s	implementation.	This	map	indicated	that	there	would	be	just	three	
roads	across	the	UK	which	would	have	extra	HGV	traffic	as	a	result	of	Rail	
Central	being	brought	into	use.	I	asked	for	the	road	numbers	of	these	three	roads	
identified	in	red,	but	Rail	Central	staff	could	not	answer	this	question.	
	
I	think	this	map	is	seriously	misleading.	Neither	the	A43	nor	other	roads	close	to	
the	Rail	Central	site	are	shown	as	having	additional	HGV	traffic.	That	is	
completely	and	total	unbelievable.			
	
In	addition,	I	can	find	no	reference	to	the	additional	HGV	traffic	that	will	be	using	
the	A43	during	the	construction	of	HS2.	This	will	generate	up	to	1200	additional	
HGV	movements	per	day	which	will	also	interact	with	some	of	the	additional	
HGVs	using	the	A43	as	a	result	of	Rail	Central	becoming	operational.	Rail	Central	
will	worsen	the	delays	created	by	the	HGVs	related	to	HS2	construction.	
	
Existing	SRFIs	
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I	asked	one	member	of	Rail	Central	staff	which	were	the	six	existing	strategic	rail	
freight	interchanges	referred	to	on	one	of	the	display	panels.	She	could	only	
correctly	list	three	of	them	and	a	further	two	locations	she	provided	are	not	
classified	as	SRFIs.		
	
Express	freight	services	
I	sought	clarification	of	how	the	proposed	“Express	freight	services”	would	
operate.	Two	Rail	Central	staff	members	separately	indicated	that	such	trains	
would	enter	the	site	faster	and	be	processed	more	quickly.	
	
A	train	travelling	at	90mph	needs	more	than	1	mile	to	stop.	The	loop	within	Rail	
Central	onto	which	such	express	trains	would	run	appears	to	be	750	metres	
(0.47	miles)	long.	So	while	an	express	freight	train	would	be	travelling	faster	
than	an	ordinary	freight	train	initially,	it	would	not	enter	Rail	Central	any	faster	
than	a	normal	freight	train.	This	is	yet	another	example	of	misleading	
information	being	provided.			
	
Towcester	
The	consultation	session	in	Towcester	on	18th	May	was	very	poorly	attended.	I	
can	only	conclude	that	inadequate	notification	of	this	event	was	provided	to	
Towcester	residents.		Yet	it	will	affect	such	people	when	they	are	using	the	A43,	
the	A5	and	other	roads	which	cross	the	A43.			
	
	

*	*	*	*	*	*	*	*	*	*	*	*	*	*	*	*	*	*	*	*	*	
	
Need	for	Rail	Central	SRFI	
It	is	questionable	whether	there	is	a	need	for	a	further	strategic	rail	freight	
interchange	in	this	area	when	the	Daventry	International	Rail	Freight	Terminal	is	
well	established	and	is	no	more	than	20	miles	away.	The	latter	became	
operational	in	1997	and	its	third	phase	was	recently	given	approval.	This	is	
expected	to	provide	additional	capacity	over	the	next	twenty	years.		
	
Also	in	the	Midlands	there	are	existing	SRFIs	at	Hams	Hall	and	Birch	Coppice,	
while	approval	has	recently	been	granted	for	East	Midlands	Gateway.	Other	
SRFIs	are	being	planned	at	East	Midlands	Intermodal	Park,	Northampton	
Gateway,	Hinckley	and	West	Midlands	Interchange.		
	
I	am	not	aware	of	any	reliable	rail	freight	forecasting	model	which	can	justify	
such	expansion	of	SRFIs.	Like	Professor	Andrew	Gough,	I	discount	the	Great	
Britain	Freight	Model	operated	by	MDS	Transmodal	as	the	provision	of	rail	
warehousing	is	an	input	to	this	model	and	not	an	output.		
	
Alternative	sites	
The	Preliminary	Environmental	Information	Report	produced	by	Rail	Central	
lists	a	number	of	alternative	sites	with	the	purpose	of	demonstrating	why	the	
Rail	Central	is	more	suitable	than	those	listed.	Six	of	the	sites	provided	have	no	
rail	connection	which	makes	it	somewhat	pointless	to	include	them.		
	



	 3	

Five	sites	are	listed	as	being	controlled	by	a	third	party	developer.	This	does	not	
make	them	less	suitable	to	be	SRFIs,	merely	that	it	is	not	within	the	realm	of	
Ashfield	Land	to	be	able	to	develop	them	into	an	SRFI.				
	
Five	sites	are	listed	as	being	needed	as	SRFIs	in	addition	to	Rail	Central.	This	
suggests	that	they	must	be	at	least	as	suitable	for	becoming	SRFIs	as	the	Rail	
Central	site,	some	may	even	be	more	suitable.	This	also	suggests	that	Rail	Central	
lacks	any	compelling	reasons	as	to	why	its	site	is	preferable	to	these	other	five	
sites.	
	
One	of	the	sites	discounted	is	Northampton	Highgate	otherwise	known	as	
Northampton	Gateway.	This	assessment	may	now	appear	to	be	ill	judged	as	
plans	to	develop	this	site	into	an	SRFI	are	very	much	underway.	I	fail	to	
understand	the	need	for	one	SRFI	in	this	area	let	alone	two	immediately	next	to	
each	other.	
	
Train	path	availability	
One	of	the	prerequisites	of	a	strategic	rail	freight	interchange	is	that	it	must	be	
served	by	at	least	four	trains	per	day.	Yet	the	West	Coast	Mainline	(WCML)	is	one	
of	the	busiest	mixed-use	rail	lines	in	Europe.	The	justification	for	HS2	(due	to	
open	in	2026)	is	that	the	WCML	will	be	full	by	the	early	2020s.	According	to	the	
Department	for	Transport,	London	Midland	has	been	the	fastest	growing	rail	
franchise	over	the	last	eight	years.	Its	passenger	journeys	on	the	
Northampton/Milton	Keynes	to	London	section	have	seen	the	most	growth.	
London	Midland	has	shown	poorer	punctuality	performance	on	their	services	on	
the	WCML	due	in	part	to	the	large	number	of	services	between	Rugby	and	
London.		
	
It	is	therefore	very	difficult	to	envisage	how	four	additional	freight	train	paths	
are	going	to	be	provided	per	day	in	these	circumstances,	particularly	before	HS2	
is	operational.	This	would	be	a	five	year	period	between	2021	and	2026.	It	would	
also	be	undesirable	for	the	infrastructure	work	to	connect	Rail	Central	to	the	
WCML	to	be	ongoing	while	major	reconstruction	work	takes	place	at	Euston	for	
HS2.	
	
If	the	Office	of	Rail	and	Road	grants	approval	to	provide	four	extra	freight	train	
paths	per	day	(and	there	is	no	guarantee	that	it	will)	this	could	be	at	the	expense	
of	extra	passenger	train	paths	on	the	WCML.	As	was	pointed	out	two	paragraphs	
ago,	London	Midland	passenger	growth	on	the	Northampton/Milton	Keynes	to	
London	route	has	been	significant.	It	is	likely	to	continue	to	grow	with	major	
housing	development	planned	within	the	West	Northamptonshire	Joint	Core	
Strategy	and	also	by	Milton	Keynes	Council.	The	Northampton	Rail	User	Group	
has	already	stated	that	Rail	Central	should	not	compromise	or	restrict	the	future	
growth	of	London	Midland	services	on	the	West	Coast	Mainline.				
	
One	of	the	other	aspects	of	the	Express	Freight	Services	which	does	not	stack	up	
is	the	use	of	the	WCML	fast	tracks	through	Weedon.	Until	recently	this	was	
exclusively	used	by	Virgin	trains	which	are	capable	of	125mph.	London	Midland	
were	only	granted	access	to	this	section	once	they	had	trains	which	were	capable	
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of	110mph.		Running	trains	at	different	speeds	reduces	the	capacity	of	a	line	as	a	
fast	train	running	behind	a	slower	train	requires	greater	“headway”	than	normal.	
I	was	told	by	Rail	Central	staff	that	Express	Freight	Services	would	only	run	at	
90mph.	Therefore	these	trains	would	reduce	the	capacity	of	the	WCML	even	
more	as	the	headway	required	behind	such	a	train	would	be	greater	than	that	
required	by	a	110mph	London	Midland	train.			
	
Site	design	
The	plans	indicate	that	direct	rail	access	will	only	be	provided	to	warehouses	in	
one	of	the	five	zones.	That	appears	to	be	a	very	small	proportion.		
	
There	are	a	number	of	other	shortcomings	with	the	layout	of	the	site	which	
suggests	inexperience	in	designing	a	rail	freight	interchange	of	this	nature	and	a	
significant	lack	of	consideration	for	the	local	community.	
	
Visualisations	
The	visualisations	for	the	proposed	SRFI	were	provided	in	September	some	five	
months	after	the	public	consultation	meetings	took	place.	This	was	quite	
unacceptable	as	people	visiting	the	displays	in	local	village	halls	had	no	way	of	
seeing	what	the	effect	of	18	metre	high	warehouses	and	even	taller	gantry	cranes	
would	have	on	the	local	views.		
	
The	visualisations	that	were	eventually	provided	were	a	disgrace.	The	viewing	
points	were	chosen	to	be	so	far	away	that	visual	impact	of	the	warehouses	was	
reduced	to	a	minimum.	The	crane	gantries	only	appeared	on	one	or	two	views	
and	were	partly	obscured	by	trees	or	bushes.	In	other	words	the	visualisations	
were	as	good	as	meaningless.		
	
Visualisations	were	provided	from	6	viewpoints	although	11	viewpoints	were	
indicated	on	the	maps.	
	
Property	bond	
The	property	bond	letter	sent	to	some	residents	living	within	the	proposed	
boundaries	of	the	SRFI	was	an	utter	disgrace.		Besides	the	inappropriate	use	of	
the	Network	Rail	logo,	recipients	of	the	letter	received	inadequate	information	
and	very	short	timescales.	The	effect	of	the	letters	caused	added	worry	and	
distress.		It	was	also	unsatisfactory	that	these	residents	had	had	to	live	without	
being	individually	contacted	for	such	a	long	time.			
	
Planning	policy	
Normal	planning	policy	would	not	permit	the	approval	of	a	similar	development	
near	to	an	existing	development	before	the	latter	has	been	fully	developed.	
Daventry	International	Rail	Freight	Development	is	expected	to	be	developed	
and	expanded	over	the	next	twenty	years.	Approving	Rail	Central	at	this	stage	
would	appear	to	be	counter	to	normal	planning	policy.	
	
Conclusion	
The	consultation	and	subsequent	documentation	provided	indicated	that	the	
development	has	been	poorly	thought	out	and	apparently	misleading	
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information	has	been	provided	on	several	occasions.		I	remain	unconvinced	that	
there	is	a	genuine	need	for	this	proposed	SRFI.	If	it	is	approved	and	built,	then	its	
operation	is	likely	to	constrict	the	further	growth	of	passenger	services	on	the	
West	Coast	Main	Line.	
	
	
Andrew	Bodman	

	
	
	



 

 

MILTON MALSOR PARISH COUNCIL 
WWW.miltonmalsorparishcouncil.org.uk 

Correspondence to the Clerk, Mrs Ann Addison 

 

    

 

2nd October 2018 

 

To: Mr Denis Winterbottom 

 SNC Planning 

 
 

You have previously received comments on the Councils opinion of the consultation process 

in that much of it was vague and in some cases totally misleading. The Council requests that 

you include the following additional issues in your report to PINS. 

 

1. Page 87 of the Rail Central consultation report states that “local dialogue and 

engagement continued with landowners and others with an interest in land” This is a 

totally false statement. The fact is that no contact had been made with the Trustees of 

the Milton Malsor Poor’s Trust until it was raised at the LLG meeting on 17
th

 July (at 

which you were in attendance). First contact was made with the Trustees on the 13
th

 

August but there has been no further dialogue or engagement. 

 

2. The draft plans (the actual DCO documents have yet to be made public) indicated that 

the footpath along Barn Lane in Milton Malsor was to be widened to 2mtrs. There has 

been no consultation with either the Parish Council or residents in Barn Lane, some of 

whose front garden boundary will be impacted by this proposal.  

 

3. As in 2 above the draft plans submitted by Rail Central include a proposal to provide 

pedestrian crossings in Rectory Lane and Towcester Rd. in Milton Malsor.  But again 

there has been no consultation with the Parish Council regarding these plans. The 

Parish Council has written to Rail Central raising its concerns about the locations of 

these proposed crossings but has not yet had a response. 

 

4. In July 2018 Land Interest Questionnaires (LIQ) were sent to a number of residents of 

Towcester Rd and Gayton Rd. I Milton Malsor. These LIQ’s requested information of 

a private and personal nature. The covering letter did not explain why the information 

was required other than giving some legal jargon relating to its provision. These 

letters caused considerable distress to some recipients. When questioned about the 

intrusive nature of these enquires Rail Central made no apology and stated that the 

enquiry related only to the ownership of the “sub-soil under Towcester Rd.” This is 

another example of lack of proper consultation. 

 
Yours sincerely, 

 

Ann Addison 
Clerk to Milton Malsor Parish Council 

On behalf of Members of the Council 



 

 

MILTON MALSOR PARISH COUNCIL 

WWW.miltonmalsorparishcouncil.org.uk 

Correspondence to the Clerk, Mrs Ann Addison 

 
 

Correspondence to: 

Rail Central 

Mr Ben Copithorne 

Mr Denis Winterbottom, South Northants Council 
 

20th October 2016 

 

Rail Central Consultation 

1. Preamble 

On the 14
th

 October 2015 Ashfield Land (Rail Central) met with the Planning 

Inspectorate for an initial project meeting.  The minutes of that meeting stated “The 

Developer (yourselves) outlined that both Local Authorities have been supportive of the 

application, noting the potential for job creation and the sustainability for the area” You 

allowed this statement to stand as a true record of the meeting until February 2016 when 

Milton Malsor Parish Council noted the false nature of the statement The minutes were 

amended on the 4
th

 March with the false statement removed. 

At the same meeting the Planning Inspectorate requested that consideration be given to 

the timing of the submission of a Scoping Request as if it were too close to Christmas 

then consultees might not have a clear 28 days in which to submit their responses to the 

Inspectorate. Totally ignoring this request you submitted the Scoping Request just two 

weeks prior to Christmas. 

 

These two instances outlined your whole approach to consultation, ie.  Give out 

misleading/incorrect information and  attempt to stifle meaningful discussion. This is the 

approach that we have encountered throughout the entire consultation process.  

 

In April 2016 you published your Statement of  Community Consultation (SOCC).  This 

report is provided by Milton Malsor Parish Council as its response to the first phase of 

this process (section 47 Consultation) 

 

Following an initial presentation to the Parish Council in December 2015 consultation 

with Rail Central to date has primarily consisted of a series of eight public exhibitions 

held at various local centres, Local Liaison Group (LLG) meetings held in March and 

May and September and Updated plans and visualisations issued in August. 

2. Public Exhibitions 

1.1 The feedback provided here is based on comments and observations made by residents 

of Milton Malsor who attended the exhibition held in Milton Malsor Village Hall on 

Friday 20
th

 May 2016 and by Milton Malsor residents who attended one or more 

exhibitions at other locations. 
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1.2 As stated, the event in Milton Malsor was held on Friday 20
th

 May and between the 

hours of 12.00 and 8.00 pm.  This was totally unsatisfactory in that residents who 

commute to work found it difficult/impossible to attend the event.  The majority of the  

1.3 proposed development is within Milton Malsor Parish and to only hold one exhibition 

in the village (compared to four in Blisworth) is completely unacceptable.  

1.4 The general perception of those residents attending the exhibitions was that many of 

the answers to questions that they posed were vague and unconvincing.  For those 

attending more than one exhibition they found that in a number of instances they 

received different answers to the same question .This was probably in part due to 

different consultants being present at some of the exhibitions and partly due to a lack 

of knowledge/understanding of the consultants themselves.  The  contradictory 

nature of some of these answers brought into question the value of the consultation at 

this stage. 

 

1.5 i) The major concern of Milton Malsor residents is the volume of traffic through the 

village particularly during the morning and evening ‘rush hours’ when much ‘rat 

running’ takes place.  Much local debate has taken place about Rail Central proposals 

to build a Roundabout or an underpass on the Northampton/Towcester Road.  A 

roundabout would have potentially dire consequences for traffic in both Milton Malsor 

and Blisworth. 

ii) A document entitled ‘Parameters Plan’ was issued to those attending the exhibition 

and this clearly showed NO access to the site from the Northampton Road.  This 

contradicted some of the display panels which did show a potential access.  None of 

the consultants were able to give a definite answer as to what was actually being 

proposed. 

                iii) The parameters plan itself was contradicted within a booklet (P E I     Summary) 

that was also handed out at the exhibitions where in section 4.2 it stated that ‘no HGV 

traffic will use the old Northampton Road but that options for local and employee 

access are being considered.’ 

               iv) The PEIR stage 1 issued at the same time as the summary document referred to in 

iii) above contradicts both the Parameters Plan and the summary document.   Page 266 

states ‘HGV access would not be permitted from Northampton Road unless there is an 

emergency’.  None of the Consultants were able to define exactly what would 

constitute an emergency. 

              v)  If there is to be emergency access from Northampton Road how would this be 

controlled and who would make the decision as to what is an emergency? Again when 

questioned on this none of the consultants was able to give an answer.  Presently the 

M1 motorway around junctions 15 and 15A suffers from severe congestion. If due to 

motorway congestion traffic to/from the site is allowed onto Northampton Road the 

local villages with their narrow roads would very quickly become gridlocked.  
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1.6 i) The second most significant issue raised by Milton Malsor residents was that of 

flooding.   

ii) The exhibition display panels showed a diversion of Milton Malsor brook on the Western 

side of the site.  However the main issue for residents is the brook on the eastern side of 

the Northampton Road which runs through the centre of the village and joins the Milton 

Malsor brook just to the north.  The consultants were questioned about this brook but 

appeared unaware of its existence and of the flooding that has occurred in the village.  

This brook runs through a number of culverts in the village which currently only just 

cope with the volume of water during times of heavy rain fall. 

1.7 i) The ability to walk through the local countryside using the network of Public Rights 

of Way (PRoW’s) is an important leisure activity for people in the local area.  There 

are a number of footpaths that cross the site the main ones being those to Blisworth, 

Collingtree and Roade.  All of these routes make use of Barn Lane an unclassified 

road which would be closed for a significant part of it length. All of your proposed 

diversions are far from adequate as they either run alongside railway tracks rather than 

through open fields or involve multiple crossings of the railway. The footpath between 

Milton Malsor and Blisworth provides a vital safe and secure route for residents of 

Milton Malsor to reach the Scout Hut, Football pitch and Playing Fields in Blisworth 

without the need to encounter traffic on the Highway network. Your so called 

diversion would not only involve three crossings of the railway tracks but would be 

almost three times the length of the part of the path it replaces (approximately 3.05 km 

compared to approximately 1.10km) rendering it totally useless.  You avoided 

discussing these proposals with local residents, presumably on the basis that you know 

that they are completely unacceptable. 

ii)        The following is a quote from Community Update Summer 2016    headed 

Landscaping and Footpaths.  “We have assessed the various routes and established the 

clear objective of keeping existing footpaths open and retaining existing links, seeking 

opportunities for introducing green space, bunding and planting, and looking for ways 

of improving existing connections between villages” This is a totally false and 

completely misleading statement.  Your proposals will close the existing link between 

Milton Malsor and Blisworth and replace it with a route which in all probability would 

never be used. It would not create green space, it already is green space. What you 

would create is an abomination of railway tracks, warehousing, HGV noise and 

pollution and massive overhead cranes.  Finally, how you can suggest that your 

proposal would improve the connection between the villages is beyond 

comprehension when what it would do is exactly the opposite of that. 

1.8 An example of misleading information given to residents was when questioned as to 

why Rail Central was needed when DIRFT was only a few miles up the road the stock 

answer given was that DIRFT and Rail Central were on different time scales.  It was 

also stated that DIRFT would be completed by the time Rail Central started.  Not only 

was this information misleading but also totally incorrect as DIRFT 3 will not reach 

full capacity for at least another ten years. 
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2      Local Liaison Group (LLG) 

  2.1   The Statement of Community of Consultation (SoCC) states that the LLG was set up in 

February 2016 and that information would be expected to be issued via the LLG on a 

monthly basis (either in writing or through meetings).   

2.2 The first LLG meeting held in March was poorly organised.  A number of        

presentations were made by Rail Central staff and consultants comprising of over 70 slides.  

Clearly in the time available it was impossible to expect an informed response from the 

participants.  This resulted in staff/consultants discussing some of the issues raised with either 

small groups or individuals.  Because of this no proper notes were taken and therefore no 

feedback, minutes or list of participants made available.  

3. Updated Plans and Visualisations 

The Plans and visualisations that were placed on your website and via CD’s at various 

deposit locations in August were, for villages, totally unreadable due to the small scale being 

used. On being advised of this you accepted the criticism, extended the date by which 

residents had to respond to the consultation by three weeks and provided the Parish Council 

with enlarged copies of the plans. However other than publishing the change of date on your 

website you made no attempt to explain the reason why the date had been changed thereby 

defeating the whole purpose of extending the date and still not allowing residents the 

opportunity of providing informed feedback.  

4.  Summary 

The overall opinion is that the consultation thus far has been totally inadequate, as at this 

stage, there has been very little actual consultation.  The impression gained is that Rail 

Central has entered into this phase of the consultation long before they are ready.  In most 

instances no definitive answers were given to questions being asked.  The most common 

answer to questions was “its early days yet”.  This was clearly unacceptable and no way can 

be considered as ‘consultation’.  You have simply treated the whole so called consultation 

process as an exercise that you believe means you can “tick the box” in the planning process 

relating to Community Consultation. This you have not done as what you have done so far is 

totally inadequate.  

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Ann Addison (Mrs) 

 

Clerk to Milton Malsor Parish Council 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

From: NEIL JAGGER   

Sent: 15 September 2016 13:37 
To: railcentral@camargue.uk; Denis Winterbottom;  Brian Sumpton 

Subject: CONSULTATION PROCESS 

 

Dear sir/madam, 

 

I am a resident of Milton Malsor who attended the presentation given in our village on May 

20 2016. 

 

.It was surprising that we had only one such presentation (Blisworth got 4) - and that on a day 

when many are going away for the weekend - as our village will be more affected even than 

Blisworth. 

 

.The people available to answer questions were not employed by Ashfield Land but 

consultants hired for the occasion; those I spoke with had only superficial knowledge of their 

'specialist' area and soon reverted to saying 'it was early days'.  

If it was early days in development of the proposal then why offer a presentation to inform 

those most affected? 

 

.I asked why this Rail Freight interchange is needed. The 'lead planning consultant'' said that 

DIRFT would reach capacity in 3 years which would fit with Rail Central having just been 

completed.  

This is in conflict with DIRFT which advises it will not reach capacity for 9 to 12 years 

depending on demand. 

.The single site access is insufficient: Access onto the A43 in an emergency was queried.  

Answers varied from 'everything will be kept on the site' to 'cars will be allowed onto the 

Milton/Blisworth Road,' to lorries will be contacted by radio/e-mail/phone and told to go 

elsewhere'. 

 

.The consultants seemed unaware that this proposal is in conflict with the Joint Core Strategy 

which is the foundation of all planning policy in Western Northants until 2029. 

 

.The Terminal will provide thousands of new jobs. When asked where these workers would 

come from/be housed there was no response. 

In fact the JCS has already allowed for a balance between housing and employment; so much 

so that the Inspector when finalising the JCS cut out a large employment site at M1 Jct 16. 

 

This site has a lot of problems that need to be addressed but the 'consultation' barely touched 

them. 

 

Yours faithfully, Neil Jagger 

 

 



 

 

From: Eric Meakins   

Sent: 22 September 2016 14:42 
To: railcentral@camargue.uk 

Cc: bcopithorne@camargue.uk 
Subject: Rail Central Consultation 

 

Rail Central Consultation 

I went to several seminars put on by Rail Central. I found them to be very poor with 
misleading answers to questions. 
 
Speaking to a so called ‘pollution expert’, I said to him that this area was already a pollution 
hotspot from the M1 and A43 Bypass. He said, ‘We will keep testing until we get the right 
answer’. I asked about the noise pollution, as the cranes produce 110 decibels of sound 
each and there could be four of them. He said they would be run on batteries! 

 
Talking to a transport person, I asked about the two arrows on the map near to Young’s 
Nursery and he said they were car parks. I asked how many cars and he said one hundred in 
each. My response was that that would mean four hundred car movements each shift 
change and with three shifts that would be one thousand two hundred car movements per 
day. This transport person then said that local villagers were too selfish and we should 
accept that we would be swamped with cars three times a day and look at the bigger 
picture, which is that long term there will be less lorries on the roads, just not round here. 
 

 

 

 
 

Purple Emperor Butterfly (Apature Iris) – UK’s second largest butterfly 

The male and female reside in the top of mature oak trees. The female lays its eggs on 
willow leaves, the larvae feed on the leaves. Adult butterflies feed on fox faeces and 
carrion. 
 

In the 150 acres of this development, there are many mature oaks, with lots of Purple 
Emperors living there. Many of these trees will be cut down. Rail Central propose to divert 
the stream along which the willow trees grow and these will also be cut down. Foxes will 

http://search.aol.com/aol/image?q=purple+emperor+butterfly&s_it=img-ans&imgId=2D06DC9A2BE1131C359BEC8208CE5AC18F434536&v_t=client97_inbox
http://search.aol.com/aol/image?q=purple+emperor+butterfly&s_it=img-ans&imgId=2D06DC9A2BE1131C359BEC8208CE5AC18F434536&v_t=client97_inbox
http://search.aol.com/aol/image?q=purple+emperor+butterfly&s_it=img-ans&imgId=451B92EFB4D66EFA3ABBAD52B360EC4D412F8119&v_t=client97_inbox
http://search.aol.com/aol/image?q=purple+emperor+butterfly&s_it=img-ans&imgId=451B92EFB4D66EFA3ABBAD52B360EC4D412F8119&v_t=client97_inbox


 

 

also desert the area. This will wipe out the Purple Emperor along with millions of other flora 
and fauna. This area should be a Site of Special Interest (SSI) not a rail terminal. Allof the 
mature trees should have a preservation order on them. The old Ash trees may be resistant 
to Ash-Die-Back, if they are all cut down we will never know if this is the case. 
 
Talking to the Head of Environmental Studies - supposedly an ‘independent company’ – I 
asked who paid him, he said Ashfield Land. I said he wasn’t very independent then! I 
explained that I was very concerned about the loss of wildlife in particular Green Plovers 
and Skylarks, both ground-nesting birds. He said he would paint the rooves of the buildings 
green and the bird’s would nest there – with no food, plenty of air pollution, noise pollution 
and light pollution! 
 

I came across a young man in some oak trees in a field next to where the development is 

proposed. I asked him what he was looking for. He said he was assessing wild life in the trees 

in the area and this was the last tree in the field to be inspected. I asked if he had found 

anything and he replied that he hadn’t. I said I hoped he hadn’t disturbed the nesting ravens, 

and the buzzards and sparrow hawks in some of the other trees. He said he didn’t know they 

were there. Not a very comprehensive study then! 
 

From my visits to these seminars, I have concluded that Ashfield Land are not the slightest 
bit concerned about damage to our villages, disruption to our way of life, pollution in the 
form of noise air and light, gridlocked roads, cars and lorries. 
 

Eric Meakins  
 

20 September 2016 

 



 

 

From:   

Sent: 30 September 2016 22:20 
To: railcentral@camargue.uk 

Cc: Denis Winterbottom;  
Subject: Feedback on Consultation Rail Central 

 
Good evening, 
 
In response to the communications sent to my home address and the public exhibition held in the 
village hall by Rail Central, I wish to provide feedback. 
 
At the village hall, Milton Malsor, Rail Central representatives were unable to answer our questions 
about the amount of lorries and freight added to road traffic on local roads, about perspective new 
housing and even told myself that there will be trees and hedges to cover the horrid viewing 
potential (considering buildings are proposed to be as high as a crane, I don't think hedging and 
trees will cut it somewhat). 
 
I am also unable to read the new visual material on the Rail Central website due to its miniature 
scale which causes me some concern. 
 
We are also concerned about the facility operating with one single point of access and that further 
access would be required at a later date. Ashfield Land cannot confirm or deny what this means for 
us as Milton Malsor residents. 
 
The same applies for what additional noise and light, traffic will residents face? How will my local 
footpaths and scenic walking routes taken with my young family be affected? The Rambler's 
Association seem to have been consulted but not those who live in the village. Are these footpaths 
planned to be moved? Are traffic lights being added? 
 
This village is where our family moved for a quieter taste of country life with a toddler and one baby 
on the way ready to set up family life in the village with fresh air, less traffic, good school and a 
community feel. At the moment, we cannot move on with our lives until we can understand more 
about the proposed development, the details we feel, just aren't there. 
 
Regards, 
 
Mr and Mrs Jackson 

 
 



 

 

From: CLARE SWORDS   

Sent: 12 October 2016 09:27 
To: railcentral@camargue.uk 

Cc: Denis Winterbottom 
Subject: Rail Central 

 

Dear Rail Central  
 
I attended your consultation at Milton Malsor village hall back in May and felt very 
dissatisfied with the responses and information given by James Digby. I am 
concerned as a resident of Milton Malsor, that much of our lovely surrounding 
countryside will be taken by this proposal. Many countryside walks and byways exist 
over this land and they allow walkers to experience the wildlife and wild flowers that 
thrve on the land. 
 
I asked Mr Digby about the congestion already existing at the Towcester A5/A43 
roundabout and the impact of extra traffic coming to the proposed site. He said traffic 
surveys were in process but seemed a little unaware of where I was talking about? 
This roundabout is already causing tailbacks and although there is a proposed 
Towcester bypass, this roundabout would still remain busy as it still is the main A5 to 
London. If a problem occurred on the M1 the surrounding areas would not be able to 
cope with the increased traffic required for the site. 
 
I am also very unhappy about the amount of warehousing proposed. The 
warehouses themselves are a blot on the landscape. Northampton is steeped in 
history and yet is fast becoming the town of warehouses. If this proposal went ahead 
the warehousing is huge and the light pollution for the area would be much 
increased, again ruining a beautiful countryside area, day and night. Mr Digby said 
that landscaping would help to hide the look of the site but this would not change the 
light pollution, nor would it help with the noise from the site. 
 
 
I hope these considerations will be taken into account. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Clare Swords 
 



 

 

From:   

Sent: 07 September 2016 19:30 
To: Ben Copithorne 

Cc: Denis Winterbottom 
Subject: Visualisations 

 

Hello Ben, 

 

I must advise you that we are getting an unpresedented level of complaints from our residents 

about the visualisations that were placed on your website at the end of August. In simple 

terms they can't be read with any clarity on a computer screen. As such they are totally 

useless. Do you have any plans to rectify this problem? 

 

Regards, 

Brian 

 

 

 



 

 

Rail Central Phase 1 Consultation                                                                                   October 2016 

My observations on the consultation that has taken place so far are as follows:- 

1. For consultation to be effective it needs to be two way. Throughout the entire process so far Rail Central have 

failed to provide clear and definitive  answers to most of the questions that I have put to you. By answering 

questions with vague and evasive answers effective consultation has proved impossible. 

 

2. Rail Central have not, at this stage, given any answers to important questions regarding the amount of traffic the 

proposal would generate and its impact on local roads saying it is ‘early days yet’. Access to the site is given as 

being from the A43. Current plans appear show two ‘Emergency Access Points’ from Northampton Road one with 

car or truck parking. However you refuse to define what constitutes an emergency and how access would be 

controlled which is completely unacceptable. 

 

3. Whilst the latest plans show the height of some of the buildings there is no scale to show how far away from 

some of the existing residential buildings they are, a really critical issue. It beggars belief therefore that you are 

actually asking for feedback on building materials and colour palettes for the buildings. Apart from the obvious 

fact that we do not want any buildings, to expect feedback on what are, at this stage, insignificant issues is totally 

unbelievable. 

 

4. On a number of occasions I have asked Mr Digby the question as to where the proposed c8,000 workforce will 

come from. The only answer I have received is “we don’t know”.  

 

5. At one of the public exhibitions I attempted to discuss the issue of flooding with one of your consultants. I 

specifically mentioned the small brook on Eastern side of the site. This brook which runs through the centre of 

the village mostly in culverts has flooded in the past. The consultant was unaware of the existence of this brook 

and was therefore unable to discuss potential mitigation.  

 

6. When questioned about why Rail Central is needed when DIRFT is only a few miles away the stock answer that 

you give is that you are operating on a different timescale to DIRFT. This is the message that is also given on your 

website. Your documentation gives a potential completion date for construction of your site as 2026. The 

operators of DIRFT3 do not expect to reach full capacity until well after 2026 so how do you conclude that these 

are on different timescales? 

 

7. The recently published ‘Plans and Visualisations’ were frankly useless and probably intended to be. They were 

not able to be viewed on a computer screen due to the small scale used and this totally disguised the devastating 

impact the buildings would have on nearby residents.   

 

8. It is clear that you are undertaking this consultation process simply because you have to as part of the planning 

process and have no real wish to engage. It is nothing more than ‘tick the box’ and hope that no one will notice 

that the so called consultation has been a complete farce. The fact is that if this proposal goes ahead the impact 

locally will be catastrophic and for those residents close to the buildings their lives will be ruined. 

Brian Sumpton, 

Milton Malsor 
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Ian Dickinson
Canal &River Trust Tel: 0345 415 0000
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Newark paul.bennett@wbd-uk.com
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Dear Ian

Our client: Gazeley Northampton s.a.r.l. a Luxembourg societe a responsibilite Limitee and
Ashfield Land Management Limited (Rail Central)
The draft Rail Central Freight Interchange and Highway Order 20** (Order)

As you may be aware we act for Rail Central on the above scheme and the promotion of the Order. We
are currently advising on the land to be acquired.

understand you have been in contact with George Wilyman at Turley to discuss the scheme.

Our client is keen to establish an understanding of the land and rights that it will require for the scheme to
be built and consequently what interest it seeks to acquire from you. We understand C&RT is agreeable,
in principle, to disposing of freehold land required for the scheme to our client. Some areas of the Order
land will require different interactions between the Order and C&RT's land, as Rail Central will construct
new bridge structures above some of the C&RT land, including canal crossing. In other areas no
acquisition will be required and C&RT's interests can be dealt with by temporary possession powers.

have discussed the following approach with George Wilyman and our client, and we would propose the
following approach:

• For areas where there is no canal and no structures will be constructed above, such as Plots
MS 3 and MS_6, we understand that C&RT will agree to sell the freehold of these and have no
ongoing interest in them.

• At Plot W24 at the A5043 Danes Camp Way area, our client does not need to access or acquire
the land. In this area, the interest of C&RT will be excluded from compulsory acquisition, and our
client will not need to negotiate to purchase the interests from you.

• At Plots W10/46 (Junction 15a of the M1); MS 26 and MS_28, Rail Central will need to construct
new bridge structures over the canal. For these plots we propose to acquire a flying freehold,
acquiring all interests in the land at and above a given height AOD. We are awaiting technical
drawings to confirm the specific height that will be required, and will confirm this with you in due
course.

• In plots where a flying freehold is required over C&RT's land, we would propose to acquire a
permanent right in the land below that freehold to allow access for inspection and maintenance.

Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales under number OC317661. VAT registration
number is 66123393627. Registered office: 4 More London Riverside, London, SE1 2AU, where a list of members' names is open to inspection. We
use the term partner to refer to a member of the LLP, or an employee or consultant who is of equivalent standing. Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP
is authorised and regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority.
Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP is a member of Womble Bond Dickinson (International) Limited, which consists of independent and autonomous
law firms providing services in the US, the UK, and elsewhere around the world. Each Womble Bond Dickinson entity is a separate legal entity and is
not responsible for the acts or omissions of, nor can bind or obligate, another Womble Bond Dickinson entity. Womble Bond Dickinson (International)
Limited does not practise law. Please see www.womblebonddickinson.com/legal notices for further details.
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At Junction 15a, the majority of the C&RT land affected by the scheme is not required, but our
client will need to carry out a temporary footpath stopping up for the canal tow path. It is likely
that for safety reasons the traffic on the canal will need to be stopped temporarily for the same
reasons. I understand that our consultants will make an application to carry this out in due
course.

We would also seek to acquire a permanent right for inspection and maintenance below the
existing A43 bridge at plot MS_27.

The table below summarises the different approaches proposed above. We also enclose a set of draft
Land Plans to assist you in identifying the areas shown.

Table: Land and rights sought from C&RT, Rail Central

Plo# Is there if so, what ill there be a Type of land take proposed
containing currently a works are ew :bridge
CRT land highway needed on tructure above

structure the highway? t, post-
above it? onstruction?

ORK 10 - J15A

10/8 No N/A o Temporary only to facilitate footpath
diversion

10/13 Yes, bridge Road markings o New rights to facilitate temporary footpath
carrying public and signage closure and works above;
adopted only
highway Temporary possession powers will apply

over canal and footpath below, to facilitate
(A43) footpath diversion.

10/15 No N/A o Temporary only to facilitate footpath
diversion

10/16 Yes, the M1 None o Temporary only to facilitate footpath
(canal passes diversion
beneath in
tunnel).

10/43 No N/A o Temporary only to facilitate footpath
diversion

10/45 Yes, bridge Road markings o New rights to facilitate temporary footpath
carrying public and signage closure and works above;
adopted only
highway Temporary possession powers will apply

over canal and footpath below, to facilitate
(A43) footpath diversion.

W10/46 No No es, new bridge Freehold expressed as all interests 'at and
ver canal. above X height;

Permanent new right below for inspection
and maintenance.

To be scheduled in the Book of Reference
as "all interests".
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ORK 24 (A5076/ A5123/ LIPTON WAY ROUNDABOUT (PINEHAM PARK) (DANES CAMP WAY)

W24/2 Yes Road markings No Freehold but exclude land below
and signage
only

24/3 Yes Road markings No Freehold but exclude land below
and signage
only

MAIN SITE

MS_3 No N/A No Freehold (plot does not contain canal
infrastructure).

MS_6 No N/A No Freehold (plot does not contain canal
infrastructure).

MS_7 (CRT has Area is part of N/A No Highway works on existing highway.
restrictive the A43 public
covenant not to highway
eld during

certain times)

MS_26 No N/A idened A43 Freehold expressed as all interests'at and
carriageway above X height';

Permanent new right below for inspection
and maintenance.

To be scheduled in the Book of Reference
as "all interests".

MS_27 Yes, the A43. N/A 43 bridge Permanent new right below for inspection
already in place and maintenance.

MS_28 No N/A idened A43 Freehold expressed as ail interests'at and
carriageway above X height;

Permanent new right below for inspection
and maintenance.

To be scheduled in the Book of Reference
as "all interests".

There is also a restrictive covenant benefitting your client over Plot MS_7 restricting welding during
certain times. This plot is existing highway and will continue to be highway, so we do not anticipate
interfering with the restriction..

Land Acquisition Powers in the draft DCO

We would be grateful if you could confirm your agreement in principle to reach a negotiated settlement
that will permit the above interests being acquired by our client by agreement.
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In order to ensure that the interests required for the Rail Central scheme can be acquired, we intend to

include the interests set out above in the draft Order, scheduled for compulsory acquisition (as well as

other interests where agreement is not currently in place). I understand from Mr Wilyman that you are

aware this will be happening, but we would appreciate your confirmation that you are aware of this. This

is not to prevent ongoing discussions with a view to seeking a negotiated agreement.

We understand that you are likely to make a representation in response to the draft Order once it is

accepted for examination, but we anticipate that this will be done on the understanding that protective

provisions, a property agreement and (potentially) a separate protective agreement for your assets will

be negotiated in due course.

Mr Wilyman and I are happy to have a call or a meeting as appropriate, or you may wish to discuss with

our client directly. It would be beneficial if you could please let us know with whom our client, and their

agents should discuss a possible agreement.

We have been contacted by your solicitors, Ward Hadaway, in respect of the protective provisions, and

have copied them into this letter.

look forward to hearing from you.

Yours sincerely

Paul Bennett
Associate
Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP

Enclosures:

Draft Land Plan for Work 10 (J15a)
Draft Land Plan for Work 24 (A5076/ A5123 /Upton Way Roundabout, Danes Camp Way)
Draft Land Plan for Main Site

Copy to:

Melissa Flynn, Ward Hadaway (by email) (Melissa.Flynn(a~wardhadaway.com)

2. By email to Ian Dickinson (ian.dickinson(c~canalrivertrust.orq.uk)
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From: MARK REDDING   

Sent: 13 October 2016 19:50 
To: railcentral@camargue.uk 

Cc: tommy.gilchrist@parliament.uk; NI Enquiries; Denis Winterbottom; Susannah Guest; Andrea 
Leadsom 

Subject: SRC Ltd Second Formal Response to Rail Central's Community Consultation 

 

For the attention of Camargue / Ashfield Land / Rail Central,  

 

Please find attached Stop Rail Central Ltd's second formal response to the community 

consultation. For the sake of completeness I have also attached our first formal response to 

the community consultation process which is, more specifically, our response to the public 

exhibitions held in May 2016.  

 

In addition I have also attached a letter written by Professor Andrew Gough and dated 20th 

May 2016 which was drafted following his attendance at the public exhibition in Towcester 

and sent directly to James Digby. In this letter he raises a number of very pertinent points 

which, as yet, have not been acknowledged. 

 

My interpretation of a community consultation is that it is a two-way process. SRC received 

no direct response to their first formal feedback and, as far as I am aware, members of the 

community that have written to Rail Central / Camargue / Ashfield Land directly have not 

received anything either. Whether this is due to the fact that the email address is still not 

working (as was the case a number of months ago) or it is because your interpretation of a 

"consultation" is at odds with mine, I do not know. 

 

 

Stop Rail Central Ltd 

 

On behalf of the local community 

 



   

 

Stop Rail Central Limited is company limited by guarantee registered in England and Wales 

Companies House Registration Number : 9962561:  

Registered Office : Bliss Cottage, 36 High Street, Blisworth, NN7 3BJ 

Stop Rail Central Limited is a non political non profit making action group against the proposed rail freight interchange called “Rail Central” 

 

 

4th June 2016 

To whomever it may concern at Rail Central, 

RE: Feedback on Public Exhibitions (April 28th to May 21st 2016) 

Stop Rail Central Limited (SRC) has been established by concerned members of the public as an 

action group against the proposed rail freight Interchange Rail Central. SRC have collated feedback 

from members of the group and other community stakeholders.  To put our feedback into context 

we ask that the following factors be taken into account: 

1. Ashfield Land (AL) have owned a proportion of the land since 1999 and have consequently 

had 17 years in which to contemplate how to profit from its development; 

2. The planning Act 2008 provided the vehicle for this development to proceed and 

consequently AL have had 8 years to put some detail around this particular proposal; and 

3. AL have been actively engaged in planning Rail Central (RC) since at least 2013 (the earliest 

correspondence that we have found in the public domain) 

For the reasons above, specifically the length of time AL have had to prepare this proposal, we are 

very disappointed in the lack of clarity and detail around all the fundamental planning issues.  

The stock answer to the majority of questions asked during the recent public exhibitions was that 

“It’s early days”.  Contrary to what was promised at the inaugural Local Liaison Group meeting on 

the 16th March, no progress appeared to have had been made on any aspects of the scheme. 

Furthermore, the answers given at the exhibitions on different days and by different consultants at 

times contradicted what had been previously said.  Far from providing clarity to the situation, this 

merely added further confusion and gave the impression that many of the so called experts were not 

sufficiently informed about AL’s proposals. 

If we were to draw out two specific concerns, firstly it would be the absence of any information on 

the rail aspect of the development in the Non-Technical Preliminary Environmental Information 

Report (PEIR).  This development very much depends on the feasibility of the rail connection and 

therefore we regard this as a major omission.  Secondly, the parameters plan being distributed at 

the public exhibitions showed NO connection onto the Northampton Road which is completely 

contrary to what was presented on the information boards.  The issue of traffic on local roads is an 

incredibly significant concern to all local residents and we feel, therefore, that we have been misled. 

Our observations on the consultation process are summarised in the four sections below: 
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1.  Organisation & Consultation 

1.1 We find it disappointing that the occupants of the (circa) 20 properties that (potentially) lie 

within the boundary of the proposed development area, or immediately adjacent to it, were not 

directly contacted prior to the public exhibitions.  They had received no formal communication since 

a letter in January.  These people’s lives are in the balance and they still do not know whether their 

houses will be left in situ and the development built around them, whether there will be an offer to 

purchase their properties at a reasonable market price or whether they will just be left until a DCO is 

either approved, in which case they will be compulsorily purchased, or rejected so that they may 

start to live their lives again.  For AL to state that they do not know whether the land will be needed 

(for mitigation) until the results of the traffic surveys, visual impact, light, noise, and ecology etc. 

assessments are complete is unacceptable.  This development has been contemplated for well over 

three years now and if they needed any guidance they only have to look 18 miles up the road to 

what DIRFT has modelled.  AL claim that there are no statutory requirements as to when people 

should be contacted and what information has to be provided: if this is the case then there is clearly 

a procedural aspect of this process that requires addressing. 

1.2 One event in Milton Malsor is clearly insufficient given that most of the development will be 

within that Parish.   The timing of the event, from 12.00 to 8.00 on a Friday, disadvantaged those 

residents who were at work on the day.   The same applies to the timings of the event at Roade 

which ran from 11.00 to 5.00 on a Friday. 

1.3 The event in Towcester was poorly managed.  No notification was given to any of the residents 

which resulted in a very poor turnout.  Towcester needed to understand the implications for local 

traffic and they were not given the opportunity to do so. 

1.4  The comments / enquiries section of the Rail Central web site appeared to be faulty with AL 

claiming (when I chased them a week later) that they had not received any communication.  We 

wonder how many enquiries / comments might have gone unanswered. 

1.5  A resident at 13 Courteenhall Road received a letter on the 18th April  from Rail Central stating “ 

I am writing to you because you have an interest in the land within the application site”.  13 

Courteenhall Road is in the middle of the village.  Worse still was the failure of AL to respond to any 

emails questioning why they had been sent the letter.  An apology was only received once this was 

brought to the attention of the AL Directors, at the exhibition, by both the resident and SRC. We do 

not know whether this was the only instance of letters being wrongly sent. 
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2.  Consultants 

2.1 Availability of consultants was generally good as was their willingness to engage.  The quality and 

consistency of answers was mixed with different answers being given to the same questions 

dependent on the day or the individual involved.  The stock answer of “It’s early days” did nothing to 

allay residents’ concerns, nor did it give the community anything of any substance to comment 

upon.  As might be expected over an 8 day period, the same consultants were not made available 

each time with a corresponding variance in knowledge of the proposed development and expertise 

to respond to questions from concerned residents. 

2.2 For the most part the consultants were unable to provide us with anything concrete and overall 

appeared to have very little knowledge of the scheme.  A number of people that completed the SRC 

questionnaires felt that there might have been a lack of honesty.  The majority of consultants 

actually conceded that if they were in our position they would be protesting the same as us.  In the 

absence of providing us with any useful detail, we commend them for their honesty on this point at 

least. 

2.3 Naturally we have to question the independence of consultants engaged by the developer.  They 

are clearly going to present the argument in favour of it proceeding by shrouding the ill effects with 

“mitigation” measures and reams of model-derived data.  We reluctantly accept that this is the way 

it works. 

2.4 Nick Gallop of Intermodaility was very approachable on the Rail aspect, willing to engage and 

clearly very knowledgeable. However, it was also fairly clear that AL had brought in one of the top 

consultants in their field to paint a favourable picture of the possibilities of RC and the “potential” 

markets that might be available to them.  There was less willingness to engage on issues such as rail 

capacity constraints, oversupply of warehousing and shifting patterns / trends of distribution (which 

all point to RC being less than favourably /strategically located). 

2.5 It was very clear that the Heritage Consultant (Katy Lightbody of Turley) had not yet started to 

try to understand the local heritage and history.  As a result she was unable to engage with our 

village heritage expert at any meaningful level.  To state that such a massive and insensitive 

development such as this will do “no harm” to the local heritage and that 18 metre warehouses “will 

not spoil the area” when in a position of such little knowledge seems naive to put it mildly.  

2.6 The flood alleviation design had evidently not started. The consultant (Simon Mirams of Hydrock) 

was oblivious to flooding in the dip at Milton, the brook/stream which leads into the centre of 

Milton from the fields which he believed was simply "run off from the fields", overspill on the canal, 

erosion on the canal and the run off causing the recent Blisworth tunnel falls.   He welcomed being 

sent pictures of localised flooding and standing water as he admitted he knew very little of the local 

topography and geology. 
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2.7 The Landscaping Consultant (Craig Scott of Barry Chinn Associates) was willing to engage, but 

gave us nothing in terms of visualisations or detail on the options / tools available to them.  Given 

that they know the parameters, constraints and topography of the land, the lack of any detail on this 

particularly important aspect was disappointing. 

2.8 The lack of detail around the Northampton Road junction and the variable responses to how this 

interchange would be dealt with reduced the credibility of the Highways Consultants (Craig 

Rawlinson).  The complete absence of detail around highways improvements and the absence of any 

traffic data resulted in what was little more than a token presence. However, they were 

approachable and willing to engage, if not informative. 

 

3.  Scheme Detail 

3.1 Community Benefits 

3.1.1 Absolutely no community benefits were put forward.  At various stages in this process we have 

heard suggestions of restaurants, hotels, pubs, open space, an innovation centre, a country park and 

a heritage centre.  To address each of those individually: we have open space – it is what Rail Central 

want to take away from us.  We have a restaurant, pub and hotel: it is the Walnut Tree where two of 

the exhibitions were held.  Another within a few hundred yards is not required by the local 

community (and would be detrimental to the trade of existing businesses).  In any case, a hotel 

would be for the use of people using Rail Central, not the local community.  An innovation centre is 

not a benefit to the local community (AL have not even explained to bemused villagers what one is).  

A Country Park remains a mystery as it is difficult to see where there is the space to accommodate 

this once all the infrastructure has been built.  A Heritage Centre is also confusing – we can only 

assume that this would be to display the heritage that we once had and that has been destroyed by 

RC. The area proposed for all of these “community benefits” sits alongside a sensitive conservation 

area which none of the local community wish to see developed (or have a major road interchange 

built on). 

3.2 Visualisation and landscaping  

3.2.1 AL were expecting community feedback on design and visual impact, but presented the public 

with absolutely nothing tangible to comment upon.  For a large proportion of the local community 

such a development is completely foreign and impossible to visualise for themselves.  AL’s claim that 

presenting such visualisations would be misleading as they do not yet know the exact positions of 

the warehouses (despite there being a plan showing them) is invalid.  There is very little that can be 

done to change the position of 8 million square feet of warehousing on a site of this size: any 

representation of the visual impact would have been of benefit.  It could be argued that this was an 
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intentional omission as the visual impact this will have on a completely rural setting would serve 

only to strengthen the opposition.  SRC did more to provide a visual impression than AL by hiring a 

crane for two of the exhibitions to give an idea of the scale (height) of the buildings.  In addition, a 

very simple image on the SRC web site produced with simple software gives more idea of the impact 

than anything AL presented at their exhibitions.  It should be noted that Roxhill (East Midlands 

Gateway) presented 3D modelling at the community consultation stage: Rail Central provided three 

sketches: one of the corner of a warehouse; one of three lorries (intended to represent a lorry park) 

and one of an underpass (which may or may not be built under the Northampton Road).   SRC have 

had images of similar developments on their web site for around 3 months to help stakeholders to 

visualise the impacts.  18 metres was declared as the likely maximum building height, but no 

guarantee was given that this will not be exceeded. 

3.2.2 A plan of the warehouse locations was in the public domain in 2015 and in Q1 2016 AL 

distanced themselves from it and insisted that this be withdrawn from the SRC web site as it was no 

longer current or appropriate.  At the May 2016 exhibitions almost the exact same layout 

reappeared on the display boards.  To contend that they still have no idea of the rough location of 

the warehouses casts doubt on their integrity. 

3.2.3 The DIRFT 3 extension is of a very similar size to the RC proposal and would have very similar 

projections in terms of noise levels, pollution, light levels, traffic impact etc.  A very reasonable 

approximation could have been obtained by using the results of their models (all in the public 

domain) to demonstrate the likely impacts on the surrounding communities.  Instead we were just 

told that “It’s early days”.   

3.2.4 No landscaping detail was provided: tree coverage, heights of bunds etc.  There was nothing to 

comment on.  The plans showed areas of green, but no explanation as to what these were.   It 

should be quite clear that the local communities do not want to see any of this development so that 

should have given a fairly clear brief from the outset.  The distance from the warehouses to the 

surrounding properties will change very little so the parameters are already set.  The landscaping 

consultants were questioned closely and the only response they could give was “bunding and trees”.  

Details on location, heights, depths, gradients and maturity times were completely absent.  Green 

roofs are not an economically viable mitigation for a development of this size. 

3.2.5  Overall the display of the presentation was bland. It showed that very little imagination had 

gone into giving a visualisation of the scheme. No artists impressions, no 3D models, no computer 

generated imagery, no sample colour schemes, no photos from other comparable sites, no offer of 

tours of other SRFIs, no measurements included on drawings, no scale, no landscaping information 

showing how sheds would be hidden. 
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3.3 Transport, Highways and Rights of Way 

3.3.1 Public Rights of Way.  A vague line was drawn on one plan showing a footpath being diverted 

onto land which is not part of the DCO application and then stopping abruptly in the middle of 

nowhere.  When questioned what options there were for the footpaths, no options could be 

proffered.  It is clear that this aspect has not been given due consideration.  The main footpath 

running between Milton Malsor and Blisworth runs straight through the middle of the site and 

options to divert it through (as claimed at the exhibition) a “landscaped corridor” are non-existent.  

This may explain their reticence to present any options at all.  There is also no account taken of the 

fact that the field borders are all used by walkers despite not being formal rights of way.  Chris Frain 

stated the routing was subject to discussion with local people and other authorities. They did not 

appear to understand their obligations with regard to maintaining existing public rights of way. One 

of their theoretical replacement routes significantly extends the current length of the footpath from 

Blisworth to Collingtree. 

3.3.2 The critical detail showing the treatment of the Northampton Road was vague and ambiguous.  

There was no clarity over whether local access will be permitted from this road and to what extent, 

if any, HGVs would be allowed to use it.  A display board suggested that two entrances off the 

Northampton Road would only be available for HGVs in the event of an emergency, but none of the 

experts present were prepared to put forward a clear definition of an “emergency”. There was also a 

suggestion that two entrances off the Northampton Road would be available for “local workers”, but 

no definition of ‘local’ was given, nor an explanation of how these “restricted” entrances would be 

controlled (N.B. these entrances were not shown on any of the plans).  It is very hard for us to 

believe that Rail Central have not yet worked out whether one entrance to a 620 acre logistics park 

will be sufficient.  To claim that this detail cannot be provided until the traffic study is complete is 

weak.  Traffic counts have already been undertaken on the A43 to predict the levels of additional 

traffic that will be produced by the HS2 works at Brackley and figures for the additional traffic 

resulting from the Rail Central development can easily be projected by using the figures for DIRFT 3.  

The exit poll taken by SRC highlighted that the increase in traffic is residents’ greatest concern.  The 

exhibition did nothing to allay this concern.   

