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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This is East Midlands International Airport Limited’s (“EMA”) (“the Airport”, as appropriate) and East 
Midlands Airport Property Investment (Industrial) Limited’s (“EMIAL”) Deadline 3 submission 
provided in respect of SEGRO Properties Limited’s (“SEGRO”) application for a Development 
Consent Order (“DCO”) for the East Midlands Gateway Phase 2 (“EMG2”) (“the DCO Application”).   

1.2 This document seeks to address the Deadline 1 documents submitted by SEGRO (and other parties) 
relating to compulsory acquisition, traffic and transport, and socio-economic issues, which were 
reserved for Deadline 3 (28 April 2026) in accordance with the Rule 8 Letter dated 18 March 2026. 

1.3 Terms used in this submission have the same definition as set out in EMA and EMIAL’s Written 
Representation dated 7 April 2026 unless otherwise defined. 

1.4 In view of the brevity of the substance of this document, a summary has not been provided.  

2. ALIGNMENT WITH PROLOGIS 

2.1 EMA and EMIAL support the case being made to the Examination by Prologis UK Limited and 
Prologis UK 121 Limited (together, "Prologis") in relation to land north of Hyams Lane which is the 
subject of the Joint Application. 

2.2 EMA and EMIAL: 

2.2.1 have had sight of the document to be submitted by Prologis at Deadline 3; 

2.2.2 agree with and endorse the contents of that document; and  

2.2.3 reserve the right to speak to and expand upon the matters raised in it in further written 
submissions or during hearings. 

2.3 Specifically, EMA and EMIAL endorse Prologis’ submissions on:  

2.3.1 Compulsory acquisition and viability; 

2.3.2 Traffic and transport; and 

2.3.3 Socio-economics 

2.4 In light of the fact that EMA and EMIAL’s position is on all fours with Prologis, EMA and EMIAL do 
not propose to repeat points made by Prologis at Deadline 3. Rather, as set out above, EMA and 
EMIAL endorses and adopts those submissions. 

3. MATTERS ADDRESSED 

3.1 This document primarily focusses on matters relating to traffic and transport. It should be read in 
conjunction with the report written by SCP provided at Appendix 1 entitled “Technical Note 04”. 

3.2 This document also provides a response to the Applicant’s comments on EMA and EMIAL’s Relevant 
Representation. That response can be found at Appendix 2. 

3.3 Finally, this document provides an update on mapping discrepancies relating to the Active Travel 
Link which we raised previously. 
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4. THE IMPORTANCE OF SURFACE ACCESS TO EAST MIDLANDS AIRPORT 

4.1 The Airport and the SRN 

4.2 EMA is located with direct access to the Strategic Road Network, particularly the M1, A453, A42 and 
A50.  EMA has no rail link and is dependent on the road network for 100% of its access 

4.3 EMA is reliant on a small number of key road junctions for access for staff and customers, including: 

4.3.1 Junction 24 of the M1; 

4.3.2 A453 Finger Farm Roundabout; 

4.3.3 A453/EMA Roundabout (the airport’s “front door); and 

4.3.4 A453/Beverley Road Roundabout (access to EMA Cargo East and for buses);  

4.3.5 The junction of Green Lane with the A453. 

EMA needs to be able to understand the impacts of the Proposed Development on those junctions 
and be satisfied that those impacts will be appropriately mitigated. As matters stand, the Applicant 
has not made the relevant information available for EMA to do that. 

4.4 Combining the cargo operation with its regional airport passenger operation, the Airport requires 24-
hour, 7-days a week, 365-days-a-year road access by road that is safe, efficient and reliable. The 
Airport is critical national infrastructure that is dependent on the SRN and local highways network 
and given the nature of EMA’s cargo function, weighted towards evening and nighttime cargo 
operations, it makes the airport’s access needs different from most other airports across the UK.  

4.5 Cargo 

4.6 East Midlands Airport is the largest dedicated freight airport in the UK.  

4.7 EMA handles some 400,000 tonnes of cargo each year and is forecast to rise (where not all growth 
is directly dependent on additional facilities). DHL currently dominates EMA’s cargo traffic, 
contributing over half of the airport’s tonnage with major operations of UPS, Royal Mail and FedEx 
providing the remainder.   EMA is one of DHL’s largest air freight hubs within the global network with 
16 dedicated aircraft parking stands and over 30 aircraft handled each night and it is considered that 
the airports 24-hour operation and proximity to the road network being the key enabler for the express 
industry.  

4.8 Cargo operations are mostly at night, with aircraft arriving and departing and HGVs accessing the 
airport from early evening to early morning. Cargo staff generally work overnight shifts, starting 
between 20:00 and 22:00. So, although this activity avoids peak traffic on the road network, it is more 
likely to be disrupted by overnight roadworks and operational traffic related to the Proposed 
Development. 

4.9 Passengers 

4.10 The Airport also plays a significant role in passenger flights, providing circa 4 million passengers with 
flights to more than 70 short-haul leisure destinations. Passenger activity at EMA peaks in the 
summer season and varies throughout the day.  

4.11 Most passenger aircraft flying from the airport are based at EMA and so depart between 06:00 and 
09:00, requiring passengers and colleagues to arrive as early as 03:00. Although these times fall 
outside peak traffic hours, limited public transport options and low road traffic volumes at these times, 
make cars (private or taxi) the preferred travel mode.  

4.12 Similarly, passenger aircraft arrivals typically occur in the early afternoon or late evening, when the 
road network is typically less congested and makes travel by car a more attractive option. This is 
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reflected by the current mode share for private car usage being 68%, with an additional 22% using 
a taxi.  

4.13 Collaborative working 

4.14 Over two decades, EMA has built strong partnerships with local authorities, transport boards and 
businesses to enhance its transport network. The Airport has ongoing focused dialogue with the 
Highway Authorities and stakeholder engagement with National Highways through RIS. EMA also 
regularly holds an annual Transport Forum which includes Midlands Connect, National Highways, 
and Network Rail and partners with regional developers, contributing to public transport 
improvements and regional economic initiatives.  

4.15 From an airport perspective, it is essential that the effect of the growth of the airport and future 
developments in the surrounding area is fully considered in future road investment and improvement 
plans. The success of EMA’s cargo and passenger operations rests on the reliability of road journeys 
and journey times to and from the airport. Working closely with stakeholders helps plan highway 
works and any road closures to minimise disruption and at times ensure they have the least effect 
on road access to EMA.  

5. AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION 

5.1 Taking account of the nature of the airport’s operations, as described above, there are clear potential 
impacts in respect of both the construction and operational phases of EMG2. 

5.2 Both phases are as important to EMA and whereas it is often the operational phase impacts that the 
planning system might focus on, it is the construction impacts that may in fact have more damaging 
impacts on the operations at EMA, which as stated are sensitive over both 24hrs and 365 
day timescales.   

5.3 It is therefore concerning to EMA that the information currently supplied by the 
Applicant seems to overlook the construction phase impacts on the airport and are not addressed in 
anywhere near enough detail for EMA to be satisfied at this stage.    

5.4 Given the potential impacts during the construction phase, it is not acceptable for the impacts to be 
managed by a Construction Transport Management Plan (CTMP) or similar: they need to be 
assessed now.  This is in part due to the scale of the proposed works by the Applicant but also 
because there could be detailed arrangements concerning assets such as the landing lights 
(explained below) that need to be carefully planned out and agreed.  Perhaps most significantly, 
there is potential for severe disruption to time sensitive delivery of goods to the cargo 
operators throughout the day, but particularly at night when it might otherwise be expected to have 
major road closures in place.   

5.5 Even after the Applicant’s submissions at D1, the detail provided in the transport assessments and 
the ES is insufficient to provide necessary assurances that delivery of the highway works and the 
operational traffic from EMG2 will not disrupt airport operations.  

5.6 A detailed list of information relating to traffic and transport that still needs to be provided by the 
Applicant is provided for the ExP’s benefit at Appendix 3. In respect of each instance of outstanding 
information, a brief explanation is provided as to why that information is important to the proper 
examination of the application for a DCO for EMG2.  It deserves a particular mention that SCP have 
serious concerns about the validity of the Applicant’s road safety audit (Appendix 1, paras 8.40-8.49). 

5.7 At Deadline 2, EMA noted that the Applicant apparently continues to share information relating to 
traffic and transport selectively with National Highways and Leicestershire County Council, seeking 
to reach agreed positions with those parties without the relevant information being available to either 
the ExP or other Interested Parties.  

