
CRCL/R/OBJ194 

 

PROPOSED CHILTERN RAILWAYS (BICESTER TO OXFORD IMPROVEMENTS) 
ORDER 

 

CHILTERN RAILWAYS’ REBUTTAL PROOF OF EVIDENCE  

 

IN RELATION TO  
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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 The Trustees of A Deeley and IHG Calcutt.    

1.2 In particular, The Trustees of A Deeley and IHG Calcutt has raised new points in their 
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 the 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 The Trustees of A Deeley and 
IHG Calcutt 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 letters and emails 
exchanged between Chiltern Railways and The Trustees of A 
Deeley and IHG Calcutt dated 17 February 2010, 10 March 

  



 
 

2010, 28 April 2010, 16 June 2010, 5 July 2010, 10 August 
2010, and 2 November 2010, appended to this rebuttal proof in 
Appendix A; 

“the Objector” means The Trustees of A Deeley and IHG Calcutt; 

“the Objector’s 
evidence” 

means the Proof of Evidence of The Trustees of A Deeley and 
IHG Calcutt; 

“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 is prepared by written by Carter Jonas, on behalf of the 
Trustees of A Deeley and the Trustees of IHG Calcutt.  The Objector states that the 
Trustees own land and residential property at Alchester Terrace adjacent to the 
B4100 London Road crossing of the railway to the south of Bicester town centre 
together with land to the south east of the railway between Merton and Wendlebury 
and part of the access road linking Holts Farm to Charlton-on-Otmoor.  The Trustees 
also benefit from rights of way linking into Langford Lane to the north east of 
Wendlebury.   

Existing and Proposed Levels of Passenger and Freight Services, Allan Dare  

3.2 The Objector sets out the existing railway traffic levels noting that the current First 
Great Western timetable shows 11 passenger services each way between the hours 
of 06:16 and 23:40 Monday to Thursday with an additional service in each direction 
on Fridays.  Saturdays see 13 services each way between 07:25 and 23:00 with nine 
services each way between 09:55 and 22:03 on Sundays.  The Objector states that 
none of the services, however, currently cross the B4100, as traffic on this section is 
restricted to freight. 

3.3 The Objector refers to the Chiltern Railways Statement of Case [CD/1.27] that quotes 
two to five freight trains using the line each way on weekdays with the Order 
Scheme.  The Objector provides anecdotal evidence from the Trustees states that 
the Oxford services do not pass Alchester Terrace, the MOD traffic is sporadic and 
the waste terminal traffic appears to run on a daily basis. 

3.4 The Objector states that that freight trains are shown to run for 24 hours per day but 
their paths are limited.  The Objector states that the passenger service over the line 
during the hours 06:00 to midnight would suggest an increased likelihood of freight 
traffic between midnight and 06:00.  The notes that the noise and vibration 
assessment in the Environmental Statement (ES) [CD/1.16] states a proposed 
passenger service between 05:30 and 01:00, with a reduced service between the 
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hours of 05:30 to 06:00 and 21:00 to 01:00.  The Objector states that Chiltern 
Railways’ Statement of Case [CD/1.27] shows:  

• passenger services between 06:00 and midnight, with empty stock movements 
before and after’; 

• passenger trains following Phase 1 would consist of two Chiltern trains per hour 
in each direction running at up to 100 miles per hour;  

• freight levels would remain consistent with current workings but with speeds 
increasing to up to 60 miles per hour; and   

• should Phase 2 go ahead a further two trains per hour in each direction are 
anticipated for the East West Railway with one Cross Country working each way 
per hour and additional freight workings. 

3.5 The Objector states that further services are presumably anticipated as the 
Statement of Case [CD/1.27] states that the Chiltern Railways line will provide an 
alternative route during major engineering works in the Thames Valley over the next 
decade.  The Objector states that no figures are quoted in any of Chiltern Railways 
documentation to take account of this additional traffic.   

3.6 The Objector’s statement in regard to the existing First Great Western passenger 
services is correct, and is accordance with Allan Dare’s poof of evidence 
[CRCL/P/2/A, Table 1]. 