3.3.3 The inclusion within the Preliminary Environment Report of the current schemes for the 

Abthorpe and Tove roundabout enhancements is misleading, since their design does not take 

account of Rail Central.  The improvements are nothing to do with RC, so including them is 

misleading.  They have been improved purely to deal with the anticipated additional demand from 

the Towcester housing extension, HS2 and the natural traffic increases.  The reason for their 

inclusion is questioned.  There is also the possibility that these roundabouts may require further 

improvement to accommodate the additional, unanticipated traffic rom Rail Central.  If this is the 

case it should have been brought to the fore. 
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3.3.4 The scheme is surrounded by known constraints on the transport network, making the location 

inappropriate for SRFI development on this scale.  The M1 north of Jn15a is forecast to be severely 

congested by 2040 (DfT forecast in NPS NN), as is the A43 south of the site, near Towcester.  The 

WCML RUS and the Hybrid Bill for HS2 identify rail capacity constraints at Rugby (north of the site) 

and at Hanslope Junction (immediately to the south). The promoters of HS2 have frequently claimed 

that the West Coast Main Line is the busiest (or one of the busiest) mixed-use railways in Europe.  

There was complete failure to acknowledge these constraints and no indication as to what effect RC 

would have on the already congested network.  These constraints clearly exist, but there was no 

willingness to engage in this debate. 

3.3.5 One display board was particularly misleading.  A plan showed the major highways in the UK 

and the potential reduction in HGV traffic that would apparently occur nationally as a result of the 

construction of Rail Central.  This was misleading for three reasons: 

 The plan showed a decrease in the HGV traffic on the roads around Rail Central.  This is 

illogical.  Even if the scheme is successful in its overriding objective of removing HGVs from 

the roads, it will not reduce the number of HGV transits; it may merely reduce their length 

(if successful) and change their starting point.  There will be an indisputable intensification of 

HGV movements on the roads immediately around Rail Central (and most likely for some 

distance beyond).  The plan displayed showed only reductions (on nearly all parts of the 

network), which is wholly misleading. 

 The national forecasts for HGV reduction are based on the MDS Transmodal Great Britain 

Freight Model (GBFM).  One of the parameters for this model is the number of trains being 

processed and AL chose to model this on 16 trains per day.  AL have already stated that in 

the initial phases there would only be (up to) 2 trains per day and can give no indication of 

when and even if this number of trains will ever pass through RC.  The public have been 

misled into believing local road stress will be alleviated by this scheme, whereas it will 

actually be intensified. 

 The model also makes assumptions about where freight will originate from.  AL have been 

very clear that they do not yet have any idea of the origin of the freight, what paths might be 

available and which ports will be serviced.  AL stated that the uncertainty around the 

position of warehouses was the reason why visualisations had not been presented. They 

appeared to be less reluctant to make assumptions around the logistical aspects of the 

proposal. 

3.3.6  The PEIR (Preliminary Environmental Information Report) highlighted a number of potential 

road improvements including junctions 15 and 15a on the M1 and three roundabouts towards the 

centre of Northampton:  A45 Queen Eleanor roundabout;  A5076/Towcester Road roundabout; and  

A5076/A5123 roundabout.  When questioned what these works might entail, the only potential 

option that could be drawn from the consultant (Craig Rawlinson) on any of them was traffic lights 
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on 15a.  The reason for the improvements to the non-motorway junctions were not made clear, in 

particular whether it would be to accommodate HGV or light traffic. 

3.3.7 There is some concern that the A43 has been identified as a buffer for “stacking”.  This is an 

unacceptable strategy. 

3.3.8  The Highways consultant stated that the A43/A5 roundabout is not an obstacle.  Even with the 

improvements this junction is already congested.  A little more local knowledge would have helped 

the consultants to engage in effective community consultation. 

 

3.4 Rail 

3.4.1 The fact that the Scoping Opinion referred to a completely different rail alignment than that 

put out for consultation is wholly unacceptable. However, we accept that the responsibility for this 

does not lie squarely with Ashfield Land. 

3.4.2 The omission of chapters on Rail and Transport within the NTS is unacceptable for a 

development that relies on rail and intermodal transport for its operation. 

3.4.3 The absence of technical detail around the capacity, layout, operation and phased 

development of the rail scheme was frustrating.  Whilst it is understood that details around capacity 

are, to a degree, reliant on Network Rail, the failure to acknowledge that RC will be in competition 

with existing SRFIs and SRFIs under development at DIRFT 3 and the West Midlands Interchange for 

the limited paths on a congested route was incredibly frustrating. 

3.4.4 East Midlands Gateway, East Midlands Intermodal Park, and Hinckley are all developments 

following a similar timeline to Rail Central.  We are unconvinced that the large cluster of existing and 

proposed  interchanges in the Midlands has any strategic foundation. 

3.4.5 The Express Freight terminal was a new and largely unjustified feature on the revised master 

plan.  This is not a well-developed mode of freight transport and would never be responsible for a 

modal shift. There were also questions around feasibility that could not be satisfactorily answered 

(e.g. how these trains will enter and leave the site on both of the fast tracks).  There was no 

definitive answer as to when and even if this might be built.  It seems to have been added as a “sales 

feature” when reality it is of little value.  It is also impossible to shield from view. Danny James 

stated he could not provide examples of who would use this facility, but suggested that the trains 

would enter and exit the SRFI faster and be processed more quickly.  This is a feature which appears 

to lack substance. 
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3.5 Design 

3.5.1 The current design is ill-conceived and requires substantial revision.  The western and eastern 

sections of the development are clearly divided by the underpass and the retained business park. 

This embeds inefficiency and is likely to create barriers to take-up of rail by tenants on the western 

side of the scheme. The level of the underpass is below the water table and will require continual 

pumping.  

3.5.2   From the plans exhibited, the lorry park appears far too small. It is not known whether this 

park will accommodate all the expected HGV traffic or whether there will be a charge for using it as 

there are at a number of existing parks.  If there is a charge this will result in more lorries parking up 

in Northamptonshire and additional crime in a county that already has the highest rate of (HGV) 

vehicle crime in the country. 

3.5.3  The variable boundaries shown on the different maps was confusing and unacceptable at this 

stage of the process. 

 

3.6 Heritage  

3.6.1 There was very little understanding of our unique heritage or any consideration given to the 

setting.  In particular, little regard for the Blisworth Arm conservation area which, until pointed out 

to them, AL were unaware was a conservation area.  When questioned on whether she thought 

there would be substantial harm to a designated heritage asset, Katy Lightbody of Turley stated that 

there would be NO harm to heritage assets.  The NNNPS states the Secretary of State should take 

into account the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to the character 

and local distinctiveness of the historic environment and its setting.  When asked what contribution 

this would make, Katy stated that “it would not spoil it”.  It is consequently very difficult for local 

residents to believe that any report prepared by a consultant engaged and paid for by Ashfield Land 

will, in any way, be fair and unbiased. 

 

3.7 Other 
 

3.7.1  Preliminary environmental information was not available from any of the consultants: traffic 

studies; air pollution; noise levels; ecology; archaeology; flood surveys; heritage surveys; ecological 

surveys; transport assessments and employment surveys were all absent. 
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3.7.2 Management: The long term monitoring of the operation of Rail Central was unclear.  

Questions raised around air pollution: who would monitor it; what sanctions would there be if limits 

were exceeded; what compensation would be available; were not answered satisfactorily.   David 

Smythe of RPS (the air pollution consultant) did not know who would monitor and manage the 

pollution levels over the lifetime of the operation, but suggested it might be down to the local 

authority (who are not in favour of the development and are under-resourced).  Who would be 

responsible for the landscaped areas and their maintenance?  Who would be responsible for the 

flood alleviation measures and the pumping of the underpass? 

 

3.7.3 Modal Shift:  Residents raised concerns that occupiers of the warehouses would not use the 

rail facility and that consequently the future HGV movements would be far worse than predicted.  

Claire Cope stated that the rail would have to be used as tenants would be paying a premium for the 

facility.  With the rail capacity stated, only around 25% of the warehousing can be serviced by rail 

and if future rail demand does not materialise then rents would drop to allow the warehouses to be 

filled (a commercial reality).  The fact that there is no obligation to use the rail was of concern to 

much of the local community given the road congestion already experienced in the area. 

 

3.7.4 House Prices: Residents were concerned about the effect on house values and AL were 

questioned about what compensation might be available for the loss in value of their properties.  No 

answers were provided.  AL would not give a straight answer on the compulsory purchase of 

properties.  They stated they were in discussions with individuals and we know for a fact that, at the 

time of the public consultations, they were not in discussion with any of them.  

3.7.5 Alternatives:  Most disappointing was the alternative sites assessment which was not detailed 

enough and very light touch.  The main reasons given for RC being better was that the alternatives 

had no chance of being rail connected or were owned by a third party.  The statement given that a 

number of them are “needed as well as Rail Central” is debatable and not borne out by any 

“accepted” rail freight predictions or market studies. 

3.7.6  DIRFT 3.  The Joint Core strategy (JCS) acknowledges and welcomes the extension of DIRFT 3 

as one of the main strategic development and employment sites for Northamptonshire.  The 

remainder of the JCS is based around supplementing this large development with a number of 

smaller sustainable development areas hence balancing employment opportunities and housing.  

The question asked by the majority of people visiting the exhibitions is why do we need another 

equally large site in the same strategic development area and only 18 miles to the south.  The 

standard answer from AL was that they are on different timelines and that they are both needed.  

This contention, that has been rolled out ad infinitum, has been backed up by no fact or viable 

market projections, of which we are aware.  The public has also been misled by AL’s intimation that 

DIRFT 3 will be complete and/or at capacity before Rail Central commences operations.  This 

contention is both untrue and misleading.  The public require the facts and the truth. 
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3.7.7 The local area map was incorrect and misleading, it showed Rail Central on top of the M1/ 

Northampton Loop crossing , in fact it is approximately 2 miles from Junction 15A on the A43. DIRFT 

is shown in the wrong place, south of M45 and a considerable distance from the M1, in fact it is less 

than 1 mile from Jct 18 on the M1 i.e. much closer than us.  Some of the boards were sloppy, poorly 

expressed and in some cases badly spelt. 

3.7.8  Most of the consultants came from anywhere but Northamptonshire – most arrived in time 

for the meeting and planned to go straight home afterwards. They have no knowledge of or 

empathy for the area. One had been for a walk near the canal but was completely confused when 

asked which one (he had walked along the Grand Union not the Northampton Arm). 

3.7.9 No mention of leisure use within the area particularly along the canal by walkers, boaters, 

cyclists and fisherman.  We question how they are going to consult with these individuals and the 

associated businesses at Gayton Junction, Blisworth Marina and Gayton Marina. 

 

4.0  In Conclusion 

A consultation can only be of benefit if carried out between two parties attempting to arrive at a 

mutually agreeable conclusion.  AL are attempting to impose a development on a community that, 

almost without exception (as borne out by the survey results) is wholly against it.  There can never 

be a common ground and no amount of consultation is going to achieve that.  There can never be 

acceptance of a development that is so foreign to its surroundings and will destroy so many lives.  

There is no amount of mitigation that can make any aspect of this proposal anywhere near 

palatable.  The recent “consultations” did nothing more than tick the relevant boxes in the planning 

application process for AL.  We suggest that AL should be required to put some detail around the 

plans and come back and present them again when they have something tangible to share. For the 

reasons already stated we feel that there is no scope for consultation; we will, however, continue to 

air our objections as and when we are provided with sufficient information on which to base them. 
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Appendix  Stop Rail Central Exit Poll and Questionnaire Summary 

Overall Exit Poll total:  

Location Date For Against Not decided Total 
count 

Against 

Walnut Tree 28/05/2016 8 111 24 143 78% 

Walnut Tree 06/05/2016 3 67 7 77 87% 

Blisworth Village Hall 07/05/2016 3 130 7 140 93% 

Roade Village Hall 13/05/2016 3 72 9 84 86% 

Collingtree Village Hall 14/05/2016 0 55 8 63 87% 

Towcester Town Hall 18/05/2016 2 20 6 28 71% 

Milton Village Hall 20/05/2016 0 154 2 156 99% 

Blisworth Village Hall 21/05/2016 0 92 4 96 96% 

Total to date  19 701 67 787 89% 
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Questionnaire Summary:  

Q1. What benefits could the proposal bring to the local community? 
 
 

 
 
 

Answers given Number of 
responses 

No benefits identified 124 

Employment 22 

Enhanced facilities for the 
community 3 

Better roads/ traffic calming 2 

Economic development 1 
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Q2. What are your biggest concerns about the proposal? 

 

 

 

 

Answers given Number 
of 

responses 

Traffic/ road congestion 105 

Noise, light and air pollution 84 

Destruction of countryside, environment & wildlife 79 

Visual impact/ size of proposal 22 

House prices 13 

Loss of heritage 12 

Poor quality of life 10 

Employment issue 6 

Over population 5 

Destruction of farming land 4 

Increase in crime 3 

Lack of capacity on railway 3 

Chaos during construction 3 

Risk of further development 2 
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Q3. Views on Rail Centrals Public Exhibition. How could the presentations be improved? 

 

 

 

Answers given Number of 
responses 

More detail/ data provided 32 

Unable to answer questions 29 

Visuals to be provided 12 

More approachable staff 4 

More consideration for local impact 4 

To have evidence of the need for it 2 

 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

More detail/
data provided

Unable to
answer

questions/
dishonest

Visuals to be
provided

More
approachable

staff

More
consideration

for local
impact

To have
evidence of

the need for it

How could the presentations be improved? 



   

 

Stop Rail Central Limited is company limited by guarantee registered in England and Wales 

Companies House Registration Number: 9962561  

Registered Office: Bliss Cottage, 36 High Street, Blisworth, NN7 3BJ 

Stop Rail Central Limited is a non political non profit making action group against the proposed rail freight interchange called “Rail Central” 

 

14th October 2016 

To whomever it may concern at Rail Central, 

RE: Feedback on Preliminary Consultation (part 2) 

This is Stop Rail Central’s (SRC’s) second formal response to the community consultation and is 

specifically a response to: 

1. The visualisations, cross sections and updated plans posted on the Rail Central web site in 

September 2016 

2. The local liaison group meeting held on the 13th September 2016 at the Walnut Tree in Blisworth 

3.  Further general observations made since the first formal response by SRC in June 2016 following 

the public exhibitions 

4. Observations on the Community Update leaflet dated 2nd August headed “Rail Central – 

Community update and keeping you informed” 

The document reflects the collective observations, thoughts and concerns of members of Stop Rail 

Central Ltd and other people within the local community who have channelled their observations via 

SRC.  This feedback should be read in conjunction with SRC’s first formal feedback dated 4th June 

2016. 

SRC maintain their stance that the proposed Rail Central development is so 

foreign to its proposed surroundings and so intrusive in its nature that there 

are no practical measures that can ever mitigate its damaging effects on the 

environment and the lives of residents in the local communities.  Nothing that 

Ashfield Land has presented to date has allayed the community’s concerns: in 

fact, the opposite is true in that the quality and integrity of the information 

provided has only served to cause further concern and widespread angst.     

If looking for community benefits that will help to ease the proposed development through the 

planning process, we can confirm that there are none.  We live in a quiet rural environment; that is 

where we chose to live and that is all that we desire. 
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Our observations are, therefore, primarily focused on the deficiencies in the consultation process 

and the inadequacies of the information provided to date, but we also update general concerns 

previously aired and herewith reinforced by recent responses via the SRC website.   

We would also like it noted that many residents have written directly to Rail Central / Ashfield 

Land / Camargue (as invited) explaining their serious concerns and airing their views.  Were this a 

proper community consultation then these people should have had a response.  As far as we are 

aware, the majority have not. 

1.0 Response to Visualisations & Updated Plans 

1.1 We believe that the views provided are completely misleading and give no idea of scale or 

impact.  Development professionals associated with SRC have stated that it is an old trick to obscure 

the fundamental unsuitability of the site with improvements to small details (footpaths, access 

roads, landscaping, gifted land etc.) when there is no prospect of the environmental impact of the 

scheme being adequately mitigated.  For a development that will devastate communities the least 

we would expect are computer generated graphics.  The fact that only one of the visualisations even 

gives a glimpse of one of the cranes (not all three) which towers above the land is sufficient evidence 

that we are being mislead by what is being presented to us. 

 

1.2 Ashfield Land have been very selective in the viewpoints they have chosen to provide 

visualisations for.   Viewpoints 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10 and 11 have been omitted (>50% of the 13 viewpoints 

that Ashfield Land themselves identified in their environmental scoping report).  The close-up views 

of the warehouses have been omitted, one can only surmise, intentionally, in an attempt to reduce 

the devastating impact of such an unsympathetic development on a rural environment. More 

specifically the omission of designated viewpoints: VP3, VP5 and VP2 are serious omissions.  Ashfield 

Land themselves selected these locations and have then then failed to provide visualisations for 

them.  This is unacceptable. 

 

1.3 The visualisations have been made from such a long distance away from the warehouses that 

their visual impact has been significantly diminished. This is allegedly standard practice with such 

projects although that does not mean that it is acceptable. 

 

1.4 The crane gantries are shown on just two landscape sections. They will be the tallest objects on 

the site yet the visualisations have been made in such a way that it is difficult to see them. The 

hiding of the gantry crane was a clever ploy, but a bit insulting; inserted in the corner of a 

visualisation image and hidden behind some bushes in the foreground in the hope that it will go un-

noticed.  It is only properly visible when the image is cropped (as shown below). 
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1.5 Probably the most devastating visual impacts are from the Northampton Road, both from the 

north and south aspects.  The full height of the warehouses will be a startling contrast to the rural 

environment you experience when currently travelling either from the north via Milton Malsor or 

from the south via Blisworth.  We question why such important representations have been omitted. 

 

1.6 There are no visualisations of the impact this will have on residents within the outer boundaries 

of the development area.  In particular, we need to be able to see what visual impact this will have 

on the 12 families living in Railway Cottages and the residents within the JBJ industrial estate, 

Devron House and Rathkilly Farm, not to mention the properties on Barn Lane.  There will clearly be 

no requirement to provide a view for the residents of the Flowercraft Nursery as their house would 

have been destroyed to make way for a large warehouse. 

 

1.7 A43 Junction:  No visualisation of the proposed A43 grade separated junction which is a major 

piece of engineering positioned close to the Grand Union Canal and Blisworth Arm Conservation 

area.  The visual impact and noise created by this junction will be significant, but residents still 

cannot visualise just how significant. 

 

1.8 Planting: The illustrative landscape sections show structured planting but mostly this does 

nothing to hide or obscure the development. Even after 15 years growth the line of sight will still be 

blighted by the height of the warehouses. There is no reference to what the structured planting 
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would actually be and whether it will be evergreen to hide the development during the winter 

months.  It would appear that the choice of green for the warehouse cladding is a desperate attempt 

to make the buildings “blend in” as other means of mitigation are bound to fail. 

 

1.9 Panoramic Visualisation:   We are very disappointed by the quality of the panoramic views. To 

many of us it appears that someone has taken a series of snaps with a smart phone and used an 

‘app’ to create the images. The images appear very unprofessional. The result is a distorted (bent) 

view of the scene covering perhaps 160 degrees whilst a human’s eye/brain is used to working with 

more like 70 degrees. Once printed onto pages, as in the pages of the update, the views place things 

of interest apparently very far away. Many have questioned whether this is intentional as the end 

result is that the visual impact of 18m high warehouses and 32m high gantry cranes is severely 

diminished.  We were able to crop down the visualisation on page 12 (viewpoint 4) and it is shown 

below with annotations. Here is a mere seventh of their entire panorama. 

 

 
 

It concentrates the attention to the rectangular area, including a number of houses and commercial 

buildings, that we call the ‘small industries area’ or the SIA, as labelled in a plan view on the next 

page. Clearly the SIA (which includes houses) is surrounded by large warehouses. The nearest to the 

right is Unit 4 which is very near to the Railway Cottages. The proximity is so close that we opted to 

show one of the visualisations at the head of the ‘Stop Rail Central’ website. It is reproduced below. 

The viewpoint for this graphic was 10m from the road which runs from Blisworth to Northampton, 

less than 100m from the warehouse front and about 150m from the Railway Cottages.  We believe 

this to be a more accurate (and useful) impression than any Rail Central have provided. 
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1.10 The Cross-Sections:  The locations of the sections labelled A through K are not explained. Only 

in their high resolution graphics on their website can the locations be understood from information 

that has been drafted into their map on page 5. Cross sections E and F are, perhaps, supposed to 

reassure the residents in Deveron House that since the proximity of a warehouse both to the east 

and the west is screened by ‘landscaping’ it can be assumed the environmental impact will be rather 

slight. In choosing to live in this area, no doubt the resident of Deveron House opted for a rural 

environment and not for a conversion to a foreign landscape – i.e. the proximity of hideous buildings 

makes an enormous difference whether seen or unseen. 

 

1.11 Reference Cross section L.  At the meeting in Roade it was pointed out to the rail consultant 

Nick Gallup (claimed the designer of the intermodal area) that a heavy gantry crane a few 100s 

metres from housing must be screened and if it cannot be screened then it must be moved further 

away from housing. There is primarily an acoustic and lighting problem with these units, especially 

when operating at night, which is really serious. Even the planners for DIRFT3 can only predict, at 

best, a noise-background from a group of gantries at 600m distance to as little as 42dB provided 

there is: (i) provision of a HIGH RIDGE of landscaping and; (ii) a moderated number of trains being 

processed (from the business target of 32/day to 20/day).  The point is that 42dB is regarded as a 

maximum tolerable noise pollution and the DIRFT3 planners were struggling to achieve it, as a 

prediction, for the occupants of the village of Lilbourne (all this is in Prologis Associates’ report). 

 

1.12 Site Boundary: The boundary of the proposed development has still not been clearly defined.  

We need a plan which shows the external limits and definitively the internal areas that do not form 

part of the application.  Areas not forming part of the DCO application should be shaded/hatched. 

 

1.13 Conservation Areas:  One of the plans is anomalous and shows two 'conservation areas' that up 

until now have not been identified and if you cross reference with the other plans, would appear to 

be outside of the proposed development.  We require an explanation of what these 'conservation' 

areas are, who will own them, what their purpose is and how they will be managed.  Without this 

explanation, we assume these conservation areas follow similar lines to the proposed innovation 

centre, open space, country park, home for the Royal Train and new home for the Wolverton Works 

that have been proposed in the past without any explanation or justification.  We would also 

welcome elaboration on Andrew Fisher's recent offer of gifting land to a local sports club.  We would 
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ask that Andrew confirm to which club he is 'gifting' this land and where exactly in the masterplan 

this land is situated (as it is clearly not indicated anywhere in the recently issued plans).  The gifting 

of land which Ashfield Land, in all likelihood, does not even own, is just rubbing salt in our wounds. 

 

1.14 Emergency Access: We note that the revised plans do not intend to allow access from the 

Northampton Road that runs through the middle of the site except in the case of emergency.  We 

still require a definition of 'emergency'.  We also require a legal opinion on whether this restriction is 

legally enforceable in perpetuity.  If it is not then this whole proposal should not be allowed to 

proceed.  We have already seen how the rail connected Eurohub at Corby had its rail connection 

removed for economic reasons by subsequent planning application and it is very easy to envisage a 

situation where the emergency access is changed to general access when difficulties are 

encountered with access to the congested M1 and A43 / A5 junction. 

 

1.15 Express Freight Platform: With the aid of a magnifying glass it was just possible to make out the 

word 'potential' in front of 'express freight platform'.  This whole development is predicated on the 

ability of the rail network to service it and the demand for such a facility in this specific location.  It is 

unacceptable that, this far into the process, we do not have a definitive scheme for the rail 

connectivity, an assessment of capacity / demand and the results of the feasibility study that is, 

supposedly, being undertaken in conjunction with Network Rail.  We have recently been informed by 

Network Rail that they have only had one conversation with Ashfield Land and that no progress has 

been made, not even onto the first stage of the GRIP process. 

 

1.16 Blisworth Arm Conservation Area: The decision not to develop the land to the West of the A43 

is noted.  What legal guarantee will Ashfield Land provide that this land, which they own, will not be 

developed at some stage in the future if a DCO is granted? 

 

1.17 HGV Parking:  The HGV park has 149 spaces.  This is considered to be woefully inadequate for a 

warehouse facility of this size in an area that is dominated by warehousing and lacking in HGV 

parking spaces.  We need to know how this allocation has been arrived at and whether HGV drivers 

will be required to pay for the parking facility. 

 

1.18 Rail Served:  The plan indicating rail served warehousing is misleading.  It is unclear whether 

just one or three warehouses will be rail served. 

 

1.19 Footpaths:  The main footpath diversion takes the existing footpath from Blisworth to Milton 

Malsor via Barn Lane to the other side of the railway line and onto land that Roxhill intend to 

develop into another Rail Freight Interchange.  On the basis that James Digby, when interviewed on 

Northampton Radio, clearly stated that both developments could be supported, we would like to 
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know exactly how this footpath diversion would work as it is currently routed right through Roxhill's 

proposed rail terminal. 

 

1.20 Inaccuracies & Errors:  As already reported, in the initial proposal there were mapping errors in 

the relative locations of DIRFT and Rail Central.  It is not clear whether these errors were intentional 

“artistic licence” to show the proposal in a better light or genuine errors due to carelessness and 

incompetence, but in a proposal such as this which seeks to destroy many hundreds of acres of 

farmland and dramatically affect the lives of something like 3000 people in two established 

communities, any error is unacceptable.  Such myriad errors destroy the credibility of the project 

team and, indeed, the whole company.  

 

1.21 Building Heights:  The detailed plan shows a max building height of 108m AOD and a max 

gantry height of 109m AOD (above ordnance datum, or above sea level).  However the "detailed" 

visualisation implies the warehouse is some 30% smaller than the gantry crane.... or put another 

way, the proposed height isn't the upper limit (a 40m high warehouse is currently in planning stages 

in Felixstowe). 

 

1.22 Gantry Heights:  In the Updated Parameters Plan (page 4) Zone 6-Intermodal is shown with a 

Minimum Slab Level of 89.5m AOD and the Max Gantry height of 109.081m i.e. Gantry height of 

slightly less than 20m.  But on Page 8 Illustrative Landscape Section 3 and Page 9 Section 4, the 

scaled Gantry heights appear to be 30m.  Clarification is required as to which it is. 

 

1.23 Railway:  Page 9, Illustrative Landscape Section 4, the East Coast Mainline is shown running 

adjacent to the site.  Another fundamental error highlighting the lack of professionalism and 

attention to detail. 

 

 
 

1.24 Still no details of the proposed grade separated A43 junction and only a sketch of the rail 

connection and layout.  These are absolutely fundamental to the scheme, but still we await the 

detail. 
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2.0 Response to Local Liaison Group Meeting, 13th September 2016 

2.1 The Rail consultant Nick Gallup of Intermodality was unable to join the meeting for personal 

reasons.  The information subsequently presented in the meeting minutes was devoid of any facts 

(new or old) and suggests to the discerning observer that discussions with Network Rail and progress 

with the required feasibility study have stalled.  This aspect is fundamental to the application and 

there is much frustration that after 3 years of discussions with Network Rail they appear to be no 

further ahead.  Subsequent communications between SRC and Network Rail have confirmed that no 

further progress has been made on this aspect. 
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2.2 With regards to the Property Bond being offered to those in closest proximity to the proposed 

development (who will consequently be most detrimentally affected), RC were unable to comment 

on how the criteria of “most affected” was arrived at.  We would welcome clarification as some 

residents, not yet contacted, feel that they should also be included within any compensation 

package. 

2.3 James Digby was questioned on why the Network Rail logo had appeared on the footer of Hamer 

Associates’ letter to those residents being offered a Property Bond.  Following investigation Ashfield 

Land have suggested that it was because someone had put the wrong paper in the printer.  SRC 

consider such a mistake to be unprofessional and unforgiveable and have formally registered their 

concerns with the Planning Inspectorate and their member of parliament.  

2.4 James Digby was challenged on his promise not to develop the land to the west of the A43. It 

was suggested that whilst it might not form part of the NSIP, it would remain in the ownership of 

Ashfield Land to be developed, and profited from, at some time in the future.  James Digby was 

challenged to provide an assurance that this could not happen.  There has been no response to date. 

2.5 James Digby was asked to reaffirm the contention he made when interviewed on Northampton 

Radio on the 7th July that Rail Central could happily co-exist with Roxhill’s proposed Northampton 

Gateway SRFI.  Mr Digby stated that he could not possibly comment until he knew more about the 

development (though was clearly happy to comment on the 7th July when he apparently knew 

nothing about the proposal).  We wonder what more he needs to know other than it is 5,000,000 

square feet of warehousing trying to access the same piece of rail track as Rail Central.  This is 

another example of the lack of openness and honesty and the contradictions that are frustrating and 

irritating the local community. 

2.6 Matthew Sheppard from Turley said that they have yet to define what is meant by "emergency 

access" with the highways department. This refers to the emergency access that they say will be 

available from the Northampton Road.  This matter was raised at all of the public exhibitions in April 

and May and still we have no definitive response or anything approaching reassurance. 

2.7 Matthew Sheppard also spoke about the comprehensive review of Public Rights of Way (PROWs) 

that they have carried out, but acknowledged that their earlier plans had "missed" some of the 

connections between PROWs. He described this as an "omission" on their part.  Such omissions and 

unprofessional behaviour continue to frustrate the local community. 

2.8 James Digby acknowledged that the reference to the East Coast Main Line within their recent 

visualisations was an "embarrassment". 
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2.9 MS said that 3-D modelling would be available "soon", but would not confirm when we can 

expect this. RC were also unable to explain why they have ignored viewpoints 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10 and 11 

when providing their recent visualisations (>50% of the 13 viewpoints that they have identified). 

2.10 Craig Rawlinson from TPA was present at the meeting in a formal capacity to provide an update 

on the Highways work, but when questioned it was very clear that absolutely no progress had been 

made on the Highways aspect of the scheme.  To a degree it is accepted that this is due to the non-

availability of the requisite model, but when questioned what he thought might happen when the 

M1 is congested or inaccessible he had given this no thought whatsoever.  He just kept claiming that 

traffic-calming measures could be introduced, completely missing the point that it is the VOLUME of 

traffic that is the major concern.  We question why Craig was there when he had nothing to add. He 

did acknowledge that in the event that there were traffic issues on the M1, he could envisage that 

traffic might have to travel through Blisworth to access the A508.  He spoke briefly about off-site 

traffic improvements, saying that they would try to help mitigate (existing) local rat runs, although 

he was thin on any details as to how they would achieve this and also acknowledged that once the 

development has been built, it will be down to the "Site Management" to enforce any local traffic 

restrictions, moving forward.  This gives the local community absolutely no comfort. 

3.0 General Observations 

3.1   Strategic Rail Freight  

There are many comments to indicate disbelief in the strategic nature of this plan. Few warehouses 

will actually be served by rail due to the design, the lack of capacity, and the lack of demand. Chris 

Dancer writes: “It is pretty poor that Ashfield Land are trying to suggest that this development is of 

National Importance. It is hardly comparable to an airport or power station. Are Rail Central also 

choosing to ignore the Rail Freight Terminal a short distance away (i.e. DIRFT) that is not running at 

full capacity and that the West Coast Line is extremely congested?”  

In a later letter, he further comments “Given the relatively short distances involved, the required 

transport modal shift will not occur and, in any event, there is no requirement for Strategic Rail 

Freight Terminals to actually accept any freight by rail – effectively this is the loophole that Ashfield 

Land are trying to exploit.” His point about this self-defeating lack of strategic requirement to 

achieve rail usage is important, and should not be forgotten.  

3.2   Traffic  

Many residents comment on the unimaginable impact from increased road freight traffic in country 

lanes, some commenting on the result of any incidents on the M1, the A43 or the A5, and others 
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simply highlighting that there is already too much traffic for village environments. As Angela Mosely 

highlights: “By experience we know that the M1 already struggles to cope with the volume of traffic 

and that there are many and frequent events. Ashfield Land argue that this development will reduce 

the amount of freight travelling by road. I doubt that anyone who regularly uses the M1 within 20 

miles of D.I.R.F.T. could say that this has been their experience.”  

3.3   Pollution (noise, light, air)  

There is nothing in the new consultation about light and noise pollution, therefore as a whole the 

consultation remains inadequate at providing all of the details that local people need to understand 

the full impact of the development. All the increased traffic will obviously cause a rise in all types of 

pollution, and this is mentioned as a fear by several correspondents.  

3.4 Warehouses in the rural landscape  

Many contributors pick out the enormous warehouses, which will clearly be completely out of step 

with the rural landscape if the plan is approved.  

3.5       Environmental damage  

Damage to our local environment is a common theme from several contributors. Christopher 

McCowen writes: “Rail Central obviously plans to completely bulldoze the site and shows little 

intention of retaining anything offering an amenity and wildlife benefit currently in place. Their 

development attitude shows no importance in what was naturally created by past generations; we 

need to protect what we have now as a community”. Existing trees with TPO's have all been retained 

which are grouped together just south of Milton Malsor. It is unclear which boundary hedges and 

trees within the body of the site have been retained. It is certainly very minimal if any at all. This 

represents a waste of natural resources as many of the trees are over two hundred years old. Many 

are classified as Veteran or some even Ancient offering quality amenity and wildlife benefits”.  

3.6       Employment  

Local residents are not convinced by the claims that 8,000 jobs will be created and there are several 

who comment that the area does not have enough people to meet this demand even if it existed. 

The lack of detail provided by Ashfield Land on how they intend to deal with this issue makes 

comment difficult, but John and Dot Parsons seem to capture the sense of bewilderment: “There is 

not enough housing in the area to provide for the amount of people which they say will have jobs 

(8,000).  Northampton cannot seem to house the homeless that already wander the streets there.”  
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More specific details are provided by Jenny Vaughan, who wrote to Ashfield Land to say: “We have 

asked where the proposed 8,000 workers will come from and you were unable to answer this 

question.  Unemployment is low in this area and we ask again where these workers will be travelling 

from. Your proposal states that you wish to get vehicles off the road onto rail. I asked whether the 

proposed 8,000 workers will commute by rail and was told that they will travel to the site by road. 

This will obviously impact greatly to our village roads”.  

3.7       Misleading comments from Ashfield Land  

There is a disturbing thread in many objections resulting from the way Ashfield Land are going about 

the business of consultation. As Chris Dancer writes: ”They have now taken an extremely arrogant 

and aggressive approach to public engagement and consultation, with poor information, badly 

presented and always seemingly overlaid with an inference that their massive scheme is now 

somehow ‘Government’ backed and that CPO powers will be used on any landowner who does not 

comply with their objective. This is not how the UK planning system is supposed to work”.  

Ann Christie starts her letter with a comment that she is not good at putting thoughts into words, 

but goes on to reveal how misleading she has found the consultation to be: “Your new Updated 

scheme as it might look in the future, is unbelievable as no matter how many trees, barriers, 

screening or anything else to cover this monstrosity, just does not work.” Stuart Dean says: “The 

proposal at the consultation stage to provide a "country park" was patronising and ill informed, 

there is no need for a country park, we already have countryside”.  

 

4.0 “Community Update” dated 2nd August headed “Rail Central – 

Community update and keeping you informed”. 

 Source statement (from leaflet Summer 2016) This is inadequate because 

1 Consultation on the proposed Rail Central 
project is well underway and there is plenty of 
time for local residents to view the initial 
plans and give feedback ahead of the deadline 
of 30th September. You can find how to do this 
in this leaflet. 

Plans are only on display in Northampton, 
Towcester and Roade, well away from any 
possible comparison with the actual 
landscape proposed to be engulfed in 
concrete. This disassociation seems 
calculated to deny any genuine assessment 
of impact.  

2 Rail Central is classified as a Nationally 
Significant Infrastructure Project under the 
Planning Act 2008. 

It is not classified as an NSIP yet, the 
application is not yet submitted, far less 
reviewed and even less approved. This 
deliberately misleads anyone who wishes to 
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challenge the status of NSIP. 

3 Approx 1000 local residents…attended (our 
first phase of formal community consultation). 

The number is broadly accurate, but the 
statement fails to mention that 89% of the 
visitors stated they were against the 
proposed development. This was captured 
in the exit polls at each venue. Failure to 
mention this stunning rejection by the local 
community misleads other statutory 
consultees who may assume the 
consultation was well received. 

4 We want to make Rail Central the best it can 
be, our aim is to work closely with local 
communities…. 

Ashfield Land are not listening to the local 
communities, who do not agree with any of 
the justifications they put forward for their 
destructive plan to cover local rural 
countryside with massive warehouses. This 
failure to listen means their consultation is 
merely intended to “tick the box” and it 
cannot be taken as a genuine attempt to 
fulfil the requirements of the planning 
process. 

5 Increasing dialogue with local schools and 
colleges 

This statement is meaningless, lacking any 
details or names. It is likely not to be true, or 
at best an exaggeration of minimal 
engagement. 

6 Rail is more sustainable and efficient than 
road for moving large volumes of Freight 

This statement fails to mention that the 
Ashfield Land plan lacks proper rail 
connectivity, and most of the 8m square 
feet of warehousing will be served by road, 
both inwards and outwards. The impact on 
the community will be a huge increase in 
road transport traffic, with almost nothing 
moving into or out of the location by rail. 
Ashfield Land have not consulted with the 
community on any of these points, making 
their consultation inadequate. 

7 Rail Central would be the only SRFI capable of 
accessing two separate rail lines in the same 
facility (West Coast Mainline and 
Northampton Loop Line) 

An extraordinary statement, clearly 
incorrect. The Northampton Loop line is a 
loop from and back onto the West Coast 
Main line. They are not two separate lines 
as implied by this nonsensical assertion. As 
it appears to be designed to mislead, it 
renders the consultation inadequate. 
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8 Highways, access and transport 
Our transport team have been working 
closely… 
We have been engaging with NCC and 
Highways England…. 

This section of the leaflet suggests Ashfield 
Land are actively modelling a road and 
highways plan. If this is true, it is 
extraordinary that they are still unable to 
provide even draft details of design, flows, 
usage and impact on the community during 
build and after completion. This lack of 
detail makes it impossible for the 
community to comment, challenge or bring 
any alternative data to bear, and makes the 
consultation inadequate at best, and 
deliberately opaque or misleading at worst. 

9 Masterplanning and design. 
We intend to publish an updated plan for 
consultation during August 2016 

By 24th August nothing had appeared on the 
web site.  
 

10 Landscaping and footpaths 
We have assessed the various (footpath) 
routes and established the clear objective of 
keeping footpaths open… 
Introducing green space…. 
Looking for ways to improve connections 
between villages…. 

This is another meaningless assertion. The 
land which Ashfield Land propose to cover 
with 8m square feet of warehousing and 
transport infrastructure is currently rural 
countryside between two villages. Keeping 
footpaths open through an industrial estate 
is not a high-minded objective, it is playing 
games with words. Introducing green space 
is unnecessary, the land is already green 
space, and the best way to connect between 
the two villages is not to build warehouses 
between them. The consultation on any of 
these points is clearly inadequate if Ashfield 
Land still believe such destruction is 
justified. 
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11 Project email address 
railcentral@camargue.uk 

Ashfield Land appointed a marketing and 
communications organisation (Camargue) to 
handle the consultation process and other 
communication issues. Camargue say of 
themselves: 
“Camargue is an award winning 
communications agency. We have a 
reputation for excellent strategic advice, 
value adding creative campaigns and high 
impact delivery”. 
This flowery nonsense explains the real 
objective behind the consultation, which is 
to “tick the SoCC box” without actually 
providing genuine, challengeable details for 
the community. We are left to infer the 
plans from their mix of obfuscation and 
misleading assertion, while people’s lives 
are threatened with upheaval and 
uncertainty. The lack of honesty in the 
output from Ashfield Land, and the use of a 
marketing agency to soften anxieties and 
misdirect criticism are both characteristic of 
this wholly inadequate consultation process. 

 

 

 



Dr. Andrew Gough 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mr James Digby 

Ashfield Land Ltd 

St Catherine’s Court 

Berkeley Place 

Bristol 

BS8 1BQ 

20th May 2016 

Dear Mr Digby, 

Public Consultation – Rail Central 

I am writing to you following my recent attendance at Public Consultation events in 

Towcester and Milton Malsor, at which I had the opportunity to examine your company’s 

plans for the proposed Rail Central development.  

I am grateful to you and your consultants for answering my questions. The notes that follow 

are a summary of my observations on the proposal. 

I should begin by stating that I am Associate Professor of Logistics at the University of 

Northampton. For the purposes of this letter, however, I am writing solely as a resident and 

the views expressed should not be taken as necessarily representing the views of the 

University. 

I intend to summarise my concerns under five headings, namely: 

1. The interpretation of Network Rail forecasts and assumptions of demand, 
2. The limitations of the Assessment of Alternative Sites, 
3. The immature nature of the plans put out for community consultation, 
4. Observations on the Masterplan from a resilience perspective, and 
5. Issues of wider relevance to other SRFIs 

The Interpretation of Network Rail Forecasts and Assumptions of Demand 

For many years, MDS Transmodal (MDST) has provided forecasts of rail freight volumes to 
Network Rail and others through the use of its proprietary Great Britain Freight Model 
(GBFM). However, it is important to recognise that (a) provision of rail-connected 
warehousing is an input to the GBFM, not an output from it and (b) that the forecasts are 
unconstrained, i.e. that they assume no restriction on train paths or availability of suitable 
sites. The size of each site identified in the freight forecasts, and their geographical 
distribution, are therefore assumptions made on a “build it and they will come” basis. 



MDST has made no secret of these limitations, which are also acknowledged by 
independent audit of the model.  

The published forecasts assume (but do not justify, for the reasons given above) that 
179,000 m2 of rail-connected warehousing will be brought forward in South 
Northamptonshire by 2023/4, in addition to the expansion of DIRFT. This figure is projected 
to rise to 322,000 m2 by 2033/4.  

I note that your proposals are to bring forward 749,000m2, of which only approximately 
210,000m2 are to be directly rail-connected. I find it difficult, therefore, to understand the 
scale of your proposed development unless I assume that the majority of tenants will have 
little or no demand for rail connectivity. 

I shall therefore take particular interest in the Transport Assessment, when it is available, to 
see whether the proposal provides sufficient reassurance that it will be a significant 
contributor to modal shift, and will not generate an excessive level of HGV traffic through 
the presence of a majority of road-only tenants.  

Recent studies submitted in support of the expansion of DIRFT included real-world trip 
generation figures which will provide a simple benchmark for the assumptions made. 

I note also that the MDST forecasts do not include any assumption relating to a site in 
Hinckley. This proposal represents an additional source of rail-connected space that must be 
netted off from the overall provision to meet market demand in the East Midlands. 

Your consultant swiftly dismisses Hinckley (to be brought forward by dbsymmetry later this 
year) as being “needed in addition to Rail Central”, but this is an over-simplification. The site 
in Hinckley, if consented, would represent a strong commercial competitor to Rail Central’s 
viability, offering an alternative routing to the Haven Ports and North West without the 
known capacity constraints of the West Coast Main Line. 

I am also aware that Roxhill is reviewing the options for their Highgate site, with the 
intention of bringing forward a rail connected scheme in the coming months. The 
development of a “sub-regional RFI” on the Highgate site was foreseen by ProLogis in their 
own Assessment of Alternative Sites that accompanied their successful application for the 
expansion of DIRFT. 

Should all three sites come forward, an oversupply of rail-connected space would be 
expected in the short to medium term. 

Assessment of Alternative Sites 

I find that the Assessment of Alternative Sites that has been prepared as part of the 
Preliminary Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) is limited to a very narrow area of interest, 
centred on the preferred site. If a development is to be of National Significance, should it 
not include all potential sites with connectivity to the markets to be served, including the 
ports themselves? 



Regarding the PEIR, I find the many instances in which a potential alternative site is rejected 
due to it being in the control of a “third-party developer” to be narrow-minded in the 
extreme. Again, if a development is to be of National Significance, do you truly believe that 
the nation has any interest which developer stands to benefit from it? 

London Gateway, the expansion of the Haven Ports and the planned Liverpool SuperPort 
provide alternative distribution models that challenge the dominance of the so-called 
“Golden Triangle”, centred on Leicestershire and Northamptonshire. 

I note that Network Rail has recently invested some £300m in upgrading the route between 
the Haven Ports and Nuneaton, with the intention of re-routing traffic that currently uses 
the North London Line and WCML. In their Statement of Need, Network Rail stated that 

“….the southern section of the WCML….is also approaching capacity. South of Nuneaton the West 
Coast Route Modernisation (WCRM) project primarily provided passenger service benefits, whereas 
north of Nuneaton it provided additional capacity for freight” 

Network Rail’s Route Utilisation Study for the West Coast Main Line identifies an additional 
capacity constraint North of Rugby1. This constraint is due to the presence of three-line and 
a short section of two-line track in that location. By clearing the gauge from Felixstowe to 
Nuneaton, Network Rail is able to route freight cross-country to join the WCML above the 
Rugby bottleneck. 

Further constraints are identified in the Hybrid Bill for HS22, namely the lack of sufficient 
locations south of Milton Keynes where fast trains could overtake slower freight services, 
and the design of Hanslope Junction itself, where trains are obliged to slow before the fast 
and slow lines separate. 

The Department for Transport has identified the section of the M1 between Northampton 
and the Catthorpe Interchange as becoming one of the most severe points of congestion on 
the Strategic Road Network (SRN) by 20403. Severe congestion is also forecast for the A43 
near Towcester. Given the anticipated high level of HGV trip generation associated with the 
site, Rail Central can be expected to add to congestion on the M1, A43 and A5, exacerbating 
the long-term capacity concerns on the SRN. 

Rail Central is therefore located close to known bottlenecks in both the strategic rail and 
road networks. Competing sites do not share the same constraints. 

Information Available during Public Consultation 

Turning to the provision of information during public consultation, I am struck by the 
absence of detail and the lack of stability of the plans that have been put forward at the 
community consultation stage to explain how the SRFI will work.  

                                                             
1 Network Rail, West Coast Main Line Route Utilisation Study, July 2011, Figures 3.8 & 3.9. 
2
 Department for Transport, Supplement to the 2013 Strategic Case for HS2, Technical Annex: Demand and 

Capacity Pressures on the West Coast Main Line. 
3 Department for Transport, National Policy Statement for National Networks, Annex A, p95. 



I note that Network Rail’s contribution to the Scoping Opinion on the Rail Central proposal 
relates to an entirely different rail alignment from that contained in the (PEIR). This is wholly 
unacceptable, though I accept that responsibility for this situation may lie with Network Rail. 

I note also the absence of any visualisation of the development, so that the scale of the 
buildings can be imagined by those affected by them. This is also wholly unacceptable. 

How can the public input into these elements of the proposal, if they are not given the 
relevant information?  

A map showing the reduction in HGV trips nationwide is included in your Exhibition panels, 
but the claim is not expanded upon in the PEIR. I would be grateful if this omission could be 
rectified at your earliest convenience. 

Furthermore, I note the inclusion of reference to the current schemes to improve two 
roundabouts on the southern section of the A43, namely the A43/A5 intersection north of 
Towcester and the Abthorpe roundabout to the south of Towcester.   

Documents in the public domain record the consultation process for these highways 
improvements. Ashfield Land would appear to have had no input into these schemes. 

I therefore consider it potentially misleading that the designs for the schemes have been 
included in the PEIR for Rail Central. 

Observations on the Masterplan from a Resilience Perspective 

On reviewing the Masterplan, I am immediately drawn to the decision to provide an 
underpass to retain the connectivity provided by the Blisworth – Milton Malsor road (the 
“old A43”). 

The underpass proposed will require an active drainage system, since it will be at a 
significant level below that of the general “slab height”. This is both expensive and a risk, 
since it would not be clear who would be liable for any contingent liabilities if the system 
were to fail. Recent flooding of the Birmingham ring road underpasses had multi-million 
pound consequences for local businesses. As this is private land, what commitments would 
be made to tenants to ensure business continuity? 

I note also the obvious bottleneck on the eastern side of the site, where all of the traffic is 
obliged to merge before using the underpass. I consider it a near certainty that there will be 
accidents on this intersection. 

I am surprised that the masterplan does not include a ring road system. One underpass is 
clearly not sufficient; you require two. In order to do so, the existing business park (an 
anomalous enclave within the Rail Central site) would need to be redeveloped. 

Issues of Wider Relevance to other SRFIs 

In your proposals, you identify freight from Scotland and the Channel Tunnel as key market 
sectors to attract to Rail Central. 



Documents in the public domain show that Transport for London (TfL) has previously called 
for the European Rail Freight Corridor not to be routed over the WCML. The recent 
Felixstowe to Nuneaton upgrade was designed with the express intention of relieving freight 
demand on the North London Line; these proposals would appear to aim to increase it. 
 
Under the circumstances, I consider it appropriate that TfL should be given an opportunity 
to comment on these proposals and indeed, any other SRFI proposals that would occasion 
an effect within, to or from London, as current guidance states. 

I note also that recent decisions by the Secretary of State (e.g. Radlett) have contained an 
opinion as to whether the proposed development will function effectively as an SRFI.  

I consider that this assessment process would be greatly facilitated by inclusion of the 
following guidance within an addendum to the NPSNN: 

 Defining the geographical scope of the Assessment of Alternative Sites to include the 
origin of the goods, if within the United Kingdom, 

 A minimum expectation of the modal split expected to be achieved by the site, in 
order to ensure that carbon reduction and air quality targets are met, 

 A commitment that the phased construction of large SRFI sites such as Rail Central 
should reach the minimum scale to be considered an SRFI (60 hectares/4 trains per 
day) at an early stage. 

I have written to both the Planning Inspectorate and to the Department of Transport to 
share these recommendations with them. 

I would hope that Ashfield Land would consider these recommendations and show 
leadership by including responses to them in the forthcoming Planning Application. 

Concluding remarks 

Whilst I do not question the National Policy Statement relating to the need to develop a 
National Network of SRFIs, I do not consider that Rail Central is well-placed to contribute to 
the success of the next phase of SRFI development.  

Rail Central is located on a constrained rail corridor, whose priority is, and always will be, to 
prioritise passenger capacity to serve the commuter markets to London. The site has inferior 
road connections to its competitors, and suffers from an internal layout that embeds 
inefficiency and deters take-up of rail-served solutions by tenants west of the central 
underpass.  

Alternative sites exist that are better able to take advantage of investments made in other 
infrastructure schemes, such as the development of port-centric logistics and specific 
investments in increasing rail freight capacity. Crucially, many of the competing sites have 
the potential for direct access to the motorway network. 

The proposed scale of the development is in excess of that needed in Northamptonshire, 
when considered in addition to the already-consented expansion of DIRFT.  



The historic take-up of space at DIRFT is less than 50,000m2 per annum. Unless a major 
change in buyer behaviour can be proven, DIRFT III will provide capacity for over 15 years.  

In my view, ProLogis were correct in their view that a sub-regional RFI was an appropriate 
ambition for the Northampton Loop. I am not convinced that the case has been made for a 
development of this scale, in this location, at this time. 

Yours sincerely, 

Dr. Andrew Gough   
 
 
 
 
 
Encs. 
 
1. West Coast Main Line Route Capacity 

2. Congestion on the Strategic Road Network 2040 

3. Excerpt from the Technical Annex to the Strategic Case for HS2. 



 

 

From: MARK REDDING   

Sent: 26 July 2017 11:08 
To: Ben Copithorne 

Cc: Andrea Leadsom; tommy.gilchrist@parliament.uk; Denis Winterbottom; NI Enquiries; 
Gareth.Leigh@pins.gsi.gov.uk 

Subject: Rail Central Community Consultation 18th July 2017 

 

Dear Ben, 

 

Please find attached Stop Rail Central Ltd's collated feedback on the recent presentation by 

Mr Gallup. The feedback is to inform the adequacy of consultation process. 

 

Yours Sincerely, 

 

Mark Redding 

On behalf of Stop Rail Central Ltd 
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26th July 2017 
 
To Ashfield Land, 

Re Rail Central Community Liaison 

Feedback on Rail Presentation by Nick Gallup 18th July 2017 

 
Please find below Stop Rail Central’s collective feedback to inform the adequacy of community 

consultation process. 

 

1. Stop Rail Central (SRC) would like to know why Roxhill’s rail consultant Rupert Dyer was present at 

a Rail Central community liaison group.  Roxhill, as far as we know, are in direct competition with 

Ashfield Land (AL) for the development of a SRFI on land directly adjacent. His presence caused us 

some consternation and we ask that Ashfield Land clarify why he was allowed to attend (or whether 

he was invited). 

 

2.  At the previous community liaison meeting in May, Ashfield Land’s highway consultants 

presented plans of their proposed traffic works in the village of Milton Malsor.  Ashfield Land and 

their consultants, Camargue and TPA, announced that these works had been ‘agreed’ by 

Northampton County Council.  Subsequent communication between the Highways’ Lead at the 

Council and Brian Sumpton have revealed that no such agreement has ever been given.  Ben 

Copithorne’s response that some confusion had been caused by the interpretation of the word 

‘agreed’ does not engender trust and makes the community feel that they might be being misled.  

 

3.  When questioned about the current on-going feasibility study being carried out by Network Rail 

Mr Gallup seemed reluctant to admit that any such study was being carried out.  When pushed for 

further detail on the scope of the study, which is apparently being funded by Ashfield Land, Mr 

Gallup responded that he did not know the scope despite having stated earlier in the presentation 

that he was in contact with Network Rail two or three times a week.  When pushed further he said 

he ‘thought’ the study area was between Hanslope junction and Rugby.  SRC feel that the promise 

made at the beginning of the consultation process of being ‘open, transparent and responsive’ now 

has a very hollow ring.  

 

 4. Mr Gallup was questioned on when the GRIP process had started and his response was that it 

started in 2013.  This is untrue.  SRC have confirmation (from a Freedom of Information request) that 

proves there was a meeting in 2013 but subsequent to that nothing else happened for well over 18 

months.  A letter dated 12th April 2017 from Martin Frobisher of Network Rail confirms that neither 

Ashfield Land nor Roxhill had formally started the GRIP process.   SRC feel that the community is not 

being dealt with in an open and honest manner. 
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5. SRC raised the concern that developers are allowed to build warehouses without an active 

connection to the rail network, as is the case with East Midlands Gateway which is currently under 

development.  Mr Gallup stated that PINs had formally confirmed that this would not be allowed to 

happen again.  When pressed Mr Gallup conceded that he had nothing in writing and that it was 

merely verbal advice. In any case any such guarantee is worthless when the Secretary of State can 

disregard the Examining Authority’s recommendation.  We request that any further such 

contentions can be fully substantiated. 

  

6 .Mr Gallup informed us that 6 SRFIs does not constitute a network.  SRC are concerned that Mr 

Gallup has been selective in his explanation of the current intermodal network.  He failed to mention 

that there are five further SRFIs under construction or to explain the similar role that the ports of 

Southampton, London, Felixstowe and Liverpool play in the distribution of freight (themselves 

effectively constituting nodes on the distribution network), not to mention the role of numerous 

(smaller) RFIs in the distribution network.  Failure to mention the additional three SRFIs currently in 

pre-application in the Midlands alone and the effect that the consenting of these along with the 

huge extension of DIRFT might have on the overall national picture would clearly have mislead those 

attendees not fully conversant with the subject. 

 

7. Mr Gallup also said that ‘we don’t want to throw all the SRFIs into the same place’ yet that’s 

precisely what will be achieved by the current proposals to concentrate SRFIs in the Midlands.  He 

made much reference to the sections of the policy that suited his argument but avoided reference to 

sections such as 2.5 which clearly states that SRFIs are needed in areas poorly served by such 

facilities at present (the Midlands not being one of these areas).   

