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7t February 2025
Dear Sirs

TR050007 Hinckley SRFI- Warwickshire County Council (20040686/HRFI-AFP550 )
Extension of Time - Comments on Documents Submitted by Applicant 10t
December 2024

Further to your consultation letter dated 20" December 2024, the following comments
are submitted on behalf of Warwickshire County Council (WCC) in relation to the
additional documents that have been submitted by the Applicant to the 10t December
2024 extension:

dDCO (Document Ref 3.1E)

As previously raised at Deadline 8 and in the latest Statement of Common Ground
(Appendix A), Schedule 13 Protective Provisions, Part 4, para 13 under Approvals
regarding a 42 day deemed consent is a concern. The ExA commented in their report:

7.4.174. In our view, the 42 day period sets an appropriate balance between allowing
WCC sufficient time to assess any submission and ensuring appropriate priority. We
therefore are not recommending a change of the preferred DCO.

Whilst it is appreciated that a Nationally Significant Project requires appropriate priority,
this will adversely impact on the ability of planning and highway authorities to progress
other applications sitting with the authorities. As a public body the planning and highway
authorities would not unreasonably delay processing applications/submissions, but the
wording in the dDCO will require that local authority officers immediately consider HNRFI
submissions irrespective of other ongoing schemes/workloads, and therefore those
regional/local schemes will be delayed as a consequence.

The dDCO does not have a reciprocal obligation for the Applicant to respond with
updated submissions within 42 days. It is not uncommon in our experience for local
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highway authorities to provide comments on applications and several months can pass
before revised designs are submitted during the technical approval process.

With respect to the issue raised at Deadline 8 in respect of consultation on the removal
of trees/landscaping, the ExA commented in their report:

7.4.176. In our view, while felling of the tree would not be given an exemption under
S96A(1)(e) the publicity arrangements for this Application would have sufficiently
covered this matter and therefore no additional commuted sum would be necessary
beyond that covered in the DCO.

The matter that WCC considers remains, is that not all of the works (Highways Works or
ancillary eg. location of monitoring equipment within the highway) have been shown in
sufficient detail in the documents submitted to identify potential loss of trees/landscaping
and therefore neither the authorities or the public have had sufficient consultation on the
detailed proposals, the potential loss of trees/landscaping, and associated arboricultural
value. This matter should be addressed as part of the DCO if consented.

Unilateral Undertaking (Doc ref 9.4)

This second s106 Unilateral Undertaking is drafted such that obligations are given by
landowners/developer/mortgagee to Leicestershire County Council (LCC), as set out on
the second and third pages.

Warwickshire County Council (WCC) are not a party to those obligations, but there is
reference within the first s106 Unilateral Undertaking (doc ref 9.2) and the second s106
Unilateral Undertaking to the Gibbet Hill Contribution and its payment to WCC. There is
no formal agreement in place requiring WCC to 1) confirm a receipt of a contribution to
LCC, or 2) to forward it to National Highways. Whilst WCC do hold other contributions
towards an improvement at Gibbet Hill they are for those developments that are sited
within the administrative boundary of Warwickshire. Where other contributions are
provided by developments that sit within other administrative boundaries, the obligation
for monitoring, enforcement and receipt of contributions is with the relevant planning or
highway authority.

Therefore, it is not clear where the responsibility for enforcement falls in respect of the
Gibbet Hill contribution.

The proposed agreement prevents occupation until the Gibbet Hill Contribution has
been paid to Warwickshire County Council (“WCC?”) in full. Itis WCC’s understanding
that this sum still has to be agreed with National Highways. On this basis WCC are of
the view that this schedule should be amended so that the Gibbet Hill Contribution is
paid to National Highways.

Should National Highways not secure Road Investment Strategy funding for an
improvement scheme for Gibbet Hill, then the fall-back position for CIL compliancy is
that an agreed scheme of works shown to mitigate for the impacts of the proposed
development should be delivered. It is understood that the scheme of works proposed
has not been agreed with National Highways, neither have the contributions proposed



under the two Unilateral Undertakings. Therefore there does not seem to be any
certainty that the impacts of the Hinckley National Rail Freight Interchange at Gibbet
Hill can be mitigated.

HGV Route Management Strateqy (Doc Ref 17.4F)
The ExA’s report recommended:

7.4.124. We set out in section 3.3.435 to 3.3.438 why we consider the HGVRP would
not be fit for purpose. In a similar way to the STS (see section 7.4.105) if the SoS was
minded to wish to take this forward our recommendation would be that the HGVRP
should no longer be a certified document under Schedule 15 and Req 18 redrafted so
that it effectively becomes an outline HGVRP which would then need to be formally re-
submitted and approved by the relevant local planning authority. The change in Table
11 includes drafting to seek to resolve those areas where we found deficiencies.

The HGV Route Management Strategy has been revised, and taken on board the WCC
comments made at Deadline 8 and the correspondence entered into prior to the 10t
December Extension, and this is welcomed.

