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CHILTERN RAILWAYS’ REBUTTAL PROOF OF EVIDENCE  

 

IN RELATION TO  

 THE OBJECTION AND EVIDENCE OF  

GOSFORD AND WATER EATON PARISH COUNCIL 

 

1 Introduction  

1.1 This rebuttal proof of evidence has been prepared on behalf of the Chiltern Railway 
Company Limited (Chiltern Railways) to respond to particular aspects of the objection 
and evidence of Gosford and Water Eaton Parish Council.    

1.2 In particular, Gosford and Water Eaton Parish Council have raised points in their 
proof of evidence (dated September 2010) provided for the Inquiry that Chiltern 
Railways had not previously addressed in the proofs of evidence prepared by their 
witnesses, which were submitted to the Inspector and to certain objectors on 1 
October 2010.  Gosford and Water Eaton Parish Council have also submitted to the 
Inquiry, on 20 November 2010, their response to a number of Chiltern Railways 
proofs of evidence. Chiltern Railways wish to address these outstanding concerns in 
this document.   

1.3 It is not intended that this rebuttal proof should repeat material that the witnesses for 
Chiltern Railways have already covered in their evidence or responses to Questions 
of Clarification.  Cross-references to relevant paragraphs of those witnesses’ proofs 
of evidence are given below, where appropriate.  

1.4 It is intended that this rebuttal proof should be a composite response by Chiltern 
Railways to those new points raised in the evidence of Gosford and Water Eaton 
Parish Council and referred to above.  In this respect, the name of the Chiltern 
Railways witness who is responsible for each aspect of this rebuttal proof is given at 
the beginning of each section below. 
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2 Defined Terms 

2.1 The following defined terms are referred to throughout this rebuttal proof: 

“the 
Correspondence” 

means correspondence in the form of letters exchanged 
between Chiltern Railways and Gosford and Water Eaton Parish 
Council dated 8 February 2010, 14 March 2010, 13 May 2010, 7 
July 2010, 12 July 2010, 15 July 2010, 23 August 2010, 31 
August 2010 and 7 October 2010 attached as Appendix A to this 
rebuttal proof; 

“the Objector” means Gosford and Water Eaton Parish Council; 

“the Objector’s 
evidence” 

means the proof of evidence (dated September 2010) of 
Gosford and Water Eaton Parish Council and Gosford and 
Water Eaton Parish Council’s response to Chiltern Railways 
Proofs of Evidence submitted on 20 November 2010; 

“the Order 
application” 

means the application for the proposed Order submitted on 6 
January 2010 and the Proposed Modification dated 9 
September 2010; and 

“the proposed 
Order” 

means the proposed Chiltern Railways (Bicester to Oxford 
Improvements) Order.  

3 Chiltern Railways’ Rebuttal of the Objector’s Evidence 

Context 

3.1 The proof of evidence and supplementary response to Chiltern Railways proofs of 
evidence have been written by Carl Smith, the Parish Clerk to Gosford and Water 
Eaton Parish Council (G&WEPC). Each submission will be individually addressed 
below. 

Proof of Evidence of Gosford and Water Eaton Parish Council (OBJ33/2) 

3.2 The Objector states that Gosford and Water Eaton Parish Council do not have any 
dispute over the actual transport improvement to the railway and associated essential 
station works but maintain a number of concerns as set out below. 

Green Belt, Ian Gilder 

3.3 The Objector is concerned that the Water Eaton Parkway scheme encroaches into 
the green belt, specifically around the boundary of the Park & Ride. The Objector 
asks that the railway sidings be deleted from the proposal, which would reduce land 
acquired in the green belt.  

3.4 The Objector states that an Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) enforcement officer 
has found that Hansons are operating the railway sidings as a commercial aggregate 
depot without planning permission. The Objector states that despite OCC’s invitation 
to Hansons to apply for legitimising their operations, Hansons have refused to do so.  



 
 

 3 

3.5 The Objector states that Chiltern Railways are using this Transport & Works Act 
Order for the benefit of a non-essential rail transport land transaction, which is an 
inappropriate and unacceptable use, to relocate an unauthorised aggregate depot 
into the Green Belt on behalf of a third private commercial party.  

3.6 Chiltern Railways has, as part of the TWA Order application, applied for a new 
planning permission for an aggregates depot on the land to the north east of the 
present site.  This application, if granted, would include the export of aggregates by 
road, as at present.  It will be a matter for the Inspector to recommend whether 
planning permission should be granted and for the Secretary of State to make a 
decision based on that recommendation.  Since this is a planning application for 
development in the Green Belt, the Secretary of State will, of course, have to take the 
Green Belt policies in PPG2 and the Local Plan into account in reaching a decision. It 
is for the Secretary of State to decide to grant that permission, even if Hanson are 
unsuccessful either in convincing the County Council that the existing use is lawful or 
fail to secure the grant of a planning permission for the present use. 

River Cherwell Flood Assessment, Ian Gilder  

3.7 The Objector is not satisfied with the applicants Flood Assessment and their 
commitment given over location AP12 (Cherwell and Millstream Viaducts) [page 35 
CD/2.22], which demonstrate there is no obstruction to flood flows across the flood 
plain and therefore no compensatory flood storage requirements.  

3.8 The Objector states that the flood assessment should consist of the whole railway 
line and structures between corridor boundaries that cross the flood plain, not just for 
the re-decking work.  

3.9 The Objector states that this railway was planned and constructed in the mid-1800s 
when the upstream catchment was very much different that it is today; not only has 
vast areas been urbanised and major roads constructed across it, but farming 
practices have also changed, that all increase run-off to the River Cherwell; at the 
same time climate change is having a significant affect and there are proposals for 
substantial areas of upstream development planned in the Cherwell Local 
Development Plan, which will also increase catchment run-off into this river.  

3.10 The Objector states that amended flood maps were published at the end of 2009, but 
it is not clear what current EA Flood Map has been used in the Chiltern Railways 
flood assessment. The Objector states that the Kidlington flood defences are shown 
as operating over their maximum capacity.  

3.11 The Objector states Chiltern Railways Flood Assessment [CD/2.22] is based on a 1 
in 100 year flood plus 30% additional flood volume and considers the development to 
be the viaduct re-decking. The Objector states that under this arrangement their flood 
assessment rates no obstruction to flooding, but it is clear that roads and the railway 
act as obstructions across the flood plain.  