3.7 Allan Dare’s evidence also sets out the present level of freight services (paragraph 
3.3.2).  The Table 1 of this rebuttal sets out the planned and actual frequency of train 
services passing Alchester Terrace. 

Table 1:  Freight Train Services and Frequency of Passing Alchester Terrace 

Train (reporting number and 
terminal)  

Planned 
Frequency 

Actual 
Operation 

# 

Does the Train 
Pass  Alchester 

Terrace? 

4M60 to Calvert waste terminal 1 a day, Mon-Sat 46% Yes 

4V60 from Calvert waste terminal 1 a day, Mon-Sat 46% Yes 

6M49 from Calvert waste terminal 1 a day, Mon-Fri 27% Yes 

6A49 to Bicester MoD 1 a day, Mon-Fri  88% No 

6A48 from Bicester MoD 1 a day, Mon-Fri 88% No 

6A14 to Banbury Road stone terminal 1 a day, Mon-Fri 10% No 

6A14 to Banbury Road stone terminal 1 a day, Mon-Fri 10% No 

Note #: Actual days run expressed as a percentage of planned days, based on analysis of 
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Network Rail train running database for summer/autumn 2010. 

 

3.8 The proposed train frequencies in Phases 1/2A and 2B are set out in Table 3 of Allan 
Dare’s evidence [CRCL/P/2/A]. 

3.9 It is possible that the Bicester to Oxford line could be used a diversionary route 
during engineering works on other parts of the network, and the line has been used 
for such in recent years. However, in the main it is anticipated that passengers will 
transfer to/from the proposed Chiltern Railways services at Oxford station, rather 
than divert additional trains over the line. 

Train Speeds, Stephen Barker  

3.10 The Objector states that the Order Scheme will see the doubling of the railway on an 
existing formation with speeds increasing from a blanket 40 mph to 100 mph for 
passenger trains and 60 mph for freight trains.  The Objector states that speeds over 
the B4100 will be restricted to 50 mph for all traffic.   

3.11 The correct position is that the Order Scheme will see the doubling of the railway on 
an existing formation with speeds increasing from up to 40 mph to up to 100 mph for 
passenger trains and up to 60 mph for freight trains.  Speeds over the B4100 (ie. 
Bicester London Road level crossing) will be restricted to 50 mph for all traffic.   

Noise Impacts, Michael Fraser 

3.12 The Objector states that Chiltern Railways’ Noise and Vibration Assessment shows 
the threshold for significant impact of noise on residential properties to be 70 dB 
during the day and 45 dB at night relevant to ambient levels.  The Objector states 
that, in the assessment, the figures shown for the properties on London Road, to 
Alchester Terrace show a baseline level of 51 dB during the day and 49 dB at night, 
with predicted train noise levels of 62 dB and 60 dB.  The Objector states that the 
resultant change in daytime levels is 11 dB and 12 dB at night with predicted impact 
being shown as 'high'.  

3.13 The Objector states that it is relevant that planning levels for new houses impose 
conditions for noise protection of 45-59 dB at night.  The Objector states that the 
noise changes are shown as 0-3 dB being slight, 3-5 dB being moderate and 5-1 dB 
being substantial.   

3.14 The Objector states that the Environmental Statement [CD/1.16] shows potential 
noise mitigation being put into place adjacent to Alchester Terrace as part of Phase 
2.  The Objector suggests that if noise mitigation measures are to be provided for 
Phase 2 then they should be provided for Phase 1, given the difference in the 
number of trains is only three passenger trains.   

3.15 The Objector states that the Environmental Statement reports that only six buildings 
are likely to be eligible for noise insulation though it may be offered to other 
properties.  The Objector states that that despite being immediately adjacent to the 
running line, the properties at Alchester Terrace are not listed as being eligible for 
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noise insulation.  The Objector states that a proposed 100 metre noise barrier to be 
erected as part of Phase 2 adjacent to Alchester Terrace will leave increases of noise 
levels of 7dB (a substantial increase) on upper floors.   