5.8 This continues to be the case and further instances are noted in SCP’s report. This approach by the 
Applicant does not allow for proper examination of matters related to traffic and transport. It has a 
chilling effect on the ability of the ExP and Interested Parties to engage with the full range of relevant 
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information. It has led to stakeholders agreeing positions with the Applicant without having had the 
benefit of seeing other parties’ positions on the relevant issues through the Examination process. 
For example, the Applicant does not appear to have factored in planned future growth of the airport. 
Similarly, it cannot tell from the information provided whether the Applicant’s assessments cover the 
airport’s peak, or the air cargo peak in the autumn. These are material factors for stakeholders such 
as National Highways and Leicestershire County Council to be aware of, which would have become 
apparent earlier in the Examination had the Applicant provided a full suite of traffic and transport 
information with its application. 

6. AERODROME SAFEGUARDING – HIGHWAYS MATTERS 

6.1 Lighting 

6.2 Aircraft arriving at EMA rely on a system of landing lights on their approach. Those lights potentially 
impacted are arranged to the east of the airport in a pattern prescribed by international and UK civil 
aviation standards and regulations. They have to be spaced at prescribed, at regular intervals and 
operate on independent power circuits so they always remain active. 

6.3 The landing lights are critical to the airport’s ability to operate in low visibility conditions and at night. 
If the lights are off, or unable to comply with regulations and meet safety standards, the runway has 
to be closed. 

6.4 Accordingly, EMA need to understand any potential impacts to the current layout, operation and 
maintenance of the landing lights from the Proposed Development (both operation and construction 
phase). At present, EMA does not have sufficient information from the Applicant to wholly satisfy 
itself in that respect.  

6.5 For example, EMA requires clarification from the Applicant that: 

6.5.1 It is not proposed to move any of the landing lights or affect maintenance access; 

6.5.2 In relation to works proposed to the M1, any changes to gantries or signage to not change 
the lighting context for the landing lights – e.g. dark areas need to be maintained to keep 
the approach lights visible to aircraft. 

6.6 EMA notes that there is currently no proposal for the Active Travel Link comprised in Work No 14 to 
be lit. Should that position change during Examination, the impact of any such lighting on the landing 
lights or more widely any glint or glare issues, will need to be understood and addressed accordingly. 

6.7 The integrity of the system of landing lights is fundamental to the operation of the airport. Any impacts 
to them needs to be understood now, not deferred to be dealt with through the CTMP or protective 
provisions. 

6.8 Security 

6.9 The Active Travel Link proposed as Work No 14 would run close to the airport’s security fence.  

6.10 The fence is 3m in height. National aviation security standards dictate that there can be nothing, 
including vegetation, within 3m either side of the fence. 

6.11 In view of that fact, and without prejudice to its position on the need for the Active Travel Link, EMA 
submits that the draft DCO needs to be amended to: 

6.11.1 Allow EMA, in consultation with the national aviation security regulator, to approve the 
precise position and level of Work No 14; and  

6.11.2 Reduce or remove vertical and horizontal limits of deviation for Work No 14. 
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7. TRAFFIC & TRANSPORT - OVERARCHING CONCERNS 

7.1 Inconsistent case for highway works 

7.2 The Applicant’s case for the highway works is unclear and at times inconsistent.   

7.3 At several places in the application documents which attempt to justify the scale of intervention, there 
are varying views expressed as the purpose of the works.  It is unclear whether each 
highway intervention is mitigation for the Proposed Development or is greater in scale than that to 
enable highway growth properly attributable to other developments, such as Isley Woodhouse and 
Ratcliffe on Soar Power Station. This is an important point so that the ExP and Secretary of State 
can:  

7.3.1 make a clear judgement on which policy compliance test(s) the works should be judged 
against, and   

7.3.2 factor the correct scale and quantum of works into the assessment of viability necessary to 
support a case for compulsory acquisition.  

At present both are unclear.  

7.4 The Applicant makes repeated reference to “piecemeal” interventions being deemed unsuitable (for 
example at DCO 7.4, Appendix 3) but at no point has provided any analysis or indicated any actual 
schemes, developed iteratively, to support this point.  Accordingly, the DCO would authorise only 
highway works that are part of a more extensive scheme, which by the Applicant’s admission is 
“potentially transformative in terms of unlocking housing and employment growth for East Midlands" 
(SoR 5.46).   

7.5 On what basis has the Applicant decided that there is an agreed quantum of growth that 
requires mitigation by it, is unclear.  This is very apparent at SoR 5.50 where the Applicant 
claims: “In the absence of the DCO Scheme, therefore, major economic, housing and energy 
development across the region will continue to be constrained unless and until others in the private 
or public sectors step in to deliver a solution.”  This indicates that the works proposed to J24 are 
designed to do more than simply mitigate the Proposed Development.   

7.6 Further, regardless of whether the larger scale re-development of J24 itself is warranted as a project 
that delivers wider benefits, the basis of the growth the Applicant relies upon is critical.  The NWL 
Local Plan is still at an early stage in its development and so there is no certainty that all growth 
would come forward in the way in which the Applicant contends.  The risk remains that the 
improvements proposed to J24 are disproportionate to mitigate the impacts of the Proposed 
Development, and thus not necessary in their current form. 

7.7 Lack of mitigation 

7.8 EMA is concerned that there are likely to be substantial traffic and transport impacts on its business, 
or on the safety of the network, from the construction and operation of EMG2 for which no mitigation 
is proposed. It is not just EMA that would be affected, but also the c.90 companies who operate from 
the airport site including global logistics operators such as DHL, UPS and FedEx. 

7.9 For example: 

7.9.1 No mitigation is currently proposed by the Applicant at the junction of Green Lane and the 
A453, despite substantial queues of traffic all the way back to Diseworth (Appendix 1, para 
4.31);  

7.9.2 No mitigation is currently proposed by the Applicant at the A453/East Midlands Airport 
roundabout – the proposed access to Isley Woodhouse - leading to queuing and safety 
issues (Appendix 1, para 4.39);  
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7.9.3 The Applicant has not provided any details on how the impacts of construction of the 
highway works are themselves to mitigated, during a construction period that SCP believe 
could last a number of years, although no detailed programming information has been 
provided by the Applicant. Any overnight closures to the M1 – for example to move gantries 
– are of particular concern to EMA (Appendix 1, para 5.21 bullet 4). 

7.10 Effectiveness of mitigation measures 

7.11 Where the Applicant has proposed highway works to mitigate impacts on the network, EMA needs 
to be satisfied that those impacts will in fact be mitigated and that no new impacts will be generated. 

7.12 For example: 

7.12.1 The Applicant has not provided modelling output results for the A452/Beverley Road 
roundabout making it impossible for EMA to understand the traffic impacts of the Proposed 
Development on that critical junction (Appendix 1, para 4.27); and  

7.12.2 In certain scenarios the Applicant’s proposed works to the southbound off-slip of the M1 
appear to generate significant additional queueing about which there must be significant 
safety concerns (Appendix 1, para 4.11). 

7.13 Necessity & proportionality of highway works 

7.14 EMA needs to be satisfied that the highways works proposed by the Applicant are necessary and 
proportionate.  

7.15 Works that are unnecessary and/or disproportionate to the relevant impacts potentially lead to 
greater impacts on EMA through longer periods of construction. 

7.16 Unnecessary or disproportionate works also cost more, artificially generating a negative impact on 
the viability of the Proposed Development. If the same impacts could be mitigated with highway 
works that cost less, the viability of EMG2 would be improved. If the viability for EMG2 improved, it 
would weaken the Applicant’s case for the compulsory acquisition of the MAG/Prologis land. 

7.17 No information has been provided to show how the highway works were arrived at through an 
iterative process and specifically whether any less intrusive measures were considered as 
alternatives. An example would be in relation to the works proposed to the M1 northbound link road 
to the A50 (Appendix 1, para 4.49). 

8. PROTECTION – DDCO AND DMCO 

8.1 EMA set out its position in relation to protective provisions at Deadline 2. 

8.2 EMA’s position in relation to Work No 14 is set out above. 

8.3 In addition, to address uncertainty around the volume of traffic associated with advanced 
manufacturing uses and mezzanine floors, EMA requests that the ExP seeks a requirement in the 
dDCO which would limit the number of trips at EMG2, by plot and for the Proposed Development as 
a whole (Appendix 1, para 5.4 to 5.20). 

 
9. ACTIVE TRAVEL LINK – MAPPING DISCREPANCY 

9.1 It will be recalled that in our response on CAH1 action point 3, EMA  identified a mapping discrepancy 
in relation to the Active Travel Link.  

9.2 Without prejudice to EMA’s position that there is no need for the Active Travel Link justifying 
compulsory acquisition: 
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9.2.1 EMA has spoken with the Applicant and agreed a new route for the ATL. As far as EMA is 
aware, that remains with NH and LCC for agreement; and 

9.2.2 Whilst EMA recognise that the Applicant’s intention was not to take any operational land 
from the existing car park to construct Work No 14, we would welcome further dialogue on 
revising the land plan(s) to reflect the appropriate boundary of Plot 2/6 to clarify the extent 
of land that the Applicant is looking to acquire for the purposes of the Active Travel Link.  