3.12 The Objector considers that the Chiltern Railways flood assessment has not been 
conducted in compliance with PPS25 [CD/3.30], where the worst case scenario 
should be examined. The Objector requests that Chiltern Railways should re-
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examine their flood assessment to determine the proportion of flood obstruction 
caused by the railway, as against road crossings. The Objector states that then in 
partnership with other Authorities possibly through the pending Cherwell Flood Risk 
Management Strategy, the applicant could make a financial contribution towards 
improving the Kidlington and Gosford & Water Eaton flood defences.  

3.13 Flood risk, including potential impacts to flood flows, has been assessed as a core 
technical area throughout the progression of the Order Scheme.  Chiltern Railways 
appointed hydrology and flood risk specialists have assessed all aspects of the 
proposals, in close consultation with the Environment Agency and utilising the latest 
flood history and modelling data available.  The specialist reports included on 
CD/2.22 provide specific reference to the EA Flood Map and modelling data applied 
during each assessment stage.  Discussions with the Environment Agency Flood 
Modelling team have been conducted throughout the Order Scheme progression to 
ensure application of the latest data.   

3.14 Chiltern Railways has made specific commitments with respect to aspects of the 
proposed works with the potential to impact upon flood water movement, flows and 
storage within the sub-catchments concerned.  A detailed (Level 3) Flood Risk 
Assessment works package will be progressed.  This works package will include 
hydrological modelling to further define flooding characteristics along the route of the 
Order Scheme, informing both the exact nature of detailed design mitigation for 
proposed works and the responsible and sustainable management of risk in this 
regard.   

3.15 The assessments conducted to date have applied allowances for climate change and 
a reasonable worst case approach in accordance with good practice and current 
flood risk policy.  We do not therefore agree with the Objector’s comments.  In terms 
of surface water drainage and fluvial flood risk sources, the Order Scheme will 
provide betterment in terms of capacity and flood water storage.  Any new structures 
will be designed to minimise impacts to flow and localised drainage patterns, and 
Sustainable Drainage Systems will be integral to management of runoff from 
buildings and areas of hard standing.  

3.16 With specific reference to the Objector’s comments regarding AP12, no changes are 
proposed to the viaducts that would alter their current flood flow conveyance.  
Further, the Environment Agency has confirmed that there are no current 
conveyance issues associated with the existing structures.    

Potential Impacts on Parish Footpaths & Bridleways, Ian Gilder 

3.17 The Objector states that Gosford and Water Eaton Parish has a significant network of 
footpaths and bridleways, FP 229110, FP 229/4 & BR229/5 all cross the railway and 
A34. In the interest of safety to walkers the Objector accepts the proposed 
diversions, however, the objector states that there is a need to make these diversions 
into pleasant countryside walks and keep the splitting up of farm land to a minimum.  

3.18 The Objector states that regarding the Parish Circular walk along BR229/5, there is 
some concern that pleasant views across open scenic countryside will be spoilt, 
unless Water Eaton station and parkway can be well screened with landscaping. It is 
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therefore requested that a visual impact survey is carried out for tree and hedge 
planting schemes for screening the development from countryside views and to give 
adequate protection against light spillage and noise being emitted into the 
surrounding countryside.  

3.19 As noted in paragraph 8.5 of Ian Gilder’s proof of evidence [CRCL/P/12/A], the Water 
Eaton Parkway, the works will result in beneficial visual impacts, in particular, from 
the removal of the large derelict grain silo building. A number of mitigation measures 
have been incorporated into the design of the Order Scheme, including the retention 
of mature planting. Detailed landscaping designs will be submitted, under Condition 
5.2 of CD/1.12.3 for Water Eaton Parkway Station and the aggregates depot. This 
will ensure that the Water Eaton Parkway Station will be satisfactorily landscaped 
and will not have a impact on visual amenity in the area. 

Impacts on Transport & Traffic and On-Street Parking, Paul Tregear [OBJ/33/4] 

3.20 The Objector is questioning the submitted Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA), 
[CD/2.25] for Water Eaton Parkway, and is concerned with the following items: 

(i) The customer market seems not to be clearly addressed and therefore 
passenger traffic generation is not fully defined;  

(ii) That future development in the area has not been taken fully into account in 
the TIA, which could substantially increase traffic levels; 

(iii) The TIA only looks at the immediate road network and not the overall 
distribution of the local road network around Kidlington and Gosford & Water 
Eaton; and 

(iv) The on-street parking problems for this and neighbouring Parishes seems to 
have been ignored.  

3.21 The Objector contends that the attracted passenger market will come from further 
afield than described in Chiltern Railway's TIA. The Objector states that besides 
attracting passengers from around the perimeter of the Oxford city and surrounding 
villages, it is considered that there will be a market demand from the Witney / 
Carterton & Woodstock areas, based on the suggested sketched market zones on 
the Oxford County Council Transport Plan. The Objector states that passengers likely 
to come by car will increase traffic congestion on the overall road network to the 
Water Eaton Parkway site, unless some alternative measures are put in place.   

3.22 The reference by the Objector to CD/2.25 as a TIA is incorrect. CD/2.25 is the Model 
Development and Forecasting Report for the S-Paramics micro-simulation traffic 
model which has been built to assess the operation of the local highway network in 
the vicinity of the Water Eaton Bus Park and Ride Site and the proposed Water 
Eaton Parkway Station. The S-Paramics modelling forms only part of the 
comprehensive technical assessment completed for the project to assess the road 
transport impacts of the Order Scheme. 

3.23 The Objector is correct that the new Water Eaton Parkway Station will attract 
passengers from beyond the perimeter of Oxford City. With reference to the rail 



 
 

 6  

passenger demand forecasting work undertaken by SDG on behalf of CRCL, it is 
predicted that the new station will attract passengers from areas including 
Witney/Caterton, Woodstock, Kidlington and the north of Oxford (CD/2.30, Figure 
3.2, page 10).  

3.24 To assess the road transport impact on the wider highway network, a cordoned area 
of COTM, Oxfordshire County Council’s own model, has been used as reported in 
CD/2.23. The extent of the cordoned models (AM and PM peak hour models) used 
relates to the station catchments derived from the rail passenger demand forecasting 
work [CD/2.30]. 

3.25 The plans included at Appendix J of CD/2.23 show the overall ‘car access’ rail 
demand to and from the rail stations within the COTM cordon model. In respect of 
Water Eaton Parkway Station, this includes passenger car journeys from areas 
including Witney / Carterton, Woodstock, Kidlington and the north of Oxford. 

3.26 Paul Tregear responds specifically to the Objector on the matter of assessing the 
impact of the proposals at Water Eaton on the road network in his Proof of Evidence 
(CRCL/P/8/A, paragraph 10.31-10.32) with reference to section 6 of his main Proof, 
CD/2.23 and CD/2.25. 