3.16 The Objector states that the Bicester Town station construction is likely to take up to 
12 months of which five months consist of foundation works and impacts are 
predicted at Alchester Terrace with a figure of 74 dB being quoted by Chiltern 
Railways.  The Objector states that this exceeds the 70 dB ‘acceptable’ limit by 4 dB.  

3.17 The standards referred to by the Objector of 70 dB during the day and 45 dB at night 
refer to construction noise, and not operational noise, which the Objector then goes 
on to discuss above.  However, the Objector’s summary of the existing and predicted 
levels (without mitigation) is correct for the situation when Phase 2 has been 
implemented, and an impact of “high” is predicted at the closest houses in London 
Road as published in the Environmental Statement [CD/1.16].  This is based on the 
unmitigated representative receptor R5 shown in Figure 6.1B of Volume 3 of the ES 
[CD/1.17].  This receptor is on the opposite side of the railway to Alchester Terrace.  
Given that the properties are similar distances from the railway, similar levels will 
result at Alchester Terrace.  Whilst this would not result in the buildings qualifying for 
statutory noise insulation, at this level of impact the Chiltern Railways Noise and 
Vibration Mitigation Policy [CD/1.29] states that non-statutory noise insulation (in the 
form of glazing and ventilation) would be provided (as is noted on page 6-59 of the 
ES [CD/1.16]). This would result in satisfactory noise conditions inside the buildings.  
The objector’s claim that noise insulation will not be provided is therefore not true. 

3.18 Since the ES was published further noise modelling has been undertaken including 
specific predictions and assessment at Alchester Terrace.  The unmitigated impacts 
are not significantly different to those in the ES, and it remains the intention that non-
statutory noise insulation will be provided.    

3.19 The option of providing a noise barrier might also be considered during detailed 
design, but as noted in the ES the visual effects were likely to make a barrier in this 
location unacceptable as noted in Table 6.23 on page 6-55 of the ES [CD/1.16].  The 
Objector’s opinion and that of the local planning authority will be taken into account 
when determining the final design of the mitigation.  However, if a 2 m barrier is 
provided then the predictions suggest that an impact would be a 10 dB change in 
noise at night and a 3 dB impact during the day.  Given this level of impact, and since 
the Noise and Vibration Mitigation Policy (paragraph 2.7 in CD/1.29) will provide 
insulation at “high” impacts (ie greater than +10 dB), noise insulation would not be 
provided.   

3.20 Predictions have been carried out for Phase 1 of the Scheme in the ES, and the 
results showed that unmitigated levels at receptor 5 are 4 dB, and therefore, whilst 
mitigation at source through rail infrastructure solutions will be implemented where 
reasonably practicable, barriers or insulation would not be provided under the Noise 
and Vibration Mitigation Policy (see page 5 of CD/1.29). 

3.21 The Objector is not correct in claiming that the exceedance of the daytime 
construction criterion that is reported in Table 6.9 on page 6-25 of the ES [CD/1.16] 
relates to the construction of the main station works.  It is clearly shown that the 
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figures appear under the title of Road/Carpark Construction works, and reflect the 
works that would take place relating to the access road for Bicester Station, which 
take less time than the main station works that are discussed by the Objector.  
However, these impacts are without mitigation, and with standard mitigation 
measures the residual effects were reported on page 6-45 of the ES, which confirm 
that no significant impacts have been predicted as a result of station construction or 
road works associated with the construction of stations.  

3.22 Condition 15 of the draft planning conditions [CD/1.12/1] ensures that “No 
development shall commence until a Code of Construction Practice, which shall 
cover all matters specified in the Draft Code of Construction Practice, has been 
submitted to and approved by the local planning authority, in consultation with the 
Environment Agency”.  This will ensure that residents and amenity are protected 
during construction. 

Visual Impacts, Ian Gilder  

3.23 The Objector states that it is anticipated there will be a moderate adverse visual 
impact on properties on Alchester Terrace from the works. 

