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Jct 15 is a nighimare at the best of tmes and | will probably 1ose my job if you start work here. s ke the Heathow jct on The issues raised about potentallocal highways effecis are noted - the potential
the M25 looked great on paper but tjust caused chaos. The bypass worries me most - it just an extra road and will do impacs at local junciions were an important consideration i the Transport Assessment
bsolusly nothing 2 sleviale . AL e ponkof K mestg the ASDB s have 2 anes o L fich sayscauses and a full Highways Miligation Strategy formed part of the Stage 2 (and Further Stage
@ a a a a a delays - @ sense. The minute you have a road joining another road in such short distance it will be a mess 3) consultation processes. It shows that traffic conditions and queing are much
i e iz oo - s s il UL WA 8 i o U olagdE e e you sl s on B3 sy improved, with benefis for a large number of local routes and communiies. The
lane it doubles the delay. Regards PS If the bypass goes ahead will walkers be able to cross this road? Can you not just Bypass includes retained and diverted bridleway and footpath finks, including an
do this at Jct 17 or 18222 Why can't you do it there? underpass.
Surely the Bypass further away from the vilage is better. Would the green foute entall less noise, air & ight polution o Bypass routes (0 the east of Roade were not favoured due (o addtional environmental
the properties closest (o the bypass? Were routes the other side of the village considered? - they may be more logical. constrainis, including more sensitive landscape and local views identified in the
cR202 1 1 1 1 1 Noise, light & ai pollution already exists due to the proximity of the M and with al the new housing development on thatl Neioghbourhood Plan, and due to highways considerations in dialogue with NCC. The
side of the village a bypass the extra domestic from air, noise and lighting effects of the Bypass are assessed in the ES, and all potential
ianificant effects can be addressed and mitiaated
Having seen the newslettr | have concerns about the proposed ‘biue route” forthe bypass. | feel this route s far (00 The Transport Assessment includes a Bypass RoLie Opiions Report - the preferred
close to the houses on the edge of the village and would have an environmental impact on my quality oflfe - Le. noise. 1 route would have lesser effects on an area of grassland habitats, and sightly reduced
CR203 1 1 1 1 1 1 live at this end of the vilage and currently do not suffer from road noise, unlike properties on the other side of the ASOB. visual and landscape effects.
is difficult (0 tell but | feel that the "green route” may be better as it s further away from the houses. An explanation of the
reasoning behind the diference in environmental impacts of the routes would be: useful,
Re raffic coming through roade. It might be worlh contemplaiing putiing in rafic siowing measures through the vilage Suggesiion noted. Traffc calming measures are ofien not popular with local residents.
CR204 1 1 which would discourage tralfic from using Roade s a quicker route In any event, the traffic modelling shows that the bypass would attract through-taffic oL
of the village cenre (vith ai quality and noise benefis),
Plans on web and posted newsietier e (0o small o be read properly . and cannot be sized up at al can we get some Dialogue was entered into with Mr Dudman by email and telephone.
CR205 better copies produced please. | am pro scheme
Iam a SNC District Councillo, but writing as a Roade resident. The July Newsletier gives a very clear view and The Transport Assessment includes a Bypass Roie Opiions Report - the preferred
information as to your proposed application. AS | mentioned at the annual Roade Parish Meeing, your route options for route would have lesser effects on an area of grassland habitats, and sightly reduced
e poeria favour the route that vather be provided. Your Newsletter siates th visual and landscape effecis. The local effects of the Bypass on local properies have
e ‘Green o' considered o have a reater environmentalimpact but | understand the economics of  longer by- been full considered, and mitigation measures (planiing, mounding and fencing) are
CR206 Roade 1 1 1 1 pass not being acceptable. people rather than You would have more local proposed to minimise the effects. Partof the bypass is in cutiing (the southern section)
supportin Roade fyou chose the oute Green out. Howeveea the nne Blus oute woukd cause (n my personal The benefis to Roade in terms of reduiced congestion, reduced noise and air quality
opinion) considerable harm to the oldest house in the village of Roade regardi at ever other the cenire of the village are significant. Residual effects on properties|
possibly agreed to. | look forward to hearing further from you at your Autumn public meeting. on the edge of the village are not signifcan,
If the Biue Route is preferred, who says 507 Would obviously be cheaper than the Green route as it s shorter and will The Transport Assessment includes a Bypass Roie Opiions Report - the preferred
cost less. Other than that it s only fields being crossed anyway. route would have lesser effects on an area of grassland habitats, and sighily reducet
visual and landscape effects. The benefils to Roade in terms of reduced congestion,
cRz07 Roade o o o reduced noise and air qualiy improvements in the centre of the village are significant
Residual effects on properiies on the edge of the village are not significant.
For many years my husband and | have discussed the idea of a bypass. Alfhough we both agree it s a good thing for the| Support for the SRF is noted and welcomed. The benefits from e bypass (o Roade |
vilage we can't help be think t s too close to the edg fe. On your map both options seem to spli either Hyde {terms of reduced congestion, reduced noise and i quality improvements in the cenre
R Farm, Blaize Farm or some small businesses and homes. How would the bypass travel through these? Would it cut of the village are significant, Residual effects on propertes on the edge of the village
CR208 e Roade 1 1 1 1 1 {through the farmland or via a bridge? We are concered about the noise level during the consiruction and from the hea are not significant.
raffc using it We are happy with the idea of Strategic ral bring jobs to Northampton. We ful
understand that it will at firstduring it consiruction cause many inconveniences but our biggest fear is having a bypass
ihe end of our road.
— 156 in the Sept. News Letier ‘Gray's Cofiee Shop & Del. It would be helpul o know where this .t These comments submitied in error © the Northampton Gateway address.
Grange park [ ul a
CR210 Grange Park 1 i ot
On the update newsletter it is a great pty that the Master pian, Route Bypass and the Map on Page 3 (layout) is printed The newsletierleallets are intended o raise awareness, bu he scale does need (o
jeansC oty with such smallletters that the majority is indecipherable even with a magnilying glass. reflect the realities of distributing information by post to around 6000 addresses.
CR2tLL Q=) G a However, allof the Plans and Maps included on the leafletnewsletters are also on-ine
and can be viewed at large-scale.
1o the proposed the notice placed on the lamp post regarding Mr Anley was added (o the ‘Section 42 plus' st {0 receive future updates direct by
Eam en r— a A 15 posslble use of the lane and possible compulsory purchase a section of the fane for Northampon Gate Way and the letter. His comments relate to land purchase issues. Objection also noted.
Lane purchasing of that land outined in the notice.
Having aitended the public consultation at the Hilion hotel yesterday the Oih of October, 1 am st not happy that traffc to The issues raised about potentiallocal highways effecis are noted - the potential
and from this proposed site that connects wih the A43 will not use the route through Blisworth as an even greater rat run impacs at local junctions were an important consideration in the Transport Assessment
than we have at present, The traific must be stopped from doing So, even to the point of closing the junction at Towcester and a fll Highways Mitigation Strategy formed part of the Statge 2 (and Further Stage
cR213 1 1 r0ad to the A43. Whilst this il inconvenience many, | see it s a small price (o pay o return the villge to the quiet back ) consulation processes. It shows that traffic conditions and queing are much
waer it should be and not the racetrack it has become. | know tha there is pressure from the local councilto get the- improved, ith benefits for a large number of local routes and communiies. Rat-
crossover junciions closed along the A43 anyhow. | illleave the technical argumentto the people that have knowiedge funning i Blisworhand enier s expctedoreduce a3 aresul of the Hghays
his but is a maiar concern to me. uiitiaation measure:
Having attended what was a very enlightening exhibition, | was advised by one of your people 10 visityour website for N emance was sent 15 Mo Clase diact o e A GUalty Conaulant
CcR214 current and proposed Trafic Figures and Alr Pollution and noise levels for the area within 300 Metres of the Proposed
site. Unfortunately | have been unable to locate them, 50 could you please forward these to me.