3.27 The traffic modelling shows benefits to the road highway network as a whole as the 
Order Scheme encourages a transfer from road-based to rail-based travel, leading to 
reductions in vehicular CO2 emissions. The modelling, reported in detail in CD/2.23 
and summarised in section 6 of Paul Tregear’s Proof of Evidence, concludes that the 
impact of traffic on the surrounding highway network, including the Wolvercote, 
Cutteslowe and Loop Farm Roundabouts and the Peartree Interchange, will be small 
(CRCL/P/8/A, paragraph 6.25) and traffic flows through these junctions generally 
reduce with the introduction of the Scheme (CD/2.23, paragraphs 3.32 and 3.33). 

3.28 The conclusions drawn from the assessment work are that suitable highway 
mitigation measures have been included as part of the Order Scheme to ensure that 
vehicular traffic from the Order Scheme will be satisfactorily accommodated on the 
local highway network. 

3.29 The Objector states that there is a concern that growth from future housing and 
business development in the area from proposals in the Cherwell District Councils 
Local Development Plan and Oxford Core Strategy have not been fully taken into 
account. The Objector states that from the Oxford Core Strategy Public Inquiry into 
the North Oxford Gateway Scheme some witness traffic expert is predicting a 53% 
increase in traffic by the year 2026, which could cause peak time gridlock well before 
2015, unless solutions are found to alleviate the problem.  

3.30 The traffic modelling that has been undertaken in this area, as reported in Section 6 
of Paul Tregear’s Proof of Evidence (CRCL/P/8/A) and in detail in CD/2.23, has 
made use of COTM, Oxfordshire County Council’s own model, to test the impact of 
the Order Scheme on the wider network. The future year tests are at 2016 and 2026 
and these forecast scenarios include both committed and anticipated development 
and infrastructure improvements as defined by OCC. For example, the 2026 scenario 
has allowed for development at the potential ‘Northern Gateway’ project at Peartree. 
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3.31 The resultant cumulative impact on the local highway network is reported in section 6 
of Paul Tregear’s Proof of Evidence (CRCL/P/8/A) and in detail in CD/2.23], with the 
impact shown on the model output plots included at Appendix M of CD/2.23 and the 
link flow plans included at Appendix N of CD/2.23. 

3.32 The Objector states that the Chiltern Railway's TIA only looks at the immediate road 
network and it is clear from the original Water Eaton Park & Ride Public Inquiry that 
the Inspector's recommendation to the Secretary of State concurred with both 
Kidlington and Gosford & Water Eaton about any single junction Park & Ride plus 
office development at this location totalling to around 1,300 parking spaces would 
cause unacceptable traffic congestion through the villages. The Objector states that 
the office development was refused by the Secretary of State and the Park & Ride 
proposal reduced to 800 parking places as a result of the Inspectors 
recommendations.  

3.33 The Objector states that if any more substantial amounts of traffic was generated by 
the Order Scheme, especially along the A4260 Banbury & Oxford Roads through the 
village, there would be unacceptable traffic grid lock cause at peak times which he 
states would leads to rat-running through Garden City and Mills Street/Evans Lane 
back street routes and more commuters park to catch premium bus services. The 
Objector states that it is unacceptable to assume that Oxford commuters peak hour 
will not coincide with train passengers at times and the worst case scenarios needs 
examining in detail.  

3.34 The Objector states that although Chiltern Railway's Case Statement confirms that 
they will enter into an agreement with OCC over ensuring efficient operation and 
management of both rail and bus car parks, the wording about being free at the 
present is of concern to the Objector. Specifically, the operation and management of 
the station and car park charges. 

3.35 Paul Tregear responds specifically to the Objector on the matter of assessing the 
impact of the proposals at Water Eaton on the road network in his Proof of Evidence 
(CRCL/P/8/A, paragraph 10.31-10.32) with reference to section 6 of his main Proof 
and CD/2.23, CD/2.25. 

3.36 The traffic modelling, reported in detail in CD/2.23 and summarised in section 6 of Mr 
Tregear’s Proof of Evidence, concludes that the impact of traffic on the surrounding 
highway network, including the Wolvercote, Cutteslowe and Loop Farm Roundabouts 
and the Peartree Interchange, will be small (CRCL/P/8/A, paragraph 6.25) and traffic 
flows through these junctions generally reduce with the introduction of the Scheme 
(CD/2.23, paragraphs 3.32 and 3.33). 

3.37 The conclusions drawn from the assessment work are that suitable highway 
mitigation measures have been included as part of the Order Scheme to ensure that 
vehicular traffic from the Order Scheme will be satisfactorily accommodated on the 
local highway network. 

3.38 The operation and management of the new Water Eaton Parkway Station and the 
adjacent Water Eaton Bus Park & Ride facility in a co-ordinated and integrated 
fashion is very important to both Chiltern Railways and OCC, as P&R operator. The 
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parties have entered into a management and operations agreement, and as part of 
that a Water Eaton Parkway Management Group (WEPMG) is proposed. The 
WEPMG will manage and monitor the operation of the joint facility, and make any 
decisions that may be required in the future on issues such as capacity and charging. 
The agreement between Chiltern Railways and OCC includes provision for the Parish 
Council to be invited to attend the meetings of the WEPMG. 

3.39 The Objector request that:  

1. That Chiltern Railways should re-look at their TIA and carry out a much wider 
market/ local road network assessment and consider worst case scenarios and 
having measures to ameliorate any problems caused, such as by planning new 
bus services and links between Park & Ride sites and taking other traffic 
improvements and measures.  

2. There should be an on-street parking management plan in place to protect the 
Parish from commuters parking all day in the streets. Where on occasions 
emergency services have difficulties getting through and there is local traffic 
congestion problems caused with associated hazards and increases levels of 
pollution. 

3.40 The approach and methodology of assessing the road traffic effects of the Order 
Scheme are described in Chapters 5 and 6 of Paul Tregear’s Proof of Evidence 
(CRCL/P/8/A). The conclusions drawn from the assessment work are that suitable 
highway mitigation measures have been included as part of the Order Scheme to 
ensure that vehicular traffic from the Order Scheme will be satisfactorily 
accommodated on the local highway network. 

3.41 The WEPMG will manage and monitor the operation of the Water Eaton Park & Ride 
and Parkway Station facility. 

Response to Chiltern Railways Proof of Evidence by Ian Gilder CRCL/P/12/A 
[OBJ/33/3] 

3.42 The Objector sets out a number of questions of clarification regarding the evidence of 
Ian Gilder.  The context and question from the Objector are set out and answered 
below. 