 

8.  The topics of cumulative effects of concurrent applications, strategic location and the economics 

of rail freight were not covered, despite these being the very subjects that directly affect the viability 

of Rail Central.  SRC are of the opinion that Mr Gallup failed to deliver a balanced presentation. 

 

9. Mr Gallup  appeared more than willing to defer all responsibility for the location of Rail Central to 

the Government and their policy.  No primary demand data was presented. When asked for his 

professional opinion as to whether he thought the siting of two SRFIs directly next door to each 

other was a desired outcome of a nationally strategic policy Mr Gallup declined to provide an answer 

instead stating that he was happy to let PINs decide.  

 

10. Whilst comfortable speaking to a room full of local residents, Mr Gallup faired less well when 

challenged by those with a working knowledge of SRFIs and transport networks.  His responses were 

poor and he became agitated resorting to the retort of ‘let PINs decide’.  SRC are frustrated that Mr 

Gallup failed to properly engage in those aspects which most concern the local residents; in 

particular why do we need a cluster of three SRFIs when the majority of the community believe that 
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it is contrary to the intent of the NPS NN.  To achieve the reduction in carbon emissions intended by 

the NPSNN policy Mr Gallup stated that the last leg of the journey should be in the region of 10 miles 

leaving Rail Central and Northampton Gateway to fight only for the town of Northampton and rural 

villages at the same time as competing for DIRFT’s markets. The question raised as to what local 

industry would send a container to RC for loading onto a train rather than send it by lorry to the port 

was not answered.  No evidence was provided of any market research having been carried out, 

Ashfield Land being content to rely on ‘modelling’ and data copied form previous SRFI applications 

(some not even built).  Mr Gallup is a paid consultant but appeared to become agitated when his 

assertions were questioned in some detail.  Surely emotional reaction should be the preserve of 

those whose lives will be harmed, not of paid consultants.  

 

   

   

Kind Regards  
   
Mark Redding 
On behalf of 
Stop Rail Central Limited  
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Email: information@norailinterchange.co.uk  
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From: MARK REDDING   

Sent: 24 September 2018 14:32 
To: Denis Winterbottom 

Subject: SRC commentary on adequacy 

 

Denis, 

 

I do understand that this part is all about due process and they have probably done the 

minimum required. We would just like our views on the way they have handled their 

"consultation" to be considered (even if ultimately to no avail). I have not appended all the 

letters I have sent and formal feedback but could provide that if requested. Also attached is a 

collation of emails and correspondence sent to SRC and/or Andrea Leadsom by the general 

public. 

 

Any questions or observations please let me know. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Mark 

 



 

 

 

 

SRC LTD COMMENTARY ON THE ADEQUACY 

OF CONSULTATION  

24th September 2018 

 
  



 

 

1. Summary 

1.1 Nothing that the Applicant has done over the duration of the “community consultation” has 

changed local Public Opinion which is overwhelmingly against the proposed development.  In May 

2016, exit polls taken by SRC Ltd showed that 89% of residents were opposed.  A second round of 

exit polls taken at the March 2018 exhibitions showed the same proportion (89.7%) remained firmly 

against the development.  Whilst this could be interpreted as demonstrating an ineffective 

community consultation and a failure to engage effectively with the public, the more likely reasoning 

is that the scale and nature of the proposal is such that there is nothing that can be done to 

assimilate the development into a quiet rural environment and the local communities are painfully 

aware of this.  

April to May 2016 March 2018 

 

 
 

1.2 Whilst the Planning Inspectorate might adjudge that the Applicant has done the minimum 

necessary to satisfy the procedural steps in their statutory community consultation, the members of 

the local community would like to make known their thoughts on the way the Applicant has 

conducted their interaction with the interested members of the public and the representatives of 

local Parish Councils. 

1.3 The whole process has been overshadowed by a lack of trust engendered by a combination of 

false or inaccurate information, poor conduct, misrepresentation and PR spin on the part of the 

Applicant. The accompanying ‘collation of community feedback 2017.01.12’ document contains 

multiple personal accounts of these behaviours.  The feedback document shows that rather than 

being an effective consultation, the process has turned out to be a “tick in the box” exercise by the 

Applicant who has failed to listen, or respond to, concerns held by the members of the public.  Many 

feel that pressure tactics have been used to misrepresent the status of the Proposal, which whilst 

(theoretically) responding to Government Policy is, at this stage, no more than a private commercial 

venture with a wholly profit driven motive.  It is not approved or endorsed by any Government body 

or statutory undertaking.  The misrepresentation of this status has led many members of the public, 

who are vehemently against this Proposal, to resign themselves to what they have been made to 

feel is inevitable and to consequently disengage from debate.  This is unfortunate and has denied 

many the opportunity to engage in anything like an equitable and fair consultation process. 

Location Date For Against 
Not 

decided 
Total 
count 

 
% Against 

Walnut Tree 28/04/2016 8 111 24 143 
 

78% 

Walnut Tree 06/05/2016 3 67 7 77 
 

87% 

Blisworth Village Hall 07/05/2016 3 130 7 140 
 

93% 

Roade Village Hall 13/05/2016 3 72 9 84 
 

86% 

Collingtree Village 
Hall 14/05/2016 0 55 8 63 

 
87% 

Towcester Town Hall 18/05/2016 2 20 6 28 
 

71% 

Milton Village Hall 20/05/2016 0 154 2 156 
 

99% 

Blisworth Village Hall 21/05/2016 0 92 4 96 
 

96% 

        Total Public Opinion 
 

19 701 67 787 
 

89% 

 



 

 

1.4 The community feel that the promise made at the beginning of the consultation by the Applicant 

of being ‘open, transparent and responsive’ now has a very hollow ring.  Having to spend time and 

effort to corroborate or refute statements made by the Applicant is not what the community 

expected to be doing. 

1.5 More recently the arrival of new business partner Gazeley added a new dimension to the 

consultation process.  When the two Directors were asked at the LLG meeting on the 17th July 2018 

for their definition of Strategic one answered “warehouses over 100,000 square feet” and the other 

“National Distribution Centres”.  The community has found it very hard to engage in effective 

consultation on SRFIs when the main protagonist believes they are building a warehouse park. 

1.6 Whilst the following list is not exhaustive it does give an insight into why the community believe 

that the process has been anything but open, transparent and responsive (the Applicant’s early 

stated commitment to the community).   

N.B. Evidence of the statements below can be provided on request. 

2. Misrepresentation  

2.1 The unauthorised inclusion of the Network Rail logo on letters to affected residents is an 

example of how the status of the proposal has been misrepresented, leaving confused residents to 

believe this a Government-led project (and hence a done deal) rather than a private sector initiative.  

The reason given for this apparent error that ‘someone had put the wrong paper in the printer’ was 

not well received and not believed by the majority. 

2.2 The Applicant’s rail consultant (Nick Gallup) repeatedly obfuscated the progress with the rail 

studies suggesting negotiations had reached a more advanced stage than they had.  After five years, 

having finally submitted an application, the Applicant has still only reached stage 2 out of 5 the 

statutory stages in the (GRIP) process.  The consultant also misrepresented the status of the rail 

feasibility study that was required by Network Rail on the wider network when all that had actually 

been done was an isolated study on the Northampton loop. 

2.3 When questioned on when the GRIP process had started the consultant stated that it had started 

in 2013.  This is untrue.  SRC have confirmation (from a Freedom of Information request) that proves 

there was a meeting in 2013 but subsequent to that nothing else happened for well over 18 months.  

A letter dated 12th April 2017 from Martin Frobisher of Network Rail confirmed that Ashfield Land 

had not yet formally started the GRIP process.    

2.4 When questioned on the 18th July 2017 about the current on-going feasibility study being carried 

out by Network Rail the same consultant seemed reluctant to admit that any such study was being 

carried out.  When pushed for further detail on the scope of the study, which was apparently being 

funded by Ashfield Land, Mr Gallup responded that he did not know the scope despite having stated 

earlier in the presentation that he was in contact with Network Rail two or three times a week.  

When pushed further he said he ‘thought’ the study area was between Hanslope junction and 

Rugby.   



 

 

2.5 The Applicant has asserted that a cumulative impact study (including Rail Central) has been done 

on the road network whereas Northampton County Council have assured us time and again, and 

despite making an offer to do so, that no such cumulative impact study has been completed. 

2.6 On the 14th October 2015 the Applicant met with the Planning Inspectorate for an initial project 

meeting.  The minutes of that meeting stated “The Developer (yourselves) outlined that both Local 

Authorities have been supportive of the application, noting the potential for job creation and the 

sustainability for the area”.  The two local authorities are in fact not supportive of the application 

but the Applicant allowed this statement to stand as a true record of the meeting until February 

2016 when Milton Malsor Parish Council noted the inaccuracy of the statement. The minutes were 

amended on the 4th March with the false statement removed. 

2.7 In a letter to Mr & Mrs Mineard, whose house and business is threatened with compulsory 

purchase, agent King West, working on behalf of Ashfield Land stated “As you would imagine, 

considerable research has been undertaken into the feasibility of a rail freight depot, culminating in 

agreements being reached with Network Rail”.  In a letter sent by SRC to the Planning Inspectorate 

dated 26th June 2016, we detailed the progress that had been made with Network Rail (following a 

Freedom of Information request) and it was clear that nothing had been done with Network Rail 

other than holding a meeting with them in November 2013.  By no stretch of the imagination can 

this be considered ‘considerable research’ and at no stage had any agreements been reached with 

Network Rail other than Network Rail informing Ashfield Land that ‘we have no objection in principle 

to the developer of the Milton Malsor scheme deciding to progress to GRIP stage 3 (option selection), 

and at the promoter’s risk’.  At the time that letter was written to the Mineards, Ashfield Land had 

neither undertaken considerable research nor had they reached any agreements with Network Rail.  

2.8 The Applicant’s August 2016 newsletter stated “Rail Central is classified as a Nationally 

Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) under the Planning Act 2008” which is a misleading 

statement: it is not a NSIP until the Government has accepted as such. 

2.9 When questioned as to the need for Rail Central when DIRFT, the largest SRFI in the country, is 

only 15 miles away and has room for expansion for over 12 years, Ashfield Land’s Managing Director 

James Digby’s response that they were on different timelines and that both were needed has no 

foundation in truth and remains totally without justification. 

3. Obscuration 

3.1 The engagement of PR consultant Camargue has muddied the waters in many dealings with the 

community. Whilst it may be normal parlance in the world of PR, using phrases such as ‘Network Rail 

has “encouraged” us to develop our plans’ when in fact what Network Rail told the Applicant was to 

come back when they actually had some tangible plans, is considered by the layman as deceitful.   

3.2 Similar obscuration was seen at a community liaison meeting in May 2017 when Camargue 

announced that proposed traffic works in the village of Milton Malsor had been ‘agreed’ by 

Northampton County Council.  Subsequent communication between the Highways’ Lead at the 

Council and Parish Councillor Brian Sumpton revealed that no such agreement has ever been 

reached.  Ben Copithorne’s response that some confusion had been caused by the interpretation of 



 

 

the word ‘agreed’ is another example of why the public believe Camargue has obscured the real 

picture.   

 

4. Engagement with the Community  

4.1 An offer of a property bond was made to those members of the community that the Applicant 

deemed would be “most affected”.  Many who consider that they would be seriously affected were 

not made this offer and the Applicant refused to disclose what criteria had been applied in their 

selection.  Contrary to the Applicant’s contention that the bonds would allow the residents to 

"remain in an equivalent financial position" they would in fact, when forced to move, be liable for 

significant costs such as, but not limited to: stamp duty; solicitor fees; estate agent fees; removal 

costs (plus possible storage) and surveyors reports. They would also be responsible for solicitors’ 

fees if there is any dispute over the second valuation of the property.  A number of residents signed 

up to the offer on the basis that if they did not they could well be left destitute.  Unfortunately the 

details of the bond they are now being asked to sign up to differ significantly from what was 

originally offered to them (explained originally in a very clear and unambiguous flow chart). 

4.2 The offer to purchase the property from the owner (without condition) now has the caveat “only 

if the Applicant considers there to be a diminution in value”.  The alteration of timescales and the 

method of calculating the new valuation (Retail price index rather than House Price index) increases 

the likelihood that the Applicant can claim there has been no diminution in value and consequently 

not honour the bond.  Whilst the original bond stated that they could sell their property as soon as a 

DCO had been granted there is now the clause that states they can only sell when the Applicant 

considers that there has been “substantive works on site”.  The interpretation of substantive is 

totally at the discretion of the Applicant.  The consequence is that the Applicant, at their own 

discretion, may force residents to endure the blight for many years to come.   The allowance for 

solicitors’ fees was also cut from £5,000 to £1,000. 

4.3 The life-long home of Mr & Mrs Mineard would be bought from under them and destroyed if a 

DCO is approved.  The Applicant last contacted them on the 6th January 2016 and has made no 

further contact to explain the consequences of their development proposal other than sending them  

general community circulars asking them for their feedback on the proposals. Whilst this treatment 

of vulnerable residents (who would be made homeless) is probably not unlawful it is at best uncaring 

and lacking any trace of empathy.  The only other contact with this couple has been letters via 

agents of the Applicant demanding access to their land to carry out studies. 

4.4 The resident of Deveron House has received multiple approaches between 11th May 2016 and 

30th January 2018 from three different consultants: King West; Terraquest and Bidwells. These 

faceless communications from multiple parties to a widow in her 80’s have caused considerable 

stress and anguish. SRC Ltd have sought to help where possible but Mrs Packham, who is being 

denied her right to live out her remaining years in peace, believes she has been treated with 

complete disdain by an uncaring Developer. 

4.5 Those residents who would be left sharing a boundary with the development and views blighted 

by warehouse walls (some within 50 metres) have received exactly the same treatment as those 

living in the wider area.  Whilst asking those who would be forced from their homes for their 



 

 

thoughts on the development is most probably not unlawful, it is at best uncaring and lacking in any 

empathy.  It would not have taken much to formulate a different approach for these residents which 

was not asking them how they feel about losing their homes. 

4.6 If the intent of the Local Liaison Group (LLG) was to listen to the community and react to their 

concerns it has failed to achieve these objectives.  The knowledge of participants from the 

Applicant’s side was found wanting and the stock response from the PR consultant “we will take that 

away and get back to you” was generally followed by a period of silence and no response.  One 

fundamental concern raised time and again was the consequences of an incident on the M1 for the 

local villages.  Numerous requests were made to the Applicant to stress test their perfect model so 

that the implications could be fully understood.  The Applicant refused to do this because “they did 

not have to”.  It was very apparent to the members of the Group that the Applicant might listen but 

only if it suited them. 

4.7 The second fundamental question raised on numerous occasions related to the ability of the 

railway to accommodate such a large development.  Despite the fact that Network Rail requested it 

in 2013 and the members of the LLG numerous times, the Applicant has still not considered proving 

the rail capacity to be an absolute necessity (or even a requirement). 

4.8 At the last LLG on the 17th July the applicant promised to provide the “market demand study” 

within two weeks: 7 weeks later and five email chases, the Applicant has still refused to do this.  In 

addition other vital information including the new layout of the grade separated junction and 

amended visualisations have failed to materialise. 

4.9 In their statement of community consultation the Applicant promised to establish a Schools and 

Youth Council to engage (for unknown reasons) with local schools and colleges.  As far as we know 

they visited one primary school in Towcester (where the chance of engagement with small children 

is zero) and avoided secondary schools and the University, to which they had received an open 

invitation.  If Primary schools were a legitimate target for engaging the youth of the community why 

was a school in Towcester chosen rather than those actually affected such as Blisworth or Milton 

Malsor Primaries? 

4.10 Tony Marsh’s repeated attempts to illicit information on shift patterns, an issue crucial in 

assessing potential periods of congestion, have been continually ignored.  Shift movements have 

been omitted from the traffic reports and the production of a 6,440 page traffic assessment 

precludes any members of the public from engaging in meaningful dialogue. 

4.11 The Heritage consultant’s unqualified opinion that such a massive and insensitive development 

such as this will do “no harm” to the local heritage and that 18 metre warehouses “will not spoil the 

area” probably did the most damage to community engagement and served only to engender 

distrust and an unwillingness to engage further. 

5. Accuracy of Information 

5.1 The April/May 2016 exhibitions were disappointing for the lack of clarity, absence of any detail 

and the stock response from the Applicant and their consultants, when unable to provide any level 

of detail, that “it was early days” to explain away their inability to engage in a useful exchange.  The 

contradictory information received to the same questions at the different exhibitions demonstrated 



 

 

a lack of preparation and professionalism on the part of the development “team”.  Multiple errors in 

the information such as wrongly identifying the railway as the “East” Coast Mainline did nothing to 

build trust. 

5.2 One specific concern of particular significance was the absence of any information on the rail 

aspect of the development in the Non-Technical Preliminary Environmental Information Report 

(PEIR).  For a development, the success of which is predicated on availability of rail capacity, we 

regard this as a major omission (especially as the Applicant claimed to have been in discussion with 

Network Rail for at least 3 years prior to these exhibitions).  The misleading nature of some of the 

information boards is best summed up by a map of the local road network suggesting that the roads 

leading to Rail Central would experience a decrease in traffic; clearly an impossibility. 

5.3 Network Rail, back in October 2013 requested that the Applicant should provide ‘evidence the 

proposed freight traffic will fit onto the network beyond the scoped study area’ and ‘the effects of 

perturbation should be investigation [sic] at an early stage’.  Also in a letter dated 6th December 

2013 that they ‘still require evidence that additional freight services to Milton Malsor can be 

accommodated, in particular prior to the opening of HS2, without imposing a detrimental 

performance effect on other rail traffic’.  The fact that they have still failed to do so, five years later, 

causes serious doubts over the Applicant’s commitment to the over-riding objective of modal shift 

and whether this is the appropriate location for such a development.  The community remain 

unconvinced that the Promoter’s motive is truly aligned with Government Policy. 

5.4 The absence of any visualisations rendered the first round of exhibition mostly meaningless as 

most villagers found it very hard to imagine the enormity of what could be coming.  When such 

images were subsequently provided the Applicant had chosen to produce only selected views, 

clearly not those that would be most harmed.  The depiction of only one crane in the view rather 

than the three proposed was misleading. 

5.5 A resident at 13 Courteenhall Road received a letter on the 18th April 2017 from Rail Central 

stating “I am writing to you because you have an interest in the land within the application site”.  13 

Courteenhall Road is in the middle of the village and the resident has no financial interest in the land 

within the site.  Worse still was the failure of Ashfield Land to respond to any emails questioning why 

they had been sent the letter.  An apology was only received once this was brought to the attention 

of the Directors, at the exhibition, by both the resident and SRC. We do not know whether this was 

the only instance of letters being wrongly sent. 

5.6 On the 7th July 2016 in an interview on BBC Northampton Radio James Digby expressed the view 

that Rail Central could happily co-exist with Roxhill’s Northampton Gateway SRFI being proposed on 

the land directly adjacent to Rail Central.  At the local liaison group meeting on the  13th September 

2016 Mr Digby was asked whether he could validate this assertion and replied that he could not 

possibly comment until he knew more about the Roxhill development (despite having already made 

the previous comment on the 7th July that both could happily co-exist). Mr Digby on many occasions 

was happy to make unqualified assertions that were then later retracted or not validated.  On 

October 26th 2016 we asked for formal qualification of this statement but a response was never 

received. 



 

 

In conclusion SRC Ltd submits that the Applicant has a statutory duty to ensure local communities 

are made aware of their plans.  Furthermore, they are required to respond to concerns raised and 

explain how they will mitigate these concerns.  Since January 2016 they have achieved only the 

minimum “tick-box” requirement of making communities aware of the proposed development but 

have sought to mislead those communities and misrepresent their plans whilst claiming to be 

undertaking a project of strategic benefit to the UK.  They have neither properly explained their 

plans nor adequately demonstrated any benefit from the development in more than two years of 

inadequate “consultation”. 

Most significantly, the Applicant has failed to provide sufficient (or any) information to enable any 

form of effective “consultation” on the three topics that most concern the local community 

 

1. The ability of the Rail Network to provide sufficient paths to effect a modal shift without 

detriment to the level of passenger services on the West Coast Mainline.  Despite the request by 

Network Rail in November 2013 that such capacity on the wider network be proved, the Applicant 

has failed to provide any evidence that the network has sufficient capacity to accommodate this 

development.  For a development predicated on the availability of rail paths this is an 

unacceptable omission 

 

2. The only thing that concerns the community more than this SRFI being consented is the 

potential for two SRFIs to be consented right next to each other.  The failure of the Applicant to 

undertake any form of cumulative impact assessment [with Northampton Gateway] is a massive 

and significant omission in the consultation process.  The local community is facing a life changing 

situation with Europe’s largest warehouse park potentially being built on the doorstep and the 

Applicant has not even thought it necessary to examine, assess or explain any of the potential 

implications.  The community has been deprived of any opportunity to ‘consult’ on this most 

crucial of aspects. 

 

3. The main question being asked by the community is why another SRFI is needed only 15 miles 

away from DIRFT which has expansion capacity for the next (circa) 15 years.  The refusal to make 

available the ‘market demand study’ during the consultation has deprived the community of the 

opportunity to understand, and question, why Rail Central is being brought forward. 
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Collation of Community Feedback 

At 12th January 2017 
 

Index of contributions 

 

Item Date Page Name Item To Copy 

1 05/05/2016 5 John Parsons Letter SRC Y 

2 20/05/2016 7 Mrs J Packham Letter King West, SRC Y 

3 25/05/2016 8 Vera Vince Letter MP, SNC, SRC Y 

4 30/05/2016 11 Adam Woby Letter MP, SRC Y 

5 19/06/2016 15 Christine Woolhead email SRC Y 

6 05/07/2016 16 Mrs J  K Ward Letter MP, SRC Y 

7 26/08/2016 21 Andrew Bodman email SRC Y 

8 03/09/2016 22 Tony Marsh email SRC Y 

9 03/09/2016 23 Andrew Bodman email SRC Y 

10 03/09/2016 24 Mark Redding email SRC Y 

11 03/09/2016 26 Christopher McCowen email SRC Y 

12 03/09/2016 27 
Chris Dancer (Dr Eirwen 
Williams) 

email SRC Y 

13 05/09/2016 28 Nicola Wilkinson email RC cc MP, SNC, SRC Y 

14 05/09/2016 29 Malcolm Platt email SRC Y 

15 05/09/2016 30 Adam Woby email SRC Y 

16 05/09/2016 33 Chris Dancer email SRC pre RC Y 

17 06/09/2016 35 Max Darby email SRC Y 

18 06/09/2016 36 Christopher McCowen email SNC cc SRC Y 

19 07/09/2016 37 Rory Fraser email RC cc MP, SNC, SRC Y 

20 09/09/2016 38 Angela Moseley Letter by email MP Y 

21 10/09/2016 39 Kevin Hicks email MP cc SRC Y 

22 11/09/2016 40 Linda Rogers email RC, SRC Y 

23 13/09/2016 41 Tony Marsh email MP, SNC, SRC Y 

24 15/09/2016 45 C J Dancer email 
RC, cc MP, SNC, 
SRC 

Y 

25 12/09/2016 47 Anne Christie email 
RC, cc MP, SNC, 
SRC 

Y 

26 12/09/2016 48 Stuart Dean email 
RC, cc MP, SNC, 
SRC 

Y 

27 12/09/2016 50 Andrew Newbery email 
RC, cc MP, SNC, 
SRC 

Y 

28 13/09/2016 51 Fiona Sheehan Letter by email 
RC, cc MP, SNC, 
SRC 

Y 

29 14/09/2016 52 John and Dot Parsons email MP cc SRC Y 

30 15/09/2016 53 Mr & Mrs Vaughan email RC, cc SRC Y 

31 15/09/2016 55 Fiona McKenzie email RC, cc MP, SNC, Y 
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SRC 

32 16/09/2016 56 Blisworth Parish Council Letter by email RC, SRC Y 

33 18/09/2016 58 Liz Lithgow email MP, SNC, SRC Y 

34 19/09/2016 59 Ruth Hazelgrove email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

35 19/09/2016 61 Christopher Mair email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

36 21/09/2016 62 Pete & Julie Alliott Letter by email RC, SRC Y 

37 21/09/2016 64 Richard Hennessey email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

38 22/09/2016 65 Richard Hennessey email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

39 23/09/2016 67 Mike Wreford email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

40 26/09/2016 69 Sarah Sharp email RC, SRC Y 

41 27/09/2016 71 Stuart and Anne Manson email 
RC, SNC, SRC, 
MMPC 

Y 

42 27/09/2016 73 Beverley Jupp email RC, SRC Y 

43 29/09/2016 74 Peter and Jo Banks email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

44 24/09/2016 75 Roy Warren Letter by email RC, MP, SRC Y 

45 29/09/2016 77 Kate Entwhistle email 
RC, SNC, SRC, 
MMPC 

Y 

46 29/09/2016 79 Mark Underwood email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

47 30/09/2016 80 Rod and Paulette Kennedy Letter by email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

48 30/09/2016 81 Ann and Alan North Letter by email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

49 30/09/2016 82 Robert Pyke email RC, MP, SRC Y 

50 30/09/2016 83 Martin Entwhistle email RC, SRC, MMPC Y 

51 30/09/2016 85 Peter Jaynes email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

52 30/09/2016 86 Bill Root email RC, SRC Y 

53 01/10/2016 87 John Metcalfe Letter by email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

54 01/10/2016 88 Guy Phelps email RC, SRC Y 

55 03/10/2016 90 Bryony Kedros email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

56 03/10/2016 91 Margaret and Paul Moss email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

57 04/10/2016 92 Mr A and Mrs M Lewis Letter by email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

58 04/10/2016 93 Margaret Murphy email SRC (MP, RC, SNC?) Y 

59 05/10/2016 94 Christine Woolhead Letter SRC Y 

60 08/10/2016 95 Jill Hope Letter by email 
RC, SNC, SRC, 
MMPC 

Y 

61 05/10/2016 97 Mr G Lewis and Mrs A Lewis Letter by email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

62 10/10/2016 98 Richard and Brenda Jenks Letter by email RC, SRC Y 

63 10/10/2016 100 Jonathan Moulton email RC, MP, SRC,MMPC Y 

64 11/10/2016 103 Greg Hall email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

65 12/10/2016 105 Kathleen Pound email MP, RC, SNC, SRC Y 

66 12/10/2016 106 Bernice Hennessey email MP,RC,  SNC, SRC Y 

67 13/10/2016 108 James Firth email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

68 15/10/2016 109 Trevor Pinfold email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

69 15/10/2016 110 Christine Pinfold email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

70 15/10/2016 111 June Lovell email RC, MP, SRC Y 

71 16/10/2016 112 Barbara King email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 
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72 16/10/2016 113 Andrew Bodman email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

73 17/10/2016 119 Colin Davidson email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

74 17/10/2016 121 Linda Hack (Fiona McKenzie) email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

75 17/10/2016 122 Jonathan King email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

76 17/10/2016 123 Estelle Rose email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

77 17/10/2016 124 Crispian Besley email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

78 17/10/2016 125 John Exley email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

79 17/10/2016 126 Henry Newby Letter by email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

80 18/10/2016 133 Anna Fox Letter by email RC, MP, SNC, RC Y 

81 19/10/2016 134 Jayne Lovell (Jayne Davis) email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

82 19/10/2016 135 Robin Kelso Letter by email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

83 19/10/2016 136 Sally Besley email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

84 19/10/2016 137 John Blundell email MP, SNC, SRC Y 

85 19/10/2016 138 Beryl Andrews Letter by email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

86 19/10/2016 141 Alan Lovell email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

87 20/10/2016 143 Valerie Hayward Letter by email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

88 20/10/2016 145 Nick Foale email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

89 20/10/2016 146 Heather Hudson Letter by email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

90 20/10/2016 147 David and Carol Coppock email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

91 20/10/2016 148 Olwyn Oliver email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

92 20/10/2016 150 Keith Wootton email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

93 20/10/2016 152 Edmund James email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

94 20/10/2016 156 Marcus Arnold email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

95 20/10/2016 157 Phillip Hayward email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

96 20/10/2016 159 Alan Hargreaves Letter by email 
RC, MP, SNC, SRC, 
PINS 

Y 

97 21/10/2016 161 Peter Heffron email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

98 21/10/2016 163 Caroline Cater email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

99 21/10/2016 165 Ray Andrews Letter by email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

100 21/10/2016 166 John Brice email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

101 21/10/2016 167 Janis McCormack email MP, SRC Y 

102 21/10/2016 168 Beverly and Barry Smith Letter by email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

103 21/10/2016 170 Peter Hazelgrove email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

104 21/10/2016 171 Sophie Borrill email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

105 21/10/2016 173 Sarah Fraser email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

106 21/10/2016 174 Matt Taylor Letter by email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

107 21/10/2016 177 Katherine Taylor email RC, MP, SNC, SRC Y 

108 21/10/2016 180 Pat Hargreaves Letter by email 
RC, MP, SNC, SRC, 
PINS 

Y 

109 30/10/2016 182 Faith Fehr email MP, SNC, SRC, Y 

   
Submitted direct to SRC 

   
110 

 
183 J Turnell Letter SRC Y 

111 
 

184 Tim Rouse Letter SRC Y 
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112 
 

185 Tom McManus Letter SRC Y 

113 
 

186 N Henry Letter SRC Y 

114 
 

187 Tim Coe Letter SRC Y 

115 
 

188 Will and Joe Brooks Letter SRC Y 

116 
 

191 Vera Vincent Letter MP Y 

117 
 

193 Lee Clarke Letter MP Y 

118 
 

194 Tim Coe Letter SRC Y 

119 
 

195 Julian Wills Letter SRC Y 

120 
 

196 Geraldine Morris Letter MP, SRC Y 

121 
 

197 
Not named, assumed 
Anonymous 

Letter SRC Y 

122 
 

198 James Randall-James Letter MP, SRC Y 

123 
 

202 M Ideson Letter SRC Y 

124 
 

203 Chrstopher Mair Letter RC, SRC Y 
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Letter from Mrs J Packham 20th May 2016 
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From: veravince   

To: Andrea.leadsom.mp <Andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>  

CC: Bernadette.owens <Bernadette.owens@southnorthants.gov.uk>  

Sent: Wed, 25 May 2016 15:16  

Subject: Objection to the Rail Freight Interchange  

Dear Mrs Leadsom,  

I would be grateful for your representation to vehemently oppose the Rail Freight Interchange (RFI) 

which is being proposed to be built between the villages of Blisworth and Milton Malsor.  

I have lived in Blisworth for over 25 years now and from my garden and upstairs’ windows, I have 

views overlooking the proposed site. Currently, the vista is a large natural bowl of green and yellow 

fields with a railway line running along the valley. On a clear, moon-free night I can see the Milky 

Way from my garden.  

We hear the trains, particularly the heavy freight trains rumbles, due to the natural amplification 

from the bowl but otherwise the only sounds we normally hear are animals, local traffic, gardening 

implements and the combine harvester occasionally. Our village has a fine reputation for good 

community spirit (Best Village winners) with many groups encouraging participation, the pinnacle of 

which is our Annual Canal Festival. I have been ‘Akela’ in the village Scouts in my day.  

The village is surrounded by good arable land with some pasture. We have the Grand Union Canal 

running – via the Blisworth tunnel - through the village, providing tourism income from narrow 

boats. Our church dates from the thirteen century, indicating a long established village.  

We do have an increasing problem of lorries cutting through the village to avoid the regular grid 

locks on the M1, as the pot-holed state of our roads attest.  

Whenever there is heavy rain, the old A43 develops run-off streams across the road at several points 

between our two villages causing road flooding, which is passable with care.  

The proposed RFI site dwarfs our village and threatens to inflict traffic and loading/unloading noise 

and light pollution on a 24/7 timetable, with trains being processed predominantly at night. Our 

rural idyll would vanish, as it would for our neighbouring village. We would be engulfed in an 

industrial estate and applications for residential housing, unable to claim green belt any longer, 

would rapidly infill to join us to Northampton.  

Inevitably crime and traffic nuisance in the area would also increase dramatically. Our view would 

change to one of huge warehouses and concrete, tastefully landscaped of course! Air, noise and light 

pollution will all be inflicted upon us. Importation of containers in such quantities always brings 

opportunities for criminals to operate the illegal movement of people trafficking as well as of goods. 

Our community is not geared up for this.  
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With the fields substantially concreted over, the road flooding will be unmanageable in heavy rain. 

What asked, the consultation advisors stated ‘there would be a flood system in place’ but were 

unable to elaborate. Water will continue to flow to the lowest point in the bowl, system or no.  

Thus far, I concede this all smacks of Nimbyism. I would like to emphasise that I am very much in 

favour of getting goods off the roads and onto more ‘eco’ trains for transportation. However, I 

sincerely believe that this RFI is not a strategic development but by defining it as such, the 

developers seek to avoid the local planning permission which they clearly would not get. I resent this 

stratagem because it disenfranchises me.  

I attended a consultation presentation in the village in April and received very few answers to my 

questions. However, I gleaned the following:  

They were unprepared to comment at all on the their plans for the development of the land lying to 

the west of the A43 adjacent to the Blisworth Arm of the Grand Union Canal, currently a beauty 

spot. I find that ominous.  

Although DIRFT is only 30 miles away and is still expanding, they believe a further site needs to be 

located here – where, coincidentally, they own the land.  

The rail uptake of DIRFT is only 30%, with the remainder being road to road linkage.  

The developers are ‘not in a position to compel the rail network to use their facilities’ from which I 

infer that a figure significantly lower than 30% is built into their expectations.  

The strategic need to site the installation here depends on the access to the rail main line and the 

Northampton loop line and the M1 coinciding.  

The developers ‘expect the majority of the rail freight to arrive from the loop line rather than the 

main line.’  

There was a proposal a while back to make the defunct Blisworth Station the main station for 

Northampton and we were initially promised being able to travel directly to Brussels from Blisworth. 

However, it transpired that the lines are running to such tight capacity that it would be impossible to 

schedule a ‘fast train’ to stop at Blisworth without bringing the whole timetable in jeopardy. They 

might fit a few trains in on the slow line to Milton Keynes but the freight line was also very tight for 

time. So the extra time required to slow a train to get it onto and off of a siding in the RFI will be 

tricky and most likely in the middle of the night. I believe a token train will arrive at intervals  It’s 

hardly strategic.  

The Northampton loop line is not a major line and its terminals of Milton Keynes and Rugby both 

have excellent links to the M1.  

If we consider the road – road interchange, which will be the major component of this operation, 

then a grid locked Junction 15 and 15a are not good starting points. Surely the Strategic place for 

that hub would be the interchange of the M1 and A14.  
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I believe keeping arable land for food provision is also strategic.  

 I apologise for the length of this communication but I believe it is all pertinent.  

 Yours truly,  

 Vera Vincent  
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Letter from Adam Woby 30th May 2016 
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Christine Woolhead 

On 19 Jun 2016, at 23:56, Woolhead  wrote:  

I attended your meeting on the 1st June and said I would send an email expressing my feelings 

regarding the above. My apologies for taking a little while, but my mix of emotions are difficult to 

pen.  

Emotion is best explained by John Betjeman's poetry. "And if there is some scenery, Some 

unpretentious greenery, Surviving anywhere. It does not need protecting. For soon we'll be erecting. 

A Power Station there.  

Confusion. Perhaps not a Power Station, but it is difficult to know what is to happen as the evasion in 

providing any details brings inevitable rumours. Is such a development required? Would it be out of 

date before completion?  

Despondency that a chosen way of life is to be heartlessly destroyed. Both villages of Blisworth and 

Milton Malsor will be affected greatly and the cottages (where I live) are in the boundary of the 

intended site. Verbal statement, or rumour, is that no consideration will be given to the critical 

disruption that will be caused. But for the residents it is a chosen way of life - for elderly residents 

and for families it is a very special community that enjoys living in the countryside.  

Anger at Central Government. I recall a statement, during the General election, that Local 

Authorities would be given more decisions on the needs of their Communities and yet a major 

development can happen without l.a. involvement. An alleged statement by these developers is "we 

do not require local authority permission only the agreement of Central Government". I am 

concerned that a decision could be made with little or no consideration or knowledge of the Area 

affected and "rubber stamping" comes to mind. 

Sincerely,  

Christine Woolhead 
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        (copy - full postal address supplied 

on original) 

         

        5 Jul 16 

 

 

Dear Mr Heaton-Harris 

 

OBJECTION TO PROPOSED NEW STRATEGIC RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE IN NORTHAMPTONSHIRE 

 

As a local resident in your constituency, I am writing to request your support for my objection to 

Ashfield Land's Rail Central proposal for a Strategic Rail Freight Interchange (SRFI) at Milton Malsor.  

I attended the Rail Central Public Exhibition on both 6th and 21st May 16 and the basis for my 

objection is two fold:   

 

a. The inadequate consultation carried out by Rail Central due to apparently 

misleading/missing relevant information. 

 

b. The detrimental impact of the site will significantly outweigh the benefits claimed by Rail 

Central. 

 

INADEQUATE CONSULATION 

 

Misleading Information.  Relevant information which would allow the local community to make 

informed decisions to influence the design and layout of the project was absent or misleading. Rail 

Central consultants were unable to give substantive answers to key questions; answers were often 

preceded by the caveat “It's early days”, “I think” or followed by “don't quote me on that”.   In 

particular, Rail Central claims there will be “less than 100 extra daily HGVs on the strategic network” 

Source: exhibition panels.  On further enquiry, it appears that the site could potentially handle 800 

containers/day of which at least half may be transported by road; this equates to an increase of at 

least 400+ HGVs/day on the A43.  When asked for illustrative figures the response was: “Using 

existing supermarket figures 66% of containers could potentially go off-site by road, with 34% 

remaining on-site; currently a well known major supermarket has a 70% off-site, 30% on-site split”. 

Consequently, this makes the estimate of 400+ extra HGVs extremely conservative. 

 

Inadequate information on potential traffic routes.  When asked, Rail Central was unable to 

confirm the location of all proposed entry/exit nodes to the Site nor was it able to define what 

would constitute emergency routing of HGV traffic onto Northampton Road and through local 

villages. It was also unable to answer whether emergency measures would be employed in the true 

sense of emergency, ie in response to a serious, unexpected and dangerous situation requiring 

immediate action or whether emergency measures would be defined in the context of an 

'operational emergency'? Given the operational pressures on ensuring an efficient traffic flow 

through the site, would stationary traffic on the A43 (as is frequently the case) constitute an 
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emergency?  Not only was Rail Central unable to answer these questions,  it didn't appear to have 

considered them in any detail. Thus, since there are significant unanswered concerns about the 

impact of increased traffic, the local community has been denied the opportunity to provide further 

comment on this. 

 

Inadequate time to respond to traffic modelling results.  In addition to the above points, traffic 

modelling effects will not be conducted until summer 2016 and, without details on all entry/exit 

nodes or the definition for emergency use of minor roads, the viability of the exercise must surely be 

questioned.  Since the amount of time for the public to respond to the results will be very limited 

before the consultation expires, it should be put to Rail Central that the consultation was premature 

and the public has been denied the opportunity to adequately respond to or influence the proposals. 

 

Use of misleading quotes from Northamptonshire Road Freight Strategy (NRFS) 2013.  Rail Central 

used quotes from the NRFS in its Local Liaison Group (LLG) briefing and also in the exhibition panels, 

eg “..we will aim to increase the options available to freight companies when moving goods and 

encourage a shift to rail and water”  Source: Exhibition panels quoting NRFS (Dec 13)  However, Rail 

Central omitted to include other relevant information and policies from the Strategy, particularly 

those which serve to protect the community such as Freight Policy 8 which deals with environmental 

concerns.  These omissions could result in the NRFS being taken out of context and give the 

misleading impression that Northampton County Council had already endorsed the proposals; 

therefore acting as a disincentive to the public contributing to the consultation.  By quoting the 

NRFS, Rail Central should have been obliged to make the Strategy accessible at the exhibition and, 

by omitting to do so, it has misled the community.  

 

Misleading information on landscape and visual effects. Rail Central claims that “the main views 

that may experience visual change encompass: residents of individual properties and footpaths in 

proximity to the site: Milton Malsor; Blisworth; Gayton and the Grand Union Canal”.  Source:  Rail 

Central Exhibition Panels.  Rail Central, however, fails to specifically mention any views within the 

eastern arcs of the site.  Several gantry cranes will be located at the multiple sidings on the eastern 

extremity of the site where there are no plans to provide landscape screening.  These cranes, 

typically 27m high, will be located at the highest point on the site and will be visible to a wide area to 

the east/south-east, certainly as far as Penvale Rd/A5096, East Hunsbury, where current train 

movements are already visible. With the prevailing winds and few natural features for sound 

attenuation the high external noise levels generated by container movements will be experienced 24 

hours/day.  This information is vital to the consultation process; therefore, details of the impact on 

local communities within the eastern arcs of the site should have been included within the exhibition 

panels and associated materials. 

 

Failure to provide adequate visualisations of the proposed Site.  Rail Central should have presented 

3-D visualisations of how the completed development might look; instead, its consultants suggested 

that the public should travel 20 miles to the DiRFT site to see for themselves.  Failure to provide 

adequate visualisations denied many of those attending the exhibition the opportunity to fully 

realise the impact of the proposals; furthermore, the suggestion that the public should travel to view 

DiRFT is totally unreasonable. 

 

DETRIMENTAL IMPACT 
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Unsuitability of proposed site location.  The SRFI would predominantly be on green space land 

squeezed tightly between between 2 large rural villages and it will tower over private residential 

properties, eg Railway Cottages, Blisworth.  In comparison DiRFT, only 20 miles away, has a much 

larger buffer zone with neighbouring villages.  The resultant effect of this proposed development 

would be a blur in boundaries between Northampton and its environs and a complete destruction of 

the character of the area.  

 

Impact on local infrastructure.  The National Planning Statement on National Networks 2014 

(paragraph 4.84) states:“…proposed new rail freight interchanges should have good road access as 

this will allow rail to effectively compete with, and work alongside, road freight to achieve a modal 

shift to rail”. Compared to DiRFT which has several potential access/exit routes to a number of 

strategic and primary road networks the proposed SRFI at Milton Malsor does not.  Rail Central claim 

the site will have only one access/exit node for HGVs.  This node, on the already congested A43, will 

feed onto an even more congested M1 at J15a. Currently, there is only one other access/exit node 

for employee/service vehicles, and that is to use Northampton Road feeding directly into the local 

villages.  With at least 400 extra HGVs as well as service and employee traffic (potentially over 5000 

employees accessing/leaving the site during a 2-hour shift changeover period) there will be a 

significant negative impact on congestion, air quality, noise, vibration and damage to local bridges, 

buildings and road surfaces. 

 

Inadequate contingency measures for traffic congestion.  Most of the local roads connected to 

Northampton/Towcester Rd have weight restrictions and canal bridges making them inaccessible to 

HGVs and completely unsuitable for traffic movements on this scale; the effects will be exacerbated 

if Rail Central's 'emergency' measures involve directing HGV traffic onto Northampton Road. It is 

already common knowledge that time-pressed HGV drivers ignore local traffic restrictions and use 

short-cuts by 'rat-running' through the following villages: 

 

a. Avoiding A43 via A5 north of Towcester between: Pattishall-Rothersthorpe-Northampton; 

Pattishall-Gayton-Northampton Rd-Blisworth-A508. 

 

b. Avoiding M1 northbound - via M1 J15-A508-Blisworth or J15-A45-Mereway-Northampton 

Rd. 

 

c. Avoiding M1 southbound and A43 – via A5 then as (a) above. 

 

Whilst a small proportion of this traffic is going to Milton Trading Estate the vast majority is simply 

'cutting corners' to access the strategic network. See attachment for evidence of the problems 

caused by 'rat-running'.  

 

Impact on safety. Due to the already high volume of traffic on the A43 local traffic, including school 

buses, already experience difficulties when crossing at any of the junctions with local villages and 

these risks will be exacerbated by an increase in HGV traffic. Furthermore, Northampton/Towcester 

Road is an unclassified road with traffic build-up both at peak and other times, especially when the 

M1 is congested.  A significant increase of traffic on this route will present a very high risk to other 

road users and pedestrians, including school children, and yet Rail Central has suggested it is suitable 
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as an access route for up to 8000 employees and service traffic as well as a potential emergency 

route for HGVs. Whilst Rail Central claims that employees will be discouraged from using cars this is 

hard to believe given the proposed wide employee catchment area, an area significantly lacking in 

public transport links.  The NRFS has already recognised the challenge of balancing cost/benefit 

impacts of distribution in terms of employment:“In Northamptonshire distribution is significant in 

size and is a relatively secure activity due its to the geography; however, this creates negative 

impacts in terms of highway pressures, which therefore, questions the relative vale of the 

employment produced.”  Source: NRFS page 13.  In turn, this questions Rail Central's claims about 

the value of the proposals to the local community. 

 

Damage to landscape character and nature conservation.  The proposed SRFI will spoil the natural 

beauty of this rural landscape and destroy the tranquility of the many public rights of way enjoyed 

by local and visiting walkers, cyclists and horse riders.  The proposed site with its vast amounts of 

concrete and the requirement for additional physical highways works on the M1, A43, A45, and 

A5076 will inevitably cause irreversible damage to the local environment, birds and other wildlife, 

including protected species. 

 

Adverse effect on living conditions.  The rights of people to enjoy their homes will be undermined 

due to the visual impact, very high noise levels and various forms of environmental pollution 

generated by the proposed SRFi 24 hours/day. Not surprisingly, this could result in considerable 

adverse implications for the health and wellbeing of local residents. 

 

SUMMARY 

 

Rail Central has made a cynical, commercially motivated attempt to exploit the provisions for 

Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects whilst conveniently manipulating the information it 

chose to present to the public. The purpose of a consultation is to make provision for the public to 

be motivated to influence the proposals and not to be deterred from doing so under the 

misconception that they are a 'done deal'.  Rail Central has failed to adequately inform the public 

through its use of vague, misleading and inaccurate information at the exhibition and by not 

providing timely information about the true scale and potential impact of traffic movements. 

Furthermore, in accordance with the NRFS and the National Planning Statement (quoted above) I do 

not believe the proposed site is a sustainable, viable location for any of the logistics operations 

proposed by Rail Central; there are simply not enough safe or suitable access routes and the 

detrimental impacts of the proposals far outweigh any of the benefits claimed by Rail Central. 

 

 As a local resident, these proposals affect me, my family and neighbours and I hope that you will 

support all those in your constituency who object to them. In the short term, I hope that you will 

support the case that the consultation was inadequate so that the community you serve may be 

given the opportunity to properly review, respond to and influence the proposals. 

 

I very much look forward to hearing your response on this important constituency issue; in the 

meantime, if you require any further information please so not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Yours sincerely 
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<original signed> 

 

Mrs J K Ward 

 

Copy to: 

 

Mrs Andrea Leadsom MP 

Mr Mark Redding, Stop Rail Central 

 

Attachment 1 

 

OBJECTION TO PROPOSED NEW SRFI IN NORTHAMPTONSHIRE – EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT 

INADEQUATE CONTINGENCY MEASURES FOR TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

 

From personal experience I know that little will be done to stop drivers 'rat-running' through local 

villages.  For example, on 16 Oct 13, I witnessed an incident involving a HGV driver who was 

following Sat Nav directions through Gayton and along Milton Rd.  Despite several signs warning of a 

weight restriction on the road the driver proceeded to attempt to cross Milton Road Bridge (over the 

Grand Union Canal) which is unsuitable for long vehicles; the vehicle struck the bridge and became 

wedged between the walls. The driver then forced the vehicle forward such that the rear off-side 

wheels climbed up the sides damaging the bridge (see illustration 1).  The incident was reported to 

the Highways Department and local police; however, because the vehicle and driver were both 

registered to an Eastern European country, the police stated they would not be taking any further 

action. On 27 May 16, I witnessed a tourist coach attempting to cross the same bridge (illustration 

2); fortunately, after several failed attempts the driver had the good sense to abandon this route but 

not without first causing long tailbacks along Milton Road. 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

Illustration 1: Damage to Milton Road 

Bridge caused by HGV 13 Oct 13 

Illustration 2: Coach attempting to cross Milton Road 

Bridge 27 May 16 
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From: Andrew Bodman 

Date: 26th August 2016 

 

Ashfield Land’s visualisations are similar to those produced by HS2 Ltd in as much as the viewing 

points are so far away that the size of the subject is minimised. I did notice on page 8 the height of 

the overhead cranes which will be greater than the height of the warehouses. The illustration also 

showed containers being stacked 5 high. The standard height of a container is 9 feet 6 inches. 

 

For those of you who want to see the visual impact of a rail freight interchange, you only have to 

visit DIRFT on the edge of Crick. Or use the following link and scroll down to see six photos of this 

interchange. 

http://www.norailinterchange.co.uk/gallery/ 

 

Kind regards 

 

Andrew Bodman 

  

http://www.norailinterchange.co.uk/gallery/
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From: Tony Marsh 

Date: 3rd September 2016 

 

1. Any fool with a smart phone can make panoramic views like hose, complete with spurious 

curves/hollows. only rc could take them as 'real'  

and graft in the tiny warehouses pleased that the result proves their assertion that their plans 

do no harm. 

 

 

Photographers know that a lens focal length eq. 50 to 55mm gives images that bear best similarity to 

how our eye/brain sees the view and to create a pan with 3 such adjacent 'landscape' shots gives a 

picture that, once enlarged to 15" high by 40" wide, can be placed before a person at distance of 24" 

to re-create a near 3D presentation close to the original. 

 

I am appalled by their technically  work. 

 

 

2. the cross-sections are useful especially the one which evidently deals withe line between MM and 

the most northerly gantry. There appears to be direct line of sight between the gantry and MM 

residents. There isn't shown a high bund covered with diffusing low bushes. There is no similarity 

with the careful bund (called a ridge in DIRFT proposals) protecting the village north if DIRFT III 

(Lylbourne). 

 

RC are not CAREful - indeed they couldn't CARE less. 

 

 

3  So much for RC's 'high-point" of the preliminary consultation. Their maps of area, claimed 

redrafted to take on revisions of their plan, have been printed to PDF format with poor resolution  

making them a    

INSULT. I don't think I picked up a single revision since the presentations around the villages in 

April/May. This despite the fact that the series of gantries may be repositioned 500m further south 

with a simple twist in rail layout (I was told that such a revision would decrease through-put - PR 

Bollocks). 

 

 

We have to hit them hard, Tony 

 

4. We villagers would be travelling within 200 to 500 yards of about six of the warehouses when we 

use the Blisworth-Northampton road. Why were there no visualisations at that sort of range? There 

was just one, in fact, and that was for a warehouses placed at the periphery of the development - I 

must say it looked lovely - - not. 

 

Tony 
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From: Andrew Bodman 

Date: 3rd September 2016 

 

The visualisations have been made from such a long distance away from the warehouses that their 

visual impact has been significantly diminished. This appears to be standard practice with such 

projects although that does not mean that it is acceptable. 

 

The crane gantries are shown on just two landscape sections. They will be the tallest objects on the 

site. Yet the visualisations have been made in such a way that it is difficult to see them. 

 

I expect that you will receive similar comments from other people. 

 

Kind regards 

 

Andrew Bodman 
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From: Mark Redding 

Date: 3rd September 2016 

 

1.  Ashfield Land have been very selective in the viewpoints they have chosen to provide 

visualisations for.  The close up views of the warehouses have been omitted, one can only surmise, 

intentionally, in an attempt to reduce the devastating impact of such an unsympathetic 

development on a rural environment.  Specifically the omission of their own designated viewpoints: 

VP3, VP5 and VP2 are serious omissions.  Ashfield Land themselves selected these locations and then 

have then failed to provide visualisations for them.  This is unacceptable. 

 

2.  Probably the most devastating visual impacts are from the Northampton Road, both from the 

north and south aspects.  The full height of the warehouses will be a startling contrast to the rural 

environment you experience when currently travelling either from the north via Milton Malsor or 

from the south via Blisworth. 

 

3.  There are no visualisations of the impact this will have on residents within the outer boundaries 

of the development area.  In particular we need to be able to see what visual impact this will have 

on the 12 families living in railway cottages and the residents within the JBJ industrial estate, Devron 

House and Rathkilly Farm.  There will clearly be no requirement to provide a view for the residents 

of the Flowercraft Nursery as their house would have been destroyed. 

 

4.  The boundary of the proposed development has still not been clearly defined.  We need a plan 

which shows the external limits and definitively the internal areas that do not form part of the 

application. 

 

5.  One of the plans is anomalous and shows two 'conservation areas' that up until now have not 

been identified and if you cross reference with the other plans, would appear to be outside of the 

proposed development.  We require an explanation of what these 'conservation'; areas are, who will 

own them, what is their purpose and how they will be managed.  Without this explanation we 

assume these conservation areas follow similar lines to the proposed innovation centre, open space, 

country park, home for the Royal Train and new home for the Wolverton Works that have been 

proposed in the past without any explanation or justification.  We would also welcome elaboration 

on Andrew Fisher's recent offer of gifting land to the local sports club.  We would ask that Andrew 

confirm to which club he is 'gifting' this land and where exactly in the masterplan this land is situated 

(as it is clearly not indicated anywhere in the recently issued plans). 

 

6.  We note that the revised plans do not intend to allow access from the Northampton Road that 

runs through the middle of the site except in the case of emergency.  We still require a definition of 

'emergency'.  We also require a legal opinion on whether this restriction is legally enforceable in 

perpetuity.  If it is not then this whole proposal should not be allowed to proceed.  We have already 

seen how the rail connected Eurohub at Corby had its rail connection removed for economic reasons 

by subsequent planning application and it is very easy to envisage a situation where the emergency  

access is changed to general access when difficulties are encountered with access to the congested 

M1 and A43 / A5 junction. 
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7.  With the aid of a magnifying glass it was just possible to make out the word 'potential' in front of 

'express freight platform'.  This whole development is predicated on the ability of the rail network to 

service it and the demand for such a facility in this specific location.  It is unacceptable that, this far 

into the process, we do not have a definitive scheme for the rail connectivity, an assessment of 

capacity / demand and the results of the feasibility study that is, supposedly, being undertaken in 

conjunction with Network Rail. 

 

8.  The decision not to develop the land to the West of the A43 is noted.  What legal guarantee will 

Ashfield Land provide that this land, which they own, will not be developed at some stage in the 

future if a DCO is granted? 

 

9.  The HGV park has 149 spaces.  This is considered to be woefully inadequate for a warehouse 

facility of this size in an area that is dominated by warehousing and lacking in HGV parking spaces.  

Please confirm how this allocation has been arrived at and whether HGV drivers will be required to 

pay for the parking facility. 

 

10.  The plan indicating rail served warehousing is misleading.  Is it just one or is it three warehouses 

that will be rail served? 

 

11.  The main footpath diversion takes the footpath from Blisworth to Milton Malsor via Barn Lane 

to the other side of the railway line, onto land that Roxhill intend to develop into another Rail 

Freight Interchange.  On the basis that James Digby, when interviewed on Northampton Radio, 

clearly stated that both developments could be supported, could you please advise how, exactly, this 

footpath diversion would work as it is currently routed right through Roxhill's proposed rail terminal. 

 

12.  If looking for community benefits that will help to ease the proposed development through the 

planning process we can confirm that there are none.  We live in a quiet rural environment, that is 

where we chose to live and that is all that we desire. 

 

13.  The views provided are completely misleading and give no idea of scale or impact.  For a 

development that will devastate communities the least we would expect are computer generated 

graphics.  The fact that only one of the visualisations even gives a glimpse of one of the cranes (not 

all three) which towers above the land is sufficient evidence that we are being mislead by what is 

being presented to us. 