 

 

APPENDIX 1 
 

SCP TECHNICAL NOTE 04 
 

  



Technical Note 04 
 

 
 

SCP is a trading name of Singleton Clamp & Partners Limited   An RSK Company 
Registered in England No. 3728935     Offices in Manchester, Leeds, Edinburgh, London, Chelmsford and Bristol 

                                
 

East Midlands Airport - EMG2 DCO 
Highways and Transport Review 
Our reference: SC/SP/251399/TN04 – Rev4.0 

Author:  Date: 28/04/2026 Reviewer:  Date: 28/04/2026 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1. This technical note has been produced following a review of addition highways documentation 
submitted at Deadline 1 and in response to the Examining Panel’s questions.  The technical note 
has been set out in specific sections for ease of reference; a summary has been provided at the 
start of each section to highlight the key findings. 

1.2. The assessment has not only assessed the operation of the development on the local road network 
but has assessed the scheme with respect to the operation of the airport.  The airport is a key hub 
for freight movement and as such there are significant nighttime operations which will need to be 
considered.  In addition, the airport serves over 4 million passengers with flights peak during the 
summer months. 

1.3. The following is a series of questions and queries insofar as we are not satisfied there is enough 
information available to be sure of the highways impacts arising from the proposed development 
which may conflict with airport operations. 

2.0 HIGH-LEVEL MODELLING AND ASSESSMENT REVIEW SUMMARY 

2.1. The following modelling scenarios were tested by the Applicant as part of the assessment of the 
development: 

• Stage 1A modelling (Proforma v14, Uncertainty Log v7) = 2028/2038 forecast years with and 
without EMG2, including, consented and committed sites as well as draft Local Plan allocation 
sites and Ratcliffe on Soar power station, which is authorised by a Local Development Order 
(LDO); 

• Stage 1B modelling (Proforma v14a, Uncertainty Log v7a) = 2028/2038 forecast years with and 
without EMG2, including consented and committed sites but excluding the draft Local Plan 
allocation sites and Ratcliffe on Soar power station (beyond the element of Ratcliffe power 
station development which is currently able to proceed under the LDO); 

• Stage 2A modelling = as per Stage 1A but with the inclusion of the proposed Highway Works, 
details of which are presented in Section 12; and 

• Stage 2B modelling = as per Stage 1B but with the inclusion of the proposed Highway Works, 
details of which are presented in Section 12. 

2.2. Based on these modelling the following traffic demand sets were then modelled by the Applicant for 
each respective junction based on the different scenarios as outlined above.  

• 2028 forecast opening year ‘without development’ 
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• 2028 forecast opening year ‘with development’ 

• 2038 forecast future year ‘without development’ 

• 2038 forecast future year ‘with development’ 

• 2028 forecast future year with development with mitigation.  

• 2038 forecast future year with development with mitigation 

2.3. In addition to the design review, a high-level review of the modelling and assessment for the DCO 
application was undertaken.  This assessment looked at the modelling of the junctions in the vicinity 
of the site specifically looking at junctions where mitigation has been suggested and where models 
have identified that junctions will be going over capacity as a result of the development traffic. 

2.4. It should be noted that the review of the transport assessment and other accompanying documents 
did not provide a traffic flow model for the base or the base plus development traffic this made it 
difficult to understand the level of traffic that was anticipated at each junction and on each arm of 
those junctions.  It is suggested that this will need to be provided to provide clarity on what traffic is 
modelled at each junction.   

2.5. In addition, text contained in a letter from Gowling WLG dated 24th February 2026 indicated that the 
VISSIM modelling based on the PRTM 2019 model is complete and agreed.  Having reviewed the 
documentation it’s clear that National Highways are content with the modelling that has been 
undertaken however at this stage LCC still require clarifications with regard to the modelling.  

3.0 PRTM SENSITIVTY NOTE 

3.1. This information is taken from DCO 7.8 PRTM 2023 Sensitivity Test Technical Note and Local Road 
Network Impact Assessment Note Deadline 1(120450063) which sets out the difference between 
the SRN and local Roads between the 2019 and 2023 model - generally speaking there is more 
traffic on the local road network in 2019 than 2023. Whilst on the SRN some links show that the 
2019 is higher whilst on other links the 2023 is higher. 

 
Figure 1. Comparison of 2019 to 2023 Flows on selected SRN and Local Road links.  

3.2. Overall, it is noted that the 2019 PRTM model provides a higher level of baseline traffic. 

3.3. As part of the sensitivity note the 2019 VISSIM model has been retained to test the operation of the 
key junctions on the SRN using outputs from PRTM 2023 sensitivity test. These have been 
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compared against the results of the EMFM 2019 core modelling to understand the differences and 
whether the proposed mitigation continues to mitigate the impacts of the EMG2 development.  

3.4. When comparing the results of the 2019 modelling to 2023 modelling the following observations can 
be made (using the Stage 2A 2028 modelling as an example) – see the figure below.  
Figure 2. EMFM 2019 vs PRTM 2023 - Stage 2A 2028 Modelling 
 

 

3.5. The results show the same scenario (Stage 2A) between the two different models. What is apparent 
is the difference in overall results on some of the approaches with the largest differences associated 
on the M1 off slip with significant queues in the 2019 modelling however with little to no queues from 
the 2023 model. This is indicative of the varying nature of the two models. An understanding of the 
inherent differences would be beneficial. Without that, it is not possible to be confident in the 
divergent results for the southbound off slip of J24 (rows 31 and 32 of the tables). 

3.6. Confirmation is also required as to why the 2023 model is not being used, which has been validated 
by LCC and NH. 

4.0 JUNCTION MODELLING ASSESSMENT 

4.1. This section provides an assessment of the issues identified in terms of the results of the modelling 
in the Applicant’s Transport Assessment and has identified a number of key junctions where key 
findings have been identified. 
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4.2. The modelling has focussed on the results of the following junctions, with a key summary of the 
findings outlined below with further information still needed for each junction outlined in more detail 
also provided below:   

• Junction 6 - M1 Junction 24 – Mitigation has been provided on the approaches, the circulatory 
carriageway and on the approach to the junction, due to a lack of data it is not clear if the scale 
of improvements on the M1 northbound off slip are proportionate to the development.  In 
addition the improvements on the M1 and A50 southbound off slips show significant queues in 
Scenario 2A. 

• Junction 2 – A453/Beverley Road Roundabout - No modelling results are included for this 
junction so unable to ascertain the operation of the junction at this time.  

• Junction 3: Finger Farm Roundabout – Minor mitigation proposed due to traffic diverting to the 
M1 J24, no data is provided detailing the amount of traffic to be diverted. 

• Junction 8 - A453/The Green Priority Junction - The results show that there will be significant 
queueing back on the minor arm of the junction, No mitigation is proposed at this junction which 
could lead to safety issues. 

4.3. Junction 9: A453/East Midlands Airport Roundabout The results of the Arcady modelling show that 
as a result of the development traffic in the design year the queues generated extend to the 
signalised junction to the west.  No mitigations is proposed at this junction, which may result in 
safety issues. 

 Junction 6 - M1 Junction 24  

4.4. This junction has been included in the VISSIM model and the result for this model have been 
assessed by us. However, the input data and modelling methodology have not been provided by the 
Applicant and therefore have not been assessed by us at this time.  Based on the results present 
the major impact is on the southbound off slip where a significant amount of traffic can be expected.   

4.5. The Stage 1A Mean Max Queue (MMQ) in the 2028 scenario indicates that with the inclusion of the 
development the queue on the M1 southbound (SB) off slip (A50) (See table 3 of DCO6.6A 
Transport Assessment Part 7 of 10) the queue within the AM peak will increase from 38m to 669m 
(an increase of 631m), this is indicative of the development adding traffic to the approaches. This is 
evidenced in the figure below. 

4.6. In regard to the Maximum modelled queue length in 2028 the M1 SB off slip (A50) (See table 4 of 
DCO6.6A Transport Assessment Part 7 of 10) shows an increase of the maximum queue length 
when comparing the Without Development scenario to the Development Scenario from 189m to 
1053m in the AM peak period, again this is indicative of the development increasing the traffic on 
this approach. This is evidenced in the figure below.  
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Figure 3. Stage 1a Modelling - 2028 Mean Maximum Queue and Maximum Queue 

 

4.7. The Stage 1B modelling also indicates that the development traffic will cause an increase in queue 
lengths when comparing the without development scenario to the with development scenario, see 
the figure below with particular reference to the M1 SB off slips and the M1 NB off slips.   
Figure 4. Stage 1b 2028 Modelling Results 
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4.8. Importantly to note on this slip road there are two diverge points, the first diverge occurs at 446m 
from the stop line at the roundabout which forms a point at which traffic from the M1 southbound 
and the A50 meet whilst the second diverge point occurs at 821m back from approach stop line and 
forms the diverge between traffic heading towards the J24 circulatory and for traffic using the M1 
southbound on slip travelling from the A50.  