Relocation of Water Eaton aggregate Depot 

3.43 The Objector asks why the original private Railways Acts justify that no planning 
permission was required to establish the existing Hanson depot?  

3.44 Question 1: What clauses or specific references are being referred to, or can be 
quoted from the original 1800s Railways Acts (CD/5.1 to 5.4) and how do they apply 
to this current situation, or apply to Chiltern Railways TWAO? 

3.45 The railway at Water Eaton is part of the railway authorised by the Oxford & Bletchley 
Railway Junction Act, 1846, and modified by the Buckinghamshire Railways Act 
1847. The railway was opened to on 2 December 1850 and the freight depot was 
opened either at the same time or very shortly thereafter.  
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3.46 The Objector states that it was in 2006 that Hansons established a permanent depot 
without planning permission and this fact has been acknowledged by OCC’s 
Planning Enforcement Officer. The Objector states that Hanson have also refused to 
apply for a required Certificate of Lawfulness. 

3.47 Question 2: As the OCC Planning Enforcement Officer has deemed that planning 
permission or a Certificate of Lawful Use or Development Application is required by 
Hansons (se attached letter), who have continually refused to comply, even after 
reminders and further complaints from the Council, why has no action been taken? 

3.48 It is a matter for Oxfordshire County Council, as the local planning authority, to take 
any action they consider appropriate.  

3.49 The Objector understands that although Network Rail might own the site of the Water 
Eaton railway sidings, it became vested, or leased to English Welsh & Scottish 
Railways and was taken over sometime later by a private German company D B 
Schenker Rail UK Ltd, who are the landlords to Hansons. The Objector states that it 
also seems from the property schedule, that there are other railway company 
complex interests involved. The Objector also understands that Hansons have a 20 
year lease on the site. 

3.50 Question 3: As DB Schenker and Hansons have submitted objections (OBJ/293) & 
(OBJ/101) respectively, can it be assumed that they are a separate third party 
company or companies, where Chiltern Railways are inappropriately using the 
TWAO procedures to benefit them? 

3.51 Chiltern Railways do not operate freight services. However, Chiltern Railways 
consider that the depot both in its current use and designation under the 1993 
Railways Act [CD/5.10] as a “Strategic Freight Site” is required to provide for its 
future operations, hence the proposals as part of the overall Water Eaton Parkway 
station scheme. It is not therefore, included to benefit a third party. 

3.52 Question 4:  As this is not a Network Rail TWAO, but is being implemented by 
Chiltern Railways who do not operate aggregate, or other freight trains, then is this 
evidence that they are inappropriately using this TWAO legislation to acquire land 
and planning consent in the green belt that is not necessary for the Scheme, but will 
benefit the interests of other parties, or a third private party? 

3.53 The Objector is incorrect in alleging that the Order Scheme is being promoted for the 
benefit of third parties.  The Order Scheme will form part of the national rail network 
and the line can thus be used by any train operators. Chiltern Railways consider that 
the depot both in its current use and designation under the 1993 Railways Act 
[CD/5.10] as a “Strategic Freight Site” is required to provide for its future operations, 
hence the proposals as part of the overall Water Eaton Parkway station scheme. 

3.54 The Objector understands that the TWA Order includes applying for planning 
consent, but there has been no public consultation process over the full details, or for 
carrying out the necessary planning assessments for this new aggregate depot 
proposal. The Objector states that it is of concern to find out about the present 



 
 

 10  

existing railway sidings lease agreement including for erecting a concrete and / or 
tarmac plant and could also include for other buildings. 

3.55 Question 5: Would this also include the possibility of establishing a different 
business, such as a Grundon recycling separation centre (OBJ/ 102)? 

3.56 The proposed design and development at Water Eaton Parkway is shown in Annex C 
of CD/1.19/1. This will be subject to reserved matters to be approved by the local 
planning authority.  

3.57 The Objector states that there is particular concern that the area of land for the new 
aggregate depot as shown in Ian Gilder’s evidence in CRCL/P/12B in Appendix 4 
(Illustrative Landscape Proposals) seems much smaller than that shown on the land 
acquisition plan in Richard Caten’s evidence CRCL/P/11/B on Plan No. 0BJ239. 

3.58 Question.6:  Can it be explained why there is this difference, which plan is correct 
and for what reason is there any difference shown? 

3.59 Annex C of CD/1.19/1 shows the most up to date design for Water Eaton Parkway 
Station, which are similar to the plans shown in Ian Gilder’s evidence. Richard 
Caten’s evidence shows the maximum extent of land to be either temporary or 
permanently acquired. The detailed design and submission of reserved matters will 
determine exact design details. 

3.60 Question 7:  As Chiltern Railways has admitted they have nothing to do with freight, 
then why are they using this TWAO process to acquire privately owned land and 
planning consent for an ancillary proposal, which is outside of the boundary of the 
main railway scheme? 

3.61 The Order Scheme will form part of the national rail network and the line can thus be 
used by any train operators. Chiltern Railways consider that the depot both in its 
current use and designation under the 1993 Railways Act [CD/5.10] as a “Strategic 
Freight Site” is required to provide for its future operations, hence the proposals as 
part of the overall Water Eaton Parkway station scheme. 

3.62 The Objector states that Chiltern Railways have recognised that there are other 
alternative feasible sites available to locate a new aggregate depot, in accordance 
with the Minerals & Waste Strategies, by the fact of preparing and putting forward 
Water Eaton Rail Aggregates Depot Alternative Sites Appraisal Report [Appendix 
IMG 6 of CRCL/P/12/B].  The Objector states that in this comparison assessment of 
alternative potential sites for relocating the Water Eaton aggregate depot, it is 
incorrectly stated that the Bicester MoD Depot is in the Oxford Green Belt. The 
Objector states that this can be established by looking at the Cherwell District 
Council’s Non-Statutory Local Plan Proposals (extract photocopy attached which 
shows the boundary of the green belt near this location). The Objector states that a 
liberty is taken to amend table IMG-6.1 in red to express the Parish Council’s opinion 
over options (see on attached). 

3.63 The Objector is convinced that there must be a better feasible site option  available, 
which does far less damage to the vulnerable green belt gap between Oxford and 
Kidlington & Gosford than the Chiltern Railways proposal. The Objector suggests, for 
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instance, that there could be suitable alternative sites at Cassington area (where it is 
believed Hansons may already hold an interest) or at Ardley quarry (to combine with 
the OCC waste disposal projects); or in the Bicester area (where within this very 
large MoD site complex there must be some non-operational suitable land available, 
which they must surely be willing to sell). The Objector also understands that a 
railway siding can be accommodated in the Shipton on Cherwell quarry which would 
be provided by developers, through a major Cherwell Local Development Plan 
proposal.   