The ExA recommended in their report that this document should be an Outline
document, and WCC would agree with this recommendation. As noted in the
Statement of Common Ground between the Applicant and WCC, there are still matters
that would benefit from further consideration. This includes the mechanism for
ensuring/monitoring that any high-sided HGVs travelling between the site and to/from
the north-west of England do not use that part of the A5 which passes beneath the
Nutts Lane railway bridge until such time as the carriageway is lowered. Further as the
lowering of the carriageway is subject to a third party delivering the works, there is no
timescale for delivery or guarantee of the works being delivered at this point in time.

Sustainable Transport Strateqy (Doc Ref 6.2.8.1E)
The ExA’s report recommended:

7.4.105. As set out in section 3.3.425 we consider that the STS does not provide a
challenging approach to an operator to encourage the uses of sustainable modes of
travel. We consider the initial targets are insufficiently ambitious, being based on the
site location rather than where employees would be likely to live, and employees should
be given 6 month free bus passes for the DRT as well as public bus provision.

7.4.106. If the SoS was minded to take this forward our recommendation would be that
the STS should no longer be a certified document under Schedule 15 and Req 9
redrafted so that the STS effectively becomes an outline STS which would then need to
be formally re-submitted and approved by the relevant local planning authority. Table
11 includes drafting to resolve two of the issues where we consider there are
deficiencies in the drafting.

The Sustainable Transport Strategy has been revised to include for a further 5%
reduction in single occupancy car trips, and to provide a private bus service between
the site and south-east Leicester.



The revised document does not take account or provide any comment on the concerns
raised by WCC at Deadline 8 in regard to:

e the lack of public/private bus connectivity to Rugby (an area where there are
significant logistics and distribution operations and therefore likely to provide a
source of suitably skilled employees)

e the provision of a free 6 month bus pass to all employees will be limited to the
first 6 months of building occupations — so unless buildings are fully occupied
within that period, not all employees can benefit from this measure

Therefore WCC would agree with the ExA’s recommendation that this document should
be Outline to allow these types of matters to be further discussed and agreed before
approving the document.

Cross-in-Hands Roundabout

It was previously agreed at Deadline 8 that no capacity mitigation works are required on
the WCC approaches to this junction and the wording within the dDCO was drafted by
the Applicant to allow flexibility over agreement not to provide the works.

However further to discussions with the Applicant, National Highways and
Leicestershire County Council over the last few months, it is not clear what mitigation
works will be required at this junction. Should any works be required then WCC would
expect to be a party to the Road Safety Audit process (including agreement to the Brief
as set out within the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges GG119) and to agree to the
works required to be delivered.

Gibbet Hill Roundabout

WCC have consistently requested that VISSIM modelling should have been undertaken
to identify the impact of the additional development traffic at this junction, and to model
a mitigation scheme, as other developments in the area have been required to do.

WCC do not agree with the use of ARCADY for assessing development impacts on this
junction. National Highways have a validated VISSIM model that is available and the
Applicant was made aware of this; other recent development proposals have been
required to use the VISSIM model for their planning applications; the network in this
area is heavily congested with severe queues and delays in the peak periods on the
four A5 and A426 approaches; and National Highways have previously raised concerns
about the potential for queues to extend back to the M6 some 2km to the south.

The ARCADY assessments submitted for the base year do not reflect the current peak
hour queues observed on the A426 northbound, these indicate a queue of circa 300m
in the pm peak hour, and the queue survey data recorded on behalf of the Applicant for
reference purposes indicates queues in the order of 11 vehicles for most of the time
slices recorded during the pm peak hour. This is not considered to provide a sufficiently
accurate base model from which to assess impacts of the proposed HNRFI
development or the proposed mitigation. Officers have observed queues on the A426
northbound of around 1-1.3km in the peak, average neutral weekday journey time data
which is commercially available (INRIX Data) indicates an average journey speed of
18.9mph over the 2km link (from M6 junction 1 to Gibbet Hill junction) which has a



signed speed limit of 60mph, and typical traffic speed conditions available from Google
Maps shows pm peak hour queues for neutral week days as ranging between 630-
834m (Appendix B).

It is understood that the scheme proposed (HRF-BWB-GEN-XX-DR-TR-114 P3) to
mitigate for the impacts of the proposed HNRFI development has not been agreed by
National Highways. WCC has approved the appended Road Safety Audit Brief
(Appendix C) for the proposed scheme, however if a different scheme is
required/agreed with National Highways, then WCC would expect the Road Safety
Audit process to be started afresh.

A concern raised by WCC with the proposed design is the swept path tracking. National
Highways previously raised a concern over the likelihood either for two HGV’s travelling
side by side entering the junction and/or travelling around the circulatory carriageway
for side swipe incidents to occur. If not addressed as part of the mitigation scheme
WCC consider it is likely that HGV’s will continue to position centrally on the
approaches and on the circulatory to minimise this risk, therefore the mitigation scheme
will not deliver the improvements intended. The revised scheme shows some minor
kerb changes on the circulatory carriageway and some white lining on the circulatory
carriageway. Whilst the swept path drawing referenced in the Road Safety Audit Brief
(HRF-BWB-GEN-XX-DR-TR-134) shows the HGVs travelling side by side, the tracking
speed used is 15kph (9.3mph), and some of the tracks have used a large number of
target points to create the path which may indicate that a smooth and constant driving
arc may not be possible in practice. BWB have advised that:

Other than the above parameters, the design speed to be used for swept path analysis is not stated in the DMRB. However, the swept path analysis
was undertaken using the industry standard Autodesk Autotrack software. The software guidance recommends that manual amendments are made
to limit turning radius where paths are tested faster than 15km/h due to dynamic effects on the vehicle which are not modelled by the software.