3.24 As stated in the ES Volume 2 [CD/1.16] the significance of impacts is assessed to be 
‘moderate’ adverse as there is loss of the grassed open space which will be the main 
visible change in the area diagonally opposite Alchester Terrace.  However, it has to 
be borne in mind that the existing green space is poorly maintained and scrubby.  In 
fact as stated within the ES there would be beneficial visual impacts due to 
refurbishment works specifically the proposed planting at the car park and pavings.  

Air Quality Impacts, Ian Gilder  

3.25 The Objector states that the increased standing traffic will lead to poor air quality for 
the inhabitants of Alchester Terrace. 

3.26 As stated in paragraph 10.2 of Ian Gilder’s proof of evidence [CRCL/P/12/A] the 
conclusion of the Environmental Statement is that pollutant concentrations at 
residential properties closest to the railway 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, even those in 
close proximity to the railway after completion of Phase 2 of the Order Scheme.   

Traffic Impacts on the Closure of the London Road Level Crossing, Paul Tregear 

3.27 The Objector refers to Chiltern Railways’ Statement of Case [CD/1.27] which states 
that the increased closure of the London Road crossing will only affect journeys when 
the crossing is closed.  The Objector states that by a conservative estimate of two 
minutes of closure per train, the Phase 1 services will lead to eight minutes of extra 
closure time and Phase 2 will increase this to twenty minutes, ignoring any additional 
freight traffic.  The Objector states that the increased standing traffic will lead to poor 
access for the inhabitants of Alchester Terrace. 
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3.28 Paul Tregear deals with the impact of the London Road level crossing on road traffic 
in his evidence at paragraphs 6.30-6.38 [CRCL/P/8/A] and the assessment work is 
reported in detail in [CD/2.24]. 

3.29 In summary, there will be a slight effect on access and journey times for traffic 
to/from Alchester Terrace, the same as for all traffic travelling through the network 
when the London Road level crossing closes.  At other times, journey times 
throughout the network would be similar or only marginally longer than the baseline. 
Furthermore, traffic travelling southbound from Alchester Terrace will be able to exit 
unimpeded when the level crossing is closed.  At 2016, for example [Appendix K, 
CD/2.24], modelled journey times of traffic travelling along the modelled London 
Road corridor in the AM peak hour increase by approximately 80-100 seconds 
southbound and 70-90 seconds northbound with a two minute closure of the level 
crossing.  The assessment also included, as a sensitivity test, a three minute closure 
of the London Road level crossing which would increase journey times by 
approximately 100-150 seconds southbound and 70-150 seconds northbound.  
Chiltern Railways has undertaken detailed traffic studies to test the impacts of more 
frequent closures of this crossing and these demonstrate that there will only be 
modest delays for road users. 

Impact on Access, Richard Caten   

3.30 The Objector states that the closure of Langford Lane and Holts Farm crossings will 
lead to increased journey times for the Trustees.  The Objector states the opposition 
of the Trustees to the use of Mansmoor Road to access the revised Holts Farm 
crossing.   

3.31 The diversion of Langford Lane would lead to an additional journey of 1.86 kilometres 
from Bicester to the Objector’s fields if accessed from the bridleway BR 295/4 via the 
diversion of Langford Lane.  This based on indicative journeys as shown in Figures 
OBJ194/1/A and OBJ194/1/B in Appendix B.   

3.32 However, Chiltern Railways understands that these fields are farmed as part of a 
larger farming unit which is accessed directly from Merton Road from the existing 
bridleway, so it is not clear to Chiltern Railways why and how the diversion of 
Langford Lane will affect the Objectors’ farming operations in this location.   

3.33 The new alignment of the Holts Farm bridge and the access rights that would be 
granted through the TWA Order would only lead to granting access to one more user 
along Mansmoor Road.  Chiltern Railways is not aware of any rights the Objector has 
over the railway.  Chiltern Railways does not consider, therefore, that the Objector 
would be inconvenienced by the new alignment of the Holts Farm crossing.   

Suggested Alternative Route, Stephen Barker 

3.34 The Objector promotes an alternative route for the Langford Lane diversion to the 
east of the railway as shown on the plan attached as Appendix 3 to his proof of 
evidence.  The Objector states that he understands that other land owners have 
supported this route. 
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3.35 The Objector states that its original letter of objection and its Statement of Case 
[OBJ194/1] outlined an alternative route for the provision of maintenance and 
accommodation access and temporary access to Works No 2 and 12 as being from 
the new Langford Lane bridge at Elm Tree Farm rather than across the Trustees 
land.  