4.9. As can be shown by the modelling results from both the mean queue assessment and the max 
queue assessment the with development scenario will extend traffic beyond both these points as 
such this will have an increase safety risk due to the risk of collisions of vehicles approaching the 
junction.  

4.10. As part of the proposals the following mitigation measures have been suggested have been 
modelled and tested by the Applicant as part of their assessment. The mitigation measures can be 
summarised as follows:  

• Construction of a new free-flow link road from the M1 northbound to provide a direct link to the 
A50 westbound, which will cross over the A453, and will include the A50 westbound merge 
alterations (DCO Works Nos. 9 and 10);  

• Widening of the A50 eastbound link at J24 and other related works and traffic management 
measures in this location (DCO Works No. 11); 

• Alteration of the west side of the J24 roundabout to provide three lanes from the M1 northbound 
to A453 northbound through the junction, two lanes from the A453 northbound to the M1 
northbound through the junction and removal of the segregated left-turn lane from the A453 
northbound to the A50 westbound post feedback from NH (DCO Works No. 12a); 

• Signing and lining amendments on the east side of the J24 roundabout and the A453 
southbound approach (DCO Works No. 12b); 

• Provision of new M1 northbound exit to the A50 and associated improvements to gantries 
signage, signals and road markings on the M1 (DCO Works No. 8); and 

• Changes to the signage on the M1 northbound before J23A to sign the A50 via the new M1 J24 
link road rather than via J23A as at present (DCO Works No. 16) 

4.11. As noted in the bullet points above this sets out the proposed M1 Junction 24 improvements 
however it is apparent from the description the lack of detail in regard to the Southbound off slip 
even though quite significant works are proposed.  

4.12. With the inclusion of the proposed mitigation (Stage 2A) modelling there are still significant 
increases in the Mean Maximum Queues within the AM peak when comparing the Without 
Development scenario to the With Development (+Mitigation) Scenario with an increase on the M1 
SB off slip (M1) and M1 SB off slip (A50) of 747m and 1140m respectively up from 14m and 38m 
which is considered to be a significant increase in queues – see table 19 DCO6.6A Transport 
Assessment Part 7 of 10 (also shown below).  
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Figure 5. Stage 2A 2028 Modelling - MMQ 

 

4.13. As noted above in section 4.5 the queue in 2028 with no mitigation in place is 669m whilst with the 
mitigation in place there is a queue of 1140m which is a significant increase given the fact that 
mitigation has been provided. This shows the mitigation actually increases the length of queue and 
thereby causing more of an impact than if the mitigation wasn’t included.  This does not seem 
logical but additional data is not provided to explain this issue.  

4.14. In relation to the maximum modelled queue length in the 2028 AM peak scenario (Table 20 
DCO6.6A Transport Assessment Part 7 of 10) there is also significant increases in queue length 
from 38m to 1160m (an increase of 1122m) on the M1 SB off slip (M1), moreover on the M1 SB off 
slip (A50) the queue will increase from 189m to 1722m (an increase of 1533m).  
Figure 6. Stage 2A 2028 Modelling - Maximum Queue 

 

4.15. Importantly this increase indicates that the queue will reach the mainline of the M1 thereby causing 
potential significant safety concerns, moreover the queue on the A50 approach essentially queues 
all the back to the A50 off slip for the M1 Northbound. Which given that the mitigation has been 
provided indicates that the mitigation doesn’t actually resolve the issues which are created by the 
development.  

4.16. This issue is further exacerbated in 2038 with increases on the Mean Max Queue on the M1 
Southbound off slip (M1) from 145m to 1121m (an increase of 976m) again reaching the mainline of 
the M1 which is a significant issue (see Table 21 DCO6.6A Transport Assessment Part 7 of 10).  
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4.17. Moreover, the queue on the A50 M1 SB off slip will also see an increase of 978m from 1321m to 
2299m thereby reaching back to the A50 off slip onto M1 Northbound. This is also the case in 
regard to the maximum queue length in which will see the same issues in terms of queueing back 
onto the mainline and back towards (and past) the off slip at junction 24a.  
Figure 7. Stage 2A 2033 Modelling 

 

4.18. Overall, despite mitigation being proposed on this arm of the junction it is the conclusion that the 
mitigation is not effective in mitigating the queuing which is predicted to extend to the M1 mainline 
and back towards J24a, based on scenario 2A. We would not expect the development to queue 
back onto the mainline of any motorway.   

4.19. Scenario 2B without the local plan traffic and the power station development but with the mitigation 
in place shows the junction would have improvements particularly on both the M1 off slip 
approaches with reduction in the 2028 MMQ queue lengths from 31m in the WoD scenario to 16m 
in the WD Mitigation on the M1 off slip, whilst on the A50 off slip this reduces from 17m to 11m.  

4.20. In regard to the maximum queue in 2028 this a similar situation in that the queue will also reduce 
from the WoD scenario to the WD mitigation scenario with a reduction in queue length on the M1 
approach of 18m and 112m on the A50 approach. See the figure below which shows this 
information.  



251399 / East Midlands Airport - EMG2 DCO, Highways and Transport Review 
Technical Note 04 
 
 
 

Page 9 of 23 
 

Figure 8. Stage 2b 2028 Modelling Results 

 

4.21. The 2038 results also indicate a similar reduction in mean and maximum queue lengths when 
comparing the WoD scenario to the with development and mitigation scenario. 

4.22. The mitigation provided at J24 which seeks to address current issues on the northbound Off slip are 
large scale even though the impact of the development has less of an effect on this approach. 
Based on the proposed distribution as presented by BWB in the TA (Table 30) this equates to 14% 
of the car distribution and 31% of HGV distribution in the AM peak hour and 15% and 34% in the 
PM peak hour.  

4.23. This can be evidenced by the results of the modelling from the Stage 1a Modelling which models 
the effect of application without any mitigation in place.  

4.24. Table 3 from DCO6.6A Transport Assessment Part 7 of 10 shows that in the AM peak period there 
is a pre-existing issue with queueing on the M1 NB Off Slip with the without development queue of 
1159m in the 2028 AM, this indicates there is already an issue at the junction with no development 
traffic in place.   

4.25. Once the development traffic is added this actually results in a reduction in queuing of 261m due to 
modelling reassigning traffic due to differing demands. This therefore indicates that mitigation on the 
network will divert traffic to enable the development traffic to be accommodated on the approach.  
This is indicative of the proposed mitigation relieving a pre-existing problem and not an issue 
associated with the introduction of the development traffic.  
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4.26. The assessment has indicated that this mitigation will actually relieve traffic at the Finger Farm 
Roundabout, but the data provided doesn’t indicate the level of traffic diverted.  As indicated above 
without knowing the level of diverted traffic it is difficult to understand the overall effect of the 
scheme. It should also be noted the any traffic traveling to the site from the south either using the 
M1 or the A42 would exit the M1 at Junction 23A as this provides direct access to the Finger Farm 
Roundabout and then to the site.  It is highly unlikely that there will be significant traffic volumes 
from the south using Junction 24 to access the site directly.  Ideally this would be confirmed via the 
traffic flow diagrams which are not available. 

Junction 2: A453/Beverley Road Roundabout 

4.27. No modelling results have been included in either the transport assessment or the VISSIM 
modelling forecast report for this junction. As this forms the access point to the site it is critical the 
capacity of this junction is known as it could affect the operation of the airport.  

4.28. It should also be noted that this roundabout forms one of the key entry points to the Airport and 
business park and as such the operation of this roundabout will be critical to all these parties.   

Junction 3: Finger Farm Roundabout 

4.29. A significant proportion of traffic travelling to and from the site will pass through this junction, but no 
mitigation is proposed within the data available.  The Prologis application identified the need for 
mitigation at this junction, based on a much smaller development.  It is suggested further 
justification is needed as to why mitigation is not required at this junction.  As indicated above the 
proposed M1 to A50 link road scheme is said to divert traffic away from this junction but from the 
data available it’s not clear as to what level of traffic is diverted.  This needs clarifying to understand 
the operation of this roundabout. 

4.30. This is supported by the results of the Vissim modelling (Stage 2a modelling) indicating the junction 
will only operate with minor increases in queue length with the development traffic and mitigation in 
place albeit the mitigation being associated offsite from Finger Farm roundabout.  Conversely the 
results of the with development modelling (without mitigation) indicate there will be significant 
increases in queueing on the approaches at the junction. As such this only operates effectively with 
the inclusion of the mitigation.  

Junction 8: A453/The Green Priority Junction 

4.31. This junction operates within capacity with no development traffic but with development traffic there 
are significant queues on the minor arm.  As noted by BWB in section 1.11 “The junction is forecast 
to operate within capacity in East Midlands Freeport Model causing a larger volume of traffic to 
route via this junction.  In reality, a greater proportion of traffic would route via the A42 and Finger 
Farm roundabout reducing impacts at this location”.  It is not clear how much traffic would reroute to 
the A42 and if this routed traffic has been included in the modelling of other junctions affected. 