Twould like {0 add my objection (o tis proposal. As a long term vilager in Collingiree, | understandably hate the thought The issues raised about potentallocal highways effecis are noted - the potential
of such a development on my doorstep. However my real objection is how anyone can think that increasing the volume of impacs at local junctions were an important consideration in the Transport Assessment
raffc onto the M1 by such a huge amount could possibly be a good idea. The M1 has been at a standsiil for lengthy. and a full Highways Mitigation Strategy formed part of the Statge 2 (and Further Stage
cR215 Colingtree 1 1 1 1 1 5120 Gl e 0 ST T TR TG 3 WS e 05 ) consulation processes. It shows that traffic condiions and queing are mucl
g delays on allthe surounding major and minor routes. No maiter how much improvement is made to Junction 1 improved, with benefits for a large number of local routes and communities
the resmnng significantly improved capacity” will only add to the surrounding congestion, so | fail to see how this will
eds of the local communites’
P serTaer T plans for he by-pass are (oo close (o the vilage. Arr polution will be 'Sandwiched' o The Transport Assessment includes a Bypass Route Options Report. The local effecis|
houses to breathe in between AS08 and bypass. Widening of AS0B for more trific and putting in a single lane bypass of the Bypass on local properties have been fly considered, and mifigation measures
willin o time be gridiocked with trafic as it is now with just with ASOB. It is hard enough to get out of this vllage with mor (planting, mounding and fencing) are proposed to minimise the effects. Partof
Dovecote raffc going through and a bypass will not be any easier as soon as accident on either Road (even if not lorries) more ass s in cutting (the southern section). The benefits to Roade in terms of reduced
cR216 P Roade 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 vehicles vill use other road and more chaos. Ambulance's , police , fire brigade will not get to our village . Roxill s not congestion, reduced noise and i quality improvements in the centre of the village are
needed here and bypass not needed. Also | live at 46 Dovecote Road Roade vill| be compensated for my significant. Residual effects on properies on the edge of the vilage will n
view,polluion,noise be taken into account? Moved here for my young son to breathe clean air significant, including air qualit, and localised changes to noise levds will remain below
significant levels.
1. Proposals are contrary (0 local plan. 2. There is already sufficient local B8 unit site capacity at DIRFT and other neart These detailed and varied poinis are noted, and al elate {0 the information provided a
sites. 3. no unemployment issues in South Northants, workers would have to commute. 4. low skilled jobs created, with| par of the application. Planning and other policy issues are included in the Planning
ernsingauoralonn sbion ity 1 i el sl UK WO i ¢ caaciy o Statement (point 1). Market and economy issues are covered in the ES, and the Markd
commuters. o il geera sgnka OV vt ot ol o capoity road etk 7. e Analysis Report, including regarding skils and employment (points 2 - 4), and includes
Eeesia wsmbunun is killng raditional retai and town centres. 8. growth in home shopping distrbution increases HGV] consideration of issuies relating (o DIRFT and the wider network of SRFIS needed to
CR217 . 1 1 1 1 nirolled returns policies etc. 9. distribution shed business rates are not in line with the impact meet national policy. The Transport Assessment shows the significant transport
B e e e e e o e e e e T benefits which would be delivered lacally by the proposals (point ). Rail and capacity
and from all local politicians and MP'. issues are dealt vith in Rail Reports (point 5). Local impacts are assessed infull by the
Environmental Statement (point 9). Point 8 is noted as an observation or comment
about larger economic and societal trends. Comments received by the Applicant are
presented in this Consulation Report (point 10),
[T e e i reg‘swred my continued objection. You gave very short advance notice. Comments regarding the consultation process are noted, including criiisms both for
the exhibition iave a negaliv providing too much informaion, and for providing summaries to help reduce the need
with poor slgnage of venues, lack of pubhclly T e opening times. Misleading information has been 1o review large amounts of information. The exhibiion material reflected the emerging
s B s e s ST SIS VT ES and other information, with work ongoing, and this was made clear. The
cR218 1 1 1 referenced, but missing, and any information was ot final, or complete, with views sought on the emerging information t¢
e e et any use. Fundamentally, these proposals provide NO aid ongoing work, and the consultation pracess served usefulin reinforcing key local
community or national benefits, whilst delivering a devastating impact on the whole of this South Northants area. issues, concerns, and questions. The final application provides a ful ES, including a
non-technical summary, with a final Planning Statement, and Market Analysis Report,
2l of which will e available for further comments through the Examination process.
Long email containing several technical quesiions about the emerging Transport Assessment (TA) findings and data - in |YES - Highways | Responses were sent to Mr Marsh wih responses to fis technical queries from the
summary: 1. | have siruggled to find Table 8, but am keen to discuss further the likely levels of in and outward traffc to. |mitigation | Transport consultant in October, and a series of emails with ustions and responses
the site, partcularly regarding potentil issues around shift changes. it seems this will be managed through managementincludes Knock |were sent over several weeks into November. These included the Table 8 data, and
cR219 1 1 1 R o= i o Tl Nota 2 anertionwich s pat of e drat . The
controlled gates to make it easier (o use. response confirmed that the worst-case peak hour iraffc had been assessed to ensure
15 improvements. 4. Should consider widening Knock Caoe by ass3 way traffic. a robust assessment was produced - this does not coincide with shift changes which
are usually outside of this peat
Due 10 a health problem | missed the series of exfibitions - | do however have the delivered leafet. | The Junction 15 will mprove the experience for residents from Grangs
 small cul-de-sac off Hilldrop Road, and just above Rowree Road. | am horrfied at the scheme for reasons of air Park as a result of signalisation, and additional capacity within the Junciion, including
pollution and traffc concentration as we often have diffculy leaving our road. My additional (and for me catastrophic the movement described heading north on the A4S,
\worry)is the alteration to the roundabout at M1 Junction 15. To negotiate to he Hilton Hotel where | (and many ofhers) g
o the gym several times a week we have currently to (with dificulty by crossing 3 lanes of fast traffic) join the Ad5
ez Gl 4 4 4 E 4 E towards the motorway and then go round the Junction 15 roundabout to reach the opposite AdS carriageway, and thenc
back to the Hilton. With the proposed changes to that junction, it looks s ifthis manoeuvre would be impossibe. I is bad]
enough being forced, as at present, to go around a motonway roundabout when you do not need the motorway, but o us:
new would foolhardy. Has no thought been given to the many local
inhabitants who regularty make this manoeuvre.
i I Ty e o T e S T T T The altemaiive nterpretation and summary of the NPS is noted, but there was no
concerns as follows: 1. totally misrepresents the local planning policy; 2. Your reference to the AECOM and Arup Study/ intention to mislead - the Applicants Planning Statement provides an assessment of the
e Potentil for Modalshftn i UK Ral Freight Market 2056 hafale 13 make rferonce o the aer nine facors policy context for the proposals, including an NPS Compliance Assessment. The
ihat ne o come ogethr t aciiate a modalshf; the bulding o i connecied warehouses s butane of e necessa Application sets out how the proposals relate to the wider Market (see the Market
environment. Your e Analysis Report, including in the context of a national network envisaged by the NPS.
B highly misleading. 3. GVA Logisitcs Study March 2017. Paragraph 3.4 re e 2o An altemaive sites assessment forms part of the application material. The NPS relies
Norhamplonshie Ditict Counl. 4. Parageeph 3.6 Quotes NS NN paragtaph 2.53 whih efers 1o “imeroving t upon the private sector taking a lead in the delivery of SRFIs, and the Applicant brings
aulty o e i thecommuniies”. 5. Paragraph 37 qutes only par f NPS NN 26 a compelig need o an B substaniial experience of the logistics and distribution market, and now submits the.
umeehe o Pavagranh 327 [ Iready exist close o each other in application for Examination as a positive, sustainable response to the need for an
ch22s En 8 8 8 of areas they continue 1o increase the volume of goods expanded network of SRFIs. Also see comments in response to Stage 1 ref 59 which
e by rail yearon year. ...The comparison s notvald, 7. 1 believe a major omission n the lerature s a fare to respond to many of the same issues.
reference NPS NN 2,50. 8. Paragraph 3.31 ‘Furthermore SRFIs must be located where the demand is greatest, in
particular locations where there s a conceniration of logistics space, partcularly NDCs'. The NPS NN makes no referen
{0 being close to logistics space or NDCs it merely states near (o the business markes they willserve. The NPS is being|
misquoted. 9. No reference to NPS NN 5.168. ‘Where possible, developments should be on previously developed
provided that it is not of high environmental value'. No attempt has been made to identify brownfield
ST L oy T D
ments, at this stage of the process, have been restrcted o the mis-leading natue of the promotional material an
You propose to make Courteenhall Road a lft hand turn only going towards Junc 1. this would mean that al raffic thal The issues raised about potentiallocal highways effecis are noted - the potential
once turned right to Mion Keynes would then have to travel through the village to o either down the Knock Lane route impacs at local junciions were an important consideration i the Transport Assessment
(which is very narrow and not ftfor more traffc) or go through Sioke Bruemne again over a small humped back bridge, and a full Highways Miligation Strategy formed par of the Staige 2 (and Further Stage
(again not it for more traffc). But most worryingly allraffc would be forced through the centre of the vilage and through| ) consultation processes. It shows that traific conditions and queing are much
cR222 1 1 1 Stoke Road. Stoke Road is already a rat un and extremely busy, it is made up of residential properties, mostly listed, on improved, with benefit for a large number of local rouies and communities
cottage even appears in the Doomsday Book, it also has the local Doctors, older people already find it difficult to cross th
r0ad. Your proposal would increase the traffc in an already very sensitive area ten fold. | think you seriously need to re
think your routes.
e e e oy T e S Eove 0 Do Ty VES- | The commens of support subject o commitmens regarding defvery and phasing of
receives its bypass on the AS08 a b) A passenger between clarification |highways inrastructure are noted, and weicomed. The final application confirms the
Northampon ne and Wedon ne ot e e ke by road (o the proposed dualled ASO8 leading 10 J15. oo re:  |Appiicants commitment to delivering the highways infrasiructure, including the Bypass,|
station should have platforms on both branches of the railway (subject to levels isstes being overcome). This Parkway | iirastructure | 22Ty i the consiruction programme, and clear triggers for delivery are now proposed
cro23 N7 1 1 1 1 e i s well as providing a station which can beter serve the southerr ¥ and secured i the proposed DCO (and have been subject 0 discussion with SNC),

part This would also provide a greater PR benefit for the proje
s by enabiing it 0 bo seen a5 providing a facity for he local community, and not st another warehouse k]

commitments

The proposed inclusion of a passenger Parkway Station do not form part of the.
proposals.