The guidance warns against testing above 15kph as adjustments should then be made to the dynamic effects (weight shift, tyre grip, roll over effect
and a number of variables per vehicle). The guidance then goes onto warn: “The pre-defined dynamic values used in these dynamic settings are
taken from AASHTO and TAC handbooks are intended for use with normal road vehicles, i.e. cars, lorries etc. If your vehicle is very large, e.g an
aircraft or very small then they may not be appropriate, or you may need to define custom values™.

Vehicle tracking is a constant speed analysis whereas in reality, vehicles will slow down at the entry to the roundabout and then speed up again at
the exit. Adjusting the speed variable only effects the steering input applied over a certain distance as steering is applied at a fixed, constant rate.
Therefore, at higher speeds, vehicles travel further while steering angle is being applied. The vehicle speed setting does not affect the amount of
space required for a vehicle to undertake a given manoeuvre.

Therefore, the speed used in the swept path analysis is appropriate and altering this speed would have negligible effect on the design.
It is considered that HGVs will want to travel faster than 9mph around the circulatory of
this reasonably large ICD roundabout, and if they cannot do so safely then they will
continue to occupy central positions on the approach lanes and the circulatory.
Notwithstanding the above assurance that the speed used is appropriate, if the DCO is
consented, swept paths with speeds more commensurate with a large roundabout
should be provided as part of the Road Safety Audit, as well as the tracking for semi —
trailer HGV'’s, in order to be assured that an agreed mitigation scheme will be suitable
and deliverable.

As detailed above, the Applicant has proposed making contributions, under the two
Unilateral Undertakings that have been submitted, towards a wider, as yet unknown
and unfunded scheme for which delivery is subject to National Highways securing
funding from the Road Investment Strategy (RIS).



The preferred approach would be for a contribution to be made towards a more
significant National Highways scheme for improvement at this junction, and paid directly
to National Highways, as their scheme would be designed to accommodate the
cumulative impacts of several committed developments. However should a National
Highways scheme not secure RIS funding for any reason, then the fallback should be
the provision of a scheme of mitigation that has been agreed by the Local Highway
Authorities and National Highways as sufficient to mitigate for the development impacts.
Therefore, either the cost estimate used to inform the contribution needs to be agreed
and be sufficiently robust to reduce the risk of it not being delivered due to a lack of
funding, or provision should be included within the DCO for an agreed mitigation
scheme to be delivered by the Applicant.

As referenced above section 106 obligations need to be given to the public body
responsible for delivering the works or the LPA with responsibility for enforcement of
that contribution.

WCC has worked with the Applicant and the other highway authorities throughout this
application process. We trust that these comments are helpful to the Secretary of State
and her Advisors in their further considerations.

Yours faithfully

Joanne Archer
Service Manager Planning & Highways Development Management



Appendix A

Statement of Common Ground between Tritax Symmetry (Hinckley) Ltd and
Warwickshire County Council (excludes page 11 as would require redacting of
personal details)



February 2024

Planmning Act 2008

TRITAX SYMMETRY [HINCELEY) LIMITED

PROPOSED HINCELEY MATIONAL RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE
OFF M&9 JUNCTION 2, LEICESTERSHIRE

DOC REF 19.6B

Statement of Common Ground between
Tritax Symmetry (Hinckley) Limited and Warwickshire County Council Highways

Matters Agreed
Matters Mot Agreed
Traffic and Transport

Version Control

Version| Date Issued by
01 09.10.2023 T5L

02 09.01.2024 T5L

03 23.02.2024 T5L

04 16.12. 2024 TSL

OFFI



STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND+ HINCKLEY NATIOMAL RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE

COMTENTS

1. MATTERS OF AGREEMENT AND DISAGREEMENT
1.1. Traffic and Transport

2. AGREEMENT OMTHIS 5906
11-E1

Fabruary 2024

OFFICIAL



STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND+ HINCKLEY MATIONAL RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE

1.