3.36 The Objector states that the Trustees oppose the use of Mansmoor Lane as access 
to a new bridge at Holts Farm.  The Objector states his understanding that an 
alternative route has been put forward for access to the land to the west of the 
railway via a new road adjacent to the M40 motorway and state that the Trustees 
support this submission.   

3.37 In respect of the diversion of Langford Lane, the chosen route necessarily balances a 
number of conflicting factors including impacts on the Alchester Roman Town 
Scheduled Ancient Monument, impacts on and of flooding and the additional length 
of the diversionary route over that of the existing route.   

3.38 The alternative means of access to Work No. 12 proposed is only marginally shorter 
that the route proposed in the Order Scheme.  It also crosses a number of 
watercourses (albeit watercourses that are smaller than those crossed by the Order 
Scheme proposal).  

3.39 The proposals in respect of the Holts Farm bridge will not alter the way in which 
Mansmoor Lane is used.  No additional use of the lane will occur as a result of the 
construction of the bridge.  The alternative route proposed by the landowners was 
considered in depth.  However, it presented a number of practical difficulties, not 
least in relation to necessary land take from one corner of the Wendlebury Meads and 
Mansmoor Closes SSSI and would have been disproportionately more costly than the 
Order Scheme. 

4 Conclusion 

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

4.2 Allan Dare’s evidence also sets out the present level of freight services (paragraph 
3.3.2) and the proposed train frequencies in Phases 1/2A and 2B (Table 3 of Allan 
Dare’s evidence [CRCL/P/2/A]). 

4.3 The particular concerns raised about noise 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] implemented through planning condition 16 
[CD/1.12/1] and will comply with the Code of Construction Practice that is 
implemented through planning condition 15 [CD/1.12/1]. 

4.4 Regarding visual impact, the ES there would be beneficial visual impacts due to 
refurbishment works specifically the proposed planting at the car park and pavings. 
On the subject of Air Quality, the ES concluded 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, even those in close proximity to the 
railway after completion of Phase 2 of the Order Scheme.   

 8  



 
 

 9 

4.5 In summary, there will be a slight effect on access and journey times for traffic 
to/from Alchester Terrace, the same as for all traffic travelling through the network 
when the London Road level crossing closes.  At other times, journey times 
throughout the network would be similar or only marginally longer than the baseline. 

4.6 The new alignment of the Holts Farm bridge and the access rights that would be 
granted through the TWA Order would only lead to granting access to one more user 
along Mansmoor Road.  Chiltern Railways does not consider, therefore, that the 
Objector would be inconvenienced by the new alignment of the Holts Farm crossing.   