 

That is all from me for the moment.  I have not checked whether I have duplicated any of your points 

so please omit as appropriate. 

 

Mark. 
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From: Christopher McCowen (reformatted with numbers for clarity) 

Date: 3rd September 2016  

 

Comments on the visualisations as requested: 

 

1. Produced extremely late within the stage one consultation period. 

 

2. The cut off date 30th September should be extended to allow all within the community to 

reply. Those without access to the Internet are being excluded from the process.  

 

3. Large scale  paper documents at the very least should be provided for display within the 

village halls etc. Further public exhibitions should be provided before the 30th September at 

Blisworth and Milton Malsor. 

 

4. The provision of a CD at the local libraries to view the plans is a minimal effort. 

 

5. The European Directive - Participation Directive. Allows communities to question and 

challenge environmental decisions through a period of consultation. Link for directive below 

but needs studying, however below is a useful paragraph that could be quoted now in 

correspondence with Ashfield. 

 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32003L0035 

 

6. Reasonable time-frames for the different phases shall be provided, allowing sufficient time 

for informing the public and for the public concerned to prepare and participate effectively 

in environmental decision-making subject to the provisions of this Article." 

 

 

7. No visualisation of the proposed A43 island which is a major piece of engineering positioned 

close to the Grand Union Canal, Northampton Arm Conservation area. 

 

8. The visualisations produced for the container handling crane is ridiculous, being hidden 

behind small trees.  

 

9. Only three sheds immediately rail connected how can this be called a "strategic" benefit for 

the nation. All sheds should be rail connected for it to be planned as an SRFI. 

 

10. View point 8 is too far away to be of any use. 

 

11. View points 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10, 11, missing why? 

 

Yours 

 

Christopher 

  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32003L0035
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From: "C J Dancer"  

To:<railcentral@camargue.uk> 

Cc:<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 

Sent:Sat, 3 Sep 2016 15:49:48 +0100 

Subject:STOP RAIL CENTRAL 

 

I have looked at your up-dated plans and my opinion remains the same. 

 

Your proposals are an abomination that will result in the destruction of beautiful countryside and 

the devastation of the lives of many local people. 

 

It is pretty poor that Ashfield Land are trying to suggest that this development is of National 

Importance. It is hardly comparable to an airport or power -station but Ashfield Land are fully aware 

that the local council is as opposed to their proposition as the vast majority of local people and 

therefore their only hope of turning a fat profit is to take this to Government level. 

 

It is laughable to hear them talk of benefit to the local community – What benefits ?A monstrosity 

being built on what was previously idyllic countryside, an increase in traffic in many surrounding 

villages , not to mention the increase in noise and air pollution. The amount of stress that they are 

causing people whose homes will be directly affected is also unimaginable.   Creation of 8,000 jobs in 

an area where there is very little unemployment, just how misguided are they? These “workers” 

would need to be imported from elsewhere and from experiences in other areas this is likely bring 

it’s own problems and so will have  very detrimental effect. 

 

Are Rail Central also choosing to ignore the fact that we have a Rail Freight Terminal a short distance 

away ie DIRFT that is not running at full capacity and that the West Coast Line is extremely 

congested? 

 

This proposal is all about Ashfield Land making themselves lots of money from some land they own 

which at the moment is pretty useless to them.  They don’t care about how much devastation and 

misery they cause in their quest to achieve this.   

 

Be assured that local people will fight this every step of the way. 

  

Dr Eirwen Williams 
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From: 

"Nicola Wilkinson"  

 

To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 

Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 

<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 

Sent: 

Mon, 5 Sep 2016 11:51:35 +0100 

Subject: 

Objection to Rail Freight Development Blisworth-Milton Malsor, Northants 

 

FAO Ashfield Land Rail Central 

 

Dear Sir or Madam 

 

I am informed that Ashfield Land have finally published their much awaited “Visualisations” of the 

proposed Rail Freight development between Blisworth and Milton Malsor.  

   

Misrepresentation of Proposed Development - As long-term residents of Milton Malsor, we are 

appalled by the ludicrously small scale of the representation of the landscape and the impact of the 

development. In our view, the pictures completely fail to give a proper perspective to cranes and 

warehouses which will be 30 metres tall.  

 

Failure to meet statutory responsibilities - We are especially concerned about inadequacies of the 

public consultation in regard to such an important project. As we understand the 30 September 

2016 will mark the end of the first phase of the consultation but I consider Ashfield Land to have 

completely failed in their statutory responsibilities in this respect. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Nicola Wilkinson 

 

 

 

 

 

  

cc: Rt Hon Andrea Leadsom MP, House of Commons, London, SW1A 0AA 

cc: Denis Winterbottom, Case Officer, South Northamptonshire Council 

cc: Stop Rail Central Campaign 
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From: Malcom Platt 

Date: 5th September 2016 

 

 

The visualisations will capture comments by the bucket-load. But the static views will be 

complemented by severe traffic impacts on visual amenity and movement . Do we have any data / 

graphics on these to add to the letter ? I noted 2 weeks ago that due to lack of lay-by facilities on the 

A45 just off the M1 a Dutch lorry had decided to park overnight by the golf course at Collingtree, 

which was a picturesque addition to the area. This might be a common feature around the Ashfield 

site as well.  

 

Malcolm Platt 
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From: Adam Woby 

Date: 5th September 2016 

 

Apologies for being late to the party on this.  Have only just now been able to view the visualisations 

on something bigger than a phone. 

 

Couple of observations 

 

 

1) I'd query the height depicted and the actual height they could go to.  See some snapshot of their 

images below.   

2) Footpath, watercourses and road infrastruture. Before and after visualisation should be 

included.  Redirected footpaths as an absolute minimum should be represented.  Where there is 

currently a path across open countryside the new one runs parallel to a rail line.   

3) Good point on the HGV parking facilities.  nothing to add at the moment without doing some 

comparison work against the dirft proposal and its not that relevant to a visualisation challenge. 

4) Specific Viewpoints 

  4.1 - absence and selectivity has already been mentioned  

 4.2 -  spot the gantry crane was a clever ploy but a bit insulting - Lets put it in the corner of a 

visualisation image and hide it behind some bushes in the foreground. No one will notice! 

 

 

 
   

  



   

Page 31 
 

4.3 - VP4 is meant to show an express freight terminal and this isn't depicted in the visualisation? 

 

 

VP4 

 

 

 

 

 

 - they show the high speed freight terminal on the east cost mainline!? 

 - and considerably lower than the mainline which if true could pose a challenge with the freight 

operators (dont know the complexity or technicalities for gradient climbing but that looks like a 

tough one) 

 - is it me or is it being depicted as 4 metres lower than the existing ground level. would that be to 

enable a low impact image as it seems very ambitious considering all the watercourse attenuation is 

on the other side of the site. 
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HEIGHT DEPICTED 

 

The detailed plan shows a max building height of 108m AOD and a max gantry height of 109m AOD 

(above ordnance datum, or above sea level)  

 

 
 

However the "detailed" visualisation implies the warehouse is some 30% smaller than the gantry 

crane.... or put another way, the proposed height isn't the upper limit.  ( a 40m high warehouse is 

currently in planning stages in Felixstowe) 

Observation - the height of the warehouse is greater than you think because it’s above the existing 

level. 
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Adam 
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From: Chris Dancer 

Date: 6th September 2016 (draft received) 

 

Having reviewed the Ashfield Land updated proposals, I remain strongly opposed to Rail Central. The 

proposals, if implemented, would cause considerable harm to the local community, which no 

mitigation could counter, and there is nothing of ‘National Importance’ in the scheme. It is clear that 

Ashfield, by tagging the scheme to a potential rail connection, are attempting to use recent 

Government planning legislation changes to sidestep Local Planning Policy and try to gain Inspector 

support for what amounts to a massive speculative ‘big shed’ scheme. Ashfield have tried 

unsuccessfully, in the past, to obtain planning for their originally modest A43 land holdings and their 

proposals have always been strongly rejected by Local Politicians, Planners and the local community. 

They have now taken an extremely arrogant and aggressive approach to public engagement and 

consultation, with poor information, badly presented and always seemingly overlaid with an 

inference that their massive scheme is now somehow ‘Government’ backed and that CPO powers 

will be used on any landowner who does not comply with their objective. This is not how the UK 

planning system is supposed to work. 

  

In particular, points of objection are as follows:- 

  

1. Both local MP’s, all Local Authority Groups and Parish Councils, and the vast majority of local 

residents, strongly object to Ashfield Land’s proposals.  

2. Ashfield Land’s proposals are contrary to all Local Authority Plans and specifically the 

adopted West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (WNJCS). 

3. Ashfield Land’s proposals are in conflict with the commercial, transport and housing 

objectives of the whole region and a further development on this massive scale will result in a 

complete imbalance of planning objectives. 

4. This is not a scheme of strategic National importance and Ashfield Land are simply 

promoting it as such because they own it - it is another speculative warehouse scheme in an area 

already with ample supply of consented land.   

5. Given the relatively short distances involved, the required transport modal shift will not 

occur and, in any event, there is no requirement for Strategic Rail Freight Terminals to actually 

accept any freight by rail – effectively this is the loophole that Ashfield Land are trying to exploit. 

6. With DIRFT in the near vicinity, Ashfield Land’s plans are clearly based solely on maximising 

their commercial returns, rather than any form of ‘strategic’ decision-making. 

7. The local trunk road network is already far too congested to accommodate this scheme and 

cannot be improved sufficiently to mitigate the impact. 

8. The scheme would also put an untenable strain on all the surrounding village access roads, 

with HGV’s and car-borne shift workers going to the site and with commuters accessing the 

proposed A43 junction all creating rat-runs through local villages and residential areas. 

9. The suggestion that the scheme has benefits with a road/rail link is unsupported. The rail 

network does not have capacity and Ashfield do not seem to have support from the various 

Operating Authorities. 

10. The direct and immediate impact on all the local villages and their communities (not just 

Milton Malsor and Blisworth) will be both huge and permanent - no amount of mitigation will 

change this. 
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11. The operational activities on a scheme of this type and massive scale will produce very 

significant increases in air, light and noise pollution. 

12. A huge area of prime agricultural land and open countryside will be destroyed by these 

proposals. 

13.  A number of rare habitats and protected areas, along with the animal and plant species that 

currently thrive there, will be destroyed. 

14. Job creation is not required in this area with strong employment statistics (currently there is 

already a serious shortage of warehouse workers in the Northamptonshire). New workers would 

therefore either be forced to commute or move locally causing further stain on the very limited local 

housing stock. 
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From: Max Darby 

Date: 6th September 2016 

 

Sorry for the delay in responding, I wanted to wait until I had spoken to John Holmes to see if he had 

anything further to add to my own thoughts. 

I have read all the comments made by other SRC members and I feel that most have of the relevant 

points have been made but I would like to emphasise the following. 

The visualisations are very poor, they do nothing to aid Ashfield in their submission. 

It is an old trick to obscure the fundamental unsuitability of the site with improvements to small 

details (footpaths, access roads, landscaping, gifted land etc.) when there is no prospect of the 

environmental impact of the scheme being adequately mitigated. 

I have asked Roxhill to comment on whether Ashfield's visualisations do conform to "current 

industry standards" as they claim. 

Ashfield have omitted  existing ground levels from their Illustrative Landscape Sections which makes 

it very difficult to ascertain exactly what impact the scheme will have. This is a grave concern as the 

development plateau is shown to be 5 metres above the finished floor level of the property in 

Rectory lane. 

Given that the current ground level is either flat or falling away from Rectory Lane towards the site 

the Buildings will end up much higher that 18m from the existing general topography.  

It is not possible to get any real sense of how the scheme will fit into the existing environment form 

these visualisations, I presume this is intentional.  

There are a number of missing views particularly across the Intermodal terminal VP2  and VP3. 

There are no views showing the impact from the Blisworth Milton Rd (John and Dots house). 

The gantry crane (10 storeys high)  hidden behind an existing tree is laughable and gives a general 

flavour of how Ashfield view this process, with contempt Best, Max. 

 

Date: 9th September 2016 

Correction: I have been reviewing the Ashfield Visualisations and I had incorrectly suggested that 

there were no existing ground levels shown, they are as dotted lines, not very easy to read. 

I still believe it will be worth investigating if what they have said is correct.... 

Max. 
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From: Christopher McCowen (extract from communication with Denis Winterbottom SNC) 

Date: 6th September 2016 

 

The recent revised plans and Visulisations from Rail Central show trees planted for screening after 

one and fifteen years. 

 

Existing trees with TPO's have all been retained which are grouped together just south of Milton 

Malsor. It is unclear which boundary hedges and trees within the body of the site have been 

retained. It is certainly very minimal if any at all. This represents a waste of natural resources as 

many of the trees are over two hundred years old. Many are classified as Veteran or some even 

Ancient offering quality amenity and wildlife benefits. Their future ability, being large specimens, to 

offer any form of screening has been totally dismissed. 

 

Rail Central obviously plans to completely bulldoze the site and shows little intention of retaining 

anything offering an amenity and wildlife benefit currently in place. Their development attitude 

shows no importance in what was naturally created by past generations; we need to protect what 

we have now as a community. 
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From: "rory fraser"  

 

To:"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 

Cc:<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 

<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 

Sent: Wed, 07 Sep 2016 23:24:51 +0000 (UTC) 

Subject: Ashfield land 

 

Dear sir madam, 

having viewed your proposals for the development of the proposed Rail Freight development 

between Blisworth and Milton Malsor. I feel I must strongly contest the misrepresentation of the 

small size of the landscape in relation to the grand scale of your planned development. The plan 

does not offer a clear picture of height proposed terminal warehouses (upto 30 meters ) which will 

not only obliterate the beautiful natural landscape, but also have massive environmental and social 

cost to our local rural communities.  

 

If you feel the economic and industrial benefits benefits of the development out weigh the risk of 

tearing the heart out of our local communities, then I beg you to think again .  

I have been a resident of south Northamptonshire all my life and am sure you couldn't appreciate 

just exactly how having to ability breath country air and roam freely through these fields has helped 

me and my future and past generations deal with the daily stresses and strains presented by life . 

This land is sacred to the people that make these communities what they are . Please don't take that 

away from us .  
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Mrs Angela Moseley 

 

 

 

 

 

 

September 9, 2016 

Dear Mrs Leadsom, 

Subject :  Proposed Strategic Rail Interchange - Blisworth  

First, may I take the opportunity to congratulate you on your appointment as Secretary of State for Environment, 

Food and Rural Affairs. We thought your campaign in favour of ‘Leave’ was dignified and fought with integrity so we 

are very proud to have you as our local M.P. 

We live in a Grade 2 Listed 17
th

 Century Yeoman’s house which stands only a metre from the roadside in Blisworth as 

do most of the thirty-five or so other Listed Buildings plus many more homes besides. Over the last ten years we 

have invested our life savings and most of our free time to restore what was a rather neglected  piece of English 

history. During that period not only has the overall level of traffic increased, but the amount of H.G.V.s using 

Blisworth as an M1 relief road or as a short cut for their journeys to Northampton, Towcester and the M40 has 

increased significantly. This is in spite of edge of village ‘access only for lorries’ signs being in place. Furthermore, 

when stuck in traffic jams trying to get through our village, some motorists think nothing of continuously sounding 

their horns at each other in order to vent their frustrations. The roads and environment here in Blisworth are simply 

not suitable for heavy goods vehicles and high volume traffic. 

Of course Ashfield are ‘consulting’ with the local community as they must be seen to be doing, but people who live 

here are realistic about what this actually means and believe that if this development goes ahead our village will be 

ruined. Ashfield have said that vehicles would usually access the proposed site via a new road off the A43, but there 

will be an ‘emergency’ route which would result in site traffic travelling through Blisworth whenever there are 

problems on the M1. By experience we know that the M1 already struggles to cope with the volume of traffic and 

that incidents there are many and frequent events. Ashfield argue that this development will reduce the amount of 

freight travelling by road. Perhaps it will nationally, but I doubt that anyone who regularly uses th e M1 within 20 

miles of D.I.R.F.T. could say that this has been their experience.  

In the face of two Goliaths, in the form of Ashfield Land Development Limited, hell bent on building another 

D.I.R.F.T. on our doorsteps, supported by a remote Planning Inspectorate and a ‘neutralised’ local government, what 

are we to do as local people ? Who can we look to, to defend our right to continue to enjoy the rural village life into 

we all bought in to? It seems to us and to others we speak to that developments whic h can be designated as 

‘Projects of National Strategic Importance’ are safe bets for opportunist giants with deep pockets like Ashfield. It 

allows them to disregard the needs of local communities and build strategically questionable developments on our 

precious and diminishing green spaces.  

This locality is already saturated with distribution infrastructure at Brackmills, Grange Park, Swan Valley and 

D.I.R.F.T. to name but a few and we are not convinced that more is needed or that the location proposed is in any 

way suitable for this type of development. 

Please can we ask you to use your influence and provide our communities with your continued support and 

challenge this proposed development and others like it. 

 

Yours sincerely 
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Angela Moseley 
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From: 

"Kevin Hicks"  
 
To: "andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk> 
Cc: "info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: Sat, 10 Sep 2016 07:55:55 +0000 
Subject: Proposed rail freight depot - Blisworth / Milton Malsor 

 

I have already given Rail central feed back via their website, to oppose in the strongest 
terms about this monstrous proposed development on our doorstep. I will leave the 
technical issues to people who know about this stuff i.e. where, why, how, capacity , 
demand, the impact it will have etc. It is my strong belief that a development such as this 
will change the whole, face, feel and even culture of the South Northampton area, and not, I 
may add for the better. These developers must be stopped and sooner rather than later so 
we can all get on with our lives. I am hopeful that as the proposals to me, look half baked at 
best, that the expert decision makers higher up the food chain will also see through this 
floored proposal, and crush the plan straight away. 
       Please do all you can to avoid this happening in your constituency. 
 
Many Thanks 
 
Kevin Hicks and Gina Thompson 
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From: Linda Rogers   
Sent: 08 October 2016 20:01 
To:  
Subject: Fwd: Proposed SRFI Blisworth 

Philip 

Seeing Mark's email reminded me that I haven't had a reply to an email I sent to Carmargue 

(below) which I also realised I hadn't copied you on 

Regards 

Linda 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 

From: "Linda Rogers"  

Date: 11 Sep 2016 2:53 pm 

Subject: Proposed SRFI Blisworth 

To: <railcentral@carmargue.uk> 

Cc:  

 

Please could you provide responses to the following: 

1. In your April 2016 non technical summary document, point 16 you make reference to 

travel analysis of a similar logistics park.  

a.  Where is the park and how many sites did you gather your statistics from. What was the 

size and headcount of the sites? 

b. What is the ratio of un/semi skilled to skilled/clerical/management roles? 

c.  What percentage of those who travelled from outside the local area were in Un or semi 

skilled roles, ie warehouse op, flt driver 

d. Does your analysis include agency workers or only those directly employed? 

2. The visualisations provided so far include trees with hypothetical projected 15 years of 

growth. Will you be providing visualisations without this to allow for a more realistic view of 

what we would be faced with seeing? 

Regards  

Linda Rogers  

  

mailto:railcentral@carmargue.uk
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From Tony Marsh, Blisworth 

Criticisms of Rail Central from a resident 

 

Such criticisms fall into the following categories: 

1 the sequence of encounters 

2 In the latest “Update” circulated in late August; the panoramic visualisations from 

selected viewpoints, 

3 and the cross-sections across parts of the landscape. 

 

1. The sequence 

The main encounters were in early Summer and on behalf of Rail Central we were handled by ‘PR’ 

people in most cases. The staff were at pains to point out that our points were to be taken into 

consideration as it was then ‘early days’. The final stage in the encounters has been the launch of a 

plans-update in August and I found that one key point I had made was not incorporated in any 

revision - I return to that issue in point (3). 

 

I am convinced the term ‘consultation’ proved to be best replaced by ‘presentation’. 

 

2. Panoramic Visualisation 

 I was very disappointed by their work here. Evidently a guy took a series of snaps with his smart 

phone and used an ‘app’ to create some panoramic photographs. This is an example of 

incompetence as any landscape photographer will tell you. The result is usually a distorted (bent) 

view of the scene covering perhaps 160 degrees whilst a human’s eye/brain is used to working with 

more like 70 degrees. Once printed onto pages, as in the pages of the update, the views place things 

of interest apparently very far away. Probably, at Rail Central, such incompetence was seen as being 

rewarded by visualisations which would have excessively minimised the visual impact of 18m high 

warehouses and 32m high gantry cranes. 

 

I was able to crop down the visualisation on page 12 (viewpoint 4) and it is shown below 

with annotations. Here is a mere seventh of their entire panorama. 

 

 
 

It concentrates the attention to the rectangular area, including a number of houses and commercial 

buildings, that I call the ‘small industries area’ or the SIA, as labelled in a plan view on the next page. 

Clearly the SIA is surrounded by large warehouses. The nearest to the right is Unit 4 which is very 



   

Page 44 
 

near to the Railway Cottages. The proximity is so close that we opted to show one of the 

visualisations at the head of the ‘Stop Rail Central’ website. It is reproduced at the foot of the last 

page. The viewpoint for this graphic was 10m from the road which runs from Blisworth to 

Northampton, less than 100m from the warehouse front and about 150m from the Railway Cottages 

(labelled RC). 

 

Someone has labelled the visualisation an ‘artist impression’ - no, it is not that at all 

because the sizes are calculated by the rules of perspective. My point in this is to show that Rail 

Central have avoided showing how the warehouses would actually impact on an area (by using 

distant views) yet anyone driving or walking along the road, shown approximately with a red line 

drawn on the picture, would have no less than 5 overbearing buildings within a few 100s metres and 

all these buildings would render the environment alien - certainly alien to what is an enjoyable rural 

context. 

 

 
 

 

In choosing to live at these villages we opted for a rural environment, admittedly populated with 

some housing and commercial properties some of which house businesses that are useful to us. 

We did not opt for a conversion to a foreign landscape. 

 

3. The Cross-Sections 
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Rail Central have been sloppy in their work here because the location of the sections labelled A thru 

K are not explained. Only in their high resolution graphics on their website can the locations be 

understood from information that has been drafted into their map on page 5. Cross sections E and F 

are perhaps supposed to reassure the residents in Deveron House that since the proximity of a 

warehouse both to the east and the west is screened by ‘landscaping’ it can be assumed the 

environmental impact will be rather slight. In choosing to live in this area, no doubt the residents of 

Deveron House opted for a rural environment and not for a conversion to a foreign landscape - ie. 

the proximity of hideous buildings makes an enormous difference whether seen or unseen. 

 

Turning to another matter, cross section L demonstrates the arrogance of Rail Central. At the 

meeting in Roade it was pointed out to their ‘PR man’ Nick (claimed the designer of the intermodal 

area) that a heavy gantry crane a few 100s metres from housing must be screened and if it cannot 

be screened then it must be moved further away from housing. There is primarily an acoustic and 

lighting problem with these units, especially when operating at night, which is really serious. Even 

the planners for DIRFT3 can only predict, at best, a noise-background from a group of gantries at 

600m distance to as little as 42dB provided there is 

 

(i) provision of a HIGH RIDGE of landscaping and 

(ii) (ii) a moderated number of trains being processed (from the business target of 32/day to 

20/day). 

 

The point is that 42dB is regarded as a maximum tolerable noise pollution and the DIRFT3 planners 

were struggling to achieve it, as a prediction, for the occupants of the village of Lillbourne (all this is 

in Prologis associates’ report). 

 

 
I have copied Rail Central’s cross section L in the first figure and included a portion of the page 5 

map to show the ‘scope’ of that cross section. There are at least 20 dwellings in SW Milton Malsor at 

similar distance. 
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In the cross section I have red-lined a sight line and corrected Rail central’s drawing to show the 

gantry as 32m high. I have enlarged a copy of a piece of their ‘landscaping’ and superimposed it to 

make the point that a barrier to the noise needs to be considerably higher. Unlike light, sound does 

not radiate in straight lines so a real solution probably requires the group of gantries (3 of them) to 

be repositioned further south. This is possible by having arriving trains slip into a siding and then 

reverse into the sidings beneath the cranes. The rail layout requires radical revision but ‘Nick’ told 

me that my idea was not feasible because it would lessen throughput rate. This is a ‘wool over my 

eyes’ that I will not accept – the measure would increase the individual ‘residence time’ of any train 

but that knock-on issue is soluble with a better rail layout. 

 

Left as Rail Central would have it, the plan would lead them down a legal path involving 

litigation as environmental noise pollution is a serious matter. 

 

Rail Central’s direct competitors - Roxhill with their proposal for the Highgate site - propose an 

intermodal area using quieter machines (no gantry cranes) on the east side of the Northampton 

Loop line and placed behind a significantly high ridge which would screen the entire area. Rail 

central cannot compete - so maybe we should view their update as a face-saving last gasp - that 

would certainly be my wish. 

 

Perhaps a more accurate impression (taken from Stop Rail Central’s website) 
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Tony Marsh, Blisworth, 13th September 2016 
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From: C J Dancer   

Sent: 15 September 2016 11:33 

To: 'railcentral@camargue.uk' 

Subject: Stop Rail Central 

 

Dear Sir, 

 

Having reviewed the Ashfield Land updated proposals, I remain strongly opposed to Rail Central. The 

proposals, if implemented, would cause considerable harm to the local community, which no 

mitigation could counter, and there is nothing of ‘National Importance’ in the scheme. It is clear that 

Ashfield, by tagging the scheme to a potential rail connection, are attempting to use recent 

Government planning legislation changes to sidestep Local Planning Policy and try to gain Inspector 

support for what amounts to a massive speculative ‘big shed’ scheme. Ashfield have tried 

unsuccessfully, in the past, to obtain planning for their originally modest A43 land holdings and their 

proposals have always been strongly rejected by Local Politicians, Planners and the local community. 

They have now taken an extremely arrogant and aggressive approach to public engagement and 

consultation, with poor information, badly presented and always seemingly overlaid with an 

inference that their massive scheme is now somehow ‘Government’ backed and that CPO powers 

will be used on any landowner who does not comply with their objective. This is not how the UK 

planning system is supposed to work. 

  

In particular, my principle points of objection are as follows:- 

  

1.     Both local MP’s, all Local Authority Groups and Parish Councils, and the vast majority of local 

residents, strongly object to Ashfield Land’s proposals.  

2.     Ashfield Land’s proposals are contrary to all Local Authority Plans and specifically contrary to 

the adopted West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (WNJCS). 

3.     Ashfield Land’s proposals are in conflict with the commercial, transport and housing objectives 

of the whole region and a further development on this massive scale will result in a complete 

imbalance of planning objectives. 

4.     This is not a scheme of strategic National importance and Ashfield Land are simply promoting it 

as such because they own it - it is another speculative warehouse scheme in an area already with 

ample supply of consented land.   

5.     Given the relatively short distances involved, the required transport modal shift will not occur 

and, in any event, there is no requirement for Strategic Rail Freight Terminals to actually accept any 

freight by rail – effectively this is the loophole that Ashfield Land are trying to exploit. 

6.     With DIRFT in the near vicinity, Ashfield Land’s plans are clearly based solely on maximising 

their commercial returns, rather than any form of ‘strategic’ decision-making. 

7.     The local trunk road network is already far too congested to accommodate this scheme and 

cannot be improved sufficiently to mitigate the impact. 

8.     The scheme would also put an untenable strain on all the surrounding village access roads, with 

HGV’s and car-borne shift workers going to the site and with commuters accessing the proposed A43 

junction all creating rat-runs through local villages and residential areas. 

9.     The suggestion that the scheme has benefits with a road/rail link is unsupported. The rail 

network does not have capacity and Ashfield do not seem to have support from the various Rail 

Operating Authorities. 



   

Page 49 
 

10.   The direct and immediate impact on all the local villages and their communities (not just Milton 

Malsor and Blisworth) will be both huge and permanent - no amount of mitigation will change this. 

11.   The operational activities on a scheme of this type and massive scale will produce very 

significant increases in air, light, visual and noise pollution. 

12.   A huge area of prime agricultural land and open countryside will be destroyed by these 

proposals. 

13.    A number of rare habitats and protected areas, along with the animal and plant species that 

currently thrive there, will be destroyed. 

14.   Job creation is not required in this area with strong employment statistics (currently there is 

already a serious shortage of warehouse workers in Northamptonshire). New workers would 

therefore either be forced to commute or move locally causing further strain on the very limited 

local housing stock and also potentially leading to anti-social problems, such as those experienced in 

Shirebrook. 

 

Mr C J Dancer 

 

Local resident 
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From:  

To:<railcentral@camargue.uk> 

Cc:<info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk> 

Sent:Mon, 12 Sep 2016 08:32:20 +0100 (BST) 

Subject:Concern regarding development 

 

I do not find it easy to put words onto paper but I would like to express my concern to the 

development that you are trying to build between Blisworth and Milton Malsor. 

 

I regard it as being intrusive to peoples lives, you are only in this to make a profit without taking into 

consideration the impact that this will have to the environment and peoples lives.  We moved from 

Hartwell as the noise from the motorway was intrusive to our lives only to be met by this 

monstrosity that you are trying to build.  

 

This is neither needed or wanted when we have Daventry just up the road which is underused and I 

believe being expanded, you are taking arable land and destroying the country side. 

 

Your new Updated scheme as it might look in the future, is unbelievable as no matter how many 

trees, barriers, screening or anything else to cover this monstrosity, just does not work. 

 

As for lorries using the A 43, it is a joke the road is overloaded with traffic at the moment, as if there 

is a hold up on the M1 I believe the A43 is used to get from A to B. 

 

 

 

One question to you "WOULD YOU HAVE THIS ON YOUR BACK DOOR" 
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From: 

"stuart dean"  

 

To: 

"andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, 

"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk>, 

"denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 

"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 

Cc: 

 

Sent: 

Mon, 12 Sep 2016 16:39:54 +0000 

Subject: 

RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE : BLISWORTH : MILTON MALSOR 

 

With reference to the above and the request for feedback regarding the proposal. 

 

1) The scheme is ill conceived, misplaced and badly timed. 

 

2) The attempt to alleviate the deliterious effects of this scheme only serve to demonstrate the 

impact this proposal has on the surrounding area. 

 

3) Traffic : The problems experienced on th M1, A43 and A5 will only be magnified by the 

introduction of a scheme of this nature. Evidence of this is clear whenever there is a problem on any 

of these major roads with the surrounding villages becoming gridlocked with traffic " rat running ". 

There is no indication of any form of traffic management which will alleviate this problem. In 

addition to the 24 hour lorry operation there will be the periodic influx and exit of the shifts of the 

8000 employees on the site. 

 

4) The scheme : The scheme mirrors the Dirft Rail Freight Interchange located approximately 20 

miles further up the M1. The third phase of that development has just commenced the construction 

of 8 million sq ft . 

 It would seem that the Dirft development is inadequate according to the proposers of this scheme, 

are there any facts to substantiate this view ? 

 

5) The Public Consultation : The public consultation was quite ineffective in providing any 

worthwhile information, the overriding response to any question being " do not know at this stage " 

 

6) Landscaping : The proposal at the consultation stage to provide a " country park" was patronising 

and ill informed, there is no need for a country park, we already have countryside ! 

 

7) Pollution : The inevitable production of large levels of pollutants and the light pollution from the 

site have been well documented already. 

 

8) The West Coast Mainline : The West Coast Mainline is already running at capacity if the 

proponents HS 2 are to be believed, hence is this scheme going t be serviced by rail ? 



   

Page 52 
 

 

9) Environmental : The environmental arguments are well rehearsed, the loss of any natural habitat 

be it poor quality farmland, hedges , pasture etc will have a deliterious effect upon all aspects of the 

natural landscape . 

 

10) Timing :In view of the recent referendum result, the situation with regard to supply chains may 

well change with the ramifications of the Governments attempts at negotiating the UK's exit 

from the EU. I would suggest that this scheme may well suffer as a result. 

 

11) Planning Blight : If the scheme is subject to delay having received approval,it may well occur that 

claims for Planning Blight will be pursued by affected parties. 

 

 

Regards  

 

Stuart Dean    
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From:  

 Date: 12/09/2016 22:52  

 To: railcentral@camargue.uk 

 Subj: Rail Central will kill my village ! 

  

Dear Sirs. I am writing to voice my sense of foreboding that hangs over this beautiful village of 

Blisworth where I was born and have lived all my life. 

 

I have thought long and hard about the proposed road/ rail terminal between us and our equally 

peaceful neighbour Milton Malsor, and appreciate that we are in a "golden triangle" of 

WCML/Northampton loop/M1. I can tell you with certainty that this will destroy our villages as  

 we know them, we already have ridiculous amounts of traffic using us as a "cut through" to and 

from Milton Keynes, Towcester area and the industrial complex at Blisworth Hill Farm at morning 

and evening peak times. I have never seen so much traffic through my village as I have in recent 

years, and especially up and down Stoke Road where hundreds of busy commuters hurtle along past 

the village surgery where it's only a matter of time before we have a fatality! A huge majority of this 

traffic is way over the 30mph speed limit too...so YES I'm angry , very angry. 

 

What are we told by people like yourselves ?..dedicated feeder roads will be put in to handle 

workers accessing the proposed depot....and you think the extra up to 8000 workers (eventually) will 

use these roads and not continue to do what selfish drivers have been and continue to do ie..turn 

my village into a traffic jam?? We are starting to struggle now , , up to 8000 further people 

and their cars!! it will destroy this village as we know it, we will never accept this, and as for the 

desecration of the beautiful land between us with your ghastly warehouses !! I and my fellow 

villagers will fight with all we have to stop this , we just have to succeed for the sake of our children 

and all that we hold dear. 

 

 Andrew Newbery Blisworth resident. 
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From: 

"Fiona Sheehan"  
 
To:<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc:<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 

<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: Tue, 13 Sep 2016 11:37:55 +0100 
Subject: Proposed Rail Freight Interchange 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
I am extremely concerned about the proposed development of the Rail Freight Interchange between Blisworth & 
Milton Malsor. I am a resident of Blisworth village, and know the area well having grown up in the village and 
returned to it later as an adult. I do not feel that the placement of the development will be of any benefit to the 
area.  
 
I don’t believe that the true visual impact of the warehouse development has been clearly illustrated in the 
information published by Ashfield Land. Some similar warehouses have been built elsewhere in 
Northamptonshire and these look awful - a real blight on the landscape. These are nowhere near the size, scale 
and multitude of the warehouses proposed by Ashfield Land.  
 
I would also like to know more about how the traffic will be controlled through our very beautiful village with it’s 
limited road links. The proposed access via the A43 is surely not sufficient if it becomes congested. Similarly 
what impact will all the increased traffic do to the air quality of the village? It wasn’t so long ago that the Blisworth 
bypass (the current A43) was built to help protect the village from the increased traffic of the 1980s. As a  

, I remember sitting on the wall at the front of my house on Blisworth High Street counting lorries 
for my school project on the village’s big traffic problems. I could never visit my friends who lived in the village in 
the streets on the other side of the village, because the High Street was too busy to cross. I would hate to see the 
village become divided once again in such a way. Besides the lorries, there will also be increased traffic from the 
proposed 8000 workers. These clearly will not be local; unemployment is not high in the villages, so there is no 
economic benefit to the immediate area through employment. Where will these workers come from?  
 
I attended the presentation put forth by Ashfield Land and am not at all reassured by their proposals. The impact 
of such a development will be of much detriment to the villages with inevitable light, air & noise pollution. Those 
of us living in the villages will have our day to day life dramatically altered. The area concerned is valuable 
farmland, and its existence goes a long way to protect the history and heritage of our villages. If we continue to 
build over these parts of the English countryside with little thought to wildlife and conservation, then we will lose a 
much valued commodity which will never be able to be replaced.  
 
Regards 
Fiona Sheehan 
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From :  
Date : Wed, 14 Sep 2016 04:01:41 +0100 (BST) 
To : andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk 
Subject : Proposed Network Rail Central Developement 
 
We object to the proposed development of Rail Central because:- 
 
It will ruin the countryside all around the villages of Blisworth and Milton Malsor. 
 
The noise and pollution of lorries and cars 24 hours a day will be intolerable and unhealthy to anyone who is 
living in the area. (Survey recently done in Northampton regarding pollution). 
 
The extra traffic will cause even more stress on people trying to get to their places of work and shopping in 
Towcester and Northampton. (The A43 is already considerably congested, especially at the Towcester 
Roundabout). More lorries going through Towcester is not acceptable and certainly there will be more through 
Milton Malsor and Blisworth. Already there is a huge amount of delay around the area when there is an accident 
on the M1, which happens too often. 
 
Our property already has a serious problem with a very high water table in bad weather.  The soil is dense clay 
that is not capable of soaking up and already causes serious flooding, partly due to the fact that we are at the 
bottom of a valley and if this proposed development goes ahead then the whole area will be covered with 
concrete adding to the current situation. After a recent spell of heavy rain, the Northampton Road passing in front 
our property, was flooded to a depth of 5cm and gushing out of the tarmac, leaving serious potholes for a 
distance of over 50 metres. 
 
There is not enough housing in the area to provide for the amount of people which they say will have jobs 
(8000).  Northampton cannot seem to house the homeless that already wander the streets there. 
 
The value of the houses in the area will drop considerably.  We have been told we wouldn't be able to sell ours, 
bought in 2014 for £400.000  and now worthless! 
Since moving here we have spent most of our life savings on the property thinking that we would be here for the 
rest of our lives. 
 
One of the deciding factors in persuading us to buy the property was that there is a covenant on the Deeds of the 
property, issued by the Northampton Planning Department, stating that no further development to the north and 
east of the boundaries can be made. 
 
Why is this proposal even being contemplated when there is a Rail Development at Crick with warehouses etc. 
that are not being used and the site not up to capacity. 
 
We moved to our bungalow as a retirement home, beautiful villages, wonderful countryside and looking forward 
to a quiet, peaceful life.  This proposed development has come as a total shock to us and we are devastated, 
There was nothing picked up by our Solicitors or Surveyors when searches were made in March 2014. The worry 
of it is certainly not doing our health much good.  What we thought would be a few years of gentle, peaceful 
retirement has turned into a nightmare! 
 
John & Dot Parsons,  
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From: 
"jenny vaughan"  
To:<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: Thu, 15 Sep 2016 11:52:59 +0100 
Subject: Fwd: Proposed Rail Freight Interchange between Blisworth & Milton Malsor 
Sent from my iPad 
Begin forwarded message: 
From: jenny vaughan  
Date: 15 September 2016 at 11:46:03 BST 
To: railcentral@camargue.uk 
Subject: Proposed Rail Freight Interchange between Blisworth & Milton Malsor 
Dear Sirs, 
We write yet again as after attending your consultations asking various questions, not one of our 
questions have been addressed. 
 
The visual impact cannot be altered despite a few scribbles indicating trees.  The line at the back of 
our property is your boundary and there is nowhere for  enough dense planting.  We have looked at 
the visuals of how the site looks now and what it will look like years ahead with planting.   The 
planting will never ever obliterate this proposed monstrosity. 
 
We have asked where the proposed 8,000 workers will come from and you were unable to answer 
this question.   Unemployment is low in this area and we ask again where these workers will be 
travelling from.   Your proposal states that you wish to get vehicles off the road onto rail.  I asked 
whether the proposed 8,000 workers will commute by rail and was told that they will travel to the 
site by road.  This will obviously impact greatly to our village roads. 
 
The light,  noise and air pollution factors were also not answered.   The light factor will definitely 
affect us and we cannot visualise the extent.  We know that if the football club to the rear of us 
occasionally forget to switch off their floodlights when they leave on a Friday and Saturday night, 
then our bedroom is floodlit and our sleep is interrupted.  The 24 hour noise factor would be 
horrendous.  This week contractors were employed to re-tar the track up to the scout hall.  There 
were approximately 5 lorries working there and the noise and the continuous reversing alarms was 
extremely loud spoiling the peace and quiet.  Luckily we only had to endure this for 2 days.   Air 
pollution - I suffer from COPD.  How will this affect me living so close to the site especially with 
additional traffic pollution.  Again this has not been addressed. 
 
From a personal point of view, obviously our lives as we know it will be ruined.  We moved to 
Blisworth when we retired to be in a friendly village with plenty of amenities but have at the same 
time total peace and quiet if we so wished.   We like nothing better than to garden.  We also have 3 
allotments at the rear of our house where we garden organically in total peace and quiet.  This 
interchange will completely change our way of life.   The wildlife will probably all disappear.  We 
currently have 15 different type of bird visiting our garden.  We also have grass snake and hedgehog 
families each year. With light and noise pollution we doubt that they will survive.  
 
At your last presentation at the village hall I dropped off several sheets to be distributed to the staff 
at Ashfield with the words of our Blisworth Song.   I explained that this song has been sung in our 
village for many many years by the children of Blisworth.  I asked whether the children of Blisworth 
would still be able to sing this in 5 years time.  I did not receive a reply.   Just in case this has been 
overlooked, please find the wording below. 
  

mailto:railcentral@camargue.uk
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Blisworth has flowers, 
Blisworth has trees, 
Country and fields to do as you please. 
Fresh air and space gladden my face, 
These are the reasons why I like this place. 
 
Blisworth is where I like to be 
Out in the fresh air and country 
Away from all the city noise, 
Walking in the lovely scenery. 
Though it isn't very big, 
It is full of history, 
It's much more fun to play and shout 
There's lots of room to run about 
Blisworth is the place to be. 
 
We feel that this song sums up what we feel. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
Mr & Mrs Vaughan 

 
.   
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From: Fiona McKenzie   
Sent: 15 September 2016 15:45 
To: 'railcentral@camargue.uk' 
Cc: 'andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk'; 'denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk'; 
'infor@norailinterchange.co.uk' 
Subject: RFI Blisworth 
  
  
I am writing to protest most strongly that the proposals for a rail freight interchange between 
Blisworth and Milton Malsor are completely inappropriate (and probably unnecessary) for the 
area.  The route for local residents going to Towcester is to access the A43 from the Blisworth slip 
road, and going back the south-bound carriage way has to be crossed.  This is already becoming 
more hazardous and the increased traffic from a major development would push traffic to take the 
longer route via country lanes to Shutlanger and on to the A5 south of Towcester.   The A5 is already 
getting busier, and the 2000 houses which are shortly to be built will add further to the 
difficulties.  Residents of Tiffield similarly have to traverse the A43, and there have been a great 
number of both serious and fatal accidents at both these village access points. Whenever there is an 
accident on the M1 traffic is diverted via the A5 and A43 causing not only long delays, but actual 
gridlock. On these occasions it is virtually impossible to get anywhere: your site would be on virtual 
lockdown. And this is not an infrequent occurrence.  
  
The visual impact of warehouses and cranes and added traffic through our villages will make a major 
negative impact on  local quality of life as we suffer increasing noise and pollution, both from 
vehicles and light. 
  
I hope that you will take on board the very valid worries that have arisen from this monstrous 
proposal and realise how inappropriate a development of this magnitude is. 
  
Fiona McKenzie 
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BLISWORTH PARISH COUNCIL 
Mrs V. Hartley, Clerk to the Council,  

           
                  

 
    tel[01604 858360] email:blisworthparishcouncil@gmail.com 

 
        September 16th 2016 
 

 
To: Rail Central (Ashfield Land 
Camargue Group Limited registered office 
 Eagle Tower,  
Montpellier Drive,  
Cheltenham, GL50 1TA 
 
Dear Ashfield Land 

Section 47 Consultation 
 
I am writing to you on behalf of Blisworth Parish Council.  
 
Blisworth Parish Council would like to express our concerns regarding the recently released 
visualisations which form part of your section 47 consultation and in relation to your 
Statement of Community Consultation. 
 
The opinion of the Parish Council members is that the visualisations are inadequate, 
misleading and provide absolutely no clarity on the potential impact on residents and the 
wider community of this inappropriate and large scale SRFI development.  
 
There is also confusion and lack of understanding on 1) how the visualisation ‘viewpoint’ 
positions have been selected and 2) why only half of the 13 viewpoints stated have been 
utilised for the purposes of illustration? The obvious assumption being that the selected 
viewpoints present the development in the most favourable and sympathetic light and not 
the actual negative impact this will undoubtedly have on the community. Either way this is   
very misleading. 
 
Blisworth Parish Council is extremely concerned about the poor performance and lack of 
compassion demonstrated by Ashfield Land and associated partners and the ongoing unrest 
this is causing the Blisworth residents. It is totally unacceptable to continue to allow 
residents to be uninformed and uncertain about their future in Blisworth village. 
 
In the interest of openness, honesty and compliance (promised by your business at the 
onset of this project), Blisworth Parish Council shares the SRC view and insists that you: 
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1.  Hold public exhibitions for at least 5 consecutive days in Sept/Oct in Blisworth and 
Milton Malsor to enable residents and other stakeholders to gain a reasonable 
understanding of the impact your scheme would have.  

2.  That you extend the deadline for responses to 31st November 2016, and formally 
amend your SoCC accordingly.  

3.  That you publicise these actions by mail to all local households quickly and on your 
Ashfield Land, Camargue and Rail Central websites.  
     
Blisworth Parish Council awaits your response. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Viv Hartley, Clerk to the Parish Council 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: "Liz's Tesco Mailer Fr"  
To:<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc:<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent:Sun, 18 Sep 2016 19:43:57 +0100 
Subject:Blisworth Rail Freight Depot 
 
Hello, 
  
I'm writing this on Sunday 18th September, 2016 when yet again there has been heavy traffic 
passing through the village of Blisworth - this time due to an incident on the A43 which required the 
attendance of the air ambulance. 
  
 Traffic diverts through the village frequently, either due to an incident on the A43 or more often 
because there has been an incident on the M1. To say that traffic from the proposed Freight Depot 
will only use the A43 is ludicrous. The villages and Northampton Road are not designed to cope with 
lorries carrying heavy loads. It's bad enough at the moment without having to cope with the 
inevitable additional traffic which the proposed development would bring. 
  
How many  staff are employed at DIRFT? I doubt whether it is 8000. What would the proposed 8000 
jobs be at Blisworth? Where would the staff come from? Where would they live? How would they 
get to work?  
The villages of the area with their community feel are at the moment  fairly safe places for the local 
children. 8000 strangers travelling to and fro will make the area less safe. 
  
I have driven from J18 to Rugby town  via and am alarmed at the sight which now greets me - an 
avenue of large tin sheds which are well illuminated after dark. I used to work in Rugby and travelled 
this way. I am horrified at the change in scenery. The area is now unrecognisable and characterless. 
Such a development is not appropriate  in the midst of two historic villages - and on greenfield land. 
Surely there is brownfield land elsewhere - if another depot is really needed? 
  
How would the rail traffic arrive at the site (main line, Northampton loop or both?)and how often? 
Have paths been agreed with Network Rail? Both lines are pretty well full to capacity. 
  
Why did Ashfield Land put a planning application for the Blisworth site through Bedford Planning? Is 
there something to hide? 
  
Is there also a chance that the waste recycling plant against which Northampton Town is fighting 
could also move out to the Blisworth/Milton Malsor area if this area changes from greenfield to 
industrial land? 
  
My overall feeling that the proposed Rail Freight Depot is totally inappropriate for the 
Blisworth/Milton Malsor area. 
  
Ms. E. Lithgow 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: Ruth Hazelgrove  
Date: 19 September 2016 at 20:43:11 BST 
To: "railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: "andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk> 
Subject: Objection To Proposed Rail Freight Interchange 
 
 
 
Dear Directors of Ashfield Land, 
 
I am writing to you regarding your proposed Rail Freight Interchange around my village of 
Blisworth.  I have been to your consultation events and even received your updates, yet I am still 
extremely disappointed with the poor level of information that we have been provided with. 
Nothing has reduced my concerns over the intended plans. 
 
I have lived in Blisworth for well over 20 years, having moved out of Northampton, one of the 
highest polluted places in the UK, to provide a better and healthier quality of life for myself and my 
family.  Pollution levels are well documented -Northampton having some of the highest levels in the 
country. Only this summer, DEFRA was close to having to declare part of Northampton as being at a 
dangerous level as 171mcg were recorded. So how could such a vast, diesel fuelled estate, with all 
the lorries continually coming and going, be allowed to be built anywhere near Northampton? 
What about our health in and around Blisworth? Already a Radon hot spot area, how could our air 
quality possibly be maintained when HGVs would be continually moving into and out of the area, in 
addition to 8,000 people needing transportation?  
 
As you drive from Northampton to Blisworth, the change of environment is clearly obvious - moving 
from town to countryside. If this massive warehouse estate is allowed, where will the countryside 
be?!  Not only is it visually attractive at the moment, but this area is vital for farming. How are we 
supposed to provide food for a growing population, whilst removing the very ground on which it is 
grown? 
 
I travel several times a day along the old A43, due to work, family etc. The new A45 was built to take 
traffic away from it as it was not suitable as a major road and could not cope with high volumes of 
vehicles.  At the moment it is already often congested and could not possibly cope with the amount 
of extra traffic that staff working in these warehouses would bring, let alone when the lorries decide 
to make short cuts or need to use it.  It would cause total chaos! 
 
As you will be aware from your studies, South Northamptonshire, fortunately, does not suffer from 
mass unemployment. Consequently, where would the workers have to come from? Unless they use 
transportation, therefore further increasing pollution and congestion, provision would be needed for 
a massive housing estate.  Has this been considered? If so, where would it be? 
 
As for it being a rail freight terminal -it appears very unlikely from the information we have received, 
that there is even the capacity, or that you would be given permission, to use these lines, especially 
to the extent you claim you would. Instead it will be another  Truck terminal, with all the issues that 
they bring. 
 
In conclusion, I really cannot understand how you consider this Development to be in anyone's 
interests, except your own. How can it be of national strategic importance when even the very basis 
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of your APPARENT plan - for rail freight - is unlikely to be feasible? This is without consideration of 
the massive negative impact it would have on the local communities, both for the people and the 
environment.  Therefore I wish to state my objection to this plan on not one, but several grounds 
and hope that those with the authority to make the final decision,will listen to common sense and 
reject such a ridiculous plan. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Ruth Hazelgrove (Mrs) 
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Letter to SRC from Mr C Mair 19th September 

 

Christopher & Eva Mair  
  

  

We strongly object to the proposed construction of a Rail Freight Terminal (RFT) in the Parish of 

Milton Malsor, on the grounds that it`s contrary to the West Northants Joint Core Strategy (WNJCS) 

adopted in December 2014.   

The WNJCS is sovereign, and is the foundation of all planning policy in our area until 2029. There is 

no policy or evidence in the WNJCS to suggest the need for a RFT to be sited on land in open 

countryside, south of Milton Malsor village.   

Although some years ago, Ashfield Land did suggest an RFT south of Milton Malsor  

with a rail link to the main line, it didn`t get through the Examination in Public for the current 

WNJCS. Therefore it was not included in the core strategy. One of the reasons being, an RFT would 

be unsuitable in such close proximity to Milton Malsor village. This still remains the case as nothing 

has changed..so it`s status quo.  

However an RFT known as DIRFT is sited in accordance with the WNJCS, on land off J18 on the M1, 

approximately 18 miles away from Milton Malsor.  

It`s important to note, that the WNJCS was considered by an independent planning inspector 

appointed by the Planning Inspectorate, as part of the Examination in Public hearings held in 

April/May 2013 and March 2014. The inspector`s report issued in October 2014 concludes that the 

WNJCS is sound subject to main modifications, which were incorporated prior to its adoption in 

December 2014.   

The inspector also concluded in his report, that there is no need for new strategic employment sites 

in open countryside, as there is enough land allocated in the WNJCS for this purpose, on Junctions 

16 & 18 on the M1.  

This developer driven proposal which is unnecessary and unwanted, would only be of benefit to 

Ashfield Land and to the current landowners willing to sell their land.  

This proposed RFT "shoe horned" in between two rural villages would be devastating  for residents 

in Blisworth and Milton Malsor. It would have a negative impact on the quality of life which residents 

in both villages currently enjoy.   

In conclusion, this proposed RFT is in the wrong place, as it will bring noise, light and air pollution, 

traffic congestion and chaos, and environmental destruction to our rural villages, which would make 

our lives unbearable.  
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September 14th 2016  
  
To whom it may concern.  
  
We are writing to you to express our concerns about the impact the proposed Rail Central 
development (Blisworth/Milton Malsor) will have on Blisworth and the surrounding area.  
We live on the Courteenhall Road Blisworth and our back garden looks out on to proposed 
development.  
We would like to limit our objections to how such a development will potentially affect us – leaving 
those in other areas to voice their own particular concerns.  
  
1. VISUAL IMPACT.  Although it is claimed our view will above the rooves of the buildings it seems 
likely that wind turbines may also appear as they have already done at Crick. Views over open 
countryside will be severely compromised.  
  
2. POLLUTION.  Air pollution from the use of machinery and lorry movement in the area and 
significant light pollution as this is a 24hr operation will affect all the surrounding areas.  
  
3. NOISE.  Heating and air conditioning systems constantly in use,  Industrial loading and specialist 
container vehicles, especially vehicle reversing audio warnings will have significant impact.  
We note that an additional connection will be made from the main line into the site close to our 
property, and are particularly concerned that new point work will mean a great deal of extra noise 
when trains pass over it.  
We would also point out the elevation of the Northampton loop is lower than the main line so the 
proposed connecting curve from the loop to the main line  will involve  a severe rising gradient for 
trains going north, with yet more noise.  (Diesel Locomotives are particularly affected by this).  
4. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES.  
There is an obvious impact that this development will have on two very pleasant villages.  Extra 
traffic will be significant, vehicles, cycles and pedestrians will all increase. The footpaths across the 
fields are to be diverted all round the site .  A pleasant walk across fields will be replaced by a longer 
perimeter tour around an industrial site – presumably with high security fencing.  
  
The developers are unable to tell us what will be stored in these new warehouses.  Chemical 
leakages, fires etc. may cause air [pollution and could cause health issues,  
  
Wild life habitats are to be destroyed and valuable agricultural land lost.  
There is potential for an increase in crime.  
  
5.LOCATION ISSUES.  
  
It is claimed that the main reason for the choice of site ( excluding the obvious one of making money 
for the developers) is its access to the West Coast Main Line.  Capacity on the West Coast Main Line 
is  currently almost full during the day time, this will not improve until HS2 is completed if and when 
this happens.  Network Rail therefore, or whoever finances the project with Rail Central, are unlikely 
to be able to justify the formation of new earthworks, tracks, points, signalling etc. which will be 
used relatively infrequently due to the capacity of the West Coast Main Line.   
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We would like these objections to be taken into consideration in any future discussions.  
Please note this should be counted as TWO objections though this is obviously a joint letter.  
  
  
 Yours sincerely  
  
  
  
  
Peter Alliott                                                        Julie Alliott. 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: "R. Hennessy"  
To:"James Bickerton" <jbickerton@camargue.uk> 
Cc:<info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk> 
Sent:Wed, 21 Sep 2016 13:42:40 +0100 
Subject:Re: Rail Central Feedback Form 
 
 
James 
 
I regret that I have just spent another hour completing the Feedback form again and once more it 
has been rejected with “Invalid form submission”, it does prompt me to wonder how many other 
Feedback forms have also been rejected and whether you are getting a fair representative view of 
local option.  For the befit of your IT people, I attach another screen image, I am currently using 
Windows 10 and Internet Explorer 11. 
 
I have copied this email to other interested parties. 
 