3.64 Question 8: Will Chiltern Railways accept that the relocation of the aggregate depot 
is not an essential part of their Bicester to Oxford railway improvement scheme and 
concede that there are other feasible alternative sites, other than as shown in their 
Table IMG-6 1, which are appropriate and do less damage than relocating the Water 
Eaton aggregate depot into the green belt?   Therefore do they also concede that 
their TWAO is also being inappropriately to use under these circumstances? 

3.65 For the reasons set out in CRCL/INQ/35 Minerals Industry and Aggregate Depots in 
Oxfordshire, the proposed relocation of the aggregates site in the Order is 
considered the most appropriate for a convenient rail aggregates depot to serve 
Oxford. 

3.66 The Objector states that the Parish Council question the validity of the comment 
made on the Alternative Sites table, on page IMG6-5, regarding effective operation 
and signalling capacity restraints, when there is a proposal in the Oxfordshire Local 
Transport Plan for a feasible railway station at Grovelands in Kidlington. The Objector 
states that this must surely emphases that there is enough railway operational 
capacity and pathways available for freight and aggregate trains for alternative site 
options on the west railway side of Kidlington. The Objector states that in any case it 
is believed that the transporting of aggregate by train is not tied to any scheduled 
timetable like passenger trains and therefore pathways could be found by slotting 
them in at none peak times. The Objector states that this must have been considered 
and found acceptable by OCC and Railway Authorities prior to the OCC Minerals & 
Waste site options being published for consultation.  The Objector states that in fact 
the railway restraints in Table IMG-6 on page IM06-5 are also queried. The Objector 
states that this is because in the evidence of Allan Dare CRCL/P/2/A, paragraph 
9.3.4 of page 36 of 44, it is confirmed that the railway industry ‘TRUST’ data base 
shows around a 50% of existing freight train paths between Oxford and Banbury are 
actually used within any 24 hours and 48% on the Bicester to Oxford line. The 
Objector states that this therefore shows, that it should be practical to find pathways 
through to any of the alternative aggregate depot options listed by Chiltern Railways 
and in the attached OCC site options. 

3.67 Question 9: Can Chiltern railways explain and concede that there is enough railway 
capacity available for rail pathways through to all the aggregate depot site options, 
now that the rail TRUST database has show that only 50% paths are taken up by 
existing freight (trains), which could include for carrying aggregate ? 

3.68 With regard to the proposal in the Local Transport Plan for a station at Kidlington, this 
has not been progressed by the railway industry for reasons including a lack of line 
capacity. 
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3.69 With regard to the aggregates terminal, Chiltern Railways considered a number of 
sites and concluded that none were suitable due to issues including railway operating 
constraints, lorry mileage  and local planning and environmental issues. 

Flood Risk 

3.70 The Objector states that they along with Kidlington Parish Council have made a 
number of enquiries to the Environment Agency (EA), (letter attached which 
accompanied the flood maps in OBJ/033/1, Appendix B iii & iv of v), where in point 
1(e) they confirm that the railway and roads crossing the flood plain are taken into 
account in their model.  

3.71 Question 10: Has, or is Chiltern Railways going to carrying, out checks to assess 
what percentage of obstruction the railway causes in the River Cherwell flood plain 
as compared with road crossings? 

3.72 Paragraphs 3.13 to 3.16 of this rebuttal deals with Chiltern Railways response to 
Flood Risk.  

3.73 Question 11: Is Chiltern Railways prepared to meet this request for making a 
reasonable contribution, along with other Developers and Authorities who contribute, 
or have constructed restrictive crossings in the past across the flood plain? 

3.74 The Order scheme preserves the size and number of opening beneath the railway 
viaducts and therefore does not worsen the situation with respect to flooding.  It is not 
the Promoter’s responsibility to instigate or fund flood relief schemes. 

Air Quality 

3.75 The Objector is concerned about the air quality impact of the idling engines from 
standing locomotives in the Water Eaton railway station and at the relocated 
aggregate depot.  The Objector understands that locomotive drivers at Hinksey 
railway sidings in Oxford tend to ignore rail company rulings to switch of engines 
when standing, because it is very difficult to them start up again. 

3.76 The Objector is also concerned with the exhaust pollution from machinery used to 
unload stone trains and load up lorries at the proposed aggregate depot. The 
Objector states that from experience many lorry drivers may ignore any lorry route 
planning conditions and continue to use roads through Kidlington and Gosford, which 
is very likely to be impossible to monitor and enforce. 

3.77 The Objector is concerned about potential dust creation in and around the site and 
potential night time light pollution. 

3.78 Question 12:  Under the above circumstances is this conceded as another good 
reason for not relocating the aggregate depot into the narrow green belt gap. Even if 
there were planning conditions imposed, is Chiltern Railways personally willing to 
monitor and prepared to enforce any noise, lorry routing, or pollution control, when 
they have absolutely no interest in freight movements? 
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3.79 Oxfordshire County Council are responsible for the enforcement of planning 
conditions, as the local planning authority. Chiltern Railways has no legal 
enforcement powers. However, Chiltern Railways operations must be carried out in 
accordance with any planning conditions imposed on the Order. 

Response to Chiltern Railways Proof of Evidence by Paul Tregear CRCL/P/8/A 
[OBJ33/4] 

3.80 The Objector sets out a number of questions of clarification regarding the evidence of 
Paul Tregear.  The context and question from the Objector are set out and answered 
below. 

3.81 The Objector states they still do not accept the evidence of Paul Tregear and believe 
that the proposed Water Eaton Parkway development will cause severe traffic 
congestion through Kidlington and Gosford & Water Eaton, especially at peak times.  

3.82 Question  1: Can Chiltern Railways explain why their traffic analysis and conclusions 
differ so much from the results and recommendation made at the original Water 
Eaton Park & Ride plus office development public inquiry, (see OBJ/033/1 in 
Appendix 3), which led to its refusal and OCC conceding to providing a reduced park 
& ride development instead? 

3.83 The Objector’s statement that there has been no detailed traffic assessment of the 
Order Scheme impacts on the wider highway network is incorrect. The approach and 
methodology of assessing the road traffic effects of the Order Scheme are described 
in Chapters 5 and 6 of Mr Tregear’s Proof of Evidence (CRCL/P/8/A). The technical 
assessment work has considered the impact of the Order Scheme on the highway 
network up to the year 2026. 

