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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 Ms Sushila Dhall.    

1.2 In particular, Ms Sushila Dhall has raised new points in her proof of evidence 
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. 

1.3 It is not intended that this rebuttal proof should repeat material that witnesses for 
Chiltern Railways have already covered in their evidence.  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 Ms Sushila Dhall and referred 
to above.  In this respect, for cross-examination purposes, 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. 

2 Defined Terms 

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

“the 
Correspondence” 

means correspondence in the form of emails and letters 
exchanged between Chiltern Railways and Ms Sushila Dhall 
dated 15 February 2010, 17 February 2010, 5 July 2010, 2 

  



 
 

August 2010, 8 August 2010 and 18 October 2010 attached as 
Appendix A to this rebuttal proof; 

“the Objector” means Ms Sushila Dhall; 

“the Objector’s 
evidence” 

means the proof of evidence of Ms Sushila Dhall; 

“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 Objector lives at 12 Stable Close, Rewley Park, some 35 metres from the railway 
line. 

Noise and Vibration Impacts from Trains, Michael Fraser 

3.2 The Objector is concerned about an increase in the number of idling trains outside 
her property and in particular freight trains which the Objector states, causes high 
levels of noise and vibration in her house and garden.  The Objector notes that her 
existing double glazing does not mitigate existing noise and vibration.  

3.3 The Objector notes that in a letter dated 5 July 20I0 she was told by Chiltern 
Railways that 'timetables can be arranged so that there is no need for additional 
trains to wait outside the station, therefore there will be no increase in idling trains 
outside your property'.  The Objector contends that Chiltern Railways has not 
addressed the issue that trains will be stopping adjacent to her property.   

3.4 Chiltern Railways’ trains will not be stabled or serviced in the carriage sidings at the 
north end of Oxford station.  Drivers will be instructed to shut down engines if the 
train is not to be moved within five minutes of arrival at Oxford station, and all 
Chiltern trains are equipped with automatic systems to shut down the engines if the 
train has been standing for more than 15 minutes.  This commitment is given in the 
Noise and Vibration Mitigation Policy [CD/1.29]. 

3.5 We have followed the methodology in Calculation of Railway Noise issued by the 
Department of Transport (CRN) [CD/5.12], which does not include idling noise at 
stations.  It states, in the additional procedures in paragraph 36, “the noise from 
trains stopping at the station and then moving away under full power will normally be 
accounted for by including their contribution in adjacent segments”.  Coupled with the 
commitment to reduce idling times, Chiltern Railways believes that the assessment is 
robust, and that idling trains are unlikely to be a major feature in the noise 
environment. 
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Noise Mitigation, Michael Fraser 

3.6 The Objector is concerned that the proposed increased frequency of trains will mean 
an increase in noise unless appropriate mitigation measures are put in place.  The 
Objector states that there is no space to accommodate screening bunds, though the 
Objector would welcome landscaping along the railway if this could be proven to 
mitigate the noise impacts.   

3.7 The Objector states that in response to her concerns about noise, Chiltern Railways 
appear to be claiming that because noise levels are already high in the vicinity of her 
property, additional noise will make no difference.  The Objector challenges the 
validity of this assumption, as increased frequencies of trains will mean a greater 
number of times when there are noise impacts in the day. 

3.8 Chiltern Railways is not claiming that there will be no difference between noise 
before and after implementation of the Order Scheme.  However, the use of objective 
noise assessment techniques including the number of trains using the station, has 
confirmed that the noise changes will not be significant.     

3.9 Whilst the Noise and Vibration Mitigation Policy [CD/1.29] considers railway noise 
and noise from PA systems at stations, other noise sources, such as noise from 
people and low level noise from idling trains at railway stations do not fall within the 
scope of established prediction or assessment methodologies.  Chiltern Railways 
recognises that there is a unique situation at Oxford station where there will be an 
increase in the effects of these sources (which is difficult to quantify, but which is 
larger than at other stations), and that there are a number of properties relatively 
close to the station.  To mitigate the noise from these sources to which the Noise and 
Vibration Mitigation Policy does not apply it is proposed to upgrade the proposed 
fence along the western edge of the car park to form an acoustic barrier, which will 
be developed during detailed design, and will be subject to Network Rail approval. 

Consultation, Ian Gilder 

3.10 The Objector states that she found it difficult to contact the consultation team via the 
consultation hotline and that the consultation took the form of a presentation of an 
already agreed scheme rather than a truly consultative process.  The Objector states 
that she attended a meeting held for North Oxford residents on 25 March 20I0, but 
that it did not address the concerns of Rewley Park residents close to Oxford station.  