Regards 
Richard 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: "R. Hennessy"  
To:<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc:<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent:Thu, 22 Sep 2016 19:17:32 +0100 
Subject:Comments on Rail Central Updated Plans and Visualisation 
 
 
I have now read your updated Plans and Visualisations dated Aug 2016.  I am pleased to see that you 
are no longer planning any development in the Conservation Area west of the A43 and the existing 
hamlet will be left untouched.  However, this poses a different question, I understood that you 
originally considered an on-site hotel as a essential part of the development to provide rest and 
refreshment facilities for truck drivers.  So, does this now mean changes to the main part of the site 
to provide rest facilities, what are the implications for the warehousing? 
 
I remain unconvinced whether the site can meet its statutory requirements of providing an SRFI 
given the busyness of the railway lines passing it.  I realise that you  are proposing to use existing Q 
paths to get trains to the site, but you cannot be seriously expecting big volume shippers to rely on 
unpredictable Q paths, they want consistent service, not finding their Goods sitting in Felixstowe (for 
example) for 3 days until they can get a path.  I am concerned that for the next 10years or so there 
will not be consistent predictable paths available, I  realise that you are hoping for more paths once 
HS2 is in service, but currently that looks way in the future.  I can foresee a situation where the SRFI 
legislation is used to squeeze a development through the Planning system and then there are no 
trains able to access the site so it merely becomes a road haulage depot which could have been built 
in dozens of other more suitable places. 
 
There continue to be an unacceptable number of errors in the documentation you have released: 
In the Updated Parameters Plan (page 4) Zone 6-Intermodal is shown with a Minimum Slab Level of 
89.5m AOD and the Max Gantry height of 109.081m ie Gantry height of slightly less than 20m.  But 
on Page 8 Illustrative Landscape Section 3, and Page 9 Section 4, the scaled Gantry heights appear to 
be 30m .  So which is it? 
 
Page 9, Illustrative Landscape Section 4, the East Coast Mainline is shown running adjacent to the 
site, is this a subtle bid to build HS3, or to reroute the existing line by more than 100miles or simply 
another error? 
 
As already reported, in the initial proposal there were mapping errors in the relative locations of 
DIRFT and Rail Central. 
 
It is not clear whether these are intentional “artistic licence” to show your proposal in a better light 
or genuine errors due to carelessness and incompetence, but in a proposal such as this which seeks 
to destroy many acres of farmland and dramatically affect the lives of something like 3000people in 
two established communities, any error is unacceptable.  Certainly if any employees of mine had 
made this many errors, they would now be looking for a new job as it destroys the credibility of the 
project team and indeed the whole company. 
 
This proposal is very close to DIRFT which, as an established site, already covers road distribution in 
the local area and DIRFT has recently been approved for an extension on Brown Field land which will 
further enhance its capabilities.  Rail Central and DIRFT wil be in direct competition for rail Paths 
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with very few extra ones likely to become available in the next 10years.  Certainly WCML Express 
paths to the site are likely to be difficult because of the very short siding into the facility meaning 
that trains will have to start slowing down on the mainline. 
Overall, I feel this proposal is premature and at this stage has no guarantee of improving the 
environment by moving freight from road to rail, but would result in severe damage to the local rural 
environment with no compensating gains. 
  
Mr Richard Hennessy 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Mike Wreford"  
 
To: 

"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

"andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, 
"denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Fri, 23 Sep 2016 10:39:48 +0100 
Subject: 

SRC 

 

 

 

  

 

Stop Rail Central 

 Dear Sirs   

I write with concern over the proposed development between Blisworth and Milton 

Malsor, 

 

My family have been in transport since 1904 in the Northampton area and have seen 

many industrial estates in the local area built from virgin land, i.e. Moulton Park,  

Brackmills, Swan Valley, Dirft, Pineham. Grange Park. 

All of these estates have more than one major rd. leading to them in fact all have 2 and 

most even more, and at peak times all of these are subject to traffic congestion. With 

the site at Blisworth/Milton there is planned only one way in and out, the site is larger 

than those mentioned and at peak times this can only lead to problems.  
 

My other concern is parking and facilities for HGV’S, The above sites do not have any 

facilities for drivers i.e. parking ,toilets ,café and when at the last   

presentation in Blisworth I asked a representative from Ashfield Land about plans for 

parking of vehicles I drew a total blank, it was as if they wouldn’t be parking there only 

collecting or delivering. 
 

About 4 weeks ago on a Sun morning I came down the A5 past  DIRF  and counted over 

45 HGV’S parked on the roadside no Toilets, illegal parking half on road and half on 

footpath this apparently happens most weekends, if you go around any of the above 

estates you will find this happening, this is not something I feel the villages would not 

be able to accommodate. 
 

If the project moves forward I am concerned that this will lead to a big increase in 

people wandering around the Village’s at weekends and with no facilities  

who knows what could happen.  
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I therefore urge the bodies that can oppose this development to do it most strongly we 

have too many areas like this already in our vicinity. 
  

Kind regds    

Mike Wreford 

www.swwreford.co.uk 
  

http://www.swwreford.co.uk/
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: "Sarah Sharp"  
To:"railcentral@camargue.com" <railcentral@camargue.com> 
Cc:"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent:Mon, 26 Sep 2016 20:43:22 +0000 
Subject:Rail Central concerns 
 
 
 
Please see below a copy of the letter I sent to my MP Andrea Leadsom on 30.04.2016. I also have further comments to add 
in respect of my disappointment in the minimal information that has been shared with members of the public, I still feel 
none the wiser to what you are attempting to do (in comparison to what I did prior to your presentation days) 
 
 
                                     Sarah Sharp 
                                       
                                       
                                       
                                       
 
                                       
 
                                       
 
                                      Saturday 30 April 2016 
 
Dear Andrea Leadsom, 
 
I write to you to highlight my concerns about the proposed Rail Central 
development.  
 
As a resident of Blisworth, this will have a huge detrimental impact on 
my family. My understanding is that you are supporting the Local 
community and are against the development. I thank you for that, and 
will just note my concerns about the proposed development. 
 
Having attended the first of the public consultations, I have been left 
very disappointed at the lack of any answers as "it's early days" or 
"the person who can answer that question isn't here". 
 
1) noise, the noise will increase significantly. We currently have a 
very peaceful village, where we very rarely hear trains go past. Should 
this development go ahead, there will be an express terminal situated 
near to Blisworth, plus the extra concern of the warehouses (according 
to the "noise consultant" the noise from warehouses is not significant) 
not to mention the noise of cranes, extra traffic etc. The noise 
consultant indeed did not think that there will be a significant 
difference between the level of noise now and what can be expected of 
the development.... He has no idea, and this is of grave concern. Of 
course this is not just during the day, it's a 24 hour operation. This 
will have a huge impact on my families quality of life. 
 
2) traffic, as I'm sure you're already aware the traffic through 
Blisworth is already very heavy and at times dangerous. This is going 
to be significantly increased and the roads simply won't cope with 
"8000" employees plus the HGVs. Again there is confusion over the 
number of HGVs that will potentially be in and out if the site. We were 
initially told there would be 800 a day, however the "transport 
consultant" told me on Thursday that it would be 300 entering/leaving 
the site AN HOUR! This is a huge discrepancy to what we've previously 
been told. Indeed I clarified this, as I was so shocked, and yes worst 
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case scenario 300 HGVS an hour. I want my children to be safe to walk 
to the local shop. With this there's no way I can let them do that. 
Also there were no answers about how to manage traffic and ensure it 
does not come through both villages. The transport consultant suggested 
that if the HGVs came off the M1 at junction 15 then they would have to 
take the a508 and get on the a5 to come back up... We both know in 
reality this will of course never happen, and there is no way to 
enforce this. 
 
3) pollution, we moved from nearby an Industrial estate in Northampton 
shortly after our first son was born. We wanted a better life for him, 
a healthy life where we could easily access fields, walks and be free 
from the pollution which is found in large towns and cities. I if 
course understand there is pollution in Blisworth but it's not to the 
extent if a town or city. If this development goes ahead the pollution 
will significantly increase. I know this cannot be used in the 
argument, but on a personal level, we down sized our house and paid a 
premium to be away from as much pollution as possible and so our 
children could have easy access to green areas. We are now at risk of 
losing this.  
 
4) crime, as the neighbourhood watch coordinator for Blisworth I am 
very concerned about the level of crime increasing. I will be 
researching this further, but if there are more people, warehouses etc 
it is common sense that the crime level will increase.  
 
5) wildlife, as there is such a huge amount of green area at risk, this 
will of course have a huge impact on wildlife. Their natural habitat 
destroyed. When speaking to the "landscape consultant"he suggested the 
wildlife could have little paths between the warehouses?? It is obvious 
that wildlife will not understand they need to stick to "the path" 
between warehouses. Thus it will be needlessly destroying the wildlife. 
 
6)loss of view, this is a beautiful piece of landscape, which will be 
forever destroyed should this development go ahead. As a country we 
need to protect our green areas, not continually build on them 
destroying our countryside. 
 
7) as a general note, im not sure why here? DIRFT at Crick has been 
given permission to expand, there is one at Castle Donnigton and 
another being suggested in Staffordshire. I understand the need for 
these developments, but I don't understand why between Blisworth and 
Milton Malsor is the right place (in short it isn't!)  
 
I would like to thank you for all of your support in this matter, and I 
hope that my email is of some assistance. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Mrs Sarah Sharp 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: "STUART MANSON"  
To:<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc:<info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 

 
Sent:Tue, 27 Sep 2016 13:28:46 +0100 
Subject:Consultation comments - Proposed SRFI between Milton Malsor and Blisworth 
 
 
Dear Rail Central,  
 
My and my wife’s comments on your proposals for the above, are as follows. 
 
First of all, we would stress we are not ‘nimbys’. We have lived in Milton Malsor for 43 years and 
during that time we have not formally objected to one of the many development proposals; indeed 
we have been supportive of many, often in conflict with Parish Council and local community views. 
We believe that even a village has to change over time and that homes and appropriate 
development and the associated jobs are vital to a healthy economy. It is the massive scale and 
wholly inappropriate location relative to local communities which we find  so objectionable about 
the proposals.  
 
We consider the ‘consultation’ to have been superficial and inadequate.  Many questions to you and 
your advisors/consultants have elicited the bland response that ‘we cannot answer that specific 
point yet, it is early days’. 
 
The limited details of the proposals which have been released, fill us with foreboding. We have 
numerous concerns – just some of which are as follows – none of which have been adequately 
addressed by the available information. 
 
-          The scale/size of the proposed development is vast in relation to Milton Malsor and Blisworth 
villages and the other surrounding residential communities. If it proceeds, we consider that 
meaningful mitigation measures are either impracticable or impossible and that normal life for these 
communities will be devastated. 
 
-          Visual, noise and light pollution, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week will destroy our way of life. 
Given the topography, we consider it is wholly impracticable to screen warehouses and crane 
gantries 20 to 30 metres high – which we believe breaches current guidelines re proximity to 
housing - and the suggested ‘bunding’ and tree planting would destroy the existing harmonious 
landscape, particularly that visible from Collingtree Road and along Barn Lane. 
 
-          Loss of wildlife, especially increasingly rare bird species such as skylarks and yellow hammers 
which can be seen and heard along Barn Lane but could not survive the loss of habitat. 
 
-          Increased traffic congestion on roads in the locality which are already perceived to be 
congested and overloaded. 
 
-          Updated illustrative plans and new visual material, published on the Rail Central website at 
the end of August - the scale of the visual material is so small it is virtually impossible to read and 
certainly to comprehend the effect. 
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-          Rail connections – the economics and practicalities: no case has been presented to show that 
adequate and economic connections to either the Northampton Loop Line or the West Coast 
Mainline, are available. We understand there is serious limitation on available ‘pathways’, even for 
existing users such as DIRFT, Virgin and Midland Mainline passenger services. Also, we consider the 
economic case and business model must be robust and convincing – it is non-existent in the 
proposal. Otherwise, previous experience shows that the use of such sites may be drastically 
amended from the original proposal, in order to achieve viability.   
 
-          Alternative sites: the developer appears not to have considered alternative sites, which we 
understand is a requirement of the EIA Regulations 2009. 
 
-          Effect on conservation areas – of which there are at least 3 in the vicinity of the proposed site: 
we fear the proposals would have a hugely damaging and lasting effect. 
 
-          Quality of life: we have lived in Milton Malsor for some 43 years during which time our 
daughters attended local schools and now live in the area with our grandchildren. We recently built 
a new smaller house in which to downsize for the remainder of our days. This house is quite close to 
the Northampton loop line where rail sidings are proposed and has wonderful natural views to the 
Blisworth/Roade escarpment. This process also released our previous family house (next door) to a 
young couple with three young children who they planned to bring up in a rural village environment, 
not an industrial one . We are deeply concerned that our quality, indeed way, of life, will be 
irrevocably destroyed by Ashfield Land’s ill thought through and wholly unconvincing proposals. 
 
 
Mr Stuart & Mrs Anne Manson  
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: "Beverley Jupp"  
To:<railcentral@camargue.com> 
Cc:<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent:Tue, 27 Sep 2016 19:45:09 +0100 
Subject:objection to rail central 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern 
  
I am writing to object to this massive development. 
 
I have only lived in the village for three and a half years and I have noticed not onlya huge increase in 
volume of traffic but also an increased number of HGV's. These two factors have a devastating effect 
on my 17th century cottage (High Street). We had a survey completed on the property before 
purchasing,which was excellent. This year,however, we noticed cracks from roof to ground level and 
have had to spend money on rectifying the problem. The structural engineer that inspected the 
damage put in the report that increased volume and weight of traffic through Blisworth High Street 
in recent years has had a devastating effect on the property. 
 
This proposed development will cause no end of traffic chaos,damage to property and pollution.The 
roads through and round Blisworth already are at a stand still at peak hours and the proposed 
development will only worsen a desperate situation 
  
Yours sincerely 
  
Mrs B Jupp 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: "Peter Banks"  
To:<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc:<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent:Thu, 29 Sep 2016 14:41:15 +0100 
Subject:Consultation Feedback - Rail Central Northamptonshire Proposal 
 
First of all, we wish to make it clear that we are against the Proposal.  
 
At the Consultation Exhibition we attended, suggestions were invited as to what might be done with the land 
at Arm Farm on the western side of the A43 as part of the main development. We are pleased to note that 
there are now no plans to develop this area in that way. 
 
However, should the main development go ahead, Blisworth Arm is bound to be affected. Our concerns and 
suggestions are these:- 
 
1) The proposed access to the area on the eastern side of the A43 from the northbound A43 is via a slip road 
and over-bridge. This would cause serious visual blight to and noise pollution of Blisworth Arm. 
 
An underpass would be much better. 
 
2) There is already noise pollution of Blisworth Arm from the A43. The increase in commercial traffic using that 
road would surely make this worse, probably much worse. 
 
A substantial tree-belt along the western side of the A43 would help reduce this. 
 
3) There would be an increase, probably a significant increase, in traffic using the road through Blisworth Arm. 
 
We don't think there is any way this could be prevented. 
 
4) We gather there would be visual blight to Blisworth Arm by the main development on the eastern side of 
the A43. 
 
This could be reduced to some extent by sympathetic painting of the warehouses, but it could not be 
eliminated. 
 
5) Ashfield Land as a development company presumably intends to develop in some way its property of Arm 
Farm. 
 
This could be welcome if it were to be done in a way which is considerate to, and enhances Blisworth Arm. The 
Hamlet is an attractive area, rich in wildlife and popular with walkers, cyclists and canal visitors. Low-rise, 
attractive, residential, leisure or even business building might be acceptable, particularly if it brought with it 
facilities lacking at present such as mains drainage, mains gas and even high-speed broadband! 
 
Regards, Peter & Jo Banks 
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Letter from Roy Warren 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: "Kate"  
To:"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc:"denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk>,  

 
Sent:Thu, 29 Sep 2016 16:51:03 +0000 
Subject:Rail Central consultation 
 
For the attention of Rail Central/Ashfield Land 
 
I am writing in response to the recent Rail central consultation although finding the revised plans 
online was not particularly easy. I received a letter stating they were available on the website but 
with no indication where on the website. I did eventually find them under Project library but it 
would have been much easier if this had been stated in the consultation letter. 
 
Despite this being the second iteration of plans they still state they are not fixed or complete. I 
understand the need for consultation and that you are inviting feedback but my feeling is that this 
drawn out drip feeding process will eventually lead to people not bothering to read revised plans 
because they still don't  fully answer their concerns - this will lead to the consultation being very 
ineffective. 
 
The plans clearly show the development in the middle of a conservation area so I would have 
expected additional care in the planning to ensure this huge development is hidden from view when 
within the conservation area...but this doesn't seem to be the case. 
 
The illustrative landscape sections show structured planting  but mostly this does nothing to fully 
hide the development. Even after 15 years growth the line of sight will still be blighted by the height 
of the warehouses. There is no reference to what the structured planting would actually be. Will it 
be ever green? If not then it will do even less to hide any of the development during the winter 
months. 
 
The 'scheme in it's landscape' visuals seem to have been added with very little thought as to how the 
development could be screened. The majority state that (and i paraphrase) it's pretty hard to hide 
something this big so maybe we can just paint it green. You also state 'We would welcome your 
comments on building materials and colour palletes'. During the consultation in April I spoke to 
number of your employed experts who assured me they were working on how to ensure the current 
area would not be impacted visually. If the experts haven't come up with ideas of how to screen the 
development then I don't believe there is any way to minimise the impact. There are no 
visualisations of how the cranes will look from any view point - this needs to be added as they are 
significantly higher than the warehouses and there is nothing in the consultation which allows the 
public to understand their impact. 
 
It is pleasing to see that the new plans show that the main access will be via the A43 and not via the 
Northampton road but there is still no explanation of what constitutes emergency access. It needs to 
be specifically stated that there will be no access via the Northampton road and no future planning 
requests will be made to request full access from Northampton Road. 
 
There is nothing in the new consultation about light and noise pollution therefore as a whole the 
consultation remains inadequate at providing all of the details that local people need to understand 



   

Page 81 
 

the full impact of the development. In fact nothing in the revised consultation has led me to believe 
this development would not have a significant impact on the local community therefore I remain of 
the opinion that the location right next to residential properties is not appropriate.  
 
Regards 
 
Kate Entwistle 
Milton Malsor resident 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 
"Mark Underwood"  
To: 
<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 
<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 
Thu, 29 Sep 2016 20:49:24 +0100 
Subject: 
Rail Central Objection 
 

 
 
 

 
 
Ashfield Land 
Freepost Rail Central 
  
 29 September 2016 
   
Dear Sirs 
  
I am writing to object to the proposed Rail Freight Interchange between Blisworth and Milton Malsor. 
  
Our villages are rural and peaceful offering community interaction for all residents.  The proposed 
development will wreck a huge number of amenities for us. 
  
·         Our clean countryside air quality will be destroyed by the constant barrage of diesel fumes 
·         Our peaceful recreation will be overshadowed by enormous cranes and huge arc lights operating all night  
·         Noise levels and light pollution will transform the village into an industrial adjunct 
·         8,000 workers arriving and leaving by car will hugely increase local traffic, causing danger to pedestrians 
on the already narrow pavements and chaos on the roads 
·         Further erosion of agricultural land means more food has to be imported into the country, making Britain 
less self-sufficient 
·         The constant frenetic activity and loss of amenity is likely to lead to increased levels of disease and 
mental illness in the local population 
·         England’s ‘green and pleasant’ land becomes a lorry park 
  
With a huge and still developing rail interchange just a few miles further up the M1 it seems unnecessary to 
bring an additional site on-stream when the demand is not proven. I have not seen any rail traffic predictions 
for the centre of the country which provide justification for this facility. Surely it would be more sensible 
transport policy to build interchanges close to industrial hubs such as Birmingham, Manchester, Liverpool and 
London.  
  
Rail cannot deliver cargo to its final destination – how can it be the answer? 
  
On the above grounds I urge you to reconsider the site for your proposal. 
Yours faithfully 
  
 Mark Underwood 

  



   

Page 83 
 

To  ASHFIELD LAND/RAIL CENTRAL 

Re Statement of Community Consultation 

We are residents of Blisworth and have attended your exhibitions. 

Along with most of the village residents of Blisworth and Milton Malsor we feel the lack of 

explanation and clarification has been poor and most questions and concerns posed were 

unanswered or lacked knowledge, some of which were contradictory. The issue of traffic and lack of 

adequate proposals for road use, an issue at the heart of concerns, has not been adequately 

addressed. Air pollution, noise levels, ecology, archaeology, flood surveys, transport assessments all 

lacking.  Promises of more information has not comforted or validated this unnecessary, unsuitable 

Rail Freight Interchange proposal. 

We acknowledge this area has the West Coast mainline that meets the Northampton Loop line but 

we have not had the assurances of Network Rail to say that they have the capacity or the resources 

to meet the needs of the proposal.  We do hope that the Secretary of State does not give the go 

ahead before Network Rail meets the necessary requirements, as has happened on some 

applications for this type of Rail Interchange.  The outcome of this has resulted in the development 

of extremely large logistics ( warehouse) hubs that do not fulfil the criteria. 

The visualisations presented via email (the scale being far too small) to the Residents of the 

villages have been an attempt to prettify the proposals - this is manipulative and mendacious.   They 

in no way begin to show the true proportions, height and impact.  This is an unfair and dishonest 

attempt to allay fears. 

You have stated that in your documents that the villages of Milton Malsor and Blisworth are going to 

be one of the most important considerations to you in your development of the scheme.  We have 

yet to see evidence of this. 

 

Rod and Paulette Kennedy,  

Copy to:   railcentral@camargue.uk      andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk    

dennis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk  

  

mailto:railcentral@camargue.uk
mailto:andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk
mailto:dennis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk
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Ashfield Land          

Freepost Rail Central         

           

           

 

         30 September 2016 

 

Dear Sirs 

 

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE BETWEEN BLISWORTH AND MILTON 

MALSOR 

 

We wish to make the following comments on your proposals: 

 

 The linear plans so far submitted do not in any way show the true impact of the warehouses 
in terms of size and substance relative to the surrounding beautiful countryside.  A proper 
3D plan would show the full impact. 

 South Northamptonshire has very low unemployment so where do you suppose the majority 
of the 8,000 workers would be living. 

 Should the workers live further afield there would be an additional strain on the surrounding 
roads on top of the inevitable increase in freight traffic from your proposals.  Currently the 
roads in the village of Blisworth become grid locked every time there are problems on the 
M1. 

 How do you think your proposals with impact on the Northampton Road, our only direct 
route into Northampton and Towcester.  The A43 is very congested at peak times now 
without the additional transport your proposals will produce. 

 Should either the A43 or M1 be blocked how will the numerous HGVs enter and leave the 
site with only one entrance.   

 Your proposals affect housing very close to your site and we really think that this site is 
totally inappropriate for the type of operation you are proposing, particularly in relation to 
light and noise pollution. 

 Recent studies have shown that air quality is damaged by diesel fumes and your operation 
will increase this effect considerably in the area. 

 We have attended two consultation events and an open meeting at the start of the process 
and many of our and other residents’ queries and comments have not been adequately 
answered.  The consultants at the consultation events were quick to say that whatever was 
asked of them was not their area of expertise.  They seemed to be contracted just for the 
events and did not have a thorough knowledge of the project.  This left one with the 
impression that the whole proposal was badly thought through. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

 

Alan and Ann North 
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Robert Pyke to Rail Central copy MP, SRC 

Dear Sirs,  

I write to register my OBJECTION to the above application. The proposal has been made in total 

disregard of the effect on the lives of the residents of the two villages which are immediately 

adjacent to the site. 

The local "consultations" have been entirely inadequate, indeed farcical, and weasel words used to 

attempt to mislead the communities and dampen opposition, by misrepresenting the scale and 

impact of this huge industrial site on the people living next to it. 

Light pollution, noise and air pollution from diesel particulates will particularly affect Milton Malsor, 

downwind of the site. As freight transfer will take place mainly at night, the sleep disturbance will 

have a negative effect on the health of citizens, especially the elderly. 

Railfreight terminals should be built well away from housing areas on industrial or greenfield sites, 

such as the Daventry Terminal.  

This application by an opportunistic and cynical developer should be rejected totally. 

Yours Faithfully 

Robert Pyke MB. FRCS. 
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Dear Sir/Madam, 
I wanted to register my concerns over the proposed plans for the SRFI in Northamptonshire near the 
junction of the west coat mainline and the Northampton loop. 
 
My first comment is that's rail central have made it particularly difficult to find the plans online. They 
were of course there but rather well hidden don't you think? Maybe the act of someone who had 
something to hide? 
 
Anyway I have several comments on the plans themselves... 
1. I see you have commissioned 'experts' to minimise the visual impact of the development. The 
images presented show the warehousing is still ridiculously visible form all angles even after 15 years 
of growth (worth saying again 15 whole years - that's around 20% of my whole life expectancy). 
Either they are not very expert or these units are just so big they simply cannot be hidden with the 
geography involved. In my opinion the plan to reduce the visual impact of the units is wholly 
inadequate and needs to be revisited. 
2. None of the artist impressions include the giant cranes that are likely to visible for many miles 
around given their great height (this site is a natural bowl meaning anything that tall will be very 
visible for miles around) 
3. No information is provided on the likely noise, air and light pollution meaning I see this plan is 
incomplete. More information please! I live close to the northern perimeter of the site meaning I am 
upwind (on a normal day) and will likely suffer from all of the above. 
4. The development proposed is excessive. I see how the warehousing close to where the trains are 
loaded/unloaded is an SRFI but the warehouses out towards the A43 are just warehouses. Why not 
relocate these somewhere else? 
5. I am concerned by the wildlife that will be destroyed on a site of this scale 
6. The proposal only talks about the economic benefits of SRFI but doesn't talk about the economic 
and societal cost of destroying that much farmland.  
7. I am opposed to the idea of the ponds on the northern edge of the development (near my house) 
because they prevent the creation of a large bank. I would like to see banking on the northern 
perimeter to a comparable height to the warehousing itself. High banking will obscure the view of 
the warehousing and reduce noise, air and light pollution. 
8. I have concerns over the traffic that will be created during the construction phase, my 
understanding is that will take many years to build but no information is provided on how the heavy 
machinery will get to the site. Similarly no information is provided on the noise air and light pollution 
that will be created in this period. I am especially concerned the air pollution will affect the health of 
my children and myself. 
 
Over and above the plans proposed I still have a number of other reservations around the rationale 
for the whole development: 
1. The west coast mainline is almost full. Destroying this countryside for a small number of trains 
each day just doesn't make sense  
2. We have DIRFT a few miles up the road which is not yet at capacity. The benefits of an SRFI are to 
serve local companies but any local companies can use DIRFT. Reports in the public domain say the 
real need for an SRFI is to serve the needs of London. This proposal just doesn't, London is too far 
away 
3. This is on land not designated for development the local planning authorities 
 
I look forward to understanding whether you have taken any notice of my opinions and 
recommendations or not! If a representative of rail central would like me to speak to me about any 
of the concerns raised then I will more more than happy to make myself available. 
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Kind regards 
Martin Entwistle 
(resident in Milton Malsor) 
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Dear Sir/Madam, 
You have requested comment on the development visualisations for the proposed rail freight 
development at Blisworth. Whilst any detail is of interest I find that,as with previous 
communications there is both a lack of clarity in the information provided (some of which is hardly 
legible) and a series of representations that are clearly intended to present a view of minimal visual 
impact. Missing cranes, hedgerow views with a distant image of infrastructure etc all too  readily 
reflect the dismissive tone of the 'consultation ' process so far and reinforces the view that Ashfield 
Land are not being transparent in their approach to this proposal. 
 
As the visualisation are an important part of the consultation it is disappointing that there is still 
much to question in the document. 
 
Noting the statement that development to the West of the A43 is no longer in the proposal it is 
anomalous to then discuss the access to the site via a Western exit. Crossing this major road would 
appear to require significant infrastructure at considerable height (no details provided) which would 
impact heavily upon the extant Conservation area visually and in terms of noise and light and area of 
operation. This apparent lack of concern for the unique nature and protected status of the site has 
been a feature of the proposals to date. Similarly no assurances are forthcoming upon future 
development intentions for this area noting that Ashfield are the owners of land and property in this 
area and evidence to date is that maintenance standards are woeful.   
 
I also wish to take this opportunity to reflect upon the lamentable standard of the consultation 
activities so far. Whilst no doubt this visualisation document  will be cited by you as further evidence 
of a robust consultation, the quality of the events and documentation provided has been less than 
required and reinforced an atmosphere of distrust.  An inability or unwillingness to discuss issues 
that are important to the population, and to demonstrate they have been considered carefully, 
diminishes the validity of the consultation activities which are an important safeguard under the 
strategic planning process. Similarly presentation of partial documentation ( I hesitate to use the 
word spin) of which these visualisations are a prime example diminishes the standing of the 
consultations conducted so far.    
 
Yours sincerely, 
PRW Jaynes 
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----Original message---- 

From :  

Date : 30/09/2016 - 23:12 (GMTST) 

To : railcentral@camargue.uk 

Subject : Comments on Railcentral's Visual Representations 

For the Attention of James Digby 
 
Dear Mr Digby 
 
Thank you for your letter dated 24 August inviting our comments on the Illustrations and visualisations that are 
available now on your  
Website. We should like to offer the following comments: 

 In general the visualisations you have provided confirm our worst fears about the proposals for a SRFI 
in this location. It is an eyesore. We  have also concluded that Railcentral is purposely down playing the 
degree of visual impact that the facility would have. 

 It appears that you have chosen view sights that are designed to minimise the overall impression and 
height of the facilities.  

 You have indicated 13 viewpoints but only provided visualisations for 6 of them. 

 No visualisation is provided on the impact to the conservation area at Gayton Junction on the canal. 
Indeed looking at what you have provided, the impression is that there are no roads whatever leading to 
and from the site. In fact there would be a motorway style, fully graded junction overlooking this area. 

 By far the tallest structure within the proposals is the gantry crane and associated stacks of containers; 
yet hardly a single one of your visualisations shows this structure at all. 

 There is no visualisation of the impact from the nearest domestic dwellings (the Railway Cottages). 

We also note that in the latest version of the proposals, no development is now proposed for the land to the west 
of the A43. This misses the fact that a new slip road and elevated junction would be built. Also, are Rail Central 
now saying that they will never develop this site (next to the Conservation Area) or just not at the moment? 
 
Far from being reassured by your latest plans,we are now even more opposed to the development. Our 
opposition is intensified by the impression we now have, that you are deliberately underplaying the impact of the 
proposals when carrying out your mandatory public consultation. 
 
Yours, sincerely, Alison and Bill Root 
  

mailto:railcentral@camargue.uk
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----- Original Message ----- 
From:  
To:<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc:<info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
<cris.heatonharris.mp@parliament.ul>, <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk> 
Sent:Sat, 1 Oct 2016 10:48:57 +0100 (BST) 
Subject:Rail Freight Interchange 
 
 
Please find attached. 
Regards 
John Metcalfe 

 
 
Issues around the proposed Rail Freight Interchange 
 
• Getting on and off the A43 is difficult enough now without additional traffic. 
• 8000 employees with families(X 4) =32,000 new patients for doctors surgeries. 
• 24/7 operations means a 4 crew system so parking for transition shifts will involve 2000 X 2 
= 4000 car parking spaces at shift changeovers. 
• Park and Ride doesn’t work well, check out 6 fields in Northampton. 
• Diesel pollutants are now a proven poison. 
• How will agricultural crops and livestock be affected? 
• Has Brexit been built into the calculations? 
• Canal Trips from Blisworth Arm towards Weedon is an area of natural beauty. 
• Radon Gas is prevalent in this area, what are the plans to deal with this? 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: "Guy Phelps"  
To:"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc:"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent:Sat, 1 Oct 2016 13:54:04 +0000 (UTC) 
Subject:My objections to your Rail Central proposal 
  
Dear Rail Central, 
  
I am writing to comment on your proposals to date for the Rail Central project. 
  
Firstly, I would like to comment that as a businessperson myself, I am not against development in 
general. I believe local development can add value to local communities, and any that also can help 
wider issues such as carbon saving and the like, then I am supportive in principle. However, my 
objections to your proposals are based around the scale and the associated to local communities. I 
consider the ‘consultation’ process so far to have been poor in answering specific queries. I 
appreciate that you started the process earlier than obliged, but in turn, having non-committal 
responses, and then paperwork circulated to say you have been “in consultation”, I haven’t found to 
be satisfactory. 
  
Here are the thoughts and issues I have, none of which could be answered properly during the 
various face-to –face conversations: 
  
At the macro scale, the site and associated development is huge compared to the surrounding 
villages. If it proceeds, whilst there is talk of measures to mitigate disruption, the fact remains that 
they will not allow for full normal rural life for the villagers, and the local community benefits will be 
ruined. Putting it simply the area will switch from being a rural area of natural beauty with individual 
community identities, will switch to being a single industrial site, with no heart. 
Visual, noise and light pollution, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week will destroy our way of life.  I 
understand that the planned freight trains will run throughout the night. I appreciate tests will be 
done of the site to see the enhanced noise levels to then see how these can be mitigated however 
your consultant was unable to answer 3 key points: 
As I understand it the noise being measured at key points on the site. What about off the site. You 
can hear rail traffic way before it reaches the proposed area. On a clear night the noise is extremely 
prominent, especially from the noisy freight trains. 
At the moment, the noise is consistent for a short time only, and of trains in motion. With the new 
development, the trains will be slowing down/speeding up to approach/depart the site. This is much 
noisier, and will start outside the proposed site point… 
Who will take responsibility for trains not having squeaky brakes and the like – this surely is not 
going to be something Ashfield Land will be taking responsibility for, but will be an ongoing impact 
for local people, trying to sleep. 
I believe that there will be an impact on local wildlife that can never be mitigated. There are a 
number of conservation areas in the immediate locale. Whilst I am sure that this project will 
physically avoid it, I cannot believe there will not be an impact from the proximity and effects of the 
project on these areas.  
I remain wholly unconvinced that the highways ideas will cope with the additional traffic by the 
constant flow of lorries, and the large shift change staff traffic. Having seen what occurs at the local 
Brackmills estate, which was also “purpose built” there is chaos and congestion at key times of the 
day.  
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The reality is that on a day-to-day basis people will do whatever to get to meetings/place of work on 
time in the fastest and most convenient way available on the day. If there is a problem on the 
designated planned routes, there will be no hesitation to use local routes to achieve the end goal. 
This will dramatically increase local traffic in our small village. Many children, including ours walk to 
local schools and cross over the minor village roads. There will therefore not only be an increase in 
noise and poor air quality, but increased risk to local people. 
As we see already on the M1, the increase of lorries will forces existing traffic into one lane. There is 
a lack of visibility and enhanced danger on the roads as a result. This is exacerbated by the number 
of foreign trucks where drivers are on the left hand side. I recognise that these problems and 
dangers are part of the rationale behind moving freight to rail, and there may well be an overall 
reduction in lorry movements nationally (which equally I am not convinced of), but the point is that 
your plans will move these dangers away from motorways to a local area. 
Following on, the rationale behind this commercial development is the benefits of being an SRFI 
status. I cannot see any kind of solid provable research-based argument in any of the paperwork 
provided so far. As a layman, it appears that it simply is a massive warehouse site, where the rail 
connection is being used for only a small proportion of the freight. As a commercially minded person 
myself, I believe that the SRFI status part is a marketing veil of an opportunistic opportunity offered 
by the current Government policy to reduce traffic on the roads. I am a realist in that this policy is 
going to be a disruptive policy for long term gain, but I remain unconvinced that your proposal will 
offer any kind of true benefit to this policy. The economic case and business model must be 
convincing – it is minimal so far. 
I cannot see how you can “hide” the warehouses and cranes. Your ecological consultant was wholly 
unconvincing with her thoughts to the bunding an tree planting proposals. We were shown photos 
of existing situations elsewhere that still clearly showed the warehouses, and bearing in mind this 
was the opportunity for you to show off your best, I am now completely unconvinced of the end 
result, especially with the close proximity of the housing.  When asked about how mature the trees 
were in the images, I was told the images were based on growth over 15 years. I did not get any kind 
of proper answer when I asked what was going to be done for the 15 years from planting to full 
growth benefit. 15 years may be a short term in a long term strategic commercial plan, but that is 
the equivalent to a full stage in our family life, of bringing up our children! 
I have subsequently seen the document on your website, showing views and projections. In most 
cases there appears to be little major difference between the year 1 and year 15 results, and not a 
single one actually hides the units, they simply block out some of the views of the walls.  
There is not an illustration offered from all the viewpoints , just selected ones 
The views that are shown are ones are all in one direction only. For example, how will the rail depot 
look from any of the viewpoints, eg your viewpoint 1?  
I would like to see more transparency from the result from the consideration of the Alternative Sites. 
As a developer that has options and maybe even owns the land in the first place, I question the 
desire to find alternative sites, compare to one that is already available to the developer. Guy Phelps 
  
  
In summary, I cannot be completely objective to this proposal, as there will always be an element of 
NIMBY. However, I really feel as this is a massive scale punt at a purely commercial proposal, with 
the SRFI part  of a smokescreen to avoid local planning input and to ride on government policy. The 
true benefits will be felt by the shareholders rather than the nation. I don’t blame developers for 
this, but I find the scale utterly inappropriate, and the justification propaganda offensive, and 
unconvincing. The fact is that local communities are deemed as sacrificial in this commercial 
endeavour, and there will be thousands of lives detrimentally affected indefinitely as a result.  
  
I therefore formally am objecting to your plans. 
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Guy Phelps 
Milton Malsor 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: 
"Bryony Kedros"  
 
To: 
"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 
"andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, 
"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, 
"denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk> 
Sent: 
Mon, 3 Oct 2016 16:25:51 +0000 
Subject: 
Proposed Rail Development between Blisworth & Milton Malsor 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
I'm appalled at the idea of a Rail Freight development between Blisworth & Milton Malsor. 
Having attended the initial meeting with Ashfield held at the Village Hall & the subsequent 
presentations at The Walnut Tree & Towcester Town Hall, I was shocked by your lack of knowledge 
about this region & your representatives inability to answer the points I raised. I urge you to find out 
more about the area you plan to destroy before the next get together on October 10th. 
 
The Oxford Dictionary's description of a Village is,"A group of houses,larger than a hamlet and 
smaller than a Town",if your intended proposal goes ahead,it will put us into another category 
altogether. 
 
One of my main concerns is the increased traffic,not just the huge lorries, but the cars that will be 
driven to/from the Site. The A43/A45/A508 & M1 are already extremely busy,if an incident occurs 
on any of these roads chaos ensues. In addition to this problem,there will be environmental 
destruction/noise,light & air pollution,not to mention the vast change to the present quality of our 
Village life. 
 
Yours Faithfully, 
 
Bryony Kedros 
  



   

Page 94 
 

----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Paul"  
To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Mon, 3 Oct 2016 21:07:51 +0100 
Subject: 

Proposed rail freight development between Blisworth and Milton Malsor 
 
 
Please find following communication from ourselves, local residents of Blisworth village regarding the proposed 
above development. 
Having moved to rugby in Warwickshire in 1977 and enjoying the rural market town, we were appalled at the 
announcement of the proposed DIRFT development. As you are aware, it did get passed and the development 
went ahead. The impact it had on our local countryside surrounding rugby and the effect on the local 
communities of crick and kilsby has been devastating. On travelling to rugby leaving junction 18 of the m1, 
follows a continuous development of total destruction of the countryside and environment. And yet it continues 
onto DIRFT 3, some 20 miles away from the proposed development at Blisworth and Milton malsor. This brings 
us to the matter of the totally inadequate community consultation, provided by yourselves, in providing local 
people with the true perspective of the visual and environmental impact this development will have on our village 
doorsteps and that of the surrounding villages. Maybe you could have provided local people with transport to go 
on a 'coach trip' over a random 24hour period to spend time in the DIRFT development to experience what our 
future holds. 
The main roads through Blisworth are in a conservation area with many grade 2 listed properties. The impact on 
these buildings alone from the increase in construction traffic, pollution, heavy goods vehicles, delivery vans, staff 
getting lost, traffic being diverted through accidents on the m1 and a43 beggars belief. How can our heritage be 
protected if this is allowed to happen? We are lucky enough to live in one of the grade 2 listed properties in the 
village of Blisworth, yet we are unable to gain planning permission to replace single glazed Windows for double 
glazed units to offset the current noise levels. We dread to even imagine how we will cope with the impact this 
potential development will have on our lives given that our windows rattle now when lorries go thundering past 
our home, and this will increase to a 24 / 7 days a week experience in real life terms. 
We have seen no mention of conservation and grade 2 listed properties being monitored for detrimental impact or 
risk and to what end the company would do to reduce this risk.  
It is interesting to note that villages with conservation areas within south Northants district, actually surround the 
entire proposed development site!!! 
Everyone of these villages will be impacted upon by this development in a most destructive manner. These 
conservation areas are a precious and non renewable resource which enhances the quality of all, not just local 
residents. We have many tourists, stopping a while to stand and stare, to enjoy the ambience and to collect 
thoughts of our beautiful heritage. To stand a while , to take photographs, to show to friends and to encourage 
and recommend our historic little piece of England. It is interesting reading policy EV11(sncc), planning 
permission will not be granted to any development proposal outside a conservation area which have an adverse 
effect on the setting of the conservation area or any views into or out of the area. BLISWORTH AND MILTON 
MALSOR AND SURROUNDING VILLAGES? 
You have stated that access to the proposed development will only be accessed from the a43, can you 
categorically state that if there is congestion or a serious incident on the a43 that access and egress will not take 
place on the Northampton road, via Blisworth and Milton malsor. If and when this development did take place, 
can you state that access to the eastern side of the Northampton road (past what is currently manor farm) will not 
be accessed from the Northampton road whilst being developed and in use will be accessed from the a43 at all 
times. 
If you can not state that access shall only be from the a43, then the amount of additional traffic through Blisworth 
will be detrimental, untenable and the end of our village and countryside as we know it. 
We are currently enjoying a happy, healthy retirement having moved to Blisworth in 2009 with this intention. We 
enjoy our countryside walks, the grand Union canal, the bridle ways and public footpaths which we access 
whichever road we take out of the village. Alas this will be no more if the above proposal goes ahead. We don't 
want to walk through a DIRFT lookalike. We enjoy our allotment and all our produce, we want this to continue 
without being on the edge of this proposed development and all that it will bring with it. We want to protect our 
home, our village and want it to remain as it is for generations to come and to not be swallowed up by a large, 
ugly, environmentally unfriendly development. 
Margaret and Paul moss 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"MARGARET MURPHY"  
 
To: 

"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Cc: 

 
Sent: 

Tue, 4 Oct 2016 20:18:20 +0000 (UTC) 
Subject: 

Fw: Blisworth 
 

 

On Tuesday, 4 October 2016, 22:03, MARGARET MURPHY  wrote: 
 

I moved to Blisworth just over 41 years ago.  Its a lovely village with all the amenities 
that are needed. We like the country life and do not want  Rail Central to build their 
monstrosity anywhere near our village The noise pollution,,the  light pollution the 
general pollution from the vehicles.  What happens when there is an accident on the 
Blisworth bye pass (A43) there are plenty daily, where will the lorries go then? 
Please lets keep our village as it is,green and pleasant. 
From Mrs Murphy  
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5th October 2016 

Good morning Mark,  

At a recent meeting you asked for views with regard to how the R.F.I will affect Railway Cott. 

residents. It is hard to put into words such an unsettling situation.  

The confusion over the proposed scheme badly effects health and wellbeing and finances: we will all 

suffer through these actions of Ashfield Land. I moved here 3years ago to be close to family and 

after a lengthy search found this cottage, which meets my choice of lifestyle. It provides countryside, 

comfort and the closeness of family and neighbours in the times of need.  

Personally very needed during the last 2 years.  

I have received a letter from Hamer Association, following a meeting with them. Do I sign the 

suggested Property Bond in the hope of providing some security? I will live through my last years in a 

state of uncertainty and if I do not survive how do I leave the situation in the best possible state for 

my family? Whatever the outcome if a house move if forced upon me it will be at a cost to my 

finances and health and to an inferior property? So upsetting after a life of work and caring for 

others.  

I will respond to Hamer Associates letter, making it clear that if I agree to the Property Bond it in no 

way indicates my support or agreement to their proposal and desecration of beautiful countryside.  

You mentioned Mark that there is to be an open meeting on the 10th October - at The Village Hall? I 

haven't seen this advertised, is it to happen? Is it also possible that my email address is included in 

receiving any important changes/ information.  

With Regards,  

Christine Woolhead.  
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From: Northants County Councillor Mrs Jill Hope 

    

                             

 

 

Rail Central 

Ashfield Land Management Ltd 

St Catherine’s Court 

Berkeley Place 

Clifton 

Bristol BS8 1BQ 

 

8 October 2016 

 

Dear Sir 

 

I am writing to you about your proposed Rail Central development between Milton 

Malsor and Blisworth in Northamptonshire. 

 

I am a Northamptonshire County Councillor and I do live in the area. The proposed 

development would be literally at the bottom of my garden. 

 

This is a massive development in a quiet rural area, and is completely out of 

character. I know that you are suggesting that this is an important infrastructure 

development to encourage freight traffic off the road and onto rail. That is why you 

believe it is OK to completely ignore local protests, in the interest of the greater 

good. 

 

I think it is disingenuous to rebut all local criticism on the basis that the national good 

will outweigh a little local opposition. Modal shift from road to rail can happen 

whether this facility is built or not – it could easily be built on the DIRFT site in nearby 

Rugby, which is a much more appropriate location. There are other more isolated 

locations up and down the West Coast mainline which don’t involve ruining two 

entire villages.  

 

I believe that your proposal is a massive ‘Trojan Horse’. You want to build a huge 

warehouse development on the site, and if you were to get the permission to do this, 

you would race ahead with the proposal, only to announce very late in the process 

that you hadn’t been able to get the pathways required on the West Coast Mainline 
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in order to make this a modal shift hub, so it will simply revert to being a series of 

‘sheds’, something that Northampton already has to excess. 

 

 

It has been suggested that the project will bring 8,000 jobs to the area. This is an 

area of very high employment, and we don’t want or need 8,000 largely unskilled 

jobs. Virtually all of those workers will come from outsider the area so that’s 

thousands of cars in addition to the HGVs. Whereas you may be able to insist that 

the HGVs use the main roads to access your site, you won’t be able to exercise that 

control over private vehicles, and those thousands of cars will take short cuts 

through Collingtree, Milton and Blisworth, further blighting the villages that will be 

permanently damaged by this monstrous development, that will completely 

overwhelm and overshadow both villages. 

 

I’ve attended the consultations you have organised and I’ve read your online 

material, and I have to say that I believe it is extremely difficult for an ordinary 

member of the public, with no experience of the planning process, to make any 

sense of your plans. There are no visualisations that give any realistic demonstration 

of how big the proposed warehouses will be. I suspect that you avoided doing this 

because you knew that people would be horrified. 

 

Milton is a lovely, safe rural community, and in the past the residents have 

successfully fought off a number of developments that threatened our peace 

including a secondary school and a parkway station. We’re not NIMBYs, and have 

welcomed the idea of additional houses to help young people to stay in the village, 

but we don’t want the peace and tranquillity of this place to be completely ruined by a 

massive development of sheds right out in the middle of open countryside, and the 

resultant traffic thundering through this quiet village. Take your modal shift 

elsewhere. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

Cllr Mrs Jill Hope 

 

 

 

CC: South Northants Council, Clerk Milton Malsor Parish Council 
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Attn: Mr James Digby 

railcentral@camargue.uk 

   
10th October, 2016 

   
Dear Mr Digby, 
   
Re: Rail Central Consultation – proposed SRFI between Milton Malsor & Blisworth villages  
   
We write in response to the 1st phase of the ‘Consultation’ process, for the above, which 
now closes on 21st October 2016 and wish the following observations to be placed on 
record: 
   
Illustrative Plans –published on 25th August 2016  
The format is totally inadequate, it is impossible to get a true perspective on a computer 
screen as the plans are such large scale.  Paper plans issued after complaints about those 
published online are also inadequate and lacking in detail.   
The warehousing on the illustrative plans is shown with a 15 year perspective this surely is 
misleading and doesn’t reflect the massive impact of these huge buildings on the area. No 
mitigation can provide effective screening.   
It is noteworthy that the one crane, ‘discreetly’ shown on the plans, is hidden behind bushes 
and there is no indication of the height and impact this will have on the area.  
Information on the strategic road interchange on the A43 south of the M1 J15A is minimal. 
If Rail Central’s ‘consultation’ requirement is to be deemed as adequate then exhibitions 
with consultants in attendance should have been arranged following publication of the 
‘Illustrative Plans’. 
   
Emergency access to the site  
To date no details have been released on the location or management of an emergency 
access, the plans show an entrance off the Northampton Road with adjacent car parks.  If, as 
we have been told, this entrance could be classified for ‘emergencies’ then clarification is 
needed as to how it will be managed and what is the definition of ‘emergency access’. It 
leads us to the conclusion that this will become another ‘way in’ to the site for all and 
sundry creating more rat running and HGV traffic in the immediate locality.  The M1 is 
frequently at a standstill with queuing traffic, on such occasions will lorries be diverted to 
access the site from the Northampton Road via the ‘emergency’ access? 

   
Local Exhibitions  
It is quite deplorable that only one exhibition of plans was held in Milton Malsor this was on  
Friday 20th May 2016 a working day and between working hours.  This proposal covers land 
mainly in Milton Malsor Parish and to hold just one exhibition on a working day is utterly 
disrespectful to our community who will be hugely affected by such a massive industrial 
development. 

javascript:handleMailto('mailto:railcentral@camargue.uk');return%20false;
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The ‘experts’ who attended the various exhibitions appeared to have differing ‘briefs’ on the 
proposed development their answers to pertinent questions were many and varied with no 
consistency!  The stock answer was “it is early days”. 
   
     
Local Employment  
The Northampton area has a very low unemployment rate it is, therefore, obvious that 
employees (8,000) for a site as large as this will be sourced from a distance, hence more 
traffic, rat running and traffic pollution. 
   
   
Traffic & Pollution  
This proposal will destroy two rural villages and increase traffic volume in an already heavily 
congested and highly polluted area, Collingtree Village adjacent to the M1 is identified as at 
maximum nitrogen dioxide air quality levels.  Lorries travelling in from all directions will be 
using the motorway with consequent diesel pollution.  Lorries travelling in from the south 
will impact on air quality in Towcester which is also identified as having high levels of 
nitrogen dioxide.   
Noise and light pollution from such an operation working 24 hours a day 7 days a week will 
destroy the relative peace of our village; we are already affected by traffic noise from the 
M1 and resulting pollution. 
   
In conclusion we must make mention of the ‘West Northants Joint Core Strategy’ which has 
been independently approved and is the planning policy for all development until 2029, it 
finds the needfor only 3 ‘strategic’ employment sites, M1, J16, DIRFT & Silverstone.  The 
Rail Central proposal would allow Northampton town to spread south of the motorway 
which is against local planning policy. 
   
Yours sincerely, 
   

  Richard Jenks   Brenda Jenks  
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  ----- Original Message ----- 

From: "Jonathan Moulton"  
To:"chris.heatonharris.mp@parliament.uk" <chris.heatonharris.mp@parliament.uk> 
Cc:"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent:Mon, 10 Oct 2016 20:46:20 +0000 
Subject:Fwd: Rail Central Community Consultation Phase One, MIlton Malsor 
 
 
Dear Mr Heaton Harris 
 
Please see below my letter of objection and feedback to the Rail Central Community Consultation Phase One 
 I am forwarding to you as the MP for Milton Malsor. 
 
Yours faithfully 
Jonathan Moulton 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
Begin forwarded message: 
 
From: Jonathan Moulton  
Date: 9 October 2016 21:18:18 BST 
To: "andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk> 
Cc:  
Subject: Rail Central Community Consultation Phase One, MIlton Malsor 
 
Dear Mrs A Leadsom, 
(cc'd to Ann Addison, Clerk to Milton Malsor Parish Council) 
 
I am writing to you as my MP; I live in Milton Malsor. 
 
I am extremely concerned about the Rail Central proposal of the Rail Freight Interchange that will have a 
catastrophic impact on our community if it is to go ahead. 
 
The proposal is totally incorrect with respect to the location and the impact it will have on the local 
communities- noise pollution, environmental destruction and pollution, negative economic effect on property 
values, to name but a few direct points. 
 
I have expressed my concern to Rail Central in response to their "Community Consultation Phase One" which 
has to date been completely inadequate; and copy the content of that email as below. 
 
I trust that I have your support in opposing this future development, and look forward to your response. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Mr J Moulton 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Copy of response to Rail Central: 
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Rail Central Community Consultation Phase One 
 
JM 
Jonathan Moulton 
 
   
Reply |  
Today, 20:55 
railcentral@camargue.uk 
 
To: Rail Central 
 
Re: Rail Central Community Consultation 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
I write with reference to the Rail Central Community Consultation. 
Your circular of 2nd August 2016 was totally inadequate in its effort  to advise of the above community 
consultation, relating to the proposed strategic rail freight interchange (SRFI), to be constructed on land in 
open countryside in the parish of Milton Malsor. Furthermore, this proposal is in contrary to 
the West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy adopted in December 2014. 
 
The detail of this "Phase One Consultation" is nothing more than a glamorous marketing exercise as a front in 
an effort to demonstrate Community Consultation. There is in fact no detail yet with respect to actual 
real height and size of buildings, merely speculations.  This has also been the case in the one and only half-
day exhibition held in Milton Malsor when your representatives were unable to answer any technical 
questions. 
 
The website and its content does not give the community the information it needs to form specific feedback. 
There are links on the website that simply take you back to the start(?) and vague references such as "not all 
land within boundary will be part of scheme" which could be seen as very misleading to some- i.e "not to 
worry- it isn't going to be that big" or "at least it isn't all of our countryside and views". If this proposal goes 
ahead we all know very well that it will be the end of that entire area within the red dotted line for anything 
other than the Rail Freight Interchange Site. 
 
The glossy brochures simply list bullet points of your activities to date (no doubt in a effort to demonstrate 
compliance with government guidelines on such proposed developments). 
 
There has been no consideration taken for the considerable impact it will have on our direct community in 
Milton Malsor and our neighbouring villages and communities. The environmental impact will be huge; noise 
pollution from vehicular movement- the very thing that the whole proposal is supposed to be reducing by 
moving freight from road to rail will in fact be the opposite for this entire area with increased heavy goods 
vehicle traffic from the A43 directly alongside Milton Malsor. The entire community of Milton Malsor will be 
affected (much of which is in a Conservation Area), in the very least by the points as above but also property 
values. No mention of compensation has been put forward. How is any of this community consultation? 
 
There will of course be some who are in favour- the land owners who will be selling their land to make way for 
this immense blot on a rural community; but of course you would have their support as they would be selling 
up, be taking their "compensation" with them and will not to suffer the consequences of your actions. 
 
The website is also not necessarily available to all in the local community. There are many in our 
communities who simply do not use the internet and therefore will effectively not be involved in the 
"community consultation". It is outrageous that you chose to rely on your website, and a single public viewing 
on one half day in our village and other various locations, as the only way and means of carrying out this 
community consultation. I say again there has been no opportunity to ask detailed questions, and have a 
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sensible dialogue with yourselves. This is very unprofessional on your part, this is not what a thorough 
and meaningful community consultation is all about and just reeks of "well we offered all the information to all 
the local communities and gave them the opportunity to express their views but the response was low". 
 
If there isn't going to be a meaningful community consultation taking into account the direct impact on this 
(Milton Malsor) and surrounding communities then what is the point of your actions. 
 
