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7th February 2025 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
TR050007 Hinckley SRFI– Warwickshire County Council (20040686/HRFI-AFP550 ) 
Extension of Time - Comments on Documents Submitted by Applicant 10th 
December 2024 
 
Further to your consultation letter dated 20th 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 10th 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 



 

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.  It is 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 Strategy (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 10th 
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 Strategy (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: 

• 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) 

• 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:

 
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)  

 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
  



 

 
 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
  



 

 
 

Appendix B 
 

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

 
 

 
Link data made up of 8 segments 
 

 
 
 
  



 

Tuesday 
 
Queue shown as red – 630m 
Queue shown as yellow – 1.52km 
 

 
 
 
  



 

Wednesday 
 
Queue shown as red – 641m 
Queue shown as yellow – 1km 
 

 
 
  



 

Thursday 
 
Queue shown as red – 834m 
Queue shown as yellow – 1.86km 

 
  



 

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 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 
  



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 
  