1 wie {0 you to express my concerns as a resident of Roade. If approved the quality and nature of lfe in Roade will be:

ot for the better. is inconsistent with the stated national strategy. It is clear that
the additional traffc for workers & freight will lead to congestion locally. A few upgrades to the A508 (and a bit mor
environmental ruin) will hardly compensate for the change to the character of the area. The M1 nearby is already
congested regularly. It seems highly probable that this will not be sufficient to outweigh the traffic generated by the new
facilty - how will this help reduce road traffic overall?
The suggested bypass for Roade will eat into our countryside. Many residents of Roade highly value the easy direct
access to the countryside, without crossing, seeing and hearing busy roads, and this makes Roade a good place to ive.
he AS08 is mainly a route to Miton Keynes - we should be encouraging traffic to/from MK to use the M1 instead. There|
/would be unfortunate environmental effects - the site of the proposed railway bridge comprises a strip of rich meadow
supporting many species of butteries & other insecis, mots and bts, These ind of habttsare incressingly rare am
destruction would be a small tragedy. Also issues with air quality from with prevailing
over the whole village. Will also be noise & light pollution for those unfortunate to be close to the road. rn Bypass is =
close to residential areas and disgracefully inconsiderate. With roundabouts interrupting tratfic flow it s likely there will b

Mr Bryans was also consulted under Section 44, The issues raised about potential
local highways effects are noted - the potential impacts at local junctions were an
important consideration in the Transport Assessment and a full Highways Mitigation
Strategy formed part of the Statge 2 (and Further Stage 3 ) consultation processes.
shows that traffic conditions and queing are much improved, with benefits for a large:
number of local routes and communities. The ES contains assessments of air quality,
and lighting effects, as well as noise effects - these are shown to include a range of
beneficial effects and mostly minor or negligible adverse effects. Flood-risk issues
have been fully assessed, including regarding the Bypass with drainage strategies
proposed to manage and control run-off water without adverse effects off-site. Bailey
Brooks lane will not be used for construction traffic - agricultural access is proposed.

It

cr224 sas Roade regular queving around the bypass, generating more pollutants. How does Roxhill plan to mitigate al these il effects?
Lane South Northants area has one of the lowest unemployment rates nationally, so itis very probable workers will need to
ravel leading to increased local trafic. Further housing development will o doubt follow. | fal o see any real benefit to
the local population, again just more and more environmental degradation.
1 live at the end of Bailey brooks Lane - we have serious concerns about local impacts of the bypass and the bridge. Has
effect on water levels in Bailey Brook been studied? Can you guarantee that Bailey Brooks Lane willnot be used for
consiruction traffic? It also appears that the Southern partof the feld to the West of the railway is expected to be access
via Bailey Brooks Lane. None of this road is suitable for arge vehicles or machinery and any change to the nature of the
r0ad and track would be totally unacceplabl (o the residents.
Overall, | do not believe that these proposals willactually achieve the intended effect, nor do they appear to meet the
governments own guidelines for SRFIs. The effects will simply rin the character and qualiy of ffe in the surrounding
1 wish (0 register my objections in the sirongest possible terms (o any form of development of warehousing and/or bypass Objection noted. Accordance with Government policy is set out in the Planning
in the M1/Jct 15/ Courteenhall Area. The proposals are notin ine with the current sirategic development plans of this Statement, as is assessment in the context of DIRFT and other SRFIS (in the Market
CR225 (Government and, furthermore, would impact negatively on the surrounding villages and road network. Also, there is Analysis Repor). The presence of DIRFT does not reduce the need and demand for
absolutely no requirement for such a development so close (0 DIRFT. further SRFI capacity.
am wiling in response (o the latest plan for the alteraiion (o the Stoke Bruerne / Ashion junciion on the AS08. We are al €5 -changes | The Appiicant was in regular contact with the Iflam family as aSection 44 consultee
farming family with land on both sides of this proposed development (draving:- NGW.BWB.GEN-XX-SK-CSK19 (status |t the Rookery |(andowner), and in the context of potential land purchase. These comments were
3) Revision P3). The plan shows the order limits at this road junction marked in red and shows an excessive area taken  [Lane/ARston | considered alongside others regarding the draft proposed unction changes at the
from our fields and excessive amounts of established hedgerows removed. Our objections are based upon unnecessary [Rd junction | Rookery Lane/Ashton Road junction - a number of local residents raised questions at
damage to well established habitats and the potential removal of excessive amounts of our farmland. The same can be-[improvements. |the exhibitons in addition to in wriing. Changes iere made to the design which would|
said for the bypass. Ifthis scheme is approved the land taken needs to be substantially reduced (by at least 50-60%) and assist local road-users wishing (o access o cross the AS0B - this formed part of the
hopefully reduce the amount of hedge taken. In the event that this scheme goes ahead we would ask that any. Further Stage 3 consultation which focused on this alongside a small number of other
CR226 Sa4 tures include n species native to this area and trees dispersed along the issues. No more land than that required to deliver the proposed works would be used.
boundary and that any land not required forthe scheme i.e. any temporary working wdth et revers back t0 us as quicki The wider concerns about traffic are addressed through the Transport Assessment
as possible so that we may put it back ino production. On the matter of the bypass , the rail head and warehousing, loc which shows improvements for many local routes and communities, aided by significant
opinions against this are very sirong and personally | would be quite happy if the whole scheme failed. Roads in the are: additional capacity created by the improvements at Junction 15,
at busy times are very congested , when the ML is closed due to works or incidents, within a few minutes the country.
roads become congested making a shortjourney with a tractor almost impossibl. | think this development s only going
add to the problems.
Following my visit {0 your recent exhibition and my study of the documents | understand that itwil not be possible (0 turn The issues raised about potential local highways effecis are noted - the potental
tightinto Blisworth from the AS08 at the Courteenhall Junction but will have to go via Knock lane and Stoke Rd. Can you impacts at local junctions were an important consideration in the Transport Assessment
el me how much extra traffic you expect on Stoke Rd in Blisworth as this is alreadly very busy in the morning and evenin| and a full Highways Mitigation Strategy formed part of the Stage 2 (and Further Stage
cRz21 rush hours 3) consultation processes. It shows that trafic conditions and queing are much
improved, with benefit for a large number of local ouies and communities.
Tam very concerned regarding the bulding of the bypass so close o my home in Dovecote road. There should be a ditch The Transport Assessment includes a Bypass Route Options Report. The local effecis|
running along the back of the gardens of Dovecote road, it s the run of from the various fields that surround the of the Bypass on local properties have been flly considered, and mifigation measures
propertes and was last dug outin 1993 . It then flows under the Blisworth road into the a joining fields.The ditch has (planting, mounding and fencing) are proposed to minimise the effects. Part of the
flooded into the houses in the past and has come very near to doing so in recent year with the field becoming very water bypass s in cutting (the Southern section). The benefits to Roade in terms of reduced
Davecote logged. With the vast amount of building a road would cause its is worrying where all this surface water would go to. congestion, reduced noise and i quality improvements in the centre of the village are
cR228 Road Roade significant. Residual effects on properties on the edge of the village will not be
significant, including air quality, and localised changes to noise levels willremain within|
acceptable levels. The drainage strategy at the Bypass will not increase local flood-
risk, vith new attenuation features delivered to store and manage surface water from
the road.
1 have studied some of the documentation produced for the stage 2 consultation and have some issues regarding the A response was sent direct (o Gl Sumpton regarding the footpath adjacent (o Juncton|
proposed changes to Public ights of way (PROW').L. Your analyis of visual impact (appendix 4.5 VET) for footpaths F1. 15 (220 Novemher 2017 anc asht pro o ciogue e, Deads o e i
and F2 gives a false impression of the magnitude of the impact at the 15 year stage. The scale of the impact must of way are included in the final application (TA and ES Chapter re: Transport). T
considered high and the overall effect as major adverse. These footpaths currently enjoy wide ranging views of open submitted comments refer to the drait Landscape & Visual assessment at Stage o e
countryside. Under your proposals the paths would be routed between what you call bunding (in fact a totally unnatural final version as submitted identiies a range of likely visual effects on different receptor
earth) and the raitway line or road network. The size of the bunding would mean the only views from the path including PROW in the area, with likely effects at Year 15 ranging from Negligible to
cR229 would be either railway o roads. The general view of residents is that your proposed diversions would render these two Moderate Adverse - Appendix 4.5 contains the full assessment of visual effects, and th
paths obsolete. 2. 1 am unable to find your proposals for the connection between footpath KX2 and LAL3/LAL. where it methodology and reasoning is explained. This includes an assessment at the opening
crosses the A43 at grade near Jnc.15A of the ML This is part of a circular walk from Milton Malsor via footpath KXS, year, when some greater effects are likely ahead of the landscpaing maturing.