I summarise by saying I am NOT in favour of this proposal, it will destroy the local and surrounding 
communities which have been established for centuries (village of MIlton Malsor is evident in the Domesday 
Book 1086, Blisworth village dates back many centuries, Gayton dates back to the 12th century). The 
Community Consultation you refer to is totally inadequate. 
 
I shall enclose a copy of this email to my local MP. 
  
Yours faithfully 
 
Mr J Moulton 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 
"Greg Hall"  
 
To: 
<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 
<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, 
<denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk> 
Sent: 
Tue, 11 Oct 2016 21:59:47 +0100 
Subject: 
Feedback on public consultation : Ashfield Land / Rail Central 
 
To whom it may concern 
Feedback on the Ashfield Land  /  Rail Central consultation. 
The extent of the public consultation that I have been aware of is as follows: 
Public meetings 
I made the time to attend five of the public consultation presentations held by Ashfield Land during April / May 
2016.  These were the events held at the Walnut Tree (28

th
 April and 6

th
 May), Blisworth Village hall (7

th
 and 

21
st

 May) and Roade Village Hall (13
th

 May).   
I had to attend a number of the meetings (rather than just one) and ask my questions each time as no answers 
where forthcoming and I hoped that given the time between the meetings useful answers (to enable 
consultation to be meaningful) would have been forthcoming.   
Unfortunately the same answer to questions was given each time “it is too early to give you an answer at this 
stage” with the exception of the employment consultant who went away with my simple question "where will 
the 8,000 employees come from" and to his credit came back to me when I came to the next event with the 
answer "from Leicester and Milton Keynes".   
Given that this consultation is a key part of the planning process the least that we should expect is that the 
developer and their consultants would be ready with answers and have undertaken sufficient research, 
analysis and modelling to enable meaningful answers and debate to have occurred.  
Furthermore, whilst I was fortunate to take time out of work to attend the weekday events I noted that the 
event is Roade closed at 4pm (and not 5pm as advertised) which would have stopped those working from 
attending.  This is totally unacceptable. 
Information on the Rail Central Website 
Visualisations have finally been provided but these are of poor quality and are misleading. 
Post received direct from Ashfield Land 
Additionally, over the past months we have also had letters / information posted to us by Rail Central and 
most of this has either included inaccuracies / been lacking in detail. 
Request for feedback: 
The Rail Central website asks for feedback on the public consultation via the following questions which I copy 
below with my considered answers: 
1: Do you have any comments on our approach to assessing and managing environmental effects (in particular 
any issues you think should be considered as part of the environmental assessment).   
My comment : Insufficient information was given in the consultation to enable meaningful comment to be 
made. 
2: Do you have any comments on our approach to assessing and managing landscape and visual effects (in 
particular any issues you think should be considered or important views we should assess)?  
My comment : Insufficient information was given in the consultation to enable meaningful comment to be 
made. 
3: Do you have any comments on our proposed approach to managing highways and transport connections 
(including by road and railway, bus and footpaths)?  
My comment : Insufficient information was given in the consultation to enable meaningful comment to be 
made. 
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4: Do you have any comments on how the potential hotel / office / restaurant facilities proposed for the west 
side of the A43 could provide additional facilities for use by local communities?  
My comment : Insufficient information was given in the consultation to enable meaningful comment to be 
made. 
5: Do you have any other concerns (and comments on how we may be able to mitigate them)?  
My comment : Insufficient information was given in the consultation to enable meaningful comment to be 
made. 
6: Do you have any further comments?  
My comment : Insufficient information was given in the consultation to enable meaningful comment to be 
made. 
My conclusion is that this consultation process has just been one of a box ticking exercise for Ashfield Land and 
not a proper consultation process as expected in the planning laws.  As the process requires proper public 
consultation I suggest that Ashfield Land have so far failed to provide this and therefore the proposal should 
be made null and void and rejected by PINS. 
Based on the limited information and the very poor quality of the interaction with Ashfield Land, and its 
consultants, I am firmly against this proposed development and will be making this known again should the 
proposal become a planning application. 
Yours faithfully 
Greg Hall 

 
 

 
 

CC: 
andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk; 
info@norailinterchange.co.uk; 
denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk 
  

mailto:andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk
mailto:info@norailinterchange.co.uk
mailto:denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

 
 
To: 
<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk> 
Cc: 
<railcentral@camargue.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 
Wed, 12 Oct 2016 11:21:04 +0100 
Subject: 
Rail Central 
 
  
Andrea Leadsom  
Cc Ashfield Lands, Rail Central 
Cc Denis Winterbottom 
Cc NoRailInterchange 
  
I object to the proposals put forward by Ashfield Lands for a strategic rail interchange sited between Blisworth 
and Milton Malsor in Northamptonshire. 
I live in  I will be able to see the warehouses and hear the activity. 
I am . The added traffic on the roads is likely to make these 
infections worse. I chose to move here some years ago because it was near family and was in the country and 
away from excessive pollution. 
I cannot move away because I am old and cannot travel. 
I cannot move around the district but there is a lot of wild life to be seen through my windows. Apart from the 
more obvious birds and animals there are treats like the glow worms my daughter saw last night. 
Please help preserve these valuable local communities and refuse permission for this development. 
I am asking my daughter to e-mail this on my behalf. 
  
  
Mrs Kathleen Pound 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

 
 
To: 
<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk> 
Cc: 
<railcentral@camargue.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 
Wed, 12 Oct 2016 11:38:19 +0100 
Subject: 
Rail Central 
 
  
Andrea Leadsom  
Cc Ashfield Lands, Rail Central 
Cc Denis Winterbottom 
Cc NoRailInterchange 
  
  
I object to the proposals put forward by Ashfield Lands for a strategic rail interchange sited between Blisworth 
and Milton Malsor in Northamptonshire. 
  
I agree with the idea of moving as much traffic as possible from the roads to the railways. 
  
Ashfield Lands do not appear to have moving as much traffic as possible from road to rail as a priority. I 
therefore suggest that if permission for their proposal is given it be with the proviso that the Rail Interchange, 
with the warehouses specific to the Rail Interchange, be completed before the Road Interchange warehouses 
are started. Furthermore since there may not be suitable paths available on the West Coast Main Line and 
Northampton Loop that nothing be built, and no land cleared, until Network Rail have agreed to make all 
necessary paths available as soon as the Rail Interchange is completed. 
  
Ashfield Lands do not seem able to understand the problems involved, or to be able to assimilate facts about 
the railway. At the public meetings I was several times told, by different “experts” that with only 4 trains an 
hour using the West Coast Main Line there would be no congestion problems. When I pointed out that there 
were considerably more than 4 trains an hour I was told that HS2 would solve that problem. Since HS2 has not 
yet been approved I suggest delaying any development that depends on its completion until more is known 
both about the future plans for HS2 and the effect it will have on rail traffic on the West Coast Main Line. 
  
I can see that it will be advantageous in the future to develop this site for a Road to Rail Interchange but at 
present all roads in the area are subject to major hold ups. Yesterday the North and South lanes of the M1 
were shut yet again for most of the day.  Almost all traffic flashes mention problems with the Catthorpe 
Interchange. The A14 seems to be permanently stationary. The A43 at Towcester has long delays every 
morning and evening. There are numerous accidents in Blisworth as people try to take short cuts. Other roads 
are running at capacity. Adding enough lorries to make this site viable can only acerbate the problems. Since 
Ashfield Lands expect most of their staff to travel from Milton Keynes or Coventry the problems on the roads 
can only be made worse. 
I would have thought that increasing the size of existing nearby Rail to Road Interchanges would help reduce 
additional load on existing roads by allowing freight to be exchanged within the site. 
  
Please add a proviso to any permission you give that all vehicles accessing or working on the site have the 
more muted version of the reversing and warning signals. We would easily hear every lorry backing on the site, 
but I am assured that the muted version is more bearable. Since we are higher than the site it is unlikely that 
bunds, or even the railway embankment, will make any difference. 
  



   

Page 111 
 

There is included a plan to move rail truck maintenance from Wolverton  to Rail Central. While I can see the 
financial advantages of moving truck maintenance to a green field site and freeing a brown field site for 
housing I have seen no justification from a strategic viewpoint. Also looking at the plan of Rail Central the area 
set aside for truck maintenance seems inadequate, particularly as there should be considerably more goods 
traffic on the railway as other Rail Interchanges become operational. 
  
When I talked to representatives of Ashfield Lands at the public meetings they were surprised that we walk the 
area they are considering annexing. We enjoy the fields and trees and wild life and peace of the area. It would 
not be at all the same to walk a re-routed path along a fence with warehouses and noisy vehicles just yards 
away. Nor do I wish for a CountryPark. What advantages would a CountryPark have? It would just destroy 
more of our habitat. 
  
I, personally, dislike the idea of the setting of my beautiful and ancient village being ruined visually and 
sonically. I have already considered moving well away, but my mother lives locally and cannot be moved due 
to . She depends on my assistance. Also we know the people and organisations in Blisworth. My 
husband and I are  and it would be a strain to move to a new environment. 
  
Mrs Bernice Hennessy 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

 
 
To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

<denis.winterbotton@southnorthants.gov.uk>, <info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, 
<andrea.leadson.mp@parliament.uk> 
Sent: 

Thu, 13 Oct 2016 13:36:28 +0100 (BST) 
Subject: 

Objections to railcentral proposals 
 

Dear Sir or Madam. 
                    Reference. The RailCentral proposal.     
    The proposed site is to belocated between the villages of Blisworth and Milton Malsor. 
 
My objections are:- (1) The visual impact of the site on the Villages by the warehouses. 
                 
                             (2)The increased air pollution by the site, on all time working traffic. 
                             
                             (3) The  noise pollution by the site, on all time working. 
 
                             (4) The light pollution on the site, by night time working. 
 
                             (5) The diversion of the right of way footpaths, as proposed by the site.  
 
 
I assume that these objections will be taken into account when the application is considered. 
 
Your Faithfully 

James Frith 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Trevor Pinfold"  
 
To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Sat, 15 Oct 2016 10:59:59 +0100 
Subject: 

Rail Freight Interchange 

                                                                                                                                                      
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

October 14
th
 2016  

 

Dear Sir, 

 

Re. Proposed Rail Freight Interchange between Blisworth and Milton Malsor 

 

I wish to register my opposition to this scheme for the following reasons.  

The destruction of so much open space between the two villages will greatly reduce my 

quality of life having decided over forty years ago that I wished to live in a rural community. 

  

The prediction that 8,000 jobs could be created gives a possible 16,000 vehicle movements 

each day and as I live on the High Street in Blisworth it is bound to have a severe impact on 

my daily life in some way. 

  

The various consultations have failed to demonstrate that there is an actual need for this 

development at this location and it appears to be nothing more than a developer led 

speculative warehouse development which has a token rail link purely to circumvent local 

planning controls. 

  

  

Trevor Pinfold 
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----- Original Message ----- 

From: "Trevor Pinfold"  

To:<railcentral@camargue.uk> 

Cc:<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 

<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 

Sent:Sat, 15 Oct 2016 15:06:14 +0100 

Subject:Rail Freight Interchange 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

October 14th 2016 

 

Dear Sir, 

 

I would like to voice my objections to the proposed Rail Freight Interchange.  We moved to 

Blisworth forty years ago and have always dreaded Northampton spreading out to join up 

with our village.  Now we have the threat of a huge industrial site blighting the countryside 

between us.  We have beautiful countryside at the moment and often enjoy walks in the 

area.  Our drive to Northampton is between green fields, and that will be completely ruined. 

 

I would like to object also on behalf of people whose homes will be destroyed, people who 

have put time and money into these houses and now they are stuck in buildings that have very 

little value, because of the threat of being demolished. 

 

All in all, this will completely destroy our village. 

 

Christine Pinfold 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: "June Lovell"  
To:"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc:"andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, 
"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent:Sat, 15 Oct 2016 15:37:25 +0000 
Subject:Fw: Proposed Development between Blisworth & Milton Malsor 

  
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I wish to submit my comments on this proposed development. I moved to Blisworth 
approximately 18 months ago having lived in towns and cities all my life. Having worked 
hard, both in teaching and the commercial world, I was looking for a peaceful, rural location 
for my retirement. Blisworth also had the additional advantage of being home to my son, his 
wife and child (who I have some childcare responsibilities for). The village has certainly given 
me everything I was looking for - quiet, fresh air, friendly people, lovely walks, lots of village 
activities and, from December, a shared allotment to grow my own produce. I thought my 
dream had been realised. 
I now discover, to my horror that this dream could turn into a complete nightmare if this 
proposal goes ahead!! 
 
Where there are now acres of beautiful fields and hedgerows teeming with wildlife, there 
will be a concrete jungle of warehouses and cranes. Where there is peace and quiet, there 
will be 24/7 noise, light and pollution. Having attended your exhibition in the village hall, it is 
immediately obvious that no amount of screening can hide this monstrosity. 
 
Blisworth has narrow streets and is already subject to traffic overspill from the A43 and M1 
junctions as lorry drivers attempt shortcuts through to Northampton and Towcester. 
Courteenhall Road has a school at the bottom on a tight bend to both the High Street and 
Northampton Road. Stoke Road has an equally difficult junction on to the High Street. Any 
kind of delay or closure of the A43 or M1 will see increased lorry movement in an attempt 
to get to this proposed site. The roads would be positively dangerous. The A43 at the 
Towcester roundabout is a nightmare scenario already particularly the narrow Watling 
Street. More lorries coming through would make this roundabout virtually unworkable. In 
addition there will be potentially 8,000 extra workers trying to access the site. 
 
This proposed development will change for ever the quality of life for people living in 
Blisworth, Milton Malsor and the surrounding villages. It is so obviously the wrong place for 
it, squashed between two beautiful, historic villages and with a surrounding road system 
that already fails to cope with the existing volume of traffic. 
 
I would love my 3year old grand-daughter to grow up in this village appreciating the beauty 
of the world around her - the sense of community, the environment and the wildlife. I hope 
she will be able to do that. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
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June Lovell 
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----- Original Message ----- 

From: 

"Barbara King"  

 

To: 

<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 

Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <chris.heatonharris.mp@parliament.uk> 

Sent: 

Sun, 16 Oct 2016 11:04:20 +0100 

Subject: 

Response to Ashfield Land Rail Central Consultation 

 

I have today sent the following response to Ashfield Land’s Rail Central consultation: 
  

‘As a resident of the conservation area in Milton Malsor, I am writing to object most strongly to the 

proposals for a rail freight interchange between our village and Blisworth.   

The proposals, both during the building and the operation of the site, would have a devastating 

effect on the peaceful environment, would bring visual intrusion, increased traffic emissions, noise 

and light pollution to the villages and the surrounding area, and completely destroy the nature of a 

large area of this beautiful Northamptonshire rural agricultural environment.  Once such land, 

wildlife and heritage assets are lost under concrete, roads and warehouses, it can never be brought 

back. 

The site would generate vast additional volumes of heavy vehicle traffic, including a large number of 

HGVs hanging around the area waiting for their delivery slot.  There would also be a large additional 

volume of traffic for those employed at the site at all hours. 

The inadequate proposals presented have not provided local people with sufficient information or 

visualisation of the impacts, nor explained the expected increase on traffic levels or how that 

additional traffic will be managed.  I can see no evidence of these issues having been addressed with 

Highways England or Northamptonshire Highways, which is extremely worrying.  Not to mention an 

explanation of how the site will work with the rail facilities and line capacity and Network Rail.   

No mitigation could begin to disguise the visual impact of the 5-level high storage warehouses that 

are being planned.  We currently enjoy walking in the local area, and between the 2 villages - even if 

pedestrian access is maintained, this development will turn an attractive walk at present to a very 

unappealing prospect.  The very idea that this ill-thought out scheme should get the go-ahead is 

quite sickening.’  

I just wondered if there will be a ‘call to action’ message on the front page of your web-site urging 

people to respond direct to Ashfield Land’s consultation, and the e-mail addresses to be used and 

copied as discussed at the public meeting on the 10th?  Unfortunately I can’t find the details of the 

SNC gentleman who spoke to be able to copy this e-mail to him.  

Kind regards, 

 Barbara King 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Andrew Bodman"  
 
To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

"Andrea Leadsom" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, "GILCHRIST Tommy M" 
<tommy.gilchrist@parliament.uk>, <info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, 
<denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, <NIEnquiries@infrastructure.gsi.gov.uk> 
Sent: 

Sun, 16 Oct 2016 12:29:35 +0100 
Subject: 

Rail Central consultation response 

 

 

Dear Sir or Madam 

 

Please find attached my response to the Rail Central SRFI consultation which ends on 21st October.  

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Andrew Bodman 
 



   

Page 119 
 

 
  



   

Page 120 
 

 
  



   

Page 121 
 

 
  



   

Page 122 
 

 
  



   

Page 123 
 

 
  



   

Page 124 
 

 
 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

 
 
To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk>, <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, 
<denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Cc: 

 
Sent: 

Mon, 17 Oct 2016 10:23:54 +0100 (BST) 
Subject: 

Blisworth rail consultation 
 

Dear Ashfield Land 
 
The whole point of consultation is that you provide detailed information so that people can make informed 
comment. I attended one of the exhibitions in Blisworth and there was a distinct lack of facts. When I asked a 
question, i did not get a clear answer, simply misinformation and spin. 
 
The "visualisations" are further examples of this. the artists impressions do not accurately reflect the huge nature 
of this development, how it will dominate the skyline and the adjacent villages of Blisworth and Milton Malsor. 
 
My specific objections to this development: 
 
It will contribute to additional traffic mainly HGV on the A43, M1 and A45 trunk routes. Areas of the M1 and A45 
are already congested and are AQMAs. The workforce will most likely travel by car which will exacerbate this. 
(Unless you are going to build 5,000 plus houses locally, in which case where will they go and where will be the 
public services?) 
 
The West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (WNJCS often referred to as the JCS)) specifically and clearly 
shows the Northampton area development plan (attached) stopping at the M1 motorway, other large 
developments beyond the M1 have not been approved. 
 
Northampton is heavily dependent now on the distribution sector, however the following from the JCS should be 
noted: 
"it is important that the area does not become over-reliant on one employment sector and continues to provide 
diverse employment opportunities for its residents." 
 
The JCS further comments: 
"Villages will retain their local distinctiveness and character, providing affordable homes for local people set 
within a beautiful landscape." 
 
Much has been made of the location, giving access to the fast lines of the WCML, however the JCS comments: 
"It is expected that access onto the fast lines will remain challenging even after High Speed 2." 
 
Clearly this development does not comply with the adopted local plan, so will fail. 
 
I am in favour of putting freight onto rail, but the best way to do this is to increase capacity at DIRFT 
 
Regards, Colin Davidson 
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----- Original Message ----- 

From: 

"Fiona McKenzie"  

 

To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 

Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, 

<denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk> 

Sent: 

Mon, 17 Oct 2016 16:40:00 +0100 

Subject: 

RFI Blisworth 

 

From 

Miss Linda Hack,   

Dear Sirs,  
 

I am strongly against your plans to build many warehouses on  our beautiful countryside, from 

Blisworth to Milton Malsor and to be on this route to Northampton, Silverstone and Milton Keynes 

as I am concerned about our little bus services.  Our bus companies would not be happy either, 

getting in traffic jams with more fumes with your 1800 lorries day and night.  
 

Also there would be bright lights and pollution and the noise would keep us awake.  We could 

become ill  - another drain on the NHS.  

This would bring our homes’ prices down.  I am a senior citizen with a disability, living on my 

own.  Would you like to live in this area?  Most people would not wish to live here now.  

It would stop natural history walkers from enjoying beautiful footpaths, having lambs and sheep 

grazing, and stop bees bringing honey for us all.  
 

I have been told about DIRFT at Crick which has grown to Kilsby on the A5 and to Rugby on the 

A428.  These warehouses are still partly empty and staff have been seen outside the gates toileting 

with their trousers down!  
 

Another huge development is not needed, - you already have warehouses available in Milton 

Keynes.  
 

Yours faithfully,  

  

Linda Hack 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Jonathan King"  
 
To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Mon, 17 Oct 2016 17:07:28 +0100 
Subject: 

Response to Ashfield Land Rail Central Consultation 

Dear Sir  

I’m writing to you to state my concerns regarding your planned rail freight terminal. 

My wife and I moved into the village in February last year thinking Milton Malsor was a beautiful and 
peaceful place to live. We were quite shocked by the sheer size of the development you are planning 
on building so close to our lovely village swallowing half of the countryside around it.  

The size of this project is enormous! How you’re are going to fill all the space with warehousing, 
when there are already a number of large rail freight centres in the region I don’t know? 

I get the feeling that this project is all about making money, not considering the lives of the people 
that live nearby who will have to put up with the monstrosity day and night! 

The noise and pollution levels will be extremely high, as every single component with be delivered 
on a truck, this alone will cause problems with the local traffic flow and this is after you have 
installed a dedicated junction onto the A43. Every truck will have to negotiate the A43 past 
Towcester or one of the busiest sections of a congested M1 motorway. Once we have had to put up 
with the ten years or so of construction noise, then we will have to put up with the many trucks and 
trains entering and leaving the site day and night.  

How can you justify ploughing up a huge agricultural area where people like to walk and where a 
number of people live? Our beautiful country side will be lost forever and I can see most of it under 
a layer of concrete with nothing ever built on top. This is the wrong place to build a rail freight 
terminal, as you will never fill the space with all the other rail freight centres in the region. 

I think a lot more things need to be considered before going ahead with a hair-brained idea that 
could change the lives of so many local residents. What would happen if the A43 was blocked 
because of an accident, or the M1; that often happens? How are the 8000 people that are quoted to 
working on the site going to get home? The whole area becomes grid-locked as it is, but with all 
those employees and trucks, it will be chaos! 

Kind regards 

Jonathan King 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"ESTELLE ROSE"  
 
To: 

<andrealeadsommp@parliament.uk>, <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

<info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, <Denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk> 
Sent: 

Mon, 17 Oct 2016 19:20:51 +0100 (BST) 
Subject: 

RFI Blisworth 
 
 
I am writing to protest the RFI in Blisworth. Apart from the awful  
impact it will have on village life, I am very concerned on the impact  
it will have on Stoke Road .This road is already extremely overused as a  
rat run from the A508 cutting through Stoke Bruerne and the A5 cutting  
through Shutlanger. Obviously workers coming in from Mk and other  
villages are going to use this route rather than queue up at Towcester.  
Stoke Road is virtually non stop at certain times of the day, it is  
little more than a country lane with a riding stables situated just out  
side of the village. It is just not safe. 
I am also very concerned about the noise and air pollution. 
kind regards 
Estelle Rose 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Crispian Besley"  
 
To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <chris.heatonharris.mp@parliament.uk>, 
<denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Mon, 17 Oct 2016 15:04:03 -0400 
Subject: 

Proposed Rail Freight Interchange 
 
 

Dear Sirs,  
 
I am writing both as a resident of Gayton and an owner of a historically important 
Grade 1 listed property on the edge of the village closest to the proposed 
development,whose beauty would be blighted and together with my family and the 
majority of other residents of Gayton and neighbouring villages very strongly 
oppose.The surrounding countryside would be severely affected and the quality of 
lives of many thousands of people severely compromised by the destruction of 
footpaths,bridle ways vegetation and trees which contribute so much to the families 
who live in the vicinity and enjoy the benefits of everything that currently go with 
living in the countryside. 
 
Research already suggests that there is absolutely no strategic justification for this 
project,and it is wholly inappropriate to contemplate it on the proposed site in a rural 
area in which the environmental impact will be devastating for the surrounding area 
and villages in terms of noise,pollution and severe congestion. The surrounding 
roads already struggle to cope with existing traffic flows on the A508 and the A43/A5 
routes, especially in the vicinity of the Tove roundabout. Although it would be 
completely impractical to do so,even if you were able to re route the vast number of 
HGVs,contractor's vehicles and employee's cars required,away from these already 
over crowded arteries via narrow village lanes,the infrastructure simply wouldn't 
support the weight of traffic on a good day let alone in the event of one of the very 
frequent closures on the M1 between junctions 14-19. 
 
It is simply the wrong site for your development,let alone one of the size you are 
suggesting. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
Crispian Besley  
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Mr. J. D. Exley 

 

 

 

 

 

17 / 10 / 16 

 

To whomever it may concern at Rail Central, 

 

RE: Opposition to the Strategic Rail Freight Interchange 

 

            Having lived in the village of Blisworth for 47 years I am absolutely horrified at the 

rail freight interchange proposal by Ashfield Land. 

 

The size of the proposal at 8 million square feet only heightens my disgust as this is twice the 

size of the Boeing factory in Washington USA. The single biggest building in the world! It 

can’t possibly come to pass that a monstrosity of this size can be situated between two 

historic Northamptonshire villages. 

 

 Having driven the A43 for 35 years I can testify to the increase in traffic, frequency of 

accidents and sheer number of delays this road encounters on a daily basis, adding another 

roundabout between the J15A M1 and Towcester will only increase this problem.  

 

In addition, I feel that the residents, who own property on the proposed site, have been 

treated in an absolutely despicable manner! They have had little warning of Ashfileld Land’s 

true intentions, and, in fact, are none the wiser now. The visualisations of the proposed site 

are inadequate as they do not show the full extent of  the development from either the 

properties near to it or from Northampton Road. 

 

To conclude, you may gather from my letter that I am highly opposed to this development 

taking place now or at any time in the future. 

 

Regards,  

 

  John Exley 
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17th October 2016  
 
Dear Sirs,  
 
I am writing in accordance with your request for feedback in relation to Phase One of Rail 
Central's community consultation which I understand needs to be submitted by Friday 30th 
September.  
 
Along with my wife, Nicola Newby, and 2 children, I live at  

  is a Grade II listed property and, I assume, one 
of the 145 listed properties that you have identified within your Preliminary Environmental 
Information Report (PEIR): Stage 1 Part 1, April 2016.  
 
As such, I am surprised that we have not received any specific approach from you regarding how 
you would propose to safeguard our property with suitable mitigation in the event that your 
proposed development was to be approved. I note, for example, within the Rail Central – 
Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR): Stage 1 Part 1, April 2016 (18.31) that 
“For noise associated with the alteration of existing public railway lines or the construction of 
new public railway lines, the Noise Insulation (Railway and Other Guided Transport Systems) 
Regulations 1996 contain the power to enable noise insulation to properties as a result of 
construction noise from railway schemes”. Given the proximity of our property to the proposed 
development site, I can only assume that it would require some level of noise insulation which, 
given that the property is listed, may prove challenging. To date, we have not been approached 
by you to discuss any potential noise insulation. I was also struck by the following comment in 
the same document: “With the nature of the noise level associated with the development being 
broadly similar in character to the existing noise environment [...]”. Frankly, I am bewildered by 
your assertion that “the noise level associated with the development” will be “broadly similar to 
the existing noise environment”. Given the fact that the NN NPS acknowledges that “SRFI 
generally need continuous working arrangements (up to 24 hours)”, one wonders how this can 
possibly be the case and as someone who lives within the shadows of the West Coast Mainline 
embankment, this causes me very deep concern.  
 
The only correspondence that I have had with you was initiated by me and dated 28th March 
2016. This related to concerns that I had regarding the “limit of application” which at that stage 
in the process was unclear and whether my property fell within that limit of application.  
I attach a copy of this correspondence at the foot of this letter for your reference in which you 
apologise for “any ambiguity in the way that the red line appears on the drawings”.  
 
Within your An introduction to Rail Central, January 2016, you stated that: “The rationale for 
this site is driven entirely by its strategic location and direct connections to key rail and road 
networks”. This is the first of many disingenuous statements made by you during Phase One of 



   

Page 133 
 

the community consultation process. The reality is that Ashfield Land has owned part of the land 
which makes up the proposed development site for almost 20 years and despite several 
attempts to gain planning permission has been unable to do so. The rationale for this site, 
therefore, is much more to do with the fact that a NSIP allows you to circumvent the local 
planning authority. It is essentially a last throw of the dice to try and realise some value from the 
land that you own and have been unable to develop up to this point.  
 
In the same document, you went on to state that: "Crucially Rail Central could also serve a 
different type of customer because the potential for direct access to the West Coast Mainline 
that is possible from Rail Central creates a point of difference with DIRFT (which only connects 
into the Northampton Loop Line)". At no stage have you provided any evidence that direct 
access to the West Coast Mainline is feasible or, indeed, has the support of Network Rail, so this 
strikes me as being extremely misleading.  
 
In your A presentation to SNC Councillors, you referred to a Schools and Youth Council as a 
means of involving all sections of the community. To the very best of my knowledge, this has yet 
to be established.  
 
Similarly, in your presentation given at the Local Liaison Group Workshop on Wednesday 16th 

March 2016, you referred to a Travel Plan Steering Group to include local residents. Again, to 
the very best of my knowledge, this steering group has yet to convene.  
In your Report to Inform the Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC), you refer to 
“associated improvements to Junction 15A of the M1”. Despite making this statement back in 
March, you have yet to make public any plans in this regard.  
 
The same document also refers to “training/innovation centre facilities” – facilities which you 
have referred to throughout the community consultation process and yet as at October 2016, 
no further details regarding these facilities have been forthcoming (which makes one wonder 
whether there is any substance to this aspect of your proposals).  
 
In your Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC), you stated that: “It is also anticipated 
that feedback through the consultation process will enable scheme design to adjust in line with 
feedback, potentially delivering benefits to match locally expressed priorities (for example, the 
possibility of creating public open space)”. Frankly, given the nature of the proposed 
development which will destroy 250 ha of open space, such a statement is, at best, laughable 
and, at worst, downright insulting.  
 
At the public exhibitions which were held in April/May, you provided a Preliminary 
Environmental Information Stage 1: Non-Technical Summary which ran to a derisory 24 pages 
when compared to the 400+ pages of the full report.  
 
Within this summary, you stated that: “The majority of the anticipated rail freight services are 
expected to access the site via the Northampton Loop line (known historically as the Roade & 
Rugby New Line), which handles most of the freight and non-express passenger services at 
present”. If the majority of the anticipated rail freight services are expected to access the site 
from the Northampton Loop line, then the significant weight previously (and repeatedly) 
attached to access via the West Coast Mainline being a “point of difference” is at best over-
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stated and at worst deliberately misleading. It is also broadly acknowledged that the West Coast 
Mainline is approaching capacity – further evidence that the significance which you attach to 
this aspect of your proposed development is grossly (and erroneously) over-stated.  
 
With regards to your Alternative Site Assessment (ASA), you stated in your Preliminary 
Environmental Information Stage 1: Non-Technical Summary, April 2016: "A more detailed 
criteria based search is still ongoing which is using defined parameters, to ensure that the 
exercise is robust. This is not yet complete, but will be made available on the project website in 
due course. The aim of this exercise is to ensure that we have considered all reasonable 
alternatives. Please suggest sites for us to look at as part of this consultation".  
 
Firstly, as at October 2016, these “more detailed criteria” have yet to be made available on the 
project website. In lieu of these "more detailed criteria" being made publicly available at the 
time of the public exhibitions held in April/May, I repeatedly asked Ashfield Land 
representatives (including James Digby) to outline these criteria and they couldn't (or wouldn't).  
Of the 16 sites which had been assessed by Ashfield Land, 3 of those sites should not (in my 
view) have even been included in the assessment given the fact that they had already been 
consented (DIRFT 3, EMDC and East Midlands Gateway).  
 
In addition, you discounted several sites simply because they were controlled by another 
developer which seems to be at odds with the intent of an alternative site assessment. Within 
the Assessment of Sites for Rail Freight Development Potential, October 2012 which was 
produced as part of the planning process for DIRFT III, it was noted that "GLA in its response to 
the Howbury Park application queried the use of ownership as a site assessment criterion" and 
concluded that site ownership should not be considered in their report.  
 
6 of the alternative sites were also discounted on the basis that there is no rail connection which 
makes one wonder why they were even considered, particularly when one considers the 
following statement from the Rail Central – Preliminary Environmental Information Report 
(PEIR): Stage 1 Part 1, April 2016: “A further and more detailed site search is currently being 
undertaken. This wider search will use a series of site selection criteria to identify potential SRFI 
site using a standardised set of criteria. The criteria which will be used for this future assessment 
will include proximity to both strategic road and rail infrastructure [...]”.  
 
There were also a number of sites, particularly in the Milton Keynes area, which did not form 
part of your assessment which was surprising to say the very least, but perhaps a deliberate 
strategy on your part. These include Magna Park, Aspley Guise/Husborne Crawley and 
Ridgmont. Even more significantly, a competing site – now being brought forward by Roxhill 
under the name of Northampton Gateway – is conspicuous by its absence. And yet this was a 
site included with the equivalent alternative site assessment for DIRFT 3. Its absence, therefore, 
feels misleading and may be an example of deliberate obfuscation on your part. All in all, 
therefore, I am of the opinion that your alternative site assessment is less than adequate.  
Within Section 16. Socio-Economic Effects, you stated that: “The travel to work area has been 
determined by the locations of the workforce from a modern logistics park with a similar 
relationship to the M1”. To date, you have singularly failed to reveal the name of the logistics 
park that you are referring to here. Whether this is deliberate or not, it makes it impossible for 
local residents to determine whether this is an adequate point of comparison.  
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In the same section, you went on to state that: “The analysis undertaken suggests that labour 
would be drawn from South Northamptonshire, Northampton, Milton Keynes, Wellingborough 
and Coventry. This wider catchment area will provide over 75% of the labour force for the site. 
The remainder of the workforce are likely to be specialist skilled employees drawn from a wider 
catchment”. One of the major benefits which you have continually cited throughout Phase One 
of the community consultation process is the fact that your proposed development will create 
circa 8,000 new jobs. You have repeatedly positioned this as a real benefit to the local 
community and yet, by your own admission, the workforce will actually need to be drawn from 
“a wider catchment” and even then something approaching 25% (or 2,000 employees) of the 
workforce will have to be drawn from a wider catchment area still. It should be remembered 
that the local area is fortunate enough to experience very low levels of unemployment and the 
one thing that South Northamptonshire doesn’t need is any more jobs in the logistics industry – 
we are already very well-served in this regard. Indeed, within the Rail Central – Preliminary 
Environmental Information Report (PEIR): Stage 1 Part 1, April 2016 you acknowledge that “the 
25-49 years cohort has declined by almost 9%, potentially limiting locally available labour force”.  
Furthermore, within your Environmental Statement Scoping Report, Rail Central, December 
2015, you stated (18.22) that: “SRFIs can provide many benefits for the local economy. For 
example because many of the on-site functions of major distribution operations are relatively 
labour intensive, this can create many new job opportunities. The existence of an available and 
economic local workforce will therefore be an important consideration for the applicant”. At no 
stage have you provided any firm evidence to confirm the existence of an available and 
economic local workforce.  
 
Having taken the opportunity to review the full Rail Central – Preliminary Environmental 
Information Report (PEIR): Stage 1 Part 1, April 2016, I was alarmed to note the clear 
inadequacy of the environmental assessment up to this point. This is repeatedly revealed 
throughout the document as follows:  
 
9.25 – Table 9.2: Summary of consultations undertaken  

th officer to email dated 23 March 2016:  
 
[...] My only observation is why monitor from April to April as the objective is annual mean based 
on a calendar year? Ideally monitoring should be compared with the appropriate objective.  
13.29  
The current desk study [in relation to Ground Conditions] will be supplemented by an additional 
Walkover survey when access is possible [...].  
Ashfield Land Management Rail Central Project – Preliminary Ecological Appraisal Report  
2.3  
[...] Surveys in May are optimal for Phase 1 Habitat surveys [...].  
March is a very early time of year for recording plant species and many species may not have 
been in evidence, while others present only as leaves or dead remains were unidentifiable. A 
great many more species would be recorded in a summer survey.  
Many of the hedges had been recently trimmed making the woody species almost impossible to 
assess, at least comprehensively. Again woody species are likely to be overlooked in a March 
walkover survey of the Phase 1 kind (though they could be recorded in a painstaking survey). 
Broad conclusions about the generality of the hedges are likely to be correct, but some dismissed 
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here as species-poor could turn out on closer inspection to be of greater nature conservation 
value than appeared.  
And yet this survey was carried out on 23rd and 24th March 2015.  
3.2.3  
[...] but they were hard to assess in March and some lacked permission for access [...].  
3.2.5  
[...] hard to assess without access in March.  
3.2.8  
[...] There must be assemblages of ruderals but these would not have been well-developed in 
March [...].  
3.3.1  
[...] As access was not available in this area [...]. This area was not accessible [...].  
3.3.2 - Table 3.3 – B3  
[...] not accessible for detailed survey [...]. 3.3.4 – Table 3.5 – 5, 10, 11, 12 and 13  
[...] not accessible [...].  
3.3.6  
[...] however it was not possible to access all sections of the stream fully to inspect it.  
4.2  
[...] could not be assessed owing to lack of permission for access [...].  
&  
[...] it must be stressed that many more plant species might be discovered in a summer survey.  
 
Within your Welcome: Consulting the community document which essentially provided the 
exhibition panels which formed the public exhibitions held in April/May, you stated that 
“members of the full project team” would be available to answer questions and explain the 
proposals. The reality is that the early public exhibitions were largely resourced by junior 
members of the project team who were, in the main, ill-equipped to answer questions and 
explain the proposals. Towards the end of the series of public exhibitions, more senior members 
of the project team did appear to be present, but even then answers to many of my questions 
were not forthcoming – they were frequently met by the popular refrain of “it’s early days” – 
and I was appalled by the inability of several members of the team, including James Digby when 
questioned about the alternative site assessment, to adequately explain your proposals.  
Within the same document, you stated that: “Overall, Rail Central will result in a net reduction 
of HGV movements on the UK strategic highway network”. To date, you have failed to provide 
any evidence to support this statement and yet it remains a central tenet of your arguments in 
support of the proposed development.  
 
With regards to traffic modelling, you went on to state that you “have carried out initial 
assessments at a number of key junctions”. To date, you have yet to reveal which “key junctions” 
you were referring to here. This is just one example amongst many where you have been very 
economical with the level of information which you have been prepared to share with the local 
community.  
 
With regards to your visualisations, published in late August, you have been at great pains to 
point out that these are in keeping with industry standards. However, they are grossly 
misleading in their nature. All images of warehouses are taken at a distance and only one image 
shows one of the 3 gantry cranes and even then at a distance and deliberately hidden behind 
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some trees. At the most recent Local Liaison Group Meeting, you suggested that all of the 
visualisations have been provided on a "worse case scenario". Frankly, this is a complete joke! 
Worse than that, one of the visualisations actually refers to the East Coast Mainline which 
smacks of the total lack of professionalism with which you have approached this whole process. 
When I questioned James Digby about this at the last Local Liaison Group Meeting, it appeared 
to be the first time that this had been brought to his notice. Even he described this error as 
“embarrassing”. I couldn’t agree more!  
 
This is by no means the first time that such an “embarrassing” mistake has been made. In a 
letter to Mark Redding – Chair of Stop Rail Central Limited, dated 11th February 2016, inviting 
Stop Rail Central Limited to participate in the Local Liaison Group, you stated the following: “We 
anticipate that membership of the LLG will primarily be representatives from local parish 
councils and, subject to their interest, from local ward and divisional members from South 
Northamptonshire Council, Northampton Borough Council and Nottinghamshire County Council 
who will be invited”. One can only assume that you meant to refer to divisional members from 
Northamptonshire County Council, rather than Nottinghamshire. This kind of slapdash approach 
to communications does little to support the notion that you are approaching the community 
consultation process with the due level of care and attention.  
 
In addition, when questioned at the most recent Local Liaison Group Meeting, you were unable 
to explain why you have completely ignored viewpoints 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10 and 11 when providing 
your recent visualisations (>50% of the 13 viewpoints that you have identified). This can only 
leave me to conclude that your approach to the visualisations has been sub-standard.  
At this same meeting, Ben Copithorne referred to the property bond proposal which has been 
presented to a number of “immediate neighbours” of the proposed development. During the 
meeting, I asked Ben to define what he meant by "immediate neighbours" (and he couldn't or 
wouldn't). In a letter sent by Ashfield Land’s consultants, Hamer Associates, to amongst others – 
residents of Railway Cottages, I was struck by the following (page 2, paragraphs 3-4):  
"Unfortunately, where no land is acquired from a residential property owner, but the property is 
nevertheless in close proximity to the proposed development, the Code provides very limited 
avenues for compensation for the owner, and it does not address the uncertainty that can be 
caused by the proposals.  
 
In view of the limitations of the Code it is becoming more common for promoters of projects to 
develop scheme-specific discretionary packages, to provide affected property owners with an 
increased level of certainty".  
 
I appreciate that I have vested interest here, living as I do on the junction of Northampton Road 
and Station Road, but I'd be keen to understand how you determine "close proximity" and 
whether, therefore, you consider those that live on Station Road as "affected property owners". 
Despite having raised this question at the Local Liaison Group Meeting on 13th September 2016, 
I have yet to receive any clarification on this point.  
 
I was also aghast to learn that one of Hamer Associates’ recent communications to local 
residents bore Network Rail’s logo. This has since been dismissed by you as a simple case of 
someone putting the wrong paper in the printer. That being the case, this is another indication 
of the careless manner in which you have approached communications with local residents up 
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to this point. However, one also wonders whether the use of Network rail’s logo was a 
deliberate ploy on the part of Hamer Associates to lend their communication added weight and 
to push the residents of Railway Cottages into signing up to the proposed Property Bond.  
In my capacity as one of the directors of Stop Rail Central Limited, and as referenced above, I 
attended the last Local Liaison Group Meeting.  
 
Unfortunately Nick Gallop from Intermodality was unable to join the meeting due to the fact 
that  , so there was no update on rail 
and rail operations, but Ashfield Land promised to provide an update in the meeting minutes. 
However, the update that was subsequently provided within the meeting minutes provided 
scant additional information.  
During the update on design, Matthew Sheppard from Turley said that there would be “no 
access to general traffic from the Northampton Road (except in emergencies)”. However, when 
questioned, Matthew Sheppard was unable to define what was meant by “emergency access”. 
Matthew also spoke about the comprehensive review of PROWs that you have carried out, but 
acknowledged that your earlier plans had "missed" some of the connections between PROWs. 
He described this as an "omission" on your part – an omission which is symptomatic of the 
slapdash manner in which your investigations have been carried out up to this point.  
From a Highways & Access perspective, Craig Rawlinson from TPA confirmed that the current 
improvements to both the A5 and Abthorpe roundabouts have not taken into account the 
additional traffic volumes which would be generated by the proposed development. In addition, 
he also acknowledged that in the event that there were traffic issues on the M1, he could 
envisage that traffic might have to travel through Blisworth to access the A508. Both of these 
statements are extremely worrying for local residents.  
 
It is also understood that the proposed truckstop will only have 149 bays which feels woefully 
inadequate and leaves local residents deeply concerned that the surrounding areas will be over-
run by HGVs parking up in lay-bys etc.  
In conclusion, I feel compelled to refer to Section 5.6 of your PEIR, in which you stated the 
following:  
 
At its most simple level, a community involvement process should ensure that people:  

 have access to information;  

can put forward their own ideas and feel confident that there is a process for considering ideas;  

have an active role in developing proposals and options to ensure local knowledge and 
perspectives are taken into account;  

can comment on and influence formal proposals; and  

get feedback and are informed about progress and outcomes.  
 
It is with these criteria in mind that I am providing you with my feedback and when judged 
against these criteria (and for the reasons set out in this letter), I can only conclude by saying 
that I feel that Phase One of your community consultation process has fallen woefully short of 
what I had reasonably expected and, as such, I expect a detailed response to this letter in due 
course.  
 
Yours faithfully,  
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Henry Newby   
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18/10/2016 

 

Email: railcentral@camargue.uk 

 

Dear Sir, 

 

Ref: Rail Freight Intersection between Blisworth and Milton Malsor Northampton 

 

The revised Visualisations submitted by Ashfield Land, for a proposed Rail Freight Interchange plus 

acres of warehousing, do not accurately reflect the impact such a vast development will have on a 

rural setting.  It shows that the Developers are not concerned that two villages, Blisworth and Milton 

Masor, will be divided by an industrialised zone. Their blinkered view also fails to recognise that the 

infrastructure of a wide surrounding area will be compromised and this is not addressed in the 

consultation documents. The villages each side of the Banbury Lane will be used to access the A5 

and the A43. Gayton is particularly vulnerable from damage by an inevitable increase in traffic flow. 

 

I am totally against a Rail Freight Interchange and fear the potential for further developments, once 

this area has become urbanised, by allowing The Rail Freight Interchange to go ahead.   

Northamptonshire is geographically and strategically placed as a distribution centre.  However 

development of warehousing in this region of the County has reached saturation point. There needs 

to be a halt to further developments of this kind to maintain a distinct boundary between 

Northampton’s industrial zone and the countryside.   

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Anna Fox 

 

cc Rt.Hon.Christopher Heaton–Harris  

    Rt Hon. Andrea Leadsom 

   Denis Winterbottom -  Case Officer South Northamptonshire 

Phillip Hayward - Stop Rail Central 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"jayne davis"  
 
To: 

"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

"andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, 
"denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Wed, 19 Oct 2016 10:23:09 +0000 (UTC) 
Subject: 

Response to Ashfield Land Phase 1 
 

   

I write to you in relation to Ashfield Land’s Rail Central proposals. It is very difficult to write 

in brief about my objections and dismay at these plans. As I am no ‘expert’ on logistical, 

environmental or economical concerns, I speak simply as a local resident who has lived in 

Blisworth for 10 years and cares passionately about the local community. 

  

Countryside and open spaces are not to be under estimated in terms of their impact on 

people’s well being and quality of life. The area for development is undeniably a beautiful 

open space which brings joy to many. Its rolling fields and gentle landscape is what 

characterises Northamptonshire countryside. Increasingly, this valued space feels threatened 

by what many want to call ‘progress’. When the benefits are not calculable for the residents 

who have lived in these villages for generations or have worked hard to live in this area, there 

can be no progress.  

  

These proposals have brought fear, anxiety and frustration to so many. We have been given 

very little information which goes beyond vague plans and buzz words- nothing to bring any 

kind of reassurance because there cannot possibly be any factors which would outweigh the 

losses.  

  

For me, the proposals, if agreed, spell the end of many local rural communities. Increased 

traffic, noise and pollution are just a small part of the reason for an objection. The real long 

term impacts will be felt in people’s sense of disillusionment and betrayal. A significant rise 

in mental health issues such as anxiety and depression cannot be underestimated. The land in 

question does not just provide a home to precious wildlife, it is space which allows people to 

de-stress and take in fresh air and exercise necessary for a healthy and fulfilled life 

  

What will Rail Central’s legacy be? I urge you to consider the lives of the people that these 

plans directly effect. 
 

Yours faithfully 

 

Jayne Lovell 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

 
To: 

<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Cc: 

 
Sent: 

Wed, 19 Oct 2016 14:22:44 +0100 (BST) 
Subject: 

Stop Rail Central letter 

We have sent the attached letter to the 3 people mentioned in your e-mail request in response to Phase 1 
Consultation. 
 
Robin & Barbara Kelso 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
19

th
 October 2016 

 
We write as residents of the above village to express our concern about the proposed 

development of the land between Milton Malsor and Blisworth by Ashfield Land. 

 

We have real concern about the loss of “greenfield land”, at present used for cereal crops 

etc. The country already imports a large percentage of cereal crops and this will only make it 

worse- Brxit or no Brexit. 

 

We worry about the increased heavy lorry traffic on the surrounding trunk roads.  There is 

alredy severe congestion on the A43 around Towcester. 

 

There is likely to be increased  traffic from car-owning employees, both around the site and 

in surrounding villages, not to mention the narrow country roads. 

 

Living in a village that will overlook the proposed site, we worry about the unacceptable 

light and noise pollution. 

 

There will be a vast increase in freight rail traffic 24/7 on an already very busy rail line. 

 

With proposed Rail Freight terminals at DIRFT, Hinckley and Junction 24 of the M1, do we 

really need to “lay waste” to a rural part of South Northants. 

 

Yours very concerned, 

  



   

Page 143 
 

----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Sally Besley"  
To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Wed, 19 Oct 2016 10:01:12 -0400 
Subject: 

Objection to Ashford Land Proposed Freight Rail Interchange - Blisworth/Milton Malsor, Northants 
 
 

To whom it may concern  
 
With regard to the proposal by Ashford Land to develop the land around Blisworth and Milton Malsor 
in South Northamptonshire for a rail freight interchange, I am writing to let you know I object most 
vociferously on many issues this project raises, with the following two subjects being the main 
reasons for my objections: 
 
Traffic issues: 
The roads in the surrounding areas which would lead to the interchange development are already 
severely congested.  At present there are permanent traffic queues at the M1 junction 15A at all 
times of the day, along with many daily incidents on the stretch of the M1 from junction 14-16 causing 
the motorway to close.  The same overloading is also on A43 where the traffic at the intersection with 
the A5 Tove roundabout is at a daily standstill .  In particular this area is at its worst when traffic 
diverts to these roads if there is congestion on the M1.  Any road improvements suggested by AL 
would not alleviate the situation which is due to sheer volume of traffic already using these roads. 
 
With the ever existent congestion on these main trunk routes, the traffic (lorries and cars) then start to 
use the 'local' routes ie cutting through the surrounding villages.  These roads are neither designed 
nor capable of taking increased traffic loads of this extent.  Not only does this make these smaller 
roads incredibly dangerous to drive on, but also affects the local community with it being too 
treacherous to use the roads and paths for recreational and functional activities such as walking and 
cycling. 
 
Environment: 
 
Within a 1.5 mile radius of the area proposed for development by AL, there is already the vast scale of 
Swan Valley warehousing, plus the warehousing expansion within at Wootton/Collingtree, so a freight 
rail interchange would decimate what little countryside is left in this small area south of 
Northampton.  The impact to the environment by these developments is already irreconcilable 
and irretrievable.  Also of particular note is the light pollution created by these large scale industrial 
areas and the developments which subsequently surround them. With many of the surrounding 
villages holding the status of conservation areas and areas of outstanding natural beauty this will 
become a mockery if surrounded by huge industrial sites. 
 
Ashford Land have given presentations to the communities in this area with their proposals, but 
cannot show any benefit to the surrounding villages and their occupants, other than the profiteering 
and capitalism by Ashford Land from our beautiful countryside. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Sally Besley 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

 
 
To: 

<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Cc: 

<deniswinterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk> 
Sent: 

Wed, 19 Oct 2016 17:34:07 +0100 (BST) 
Subject: 

Rail Freight Interchange 
 

Dear Mark, 

Here are my concerns about the proposed development by Ashfield Land. 

The proposal, will destroy the rural character in the area, more lorry's  are using Blisworth village, than ever 
before.  

The plan seems to be, to bring in very huge warehouses and lorries arriving 24/7 with the addition of 
Noise/light  and air pollution. 

How will the proposed 8,000 workers, and vehicles be accommodated. 

Loss of houses is a concern as well. 

The M1 is already full of traffic, and the A43 to Towcester is just as bad. 

Loss of public footpaths. 

The impact on a lot of people will be very distressing. 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Ray Andrews"  
 
To: 

"Stop Rail Central" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk> 
Sent: 

Wed, 19 Oct 2016 22:15:07 +0100 
Subject: 

Response to Rail Central 
 

Here is a copy of my response to the first phase of consultation sent to Rail Central 
  
Regards 
Beryl Andrews 

 
 

 
FORMAL RESPONSE TO RAIL CENTRAL 

on phase I of the consultation, October 2016 

 

This proposed development is in a totally inappropriate location – farmland in a rural area in close 

proximity to 2 conservation villages with 3,000 residents– and including about 20 households living 

on or abutting the site. The Grand Union Canal Conservation Area seems to have been overlooked. 

 

West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy (JCS) 

This is prepared by the Joint Planning Unit on behalf of the local councils and states:- 

“Villages will retain their local distinctiveness and character.” 

“New development in the rural areas will be limited to enhancing and maintaining the distinctive 

character and vitality of rural communities and respecting the quality of tranquillity.” 

 

“It is important that the area does not become over-reliant on one employment sector ie 

warehousing and storage” 

 “Delivering new space … to cater for the warehousing industry … would not be desirable or 

sustainable to achieve a balanced economy.” 

“The scale & extent of storage and distribution will be carefully controlled and … permission for units 

over 40,000 sqm will not be granted.” 

 “Provision has been made for large scale storage and distribution in more appropriate locations, 

particularly at DIRFT.” 

 

Visual impact 

The visual aspect will be horrific. 

The long-awaited visualisations on the website are completely misleading and give no idea of the 

scale or impact of 18m warehouses & 32m gantry cranes. 

The limited number of viewpoints is very selective with no close-ups or indication of the visual 

impact on residents or from the road. 
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No 3D models have been supplied but at the 13th Sept meeting we were told that they would be 

“available soon”. How much time do you need? 

 

Pollution (air, light and noise) 

The JCS refers to:- 

“Air quality is a pressing concern …” 

“Provision of outdoor lighting is a recognised source of pollution …” 

New developments must address “the adverse impacts of noise …” 

 

How can air quality be maintained with so many diesel-fuelled vehicles operating in a 

concentrated low-lying area and emerging on to the local roads?  

32m Gantry cranes cause acoustic and lighting problems 24 hrs a day and are only a few hundred 

meters from houses and cottages.  

 

ONE OF OUR MAJOR CONCERNS IS THE TRAFFIC IMPLICATIONS 

 

HGV Movements 

A new connection is proposed from the site to the already congested A43. Is one entrance/exit 

sufficient for a development of this size? And what contingency plans are there if the motorway or 

A43 or A5 are blocked or congested?  

 

We are told there will be no access to/from Northampton Road for HGVs except in an “emergency”, 

but still no definition of an emergency in spite of it being raised at all public meetings since April – 

and would this be legally enforceable? 

 

13th Sept liaison meeting – “We have yet to define emergency exit with the Highways Dept.”  

Craig Rawlinson acknowledged that if there were traffic issues on the M1 or other roads, HGVs might 

have to travel through Blisworth to access the A508. Once the development is built it will be down to 

“site management” to enforce local traffic restrictions. 

This is unacceptable. 

. 

Northampton/Towcester Road 

This road traverses the site and is our link between Northampton and Towcester, our local bus 

route and the school run. When there are problems on the M1 it takes a much increased volume of 

traffic. Side roads are small winding country lanes some with narrow and weight-restricted 

bridges. On a recent “bad-motorway day” I counted 126 vehicles queuing at the High Street 

junction to turn into Blisworth.  

Here large vehicles such as HGVs and buses need two clear lanes to negotiate the corner, often 

mounting the pavement. If they turn into Courteenhall Road to access the A508 it necessitates 

passing the local Primary School with the movements of young children and at arrival and 

departure times the road is reduced to a single lane. 

If the narrow High Street route is used through the Conservation Area it passes many “listed” 

seventeenth and eighteenth century cottages built just a few feet from the road and without 

modern foundations. 

It is said that the projected 8000 workers will travel to the site by road. 
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JCS  “Traffic congestion is increasing and must be addressed and new developments must be well 

connected to towns. Elements of the existing infrastructure in the area are already at or close to 

capacity.” 

 

Community update August  Highways, Access & Transport (working with NCC & Highways England) - 

unable to provide even draft details of traffic design, flows, usage and impact on the community 

during the build and after completion.  

 

13th Sept liaison meeting  Craig Rawlinson offered no progress on the highways aspect. He repeated 

that traffic-calming measures and off-site traffic improvements could be introduced, but without any 

details – paying no heed to our concern about the volume of traffic. 

 

Consultation Process 

Poor and inadequate information was badly presented with inaccuracies and omissions. 

There were deficiencies in the consultation process and so-called “experts” at the meetings were 

brought in from outside the county with no knowledge of local conditions, topography or heritage. 

Important transport questions have been asked since April and are still not answered. 