3.84 The traffic modelling shows benefits to the road highway network as a whole as the 
Order Scheme encourages a transfer from road-based to rail-based travel, leading to 
reductions in vehicular CO2 emissions. The modelling, reported in detail in [CD/2.23] 
and summarised in section 6 of Mr Tregear’s Proof of Evidence, concludes that the 
impact of traffic on the surrounding highway network, including the Wolvercote, 
Cutteslowe and Loop Farm Roundabouts and the Peartree Interchange, will be small 
(CRCL/P/8/A, paragraph 6.25) and traffic flows through these junctions generally 
reduce with the introduction of the Scheme (CD/2.23, paragraphs 3.32 and 3.33). 

3.85 The conclusions drawn from the assessment work are that suitable highway 
mitigation measures have been included as part of the Order Scheme to ensure that 
vehicular traffic from the Order Scheme will be satisfactorily accommodated on the 
local highway network. 

3.86 The Objector states that traffic modelling using COTM is considered as a coarse sift 
system of the highway links and junction nodes and this requires refining through a 
more detailed analysis, as explained in OCC/033/1 & 2. The Objector states that both 
documents also explained the Chiltern Railways traffic analysis covers only a short 
length of the highway network and does not detail the full local road network. The 
Objector states that it is also contended that the periods when the Chiltern Railways 
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traffic counts were taken are unlikely to necessarily represent what can happen at 
peak times.  

3.87 Question 2: Can the Council have an assurance that if Chiltern Railways road 
transport impacts and management prove to be incorrect and cause unacceptable 
levels of traffic congestion, then are they and Oxfordshire County Council as 
Highway Authority prepared to give an undertaking, that they will urgently commit 
priority and finance towards carrying out road improvements to ameliorate any 
situation resulting from both the Water Eaton Park & Ride and Parkway? 

3.88 The traffic modelling, reported in detail in CD/2.23 and summarised in section 6 of Mr 
Tregear’s Proof of Evidence [CRCL/P/8/A], concludes that the impact of traffic on the 
surrounding highway network, including the Wolvercote, Cutteslowe and Loop Farm 
Roundabouts and the Peartree Interchange, will be small (CRCL/P/8/A, paragraph 
6.25) and traffic flows through these junctions generally reduce with the introduction 
of the Scheme (CD/2.23, paragraphs 3.32 and 3.33). It is concluded therefore that 
further detailed assessment of individual junctions, other than those modelled as part 
of the S-Paramics micro-simulation modelled, is not required (CD/2.23 paragraph 
3.35). 

3.89 The S-Paramics traffic model has been built using junction turning count surveys 
undertaken in June 2009, supplemented by an in/out count at the grain silo/rail 
aggregates depot access located immediately north of the Water Eaton P&R junction 
undertaken in July 2009. With reference to Appendices F and G of CD/2.25 and 
paragraph 2.39 of [CD/2.25], both the AM and PM models are valid against the 
DMRB criteria guidelines for acceptability.  

3.90 On this basis the S-Paramics traffic models have provided a robust modelling tool for 
‘forecasting’ future traffic conditions in the modelled network area and for testing the 
traffic impact of the Order Scheme both in respect of the additional traffic demand 
and proposed improvements to the local highway network. The outputs from the 
traffic modelling clearly demonstrate the operational benefits resulting from the 
proposed new signal controlled junction on the A4165 serving the Water Eaton Bus 
Park & Ride and new Parkway Station which will be provided by CRCL.  

3.91 Question 3: Will Chiltern Railways accept and funding and improvements found to 
be necessary for diverting more traffic around Kidlington to Water Eaton Parkway? 
And are they or will they be check the traffic modelling to see if  proposed direction 
signing of  routes and traffic measures in and around  Kidlington & Gosford could 
improve traffic flow conditions, without being detriment to pedestrian crossing 
facilities ? 

3.92 The conclusions drawn from the assessment work are that suitable highway 
mitigation measures have been included as part of the Order Scheme to ensure that 
vehicular traffic from the Order Scheme will be satisfactorily accommodated on the 
local highway network. 

3.93 Question 4: Has Chiltern Railways given any consideration into examining the traffic 
stress and environmental capacity of the local road network resulting from this 
proposed development? 
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3.94 The entire road network shown on the plan included in OBJ/033/1 (Appendix D, page 
v of vi) is covered by the technical assessment. Therefore the impact of the Order 
Scheme on this area of the local road network has been considered. 

3.95 The Objector states that although Chiltern Railways may have been investigating the 
potential for sharing car park management control with OCC at the proposed Water 
Eaton Parkway and Park & Ride site and preparing a potential management strategy, 
there is nothing mentioned about protecting the streets in their Parish and Kidlington 
from commuters and passengers preferring to use on street parking and then 
catching a premium bus service to the station, or on into Oxford.  

3.96 Question 5: Can the Parish Council have assurances that Chiltern Railways and 
OCC will be monitoring the on-street parking situation in the villages of Gosford & 
Kidlington and will urgently address as necessary any problems that are happening 
through the Parkway and Park & Ride developments? 

3.97 The Water Eaton Parkway Management Group (WEPMG) will manage and monitor 
the operation of the Water Eaton Park & Ride and Parkway Station facility. See 
CRCL/INQ/66 for extracts of this agreement. 

3.98 The entire road network shown on the plan included in OBJ/033/1 (Appendix D, page 
v of vi) is covered by the technical assessment. Therefore the impact of the Order 
Scheme on this area of the local road network has been considered. 

3.99 The Objector states that as passenger marketing strategy covers a large area of 
Oxfordshire, around to Witney (see 0BJ33/1), there will be many trips by car in peak 
traffic times, which would increase traffic congestion on the A40 routings/Wolvercote 
roundabout/A44 Peartree Interchange/A4260 Frieze Way /Kidlington 
roundabout/A4165 to Water Eaton Parkway. The Objector states that this situation of 
trips to and from A40 using A44 for the Water Eaton Parkway will only get worse now 
that the Government has announced that as part of the financial cut-backs the 
A40/A44 Wolvercote roundabout bypass scheme for linking the A40 with A44/A34 
Peartree Interchange has been shelved. 

3.100 Question 6: Are the Authorities and Chiltern Railways prepared to work together to 
provide a park and ride in the Witney area which has a high quality bus service 
linking to Water Eaton station?  And to investigate linking up other park & rides 
around Oxford to the Water Eaton Parkway? 

3.101 Any future proposals to provide a Park and Ride in the Witney area and/or to link up 
the Oxford City Park and Ride sites are beyond the scope of the Order Scheme and 
are a matter for the City and County Councils. 

