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Rebuttal to Proof of evidence from Mr Richard Caten
CRCL/P/11A(PoE) Ardent Ltd

9.17.3 Lack of consultation

“Chiltern has explained the consultation that has been
carried out and this is set out in the Statement of

Consultation (CD/1.5).”

Rebuttal

It is a fact that Topbreed Ltd received no notice or notification until
the letter dated the 3rd of September 2009 directed to its registered
office.

It is also a fact that the first time Topbreed Ltd became aware of the
diversion route was after the circulation of the newsletter, which was
brought to their attention by a Bicester resident in October 2009.

It is interesting to see the number of other objectors who have not
received notice of the scheme or commented on poor levels of
consultation with them. This indicates that our client’s position is
not one of isolation.

Examples are identified below

Objection 50 - J & L De Jonge from Proof of evidence

IPC is of the opinion that CRCL did not undertake sufficient early stage consultation with
the residents of Islip. As a result IPC did not have the opportunity properly to comment on
Work No 16 before the publication of the TWA application. Appendix E sets out the
history of discussions.

Objection 241 — Mr Paul Miller, Home Farm, Wendlebury
9.24.1 Date of Objection — 15 February 2010

9.24.2 Grounds of Objection

9.24.2.1 Non-adherence to government guidelines on
consultations and insufficient consultation by Chiltern

and it's Agents;

Objection 239 - Mrs M Smith and Mr M G H Smith, Northfield Farm,
Water Eaton

9.23.1 Date of Objection — 15" February 2010

9.23.2 Grounds of Objection

February 2010

9.28.2.1 Lack of consultation by Chiltern and its Agents



Objection 184 — Mr Mark Howard, Weston Park Farm, Weston on the
Green

9.14.1 Date of Objection — 16 February 2010

9.14.2 Grounds of Objection

9.14.2.1 Consultation in connection with the Order has been

inadequate.

Objection 66 — McKay Securities Plc

9.5.1 Date of Objection — 12 February 2010

9.5.2 Grounds of Objection

9.5.2.1 Lack of both public and direct consultation prior to the
Order Application is not in the spirit of the guidance.

1 The Objector is surprised and disappointed by the lack of communication received from
CRCL or its agents. The only communication that has been received ahead of receipt of the
TWA Order, was a requisition for information from CRCL' referencing agents. As far as the
Objector is aware there has been no public consultation over the proposal to construct a two
storey car park adjacent to the Station on the Objector’s Land. All proposals that were
subject to public consultation proposed the car park to the South of the railway line.

~

9.17.3.2 Chiltern has undertaken extensive discussions with
English Heritage in respect of the route of the revised
highway alignment. The consultation undertaken with

English Heritage is dealt with in the Proof of Evidence

of Mr Ian Gilder (CRCL/P/12/A).

Rebuttal

91732

English Heritage has indicated that their preference is to avoid the parade
ground site, if at all possible.

English heritage held discussions with Chiltern Railway about the impact
upon the SAM but were not involved in choosing the route. English
Heritage then objected to the proximity of the route to the north of the
railway leading to a modification order.

We understand that the parade ground is outside of the SAM and
therefore falls to be considered by Oxfordshire County Council
Archaeologist Mr Oram who referred in his proof of evidence to it being
a site of national importance.



We understand from Mr Welch of English Heritage that the parade
ground should have been added to the SAM but that as it had not
happened before the Chiltern Railway evergreen 3 proposals were aired,
English Heritage did not wish to be seen to be obstructive by scheduling
the site at that time.

9. 170343
The route applied for has benefits for some users and
dis-benefits for others. One route cannot provide equal

benefit for all potential users.

Rebuttal

9.17.3.3

The proposed route provides benefit for 1 or 2 owners and disadvantages
5. The disadvantaged being The Deeley Trustees, Merton Grounds Farm,
Merton Grounds Cottage, Primepark Ltd, Topbreed Ltd and general
bridleway traffic.

It is interesting to note that the inconvenience suffered by the greater
number of properties and ownerships is considered to be balanced by the
comment that

”” the route applied for has benefits for some users and dis-benefits for
others. One route cannot provide equal benefit of all potential users™

Little consideration appears to be given to

1. The number of inconvenienced owners five against two, who are
inconvenienced but less inconvenienced,

2. The size and nature of those properties and therefore the business
and private vehicle movements that apply

3. The value of those properties

4. The fact that there is a landowner agreement in favour of the
Orange route by a ratio of 6 owners for, 0 against and 1 undecided
owner.

5. The fact that one of the parties who is supposedly gaining a benefit
is also a supporter of the Orange route (the Bramlow Stables)































