Many questions were dismissed with phrases such as “it’s early days”, “this work is on-going”, 

“progress is continuing” and “we anticipate further information becoming available”. 

The visualisations are ridiculously misleading from selective distant viewpoints and very small 

scale with a gantry almost hidden behind a foreground bush!  

There is no 3-D modelling and no indication of the impact on the local residents of an area of such 

large buildings.   

  

Ashfield Land is not listening to local communities. 

 

 

 

 Beryl Andrews   
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Alan Lovell"  
 
To: 

"railcentral@camargue.co.uk" <railcentral@camargue.co.uk> 
Cc: 

"andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, 
"denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Wed, 19 Oct 2016 21:50:17 +0000 
Subject: 

Proposed Rail Central development between Blisworth and Milton Malsor 
 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I am writing to convey my disappointment, fear and objection to the continuation of plans 
for the Rail Central interchange in close proximity to Blisworth and Milton Malsor. It is easy 
to presume that residents are opposed to the scheme due to NIMBYISM but the reality is 
more profound in that the legacy will be lasting and largely irreversible for both local 
communities and the physical environment. 

From a triple bottom line perspective, I believe that the project is fundamentally flawed. 
Economically, there is no clear link between employment creation and tangible benefits to 
local communities in an area where unemployment is low. Equally, the impacts of such a 
development are unavoidably symbiotic. The supposed benefits of job creation will 
invariably bring the negative impacts of congestion and problems with capacity on an 
already overloaded road network through ancient villages. 

At the consultations for public viewing, the responses from Ashfield Land representatives 
were unsatisfactory in the extreme. As an illustration, no amount of carefully considered 
landscaping can mitigate the aesthetic and environmental devastation of a project that 
covers 8 million hectares of land. Subsequent revisions of the scale of the project I would 
also deem inappropriate. A project of this, or even a reduced size, does not belong between 
2 rural, residential areas with such history, heritage and quintessentially English, natural 
beauty. Ecosystems will be destroyed, village life blighted and noise/light pollution 
unavoidable. I fear that this development would destroy the social fabric of life in my village 
of Blisworth where the sense of community is palpable. Villages cannot absorb development 
on this scale in any way without a multitude of negative impacts being evident. 

A 2014 survey, conducted by Halifax Building Society, declared South Northamptonshire as 
the 2nd most desirable rural area to live in the UK, based on a variety of factors including 
health and wellbeing. I believe that development of Rail Central will undermine the lifestyles 
of the residents of Blisworth and Milton Malsor irreparably. I do not dispute that 
local communities should look at the larger picture of national need, but several expert 
sources claim that demand for movement of goods by freight is declining. ‘Invest locally, 
deliver nationally’ does not ring true when the locals receive NO benefit from a project and 
simply the spectre of a multi warehouse monstrosity on the doorstep of their previously 
rural and largely peaceful idyll. And as for the potential impact on property value………. 
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I am proud to live in Blisworth and have done for the past decade. I am devastated at the 
impacts that this development will inflict on the village and in particular my 3-year-old 
daughter’s perception of her home. The development is not strategically, commercially, 
socially or environmentally viable and in my opinion has already caused great levels of 
stress, anger, frustration and anxiety to close knit communities. I fear that its fruition will 
have severe health, lifestyle and financial implications throughout the local community and I 
would urge those in a position to affect the decision making process behind Rail Central to 
consider that the greater good for a nation extends way beyond the capability to transport 
goods and products 'effectively'. 

Yours faithfully, 
 
Alan Lovell 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"V Hayward"  
 
To: 

"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

"andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, 
"denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Thu, 20 Oct 2016 08:58:04 +0000 
Subject: 

Rail Central objection 
 

Please see the attached letter of objection to Ashfield Land's Rail Central proposal at Milton 
Malsor. 
 
Valerie Hayward 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

19th October 2016 

 

 

 

By email to:  railcentral@camargue.uk 

 

Dear Sirs 

 

I object to Ashfield Land’s Rail Central proposals at Milton Malsor. 

 

The area targeted by this scheme includes quality agricultural land.  The grain 

harvested from these fields travels just 6 miles to the Heygates Mill in Bugbrooke, 

which favours locally sourced wheat for its range of flour.  This is exactly how our 

food should be produced; growing, harvesting, milling, all sustaining local jobs 

through the production of local crops.  This valuable land must continue to be 

farmed, not lost to warehouses. 

 

I am also very concerned about the constant noise and light pollution from the Rail 

Central scheme which would be operating non-stop day and night.  This would have 

mailto:railcentral@camargue.uk
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an intolerable impact on the people and wildlife living in this important rural 

environment close to the Grand Union Canal. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

Valerie Hayward 

 

 

 

cc   andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk 

cc   denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk 

cc   info@norailinterchange.co.uk 

  

mailto:andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk
mailto:denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk
mailto:info@norailinterchange.co.uk
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Nick Foale"  
 
To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, "No Rail Interchange" 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Thu, 20 Oct 2016 12:57:02 +0100 
Subject: 

Ashfield Land Phase 1 community consultation feedback 
 

To whom it may concern 
 
I am writing in response to your request for feedback on your community consultation meetings which were held 
in previous months. 
 
As a villager of Blisworth I attended two meetings with an open mind and I hoped that by attending Ashfield land 
and their consultants would provide  answers to some of the questions that I had and I would leave the meeting 
better informed than when I went in -I am afraid that couldn't be further from the truth. 
 
The first meeting was Held at the Walnut tree hotel in Blisworth, upon entering the room it was split into sections 
and I approached the section which related to my particular question, the consultants seemed very professional 
in their appearance and spoke very well however that's probably the only positive I can give them. 
 
Consultants by definition are supposed to consult, your representatives should have been labelled "avoidants" as 
the majority of them avoided giving me a direct answer to any "difficult and sensitive" questions I had asked, 
either they had been misinformed on the subject they were supposed to be consulting on and genuinely didn't 
know the answer or they had been coached not to answer certain questions, whilst I concede there were 
questions they probably couldn't have answered I would have expected them to provide more answers than they 
actually did. 
 
Information available and provided to concerned residents by Ashfield land was very sketchy to say the least and 
it appeared to me to be shielding and dumbing down the real impact this development would have upon the rural 
communities of Blisworth and Milton Malsor. 
 
All in all the whole experience left me very frustrated and angry, I felt that the whole exercise was just to adhere 
to the procedure for such developments and as such a box had been ticked saying the consultation meetings had 
taken place. 
 
Outside the meeting I spoke to several friends and other villagers from both villages and I was not alone in my 
feelings of anger and frustration and if the amount of people at the table to sign a petition against the 
development was anything to go by it seemed the majority of people felt the same as me. 
 
Willing to give Ashfield Land another chance I attended a second meeting at the Blisworth Village hall and I am 
afraid nothing had changed from the first meeting with the same avoidance tactics being employed with lots of 
angry and disgruntled residents both inside and outside the village hall. 
 
Nick Foale 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Heather Hudson"  
 
To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Thu, 20 Oct 2016 13:18:37 +0100 
Subject: 

Blisworth Rail Freight Interchange 
 

Good afternoon 
 
Please see the attached letter concerning the planned Rail Freight Interchange between Blisworth and Milton 
Malsor in Northamptonshire. 
 
 
--  

Heather Hudson 

 
  

  
  
Ashfield Land Management Ltd St Catherine's Court Berkeley Place Bristol Somerset BS8 1BQ  
  
October 20th 2016  
  
Dear Madam/Sir  
  
I write with regards to the plans to build the Rail Freight Interchange between Blisworth and Milton Malsor in 
Northamptonshire.  
  
Having lived in Blisworth from the age of I can honestly say I am horrified at these plans.  As a child 
growing up next to the main A43 that ran through the village I lived with dangerous roads, noise and chemical 
pollution, and vibration damage to my parents’ beloved listed building.  When the Blisworth bypass was built, this 
busy road was taken out of the village and the environment changed completely.  What was a noisy, dirty and 
dangerous place to live became peaceful and calm.  Blisworth literally blossomed.  
  
With the creation if this interchange all of that will be destroyed; traffic, pollution and noise levels will return to the 
levels of the bad old days and the peace and tranquility will be shattered.  Great swathes of natural countryside 
will be wiped out taking the vital wildlife habitat with it.  In a world where we need to preserve these corners of 
peace and nature this would be a complete tragedy.  
  
Add to this tragedy the fact that this interchange is poorly sited, if at all necessary, just adds to my consternation.  
Although I no longer live there my parents still do and I hope to return at some point.  
  
My heart goes out to those living in Railway Cottages as they look to lose their homes and for the villagers of 
both Blisworth and Milton Malsor as their house prices plummet along with their quality of life.  
  
I urge you to reconsider this destructive and unnecessary plan and look to focus on the repurposing of brownfield 
sites in a positive manner as a way to make your profit.  
  
Yours sincerely 
 
Heather Hudson 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 
"David Coppock"  
To: 
<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 
"Andrea Leadsom" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, "Chris Heaton-Harris" <chris.heatonharris.mp@parliament.uk>, 
"Denis Winterbottom" <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, "Stop Rail Central" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 
Thu, 20 Oct 2016 15:21:04 +0100 
Subject: 
Proposed Rail Freight Interchange 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
We write as residents of the village of Gayton, Northamptonshire, to express our concerns regarding the 
proposed Rail Freight Interchange between the nearby villages of Blisworth and Milton Malsor. Having read the 
available documentation on the proposals made by Rail Central, we are at a complete loss to understand why 
such a development is necessary in this location. Surely it makes no sense for the following reasons: 
1 The site of the proposed development lies only 18 miles to the south of Daventry International Rail Freight 
Terminal. The current expansion and close proximity of DIRFT will adequately meet many of the objectives 
presented by Rail Central in support of its own proposal. We understand that DIRFT is currently operating well 
below its capacity so where is the freight coming from to justify another rail interchange so close by?  
2 The proposed development will significantly add to HGV traffic on the already congested M1 motorway, A5, and 
A43 trunk roads. M1 closures, which are frequent, lead to gridlock at the A5/A43 junction in Towcester. The 
recent 'improvements' to the Tove and Abthorpe roundabouts have been carried out in an attempt to alleviate 
existing traffic problems not to cope with more. The Northampton Road (named as emergency access in the 
proposals) leading to the proposed site is a single carriageway local access route which is hardly suitable for 
increased HGV use. We also read with some alarm that the A43 might be used for 'stacking' of HGVs. We can't 
wait to see what impact this will have on the 'one way traffic system' put into operation during big events at 
Silverstone Circuit such as the British Grand Prix.  
3 The West Coast Main Line is one of the busiest mixed-use railways in Europe. We are not in the least surprised 
therefore that after 3 years of discussions with Network Rail there has been no progress regarding use of the line 
by Rail Central. Your claim that Rail Central is the only SRFI capable of accessing two separate rail lines (West 
Coast Main Line and Northampton Loop) is nonsense and wholly misleading. The Northampton Loop Line is 
exactly what it says it does, it simply links Northampton to the West Coast Main Line so all rail traffic will end up 
there anyway.  
4 The proposed development site sits mainly on prime agricultural land. We see no case for replacing this vital 
piece of food producing land with huge warehouses and parking for hundreds of HGVs. It would seem that Rail 
Central have given no thought at all to the flood risk in this area. There must be plenty of 'brown field' sites 
adjacent to rail lines all across the  country that could be better used. 
5 We are surprised by your claim that the proposed development will create 8,000 jobs. Where these people will 
come from is unclear. Unemployment in the local area is low, so new employees will have to travel to and from 
the site creating even more traffic and associated parking problems. 
 
It appears to us that the whole consultation process so far has been little more than a  'box ticking exercise'. Yes, 
lots of people have been consulted and from what we hear, most of them have indicated they are not in favour of 
the proposed development. Information has been poor and often inaccurate (the Grand Union Canal was missing 
in some of the early plans put out for consultation and many Public Rights of Way seem to have been 
overlooked). Many of the so called 'experts' have shown little knowledge of the area in question. The flooding 
expert admitted he had no knowledge of the topography and geology of the area. Also, for another expert to 
suggest that such a large development will have no impact on the local heritage and will not spoil the area seems 
bizarre in the least.  
We are particularly disappointed at Ashfield Land's claim that Rail Central is a Nationally Significant Infrastructure 
Project under the Planning Act 2008. Our understanding is that this is not the case 
 
Please do not take this objection as an example of NIMBYism. If we felt the development was of strategic 
National importance then we would have no objection at all. But it isn't. The Ashfield Land plan appears to show 
no proper rail connectivity 
and most of the proposed warehousing seems to be served by road only. This is just what we do not need. This 
part of Northamptonshire already has plenty of road-served warehouse space without adding to it. 
 
Yours faithfully 
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----- Original Message ----- 

From: 

"OOliver"  
 
To: 

"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk>, "andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" 
<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, "denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" 
<denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, "info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Cc: 

 
Sent: 

Thu, 20 Oct 2016 16:16:16 +0000 (UTC) 
Subject: 

Stop Rail Central - Blisworth /Milton Malsor 
 

Mrs Olwyn Oliver 
 

 
 

 
20 October 2016 
 
Dear Sirs / Madam 
 
Having lived in the village of Blisworth for 42 years with my husband and two 
children, I well remember the hazardous journey of taking the children to school, as 
the road through the village was always packed with large HGVs. Pushing babies in 
pushchairs, holding toddlers by the hand you could almost touch the lorries, not to 
mention the poisionous fumes being emitted, a journey not for the faint hearted.  We 
all celebrated when the A43 Bypass was opened and thought that we could at last 
enjoy living in a village environment, less pollution, noise and danger, together with 
the safety of old and young being improved.  Now sadly we have all of this drama 
going on again.  Not only will this proposed development impact on local traffic, 
pollution, noise, ruination of the countryside, it will impact greatly on peoples’ lives by 
the nature of this proposed development.  
 
 I cannot understand why a development of this nature is being considered, when not 
18 miles away is an existing site which is still undergoing huge development for the 
same purpose.  Should this development go ahead within Blisworth / Milton Malsor it 
will bring huge disruption with HGVs and additional vehicles to an area populated 
with light industry and office units. This already has a great impact on local roads by 
vehicles serving these units together with through traffic.  These roads were made 
for light traffic and certainly not the amount that we now see.  Not withstanding the 
traffic problem, this development would cause the area to be blighted by huge 
warehousing, light pollution, noise pollution, ruination of the wildlife, distress and 
inconvenience to the residents of the area.  On my travels throughout 
Northamptonshire, there are lots of industrial sites that have many EMPTY Units and 
therefore see no reason why this development would enhance the area strategically 
and economically.  
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Having attended various meetings relating to this proposal, we are still at a loss as to 
what exactly is to be built, due to the lack of detailed information from “specialists” 
who were purported to be compiling a detailed project overview.  The lack of 
information so far, gives no confidence in the personnel associated with this project 
from the proposers and their “specialist” team. 
 
We sincerely hope that common sense will prevail and that this proposed 
monstrosity within the countryside will be refused planning.  
 
Yours sincerely 
Olwyn Oliver 
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----- Original Message ----- 

From: 

"Keith Wootton"  

 

To: 

"railcentral@carmargue.uk" <railcentral@carmargue.uk> 

Cc: 

"andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, "chris.heatonharris.mp@parliament.uk" 

<chris.heatonharris.mp@parliament.uk>, "denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" 

<denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, "info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, 

"karen.cooper@southnorthants.gov.uk" <karen.cooper@southnorthants.gov.uk>, "ann.addison@southnorthants.gov.uk" 

<ann.addison@southnorthants.gov.uk> 

Sent: 

Thu, 20 Oct 2016 17:58:27 +0000 

Subject: 

Proposal for Rail Central Rail Freight Interchange Between Blisworth and Milton Malsor 

 

20 October 2016 

 Rail Central 

Ashfield Land 

 
Dear Sirs 

 Proposal for Rail Central Rail Freight Interchange Between Blisworth and Milton Malsor  

I am opposed to the proposed development of Rail Central for a number of reasons but my primary concerns 

are three-fold: 
  

First, the proposal represents a significant development of land, the vast majority of which is currently rural. 

The proposed development will have a significant and irreversible negative impact on the area due to its scale 

and the size of the buildings. With the obvious exceptions of its major towns, Northamptonshire is a decidedly 

rural county and developments such as this should only be given permission when there is an unquestionable 

strategic need rather than an opportunistic or dubious business model. 
 

Until now the M1 has created an effective boundary which has limited development to the “Northampton” 

side. This major project on the opposite side of the M1 will break that boundary. Having lived in this area 

almost my whole life, I believe this bridgehead will, once established, lead to further requests for 

development. In particular, there will be a gap between the development and the M1 which will be an obvious 

target for further applications. I understand that there may already be plans for this to happen.  
 

Second, if allowed to proceed, the development will generate high levels of noise, light and emissions pollution 

that will have a serious impact on the surrounding area. With the majority of transport and distribution 

businesses now operating 365/24/7 there will be no respite. It will also inevitably lead to a significant increase 

in traffic through the rural area and surrounding villages. The developers have given assurances that traffic will 

be managed carefully with new access to the site off the A43. However, there will no doubt be other access 

points used by employees and “local” traffic that will inevitably increase volumes. The relatively small 

proportion of land currently under industrial use is by-and-large occupied by small businesses which do not 

generate high levels of noise or traffic. 
  

One of the major issues that results from this sort of development is the addition to local burdens without any 

enhancement to local infrastructure. The M1, and to a lesser extent the A43 and A45, is already overcrowded 

in this area and suffers regular closures (often caused by accidents) and other disruptions that force traffic to 
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find alternative routes through local towns and villages. This development will simply add more vehicles 

without taking any responsibility for any alleviating solutions. 
 

My third concern is the business case for the development. There is already a major road/rail freight 

interchange at DIRFT which is currently undergoing massive expansion on the previous brown-field site 

running northbound either side of the A5. This will add millions of square feet of warehousing capacity. It is 

very hard to see that the UK economy will need the additional capacity provided by Rail Central when there is 

such a successful facility with almost identical capabilities just a few miles up the road and track.  

One of the main claims by the developers is that M1/J15 is an ideal location with good links north-south using 

the M1 and east-west using the A45 and A43. However, DIRFT is much better positioned to utilise faster links 

to the East Coast ports via the A14 (with its newly-improved junctions) and is also closer to the M1/M6 

junction, north of which traffic remains relatively uncongested.  
 

I also doubt the demand for increased rail freight. There are of course many sustainability and cost-saving 

benefits of increasing rail freight but the commercial reality is that road freight offers greater “network” 

flexibility. In short, it is cheaper and more convenient in many cases and particularly when delivering loads 

over complex supply chain networks. Through my professional work I know that a number of major 

distribution companies and their customers have experimented with putting more of their cargo onto rail but 

have not been wholly successful. My suspicion is that while paying lip-service to the sustainability credentials 

of rail, Rail Central will predominantly become another road freight interchange just like all of the others 

adjacent to motorway junctions up and down the country.  

 

It would also seem that the whole plan for Rail Central is based on rail capacity on the West Coast Mainline 

becoming available when HS2 is built. Given that this is by no means certain at the moment, that could leave 

Rail Central with a significant problem in finding suitable slots on the network to schedule incoming and 

outgoing trains. There may be more slots available during evenings and overnight but this would exacerbate 

problems with light, noise and road traffic previously mentioned.  
 

The transport and logistics industry is undergoing significant change. Supply chains are becoming shorter and 

“leaner” with the aim of reducing the amount of goods in storage or transit and increasing availability to 

business and retail customers. One potential outcome of this trend could be a reduction in the requirement of 

warehousing space or at least a deceleration in demand. Against this scenario it is hard to justify the massive 

development at Blisworth. 

 I know that many people in the local community share similar concerns at the proposals and question the 
strategic need for this development in this place at this time. I understand that almost every local community, 
authority and development agency is against the plans and are objecting to the proposals.  

 Keith Wootton 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Edmund James"  
 
To: 

"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk>, "denis.winterbottom@southnortants.gov.uk" 
<denis.winterbottom@southnortants.gov.uk>, "info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, 
"chris.heatonharris.mp@parliament.uk" <chris.heatonharris.mp@parliament.uk>,  

 
Cc: 

 
Sent: 

Thu, 20 Oct 2016 19:40:20 +0000 
Subject: 

Resident feedback to rail central 
 

As a resident of Milton Malsor I’m writing to provide feedback on the consultation process so far on 
the Rail Central project.  I have so far found the consultation process to be lamentable.  So far both 
the presentation I attended in the village and the leaflets you send to my home have been to my 
mind are inadequate.  There are too many items that have been left undetermined by your 
information, and even speaking to some of your consultants at the exhibition I found that they were 
unable to provide any further information.  I’m struggling to understand why there has been the 
paucity of information, in documentation you have presented to local council about the SOCC 17th 
March 2016 you claim to have been working with stakeholders for a number of years on the scheme 
– if this is the case why so far the only information of any substance we have had is primarily driven 
around the modelling methodology – all very interesting but of little use, and as a lay person we can 
provide no feedback into this. 
  

It feels that this whole process is driven by a need to tick a box, and an arrogance that the legislation 
is so stacked in your favour that at best you just need to go through the motions.  I read in the S51 
advice you received that the planning inspectorate asked you to delay the start of the process until 
after Christmas so all respondents got a clear 28days to respond initially – you ploughed ahead 
anyway, as a cynic I can only conclude that this was deliberate to try and stifle feedback, as you 
seem to be taking so long to cobble together information now I find it hard to believe that you were 
actually ready to start the process.  I thought the whole point of the legislation you are using to get 
your scheme off the ground was to reduce the amount of time taken for a decision to be made, 
however despite saying you have spent time developing the project there is little evidence that this 
is case, as you hadn’t even done your baseline modelling by the time we attend d your presentation 
in May.  It would seem by the errors in your initial submission in December 2015 that the boilerplate 
used by consultants had not properly been reviewed by your teams prior to rushing it through to the 
planning inspectorate. 
  

I notice you also slid out your visualisations just before the August bank holiday, again I presume to 
hope that it would go un-noticed – this was also a good month after your last communication where 
you said you might deliver some visualisations in August.  I note the only change to your scheme 
since the first outline plan was presented is you are no longer trying to develop west of the A43, the 
number of building and their potential size has not changed for the main part of the scheme – so it is 
unclear why you were unable to provide visualisations any earlier than you did.  I notice from the 
visualisations that you have been quite selective of your view points and it’s amazing how a small 
shrub can mask a massive great crane.  Also you have only done daytime visualisation, nothing 
showing night time and how light might affect the surrounding area.  Although how have you 
managed to produce the visualisations for the scheme if you are still modelling the effects of the 
scheme – do these drawing mean you have now concluded what mitigation you need to put in place, 
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or are they best case scenario for you – in which case is it case that these may have to change 
significantly post the modelling you are doing.  

  

Your proposed development to my mind is incongruous in the context of the surrounding area, it will 
dwarf both local settlements you are proposing to build between there is no precedence of schemes 
of this size appearing in the middle of the countryside so close to such small settlements.  This 
scheme will effectively seal Milton Malsor off from its surroundings – if it goes ahead our village will 
be completely surrounded by large pieces of infrastructure and will be left marooned and cut off 
from all communities by either your scheme the M1 and A43 – all which will be significantly more 
busy and noise and pollutant due to the scheme that you are suggesting.  We would be unable to 
walk in any direction outside of our village without encountering an obstacle of some size, and it will 
degrade the amenity of our situation.  And if an emergency were to occur the large volumes of 
traffic were released onto the Towcester road I feel the sealing off effect would be intolerable for 
the residents of the village, and would make it dangerous for us to easily leave our village and would 
make it dangerous to walk and keep our children safe with the nature of traffic that would inevitably 
swap our village seeking to get to the M1/ A43/ A45 at any expense. 
This proposal is contrary to the local development plan recently adopted by the council, which has 
been accepted for the blend of employment and housing needs of the region, although it fits the 
definition of the NSIP as a potential site, but then so does anywhere where trunk road bisects a 
railway line – this does not necessarily mean that this is the correct or indeed desirable site for your 
plan, other than the fact for you that you happened to own some land off a trunk road and near a 
railway line when the legislation changed.  Your figures state that this will provide 8000 more jobs, 
however there is nothing show how many of these jobs will just be relocation of labour of other local 
site and how many are genuinely new jobs.  Equally in the area of low unemployment there is no 
study to show where this workforce will be drawn from the traffic effects from where workforce 
might reasonably expected to come from?  There seems to be little acknowledgement of other 
schemes that are already in process or could reasonably assumed to be granted permission in the 
modelling that you are still to do – or not as the case may be. 
  

Beyond the loss of amenity of the setting of the village the principle concerns I have an we have very 
little detail on so far are noise, light and air pollution arising from your scheme.  There has been very 
little information about this.  I spoke to your consultant re noise at the exhibition all I was told was 
the baseline noise levels were still being modelled, and that was only for the site.  I fail to see how 
you can only monitor noise on your site and nothing within the local communities – how will you 
ever prove if the scheme gets the go ahead there has been negligible effect on noise if we do not 
have the baseline noise measurements within the village.  The village noise levels vary dramatically 
depending upon the wind direction and there is nothing to show how noise may be carried into the 
village depending upon the differing directions of wind, there is nothing to show the increase in 
noise from the acceleration and de-acceleration of freight trains required to enter and leave your 
site or any indication of whether realistically these will be night or daytime movements based on 
current availability of slots on the line. 
  

I have seen nothing within your information about air pollution caused by the site, beyond an 
admission buried deep in one part of your report that a lorry park might have a detrimental effect on 
air pollution.  I fail to see how your proposal which will increase the traffic flow within the area will 
not have a detrimental effect on air pollution primarily due to increases of HGV movements, 
especially on local low air quality areas on both the M1 and Towcester itself.  I have young children 
and there are a number of studies that show that air pollution has a significant negative effect on 
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child development and can cause longer term health issues – I’[m yet to receive any reassurance 
that you site will not significantly impact upon the local village air quality and by party to that the 
effects it will have upon my family.  

  

You have also shown nothing about the effects of light pollution within the village beyond saying 
things will be built to industry standards.  This proposed development will change what is currently 
an undeveloped site into a site that has significant producer of unnatural light year round.  
 
It would appear that you main mitigation measure is just to erect bunds, or dig down and whack up 
a few trees, but we will need to wait fifteen years for the trees to grow, its unclear whether the 
mitigation is only complete once these trees have fully grown, which would be over half of the useful 
economic use of your site assuming 30 year lifespan. 
  

One of our principle concerns is whether the local road infrastructure can cope with your scheme. 
The A43 is already busy road especially around Towcester most periods of the day, the junction onto 
the M40 is generally busy and poorly designed, and the junction for M1 is also not suitable for the 
volumes of traffic you propose.  The modelling shows that you only have to show mitigation suitable 
to stop peak hours affecting the local roads – however with the site you have there will be significant 
changes in traffic flows at all the time due to the volume of HGVs and then whenever there is shift 
change, and don’t feel that just looking at peak hours is sufficient for this type of scheme. These 
roads are only going to get busier with the developments occurring at Towcester, Brackley and 
Silverstone not to mention the increase in traffic during the building phase of HS2.  There is also no 
details how the scheme will cope with the regular closures and high traffic volumes from events held 
at Silverstone. 
  

I notice that initially you are looking at restricting access to the Towcester Road for emergency only. 
I notice that to get traffic into your scheme you are proposing dual road off the roundabout and up 
to the underpass and then single after that – if you need that sort of infrastructure for normal 
operation how can the Towcester road ever be sufficient to act as a secondary emergency exit, 
especially with the narrow streets of Blisworth with limited ability for HGVs to move, a large number 
of restrictions on height widths and weights on a number of other roads – effectively most will go 
out past Milton and through Hunsbury – due to the nature of the pedestrian traffic and proximity of 
schools etc. I fail to see how this can be considered suitable – there is also no definition of 
emergency and who can declare this and what if any recourse we have if there is a violation of this.  
  

I would seem that the HGV park is small for the scale of site and one of the main well documented 
issues for local communities around DIRFT has been the prevalence of vehicles parking in local 
communities with little recourse or action taken by anyone to prevent this. I drive along the A43 
every morning and find that most lay-bys are already full utilised how will your scheme affect the 
demand on these resources and what will be done to ensure that side roads do not become used by 
drivers unable to find somewhere to rest.  
  
Now there is not going to be staff car park off the Towcester road how is the scheme going to 
control parking in the surrounding villages and on that road to ensure it remains clear the local 
villages do not get lumbered with another negative externality from this scheme if people decide 
they do not want to enter via the A43, this predominantly workers rather than HGVs, but if the 
villages and roads become swamped by those choosing to drive and walk the last little bit to site 
villages could become overwhelmed and it would be difficult to control.  
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There is nothing in your proposal re crime and the effect on the community of having such a large 
site nearby and possible increase in crime.  There is also nothing to say how you are going to 
preserve the local heritage of the area and the impact on jamming this between two conservation 
areas, and the effect on these two communities.  
One of the things that is unclear is the justification for the size of the site, looking at the plans for 
Dirft 3 which is of a similar size the rail sidings are significantly bigger I would assume to deliver more 
than 4 trains on to the site that you are going for to get you over the definition of an SRFI.  Why does 
it require 6m sq ft of warehousing – especially as only a small proportion will have direct rail access – 
the reason seems to be is allows you to build out all your land holding rather than there being a 
national strategic need for a site of this size near so many other SRFIs.  I have seen reference that 
you think items may be shunted around between the local SRFIs I fail to see how this would be 
economic to move things over such short distances between sites, or something that would be 
required for distribution as there is no manufacturing occurring on the site it is unclear why for 
distribution purposes someone would chose to handle items so often via rail over a short s.  Also is 
the position of the site really of strategic significance as all you are doing is marginally reducing the 
number of HGVs on roads that have capacity, i.e. in the north (as you state you think most will be 
internal domestic traffic principally coming from the north as these will be the only freight routes 
available you have to say everything will come from the North) to concentrate them in the south – it 
does nothing to reduce the emissions and congestion in the markets it will possible serve, i.e further 
south.  I would think the need to rail linked distribution centres primarily are attached to large 
markets with congested roads, i.e. our cities – this scheme does nothing to alleviate traffic within 
our cities – it just displaces it for a marginal reduction in pollution in some areas whilst increasing the 
pollution over a smaller area which already suffers from some air quality issues.  It would seem that 
this going to be principally road serviced and this addition of the minimum amount of rail 
infrastructure is a method to get around local planning pressures and a perceived easier ride.  
  

I think the consultation process has been poor - the legislation you are using is firmly stacked in your 
favour and I think it would be polite or even ethical (think RICS and Accountancy bodies you are 
members of have ethical standards) and that you should consider those when dealing with local 
stakeholders and treat them with respect and dignity when trying to foist a scheme that none of you 
will need to bear the negative externalities of, or changes to our communities as you are not part of 
them, rather than doing the bare minimum you advisors think you might get away with – I know it 
adds to the cost but frankly the vast amount your need to spend on infrastructure to mitigate some 
of the issues your scheme will cause actually engaging with us meaningfully will be small change in 
the scheme of things.  As stated above there are so many areas where we as residents have no 
information on either from yourselves or local bodies we are struggling to comment on a scheme 
that to most of us presently is few drawings and some high level information provided in your 
literature and some modelling information. There have been errors and inconsistencies in some of 
your submissions you seem incapable of ensuring what you present is factually correct, which again 
makes it uncertain as to whether what we comment on is correct or not, or you are capable of 
actually delivering this project as specified if you do get through this process.  I find it appalling that 
such a nationally significant project can be so amateur in its output, and could even get past the first 
hurdle of this process.  I think there is a need to provide some good quality, timely, accurate 
information to the residents and then perhaps we could suitably feed back into the process, without 
that your consultation process is meaningless. 
  

Your sincerely 
  

Mr and Mr Edmund James 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Arnold"  
 
To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Thu, 20 Oct 2016 20:53:34 +0100 
Subject: 

Central Rail Proposal, Blisworth, Northamptonshire 
 

 
 

 
 

20th October 2016. 
Dear Sir, 
 
I wish to lodge my protest against the proposed Rail Interchange Development in Blisworth, 
Northamptonshire in the strongest possible terms 
 
The surrounding villages, roads and canal bridges are totally inadequate to cope with the 
dramatic increase in traffic the development would create 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Marcus Arnold   
  



   

Page 167 
 

----- Original Message ----- 
From: 
"Phillip Hayward"  
To: 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Cc: 
Sent: 
Sat, 22 Oct 2016 12:55:37 +0100 
Subject: 
FW: Comments on your Phase 1 consultation for Ashfield Land's Rail Central 
proposal 
 
Originally sent on 20th October. 
 
 
Phillip 
 
From: Phillip Hayward [   
Sent: 20 October 2016 10:44 
To: 'railcentral@camargue.uk' <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 'andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk' <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>; 
Denis Winterbottom SNC <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>; 
'info@norailexchange.co.uk' <info@norailexchange.co.uk> 
Subject: Comments on your Phase 1 consultation for Ashfield Land's Rail 
Central proposal 
 
To: Ashfield Land relating to the proposal for "Rail Central" 
 
Copied: 
 
Rt Hon Andrea Leadsom MP 
Denis Winterbottom, Case Officer South Northants Council 
Stop Rail Central 
 
Please take note that I have found your consultation process to be wholly 
inadequate, and at times misleading. Having attended your first 
announcement, in a badly planned and even more poorly executed public 
meeting on 4th January, I attended 3 of the Public Exhibitions you held and 
have read your updates including your most recently published Summer 2016 
Leaflet, received in late August. On every occasion I have been left 
uninformed about key issues such as traffic, pollution, noise, light and any 
real strategic benefit or justification for the scheme. With so many 
questions unanswered for so long, I am left with a clear sense that you 
intend to baffle and bulldoze me as an individual but to claim to have 
consulted as required by your own Statement of Community Consultation. 
 
Taking the Summer Leaflet, I find a number of examples of this approach, and 
evidence to support this feeling. Here are just 3: 
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1. In the leaflet you say, "Consultation on the proposed Rail Central 
project is well underway and there is plenty of time for local residents to 
view the initial plans and give feedback ahead of the deadline....". In 
practice, at the time the Plans were only on display in Northampton, 
Towcester and Roade, well away from any possible comparison with the actual 
landscape around me which you intend to cover in concrete. This 
disassociation seems calculated to deny me and others any chance of a 
genuine assessment of the impact on the local area. 
 
2. Under the heading "Highways, Access and Transport" you also state: 
"Our transport team have been working closely...", "We have been engaging 
with NCC and Highways England...." and go on to say you are actively 
modelling a road and highways plan. If this is a true statement, it is 
unbelievable that you have not provided any details regarding design, 
traffic flows, and the impact on my local areas during the build phase and, 
most importantly, if this dreadful scheme actually proceeds to completion. 
At best, you are not providing adequate information and at worst you are 
deliberately making the plans impossible to assess. 
 
3. Also in the leaflet you refer to the public exhibitions which were 
part of Phase 1 consultation. You note that "Approx 1000 local 
residents...attended (our first phase of formal community consultation)" and 
you give the impression that the exhibitions were well received. In fact, 
this is far from the truth, as you must know. The Exit Poll from those 
exhibitions showed around 90% of those questioned when leaving the venues 
said they were actively against your development. 
 
To summarise, I think your consultation has been inadequate and misleading, 
characterised by the lack of honesty in your reports and in your published 
materials. I note the deadline for responses to your Phase 1 consultation is 
set by you at 21st October, and I would like you to note my comments in any 
references you may make to your Phase 1 consultation period. 
 
Phillip Hayward 
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----- Original Message ----- 

From: 

"Pat Hargreaves"  

 

To: 

"Stop Rail Central" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 

Cc: 

 

Sent: 

Mon, 24 Oct 2016 11:19:57 +0100 

Subject: 

20th October 2016railcentralSRFI 

 

Alan’s copy email sent on Friday. 

 

20th October 2016. 

 

To whom it may concern at Rail Central. 
 
Reference: Public Presentations and then Visualisations – Rail Central SRFI Milton Malsor. 
 
I write in response to the Phase I consultations carried out earlier this year for the proposed SRFI 
between Milton and Blisworth.  I attended the public presentations at several venues namely 
Blisworth, Milton and Towcester.  My general observations were that the actual content of these 
presentations was pretty poor and the consultants present were unable to provided definitive 
answers to question being raised. 
 
My main concerns were that both I and the many people who attended these presentations, were 
presented with PEI stage 1 non-technical summary, this contained several topic heads but did not 
cover ‘Rail’.  I believe this was a major oversight and should have been one of the main topic 
headers, otherwise what is the purpose of a Strategic Rail Freight Interchange …. with no reference 
to the impacts of the Rail element.  I very much doubt that those attendees were even aware that a 
technical version of this with over 800 pages long was available, in which the Rail Element was 
included. 
 
During the course of the original presentations I requested via your Landscape Consultants a copy of 
‘parameters plans’ to a recognised scale which also indicated existing ground levels so that some 
correlation could be made between plateau levels, building levels and the actual impact on existing 
levels, this detail was promised but never forthcoming.  I made several other requests for this detail 
via James Harrup on two occasions and most recently via Ben Coppithore, I have now been informed 
this level of detail is not available.  If I made an application or pre-application via the Local Planning 
Authority WITHOUT RECOGNISED SCALED PLANS OR LEVELS it would be rejected out of hand.  I find 
this incredulous that a scheme now 10 months into the pre-application period does not contain this 
level of detail. 
 
In the technical version of the PEI under the rail header several references are made to the progress 
made by Rail Central with Network Rail into the Grip Process, claiming to have progressed to Grip 2 
however Network Rail have now confirmed that no progress whatsoever has been made into the 
Grip process on the current scheme, again 10 months on it is absolutely unbelievable that for a 
scheme predicated on Rail availability that nothing has been done, at what point will Rail Central 
actually enter into meaningful dialogue with Network Rail.  I would like to think that it would need to 
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move to Grip Stage 5 as a minimum requirement before it was even considered for application.  I 
would appreciate your response to this. 
 
The present updated parameters plans have omitted several residential properties which are within 
the development area, such as Rathkilly Farm WHICH IS WITHIN METRES of the 30m high gantry 
cranes and all associated lighting noise and pollution which goes with it, and properties at Lodge 
Farm, Manor Farm and Flowercraft which will be obliterated by warehouses.  I am unsure if the 
Planning Inspectorate are aware that these properties even exist.  However it is a major oversight to 
omit these properties, even if Ashfield Land have options on these properties their existence cannot 
be ignored.  It may be that these residents would prefer to remain in their properties but have 
accepted an option agreement because they believe it to be their only option. 
 
On your updated Masterplan you indicate a rail maintenance depot and an express freight platform, 
could you please advise on what grounds these would be classified under National Policy as an SRFI, 
COULD THE EXPRESS RAIL FREIGHT PLATFORM ACCOMMODATE 775MM LONG TRAINS NPPS 4.89, 
and would this conflict with passenger services on the WCML, AGAIN WHAT PART OF National Policy 
do maintenance depots for Royal Trains fall under (comments made by your consultants re:- Royal 
Train). Please do let me know. 
 
I would also seek clarification as to whether Zone 6, rail served storage, actually applies to units 5 6 
and 7, if so would you consider this accords with NPPS 4.88 which states that a ‘significant’ element 
of the buildings should be rail connected – it does not appear a significant element to me. 
 
National policy 5.166 clearly states that existing open space and land should not be developed 
unless the land is surplus to requirements or the loss would be replaced by the equivalent or better 
provision in terms of quality and quantity in a suitable location.  The land in question is clearly not 
surplus to requirements and no amount of mitigation to this present scheme would offer compliance 
under this Policy. 
 
I do not believe that any amount of mitigation of the proposed scheme would counter the adverse 
impacts it would have on the environment, the impact on the residential properties within the PDA, 
and would account for the loss of the open space the proposal would only serve to create an urban 
sprawl destroying the rural character of two historic villages for ever. 
 
Alan Hargreaves 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
cc Govt. Inspectorate 
 Rail Central 
 Andrea Leadsom 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 
"Peter Heffron"  
 
To: 
"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 
"andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, 
"denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 
Fri, 21 Oct 2016 00:42:51 +0000 
Subject: 
Rail Central - Consultation 
 
 
 
Dear Sirs, 
  
This is in response to your supposed community consultation, relating to the proposed strategic rail 
freight interchange (SRFI) to be constructed land between Milton Malsor and Blisworth. 
  
In the first instance we would point out that this proposal is of course, contrary to the West 
Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy adopted in December 2014.  
  
In relation to the attached two responses from Stop Rail Central regarding the consultation, as 
residents we wholeheartedly agree with and endorse the entire contents of both documents 
attached.  
  
In relation to the actual consultation process, we would highlight our objection to the lack of clear 
and accurate information within your public consultation to date, which as such, doesn’t equip any 
local residents to make a 100% accurate evaluation. The viewing points, graphics and plans do not 
give the reader correct information on which to base an informed decision. To have only one public 
display actually in Milton Malsor, considering 50% or possible more of the proposed development is 
in the boundaries of the parish, is inexcusable and insufficient. Debate has been had as to why, but 
the simple facts are that availability in public premises in the parish were readily available.   
  
For you to market this as a Strategic Rail Freight Terminal that is of National Importance is highly 
questionable. With the further development of DIRFT at Crick, increased volumes on the West Coast 
Mainline will only increase the currently levels of extreme congestion on the West Coast Mainline. 
This coupled with a new development and the fact that DIRFT in its current form is underutilised on 
its rail freight volumes should point to any planning authority that something within the overall plans 
is not working! The evidence is clear.  
  
Furthermore, to demonstrate how Rail Central are endeavouring to deliberately manipulate your 
marketing of the project and confuse local residents, I would draw your attention to the following as 
additional examples:  
  

1. On your own website www.railcentral.com (accessed on 20/10/2016 - 
http://railcentral.com/the-project/what-is-an-sfri/ ) You clearly quoted the following “If 

http://www.railcentral.com/
http://railcentral.com/the-project/what-is-an-sfri/
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you’ve bought wine from New Zealand, electronics from the Far East or furniture from 
Scandinavia then chances are it’s come by container and more than likely has passed 
through a SRFI.” The last part of this sentence ‘more than likely has passed through a SRFI’ is 
factually incorrect and a deliberate manipulation of the truth. UK Government statistics 
(https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/555338/p
ort-freight-statistics-2015.pdf - accessed 20/10/16) clearly state Port Freight Traffic 
(tonnage) - Total tonnage levels decreased slightly by 1 per cent compared to 2014, with 
496.7 million tonnes being handled by UK ports in 2015. The government’s forecast for the 
end of 2016 will not be dissimilar. Network Rail’s own document 
(https://www.networkrail.co.uk/news/2016/jan/network-improvements-transforming-rail-
freight/ - accessed 20/10/16) clearly states that ‘over 110 million tonnes carried last year 
alone.’  Neither take into consideration volume’s between bulk goods movements than 
containerised movements. 22% as a pure calculation of cargo moved by rail, as a percentage 
of imported tonnage, goes to prove that quoting “and more than likely has passed through a 
SRFI” is a simple fabrication of the truth. For something to be ‘more than likely’ would 
constitute a greater % probability of something actually happening or happened –this 
doesn’t even get half way!  

  
2. Also, in a letter by Alan Digby from Ashfield Land to Freight Market Study Consultation, RUS 

Planner, Network Rail, Kings Place, 90 York Way, London, N1 9AG he quotes “ Given Milton 
Malsor’s location, we envisage a significant proportion of the rail traffic being domestic in 
nature, whether this be inbound supplies from Scotland or outbound deliveries to 
distribution facilities on rail-served sites in other regions.” Again to therefore be marketing 
on your website, printed material and display boards at the public meetings about the 
importance of the site in relation to international goods movements, is to be deliberately 
miss-leading members of the public in our opinion. 

  
3. At the public display in Milton Malsor to be also told by ‘experts’ that from strategic analysis 

you know how much volume from the facility will go onto the rail network is simply a fallacy. 
This will only be from any forward predictions only. You have no way of knowing who the 
potential tenants of the warehousing will be at this stage and therefore no knowledge of 
their requirements for which mode of distribution in the UK. Additionally you are quoted as 
stating (to multiple witnesses) that to alleviate large volumes of traffic and noise, as part of 
the planning conditions they would have to operate 24hrs a day to spread the workforce 
across a shift system. Again considering you don’t even know what conditions would be 
applied to your development, short of a ‘crystal ball’ this is a simple . You also again 
cannot guarantee that all tenants would have operations needing to be operating 24hrs. 
Considering when questioned your colleague was a little bemused about what a 6-2, 2-10, 
10-6 Continental Shift pattern was – enough said! 

  
And this is the point – the proposed development is nothing more than a speculative design and 
build of warehousing. What % ends up on the rail network is actually of no concern or interest to 
you, just the ability to build and sell/lease the warehousing itself. Points 1 and 2 above just highlight 
how the consultation process is not only inadequate before even considering a planning application, 
let alone being deliberately miss-leading. 
  
As such, we consider your consultation to date totally inadequate with the communities effected, 
especially considering the length of time you have had since having an interest in the land since 1999 
and having been involved in planning Rail Central since 2013. The Planning Inspectorate’s website 
states (https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/555338/port-freight-statistics-2015.pdf%20-%20accessed%2020/10/16
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/555338/port-freight-statistics-2015.pdf%20-%20accessed%2020/10/16
https://www.networkrail.co.uk/news/2016/jan/network-improvements-transforming-rail-freight/
https://www.networkrail.co.uk/news/2016/jan/network-improvements-transforming-rail-freight/
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/Application-process-diagram2.png%20-%20accessed%2020/10/16
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content/uploads/2013/03/Application-process-diagram2.png - accessed 20/10/16) at the 
‘Acceptance’ phase “The Inspectorate, on behalf of the Secretary of State, has 28 days to decide 
whether the application meets the required standards to proceed to examination including whether 
the developer’s consultation has been adequate” For the reasons above and in the entire contents 
of the two documents attached, we believe that Ashfield Land are endeavouring to be forceful for 
their own gain and have not consulted adequately with the communities being affected. 
  
We feel that Ashfield Land - the developer needs to provide considerably more detailed proposals 
for consideration and consultation. However we do not believe this is a suitable development for the 
rural area, that it will devastate a rural community and is completely foreign to its local 
surroundings, let alone that the positioning of this site is not operationally viable due to its location.  
  
Yours Faithfully, 
Mr and Mrs P Heffron 

 
 

  
  
Peter Heffron 

 
 

www.huntermaclean.co.uk 
 
Hunter Maclean is a trading name of Heinrich Derek Limited. The contents and any attachments of this email message are confidential and 
intended only for the named addressees. Dissemination, forwarding, publication or other use of the message or attachments by any 
unauthorised person is strictly prohibited. Unless stated to the contrary, any opinions expressed in this message are personal and may not 
be attributed to Heinrich Derek Ltd - Registered in England & Wales No. 7657274. Registered Office: 10 Station Road, Earl Shilton, 
Leicester. LE9 7GA 

  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/Application-process-diagram2.png%20-%20accessed%2020/10/16
http://www.huntermaclean.co.uk/
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Caroline Cater"  
 
To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Fri, 21 Oct 2016 03:52:17 +0100 
Subject: 

Rail Interchange 
 

To whomever it may concern,                          
 
I honestly do not know where to start! I live th, and I love where I live, it has 
been my home for 7 years. At the beginning of 2016 a leaflet fell on my doormat and that leaflet has took away 
every sense of security I felt I had in my own home! This was the first time we got to hear about what you had 
planned for the front of our houses, and that was only because someone from our village had heard about was 
planned from another source! Lord only knows when you would have got round to telling us!  
There was  a meeting to be held at the village hall that was going to tell us all what was happening...well that was 
a shambles! People were actually fighting to get in the hall, no room, no info, no one actually from rail central 
could answer any questions that anyone even had! I left that meeting distraught, still with no clue at all what was 
going to happen to my home! Nine months on...I still have no clue!  
I've been to every meeting offered, I've took every opportunity to meet with yourselves and your associates. I've 
asked every question I can think of to find out what is going to happen to my home. Not one person has been 
able to 100% give me a definite answer.  
It has made me ill! For nine months I've been in limbo, and I'm sure that will go on for a lot longer. It is the worst 
thing to feel, no control over your own future. Should you try and sell?  Should  you fight with every ounce of 
strength you have? Who do you turn to for advice? How do you afford that advice?  
The questions are endless. I've laid awake at night many many times, going over and over and over all the 
information I've been given. It is the first thing I think of when I wake up and is the last thing I think of when I go to 
bed! It has left me with so much anxiety. It has even affected my  daughter! My daughter has been 
having nightmares that her home has been taken away and a big building has taken its place!  
Please, please, please STOP! Think about the lives that live in this row of 11 houses! We are a very unique 
community! We love it here! My family need to feel secure in our home! 
I chose this village for my children to grow up in. I chose this house for the open countryside that surrounds it. If 
this rail interchange goes ahead, I will have to move. I will have to take my children out of their home, their 
school, away from all their friends. As I won't be able to afford to move up to the heart of the village, so therefore 
my family will have to start again. Another mortgage, another school, another life to have to try and build for my 
children.  
I know you see us as just 11 little houses. I need you to see us as 11 homes! 11 families! 28 people's lives and 
futures! PLEASE, PLEASE, PLEASE STOP! 
 
Regards  
 
Caroline Cater 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Ray Andrews"  
 
To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, "Stop Rail Central" 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Fri, 21 Oct 2016 10:18:24 +0100 
Subject: 

Response to consultations 
 

To Rail Central 
Here is my feedback to the consultations I have attended. 
R M Andrews 

 
 

 

TO RAIL CENTRAL 

 

Despite attending several consultation meetings it is unclear how much the Northampton Road, which 

bisects the proposed development, would be used by those working on the site. Although lorries are 

supposed to enter from the A43 presumably private cars may use the Northampton Road causing 

bottlenecks in nearby areas. 

We have been told that lorries would use the exit to the Northampton Road only for ‘emergencies’, 

without defining what that means, who decides, and how it is policed. The only example I have been 

given is trouble on the M1, which is an ‘inconvenience’ and not an ‘emergency’. In that event lorries 

would seek to reach the A508 via the Courteenhall Road, which involves passing the Blisworth Primary 

School and navigating a dangerous bend immediately after, or through the village to access the A43. 

The substantial increase in the traffic on the A43 caused by this proposal would make the turn from the 

south to Blisworth via Towcester Road  more hazardous than it is already.   

 

 

R M Andrews 
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----- Original Message ----- 

From: 

"John Brice"  

 

To: 

"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 

Cc: 

"andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, "denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" 

<denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, "Ann Addison" <a_addison@btinternet.com>, "info@norailinterchange.co.uk" 

<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 

Sent: 

Fri, 21 Oct 2016 13:22:33 +0000 

Subject: 

Rail Central responses to Ashfield Land Phase 1 consultation 

Dear Sirs  

Re: Rail Central Community Consultation   

I refer to your documentation etc., relating to the proposed strategic rail freight interchange 

(SRFI), to be constructed on land in open countryside in the parish of Milton Malsor which is 

in fact contrary to the West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy adopted in December 

2014. 

  

I have read the attached consultation papers and the attended the meeting at Blisworth 

Village Hall on the 10th October 2016 which I whole heartedly support. There is little to add 

and I strongly suggest you consider the issues most carefully as there is every indication 

your attention to detail is sadly lacking and to omit some of the more salient points. This of 

course may be your attempt in the belief the authorities will adopt your proposals without 

due regard to objections from the inhabitants in the area or any other interested parties 

such as Network Rail and South Northants Council etc. There also seems to be no detailed 

consideration  for the environmental aspects such pollution, wildlife, noise throughout the 

day, traffic congestion in the event of a major rail/road crisis or the general upheaval to the 

countryside. On record there are a number of warehouse sites in the area that are by no 

means full to capacity and indicates a project just for financial gain on your part. 

  

I ask you again as do so many others, to review the attachments and cancel any further 

proposals to develop the area between Blisworth and Milton Malsor. 

 Regards 
John Brice  
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Janis McCormack"  
 
To: 

"andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, "info@norailinterchange.co.uk" 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Cc: 

 
Sent: 

Fri, 21 Oct 2016 14:08:47 +0000 
Subject: 

Rail Freight Interchange Blisworth 
 

I am writing to convey my concerns over the proposed Rail Freight Interchange on the 
outskirts of Blisworth Village, Northampton. 
 
The noise pollution and extra traffic that would be created  is a great worry for me living so 
close to the proposed site.  I travel down to J15 M1 North for work from Blisworth  and I 
know that road is very busy as it is with cars coming down from Milton Keynes on the 
A508 without the extra lorry traffic that would be inevitable if the site were to go 
ahead.  The extra traffic will impact people travelling to work in the area causing extra 
delays to an already busy area for those getting onto M1 and Brackmills Industrial Estate. 
 
We already have a rail point in Daventry so why do we need another with such close 
proximity to this one especially so close to the villages, at least the one in Daventry is on an 
industrial estate which is infinitely more suitable for the HGV traffic. 
 
I have lived in Blisworth for 25 years and it is a beautiful village and very popular for Home 
buyers - what would be the impact of such an industrial site  for the residents would the 
value of their homes decrease 
 
I work in Retail transport planning and delivering into towns and near schools etc has always 
to be taken into consideration - the routes and delivery points 
 are all risk assessed and deliveries are within timescales made to avoid Lorry noise within 
housing estates etc - I am sure  the noise from the Rail machinery would carry across the 
fields and would be for 24 hours of the day. 
 
I object to the proposal of the site whole heartedly 
 
Yours Sincerely 
 
Mrs Janis McCormack 
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----- Original Message ----- 

From: 

"Bev Smith"  

 

To: 

<railcentral@camargue.uk> 

Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 

<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 

Sent: 

Fri, 21 Oct 2016 16:17:07 +0100 

Subject: 

Objection to Ashfield Land / Rail Central plans 

 

To:-  Ashfield Land / Rail Central plans  

Please find attached our letter of objection 

 

  

  

21st October 2016  

  

  

To:- Ashfield Land / Rail Central  

  

Re: Rail Central: Update plans and visualisation for community consultation (August 2016)  

  

We wish to object in the strongest possible terms to the above plans!  

  

It will:-  

  

Devastate the local rural environment, bridleways, footpaths, wildlife and communities. The 

1½ miles of countryside linking the rural villages of Blisworth and Milton Malsor will be 

totally annihilated.  

  

Destroy our visual surroundings with buildings up to 30 metres (98 foot) tall. This is the 

height of the white statue of Christ the Redeemer in Rio de Janeiro, and you plan to “hide” 

them with a few trees and mounds!  

  

Inflict 24 hour, 7 day a week, operational noise, light and air pollution onto the beautiful  

and historic rural villages of Blisworth and Milton Malsor.  

  

Vastly increase HGV and other traffic Your anticipated 8000 new job holders and 149 HGV 

park will completely overwhelm local roads.  

  

Create an area for crime and anti-social behaviour It will be a magnet for both planned and 

opportunistic theft.  
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How is this development of “National Importance”?  DIRFT (Daventry International Rail 

Freight Terminal) is only 20 miles away, and is NOT at full capacity.  It already uses the 

Northampton rail loop (a 23¾ mile branch from and back to the West Coast Main  Line - and 

not two separate lines as you have implied) onto the very congested West Coast Main Line.   

We are an area which does not suffer from unemployment, and already meets housing 

criteria.  The area neither needs, nor could cope housing or infrastructure wise, with “up to 

8000”jobs.  