3.11 A consultation hotline and email address was set up in March 2009 and is still active 
to allow stakeholders the opportunity to register their views, opinions and concerns 
about the proposals and to ask specific questions in relation to impacts etc.  These 
have been active throughout the design and TWAO preparation period to allow 
stakeholders to make inputs into the scheme design as well as to raise concerns 
over the proposals, and the perceived environmental impacts; to raise concerns over 
impacts to their homes and properties; and to discuss mitigation measures for any 
such impacts.  The hotline and emails are checked on a regular basis and responses 
provided within a reasonable timescale.   
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3.12 Chiltern Railways has been in correspondence with the Objector since her original 
objection letter of 17 February 2010 as shown in the Correspondence in Appendix A.  
In March 2009, early in the project development a flyer was sent to households along 
the route alignment including those such as the Objector who have a OX1 2 
postcode.  The aim of the flyer was to introduce the proposed route, stations and the 
reason behind the scheme as well as announce the time and location of the public 
exhibitions. The flyer included a schematic of the route as well as details of the 
website, email address and telephone number to allow stakeholders to register their 
responses. 

3.13 Chiltern Railways held two meetings with the Rewley Park Residents (16 July 2009 
and 17 September 2010) when there were opportunities to discuss the Order 
Scheme in detail with the Chiltern Railways team.  Where residents were not present, 
Chiltern Railways understood that Rewley Park Committee Members present would 
report back to residents about the outcome of those meetings.   

Vibration Impacts, Michael Fraser 

3.14 The Objector states that she accepts that there will be no structural damage to her 
property as a result of the Order Scheme, but continues to object on the grounds of 
impacts on her quality of life.  The Objector states she currently experiences the 
effects of vibration in her living room, bedroom and garden which face the railway.  
The Objector appreciates that mitigation measures are being offered but is 
concerned about the impacts on properties in the area even though vibration felt 
inside residential properties is kept to below a very strict limit, which is defined in 
British Standard 6472 as a ‘low probability of adverse comment’.  The Objector 
recognises that if vibration mitigation is not practicable, the levels could be such that 
‘adverse comments are possible’.   

3.15 Although it is stated in the Environmental Statement page 6-62 [CD/1.16] that the 
highest vibration levels would be such that ‘adverse comments are possible’, it is 
noted that this is only in the unexpected situation that vibration mitigation is not 
practicable, and where levels might therefore be above the stringent ‘low probability 
of adverse comment’ category. 

3.16 Since speeds in the area are low, the effect of vibration is not expected even to be in 
the ‘low probability of adverse comments’ category at the Objector’s property. 

Air Quality, Ian Gilder 

3.17 The Objector requests clarity on how there can be predictions of no adverse impact 
in local air quality when the proposed trains are not electric.   

3.18 As stated in paragraph 10.2 of Ian Gilder’s proof of evidence [CRCL/P/12/A] the 
conclusion of the Environmental Statement (ES) is that pollutant concentrations at 
residential properties closest to the railway are such that residents will not experience 
significant air quality impacts from either rail movements or idling trains.  The 
conclusion in Section 13.4.4 of the ES Volume 2 [CD/1.16] is that emissions from 
freight and passenger rail sources will not have a significant impact on residential 
properties in the closest proximity to the railway for a fully operational dual track 
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system between Bicester and Oxford in Phase 2 of the Order Scheme.  The evidence 
that supports this assessment can be found in Section 13 of the ES.   

3.19 Loss of Light from the Development at Oxford Station, Ian Gilder 

3.20 The Objector is concerned that she will experience a loss of light, particularly in 
winter, as a result of the construction of a new platform on the site of the existing 
parcel depot at Oxford station, based on the assumption that there will be a 
requirement for some form of building on the platform.  

3.21 The proposed design for the works at Oxford station is best illustrated in Annex D to 
the Design and Access Statement [CD/1.19].  The works at Oxford station will involve 
the demolition of the existing substantial parcel depot to be replaced by open 
platforms with a small accommodation building.  The new building will be up to 7 
metres in height above the existing car park level.  The nearest part of this building is 
some 35 metres from the Objector’s property and viewed, if at all obliquely.  Much of 
it will be obscured by the existing boundary fences.  There will be no loss of light to 
the Objector’s property and no adverse visual impacts, taking into account the 
removal of the present buildings.  

4 Conclusion 

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

4.2 The particular concerns raised about noise and vibration mitigation have been 
addressed.  Chiltern Railways has adopted an effective Noise and Vibration Policy 
for delivery of noise mitigation for Phases 1 and 2 [CD/1.29] which will be 
implemented through planning condition 16 [CD/1.12/1].  Chiltern Railways’ evidence 
is that measures are to be put into place to prevent noise from idling trains at Oxford 
station.   

4.3 As reported in the Environmental Statement [CD/1.16], air quality impacts on 
residential properties are not predicted to be significant. 

4.4 Chiltern Railways has designed the proposed works at Oxford station in such a way 
that there will be no loss of light to the Objector’s property and no adverse visual 
impacts, taking into account the removal of the present buildings.  

4.5 Chiltern Railways has undertaken a comprehensive consultation programme to 
ensure that the public has had opportunities to discuss the proposed Order Scheme 
with the public.  Two meetings with local residents in the Rewley area were held.   
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