Response to Chiltern Railways Proof of Evidence by Andy Coates CRCL/P/10/A 
[OBJ33/5] 

3.102 The Objector sets out a number of questions of clarification regarding the evidence of 
Andy Coates.  The context and question from the Objector are set out and answered 
below. 
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3.103 The Objector is not satisfied with the evidence given in the proof of evidence from 
Andy Coates in reply to their objection relating to the demolition of the Water Eaton 
Grain silo and the effects on wildlife. The Objector states that a correction is 
necessary in the Parish Council’s proof of evidence, because they have now been 
informed from a prominent local Oxfordshire Ornithological Society (OOS) member 
that he has observed swallows entering and leaving the grain silo building for at least 
the last 30 summers and therefore swallows were evidently nesting when the building 
was operating for business. (Mr John Brucker letter attached). 

3.104 Question 1: Is Chiltern Railways prepared to design and provide through 
ornithological experts and to the approval of Oxford Ornithological Society some 
swallow and swift nests and to build in crevices on buildings, that may help bats as 
well? 

3.105 Chiltern Railway reconfirms their commitment as described in Paragraph 3.14 of 
Andy Coates’s evidence [CRCL/P/10/A] to provide suitable nesting opportunities for 
swallows.  The term “suitable” requires that the nests will be of a type and in a 
location that will be used by swallows.  Chiltern Railway will also consider whether 
there are opportunities to create opportunities for nesting swifts.  The actual form of 
these nesting opportunities will, however, depend on the final design of the new 
station buildings and surrounds and on the requirements of Network Rail.  The final 
design of these buildings will be subject to approval by Cherwell District Council.   

3.106 The Objector states that as a further ancillary design measure it would useful to 
provide shallow water/soft mud  margins at any proposed surface water drainage 
swale,  or storage ponds and for the existing, or relocated one at Water Eaton Park & 
Rides, for attracting swallows and house martins to easily find mud material to build 
nests. 

3.107 Question 2: Can Chiltern Railways in liaison with OCC incorporate this into the 
design? 

3.108 The existing ponds at Water Eaton are being retained, hence the current 
opportunities for swallows to obtain mud will remain. 

3.109 The Objector states that in case swallows prefer to select nesting sites further afield, 
it would be helpful if some nest boxes were provided on or in farm buildings in this 
area of Water Eaton. The Objector suggests that these nest box opportunities could 
be at barns by Pipal Cottage and at Middle Farm and under the viaducts by 
Northfleld. 

3.110 Question 3:  Is Chiltern Railways prepared to give a reasonable monetary grant to 
OOS, so that ornithologists can use it to carry out a local conservation project with 
farmers and others, who are willing to have nests provided on their barns not only for 
swallows, but for other summer visitors as well? 

3.111 Chiltern Railway is committing to the provision and funding of new nesting 
opportunities for swallows, which will be affected by the loss of the silo building.  As a 
result it is not prepared to extend this to wider projects in this area. 
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3.112 The Objector states that there is also concern about the relocation of any aggregate 
depot in the green belt.  The Objector notes that the Chiltern Railways summer and 
winter bird surveys did not highlight that the arable fields to the north of the Water 
Eaton Park & Ride and Parkway are nesting and feeding grounds for a variety of 
special birds.  

3.113 The Objector states that in Chiltern Railways Statement of Case, paragraph 15.34, 
states that birds in this area are already accustomed to a degree of disturbance due 
to the existing railway line and are therefore likely to not be significantly affected by 
railway proposals. However the Parish Council consider that this would not apply to 
any proposed aggregate depot in the green belt, where movement and noisy 
activities associated with unloading trains of stone into stockpile heaps, from 
unloading machinery and later conveyed into lorries that are coming and going.  

3.114 Question 4: Why was no ecological assessment carried out for the relocated 
aggregate depot, was it being treated as a separate ancillary site? 

3.115 The site of the relocated aggregate depot lies within the red line boundary for the 
Scheme.  It was surveyed during ecological surveys undertaken as part of the EIA.  
The habitats recorded on the site are shown in Figure 8.2M in Volume 3 of the ES 
[CD/1.17]. 

3.116 Response to Chiltern Railways Proof of Evidence by Michael Fraser CRCL/P/9/A 
[OBJ33/6] 

3.117 The Objector sets out a number of questions of clarification regarding the evidence of 
Michael Fraser.  The context and question from the Objector are set out and 
answered below. 

3.118 The Objector states that the Parish Council is not satisfied that Michael Fraser has 
not included in the Chiltern Railways proposal a noise assessment for relocating an 
aggregate depot into the green belt. 

3.119 In the opinion of the Objector the noise assessment for the proposed aggregate 
depot should be assessed in a different manner. The Objector states that where the 
ambient environmental noise will vary according to activities taking place and where 
mobile plant and lorries can be significant noise generators, which varies as 
positioning changes and from amount of plant being used.  

3.120 Question 1: Does this lack of noise assessment indicate that the railway sidings are 
a separate project and should not be in Chiltern Railways TWAO? 

3.121 The relocation of the aggregates of is a minor issue in terms of noise emissions, and 
receptors are currently, and will remain, more than 200 m from the site of the 
Aggregates Depot.  Changes in the location of the depot are not expected to result in 
significant noise impacts, and it has not been necessary to include this in the ES 
which is only required to report significant effects of the Scheme.  Since the existing 
grain silo offers only partial screening to the existing aggregates depot, it is unlikely 
that its removal will significantly change the noise effects at Pipal Cottage 
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3.122 The Objector states that little comment made about this aggregate depot proposal, 
except to mention some landscape noise protection bunding around the site, but 
ERM plan no IMG4.6 in CRCL/P/11/B Appendix 4 (illustrative Landscape Proposals) 
shows only a hedge around the southern and northern perimeters, which does not 
reduce noise levels.  

3.123 Question  2:  Will Chiltern Railways concede that this is not a suitable site for 
relocating an aggregate depot, based on green belt issues and environmental 
considerations and that there are some other suitable alternative sites, which do less 
damage, as indicated in the response to Ian Gilder (CRCL/P/l2/A)? 

3.124 For the reasons set out in CRCL/INQ/35 Minerals Industry and Aggregate Depots in 
Oxfordshire, the proposed relocation of the aggregates site in the Order is 
considered the most appropriate for a convenient rail aggregates depot to serve 
Oxford. Paragraph 5.17-5.36 of Ian Gilder’s proof of evidence [CRCL/P/12/A] 
considers the appropriateness of development in the Green Belt at Water Eaton. It 
concludes that the Order Scheme would cause no substantial harm to the Green 
Belt. 