4.32. The results of the modelling indicate that there will be significant queueing on the minor arm 
approach to the A453. More specifically when comparing the results of Stage 1A modelling 
comparing the 2028 without development and with development scenarios there will be an increase 
in queue from 5.9 pcus (33m) to 122.9 pcus (706m) whilst in 2038 the without development queue 
on the minor arm is 6.1pcus (35m) then in the with development scenario this increases to 172 pcus 
(989m) which essentially queues all the back towards the village of Diseworth. 
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4.33. The Stage 2A modelling (which models the same level of traffic but with the proposed mitigation in 
place) indicates that there will be significant increases in queuing on the minor arm with a queue of 
5.9m (33m) in the 2028 without development scenario which increases to 40.2 pcus (231m) in the 
2028 with development and mitigation scenario.  

4.34. Whilst in the 2038 without development scenario the modelled queue on the minor arm is 6.1pcus 
(35m) which increases to 72.9 pcus (419m) with a modelled queue delay of 505 seconds which 
equates to just over 13 minutes up from 56 seconds in the 2038 without development scenario. In 
terms of delay this is defined “as the maximum value of average delay per arriving vehicle”.  

4.35. It is noted in the TA, there is no physical mitigation is proposed at this junction however the aim of 
the mitigation is to increase the attractiveness of the A453 and Finger Farm junction thereby 
discouraging traffic from using the junction.  

4.36. As noted by BWB in section 13.27 of the Transport Assessment “In reality it is therefore envisaged 
that more strategic traffic looking to route via the A453/The Green junction in EMFM will instead 
take advantage of the increased capacity on the Strategic Road Network, and Finger Farm in 
particular, to access the site and Hunter Road to the north to and from the east rather than west. 
Some more local traffic may use Grimes Gate instead of The Green still” 

4.37. As such based on this, then additional traffic should be modelled on the other junctions to take 
account of this in order to sufficiently model the impacts of the development.  

4.38. This is a highlight of the unusual process as any normal TA would need to demonstrate that there 
wouldn’t be issue at this junction either by the rerouting of traffic or providing mitigations.  The 
massive increase in queues and waiting times at the junction are likely to result in safety issues with 
traffic trying to exit the junction using unacceptable gaps.  This is something normally requested by 
the local highway authority. 

Junction 9: A453/East Midlands Airport Roundabout  

4.39. In terms of the modelling conducted by BWB (see table 63 from the Transport Assessment) the 
2028 without development scenario indicates that arm 3 (A453 West) will operate with an RFC 
above 0.85 with a queue length of 8 pcus (46m).  

4.40. With the addition of the development in 2028 the RFC increases to 0.99 thereby indicating the 
junction is close to theoretical capacity with the queue increasing to 25.9 pcus (148m). In the 2038 
without development scenario the RFC has been modelled as 1.11 (over theoretical capacity) with a 
modelled queue of 56.3 pcus (323m) which extends back towards the signalised junction 
downstream of the roundabout thereby potentially effecting the ability of the signalised junction to 
discharge traffic as such causing additional queuing back.  

4.41. This issue is exacerbated with the addition of the development traffic in the 2038 scenario with a 
further increase in queueing to 74.3 pcus (427m) thereby extending along the A453 beyond the 
signalised junction.  

4.42. Within the inclusion of the offsite mitigation (focussed on the SRN) there is a slight reduction in the 
queue on the western arm however this is still predicted to surpass the storage capacity in the 2038 
with mitigation scenario with a modelled queue of 69.9 pcus (401m). 

4.43. Overall the results for this junction show that in the base years (within the AM) the junction operates 
within capacity, however, in the base plus development scenario the results indicate queueing back 
on the A453 Western arm.  This queue extends beyond the current storage capacity towards the 
junction downstream (Junction 10- A453/Walton Hill Signal Junction).  
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4.44. As noted by BWB in section 13.33 of the transport assessment "this junction forms part of the site 
access strategy to the Isley Woodhouse settlement and is expected to undergo significant 
improvements to accommodate this development and other planned schemes. The issue with 
capacity is a result of the background traffic from Isley Woodhouse being included in EMFM 
modelling but none of the physical infrastructure (i.e. mitigation) which will inevitably be required to 
accommodate that development".   

4.45. As the Isley Woodhouse scheme has yet to be approved the assessment should ensure that the 
proposed SEGRO development can be accommodated on the junction without having a detrimental 
impact on adjacent junctions.  Should the Isley Woodhouse scheme not be approved or the scheme 
is delayed the SEGRO development traffic would need to be accommodated on the road network 
safely and so some level of mitigation would need to be proposed if the SEGRO scheme was to be 
developed.  

4.46. This is supported by the holding response by National Highways in relation to the Prologis 
development, which as noted in page 297 of DCO 7.2 – National Highways state that It should be 
noted that any measures associated with another planning application such as Isley Woodhouse 
cannot be relied upon as part of this application because the timescales and phasing are unknown 
and the Isley Woodhouse planning application is not consented. 

4.47. As noted in BC0410001/TR0510002 which outlines the response by National Highways which 
indicates that NH is content that committed and emerging development, including Isley Woodhouse, 
has been taken into account in the Applicant’s evidence.  

4.48. Overall it should be noted that a number of the above junctions provide direct access to the Airport, 
the increased congestion identified and the lack of mitigation will have a detrimental impact on the 
operation of the Airport. 

4.49. It should be noted that no modelling has been undertaken on any other mitigation measures.  As 
part of a DCO application it would normally be expected that other mitigation options would be 
identified and reasons presented for not progressing with the options.  All the work in this 
application revolves around one set of mitigation measures without any text to explain how these 
were derived.  With the responses provided there are number of referenced to meetings held with 
the TWG, which includes other developers in the area.  As the schemes have been discussed as 
part of that group it would imply that the mitigations is to address all schemes coming forward not 
just EMG2.   

4.50. It should also be noted that a phased approach to mitigation has not been considered, the reports 
all indicate that the mitigation is needed before the development is occupied, however, it is 
considered that some development could be developed without having a material impact on the 
adjacent road network, minor changes could be made to the Finger Farm roundabout to provide a 
small increase in capacity to allow some development to be provided.  It is assessments of this type 
that appear to be missing from the documents issued.    

4.51. A key factor for the M1 to A50 link road at the M1 Junction 24 is that it would divert traffic from the 
Finger Farm Roundabout and provide additional capacity at the junction.  However, there is no 
information indicating how much traffic this would divert and as such it is difficult to determine if the 
link road is an appropriate scale for the development and the traffic it is addressing. 

5.0 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS  

5.1. This section provides an overview of other key considerations, and these are summarised as follows 
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• With respect to local and national policies the lack of mitigation at a number of junctions on the 
network modelled would result in possible safety issues occurring, which is not in line with 
current policies. 

• Advanced manufacturing trips rates can vary from one use to another, any approval for this type 
of development should ensure trips generated are within the limits set out within the TA. 

• Additional mezzanine floor space has not been included in the models, this should be included 
to ensure a robust assessment.  If this is not included a requirements should be provided to 
ensure the trips from each unit do not exceed those identified in the TA. 

• The TA does not appear to have included future development traffic for the Airport.   

Policy Compliance 

5.2. This section provides an overview of the development proposals and gives consideration to its 
policy compliance in regard to the relevant transport policies with particular relevance to the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) December 2024 as stated in section 116 Development 
should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact 
on highway safety.  

5.3. It is the belief that the impact as stated above on the M1 Junction 24, and junctions highlighted 
above on the local road network, would cause an unacceptable impact on safety due to in particular 
queues extending back onto the mainline of the M1.  

Advanced Manufacturing Trip Rate 

5.4. As part of the application it is noted that at least 20% of the development could be allocated for 
Advanced Manufacturing (AM) land use. SCP have conducted a review of other AM sites across the 
UK and it’s the conclusion that the inclusion of advanced manufacturing is likely to generate more 
trips than just a standard B8 land use.  

5.5. The following sites were analysed as part of this assessment  

• Rotherham Advanced Manufacturing Site 

• International Advanced Manufacturing Park (IAMP) – Washington, Sunderland 

5.6. It is noted that each application utilised a differing method for assessment of trip generation, 
including direct numbers of staff from the occupier, surveys of a nearby proxy site, also a first 
principles approach.  

5.7. The table below outlines the trip generation as agreed for these applications, noting that both these 
trip rates were agreed by National Highways within their respective jurisdiction. 
Table 1. Trip Rates from Other Advanced Manufacturing Sites 

 AM  PM 
Arrival Departures Arrival Departures 

International Advanced 
Manufacturing Park – 
Washington, 
Sunderland 

0.507 0.315 0.225 0.253 

Rotherham Advanced 
Manufacturing 0.710 0.081 0.102 0.457 

5.8. These trip rates can then be compared to the proposed B8 and B2 trip rates as used in the DCO 
application, as shown in the figure below.  