Bridieway KXL, KX2, LAL3 and returning to Milton Malsor via the Grand Union Canal Northampton Arm towpath. Clearly
any icrease i the volume or speed of raffc at the crossing point would cause severe problems. These footpaths also
provide a longer distace walk to Rothersthorpe via the Canal Drawbridge.
Sirs, | am very concerned over your plans (o build the gateway. Alr quality You are planning to increase tralfic (o junction The issues raised about potential local highways effects are noted - the potental
15 which is a notoriously congested junction, how t0 you propose to combat the ai pollution issue if your junction redesig| impacts at local junctions were an important consideration in the Transport Assessment
does not combat the issue of ueuing traffc.This junction with the A4S needs to be continuous flow such as a fiyover etc and a full Highways Mitigation Strategy formed part of the Statge 2 (and Further Stage
CR230 EETRE or diverted through junction 15a. Access to grange park You have made no consideration to the 3500 people who live on ) consultation processes. It shows that traffic conditions and queing are much
grange park that struggle to get i and out of our estate now, you will cause a serious accessibilly issue with you improved, with benefits for a large number of local routes and communites.
inadequate junction redesign. | can understand the logic of building gateway at J15, however you are faiing the residen:
of grange park with a penny pinching junction redesign that will only lead to further congestion, more stationary trafic ant
Tvwould ike (0 raise concerns abou the new bypass planned for Roade Village. It has been proposed that baily brookes Mr Phillps also forms part of the S42/544 consultation s, A response was provided &
lane will be used as access to one side of the bypass. Can you confirm that this lane will not be used for consruction Several residents of Bailey Brooks Lane to confirm that consiruction (or other bypass)
CR231 S42 fram=y Roade traffic and heavy farm machinery. Can you also confirm that the drainage planned for the lane will not impact our brooke traffic would not use the lane.
i any way regards to flooding during heavy rainfal
'As a resident of Biisworth | fal o understand how an SRFI can be proposed so close (0 the existing SRFI at DIRFT P e o e S T
16miles away. Surely strategic means in areas where they are required and NOT o close to an existing SRF!. by national policy (the National Policy Statement for National Networks).
application is supported by a range of material, including the Market Ana\ysws Report, t
Rz 32 Blisworth provide a market context for the proposals. However, emerging informaion about the
need and justifcation for the proposals was shared at the exhibitions, in part in the
context of the especially strong distrbution and logistics sector in and around
1 would like it noted regarding the Statutory public consuitations that took place in October 2017 at various locations. (Comments or concerns about sianage were not raised at the exhibitions, with events
1. The signage to the venues was exiremely small and very poorly located. The one in Blisworth was an Ad sign which ek in locally well known venues in a number of vilages, and information shared by
B e e post and oniine well in advance. The Stage 2 (statutory) consultation was underiaken
cre3 Blisworth T TR A e e over the period from th October uniil 24th November 2017 (approx 6 weeks).
fere was misleading information on the display boards;
4. There was a distinct lack of any benefit o the community.
Having aitended a local meeting and having viewed the plans at the exfibition in October | wish now (0 put on record my | YEs— | The: s and tions regarding the d phasin
e e AR R BRI SN ... 22 i, an wsicomas a2 & conion on which ocd supprt ca be
promise to build, and finance in full, a bypass for Roade. Planning permission for this ral freight project must not be re: |provided. The final application confirms the Applicants commitment to delivering the
approved unless there s an unbreakable clause in the permission requiring Roxfil o build the proposed Roade bypass | iiastructure | Nghways infasiructure, including the Bypass, eary in the consiruction programme, an
] before work stats on the ral reigh terminal. Having spoken to Consultants working on behalf of Roxhil it seems that ) .. clear triggers fordelivery are now proposed and secured inthe proposed DCO (and
bypass would not be built niil partof the railsite had been developed and an income stream had kicked in, but if Roxhill iave been subject {0 discussion with SNC).
commitments
don' have the money to develop the site and finish the project then perhaps planning should be denied until the compar
is able to show that the project s flly funded. would be happy to discuss this matter in more defail
Having lived by the M1 since 1976 (near the bridge on The High sireet, Collingliee) | have seen enormous change. The These bout and are noted. The,
motorway affects noise levels and air pollution, and | have seen an enormous change to volume of traific, East Hunsbury| Environmental Impact Assessment has considered all of these issties - air qualty,
has been bult, Grange Park has been buit, not to mention Collingtree Park and the golf course. Ive seen the Hilton Hotel noise, traific, etc. Air qualiy is shown to be good now, based on data from the local
and warehousing buit opposite. The buildings and golf course took away huge swathes of countryside which vilages authorities, and further analysis done by the Applicant. There would be very few direct
crags TheHOn | e expect (0 have around them. | understand that more housing is needed across the country and appreciate that we needel impacts on Collingtree. The proposed development will have negligible impacts on
Street 0 expand Northampton, but that does not mean enormous warehouse parks should be built taking away the last part of local air quality, but will contribute to improvements nationally by enabling the removal
countryside. You are not coming up with answers for the pollution levels from your proposals. The noise and air pollution of HGV miles from the national road network. Any storage of specialist or noxious
rom the ML will b reflected from these huge warehouses directly onto our village. What is going to be stored in these chemicals by future occupiers would require relevant environmental or other
warehouses? Do we know there will never be noxious chemicals? permissions, but do not form part of the proposals.
1strongly oppose the Northampton GalewaySRFI proposals. The issues raised about potential local highways effects are noted - the potental
My reasons being:1/ Significantly increased raffic Currentl, J15 of the M1 already suffers with a constrained physical impacts at local junctions were an important consideration in the Transport Assessment
design with tight radii on the roundabouts. Furthermore, the junction sees very high traffic demand at peak hours and and a full Highways Mitigation Strategy formed part of the Statge 2 (and Further Stage
e pertes well over s capacy,resuling I SGcant g and congest ) consultation processes. It shows that traffic conditions and queing are much
T et o AT AT T ST o, AT (oI e improved, with benefits for a large number of local routes and communities. The ES.
re\auvely high throughout the day and night any further noise would make fving in ths area unbearable as well as impac assesses likely effects on air quality and noise, and these are shown to be negligible or|
on the residents wel-being. minor for most local receptors, with wider air quality benefits nationally as a result of
cR236 3/ Air Quality The air qualiy in the area s lready affected by the proximity to the motorway. Any additional traffic will enabling HGV mileage to be removed from the road network. The landscape and
therefore will have adverse effects on the local residents (especially chidren) health. visual effects are also assessed, and while there would be significaltlandscape change
4/ Landscape and visual effects When we moved here, we by farmiand the visual effects from the built development are substantially Screened by earthworks
However, recently warehouses were built close to our area and thus increasing the traffic and noise as well as spoiling th and planting.
landscape of the area. Now, further warehouses and freight trains (1 hope nof) are to be constructed which are
considerably larger in size than any existing warehouses in the area.
The proposed site willin no way benefit local residents, who pay their counciltax to live here and as such should have a
say as (o what is (0 be builtin 0 their properties (The prices of their properties might be adverse
Stoke Road in Blisworth is already congested at ‘commuter fimes and a hazard to pedestrians visiting the GP Surge These local observations and suggesiions regarding the proposed Highways Miligation
The easier access to Knock Lane from Roade Bypass, avoiding Stoke Bruemne, willincrease the Stoke Road cogestion. I Strategy were noted. The Strategy coninued to evolve after Stage 2, and some
the wider aspect, not opposed. A: why not join the north end of Roade By-pass to the AS08 at Courteenhall Road junciiol changes were made (and included in the Stage 3 consultation). The proposed
2 vt [ — - ata roundabout? This would alleviate the prohibition of ight turs. B: a relief road from Courteenhall Road, starting by amendments to some of the detailed proposed works were noted, but not taken forva
the bend to the public footpath to the raitway footbridge OS grid ref 740534, to Crafton Villas, by the old A43 main railway - the proposals would meet the main likely effects of the proposed developmen.
