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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

My name is Bill Pryce. I am a St. Stephen Parish Councillor and resident of Park Street. I am 
currently a Training Consultant and before that I was a Police Officer. 
 
I have been authorised to speak on behalf of the Parish Council. 
 
St Stephen Parish Council is comprised of the settlements of Park Street, Chiswell Green,  
Bricket Wood, Frogmore and Colney Street.There are approximately 10500 names on the 
electoral roll according to figures supplied by SADC and about 5800 dwellings. 
 

 
2. LOCAL FEELING 
 

2.1. There is unanimous local opposition to the appellant’s proposal and St Stephen Parish 
Council (SSPC) fully supports St. Albans City and District Council's stance in this 
matter. Although the scheme affects the whole district, the site is right on our, St 
Stephen’s, doorstep and is seen as being particularly harmful to our local environment 
and the daily life of the residents.  

 
2.2. SSPC is extremely concerned that if the scheme as outlined by the applicants goes 

ahead as detailed in the application documents, it will have a very detrimental effect on 
our villages and the inhabitants. 

 
2.3. SSPC is further concerned that should the appeal be successful and the appellant’s 

projections prove incorrect, the effect will be far worse. There is a great concern that, 
although the scheme professes to be that of a Strategic Rail Freight Interchange 
(SRFI), that in point of fact it will turn out to be just a monstrous road to road facility. We 
cannot prove this, but consider that it is quite reasonable to demand that should the 
appeal be allowed, conditions be attached to the approval that will ensure that the site 
does in fact operate within the parameters outlined by the appellants. 

 
2.4. Above all the technical detail we should not lose sight of the fact that this site is Green 

Belt land and is important for the health, welfare and enjoyment of present and future 
generations.  The land is sacrosanct and must be preserved at all costs.   

 
2.5. This objection is not founded on the premise ‘not in my back yard’ but on a heartfelt 

concern for the lives of those who live in the area now and for future generations.  
PPPG13 states that ‘developments such as distribution and warehousing, particularly of 
bulk goods be located away from congested central areas and residential areas’.  This 
development flies in the face of that criterion. 

 
 
3. TRAIN PATHS 

 
3.1. We are aware that this matter will be considered at length by the Inquiry and we also 

recognise the need to avoid duplication of evidence. However, for the appellants 
proposal to succeed, the necessary freight paths must exist. There has been a great 
deal of controversy over this point, which hopefully this Inquiry will resolve. If it is shown 
that paths are available for the 12 trains envisaged, then these paths must be 
permanently reserved for the application site. At the time this statement was prepared, 
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we have only been told that, as paths are required, the freight train operators will need 
to apply to Network Rail through the normal process.  

 
3.2. We understand this to mean that should there be competing requests; either Network 

Rail or the Rail Regulator will make a decision as to who has priority. If the adjudicator 
has to choose between a container train equivalent to about 23 to 27 HGVs (table 1 
Tech. Report 3) or an aggregate train equivalent to 120 HGVs (Sustainability Statement 
page 6 Para. 1.16), the choice seems clear to us. We realise that to give a guarantee 
such as we request is probably beyond the power of Network Rail (NR) and probably 
the Office of Rail Regulator (ORR) but it is surely not beyond the power of the authority 
that has the final decision in approving or denying the appeal. Unless the paths are 
guaranteed, the site operators may not be able to operate an SRFI because of 
circumstances outside their control and we will have a road to road facility by default. 

 
3.3. Therefore, we request a clear undertaking that freight paths will be available. 
 

 
4. PLANNING CONDITIONS (Rail) 
 

4.1. At the time this evidence was prepared, to the best of our knowledge, it had not been 
established beyond doubt that it is practical to complete the gauge enhancement works. 
We believe that it should be a condition that the gauge enhancement work should be 
completed before work starts on the application site. This is the only way that it can 
actually be shown that the exercise is feasible.  

 
4.2. We appreciate that the appellant may cry foul, or perhaps find that the work is more 

expensive than expected, but it is they who want to develop the site for the purposes of 
making a profit. We do not wish a situation to arise where the site has been disturbed 
only to find that for some unexpected reason, this aspect of the proposal cannot be or is 
not completed. In such a situation, we would either end up with a road to road facility or 
a piece of Green Belt land that had been despoiled. 

 
4.3. Therefore, we request a condition requiring the gauge enhancement and the connection 

to the main line, including the under-bridge, to be completed before ground works on 
the site commence.  

 
 
5. PLANNING CONDITIONS (Roads) 
 

5.1. Some 3300 HGV movements a day have been forecast We are aware that at one time 
the Highways Agency were requesting agreement on increased trip rates but we believe 
this has yet to be resolved. We are well used locally to traffic congestion, particularly 
when there is an incident on the nearby trunk roads and the thought of the numbers 
proposed by the applicant being added to our local roads fills us with dread. 

 
5.2. The number of commercial vehicle movements will depend very much on how the 

facility is used. Until tenants are actually in place, we believe there can be no accurate 
forecast. The number of movements can vary greatly for the same floor-space. Property 
and development consultants MDS Transmodal normally quote standard stock turnover 
rates as 12.5 pa for a National Distribution Centre (NDC), 25 pa for a Regional 
Distribution Centre (RDC) and if perishable goods are involved, we understand the 
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stock turnover rate can be as high as 50 times a year (Jacobs Consultancy Report page 
78 para 7.1.3 and page 79 table 24.) So for a RDC, we can expect twice as many 
movements as a NDC and even more if there is an element of perishable goods 
involved. 

 
5.3. It is not clear to us on what basis the HGV movements have been calculated, NDC or 

RDC but it is a question we would like the appellants to answer. By way of comparison, 
at KIG, which is of a very similar size, two-thirds of the floor-space is proposed to 
operate as a NDC with the remainder as a RDC (Jacobs Consultancy page 8)  The 
projected HGV movements there are 3404 a day(Jacobs Consultancy page 80 table 
28), very similar to Radlett. We are not experts but it seems very likely to us that the 
Radlett figures are calculated using NDC movement figures and that the traffic 
movements may therefore be heavily understated.  

 
5.4. Therefore, if this application is granted, we request a condition, enforceable by penalty, 

limiting the number of HGV movements to that projected by the Appellant. 
 

6. SUMMARY 
 

6.1. SSPC hope this appeal will be dismissed since, should it succeed, we believe that even 
on the basis proposed by the appellant; it will represent a disaster for our community. 
However, should the appeal be successful then at least provide our parish the 
protection we seek.  

 
We do not ask for anything more than the appellant proposes to deliver, we merely wish 
to ensure that they do not deliver more than is proposed. 
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