251399 / East Midlands Airport - EMG2 DCO, Highways and Transport Review 
Technical Note 04 
 
 
 

Page 14 of 23 
 

 

Figure 9. Trip Rates used as part of the B8 and B2 Land Uses 

5.9. SCP have performed an analysis using the 20% value for advanced manufacturing at the EMG2 
site using the IAMP trip rates (alongside the additional 100,000 sqm of mezzanine) and have 
established the potential increase in trips could be in the region of 788 in the AM and 454 in the PM. 

5.10. A strategy regarding the provision of advanced manufacturing units needs to be agreed. 

Mezzanine Floor - Trip Generation  

5.11. Within section 3.4 of the “Trip Generation: Core Assessment” (Page 50 of Transport Assessment 
Part 2 of 10) it is noted that discussions were also held with the TWG as to whether a reduced trip 
rate should be applied to the 100,000sqm mezzanine floorspace on the basis that mezzanines do 
not typically generate the same volume of activity as ground floorspace.  

5.12. Whilst 100,000sqm of mezzanine floor space was included in the assessment but as per section 7.8 
of the TA 100,000sqm was added to the quantum of development and agreed with NH, as such it is 
the view that this should have formed part of the B8 traffic assessment as it is currently not included 
in the assessment.   

5.13. Ultimately as the proposed extra mezzanine floor space has not been assessed in the transport 
assessment and the scale would result in significant traffic volumes, based on the trip rate as 
presented above this will results in an additional 140 arrivals, 36 departures totalling an additional 
176 two way trips in the AM peak.  

5.14. Whilst in the PM this would generate an additional 65 arrivals, 155 departures totalling 220 two way 
trips. This traffic should be included in the modelling to ensure the mitigation is robust.   

5.15. It is also noted by National Highways (Appendix 36) that the additional 100,000 sqm floor space for 
storage/racking must be used for its intended purpose in perpetuity, ancillary to B8 ground floor 
space.  There is no evidence as to how this would be managed or the level of trips monitored to 
ensure the trips don’t exceed those agreed.   

5.16. Based on previous experience involving this type of development National Highways and the 
relevant highway authority would always insist the full quantum of development is assessed 
however this hasn’t occurred on this occasion.  

5.17. Traffic counts undertaken at some of the B8 facilities on EMG1 have suggested that trips rates at 
that site are not as high as those in TRICS, however, this may be as a result of the end user not 
being a standard B8 company. These trip rates are shown in the figure below.  
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Table 2. EMG1 Surveyed B8 Trip Rates (Page 86 of the DCO 6.6A Transport Assessment Part 1 of 10.  

 

5.18. Ideally TRICS data should be used as it offers a more robust assessment. 

5.19. Based on this it is the conclusion that the additional 100,000m² should be included as part of the trip 
rate assessment this is based on previous experience involving this type of development, National 
Highways and the relevant highway authority would always insist the full quantum of development is 
assessed.  

5.20. This is supported by LCC who note that, unconventionally, the Applicant has instead proposed 
wording as a DCO requirement (no.27) [PDA-005D] to seek to limit the highway impact of the 
additional mezzanine floorspace pursued. The Applicant has indicated agreement to this approach 
has been found with some TWG parties. However, agreement has not been reached with LCC and 
that the full quantum of floor space should be modelled to confirm the acceptability of the mitigation 
strategy or otherwise.  

General Comments 

5.21. In terms of other comments the following can be provided: 

• It should be noted that the TA does not make any reference to future growth of the airport 
operations.  East Midlands Airport is experiencing strong growth, particularly in cargo, with a 
12% year-on-year increase in freight volumes reported in early 2026, making it the UK's leading 
dedicated cargo hub. The airport is expanding its cargo capacity, with new partners like SF 
Express increasing long-haul flights, while also planning for future passenger growth, serving 
over 4 million passengers annually.  The number of traffic movements associated with the 
Airport growth in the model needs to be confirmed.    

• In regard to state of commonality it is understood that the Statement of Common Ground 
(SoCG) reports are all under discussions except those for Nottinghamshire County Council and 
the Forestry Commission.  Whilst it is understood that the SoCG with National Highways is well 
advanced there are still some items to agree.   

• A CTMP has been produced in which it identifies the volume of construction traffic associated 
with the development of the site itself.  The document sets out the mechanism by which traffic 
has been calculated and how this will be monitored.  There should be a requirement set to 
ensure this monitoring process is implemented and reported to the appropriate authorities.   

• There is very little information in the documentation with respect to the off-site construction 
works for the mitigation measures.  Particularly those at the M1 J24 will need detailed planning 
not just for the works but around the airport operations and businesses in the vicinity of the 
junction.  There should be an option of IP’s to be able to comment on the program for these 
works as well as understand the level of construction traffic.  This would also need to cover the 
work planned to the gantries on the M1 which are likely to require road closures for the works to 
be undertaken. 
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6.0 RESPONSE TO EXAMINING BODIES 

6.1. This section provides an overview of the responses by the relevant key stakeholders to ascertain 
their current understanding and position on key transport related aspects of the development 
proposals.  

Applicant Response to Examining Panels Questions 

6.2. BC0410001-001023-DCO 7.5 Applicants Response to Exp's Questions Deadline 1 sets out the 
applicants response to the examining Panels First Written Questions. Of note is their response to 
the advanced manufacturing allocation (Q1.2.8) at the site in which they state “the Applicants 
confirm that the dDCO does not require the delivery of advanced manufacturing uses up to 20% or 
at all”. This indicates that there is inconsistency between what has been modelled in the TA and 
statements being made.  

6.3. The remainder of the document includes clarifications from the applicant in which no further 
comment is provided.  

National Highways Response  

6.4. BC0410001-000960-EMG2 Deadline 1 response has been submitted by National Highways which 
sets out their response to the Examining Authority's Written Questions 1 (ExQ1). 

6.5. NH response makes no reference to the M1 Southbound off slip and the queues anticipated to form 
on this approach from both the M1 and the A50. However, it is noted from the response that NH 
accept that the mitigation at M1 24 would assist all developments in the local plan.   

6.6. In terms of the construction traffic management plan NH are happy with the contents of the 
document. 

6.7. NH are reviewing 2 departures, although they aim to agree them, they are expecting a further 5 
departures to be submitted as well as the Road Safety Audit being signed off by NH. 

6.8. In regard to the potential issue of severance, NH had no comment although this is something they 
are keen to address in other applications. 

6.9. In response to comments on highway works and the Applicant’s mitigation, NH explained “that in 
recognition of the need for a series of significant interventions at Junction 24 to mitigate the impact 
of the growth in the area, and to avoid a suboptimal piecemeal approach, a consortium of 
developers (including the Applicant, the owner of the power station, the proposed developers of a 
new village and other landowners) has been working on a strategic solution to address the forecast 
congestion at the junction. A design (which incorporates the Applicant’s proposed SRN mitigation) 
has been proposed to enable growth to come forwards, and work is under way to demonstrate that 
the proposed design is operationally effective through traffic modelling.” 

6.10. NH has been involved in the discussions with the consortium and agrees that the mitigation 
proposed by the Applicant could in due course form part of a wider strategic solution for the 
junction. While mitigation / junction modelling for the whole strategic solution is not yet agreed, the 
Applicant’s work at J24 could support it. NH noted that the Applicant’s scheme helps eliminate 
forecasted congestion and there would be residual issues without the scheme. 

6.11. The above states that the mitigation scheme has been developed to allow for all local development 
to come forward and not just the DCO application.  Whilst the scheme being submitted as part of 
the DCO application is not the whole scheme it does form a significant part of it.  There has been no 
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evidence presented to suggest that a smaller scheme could address the issues created by the 
development traffic.   

6.12. In summary, NH appear to have accepted a development and associated mitigation schemes but it 
is not clear if they have received additional information to be able to do this as the evidence 
provided to the examination does not provided enough information to allow the interested parties of 
this DCO process to be satisfied with the work undertaken. 

Leicestershire County Council Response 

6.13. BC0410001-000872-EMG2 LCC Written Representations Deadline 1 has been reviewed which 
outlines the current position from LCC.  

6.14. On traffic and transport, LCC describes extensive engagement since 2022 through a Transport 
Working Group. LCC notes that the DCO application has evolved (to include an additional 100,000 
sqm of mezzanine floorspace) and raises concern about the Applicant’s approach to the 
assessment of this impact and an associated DCO requirement, which LCC does not agree is 
enforceable. 

6.15. LCC welcomes supplemental testing using post-covid transport modelling (PRTM 2023) but 
reserves its position pending submission and outcomes. 

6.16. LCC is generally content with elements of highway design on the Local Road Network, subject to 
final modelling and formal submission of drawings. 