bridge, ref 728541, opposite Station Rd, would allevate allthe diffculies of Station Rd and the problems by Blisworth
Primary School,
QL have you really considered the case with respect {0 other SRFI' e.g. DIRFT - rail network capacity and distribution The application includes  full assessment of the market context for the proposals
networks? Local structure Plan? Q2: consider the congestion on the A4S from junction 15 to Barnes Meadow (Market Analysis Report), and considers the need for the expanded network of SRFIs
interchange. AS08 congestion wil just be moved? Q3: access to Courteenhall Road an issue & pressure on Knock Lane envisaged by Government policy, including with DIRFT at Junction 18 of the M1 The
S Blisworth Village have yet to be considered. Q6: where will empi from in an area of {ull Highways Mitigation Strategy includes fulldetails of the proposed improvements
CR238 & Blisworth 12 he S.Northan ‘Green Belf bufer of the M1 should be maintained. GENERAL: In my view this is an opportunistic scheme including at Knock Lane/Blisworth Road. There is no Green Belt in Northampton, nor
‘whereby the developer is fumping ' on a bandwagon to find a use for the land paying scarp atfention to: need, the affected by the proposals. The ES considers the local labour and economic benefils of
environment, the road & rail networks, distrbution cenire, changing technology & move to electric vehicles and the quali he scheme.
oflfein the villages affected
T wish o comment on the section:Noise & Vibralion' - point 8.5.36 The analysis of noise levels when the site s fully The Noise Assessment was ongoing al the Stage 2 consultation, although much of the
operational s stated as ongoing and predictions are also stated as indicative. It s further stated that:"the predicted noise assessment was well progressed. The final assessment includes full consideration of
levels currently exclude noise from the gantry cranes, reach stackers and telehandlers at the terminal, as modelling work the operational noise, with assumptions made o ensure a robust assessment of effects
CResy Vil is stll ongoing for these sources”.Operational noise wil be a major and ongoing factor for local communites and o read Noise effects are shown to benegligible or minor for almost all receplors closest (o the
in the Environmental Statement that predictions are ‘ongoing and these have not yet been taken into account is a very Main SRF! Site, and negligible for receptors further away.
serious omission at this stage in the process.
1/am underwhelmed by both the proposals and the apparently m\sleaﬂmg nature of the exhibition. | though the venue wa The Stage 2 . schools is signage o
appropriate for the exhibition but signage to access the. poor. The displ PP rctvitors o generaly e umber of enrances. However, adiionstemporay sgne
‘fact which does not marry up with equivalent data from other B il inadequate as it did not T Lf::::f::':v::umwg;’:g‘:il"‘: e;f:;i‘:“ﬂ“f:gn':i:‘:';‘:‘E’x:jxﬁmg
include all aspects of the proposal. Concerned that the benefits of Northampton Gateway to local people are very limited| i caikion). Tom el Moamutes srprerimeioh!6 s o shoars A el o el
\d may actually be detrimental to the village of Roade and it sense of community. The application is masked by a uncton 15 i
‘strategic’ veil which seems to suggest that there is legitimate need for warehouses to be built on agricultural and. In fact was of infrest. I i an extensive aid o the consultaton process, but did not include the Roade
CREd we already have too much land committed (o this type of actviy. Bypass area. " the emerging commen. |
™ othe pol
othe ne
Object There was insuficient he daies of the - The Objection, and comments regarding consulation, noted. Awareness was raised
B tner S pvec\uded thase who were away eg on holiday. {hrough a range of means direct by the Applicant, but also including via the Parish
cr241 (Councils who were active in making local people aware, as were the local objection
Toe o thi ot v oo ltu T BT TS T T groups. The cansuuanon G 0 L IR G
of the minimum of 2
Ccrzaz Land boundary and mapping queries raised having seen Notices erected close (o proposed development sit. Responses pwvmed Fatim g e e




GR243_| NOT USED Not used Not used
in breach of the Joint Core Strategy which seeks (o balance employment and housing with the provision of public C
senices. The JCS sets out that DIRFT is the preferred option and that a second (or third) reight terminal is un-viable. If considered in the application, including with Rail Central. The Application also
this proposal goes ahead along with Rail Central there is no evidence that all 3 are viable as there is a imit o the number considers the market context and the presence of DIRFT - the demand and need for
of rain paths, workforce and road capacity. Studies need to be done on the cumulative impact. It fails to meet a number additional SRFI capacity means the presence of DIRFT does not reduce the viabily of
1CS policies and objectives, including: ensuring the area does not become over-reliant on one employment sector and these proposals, and their core catchment areas would be different (see the Market
continues to provide retaining vibrant rural d villages retaining their Analysis Report for detailed analysis). Rail capacily has been assessed and Reports
local distinctiveness and character; ensuring new development promotes the use of sustainable travel modes 6,000 submitted - dialogue with Network Rail has been over an extended period, and us.
lorties per day is NOT sustainable]; combat congestion in our main towns and town centres, reduce carbon emissions. ongoing. The concerns raised about potential highways effects are noted - this was an|
[This wil increase congestion and carbon emissions, thus it fails]. The JCS considered that new rail reight interchanges important consideration in the Transport Assessment and a full Highways Miigation
CR2 44 55 in West Northamptonshire, in adition to DIRFT, would not be deliverable within the plan period.  Northampton has a Strategy formed part of the Stage 2 (and Further Stage 3) consulation processes. It
shortage of suitable labour with companies needing to import labour. What evidence is thare that a worklorce is available| shows that trafic conditions and queing are much improved, with benefis for a large:
for al 3 rail freight Wil this lead to peop g long and cause massive number of local routes and communities.
congestion? Will additional housing be required? The plan also sets out that there should be o development beyond the
M1 Adding a token length of ralway is a blatant attempt to bypass the local planning system. The ASOBIA4S is aleady
beyond capacity with frequent delays between the Wootton interchange and Barnes meadow. This leads to congestion
with the subsequent impact on air quality. It s noted than you are not looking at particulates as NOX is seen s the great
problem, how can one be sure if you do not measure both? You mention that walking and cycling routes will be enhanced
but | do not think freight can be moved by cycles.
T wish {0 object o your proposal for what s essentially  is contrary to the local itisa [VEs The Applicant is committed o delivering the rail terminal prior (o occupation of any
shameful abuse of the planning process: by positioning this as a strategc rail freight project rather than a massive. clarification re: | warehousing, and is also proposing clear, early triggers for the key highway
A \warehousing facilty for which the local community and Councils have no appetite this goes to the Secretary of State to “This was in part a response to local concerns about the potential for
decide. The road network cannot cope with the extra HGV movements and there is no contingency for when the M1is —|phasing and but no The local highways more
closed and the proposed Roads bypass will not resolve ths. o [ e e o i e e
not something under the control of th
1/am expressing a sirong objection to any appicalion being submitted for the development a of SRFI between junctions Gijachon notod The comrent about ot beig 13 1 atled oy of e exEIBonS
152 and 15 on the M1. The plans, though distributed widely still do not provide clear enough detais of the extent of thel are also noted, and regrettable. The construction effects of the proposals are assesse
disruption by a development such as this or realistic impact on the surrounding area with the potential for escalation o in the ES, and to be mitigated by a range of measures including via the submited
I L o 06 SRS G 2 Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). The context of the proposed
TG @ from the well planned DIRFT complex shows a lack of any National strategic planning in this area. 'SRF with DIRFT and other SRFIs forming part of the network envisaged by
ihihing the fat that the mostrecent. Coneukatin mestiga tha i take Wace were publcized by the dell\lery of Government policy is set out in the Market Analysis Report.
fliers with dates and venues in October in the afternoons on four and a half days only. The information arrived at rather
short notice and | for one was unable to attend any of the sessions due to prior engagements.
Having attended the consultation it was clear that no evidence was avallable with regard (o Traffic, Noise and Air Polluto The exhibition material reflected the emerging ES and other information, with work
Figures, should the development go ahead, compared to the current levels. We would like to know the benefits of osing ongoing, and this was made clear. The information was not final, or complete, with
even more countryside from our localiy. We have lived in Colinglree for just over 40 years and in that time the changes views sought on the emerging information to aid ongoing work, and the consultation
has been considerable, we can only assume Air Pollution has also suffered. Also there was nothing to show the impact o process served useful in reinforcing key local issues, concerns, and questions. The
the amount of traffic traveling through Collingtree, in fact Collingiree was not mentioned much at al (the closest final application provides a full ES, including a full assessment of Air Qualiy - this
CR247 Colingtiee. community to the proposed development). We reviewed the very large model of the proposals, but were confused as to includes a comprehensive set of data regarding existing (baseline) conditions, as well
why the proposed development and Collingiree were in a corer and the rest was mostly countryside. With regard to as an assessment of the likely effects of the proposals. All of which will b available for
Congestion, the previous altempts at remodeling Junction 15 to reduce i, have failed miserably (hence your proposals) further comments and dialogue through the Examination process. The data shows thal
and again there was no evidence produced o show this time will be any different. Needess to say we are Totally opposel existing air qualty, including in Collingtree, is good with only a very small number of
0 any further developmen individual properties experiencing currently poor air qualty. The effects of the
proposals on air quality are shown 1o be neglgible overall
T attended four of the exfibitions in Octaber and was surprised at the inaccuracy and misleading nature of much of the ents noted. The exhibition material reflected the emerging ES and other
information displayed: there were a number of instances of Consutants' reports not having been finalised and the final information, with work ongoing, and this was made clear. There was no attempt to
sions may not support draft statements. There were also claims made of forecast growth quoting from unconstrained mislead. The information was ot fina, or complete, with views sought on the emergin
capacity studies. This s misleading. Some of the headiine quotes from reports infer that local bodies are. suppomve are information to aid ongoing work, and the consultation process served useful in
examples of cherry-picking out-of-context and also misleading. The 15 large files containing several thousand reinforcing key local issues, concerns, and questions. We note the crticisms both of
e G B T e e P A G e providing lots of dratt information, and for attempting to provide an overview summary.