MATTERS OF AGREEMENT AMD DISAGREEMENT

Traffic and Transport Matters agreed

Ref. Matter agreed Record of agreement
1 The Tranzport Aszezsment and ES Chapter 8 | Agreed through this 500G
have been prepared in accordance with the
Hational Policy Statement for Mational
MWetworks [MPSHM).
2 Development Trip distribution as produced Agresment from WCC
by AECOM (TN1) 13.12.21
3. Development Traffic generation (Including Agresment from WCC
Rail Freight to HGY Movemenits) received 10.12.21
4. PRTM 2.2 Uncertzinty Log VE, dated Agresment from WCC
02/02,/2022 received through TWGE
L. FRTM 2.2 Forecast Modelling Brief- inclusive | Agresment from WCC
of assessment years and scenarigs received through TWG,
although WCC didn’t see
the need for the WaoDW35
scenario madelling.
6. RRAM Scoping and Methodology Agresment from WCC
received 17.03.22
7. Site Wide Trawvel Plan Agresment from WCC on
23.02.24
8 Rugby Rural Area Model Outputs Agreement from WCC on
the 23.02.24
a3 Furmessing Approach and base data Agreement in principls
from WCC on the 23.02.24
[differences to be dealt
with via updated sensitivity
10 Timing for delivery of infrastructure/phasing | Agreement in_principls
from WCC on the 23.02.24
11 Mechanism for addressing unforesesn Agresment from WCC on
transport impacts on the netwoaork for the the 23.02.24
operational phass is through appropriate
planning obligations, trawvel plan monitoring
and developing detailed propossals for




STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND+ HINMCKLEY NATIONAL RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE

delivery of zustainable tranzport meazures

and off-site junction improvements

Matters not agreed

Ref.

Matter not agreed

Actions and updates

HGV Route
hanzgement Flan &
Strategy

WICC have been in lizison with the
Applicant and generally happy with all the
updates to the document, but howewver
note a final version will be submitted at
OL7, which we would like to review and
confirm for deadline 8 in our position
statement._

January 2025

The HGY Route Manasement Plan &
Strategy has been redrafted to take
account of the comments raised by WCC at
Deadline & and more recent

correspondence prior to the J0=
December 2024 Extension. WCC are in

apreemeant with thoss changes.

The document states that any large/high-
sided HGEW'= [over 4.6m) will be advised to
take routes that do not include the AS
betwesn the A47 and WMES
junction 1 dus to the high number of
bridee strike incidents at the Metwork Rail
Hutts Lane Bridze [thiz is currently the
maost struck bridze in the country which
regularly cawses major disruption to the
area). There are no proposals within the
document for monitoring and enforcement
of this situation, by way of ANPR or other
measure. Whilzt this situstion may
ultimately be resolved this is subject to
improvement works to lower the
carniageway being carried out by a third
B3ty development following a planning
consent, therefore there is no certainty if

or wihen the works will be delivered. There
iz mo requirement for this MSIF proposal to
deliver the works.

On this basis, we would agree with the
ExA’= recommendation that this document

should be an Outline submission to enable

February 2024




STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND+ HINCKLEY NATIONAL RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHAMNGE

Ref. Matter not agreed Rating Actions and updates

further detzil and monitoring/enforcement
ta be included as appropriate for the safe
and efficient operation of the network.

2 Sustainzble WCC have been in lisison with the
Tramspaort Strategy Applicant and gensrally happy with all the
updates to the document, but however
note a final version will be submitted at
OL7, which we would like to review and
confirm for deadline 8 in our position
statement.

January 2025

Document ref 5.2.8.1 E revision 10 [issue
record states rev 12) December 2024 has
not taken on board the WCC comments
made gt Deadline g or the more recent
correspondence prior to the 105
December 2024 Extension. the
WCC comments made at Deadline 8
remain.

The revisions that have besn included in
this updated document — additional 5%
reduction in single car ococupancy trips in

peak hours, additional private bus service
for 5E Leicester - are supported, however
they are unlikely to further reduce single
Car oooupancy journeys for any future

employees travelling from Warwickshire.
The document does not make it clear if the
same mode share targets are applicable to
the shift chanee/off-peak periods.

On this basis WCC would sgree with the
Exf's recommendation that this document

should be an Qutline submission.

3 Construction Traffic WCC have been in limison with the
hManagemsnt Flan Applicant and generally happy with all the
updates to the document, but however
note a final version will be submitted at
DOL7, which we would like to review and
confirm for deadline 8 in our position
statement.

January 2025

February 2024

Lay

OFFICIAL




STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND+ HINCKLEY NATIONAL RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE

Ref. Matter not agreed Rating Actions and updates

Mo update to this document, WCC
comments made at Deadline 8 remain, and
WCC do not consider the draft DCO
provides sufficient protection for the
impacks of construction traffic.

4. Forecast VISSIM
maodelling 11 M&S

Mo comments have besn provided on the
Forecast VISSIM summary with the
Transport Aszessment znd/or the modals.
Further to submitted TA, 2023 surveys
requested by LCC have been included in
the furnessed matrices and the VISSIM
madelling has been updated and forms
part of the 2023 Tranzport Updats [doc
reference 18.13.2). No mitigation works
are proposed st this junction, which is
aperating better owverzll.

WCC awaiting NH review. NH consultants
infarmed EWE that the Base Model had
zlready been accepted by MH. Forecast
Miodel, shows a very smazll increase on
qusues om the Warwickshire arm._

January 2025

MH have confirmed to WCC that the
WISSIM modelling for this junction has
been accepted. The reported increases in
peak pericd average snd maximum QuUeuss
and delays are unlikely to have a severe
impact on the B4103 Hinckley Road
northbound approach arm. This matter is

now agreed.

L. Rosd Safety Audit MBS Junction 1 and Gibbet lunction, road
Stage 1 safety audit reguired if any mitigation is to
bz delivered under DCO.