  

Impact on our quality of life :- Having lived in Blisworth for 30 years, we know it to be a 

beautiful historic village with a strong identity, a good community spirit, a wonderful 

heritage, and stunning conservation areas.  The village, canal and   Blisworth Tunnel attract 

many visitors and holiday makers, who (like Blisworth residents) want only to enjoy the 

peace and serenity of the landscape and canal, the wildlife, and country walks in clean air.  

The impact of such a vast area of highly visible buildings, operating 24 hours a day, with 

vehicles, cranes and trains generating noise, light and air pollution would be utterly 

devastating!  

  

Yours sincerely, Beverly & Barry Smith  

  

  

Copy:- Rt Hon Andrea Leadsom MP Copy:- Denis Winterbottom – South Northants Case 

Officer Copy:- Stop Rail Central 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Peter Hazelgrove"  
 
To: 

"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, "railcentral@camargue.uk" 
<railcentral@camargue.uk>, "Ben Copithorne" <bcopithorne@camargue.uk>, 
"andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, 
"denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk> 
Cc: 

 
Sent: 

Fri, 21 Oct 2016 19:07:00 +0000 
Subject: 

Even rail central have no idea what makes this strategic... 

 

 

"What makes this Strategic rail freight interchange strategic?"  

 

This is the question I asked the "Rail Central Community Engagement Team" on the phone at 17:05 today. 

 

I asked what makes this project strategic, and therefore allows them to circumvent the local planning authority. 

 

A simple question you may think? Clearly it wasn't. 

 

I was advise "I would need to speak with other people on the project to be able to give you an answer" when I 

asked if he did not know ( , he advised "I'm not saying that, I just need to speak to others 

before I share this with you". 

 

I kept pushing, advising this should be a simply question for the community engagement team, however I was 

advised the same. 

 

Eventually l spoke to  to ask for a definition he could give me and was advised that he would also not 

provide this over the phone, and not without speaking with others first. 

 

I then asked how they can be less than 7 hours away from closing phase 1 of public consultation without being 

able to give a clear answer on this. I advised that they can not claim they have had a thorough public consultation 

if they themselves are unable to give out an answer to an easy question such as this when asked.  

 

I advised I could not provide my feedback ahead of the midnight closure if I did not know this, but was again 

advised "I can not give you the answer to this". When asked if my feedback could be given within 24 hours of 

them giving me this information, and my feedback still be considered they said "we can not say yes, but we might 

consider it". 

 

In summary, it appears Rail Central themselves still have no idea what makes this development a "strategic" rail 

freight interchange, and therefore can NOT have fully consulted with the community as required at this stage of 

their plans. 

 

Thanks  

 

Peter Hazelgrove  
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Sophie Hargreaves"  
 
To: 

"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

"andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, 
"denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, "nienquiries@infrastructure.gsi.gov.uk" 
<nienquiries@infrastructure.gsi.gov.uk> 
Sent: 

Fri, 21 Oct 2016 20:15:16 +0000 
Subject: 

Feedback re Rail Central First Phase Consultation Period 

 To whom it may concern,  

I am writing in regards to the public exhibitions I attended in Blisworth and Milton Malsor in 
April/ May this year. Please see below my list of concerns:  

 General lack of detail / information– no visualizations, no artist impressions, 
no 3D models, no landscaping and no scaled plans.  

 Lack of knowledge – I found the PR team rude, smug and vague in answering 
simple questions, the response to most being “we will look into this” or “it’s 
early days”. Your “experts” had very limited knowledge to most areas of the 
proposal.  

 Lack of sensitivity – your plans showed warehousing on peoples homes, at 
that stage no one had been contacted to say this was the plan. This is utterly 
disgusting. I asked the question of what benefit this project would have to 
myself, the only response from Ben Copithorne was “jobs for your children”, 
quite ironically my child is one of the biggest reasons I am so strongly against 
this project, I have bigger hopes and dreams for her in life than working in 
one of your warehouses!! I made the decision to put my savings into 
renovating the house of my dreams with the intent of raising my child in a 
village with fresh unpolluted air and safe roads so she could ride her bike 
without fear of being run down by a HGV, never in a million years would I 
choose to live next door to a Rail Freight terminal. Your PR team spoke to 
people with the attitude of “this is a done deal” and this is what they WILL be 
doing as opposed to what they plan on doing, which is thoroughly misleading. 

 Limited information on the Rail aspect of the project – I find it hard to 
understand why you are called Rail Central when this is such a limited part of 
the proposal at the moment?? Warehouse Central would be much more 
fitting in my opinion. 

 General ongoing errors – Referring to the East Coast Main Line, Network Rail 
Headed Paper etc.  

To summarise I find the proposal devastating and I am still in shock that is has even been 
suggested in such a beautiful rural area and so close to residents. There is nothing you could 
do to this scheme to mitigate the total destruction this would cause for two communities.  
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You were unable to sufficiently answer my question of what the benefits would be to the 
local community and from thinking long and hard I can only think of one and that is that it 
has brought us all closer together in fighting this battle to stop rail central.  

  

Sophie Borrill  
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Sarah Fraser"  
 
To: 

"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

"andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, 
"denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" <denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, 
"info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Fri, 21 Oct 2016 20:55:02 +0000 
Subject: 

Objections to the proposed Rail Freight development between Blisworth and Milton Malsor, Northamptonshire 
 
 
To whom it may concern at Rail Central, 
 
We are residents of Milton Malsor and are opposed to the proposed Rail Freight development between Blisworth 
and Milton Malsor, Northamptonshire on the following points. 
 
1) The proposed development is unsympathetic and intrusive, and would have a devastating impact on the 
landscape and the community. It would transform and destroy a quiet rural environment between the two villages, 
and it has no place here. We remain frustrated and irritated at the vague and misleading information we have 
been provided with during the consultation period in answer to our questions regarding a number of points, as 
outlined in SRC Feedback on Preliminary Consultation. 
 
2) It would result in a huge increase in the volume of HGV traffic, adding to existing congestion and frequent 
incidents on the M1 between Jn15 and 15a, and the A43 near Towcester. These roads and the A5123 would be 
under additional strain from the increase in local traffic from the 8,000 people travelling to and from work on the 
site. 
 
3) It would result in continuous light and noise pollution in an area that is currently quiet, and dark at night, as well 
as a substantial increase in omissions pollution from the increase in traffic. 
 
4) It would result in loss of public rights of way which are critical to rural life. Little consideration has been given to 
this, although there is legal obligation to do so. 
 
5) The fact that there is no obligation for the occupiers of the warehouses to use the rail, as well as rail capacity 
constraints, calls into question the demand for the development which tries to sell itself on the basis of it’s rail 
connectivity, in line with Government plans to increase the use of rail for moving large volumes of freight. It 
seems that if this development went ahead it would increase, not decrease, HGV traffic in the area. Also, we are 
unimpressed with the inference that the development is Government endorsed. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Sarah Fraser and Ray Maquire 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

 
To: 

"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

<andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, "denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk" 
<denis.winterbottom@southnorthants.gov.uk>, "info@norailinterchange.co.uk" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk>, 
"chris.heatonharris.mp@parliament.uk" <chris.heatonharris.mp@parliament.uk> 
Sent: 

Fri, 21 Oct 2016 22:09:15 +0000 (UTC) 
Subject: 

Rail Freight Interchange Consultation Feedback 
 

To whom it may concern. 
 
Please find attached a letter in relation to the proposed Rail Freight Interchange 
between Blisworth and Milton Malsor. 
 
Regards 
Matt Taylor 
 

  
  
  
To whom it may concern.  
  
I am writing to raise my concerns regarding Ashfield Land's proposals to construct a 
strategic rail freight interchange (SRFI) between the villages of Milton Malsor and 
Blisworth.   
  
Despite reviewing a number of documents and attending the public consultation 
sessions I have yet to see any convincing evidence that this proposal meets any of 
the Government objectives for a SRFI.  
  
1. Reduce Road Congestion – the proposed development will clearly increase 
congestion in the surrounding areas. In particular, the villages of Milton Malsor and 
Blisworth will be affected, but also further afield from the already congested M1 J15a 
and along the A43 past Towcester. The additional proposed c.16000 car journeys for 
the required workforce will add significantly to local congestion. Coupled with that the 
HGV traffic will inevitably use the villages as an alternative route, in particular when 
the M1 and A43 suffer any problems. The centre of Blisworth in particular struggles 
to cope with the current traffic levels, especially around rush hour, and regularly 
suffers complete gridlock when HGVs are attempting to negotiate the junctions of the 
High Street. As the parent of a child attending the local school I am all too aware of 
the existing traffic issues and fear that increased traffic will inevitably end up with a 
serious accident at some point.  
  
2. Reduce Carbon Emissions – as highlighted above the SRFI will vastly increase 
the road traffic and hence exhaust emissions in the area. There will also be a 
massive carbon footprint associated with the building phase which is then coupled 
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with the eradication of around c.250 hectares of greenfield farmland. This could also 
set a precedent for further planning applications for supporting housing and hence 
facilitate urban sprawl from Northampton across the natural barrier of the M1 and 
linking up to the proposed development.  
  
3. Support long-term development of efficient rail freight distribution logistics – given 
the existing and approved SRFI sites in very close proximity to the area (DIRFT, 
East Midlands, St Albans etc) I cannot see how the strategic need for this 
development can be justified; indeed, I have only seen evidence to the contrary. The 
West Coast mainline appears to be running at or near capacity and indeed Network 
Rail, despite Ashfield Lands assertions, appear to confirm this. Given the other 
existing and proposed SRFIs in the area it would seem likely that there would be an 
over-supply of rail linked warehouses and that the development would only be used 
for road based logistics. In fact it seems entirely possible that the rail element could 
be quietly dropped in the future having used the “development of nationally strategic  
importance” argument to secure the necessary permissions as has happened with 
other similar developments.   
  
4. Support Growth and Create Employment – this area is lucky enough to have 
extremely low unemployment and therefore any additional jobs created are likely to 
drive up commuting and hence congestion (see 1. above). There would appear to be 
no benefit to the local communities at all.  
  
Since Ashfield Land own some of the land I fail to see how they can ever be 
objective in their arguments that this is the most suitable site for a SRFI. It would 
appear that this is merely an attempt to bypass the local planning departments and 
policy in the interest of developing a site that has not been identified for development 
in the Joint Core Strategy Local Plan.   
  
The information provided by Ashfield Land has been at best been insufficient and at 
worst inaccurate and misleading. The negative effects of this proposal on the local 
community cannot be overstated. I have yet to speak to or hear from anyone, other 
than Ashfield Land, who believes that this development has any positive benefits. 
Those whose houses may either be compulsorily purchased or, perhaps worse, 
those whose houses would adjoin the development should it go ahead are living in a 
nightmare state of limbo. I know of a number of people who are already (10 months 
in) suffering with the psychological impact of having this proposal hanging over them.  
The thought of having to suffer years of uncertainty whilst this proposal is progressed 
through consultation and application, followed by the potential for years of 
construction and ultimately a 24hr a day blight of traffic, air, noise and light pollution 
is unimaginable.  
  
Blisworth and Milton Malsor are both conservation areas, i.e. “an area of notable 
environmental or historical interest or importance which is protected by law against 
undesirable changes”. This proposal effectively completely fills the green space 
between those two conservation areas and the Grand Union Canal Conservation 
Area. There is no way for a development of this nature to make “a positive 
contribution to the character and local distinctiveness of the historic environment and 



   

Page 186 
 

its setting”. No amount of shielding or screening can in any way mitigate the impact 
of 250 hectares of warehousing and this would fundamentally change the character 
of the surrounding area. The thought of the total destruction of so much farmland, 
trees, hedges and abundant wildlife associated with the development is horrific.  
  
On a personal level, my wife and I bought our house nearly nine years ago in order 
to live in a beautiful rural village location to raise our family. We did all of the 
necessary checks to ensure that there were no major developments planned for the 
area. We lived here in happiness for eight years and then heard about this shocking 
proposal via word of mouth. We live on one of the junctions that will be massively 
affected by increased traffic levels. We regularly walk in the beautiful fields between 
the two villages with our children and we are faced with trying to explain to them why 
we might not be able to do this in the future, why their friends may be forced to move 
away and why their houses may be demolished. This has been a constant daily 
shadow on our lives over the last 10 months especially when travelling between the 
two villages and imagining the worst case scenario of the future should this proposal 
go ahead.  
 
 In conclusion, the information provided through the consultation period has done 
nothing other than prove that the only rationale for this allegedly strategic rail freight 
interchange is that Ashfield Land own some of the land. There is no strategic 
argument in relation to the proximity to transport networks since it is unlikely to be 
able to make use of the railway. The 8000 jobs will be of no benefit to the local area 
and will only serve to create 8000 additional commuters and I find it hard to 
understand how anyone could attempt to justify that 3-4 SRFI within the local area 
can make any nationally strategic sense.  
  
Yours Faithfully  
  
  
Matthew Taylor 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

"Katherine Taylor"  
To: 

"railcentral@camargue.uk" <railcentral@camargue.uk> 
Cc: 

"Andrea Leadsom" <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk>, "info@norailinterchange.co.uk" 
<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Sent: 

Fri, 21 Oct 2016 22:08:20 +0000 (UTC) 
Subject: 

Response to Rail Central Consultation 
 

To whom it concerns 
 
Please find a letter attached in relation to the RailCentral consultation  
 
Regards 
  

Katherine 

Katherine Taylor 
 

  
  
21 October 2016  
  
To Whom It May Concern  
  
Response to the Rail Central consultation in relation to the Proposed Rail Freight 
Interchange on between the village of Blisworth and Milton Malsor  
  
When the information came through by word of mouth at Christmas 2015, I was 
shocked and horrified.  The village life that I had chosen for myself and my young 
family was being threatened with air pollution, noise pollution, light pollution and 
visual pollution.  In addition to that I am frightened at the prospect of the risk to life 
that will be caused by the inevitable increase in traffic through the village, both due to 
cars commuting to the warehouses, to say nothing of the HGVs that will see 
Blisworth village as a handy alternative in a so-called emergency, when the M1 or 
A43 are congested.  
  
My house overlooks one of the main junctions in the village, which enables me to 
see the chaos that is caused by a single lorry trying to manoeuvre its way through 
the village.  Lorries do not fit through the village streets, and need to resort to driving 
onto pavements in order to successfully make tight corners, as well as forcing 
normal traffic flow to stop in its tracks in order to let them through.  Placing a lorry 
park down the road from the village will make this situation an absolute nightmare.  
  
Having taken time to consider the proposal beyond my initial fear and anxiety, I 
moved onto the question of why here?  Handily for the developers Ashfield Land, 
who have had a variety of unsuccessful plans for this land over a number of years, 



   

Page 188 
 

this new idea presented an opportunity to circumvent the local planning laws by 
making it apparently fit the criteria for a Strategic Rail Freight Interchange.   
  
Ashfield Land claim that the geographic location is good due to the proximity to the 
railway and the road network (M1 and A43).  At no point have they been able to 
confirm that there is capacity on the West Coast Mainline for Rail Freight Passages, 
without which the whole proposal is flawed.  The M1 in this area already resembles a 
lorry park at times, therefore it is clear that there no capacity for hundreds more 
lorries being concentrated onto this area of road.  
  
Ashfield Land use the introduction of around 8000 new jobs to the area as a positive.  
Had they done their homework they would know that unemployment in the area is 
very low and therefore this is an argument against suitability of the location as it will 
only serve to add 8000 commuter cars to the narrow village streets, past primary 
schools at peak times when the roads are already busy.  
  
2  
  
I realise that it is for the Government to decide whether the proposed SRFI is in 
actual fact strategic, however it appears that Rail Central is clutching a straws to 
think that this project is in any way strategically placed.  DIRFT is an expanding SRFI 
about 15 miles North of the proposed site, surely its lorries are well placed to serve 
this section of Northamptonshire, then just slightly further North on the M1 is the 
agreed site near East Midlands Airport, and if that wasn’t enough, there is another 
agreed SRFI near St Albans, just a few miles further South.  
  
The policy in relation to Strategic Rail Freight Interchanges is completely flawed, but 
I appreciate that Ashfield Land are only trying to make some money out of some 
fairly shoddy policy decisions at National Level, therefore can’t be blamed for that.  
Surely the strategic nature of a planning proposal for an SRFI should be determined 
by the Government before a greedy developer takes it upon themselves to start 
ruining the lives of thousands of people.  There is no way that any assessment of the 
suitability of the site has been objective…to the developer the site is perfect, as they 
own part of it, therefore on that basis it is not in their interests to find other sites that 
are more suitable.  
  
The proposal to locate the SRFI on this site is entirely financially driven as opposed 
to strategy driven, which is proven by Ashfield Land’s weak attempt to demonstrate 
its suitability throughout the consultation period.  They have been unable to answer 
questions posed to them on a number of topics, however the most overwhelming 
omission seems to be the distinct absence of any assurance that there is even 
capacity on the railway line to add freight trains.  In actual fact there appears to be 
compelling evidence that there is no capacity, there is no agreement in relation to 
freight passages and therefore the very strategic basis for the proposal is non-
existent.  
  
Ever since this bombshell was dropped on us last Christmas, it has been hanging 
over our heads constantly.  Not a single day goes by when I do not think about the 
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horrific implications of this abomination; the destruction of the countryside life that we 
spent years striving to achieve, the destruction of the country paths that I love to 
walk along with my children, the threat to the safety of my children and their friends, 
to say nothing about ripping the heart and character out of a village which is rich in 
heritage and history.  This proposal is already destroying lives and will continue to do 
so for many years to come.  
  
In conclusion the information provided in the consultation period has told me the 

lly it would make more 
sense to locate the SRFI in a location where there is a significant change of being 
able to acquire Rail Freight Passages to make the ‘Rail’ part of the acronym a reality 

in a location that is 
Brownfield land as opposed to destroying Greenfield farmland that it abundant with 

it would make more sense to locate the SRFI in an area of high unemployment 
where its 8000 jobs could be accessed by and would be welcomed by local people.  
3  
  

for Ashfield Land who have been searching for a way to make money from this land 
for years.  
  
Perhaps Ashfield Land could answer the following question honestly; Do you believe 
that the best location for a SRFI is on a Greenfield site that will obliterate two 
villages, ruining the lives of thousands of people, where there is no population in 
need of the jobs its promises, with a road network already stressed to the max, with 
no agreed rail freight passage availability?  
  
Yours faithfully  
  
  
  
Katherine Taylor  
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----- Original Message ----- 

From: 

"Pat Hargreaves"  

To: 

"Stop Rail Central" <info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 

Cc: 

 

Sent: 

Mon, 24 Oct 2016 11:19:28 +0100 

Subject: 

Rail Central 

 

Did send my email to Rail Central etc. on time, copy enc. 

 
Rail Central. 
 
Ref: Feedback on Public Exhibition (April 28th to May 21st 2016). 
 
I found your first Public Exhibition earlier in the year absolutely woeful in its lack of detail, I was 
disappointed in its lack of detail and clarity around all the fundamental planning issues. 
 
I found that many of the so called experts were not sufficiently informed about AL’s proposals. 
 
The development very much depends on the feasibility of the rail connection and detail on this was 
a major omission.  Secondly the plan being distributed showed no connection onto the Northampton 
Road which is completely contrary to what was presented on the information boards.  The transport 
on local roads is a significant concern to all local residents. 
 
At this point none of the 20 properties that lie around the boundary were contacted, how do you 
think they felt seeing their homes with a very large warehouse in their back garden or even worse a 
very large warehouse built on top of their homes? 
 
The consultant’s answers were very mixed (I actually did the exit polls), different answers on 
different days, the most commonly used answer was ‘its early days’. 
 
Your Heritage lady, didn’t have a clue!  To state that such a massive development would do the area 
no harm is laughable.  Also one of your experts didn’t even know which canal we were on?? 
 
The Landscaping man really didn’t have a lot to work on, I think your attitude is concrete over as 
much as possible, more warehouse’s more money. 
 
Overall the scheme lacked imagination and showed us nothing new, no artist’s impressions, no 3d 
models, no landscaping, no full scale plans nothing. 
 
Around 1000 people attended the meetings, 89% were totally against this project, and of the other 
11 most people were undecided.  Of the 89% against nobody could see any benefit to our 
community. 
 
Response to Visualisations. 
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I believe that the views provided are misleading, there is no scale.  Surely a project of this size should 
have had computer generated graphics, an average 10 year old could have done a better job on his 
home computer. 
 
The fact that you have tried to hide one of the cranes behind a tree, and not even shown the others 
prove that you are clearly trying to mislead. 
 
The actual visualisations that you are showing on the computer are so small that it is impossible to 
read without the help of a magnifying glass.  What about older people that don’t have a computer? 
What about people that don’t have transport to the few places that you left plans?  If you were 
serious in engaging with the public these plans would have been placed in the village with another 
presentation. 
 
All visualisations were taken from such a long way they meant absolutely nothing, I note that you 
didn’t take any pictures from the bottom of people’s gardens that surround this monstrosity.  
 
I regularly walk my dog From Blisworth to Barn Lane, Milton Malsor, I believe that the footpath now 
will take me twice the distance (my dogs 10 don’t think he can walk that far anymore), looks like I 
might have to cross the railway twice as well? 
 
Also you say how the site will look in certain situation’s then I believe you show it in approx. 15 
years, why do the look exactly the same??  Very odd. 
 
I always question the fact that you employ a PR Company, is it to try and put a spin on this and pull 
the wool over our eyes. 
 
I continually feel that you as a Company do not have the experience or know how to carry out such a 
large project, you owned a piece of land and you clearly are trying to take full advantage of Govt. 
policy.   
 
This proposal is so alien to the environment that it could never be acceptable, the land is still 
farmed, its home to so much wildlife, its far to close to people’s homes. There is absolutely no 
amount of mitigation that would ever make up for this devastation to our area.  
 
 
 
 
Pat Hargreaves. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Cc Inspectorate 
 Rail Central/Camargue 
 Andrea Leadsom 
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: 

 
 
To: 

<info@norailinterchange.co.uk> 
Cc: 

 
Sent: 

Sun, 30 Oct 2016 22:19:11 +0000 (GMT) 
Subject: 

Fw: Rail Central, 
 
 
 

----Original Message---- 
From:  
Date: Oct 30, 2016 22:17  
To: <andrea.leadsom.mp@parliament.uk> 
Cc: <Denis.Winterbottom@Southnorthants.gov.uk> 
Subj: Rail Central, 

 
Dear Mrs Leadsom, 
 
I am writing to you with regard to the proposed development by Rail Central.   I have lived in Blisworth for 
fourteen years now,  the proposed development is a huge concern for the majority of people living in 
Blisworth,  because we know such a development would have a dreadful impact on our beautiful village and the 
surrounding countryside.  It would mean a vast increase in traffic through the village, a significantly high number 
would be larger vehicles such as lorries.  Noise and air quality would be compromised.  Concerns also for the 
wild life and negative impact it would have on the environment. 
 
Every day there's some pretty village or precious piece of countryside that will come under threat,  in the name of 
progress and something called development.    It's very sad really.  Villages such as Blisworth and the 
surrounding countryside are so important and deserve protection.   
 
Rail Central does not care about the negative impact their development will have on the surrounding area.  It's 
not fair to allow them to come into our backyard and do what ever they wish to do,  and expect local people to 
have to put up with the consequences.  This is our home.  I am writing to you  to add my voice to the many that I 
know have already written to you,  and ask for your help and support. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Mrs Faith Fehr 
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Letters submitted direct to SRC 

 

 

J Turnell 
 
Sir/Madam, 
 
I am writing to express my objection to the proposed rail interchange at Milton Malsor and 
Blisworth.  I am a resident of Milton Malsor and overlook the fields where the freight operation will 
be sited.  
 
I object to this proposal on the grounds that there will be intolerable impact on all elements of 
pollution eg high level of exhaust and dust from the locomotive and vehicle use, high levels of noise 
from the shunting yards and HGV manoeuvres and  high levels of light pollution  due to 
the  excessive amount required to run such an operation throughout a 24/7 period. 
 
There will also be an unacceptable impact on the rural nature of the area due to the total loss of 
land that currently has local flora ,fauna and wildlife within it. 
 
I would also anticipate an increase in crime and antisocial activity as has been seen at the DIRFT site 
and object to having to either consider an increase to the local policing budget to accommodate this 
or put up with increased crime in the area. 
 
Please ensure my objections are noted for relevant planning consultation processes. 
 
Thank you 
J. Turnell   
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Tim Rouse 
 
Dear Sir 
 
Re the proposed development of Rail Central Northampton. 
 
My objections are numerous but I would like to highlight what I consider to be the most important 
issues. The proposed development obviously have a visual impact on the area and will impact on 
natural beauty of the local country side. This rural area has a long history of farming the loss of this 
farmland will have an affect on local business and food production. There are a number of 
conservation areas around the proposed development that it would be detrimental to. The 
environmental issues of light, noise pollution, air quality and marginalisation of the surrounding land 
leading to inevitable infill and unrestricted development cannot be ignored. The area in my belief, 
struggles to cope with the current level of traffic. This will be added to not only by the commercial 
traffic but by the workforce as they travel to and from work. The local villages, I think, will also 
struggle with the crime and anti-social behaviour that will inevitably come with the development. 
Adding to an already stretched policing problem. 
 
The above is just some of the local concerns as the Developers are circumventing the local planning 
laws and consequently local policy and opinion by labelling this development as a Nationally 
Strategic Infrastructure Project, when in reality it is just another logistics park with some limited 
capability to accept rail freight. The Developer has made past attempts to develop this land which 
have been rejected as they were (and still are) contrary to the adopted West Northamptonshire 
Joint Core Strategy Local Plan. 
 
The impact on the quality of life to the Villagers in the area are numerous I hope You will take their 
views seriously . 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

  
Timothy Rouse,  
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Tom McManus 
 
My wife and I have recently moved to Milton Malsor from Blisworth and we would like to register 
our feelings about the proposed road rail interchange. We consider that this is an appalling proposal 
for several reasons. Considering that there is a similar development a short distance away which is 
not only running at under capacity but has recently been granted permission for expansion we feel 
that the Ashfield Land proposal is unnecessary and speculative at best and unlikely to be 
economically viable. We would also question the viability of increased rail traffic on the main line, 
the only way for rail traffic to access the site from outside the area, and the inevitable increase of 
HGV traffic on the already congested A43, the only proposed road access. As for the extra jobs it is 
suggested will be created we understand that the unemployment in this area would indicate that 
these jobs would lead to workers having to come from outside the area, placing even more pressure 
on the local road network. Finally, it is our understanding that the developers, or their agents, have 
been buying up this land for several years and that this is therefore a speculative ploy to circumvent 
local planning restrictions, which would certainly not permit a development of this magnitude in this 
area, and in addition we suspect that the rail element will never come to fruition and we will be left 
with a massive road based scheme, which is in fact contrary to the government's laudable efforts to 
reduce road transport and far from reducing the carbon emissions will in fact increase them very 
considerably in this area. 
Taking all this into account we would ask you to represent us at every opportunity and at every level 
to persuade the developers and the decision makers, including the Secretary of State that this 
proposal is not only unnecessary but contrary to the government's guidelines for a scheme of this 
nature. 
 
 
Tom McManus 
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N.Henry 

Engineering Manager,  Air Conditioning Systems Department,  TEC  DENSO INTERNATIONAL EUROPE 

 Whilst I appreciate the need for business to grow and the need thus to improve the transport links, I 

can not believe that yet another link is required to service the current or near future requirements 

for the Northamptonshire area. There is already a DIRFT development only a few miles away and 

this is still not fully developed so why would anyone feel making a new facility is either sensible or 

required? I would oppose this development on the grounds of the serious erosion of the little 

countryside we currently have and the impact this has on both the local inhabitants and the local 

wildlife and supporting eco systems.  

I am a local who lives near this site and currently there is already significant pollution from the M1 

traffic both from a noise and air quality perspective. By developing this site not only are we 

encouraging more traffic but we are encouraging the worst kind heavy duty diesel trucks. The link to 

diesel pollution and the effect on humans is well documented already and thus why does this 

strategy make any sense? The other affects are the fact that vast areas of green belt land are going 

to be lost thus destroying and habitat for wildlife, trees, bushes, ponds and pasture land all of which 

is required for a thriving wildlife eco system.   

Personally I can not believe this government are seriously working on behalf of the country and 

looking at the bigger picture, it would appear irrational.  
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Tim Coe 

 

Dear Sir , I am contacting you to express my concern at the above proposal and the detrimental 

impact that this will have on the local envitonment and surrouding countryside. Due to the light 

pollution , noise , traffic and 24/7 nature of the proposed development , I feel that this will destroy 

precious countryside, destroy the rural nature of the surrounding villages and will devalue and have 

a negative impact on the value of my property in the villsge. To summarise I feel that this proposal is 

ill thought out , not suited to this location and will have a detrimental impact on all concerned in 

Milton Malsor and Blisworth.  

Regards, Tim Coe 
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Will and Jo Brooks 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7th May 2016 

 

To whom it may concern 

Jo, my wife, and I moved to Blisworth last June from  and had this proposed development 
been close to our former home, we would not have really objected as we chose at that time to live 
in an urban area of which development is just part of the deal. Prior to our move, it would be fair to 
say that we had experienced a couple of years of challenging circumstances - my wife's grandfather 

 and two weeks after his funeral, her mother ; I myself was having 
dreadful times with  (this is a whole different campaign) and having 
come through it all, my wife and I decided to turn the corner and move on with a new chapter of our 
lives, that being to start a family. At the time of searching for our "forever family home", Blisworth 
was not within the area we were looking but back in November 2014. We viewed  
and found it ticked everything we needed (or at least had the potential to) and found ourselves 
wondering why we'd not put Blisworth top of our search area in the first place as this community 
has it all and then some! Although we'd put in our offer early November, our offer was neither 
accepted or declined for a further 6 months - even the vendor's agents were telling us to give up and 
look elsewhere. We stuck it out though and finally our perseverance paid off when moved into our 
home last June.  

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

Additionally, as the residents of the first property as traffic enters the village, we notice that on the 
days there are problems on the M1 or A5, there is an increase in traffic using the village as a cut-
through. This is already a busy road, being the main route through the village that links Roade and 
Milton Keynes, Towcester and Northampton. Much of the traffic that comes alongside our home 
exceeds the speed limit as drivers use the point of entering the village 30mph zone to further up 
Courteenhall Road where cars are parked on the street as a stretch of road that can be driven at 
speed and only reduce it when they reach the parked car obstacles. Increasing the traffic further is 
going to be unsafe as well as not in keeping with a rural setting. Rail Central's belief that there will 
not be an increase of lorries and other traffic is misguided. Blisworth already suffers increases of 
traffic at peak times with commuter traffic - add this to round the clock lorries and all the new 
workers created by vast increases of Rail Central employment, the traffic will be intolerable. As 
villagers, we know how congested it also becomes right outside the primary school on the tight bend 
- cars can scarcely pass and when the bus is en-route, traffic actually has to stop. Imagine if there 
was the inevitable increase in commuter traffic and lorries!! Our children would not be able to safely 
walk to school, even though we are 10 minutes walk away, not just because of dangers from traffic 
but dangers from increasing the number of strangers passing through and thus increasing the 
potential for children to voluntarily or involuntarily go off with someone they don't know. This would 
not be the world in which we'd imagined raising our family in a tight-knit rural village when we chose 
to leave our urban life behind. Any major increase in population always has the potential to increase 
crime and anti-social behaviour and this proposal will impact on Blisworth, voted Village of the Year, 
the surrounding villages and some of the best countryside in Northamptonshire. This development is 
simply totally unsuitable for the site proposed and will be an irreparable scar across the landscape, 
heritage and quality of life of everyone in the community, which no amount of extra jobs (which are 
not needed locally), road restrictions (how will farm workers manage their land?) or big tall hedges 
will ever hide.  

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

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

2. Rural views to 3 sides of our home 

3. A close-knit, established village community 

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

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

6. Safe for my wife and future children to walk unaccompanied in the local area 
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7. Gorgeous walks on our doorstep (fields, stables, woodlands and canal) 

8. Heritage  

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

10. Affordable 

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

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

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Mr Will Brooks and Mrs Jo Brooks 
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Vera Vincent 
 
Dear Mrs Leadsom, 
  
I would be grateful for your representation to vehemently oppose the Rail Freight Interchange (RFI) 
which is being proposed to be built between the villages of Blisworth and Milton Malsor. I have lived 
in Blisworth for over 25 years now and from my garden and upstairs’ windows, I have views 
overlooking the proposed site. Currently, the vista is a large natural bowl of green and yellow fields 
with a railway line running along the valley. On a clear, moon-free night I can see the Milky Way 
from my garden. 
 
We hear the trains, particularly the heavy freight trains rumbles, due to the natural amplification 
from the bowl but otherwise the only sounds we normally hear are animals, local traffic, gardening 
implements and the combine harvester occasionally. Our village has a fine reputation for good 
community spirit (Best Village winners) with many groups encouraging participation, the pinnacle of 
which is our Annual Canal Festival. I have been ‘Akela’ in the village Scouts in my day.  
 
The village is surrounded by good arable land with some pasture. We have the Grand Union Canal 
running – via the Blisworth tunnel - through the village, providing tourism income from narrow 
boats. Our church dates from the thirteen century, indicating a long established village.  
 
We do have an increasing problem of lorries cutting through the village to avoid the regular grid 
locks on the M1, as the pot-holed state of our roads attest.  
 
Whenever there is heavy rain, the old A43 develops run-off streams across the road at several points 
between our two villages causing road flooding, which is passable with care. 
  
The proposed RFI site dwarfs our village and threatens to inflict traffic and loading/unloading noise 
and light pollution on a 24/7 timetable, with trains being processed predominantly at night. Our 
rural idyll would vanish, as it would for our neighbouring village. We would be engulfed in an 
industrial estate and applications for residential housing, unable to claim green belt any longer, 
would rapidly infill to join us to Northampton. 
 
Inevitably crime and traffic nuisance in the area would also increase dramatically. Our view would 
change to one of huge warehouses and concrete, tastefully landscaped of course! Air, noise and light 
pollution will all be inflicted upon us. Importation of containers in such quantities always brings 
opportunities for criminals to operate the illegal movement of people trafficking as well as of goods. 
Our community is not geared up for this. 
  
With the fields substantially concreted over, the road flooding will be unmanageable in heavy rain. 
What asked, the consultation advisors stated ‘there would be a flood system in place’ but were 
unable to elaborate. Water will continue to flow to the lowest point in the bowl, system or no.  
  
Thus far, I concede this all smacks of Nimbyism. I would like to emphasise that I am very much in 
favour of getting goods off the roads and onto more ‘eco’ trains for transportation. However, I 
sincerely believe that this RFI is not a strategic development but by defining it as such, the 
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developers seek to avoid the local planning permission which they clearly would not get. I resent this 
stratagem because it disenfranchises me. 
  
I attended a consultation presentation in the village in April and received very few answers to my 
questions. However, I gleaned the following: 
 
They were unprepared to comment at all on the their plans for the development of the land lying to 
the west of the A43 adjacent to the Blisworth Arm of the Grand Union Canal, currently a beauty 
spot. I find that ominous. 
 
Although DIRFT is only 30 miles away and is still expanding, they believe a further site needs to be 
located here – where, coincidentally, they own the land.  
 
The rail uptake of DIRFT is only 30%, with the remainder being road to road linkage.  
 
The developers are ‘not in a position to compel the rail network to use their facilities’ from which I 
infer that a figure significantly lower than 30% is built into their expectations. 
 
The strategic need to site the installation here depends on the access to the rail main line and the 
Northampton loop line and the M1 coinciding. 
 
The developers ‘expect the majority of the rail freight to arrive from the loop line rather than the 
main line.’ 
 
There was a proposal a while back to make the defunct Blisworth Station the main station for 
Northampton and we were initially promised being able to travel directly to Brussels from Blisworth. 
However, it transpired that the lines are running to such tight capacity that it would be impossible to 
schedule a ‘fast train’ to stop at Blisworth without bringing the whole timetable in jeopardy. They 
might fit a few trains in on the slow line to Milton Keynes but the freight line was also very tight for 
time. So the extra time required to slow a train to get it onto and off of a siding in the RFI will be 
tricky and most likely in the middle of the night. I believe a token train will arrive at intervals.  It’s 
hardly strategic. 
 
The Northampton loop line is not a major line and its terminals of Milton Keynes and Rugby both 
have excellent links to the M1.If we consider the road – road interchange, which will be the major 
component of this operation, then a grid locked Junction 15 and 15a are not good starting points. 
Surely the Strategic place for that hub would be the interchange of the M1 and A14. 
 
I believe keeping arable land for food provision is also strategic. 
  
I apologise for the length of this communication but I believe it is all pertinent. 
  
Yours truly, 
 Vera Vincent,  
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Lee Clarke 

Dear Mr Heaton-Harris, 

I'm writing to you to express my concerns over the proposed rail interchange development between 

Milton Malsor and Blisworth villages, an area of great natural beauty. 

 I am particularly concerned about the light and noise pollution, as well as the huge amounts of 

traffic and visual impact this development would have to the area. 

I have no doubt this would also have a drastic effect on the desirability to live in this area thus 

affecting property values immensely. Like others in our village, we hope to use equity in our 

property to support us through our retirement years, i hate to think of the prolonged effect this 

development will have on the community. 

 

The development of this huge facility needs to be challenged at the highest level, I therefore ask for 

you, to help us to fight this cause in any way that you can. 

Many thanks in advance for any help you can give. 

 

 

 Lee Clarke 
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Tim Coe 

Dear Sir,  

I wish to raise my concerns regarding the above proposal, in my opinion this proposal is not suited to 

the surrounding environment , will destroy the rural environment, precious countryside which is 

home to a diverse eco system, and has to be said that the proposed site is actually green belt , so 

should be exempt from any development . I wish also to add my name to the online petition  

Tim Coe  
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Julian Wills 
 
Having read through much of the documentation relating to Rail Central and the great stuff from 
Andrew Gough I think we can raise the issue of traffic flow on Rectory and Barn Lane in Milton 
Malsor. The commentary on Ashfield Land's proposal rightly makes reference to the assumption 
that Normal (non-HGV) traffic will take the shortest route to the site. I also consider it likely that 
HGV traffic will inevitably end up using these routes too. If fact they already do get stuck occasionally 
as Satalite Navigation presumably provides drivers with the most direct routes. The commentary 
specifically highlights the A508 and the country lanes through Roade, Stoke Bruerne and Blisworth 
and traffic coming via the Mereway roundabout. All of these will undoubtedly be adversely affected. 
 
In addition to these routes the existing "rat run" from Towcester Road to the A45 via Rectory Lane, 
Barn Lane and Collingtree Road through Milton can also get very busy. Currently this route gets busy 
in morning and evening rush hours as it provides a convenient route to the A45. This will surely also 
increase significantly if the development proceeds as workers head to and from Northampton 
through what is normally a quite residential area. This route is tight in places already and with 
parked cars, particularly on Barn Lane, is effectively single carriageway. Rectory Lane, a conservation 
area, is also narrow and single carriageway in places with very narrow or no footpaths and already 
has issues relating to excessive speed. In addition there are the Church, playing field and football 
field to consider. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Julian Wills 
 

LJ Lifestyle Ltd ·  
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Geraldine Morris 

Dear Ms Leadsom 

I am writing to express my complete disagreement with the proposed rail/road development 

between Blisworth and Milton Malsor in Northamptonshire. I have lived in Blisworth for nearly 40 

years and during that time have experienced the effects caused by the development of farm 

buildings into office blocks, the use of satnav redirecting traffic, often speeding, through our rural 

community and the impotence of our residents to protect our way of life. An increase in local 

pollution, both chemical and noise has been notable with obvious affects on health. There are 9-10 

cars per minute down the country road past our house for approximately 3hrs in the morning and 

3hrs in the afternoon. 

I have attended a consultation meeting run by Rail Central and was affronted by the answers, or 

more accurately the lack of detailed answers, given about many questions including concern about 

the increase in traffic and the loss of the wonderful countryside with its abundant wild life. The 

‘Consultants’ had no appreciation of the traffic problems in the area or any real sympathy with the 

loss of countryside. No one would disagree with the principal of transferring freight onto rail from 

the roads, but at what expense? The main motive of Ashfield Land is financial. They have purchased 

land or given struggling farmers options of buying land and jumped on the government initiative to 

make money.  

I listened to a broadcast by Roger Scruton a philosopher and writer on the radio today warning 

about the loss of countryside in many European countries where there is now a landscape of 

warehouses. He emphasised how we need to conserve our picturesque and very British landscape, 

as this is part of our identity and how economic growth is pointless without the conservation of that 

identity.  

Recently, I drove down the lane in Milton Malsor to a plant nursery we use and the scale of the 

destruction was really brought home to me as we listened to the birds and looked at the views – all 

to be replaced by warehousing, roads, car parks etc. Our quality of life will be destroyed. There will 

be an increase in light, noise and chemical pollution and inevitably other surrounding land will be in 

filled. The effects that this development will have on our community are numerous and I am sure 

you are aware of them all: immense traffic problems (the area has been gridlocked when there are 

M1, A5 or A43 are closures), separation of two rural communities, increase in crime associated with 

lorries in lay- byes, low unemployment in the area resulting in employees having to travel from out 

of the area etc, etc. 

There seems to have been little research into other sites which would be suitable. Ashfield Land has 

paid lip service to the need to investigate other sites.  

As Roger Scruton says, this is not about NIMBY but about BIMBY – Beauty in my back yard. Let’s 

conserve our countryside and our identity and not allow this development to happen. 
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Yours sincerely 

Geraldine Morris 

Anonymous 

OBJECTION TO PROPOSED NEW SRFI IN NORTHAMPTONSHIRE – EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT 

INADEQUATE CONTINGENCY MEASURES FOR TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

From personal experience I know that little will be done to stop drivers 'rat-running' through local 

villages.  For example, on 16 Oct 13, I witnessed an incident involving a HGV driver who was 

following Sat Nav directions through Gayton and along Milton Rd.  Despite several signs warning of a 

weight restriction on the road the driver proceeded to attempt to cross Milton Road Bridge (over the 

Grand Union Canal) which is unsuitable for long vehicles; the vehicle struck the bridge and became 

wedged between the walls. The driver then forced the vehicle forward such that the rear off-side 

wheels climbed up the sides damaging the bridge (see illustration 1).  The incident was reported to 

the Highways Department and local police; however, because the vehicle and driver were both 

registered , the police stated they would not be taking any further 

action. On 27 May 16, I witnessed a tourist coach attempting to cross the same bridge (illustration 

2); fortunately, after several failed attempts the driver had the good sense to abandon this route but 

not without first causing long tailbacks along Milton Road. 
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James Randall-James 

Dear Mr Chris Heaton-Harris and Mrs Andrea Leadsom   

Re: Opposition to rail interchange between Milton Malsor and Blisworth   

I am writing to ask you to use your positions as my local MPs to wholeheartedly contest the Ashfield 

Land rail central development to the utmost of your capabilities for your constituents.     

Summary of my arguments:   

 

residents 

  freight is woefully inappropriate, with alternative sites better 

suited  

sites/interests of the Milton Malsor and Blisworth villages  

ill be disproportionately attacked by this development, with environmental 

costs that include destroying the natural habits of local wildlife and trees of a similar beauty to those 

protected under local conservation directives.     

I am a new member of your constituency and a new participant in the blissful way of life that is the 

Milton Malsor milieu. My wife and I moved here in August 2015, after prolonged negotiations to 

purchase our first home, but a dream home at that - a Grade II listed cottage at the heart of our 

village. We moved here for many reasons, but it’s core magnetism was the access to the beautiful 

green space, home to many blighty trees and a majestic retreat for our companion in life; Piper the 

dog.   

I work within clinical psychology, have an interest in politics and believe that we must make a 

commitment to conserve our access to green spaces for the good of future generations, for the 

mental and physical health of our current ages, and for a sustainable and ethical approach to the 

ecosystems of which we intrude.  

area appraisal from 2000 for Milton Malsor (See: www.southnorthants.gov.uk/5694.htm), one can 

note many threats that the rail freight proposal appears to have used as a basis for their plans 

(namely, this proposal does not bode well for conservation in the slightest). Although at first reading 

the appraisal appears to only consider new developments within the conservation area, it does in 

fact consider the surrounding areas to be intricately linked to the areas historical value and beauty. 

The Conservation appraisal refers to the open spaces around the village under action point 10.11 

(Development affecting the setting of the conservation area). It reads as follows:  
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“It is important that development around the conservation area does not harm its setting. Any 

development in or around Milton Malsor which affects the setting of the conservation area should 

have regard to views into and out of the conservation area, the setting of positive buildings and the 

character of the landscape…The impact of development on the character and appearance of the 

conservation area should be considered. This applies equally to developments outside the 

conservation area if it is likely to affect the setting of the conservation area.” Page 22  

The above must be taken into account as the proposed development equates multiple over-bearing 

towers that cannot be separated from the conservation area that will be left withered and 

whimpering within the rail freight’s weighty shadow.    

Without going into too much further depth, I provide the headlines of these threats below:   

o New developments must respond sensitively and creatively to the historical environment: relating 

well to the geography, respect important views, and respect the scale of neighbouring buildings.   

o Protecting archaeological remains: Milton Malsor has been inhabited since the Roman period in 

and around the village – any works need to consider this and if the proposal is successful then a 

watching brief and guarantees of protections must be sought. Thereafter, the rail freight site will 

destroy future hopes of protecting this area of archaeological interest.    

o Large mature and ancient trees should be protected and retained wherever possible: The 

proposed site will see the destruction of many prominent and beautiful trees; home to much 

wildlife. Their destruction is irreversible.    

o Promote the sympathetic management of open spaces and prevent inappropriate developments: 

Open space is characteristic of the area, but the proposal plans to eradicate this by closing-in on the 

village, surrounding much of the village and rendering any sense of open space as regulated and 

enclosed space.   

o “The scale, massing and proportion of buildings and the spaces between them are important in 

retaining the character of the conservation area, particularly when such scale and massing defines 

different character areas” 10.10, page 22. This relates to within the conservation area, but the views 

referred to in this document would be directed straight at the overbearing premises of the proposed 

warehouses.    

The site is not appropriate for such a towering and intruding structure. Not only will this block 

natural light to the village, but we will suffer the plight of artificial and industrial light pollution day 

and night. Even if considering the aesthetics of our two villages, and the conservation order that 

protects the beauty that is Milton Malsor, these warehouses will protrude to such as extent to 

warrant the conservation order meaningless. We will be held captive within a concrete jungle, where 

our skies will be rendered invisible – blinded by an inescapable shade of grey.   

The air pollution fostered by continuous work and the daily traffic of 8000 cars plodding back and 

forth will do nothing for the health of those residing in the village. Needless to say, such toxic 

pollution will not stop there. Over time, the beauty of many of our homes pre-dating the 16th 
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Century will have their walls, windows and worth of historical value, attacked and plagued by 

progressive and excessive wear due to the sudden and disproportionate surge of traffic.   

The environment and our health  

There is ample evidence that access to green spaces is conducive with psychological and physical 

well-being and an effective and naturalistic means to recovery from ill health and mental distress. 

This includes recovery from the distress that warrants input from community mental health services 

(Neil, Michael et al. 2009). Key to such benefits is the ease in which such areas are accessible 

(Nielsen and Hansen 2006). Indeed, clinicians are developing approaches that rely on the use of 

green spaces as therapeutic approaches in themselves (Corazon, Stigsdotter et al. 2012, Gladwell, 

Brown et al. 2013). An accessible example would be that of Dr Oliver Sacks writing on ‘eco-therapy’ 

in the Guardian newspaper in 2014 (See: 

https://www.theguardian.com/lifeandstyle/2014/jun/17/ecotherapy-how-outdoors-improve-

mental-healthparks-wilderness).   

Living in greener spaces is associated with sustained mental health improvements over a significant 

period of time (Alcock, White et al. 2014) and across the lifespan (Astell-Burt, Mitchell et al. 2014). 

The availability of green spaces provides the opportunity for not only individual escape or sedentary 

peace, but also various forms of social activity. These approaches to using green spaces have 

demonstrated benefits for the individual at the psychology, physiological, physical, biochemical and 

social levels (Barton and Pretty 2010, Park, Tsunetsugu et al. 2010, Li, Otsuka et al. 2011, Thompson 

Coon, Boddy et al. 2011, Gladwell, Brown et al. 2012, Gladwell, Brown et al. 2013). In the context of 

the rail freight proposal, what I think particularly concerning is the finding that simply viewing the 

scenes of nature and our green spaces has been shown to improve mood, self-esteem and can 

reduce blood pressure – that is, our sights (and sites) that are at threat can actually alter our 

automatic nervous system for the better (Gladwell, Brown et al. 2012). They cannot if huge 

warehouses reside there instead.   

There are ample other reasons that this project is not appropriate, as clearly demonstrated by the 

Stop Rail Central campaign group at www.norailinterchange.co.uk. However, I thought that it would 

be useful to share some of my own thoughts and reflections on the issue in order to help shape the 

debate, cause and opposition to the rail freight proposal. I accept that many will construe my words 

as yet another example of ‘NIMBYism’, but I will not refute this other than to say that our argument 

is much more than simply asking for the development to ‘not be in our back yard’. There are far too 

many costs, which can be avoided through alternative means and a sensitive, considered approach 

to the plans – which ultimately mean, yes, not in our back yard – as this yard is not well suited for 

such a development.  

I would appreciate your acknowledgement of receipt and if possible, your thoughts on how our 

opposition can be shaped further and your plans to support the fight against these plans within the 

coming year.   

Yours sincerely    

James Randall-James  
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M Ideson 

I write as an individual who enjoys living in Milton Malsor and who disagrees with the Rail 

Interchange. We moved here 16 years ago because of the village and the surrounding countryside. 

This development would badly affect the quality of our life here. 

 

Every weekend I go for a walk with my  daughter, often along Barn Lane or down 

Gayton Road and along the canal. It is easy walking for her and she enjoys seeing the animals and 

the fresh air is good for her. At the meeting in Milton Malsor I asked about Barn Lane and the 

representative just shrugged and said "It will be affected by the development". We would have to 

drive to reach somewhere that has the same good views -thus increasing traffic and pollution. 

 

I also worry about the extra air pollution from the development as my granddaughters  

. They may stop visiting us if the pollution becomes worse than it is now with the 

proximity of the M1. Again I asked about the air-pollution at the meeting in Milton Malsor and the 

rep said he had no idea and to ask another chap. As he was busy all the time I never got to speak to 

him.  

 

I also worry about the 24 hour operation of the site with the increased noise and light pollution. This 

would affect our night-time sleep with the windows open and the many birds -pheasants, doves etc. 

that we see in our gardens. 

I understand that these personal views have little importance compared to the economic 

advantages that Rail Central hope to gain with this development, but if this development was 

planned near their Directors' homes I'm sure they would be objecting for themselves and their 

families. 

 

M.Ideson 
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Dear Mr Digby,  

I refer to your attached letter of 24th August 2016 advising of the above community consultation, 

relating to the proposed strategic rail freight interchange (SRFI), to be constructed on land in open 

countryside in the parish of Milton Malsor. I point out that this proposal is of course, contrary to the 

West Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy adopted in November/December 2014.  

Due to the small size of print, I find it impossible to read on my desktop computer screen, the detail 

of your illustrative masterplan and visuals posted on your website.   Even when enlarging the  

documents, it`s still impossible to read them, as they don't fit onto the screen. Furthermore, as far as 

I can see, there is  no mention, of any  measurements to the  height and dimensions of the buildings 

you are proposing to construct. Without this data, and besides not being able to read through the 

content properly,  I am unable to form any rational conclusion. So therefore, I consider, this 

community consultation serves no useful purpose at all, which is most unsatisfactory.  

For these reasons, your deadline of Friday 30th September 2016 for feedback on this so called 

community consultation is, to say the least, unrealistic.  

It simply beggars belief, you chose to rely on your website, and a disc for public   

viewing in various locations, as the only way and means of carrying out this community consultation. 

With no opportunity to ask questions, and have a sensible dialogue with yourselves is unacceptable. 

Not only is this very unprofessional on your part, this is not  what a thorough and meaningful 

community consultation is all about.   

What is required in terms of a thorough and meaningful community consultation, is a series of public 

exhibitions held in Milton Malsor, with display boards, clearly showing all the relevant information, 

including the height and dimensions of the buildings, the increased volume of traffic on the roads, 

the environmental bunding protections, and so forth. It`s also critically important that these public 

exhibitions are staffed with people who have expertise in their subject area, know what they are 

talking about, and are able provide satisfactory answers to the fundamental questions being asked.  

What is not required, is a repeat of the scenario of the one public exhibition you held in the village 

hall in Milton Malsor on Friday 20th May 2016. My visit to this exhibition also served no useful 

purpose, due to the lack of detail displayed of the proposed development, as well as being "fobbed 

off" by those staffing the exhibition, with the stock answer to my questions "it`s still early days".   

Organising only one exhibition in Milton Malsor between 12pm - 8.00pm on Friday 20th May, is 

simply ludicrous, as most of the development proposed will be within Milton Malsor Parish, where 

residents will be directly affected by your proposals.   

Besides which, many residents were unable to attend on that day, due to work commitments etc. It 

also, beggars belief, why you organised at the expense of Milton Malsor,  seven public exhibitions, 

held between 28th April and 21st May 2016, four in Blisworth, with one each in Collingtree, Roade 

and Towcester.  

It`s clearly apparent you have a lot to learn about meaningful community consultation.  
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Yours sincerely  

Christopher Mair  

  

  

  

 

 



 

 

From: David Harvey   

Sent: 29 September 2016 20:28 
To: bcopithorne@camargue.uk 

Cc: railcentral@camargue.uk; Denis Winterbottom 
Subject: Rail Central Consulation 

 

David & Alison Harvey  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For The attention of : B. Copithorne - Rail Central 
 

Dear Sirs, 

 

Re: Rail Central Consultation 
 

Under the terms of the consolation process, we must express our dissatisfaction with the 

consultation & information received. 

 

Details sent to our home address have been very vague & the exhibition at the village hall on 

the 20th May was lacking in any detail 

 

We believe that the whole concept of the project in its proposed location is simply wrong. 

 

Urbanising in excess of 200 hectares of land between two picturesque villages, which date 

back to the doomsday period ,with such a vast, 

, noisy, polluting industrial operation is wholly inappropriate.  

 

We fail to see the necessity for such a development within this location based on current 

facilities in nearby DIRFT & current developments approved adjacent to East Midlands 

Airport. 

 

In our opinion ,no information received to date justifies the development. 

 

Our property backs directly onto the proposed area for development. We have had no contact 

directly from the developer at all. We received a very sketchy letter from King West estate 

agents which requested us to contact them.This seemed nothing more than a' box ticking' 

exercise. Having contacted them , i still haven’t had notice of a meeting. 

 

Even out of common courtesy, we would have expected to see someone directly from the 

developer to discuss the proposals. We can’t help but think that the developer has no interest 

in local opinion. 

 

We look forward to meeting the developers directly , to explain the potential impact it could 

have on our lives in the future.? 

We moved to the village just under 10 years ago , with the view that we were in a village 

environment surrounded by fields & farmland. & settle here for the rest of our lives. 



 

 

This is what we wanted, and what we expected. 

 

We totally understand that development & change will happen in the county, however in our 

opinion , this proposal is totally unnecessary, unjustified and inappropriate.  

If justification means an existing railway line near an A road , then the whole country would 

be over run by warehousing. 

 

We have attached photographs detailing the current view from the rear of our garden taken 

earlier this year. As you can see we have unobstructed views for miles. this is how we expect 

it to remain. 

 

We sincerely hope that this development does not go ahead and our lives not ruined by such 

an enormous scheme. 

 

Regards 

 

David & Alison Harvey 
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