which gave insuficient time to review them adequmely within the 6 week consulation period. Many SHinaca The issues of proximity to, and the relationship with DIRFT, is contained in the Market
G e \which suggests they are likely to change. The 35 Analysis Report, as well as in the context of the NPS i the Planning Statement, al of
S S T BT N T T DV DN ) DA TR which will be available in finalform once submitted and accepted. Similarly, the final
obfuscation. The local exhibitions were held over only 6 days, some people were unable to attend any of them - there ES can inform further dialogue about the overall local impacts, and benefis, of the
seems no good reason for not spreading them over the consultation period. The above observations reflect on your proposals.
inability to demonstrate any need for the proposals when there is an existing SRFI within 20 miles which has approved
planned capacity for more than a decade. | can see no overalllong-term benefit to our community, infact the complete.
opposite. The misinformation, lack of critical documents and resulting lack of detailed information on mitigation proposals
suggests unnecessary and unacceptable environmental damage. For a proposal with such huge implications for our
™ o o has heen totall
1 formally object to the above mentioned SRFI proposed just off junction 15 of the M1 motorway. My main questions are. Objection noted. Mrs Hawkins was consulted under Section 44 regarding interest in
below:- land. The Application has considered the market context and the presence of DIRFT -
There i a ail freight interchange at Rugby 18 miles why is that not being expanded? the demand and need for additional SRFI capacity means the presence of DIRFT does;
Why is Grange Park at junction 15 ot the proposed site of the SRFI? not reduce the viabilty of these proposals, and their core catchment areas would be
Ifthe build was to o ahead why can an adiional junction not be added to the roundabout atjunction 15 to feed different (see the Market Analysis Report for detailed analysis). The access and
S R highways strategy has been developed with input from Highways England and others,
traffic not go ino the SFRI from junction 15 and out via the A43 at junction 15a? or vice versa therefore and a direct motorway access would not be supported. Consultation leaflets were
hypass ul Ruade would be needed delivered across a wide area, in adition to the letters received by local landowners an
It seem that you have strategically only sent corespondence to a few residents in the village of Roade why? relevant interested parties, in addition to local newspaper notices. The Highways
ot all correspondence has been received by those you deem affected by the SRFI why? | have only received| strategy includes HGV weight restictions to help reduice such through-traffic in Roade
letorcated th Oct not he 3 pages fld et oaetshowing propesed plan incuing mas and elsewhere. The noise and other effects of the Bypass have been assessed in ull
newspapers mentioned in your leter are not free 5o why was your noiifications published in them and not n ot and mitigation measures proposed to minimise the effects. Bailey Brooks Lane will not
local Roade News booklet? be used for construction traffic, but will be used, as itis now, for agriculural access
EryEEsh ‘The proposed bypass of Roade initally was going south of the village why is that not an option? when required
CR249 YES, 544 e Roade The proposed bypass is too near to the village and will not alleviate traffic through the village at all, how are you
proposing to ensure only local traffic come through the villa
“The proposed bypass will damage the wild lfe and plants that current reside there — what are you proposing to do
i
on bailey brook lane | purchased my house on the grounds it was on the edge of the village with no planned
T T 0 T A 25 T T T o 6 T e
are you prosing to o about this?
My house price will depreciate by approx. 20/25% f this SRFI goes ahead —what are you proposing to do about
this?
You advise that the bypass il allviate noise and af pollion trough the centr of Roade, but th bypass wil
A Wy s S L o e N 1
 at the plans is seems you propose to purchase the side e (G heanng Teftinto the rest of th
sueel) D B e [ DT s A e
Bailey brook lane s a busy road what vith the village hall, playing fields and tennis sed offtit— many people
4 on st - s
1 moved to the area for the privacy, quiet location and surrounding countryside. Impact on the house s is closest o the Mr & Mrs Howell also consulted under S44. Issues regarding the potential effects of
proposed Bypass, including further air pollution and noise, additional water being fed into the brook that runs around our Bypass are assessed in the ES, including air qualty and noise, and drainage/flood-risk.
property from the proposed road. The track that leads to our house and neighbouring properties has been maintained by| The assessments show that with mitigation, noise will be minimised through earthwork
/e home owners for over 25 years. We now understand that the proposed road would cut off access o the Wakes estal and additional fence screening, and air qualiy effects will be neglgible on the nearest
Bailey Brook field on the West side of the railway. Therefore Roxhill will need to gain access o the track to allow the agricultural homes (and beneficial to homes nearer the centre of the village). Bailey Brooks Laneis
CR250 sa T Roade vehicles which in turm will cause further wear and tear from the large amount of mud being dragged over the track from used for access o farmland, and this will continue. The Market Analysis Report
the ploughed fied etc. If this was (o proceed we require a contribution towards the up keep of the track. Reduce our explains the market context and need for more SRFI capacity, and explains that the
house value,already have Dirft at Daventry which has far beter link roads being adjacent to the M1, M6 and AL4 trunk proposals would serve a different core market o DIRFT.
road. They stil have 7.8 millon sq ft of distribution space available and can' fill the vacancies that they have? Therefore|
we can' see the need for a further rail hubii
QL enough traffc problem on the ASO8 s i is. Dirfis ust 18 m away, S0 couldn't see the necessity for this dev. Q2: No|YES -changes | Concerns regarding Uaffic impacts are noled - the Transport Assessment deals with
1 don't believe this will be the case. If there s a problem on the ML in either direction, we will have an issue, no matter | to the Rookery |these issues in ful, and shows that by attracting raffic back onto the AS08 the
what you do at J15. Q3: Changes to the Rookery Lane/Ashion R/AS08 junction willjust make it worse for us to get acrog Lane/Ahston | proposals will el reduce pressure in the villages. The ASOB itself will operate more
G e | Sre s the road as not enough thought has gone into reducing the traffic flow. Qa: not affected by them. QS: Its a blight on the |Rd junction | effciently, aided by the Bypass, and also by improvements at J15. The comments
landscape. Canceling the project would be a good idea. GENERAL: | don' believe that sufficient research has gone ino mprovements. |regarding the Rookery Lane/Ashton Road junction were noted - further changes to this
looking at current traific flows. adding 25% of the expected additional traffic to the AS08 will make it unusable. unction were proposed (and subject to further consultation, Stage 3).
Concerned over loss of land, house s Grade I listed. Detailed and specific queries raised about land purchase by Roxfi| YES -Final | Mrs Nola was aiso consulted under Section 44 - correspondence and dialogue was hel
e Bypass corridor. Our comments and questions are as follows: We anticipate that our property value will be Bypass route |direct with Mrs Nola by Roxhillregarding a range of issues regarding potential land
significantly reduced if your ved. We have unique - for example, we own the oldest | ayoids vir & |Purchase issues, and other concerns raised. A number of meetings were held with Mr
house in the village (Hyde Farm House - 14th century, Grade Il lsted, which is of historic interest (o the community al | s noja's | MrS Nola. A referred to in the comments, the consultation information and dralt ES
large). We are disappointed that this fact, coupled with the circumstances that we have planning applications to v |was shared diect with Mrs Nola. The effects of the Bypass proposals on the property
preserve/add value to our historic property have not been taken into consideration by Roxhillwith regards to a) valuation as a listed buiding has been fully considered in the ES, as have the impiications on
iased compensation and b) RICS survey(s). biodiversity, with numerous surveys undertaken on and off-site where access was
We have a number of concerns directly related to your proposals. | cannot ind answers to our questions quickly or easil permitted. A full range of mitigation measures for bats, GCN and other species is
from your draft ecology report or within the vast amount of data on the disc that Roxhil sent to me, or within the 13 + level proposed, with tree and hedgerow loss minimised, and replacements added to the
arch files of data in the libary. It appears, from the attached plan that Roxhill intend to use our large pond (c. quarter of bypass corridor. The drainage strategy does ot increase flood-isk at this or any other|
an acre plus) as a drainage outall from the proposed Roade Bypass. If our understanding is correct then there are a property and the discharge is not direct into the Nola's pond, but s into the network of
CR252 YES ber of other criical points that we must discuss urgently, including but not imited to flood risk. Also, what consents which that pond forms a part. The Buit Herltage assessment within the ES considers
will be required for Roxhill to discharge waters which vill drain into our large pond? The draft Ecology reportis of no any effects on this and other lsted buildings, andidentifies no significant effects.