Applicant confirmed that no Mitigation is
proposad 3t ME9 J1 and a CIL compliant
financial contribution is being zought
towards MH wider scheme at Gibbet
roundabout._

January 2025
WCC will need to agree any Road Safety
Audit bri review the subsequent

sudits and designer’s responses for any

4 February 2024




STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUMD+ HINCKLEY NATIONAL RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHAMNGE

Ref. Matter not agreed Rating Actions and updates

highway works carried out on the WCC
network.

This is likely to include:

*  Gibbet Hill

*  Crosz-in-Hands

* AMPR Camera locations

Gibbet Hill — brief has been agresd by
Lo, howewer it is understood that MH

hawe not agreed the scheme so this may
need to be revisited.

Cross-in-Hand — it was agreed that no
wiorks were reguired on the WECC network
but the drafting of the DCO does not make
this clear, therefore should any works be
reguired WCC will need to be a party to
the process. & package of information has
been provided (30/1,/25) by BWE for WCC
to review. This is unlikely to be completed
by the deadline of 7'" February.

ANPR Camera Locations — indicated im doc
ref 17.4F rev 15 (HGV Route Management

detailed plans to be submitted to agree
precize locations for siting such equipment

within the highway, and some or all of
these may require 2 Road Safety Audit to

be cammied out. The proposals provided are

not sufficiently detailed in order for these
to be agreed or RSA Briefs to be sgreed.

WCC consider that this reguirement should
be included for within doc 17.4F [as at para
1_&c bullet point 4 for potential gateway
measures). On this basiz, WCC would agree
with the ExA's recommendation that this
document should be an Qutline submission
to enable such matters to be resolved.

& itigation on
WCC/NH Highways

MBS 11, s=e point 4,

AL Longshoot/Dodwells, see point 3,
Gibbet Roundabout, see point 3.
Coal Pit Lane Roundabout (Cross in
Hands), z2e below

5 Fisbruary 2024
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STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND+ HINMCKLEY NATIONAL RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE

Ref. Matter not agreed Rating Actions and updates

A sensitivity test was carried out by the
Applicant and WCC consider that there is
na longer 2 requirement to provide
mitigation for the HMRFI development on
either the B4027 Lutterworth Rosd
spproach or the Cosl Pit Lane arm. The
RRAM (Rurzl Rugby Arez Modal) alse
didn't flag any issues here when the HNRFI
development was madelled.

WCC have advised the applicant that they
should provide this information to NH and
LCC and submit to the ExA for
consideration.

The applicant has shared both sensitivity
tests with LCC, NH and WCC for review.

WCC Deadline 6 rezponze states additional
information submitted by Applicant on
preliminary design to address the
prablems identified within the Interim
Road Safety Audit. WCC are satisfied that
this zdditional information demonstrates
the scheme would be acceptablz in
principle to WCLC.

January 2025

Crozs-in-Hand — it was agreed at Deadline
8 that no works wers reguired on the WCC
network bazed on the sensitivity
maodelling, but the drafting of the DCD and
inclusion of Warks Mumber 16 drawings
does not make this clear. It has not been
zereed betwesen The Applicant and MH
what the scheme of mitigation works
should be. JTherefore should any works be
reguired on the WCC part of the network
to enable mitigation works to be delivered,
WCC will need to be 3 consulted.

T Design changes and Subject to the highway authority review
drawings to 2 meeting on the 5" of March._
suitable scale
proposed for Cross- January 2025
in-Hands junction See zbove WCC agreed works not reguired
and identification of on WCC metwaork, any works that impact

sny departures

OFFICIAL



STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND+ HINCKLEY NATIONAL RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE

Ref. Matter not agreed Rating Actions and updates

WEC network following detailed design
wiould need to be agreed with WICC.

g AS/A426 Gibbet Hill At the mesting held with the highway
WISSIMI modelling suthorities on the 11th of December 2023,
MH confirmed that their scheme included
within the Applicant’s azsessment wazn't
being taken forward at Gibbet
Roundabout. Howewver, they have another
proposed scheme, which they would
share.

At 3 further mesting with highway
authaorities on the 18th of December 2023,
MH confirmed that this scheme is not yet in
the public domain and cannot be shared.
Howewer, MH will reguest a financial
contribution ta this scheme from the
spplicant based on proportionate impact.

A sensitivity test was undertaken for MH on
turning propartions 2t the junction during
furneszsing and MH =gresd the amendead
flows. These were then tested in the
arcady pnodel =nd the mitigation schemes
included in the Transport 2023 update, has
been costed and issued to MH for review._

January 2025

WCC have consistently maintzined that
this junction should be modelled uzing the
existing Mational Highways VISSIM mode
in order to ensure that the existing gueuss
and delays on fhe goprosches are
adeguately represented, the Arcady
models used do not do this.

The 2023 baze ARCADY model results
suggest 3 gueus of circa 300m on the A42E6
northbound approach (FM peak],
gbzervations by officers and journey speed
data show the queue is likely to be in the

order of 1.3km on an average neutral
weekday. This is also confirmed in IMR1X
Data which is commercially available as
well as typical traffic speeds available on
Soogle. The -55;"- were requested by WCC

Fabruary 2024
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STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND+ HINCKLEY NATIONAL RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE

Ref.