6.17. LCC seeks safeguarding of land along the EMG2 main site frontage with the A453 for future 
dualling. 

6.18. LCC raises specific active travel and Public Right of Way concerns. 

6.19. LCC requests that the Applicant identifies funding mechanisms for travel plan and public transport 
measures (preferably via a s106 agreement). 

7.0 NORTH WEST LEICEISTSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL (NWLDC) 

7.1. The next comments are in relation to comments provided by North West Leicestershire District 
Council with the information contained in BC0410001-000904-Examining Panel - First Written 
Questions. 

7.2. As stated by NWLDC it has been requested that the applicant demonstrates the 20% advance 
manufacturing is acceptable based on current assessment. 

7.3. NWLDC want land on the A453 to be safe guarded for future dualling to allow developments like 
Isley Woodhouse.  Plus modelling is being undertaken at present to assess what infrastructure 
would be required for these developments. 

7.4. NWLDC feel a free bus pass should be provided for 6 months and not 1 week, to encourage more 
sustainable travel 

8.0 DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTIBILITY REVIEW 

8.1. As part of the review the scheme has been reviewed from a design and constructability perspective, 
a summary of the findings is listed below, and the detailed analysis is provided in the following text. 

• The departure from standards have been agreed eleven with two further exceptions still to be 
agreed, only six were identified in the RSA. 
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• The RSA identified a lack of information regarding the bridge associated with the M1 A50 link 
road. 

• WCHAR audit was referenced however, this is not available for review. 

• The TA modelling was not provided to the audit team and as such the mitigation was not 
reviewed against the modelling outputs. 

Transport Evidence Informing the Design 

8.2. The transport data underpinning the scheme has not been finalised or agreed. In the absence of 
agreed baseline traffic data and mitigation testing, no confidence can be placed in the operational 
performance or safety of the proposed highway arrangements. 

Compliance with Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) 

8.3. Key documents required to demonstrate compliance with the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges 
have not been provided to the Examination. The applicant has not demonstrated that the highway 
proposals comply with the required national standards. 

Departures from Standard (GG101) 

8.4. The documentation lacks clarity and consistency regarding departures from standard. The number 
of departures identified varies across submitted documents, with additional departures shown on 
drawings but not included within the formal schedule. Of particular concern is a stopping sight 
distance departure based on an incorrect object height, significantly understating the safety risk. 

Road Safety Audit Stage 1 (GG119) 

8.5. The submitted Stage 1 Road Safety Audit is non-compliant with GG119. No approved audit brief 
has been provided and the audit confirms that not all design information was assessed. As such, 
the audit is invalid. 

             Environment Agency – Bridge and Environmental Matters 

8.6. The Environment Agency has raised concerns relating to bridge foundations, flood risk, ground 
conditions, biodiversity and waste. Insufficient information has been provided to allow proper 
assessment of these matters. 

8.7. In its current form, the submission does not provide sufficient certainty that the proposed 
development would be safe, compliant with national standards, or capable of implementation 
without unacceptable risk. Substantial further work is required before these matters can be 
resolved. 

8.8. Further detail to support the above comments are detailed below. 

8.9. To proceed with design, it is essential that the supporting transport infrastructure is defined against 
the transport data agreed (which is yet to happen) and therefore assessment of the design cannot 
be progressed. If the Transport data was complete, the proposed design should be compliant with 
relevant standards and supported by complete and accurate technical evidence. This would assist 
in defining that the scheme was operationally sound and safe. We have no evidence that this has 
been completed. 

8.10. At this time the data provided does not provide confidence that this is the case and we have 
detailed below our key concerns. 
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Item 1 – Transport Approvals into Design 

8.11. The Traffic and Transport work is currently incomplete and as such the design proposed from it can 
therefore not be comprehensive and correct. 

Item 2 – Design Guidance Requirements 

8.12. Local and National Guidance on highway design process and principles are set out on the Design 
Manual for Roads and Bridges. This structures how works on Local Authority and Trunk Roads 
should be planned and designed. The information provided is currently incomplete and documents, 
which are central to this process have not yet been provided. It should be noted that it is the 
designers responsibility to confirm compliance to this guidance and with the current information 
provided, we cannot confirm that compliance has been achieved.  

Item 3 – Walking Horse Riding and Cycling Assessment (WHCHAR) GG142 

8.13. A WHCHAR is a mandatory requirement for all National Highway schemes. At this time a WHCHAR 
has not been provided in the DCO portal and therefore we a cannot assess if the procedure has 
been followed and the subsequent provision for vulnerable users has been assessed and provided. 

Departures from Standard – GG101 

8.14. Departures from standard are the mechanism where noncompliance of design is assessed and 
agreed by both Local and National highway asset owners. It is noted that within the DCO the 
importance of clarity on the departures is key to the approval of this scheme, as neither party has 
the ability to amend or deny approval of these at a later date. 

8.15. The general process for a departure from standard is detailed below. 

Summary of Departures from Standard in GG 101 – Introduction to the Design Manual for 
Roads and Bridges 

8.16. It is normal practice that Departures are approved in principle at planning to provide improved safety 
assessment of a scheme. Road Safety Audit Briefs should include all departures from standard. 

Definition of Departures 

8.17. A departure is a variation or waiving of a requirement in accordance with Overseeing Organisation 
procedures. Bulk departures apply when the same non-standard method or material is used in 
multiple locations. 

Statutory Requirements 

8.18. Departures cannot be applied to statutory or legislative requirements, which must always be 
followed. 

When a Departure is Required 

8.19. A departure must be submitted where requirements are not met, and should be submitted where a 
requirement is inappropriate, would cause adverse consequences, proposes innovative methods, 
replaces existing requirements, or addresses aspects not covered. 
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Approval Requirements 

8.20. All departure applications must be approved before design finalisation and before inclusion in the 
works. 

Bulk Departures 

8.21. Where multiple similar departures exist, bulk departures are preferred. 

Aspects Not Covered by Requirements 

8.22. If no requirement exists, a specific departure application for the aspect must be submitted 

Interactions with Local Roads 

8.23. Where works will be adopted by a local authority, departures must still follow the Overseeing 
Organisation’s procedure. 

8.24. Non-compliance Identified Post-Construction 

8.25. non-compliant works must be rectified. In England, retrospective departures may be permitted once 
all alternatives are exhausted. 

8.26. Relaxations 

8.27. Relaxations are only permitted where explicitly stated. Variations beyond limits require a departure. 

Deviation from Recommendations 

8.28. Departures do not apply to recommendations; however, deviations require written justification 
including cost/time/resource comparison and safety risk assessment. 

Safety Risk Assessment 

8.29. All deviations from recommendations require a safety risk assessment. 

8.30. Our main concern on this process is we are unclear from the data provided that all departures have 
been captured by the design team and where possible mitigated first through redesign. Some of 
these items it is felt that with powers to CPO land that land could have been included in the scheme 
to remove these departures and therefore improved safety of operation for the proposal. 

8.31. If these cannot be designed out of the scheme and the reasoning for the departures are sound, then 
these should submit at planning for consideration and approved in principle. We do not have 
evidence and in fact we have contradiction to the statements currently made that these are 
approved. 

8.32. What we currently know from the data provide by the applicant is; 

8.33. The DCO submission has identified several issues regarding compliance with established design 
standards. Transport Assessment Document BC0410001-000530-DCO 6.6A contains the most 
applicable information related to compliance with design standards. This document identified a total 
of 18 Departures from Standards (DfS) including: 

• 12 geometric departures relating to CD 116, CD 122, CD 127, and CD 195  

• 8 signing-related departures associated with CD 146  
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8.34. Additional departures referenced in the report (paragraphs 4.48 and 4.60) have not been clearly 
documented or submitted for review and approval.  

8.35. A further 12 departures are shown on drawings (pages 119–129) that are not included within the 
formal DfS schedule, raising concerns regarding completeness and transparency.  

8.36. One of these DfS is related to Stopping Sight Distance (SSD) on drawing EMG2-BWB-HGN-
M1NBS-DR-H-0110. This identifies an 8m shortfall against a 195m requirement under CD 109. 
However, the object height used (1.05m) is inconsistent with CD 109 (which specifies 0.26m), 
suggesting that the actual SSD deficiency may be significantly greater than stated. 

8.37. We have assessed the basic data provided and additional undocumented departures have also 
been identified beyond those listed above. 

8.38. Finally, we note that the RSA 1 references 6 departures which doesn’t align with any of the numbers 
above and provides further confusion. 

8.39. These issues collectively raise concerns regarding the robustness of the design and whether all 
departures have been properly identified, assessed, justified, and approved. 

Item 5 – Road Safety Audit Stage 1 – GG119 

8.40. The Road Safety Process is a key part of assessment of safety of operation of a proposed highway 
scheme. 

8.41. Road Safety Audit – Stage 1 Procedure – GG119 Purpose of a Stage 1 RSA A Stage 1 Road 
Safety Audit is undertaken at the completion of preliminary design to identify safety issues early.  