significant value to us; there is no mention of bats, adders or swans — allof which are present on our land and it's not
clear what Roxhill intend to do to protect the presence of GC Newts. Given that we have allowed Roxhill open access to
our property for Ecology and many other surveys in last year (at Roxhills request) we are highly disappointed that, despit
S o o G UL ik 28 T
ophysical Walkover and . On a related point, we are extremel
R Dmsrmal implications. s e e e S e e
century and grade Il listed. Whatis the liely impact to our property in terms of damage/movementifiood risks as a result
of a) significant vibration caused by traffc and b) water drainage from the bypass into our very large pond. No doubt a
qualified RICS surveyor would be able to answer these questions but as you have declined to fund such a survey we
await vour mos
Following on from the emailthat | sent you yesterday, | would like o add the following in respect of the proposed Roade Also see response (o CR252
By-Pass route:
We are aware that exit polls were carried out by local residents at your recent Phase 2 consultation events. Mr Biyth (@
resident of Roade) who was involved in the exit pols has kindly shared the following information with us: 79% of people:
CR252A YES who ticked the bypass boxes ie. green foute or biue route within the exit poll questionnaire preferred the green route.
This information, whilst important, clearly has no bearing on how local residents have reacted to your broader proposal
i.e. the SFRI/ warehousing / J15 changes. It only relates to the By Pass.
We trust that you will take this information into account in an appropriately and timely manner and we look forward to
receving updates from Roxhillin due course with respect (o how local residents have reacted o your broader proposals.
R T s | W aa i e Rall e > . e Cora s 1 boe Gised o dscouiod, v s conred a s sl
could come forward and should be considered. To pretend it may not happen is misieading. You also don't tak re:
of other major developments - e.g. housing in Brack\ey‘ Towaster, and deveopment o Sivrsione.2, Tis e s infrastructure |20 form part ofthe il 5. T Tangon Aot oo,
contrary 1o the Local Plan - the proposals are an attempt to get permission for warehouses without due regard to local [phasingand ({10 e ‘“'“;:“:':m‘y":
policies or democracy. Development here is not supported locally. 3. No evidence of demand, or rail paths - you refer to o)
underused existing paths, but this suggests no demand for railfreight. There s no certainty you can secure the minimur Rail analysis of
e Chestnut |\ or of 4 trains per day. Is there any confirmation that both NGW and Rail Central could be connected to the network. Not ety ofn e it . TheLanscape & Visial Efecs chate o the S catans »
Close convinced that earthworks (just a large hil) will mitigate noise and light polluton - you must also model rail noise. 5 full assessment proposed or
Traffc willincrease significantly - what happens further down the A43? 1 am concemned about the potentialeffects of oMy et b bee iy odelicd - ey ikt Seatety ol dever
some of the local mitigation works - particularly the left turn only out of Courtenhall Road. This could encourage rat- LS ES o 0 e e . With improvements fo
i Vel i 6 e S G Wi K e g o it e ardcono DT T e e
that SRFIs should be near markets, but another one in the Midlands is contrary to a network.. Work by Lord Adonis REL . e T i
g A S S i (e T R
Thate Thearons positive comment. Hundreds of acres of wildife habitat and green belt will be under concrele c noted. The local raised are all
forever. The increased alr, light and noise pollution will not be solved by any of your ideas. We have an underused freight addressed by the ES which confirms that the Bypass will not result i significant noise,
terminal at Daveniry. The thousands of new jobs are not for our area as there are not local people wanting warehouse air quality, or lighting effects - in fact, central areas of Roade will see benefits as a resul
employment and existing companies are struggling to find staff. More trafic, more pollution and more grid locked roads. of reuced through-traffc. The Bypass will also not creale new or exacerbate any.
o ves |BaleyBrook| oo The people living in Roade have aways wanted a bypass, but at what cost. Thousands of extra cars and lorries will bac} existing flooding or drainage risks. Rat-running will be reduced in the future by the
Lane up in the peak times at the three new proposed roundabouts and many will stil use the existing roads and create "Rat proposed highways mitigation strategy as shown in detai n the Transport Assessment.
runs". Your preferred by pass route is not the one preferred by the residents of Roade, as it comes 100 close to homes ar|
farms, and would create a lot of excess water which cannot be taken by the Bailey Brook, as proposed. We have lived in|
Baileybrook Lane for twenty five years and have maintained the lane and kept the brook free from debris. We do n
accept a company coming in and trying to either_purchase, or lease the lane for their own ends. We would, therefore like|
A number of misleading statements were made on your display boards and by members of your staff. | also thought the Comments noted. A response (o wider issues also provided for the Stage 1 process
e attendance levels were low. There is no need for Northampton Gateway when the Daventry International Rail Freight (response CR1 54). Issuies of market need are dealt with in the context of the National
CR255 e | Bugbrooke CR154

Terminal is just 20 miles away.

Policy Statement, and in the Market Analysis Report




Ihave framed my other concerns in the context of the four main objectives of Government policy for Strategic Rail Freigh The Application provides fulldetails of how the Applcaion accords with and meets the
icy 1: Government jective 10 reduce Will your proposed RF really reduce requirements of Government Policy, including with regard to taffic and congestion,
d Polcy 2 Government) i — willths prope reduc carbon and emisssions. See the Planning Statement for fuller details. The
Policy 3: objective to support of efficient ra freight Environmental Statement presents the findings of the EIA process, regarding loc:
distribution logistics - to ensure a network of SRFI — .. in appropriate locations to serve our major conurbations; Is your o et e e
CR256 CovertDrive | Roade proposal in an “appropriate location” to meet this objective?...Policy 4: Government policy objective to Support growth an condiions and capacity. The site is
create employment — through the transfer of freight from road to rai, where this is practical and economic.
The recently adopted Strategic Plan for the region specifically excluded industrial development at this location. What is
the compelling reason for ignoring the adopted Strategic Plan and allowing development on this Greenfield s
You have thus far failed (o prove that your proposed development wil not worsen air qually levels in Collingtree. | ve in Concerns regarding local air qualiy are noted, and were discussed with numerous
the village, have 3 young chidren and a South West facing garden (facing the proposed site), the direction of prevailing attendees at the exhibitions. The final Air Quality Assessment provides a detalled and
winds. | understand that the proposed site will resultin up o 20,000 additional HGV movements daily — robust assessment of the liely effects of the Proposed Development,
movements annually. Please provide evidence that this enormous adiion of highly polluting vehicles will not have a
Waterng devimental affect on air quality in Collingtree? | don't see that your consultation process has addressed this. By
CR257 tod | colingtree suggesting you could *sink" the proposed site you appear to recognise that air quality will be impacted, otherwise why
Would you ki The prevaling W, SW vinds il imply depost oxi i i Colingies vilage and surounding areas
Your proposal for t should not move forward p until you provide unequivocal independent
evidence that its unnecessary imposition on the local area will not have a damaging impact on the i that we breathe.
el his is the wrong place for a Rail Freight Interchange. The Northampton Loop is already at capacity at times, | have| Comments regarding the site are noted, and are covered by the analysis provided in
stood on the platform at Northampton Station waiting for a commuter trai to London and while it is being announced as the application documents. The Market Analysis Report explains the market context
S LG S0 i I i o G and need for more SRFI capacity, and explains that the proposals would serve a
that y Milton Keynes, given the proximity of DIRFT to, different core market to DIRFT. Rail connectivity and capacity issues are assessed in
Northampton, o be e e Al e e Keynes this also gives the the Rail Reports submitted, and are based on analysis of existing rail freight capacity.
possibilty of linking o the Bletchley! Bedford line or the Bletchley! Bicester line opening up new potentialrail routes. The potential highways and congestion impacts were an important consideration in the
Northampton is already listed as one of the most polluted Towns/ Cities in UK, mainly because of the volume of raffic on Transport Assessment, and a full Highways Milgation Strategy formed part of the Stag
P N T A T A AT 5 G A S e, i 2 (and Further Stage 3) consultation processes. It shows that traffc conditions and
in addition to the regular (typically several hours a week) M1 closure as a result of an accident putting huge quantites of queing will be much improved, with benefits for a large number of local routes and
traffic onto local roads. Roade bypass and remodelling of the A508/ Courteenhall Road junction looks good on paper, bul T local including Knock L Road, have
suggests that the designers have never visited the site. Blisworth Road, Roade or Knock Lane, Blisworth is narrow and i been discussed with the Transport Working Group (of NCC Highways and others)
poor state of repair and would be unable to safely take the current traffic flow that Courteenhall Road handles let alone ar following the transport modelling.