Matter not agreed

Rating

Actions and updates

to undertake site vizits during the weekday
PM peak period.

WCC have raised concerns gver the speed
of HGEY's tracked for the proposed

mitigation scheme. BWE has confirmed

that a speed of 15kph (9.3mph] has been
applied, but WCC do not consider this to

be reflective of the junction layout, current
or likely future vehice speeds through the
junction, and higher speeds can be
aszessed in the tracking software. This iz
important becauze the proposed

mitigation scheme needs to accommodate
two HGWs travelling around the circulatory

carmageway side by side —and a little owver

Smph is not considered & robust
aszessment.

It has not been confirmed that National
Highways have accepted the proposed

mitigation scheme as deliverable.

It has not been confirmed that NH have
accepted the mitigation scheme cost
estimate as sufficient to deliver this
scheme.

Whilst it is the Applicants preference to
pravide a contribution towards 3 larger
scheme that NH would deliver, should

Road Investment Stratesy (RIS] funding not
be secuwred, then thiz scheme has to be

- ---- - - - - - s

capable of being delivered independently
and there is no mechanism for that.

Iherefore WCC have asked the Applicant if
this should, similar to Cross-in-Hand, be an
identified Works Scheme for CIL
compliancy. Should it be agreed that the
Applicants mitigation scheme need not be
delivered_ this position is already
accounted for in the drafting of the DCO.
Hogweyer if the wider MH scheme is not

delivered within a suitable timeframe, thiz
scheme nesds to be deliverable.

Febrnuary 2024

OFFICIAL




STATEMENT OF COMBMON GROUND+ HINCKLEY MATIONAL RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE

Ref. Matter not agreed Rating Actions and updates

9 AS Mational Highways Protocol provided as
Longzhoot/Dodwells appended to the MH written
VISSIM maodelling representation at Deadline 1 (document

Ref: Repl-122) submission to PINS and the
relevant model was provided to the
applicant in late October 2023, This model
has been utilized and included in the work
undertaken for the 2023 Transpart
Updsate, including Padge Hall Farm traffic
and mitigation as per meetings in
Movember and December with the
highway authorities.

WECC are reliant on MH consultants review
and a3 highway authority mesting is
arramged for the 5" of March 2024

January 2025

MH hawve confirmed to WCC that the
VISSIM modelling for thiz junction has
been accepted and that no mitigation
works are reguired.

WCC do not agree with this position as the
A5 /The Lopeshoot /847 Dodywells junctions
are a seversly congested part of the
netyrgrk and any additional traffic wil
sdversely impact. i as the AS
forms part of the Stratepic Road network
that MH are responsible for WCC
scknowledge that this is 3 decision for
them to taks.

10 AL change to This forms part of the MH review and
network at Mutts zubject to a highway authority mesting on
Lan= rzil bridge and the Sth of March.
impact on
reassignment January 2025

See point 1 above re HGW route monitoring

11 dDCD and
mechanizm to agres
delivery of works
[5278 & permits) on
WICC network

WCC hawe an issue with the 22 day
deemed consent and applicant would not
sgree to & 5278 sgreement to carry out the
works.

January 2025
Motwithstanding the Exf's comment on
this within their Beport, sehich prioritises
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STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUNDs HINCKLEY NATIONAL RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE

Ref. Matter not agreed Rating Actions and updates

MSIP schemes ower other reFional and local
development schemes, this clause within
the dRCO will adversely impact on the
sbility of planning and highway authaorities
to progress the wolume of other
applications that would be sitting with the

gthorties and will delay their delivery.

10 February 2024
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Appendix B

A426 northbound approach to Gibbet Hill junction — neutral weekday pm peak
hour typical traffic speed data (INRIX Data & Google Maps)