8.42. It is assumed that to progress with an RSA 1 that National Highways or the Local Authority will need 
to agree the scheme is ready to proceed to Audit.  

8.43. Once this is provided the following staged process should be followed.  

• Confirm Need for RSA & Prepare the Audit Brief The audit brief includes scheme description, 
preliminary design drawings, constraints. This audit brief must be signed and approved by 
National Highways to be valid.  

• Appoint an Independent RSA Team At least two trained auditors independent from the design 
team, these should be preapproved by National Highways prior to any audit being conducted.  

• Familiarisation & Document Review, design drawings, context, and supporting info focusing on 
design principles.  

• Site Visit Understand constraints and road user behaviour, by undertaking a site visit.  

• Identify Potential Safety Problems List hazards, conflicts, visibility issues, and provide 
recommendations.  

• Prepare the Stage 1 RSA Report includes scheme details, problems, recommendations, and 
plan extracts.  

• Design Organisation Response Report Responses to each problem with acceptance or risk-
assessed rejection.  

• Approval & Implementation Overseeing Organisation approves actions, prioritising highest risk.  

•  Record Keeping & Progression to Stage 2 Archive documentation and proceed to detailed 
design stage. 
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8.44. Based on the above the following task are incomplete in the data provided, which makes the audit 
invalid. 

8.45. Task 1, no brief has been provided for the audit. In addition to this, the data provided for the audit 
does not appear to be complete and the Audit itself references this. On this basis the Audit cannot 
be approved, as it is missing information for consideration. 

8.46. Below is the extract from the RSA 1, which details the Auditors comments on the completeness of 
the audit. 

8.47. Items 1.7 is the key points around the number of departures considered in the audit and contradicts 
the departures listed above. 

8.48. Item 1.8 goes further to say that some of the design information provided has not been considered 
at all, therefore without assessment of all of the data the audit cannot be completed. 

 

 

8.49. As Task 1 of the audit process has not been followed, then we believe the audit is invalid and 
incomplete.  In addition, it is recognised that a designer’s response has been produced in response 
to the road safety audit.  As the road safety audit is not complete then the designer’s response 
cannot be completed, therefore any design suggestions or comments made cannot be relied upon 
until the audit is completed. 
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Item 6 – Environment Agency Bridge Comments 

8.50. Further concerns raised by the Environment Agency include requirement for piled foundations, 
Flood Risk Assessment, ground conditions, biodiversity, and waste. 

8.51. Assessment of the proposed bridge structure and could not be undertaken due to a lack of provided 
information. 

9.0 CONCLUSION 

9.1. It can be seen from the modelling assessment there are some key questions being raised regarding 
the mitigation being proposed (or not as the case may be) and the extents of the modelling to 
ensure all scenarios have been addressed, i.e. modelling rerouted traffic or ensuring one junction 
doesn’t have a detrimental impact on another junction.  It is felt that there are significant gaps in the 
data to allow an informed decision to be made on whether the development is acceptable from a 
highway’s perspective. 

9.2. It should also be noted that the no alternative mitigation seems to have been considered, ideally the 
reports should show an iterative process as to how they have dealt with the capacity issues 
identified as part of the modelling process.   

9.3. The lack of key data with respect to the modelling work and the questions surrounding the 
mitigation, it can be concluded that the mitigation schemes cannot be agreed at this time.  As such 
the road safety audits and departure from standards processes cannot be completed. 
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EMA/EMIAL does not recognise SEGRO’s characterisation of the engagement between the parties.  
  
Early Engagement (2020-2022) 
  
From 2020 through to Summer 2022, there were exploratory conversations with SEGRO from both a property 
and land promotion perspective. These exploratory conversations related in large part to the promotion of the 
land south of the A453 through the local plan process, before the creation of the Freeport and were without 
reference to any potential later use of compulsory purchase powers. 
  
The conversations were by their nature exploratory because, until Summer 2022, the Freeport and any 
allocations to support it were little more than just ‘prospects’. It was not until March 2021 when the Freeport 
was announced and only in Spring 2022 when the business case was approved by HM Treasury. 
  
Because there was no Freeport and given the early preliminary nature of the discussions, MAG employees 
involved were not authorised to negotiate terms for a disposal of land prior to 2022, when the freeport came 
into being. As such, they were not contractual discussions in relation to the sale of the land from EMA/EMIAL’s 
perspective, but preliminary discussions. This was made clear to SEGRO at that point in time. As such, the 
early conversations can only be characterised as “art of the possible and collaborative discussions” only and 
not negotiations for sale. 
  
It is also fair to observe that EMA is an airport operator and this period of early engagement between the 
parties fell squarely at the height of the COVID-19 pandemic, one of the most challenging periods for aviation 
businesses in modern memory. The priority of the business during this period was on recovery of the 
operational aviation business and less on wider commercial property investment and land promotion, 
nonetheless EMA did engage through this period, despite the difficulties faced by the main business. 
  
SEGRO’s assertion at appendix 5 paragraph 1.8 of REP-051D DCO 7.2 Applicant’s Response to Relevant 
Representations that the submission to the NWL Call for Sites process was submitted by SEGRO alone is 
incorrect. EMA/EMIAL supported the promotion of the jointly owned land south of the A453 through the local 
plan process. The submitted document shown at Appendix 2A clearly shows it was a joint proposal by 
SEGRO and EMA/EMIAL on independently owned land. This can be seen on the cover page and throughout 
the document. The ExP’s attention is particularly drawn to the paragraph 01.2 and 06.11 which deal with the 
promotion and deliverability by two parties, the clear ownership plan on page 6 and the deliverability of two 
‘halves’ of the site on page 7 separated by Hyam’s Lane (which is supplemented by the site 
constraints plan on page 9). It is simply wrong, therefore, for SEGRO to state that it was their document alone 
or that EMA was in some way ‘reluctant’ to be public facing. 
  
Further Engagement prior to February 2024 
  
EMA/ EMIAL and SEGRO worked collaboratively during this period to achieving a local plan site promotion 
and a deliverable Freeport site, demonstrated by the above joint submission to the NWL call for sites, and 
EMA/EMIAL entering into a 6 month period of exclusivity in Summer 2022, where the discussions moved from 
preliminary to contractual in nature. Following the 6-month period of exclusivity, a formal offer was presented 
by SEGRO with Heads of Terms in November 2022 but after scrutiny and a recommendation from the MAG 
Property team, MAG board deemed the offer to be unacceptable and not reflective of the interests of its 
shareholders. This offer was therefore rejected on that basis. In EMA’s view, SEGRO did not make any 
reasonable attempt to acquire the land by negotiation prior to the making of the section 35 direction on 21 
February 2024. This can be seen by the fact that SEGRO’s offer in August 2024 was materially over the 
amount it offered in December 2022. On SEGRO’s own actions, therefore, MAG was right not to accept the 
offer. 
 
  



 

 

Engagement post February 2024 
  
On 21 February 2024, the Secretary of State made the section 35 direction for the authorised development 
including EMA/EMIAL’s land, without EMA/EMIAL’s knowledge. 
  
Having commenced preparation in Spring 2023, MAG (and by extension EMA/EMIAL) submitted its planning 
application on 3 June 2024 and simultaneously conducted a process of formally procuring a development 
partner for its own development on the land south of A453. As SEGRO’s previous offers had not in MAG’s 
opinion reflected the true value of the land and the relationship had deteriorated following the making of the 
s35 direction, SEGRO were not initially invited to take part in that process. SEGRO did nevertheless make a 
final offer in Summer 2024.  It did not however have Board or Investment Committee approval and therefore 
the offer was not deemed credible by MAG Board.  
  
EMA/EMIAL’s impression is that SEGRO has sought to make just enough contact to establish a chain of 
correspondence it can refer to in an attempt to demonstrate to the ExP and the SoS that it has made all 
reasonable efforts to acquire the land by negotiation. In EMA/EMIAL’s view, these efforts have been 
consistently shown to be below market value and uncompetitive or otherwise made without proper 
authorisation following a deterioration of commercial relationships and so do not meet the necessary standard 
of what may constitute a reasonable effort.  
  
In conclusion, SEGRO have not engaged proactively or competitively throughout this process. It is also the 
case that until recent weeks, no meaningful conversations have been had on any form of joint venture or 
collaboration between the parties – even after Prologis/EMA’s relevant representation which made clear the 
various options which had not been explored by SEGRO. Whilst we welcome the dialogue, it is considered 
very late in the day and at the current time we are continuing to work through possible options.  
 

 
 

  



 

 

APPENDIX 2A 
 

SUPPORTING STATEMENT FOR NWLDC ‘CALL FOR SITES’ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 























 

 

APPENDIX 3 
 

LIST OF OUTSTANDING INFORMATION – TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 