Response to Chiltern Railways Proof of Evidence by Stephen Barker CRCL/P/6/A 
[OBJ33/7] 

3.125 The Objector sets out a number of questions of clarification regarding the evidence of 
Stephen Barker.  The context and question from the Objector are set out and 
answered below. 

3.126 The Objector states that firstly it is confirmed that the Parish Council accept that it is 
recognised that there are safety issues for walkers using footpaths, or the bridle road 
to cross either the A34, or railway and therefore reluctantly routes require some 
diversions. The Objector states that the proposed network detailed on the faxed plan 
from Sarah Goodall of ERM has therefore had to be accepted. 

3.127 The Objector states that the relocated aggregate depot is shown on sheet 22 of 
CRCL/P/61B2 which extends nearly to the existing Water Eaton bridle road crossing, 
whereas the Illustrative Landscape Plan shows a much shorter site length. The 
Objector states that a perusal of the area covering the existing aggregate depot 
shows that the proposed site is believed to acquire about twice the amount of land 
and it has not been possible to relate the track diagram to this, except to guess (see 
attached). 

3.128 Question 1: Why does there appear to be this discrepancy and why have there not 
been any railway track sidings and buildings shown on plans at this stage? Is it 
because this is a third party proposal? 

3.129 The proposal to relocate the aggregate depot is being promoted by Chiltern Railways 
because the land presently occupied by the depot and its associated sidings is 
required for the reinstatement of the second railway track over this section of route 
and for the construction of Water Eaton Parkway station and the associated car park. 

3.130 Sheet 22 of CRCL/P/6/B2 is based on sheet 22 of the Deposited Plans and Sections 
[CD/1.9].  The land identified on this sheet as being associated with the Rail 
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Aggregates Depot includes the land required for the sidings (Work No. 6), depot 
yard, buildings and fixed plant and, if required, an earth bund to screen the depot.  It 
also provides sufficient space to allow for the earthworks required to bring the depot 
level with the sidings. 

3.131 The new depot will replicate the existing facility and will not incorporate any 
permanent buildings – the necessary accommodation will be provided by means of 
portable buildings as is the case on the current site.  The exact location of these 
portable buildings is yet to be finalised. 

3.132 The “Indicative Landscape Plan” to which the Objector refers is intended to give an 
idea of the type of landscaping that could be applied to the station and depot sites.  
In order to show the station site in enough detail, the depot area has been shortened 
in this drawing.  This is not meant to imply that the depot will be the size shown on 
the drawing. 

3.133 The exact extent of the relocated depot will be determined during the detailed design 
work.  This work will seek to minimise the amount of land required for the relocated 
depot which in any case will not exceed the area indicated on sheet 22 of CD/1.9. 

3.134 The Objector states that while Michael Fraser states in his proof of evidence that 
noise protection will be provided around the proposed relocated aggregate depot 
there are only hedges shown on the illustrative landscape drawing in Appendix 4 of 
CRCL/P/12/B. 

3.135 Question for 2: Has there been any design of noise barriers for this proposal and 
how they can viably be fitted in with the proposed landscape hedging? 

3.136 Given the distance from the site to the receptors and the fact that noise emissions 
are not expected to change significantly no design of noise barriers has been 
considered necessary.  However, the operator will need to consider site layout and 
mitigation to avoid any increase in disturbance to offsite receptors. 

3.137 The Objector states that it would appear from Stephen Barker’s evidence that the 
acquiring of the area shown on sheet 22 CRCL/P/6/B/2 is not necessary for 
constructing the Chilterns Railways railway improvements between Bicester and 
Oxford. 

3.138 Question 3: Can it be confirmed that the Chiltern Railway improvement can be 
constructed without acquiring this land take for the relocated aggregate depot, which 
is considered as a separate entity? 

3.139 One of the two sidings associated with the present aggregate depot site occupies the 
alignment of the proposed reinstated second track of the Order scheme.  The 
remainder of the depot occupies land required for the proposed Water Eaton 
Parkway station and the associated car park.  The scheme can therefore only go 
ahead if the depot is relocated.  The relocation of the depot is integral to the scheme 
and cannot be considered in isolation. 
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3.140 The Objector is concerned that once the Order Scheme is operational it will be 
economically impossible to carry out any future flood protection measures which 
involve modifying the railway structures.   

3.141 Question 4: Has there been any engineering design checks, or investigations carried 
out into analysing a variety of scenarios involving severe Cherwell Valley rain storm 
events and how the various roads and railway cause restrictions to flooding and to 
determine, as what percentage each contribute? Also has there been any measures 
considered that will be necessary to provide upstream storage for preventing the 
flood defences at Kidlington being overtopped in the future and Chiltern Railways 
prepared to contribute towards upstream flood protection? 

3.142 The Order scheme preserves the size and number of opening beneath the railway 
viaducts and therefore does not worsen the situation with respect to flooding.  It is not 
the Promoter’s responsibility to instigate or fund flood relief schemes. 

3.143 The Objector states that the highway improvements indicated in Stephen Barker’s 
evidence are restricted to the immediate single traffic signalised junction into Water 
Park & Ride and Parkway area. 

3.144 Question 5: Has there been any thought, or work to investigate the need for other 
highway improvements around the local, road network?  (see TRL road network in 
OBJ/033/l in Appendix D p v of vi). For instance i) for changing the priority from 
A4260 Banbury Road to Kidlington for the priority becoming A4260/ A4095 Upper 
Campsfield Road for diverting traffic as per following the existing OCC signing for the 
Water Eaton Park & ride?  (see OBJ/03311 Appendix D in p v of vi), or ii) For linking 
up the traffic signalised junctions through Kidlington (shown on OBJ/033/1 in 
Appendix D p vi of vi), to improve through-flow control, without being detrimental to 
pedestrian crossing movements? 

3.145 The conclusions drawn from the assessment work are that suitable highway 
mitigation measures have been included as part of the Order Scheme to ensure that 
vehicular traffic from the Order Scheme will be satisfactorily accommodated on the 
local highway network. 

4 Conclusion 
 

4.1 This rebuttal proof responds comprehensively to the written evidence presented by 
the Objector. 

 
4.2 The aggregates depot at Water Eaton has been fully assessed in the environmental 

and planning statement, particularly with regard to visual, noise, ecological, flood risk 
and green belt impacts. For the reasons set out in this rebuttal, the transport 
assessment is considered robust and the need for the relocation of the aggregates 
depot is demonstrated. 
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