link_id hour veh_cls AvgSpdKpk avg_jt(s) roadClassi routeHiera formOfWay roadClas_1roadMamel_  AwgSpdMph
4000000019190357A 17:00 1 4521286 70.89343 ARoad ARoad Primary  Single Carriageway A426 Leicester Road 28
4000000019190361A 17:00 1 3244071 75.21057 ARoad ARoad Primary  Single Carriageway A426 Leicester Road 20
4796’ A0000000152672458 17:00 1 4354573 15.589 ARoad ARoad Primary  Single Carriageway A426 Leicester Road 27
4'/0 AQ00000015315959404 17:00 1 399662 4.3 ARoad ARoad Primary  Traffic Island Link At Junction  A426 Leicester Road 25
’2} 4000000015650525A 17:00 1 4524529 21.46529 ARoad ARoad Primary  Single Carriageway Ad26 Leicester Road 28
0/_47 50000051847152314 17:00 1 44,403 2475986 ARoad ARoad Primary  Single Carriageway Ad26 Leicester Road 28
@ 50000052837971658 17:00 1 38.09673 5.864727 ARoad ARoad Primary  TrafficIsland Link At Junction  A426 24
5000005283797167B 17:00 1 4285864 18.04691 ARoad ARoad Primary  Single Carriageway Ad26 Leicester Road 27
TOTAL(s) 236.1398
TOTAL (min) 3.94
Average Link Speed (mph) 189
A00000001591503578 17:00 1 56.70588  38.4785 ARoad ARoad Primary  Single Carriageway A426 Leicester Road 35
5,7 40000000191203618 17:00 1 4932214 4858414 ARoad ARoad Primary  Single Carriageway Ad26 Leicester Road 31
‘39 A00000001926724584 17:00 1 45534 1394144 ARoad ARoad Primary  Single Carriageway Ad26 Leicester Road 28
L% 4000000015315544B 17:00 1 4269 3.169 ARoad ARoadPrimary  Trafficlsland Link At Junction  A426 Leicester Road 27
066 40000000156505258 17:00 1 58.67763 11.95425 ARoad ARoad Primary  Single Carriageway Ad26 Leicester Road 36
0{, 5000005194715231B 17:00 1 59.69963 12.24275 ARoad ARoad Primary  Single Carriageway Ad26 Leicester Road 37
¢r 5000005283797166A 17:00 1 3234833 6.386778 ARoad ARoad Primary  Traffic Island Link At Junction  A426 Leicester Road 20
5000005283797167A 17:00 1 4067633 18.787 ARoad ARoad Primary  Single Carriageway A426 Leicester Road 25
TOTAL(s) 153.5439
TOTAL (min) 2.56
Average Link Speed (mph) 291

Link data made up of 8 segments
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Tuesday

Queue shown as red — 630m
Queue shown as yellow — 1.52km

Churchover

Typical traffic =

I
0B:00

M@w T F s s
Tuesday, 17:30

esda

Measure distance
Click on the map to add to your path

Total distance: 630,62 m (2,068.95 f1)




Wednesday

Queue shown as red — 641m
Queue shown as yellow — 1km

Churchover

Measure distance
Click on the map to add to your path

Total distance: 641.46 m (2,104.54 ft)




Thursday

Queue shown as red — 834m
Queue shown as yellow — 1.86km

Churchover

Typical traffic «

MTWwW@F s s
Thursday, 17:35

0B:00

Measure distance
Click on the map to add to your path

Total distance: 833.91 m (2,735.94 f1)




Appendix C

Road Safety Audit Brief for Gibbet Hill junction (excludes page 1 as would require
redacting of personal details)

Scheme drawing — HRF-BWB-GEN-XX-DR-TR-114 P03



ROAD SAFETY AUDIT BRIEF

2  GEMERAL DETAILS

2.1 This Audit Brief i prepared in gccordance with G119 “Road Safety Audit” revision 2 and the Aucdit
shall be undertaken in accordanc e with this orief and G119

General

Hincldey Mational Rail Freight Interchaonge — $rategic Rood
Mehwork Improvements

Highwoy Scheme Nome:

AJ
e b A48
o SHmeE: Bugky Rood

Gibbet Lane

Type of Scheme: Capociy improvemeants te exdsting roundabout

REood Sofely Audil Sloge: S0

Contact Details

Orgonsation | Conbact name |

Cremmesin Hational
o '-'EI'::EI-..-; .|:| .;| ?__ Pafrick Thomias Patrick.thomasr@nationalhighways.couk
rganizafion Highwways
Gesslzoes.
Chversesin et
Crganisafion | ———— ———
County
Counci
. BB .
Technical o115
sulfa 1 : : : bconsult
Manager Cnn.;jf ng Al Dakes aj.oakes @bwbconsulting.com 2247100
Police Warwickshire .
Representafive Bofee rpw@warwickshire_pnn. pobce. sk
Avdit Team

22 The following Auwdit Team & proposed, and cument Cvs and records of ongoing professional
development are provided.

Postion | Conloct nome | Gualificofions
Audit T=am MEc Transport Planning and Monogemeni FIHT
Moomi Cooi
Leader Highwways England Cerfificate of Competency
Audit Teom
S Faul Wilion BA[Hors) MCIHT JEnk5a.
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ROAD SAFETY AUDIT ERIEF ..

Hinckley Maficnal Rail Freight Interchange, Leicestershire

3  SCHEME DETAILS

3.1 The overall scheme details are as folows:

Echeme Overview and
Furpose

Exient / Scope of Awdil

Construclion Frogramme

Design siondords

Crestails of WCHAR®

LocaBion of Awdil
Informofion

Zapaocity improvements to the Gibbet Hill cundob out

Thiz schemea has been designed fo mifigoie the impocts of the Hincldey Maofional
®ail Freight Intarchonge, and o inform a contibution by the HMRFl Applizant to
a wider improvement scheme ot this junction showd oddifional funding be
secured by Mafional Highwaoys under the Food Inwestment Strafeqy to allow
delivmry.

Thiz REA melofes to the copacity mprovement wors reguired fo mifigafe the
impacts of the HNRA scheme ot Giobet Hil rovndabout.