increase. Finally | can have no confidence in a traffc flow prediction model which shows the traffic flow on the A43
changing at a point where the minor road from Miton Malsor to Rothersthorpe passes over the A43 but there is no
connection between the two roads
We have a number of objections i particular the proposals for the bypass around the vilage of Roade. Firstly we do not 1. The Highways proposals, including site access, have been devised in diaiogue with
understand why a new SRFI is needed at al when there is already a freight interchange at Rugby, which is not very far the Transport Working Group, including Highways England - a direct link onto the M1
from the new proposed site. Why can the Rugby site not just be expanded? If the SRFI is going ahead regardless, then would not be achievable. 2. The Transport Assessment includes a Bypass Options
'we would lie to raise a number of objections around the proposed new bypass to Roade and changes to the AS08. Report - the chosen route balances a range of considerations, including local
1. Why can't the entrance to the SRFI not just be off junction 15, by adding an additional arm to the junction? environmental effects. Ar quality and noise effects close to the bypass have been
2. Why is the proposed bypass so close to the Northern edge of the Village? You state the bypass willreduce noise and assessed, and mitigation measures proposed to minimise them - no significant residual
air pollution in the Village, however for residents of Bailey Brooks Lane noise and air pollution will be doubled as we vill effects on these propertoes are liely. 4. The Ecological effects (and all other potential
be sandwiched between the bypass and the A508! Why can the bypass not follow a wider arch further way from the effects) of the bypass are considered in the ES - the loss of hedgerow and other
vilage? habitats will be mitigated, with new habitats created. Existing bridleway and other links;
3. What i going to be done to ensure that the bypass is used by through traific? We do not see how it will lleviate tratfic will be retained (some diverted), including with a underpass under the bypass.
Bailey Brook how do you intend to ensure through traffc uses the bypass? Bailey Brooks Lane and other local tracks are not being bought or used for highways
CR259 sa4 Roade 4. The bypass will damage the surrounding countryside and destroy habitat for wildlife, what will be done to reduce the construction traffic.
impact of this? We are keen walkers and saw the benefits of being able to access the countryside right from our doorstep|
0 the proposed bypass will ot only shatter our peace and tranquility but will also impact greatly on our lfestyle.
5. 1t seems you will be buying the dirt road leading to the 4 detached houses that are also part of Bailey Brooks Lane -
\why? We have heard itis because you plan access for the heavy construction traffc needed to build the bridge across thy
railway line. If this information is correct then this s not acceptable to us. There is no way that this is a viable option for th
constriction vehicles.
On amore general note, the value of our property i likely to decrease ifthis proposal goes ahead, what plans are in plac|
residents for this potential loss?
The exercise in October 2017 comprised five exhibitions in less than half the vilages and communities in the ‘consulatio The exhibitions are one part of the overall consultation strategy, along with notices in t
area’ plus Towcester, and lodgement of supporting documents in loca libraries and some parish council offices. The local newspaper, and people often prefer to access the information on-line. The Stage
intenion of s ttuory exerse i o o the publc o the proposal (a1 i possile,persuade then of s beret) 2 consultation was undertaken in accordance with the SoCC, agreed with the Local
EXHIBITIONS:None of — an average of B e Authorities - the approach to consulation was amended after Stage 1 in response to
exhibition, which had not been publicised in 108 for suggestions about venues in the closest villages (o the proposals, and were held at
2016 This may be due to the limited time when the exhibitions were mounted and the very short notice period Uarma\ venues famiar (o the local community. Exhibiions were run into the evening (o allow
letters were received less than a week before the first exhibition). Signage at all venues was low-key, without notices people to come after work. We welcomed the exit-poll which provided a useful check
displayed on main village streets. Exit pols found very few altendees in favour of the project. In terms of informing the for our own informal recording of visitor numbers. The exhibitions are intended to help
b end aiing stpn), the exerse faled people understand the proposals, and provide an opportunity for discussion and
CRELd @i (e ks ‘COUNCIL OFFICES: The depositin early October of 15 ring-binders plus questions. Experience suggests strongly that they tend to be attended by objectors
appendices, e reports, some misfiled, others in drat, created an insuperable task for public rather than supporters. Around 370 visitors over the 5 events (with less than 30 visior
scrutiny and comment in the allotted period. Scanning through it is evident that some reports contain much opinion and in Towcester) is considered an effective exercise. Draft document was labelled as
L TR B i S s 5 B S drat, and the Applicant was open about the Work in progress' nature of much of the
the proposal work - consulation during, rather than after, the application is prepared is considered
T S AT T S e e T argumens including misleading more helpful and useful to all parties.
quotations from reports, some of which actually oppose the proposals. In conclusion it s felt that the consultation was
inadequate, with the vast majority of those who expressed an opinion, including ourselves, remaining unconvinced by an
opposed to the proposals.
1am strongly opposed 1o a SRFI at this location: While there is a need, al the existing SRFI's are ited in Recognition of the need for, and importance of, SRFIs is noted and welcome. The.
the Midlands or the North and these need to be spread more widely. The Daventry SRFI, only 18 miles away has been NPSNN policycontext s presented in detailin the Planning Statement, but the NPSNN
granted a DCO whichwillprovide future capacity for 20 years, there are three other SRFT's in the East Midlands at the pre| does not identify the locations or extent of the expanded network it envisages and
application stage, including the proposed Rail Central SRFI adjoining this site, as wel as substantal existing encourages - the application shows how the proposals accord fully with the NPSNN,
\warehousing. This doesn't include further SFRI' in the wider Midlands. This concentration of capacity s contrary to including in terms of the minimum 4 trains per day (with Rail Reports subitted to
NSPSNN guidance. In addition the states a SRFI shoul handling a minimum of 4 rain explain this). The issues raised about potential local highways effects are noted - the
per day and | understand Network Rl has state that the West Coast Malnine is nearing capaity o t st lear whethy potentialimpacs at local junctions were an important consideration in the Transport
this minimum can be achieved. NCC's Rail Strategy says any released capacity should be used for passenger services. Assessment and a full Highways Mitigation Strategy formed part of the Statge 2 (and
understand the forecast is for over 14,000 extra traffic movements per day, of which most will be HGV's, impacting on the| Further Stage 3) consulation processes. It shows that traffic conditions and queing
‘Ads and AS08 local roads as well as Jnct 15 of the M1. These local roads are already heavily congested at peak times are much improved, vith benefits for a large number of local routes and communites.
CRz 61 \with long queues in either direction, when M1 With existing and The landscape and visual and other local effects are all considered and assessed in th
proposed house building and other development ocally also having an impact t s clear that insufficient consideration has final ES which forms part of the application, and refer to the measures taken to
been given o the cumulative impacts in terms of capacity, congestion and pollution. SRFI's can have positive employmer minimise the effects.
benefits but South Northamptonshire has very low levels of employment so the workforce would need to commue furthes
adding to to vehicle movements, congestion and pollution. The site is in open countryside away from urban centres, in
conflict with the need o provide links with existing and new communites, contrary o the aim of providing sustainable
ransport modes and its adverse impact on the rural landscape setting. This is a rural area with a scattering of small
picturesque villages and the sheer scale and size of the SRFI will overwhelm them. | am not satisfied that any
environmental mitigation measures will be suficient to reduce the impact.
Concerned about the proposed traffic signals at the Collingtree junction - suggested that a deceleration lane should be The Highways mitigation proposals have considered a range of issues regarding
provided into properties on London Road, close to the golf course. capacity, but also safety, in conjunction with the Transport Working Group. The works
CR262 London Rd o the A4S are necessary to balance these issues, and to ensure efficient operation of
e, Sl nE D e AT 1
ist cal raff
egaramy w 5
letter as we do not have any activities n the area the Northampton Gateway SRFI concerns. Z:‘:;:Z’;f‘i‘“‘f;z:s contacted via $42, and a response provided to expeln the purpose
CR263 sa2 We would thus kindly ask you to provide us with a short clarfication on why we have been chosen as reciever of this
letier?
Concerned about increase in lorries and trucks using comer on Church Lane (o turn around as a result of widening of Response apparently sent in response (o a Site Notice nearby. A brief response was
AS08 (large vehicles currently prohibited). Request for clarification on impact on existing street ights, bus stop and sent at the time via WSP (who lead regarding site nofices). Comments and issues
footpath. Concern in respect of recent accidents on both sides of the vilage — sensible to have less, slower traffic and to regarding local traffic are noted. The existing concerns regarding crossing points are
straighten and widen the foad on either end outside the village: addressed by the works proposed as part of the Highways Mitigation Strategy. A grou
CR264 This is a Conservation area — traffc has a detrimental effect o the village (Grafton Regis), and Tudor Cottage rattles of residents from Grafton Regis attended the Roade event in October 2017, an
when lorries past as itis a building of some age and interest, discussed these same local issues with the transport consultant.
A meeting with other residents (presentation) for more informationwould be useful.
Other comments from residens in Grafton Regis: Crossing the road safely to get on /off buses s impossible due to
volume and speed of raffci_access 10 footpaths adjacent 1o AS08 impossible.