These woris are nof expecied to be constructed provided the RIS funding &
secuned and are designed fo inforrm a contribufion to mitigaote impacts ot this
junction, howewer the warks need fo be delverable under CIL regulofions,
therafore any progromme fo defeer fhese wwords wil need to be consideread
following the BIS announcement — Spring 2025,

Design Moruwal for Roods ond Bridges; Specification for Highwaoy Woric:
CD 10R, CO 114,

A WCHAR® hos been camed ouf for the HNRFl scheme and & included af the
link: WCHAR

To b= emailed to Sofety Awdi? Team

=W alking, Cycling & Horse-Riding Assezsment and Review

32 The location of the works that need to be covered Dy the audit are shown on Figure 1 Delow:
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ROAD SAFETY AUDIT BRIEF 1N

Hinckley Nafional Rail Freight Interchonge. Leicestershire

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

CAF GROUP

g 3 -
7
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Figure 1: Location Pian
LOCALITY

General description

The Miain HWRFA Site B2s 3 ko to the norh-east of Hinckiey, in a evel area of mized farmiland to the
nortr-west of Junction 2 of the MEP. The raiway betwesn Leicester and Hinckdey on the north-westem
bouwndary of the site 5 on Metaork Rail's strategic freight nefwornk, linking the west coast and east coast
rnain lines and forming a primary link between Felixstows, the Midiands and the Norh.

Hinckley town cenire and raiway statfion are both located approxmately two miles to fhe southwest,
Earl 2hilton and Barweall iz approdmately fwo miles fo the north and Stoney Stanton and Saogoie,are
appraximately two miles to the east. The B4547 Hinckley Road runs east-west to the south of the site,
and Burbage Common Road routes theough the site and enters/ exits at two separate locations to
the north].

Giobet Hill roundabout is on the AS to the south of Lutteraortn and formes the junction between the
AL, A424 Rugby Rood and Gibbet Lane.

Sumounding Highway Nebwork

The sumounding highway network s descrbed extensively in Section 4 of the Transport Assessment and
is divided info section: for the Srategic Road Metwork (3RM] and the Local Higmhway Metwont [LHM]
and ciovers the fype of rnogds, speed limits, pedestrian and cyclists' fociities as well as street lighting
and conneciing.
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ROAD SAFETY AUDIT BRIEF i

Hinckley Nofional Rail Freight Interchange, Leicestershire

CiAF GROLUP

Factors that may affect rood safety.

4.5  The folowing factors may affect road safety:

Direct aooesses

Euisting crossing poinfs

Wehicle ovemunning on existing roundaout

PFS in praximity to existing roundabout

Consirgined road widths on approgches and circulaiony

= Epeed of wehicles during peak and off-peak perods

Lane widihs and swept paths for ol tuming movements [particulardy HEW s including the impoct
of long semi-irgier HEYW's] on the approaches and throwgh the junction (there hove oeen g
significant number of near miss events ot this locatfion considersed fo be due fo the cumsnt
configuration and size fvolume of vehicles routing through it).

5  AMALYSIS

Collision Dota Analysis

5.1  Colision data for the latest Syeor period has been reviewesd for Giobet Hil and the collision map =
shion Delow:

52 Of the colisions in the last § years, three are recorded in the vicinity of the roundabout and these are
all recorded as being slight. Further informnation on these can be provided fo the auditor if required.

Depariures and Reloxations from Standards
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Al
ROAD SAFETY AUDIT BRIEF TN

Hinckley National Rail Freight Inferchange, Leicestershire
CAF GROUP

53 Mo departures from standards hove been identified at this stage by the design team for the mifigafion
sl 48

Previous Rood safety Audits

54  An imterm Stage 1 rood safety audit was camied out in October 2024 and the gudit report and
response report ars inciuded in the informafion provided with this brisf.

Strotegic decisions - items outside the scope of this Audit

5.5  Mothing torecord.
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ROAD SAFETY AUDIT BRIEF

Hinckley Mofional Raoil Freight Interchange, Leicestershire

5.4

List of documents and drowings provided with this Brief

The following information is provided in addition fo this Audit Brief and can be found with the Audit

Information in the location Eted abowve:

Document [ Drowing

Title

== BWB

HRF-EWE-GEN-XX-DR-TR-114 ‘Gibbet Hill HNEFI Mifigafion GA POz
HRF-EWE-GEN-XX-DR-TR-115 Gibbet Hill HNEFI Mifigafion Wisibdity ]
HRF-EWE-GEN-XX-DR-TR-114 Gibbet Hill Details of Works Required P01
HRF-EWE~GEN-XM-DR-TR-134 Sibbet Hill BWE MifigctionBaept Pathd] ]
TROSODOT 4.2.8.1 Apperdix 3.1 Transport Assessment e
HRF-BWB-GEN-REA-RE-TR-0004 Gibbet Hill Interim Btoge 1 R3A FO1
HRF-EWE~CGEN-REA-RP-CH-0007 Gibbet Hill Intarim Stage 1 RTA Response Report FO1
WCHAR ‘Walking Cycling ond Hose Fiding Assessment Pl

OFFICIAL

Joanne Archer f &

Last owapt path is laballed 2= 3 7.5t bax wan and
has been tracked with 3 car, give Glbbet Lang
sarvas the Shanwall Quarry, recommand tracking
with HGV see google images

23 Jarisary J035, 05T
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