4.7 The alternative route proposed by the Objector was considered in depth.  However, it 
presented a number of practical difficulties, not least in relation to necessary land 
take from one corner of the Wendlebury Meads and Mansmoor Closes SSSI and would 
have been disproportionately more costly than the Order Scheme. 
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	3.9 It is possible that the Bicester to Oxford line could be used a diversionary route during engineering works on other parts of the network, and the line has been used for such in recent years. However, in the main it is anticipated that passengers will transfer to/from the proposed Chiltern Railways services at Oxford station, rather than divert additional trains over the line.
	Train Speeds, Stephen Barker 
	3.10 The Objector states that the Order Scheme will see the doubling of the railway on an existing formation with speeds increasing from a blanket 40 mph to 100 mph for passenger trains and 60 mph for freight trains.  The Objector states that speeds over the B4100 will be restricted to 50 mph for all traffic.  
	3.11 The correct position is that the Order Scheme will see the doubling of the railway on an existing formation with speeds increasing from up to 40 mph to up to 100 mph for passenger trains and up to 60 mph for freight trains.  Speeds over the B4100 (ie. Bicester London Road level crossing) will be restricted to 50 mph for all traffic.  
	Noise Impacts, Michael Fraser
	3.12 The Objector states that Chiltern Railways’ Noise and Vibration Assessment shows the threshold for significant impact of noise on residential properties to be 70 dB during the day and 45 dB at night relevant to ambient levels.  The Objector states that, in the assessment, the figures shown for the properties on London Road, to Alchester Terrace show a baseline level of 51 dB during the day and 49 dB at night, with predicted train noise levels of 62 dB and 60 dB.  The Objector states that the resultant change in daytime levels is 11 dB and 12 dB at night with predicted impact being shown as 'high'. 
	3.13 The Objector states that it is relevant that planning levels for new houses impose conditions for noise protection of 45-59 dB at night.  The Objector states that the noise changes are shown as 0-3 dB being slight, 3-5 dB being moderate and 5-1 dB being substantial.  
	3.14 The Objector states that the Environmental Statement [CD/1.16] shows potential noise mitigation being put into place adjacent to Alchester Terrace as part of Phase 2.  The Objector suggests that if noise mitigation measures are to be provided for Phase 2 then they should be provided for Phase 1, given the difference in the number of trains is only three passenger trains.  
	3.15 The Objector states that the Environmental Statement reports that only six buildings are likely to be eligible for noise insulation though it may be offered to other properties.  The Objector states that that despite being immediately adjacent to the running line, the properties at Alchester Terrace are not listed as being eligible for noise insulation.  The Objector states that a proposed 100 metre noise barrier to be erected as part of Phase 2 adjacent to Alchester Terrace will leave increases of noise levels of 7dB (a substantial increase) on upper floors.  
	3.16 The Objector states that the Bicester Town station construction is likely to take up to 12 months of which five months consist of foundation works and impacts are predicted at Alchester Terrace with a figure of 74 dB being quoted by Chiltern Railways.  The Objector states that this exceeds the 70 dB ‘acceptable’ limit by 4 dB. 
	3.17 The standards referred to by the Objector of 70 dB during the day and 45 dB at night refer to construction noise, and not operational noise, which the Objector then goes on to discuss above.  However, the Objector’s summary of the existing and predicted levels (without mitigation) is correct for the situation when Phase 2 has been implemented, and an impact of “high” is predicted at the closest houses in London Road as published in the Environmental Statement [CD/1.16].  This is based on the unmitigated representative receptor R5 shown in Figure 6.1B of Volume 3 of the ES [CD/1.17].  This receptor is on the opposite side of the railway to Alchester Terrace.  Given that the properties are similar distances from the railway, similar levels will result at Alchester Terrace.  Whilst this would not result in the buildings qualifying for statutory noise insulation, at this level of impact the Chiltern Railways Noise and Vibration Mitigation Policy [CD/1.29] states that non-statutory noise insulation (in the form of glazing and ventilation) would be provided (as is noted on page 6-59 of the ES [CD/1.16]). This would result in satisfactory noise conditions inside the buildings.  The objector’s claim that noise insulation will not be provided is therefore not true.
	3.18 Since the ES was published further noise modelling has been undertaken including specific predictions and assessment at Alchester Terrace.  The unmitigated impacts are not significantly different to those in the ES, and it remains the intention that non-statutory noise insulation will be provided.   
	3.19 The option of providing a noise barrier might also be considered during detailed design, but as noted in the ES the visual effects were likely to make a barrier in this location unacceptable as noted in Table 6.23 on page 6-55 of the ES [CD/1.16].  The Objector’s opinion and that of the local planning authority will be taken into account when determining the final design of the mitigation.  However, if a 2 m barrier is provided then the predictions suggest that an impact would be a 10 dB change in noise at night and a 3 dB impact during the day.  Given this level of impact, and since the Noise and Vibration Mitigation Policy (paragraph 2.7 in CD/1.29) will provide insulation at “high” impacts (ie greater than +10 dB), noise insulation would not be provided.  
	3.20 Predictions have been carried out for Phase 1 of the Scheme in the ES, and the results showed that unmitigated levels at receptor 5 are 4 dB, and therefore, whilst mitigation at source through rail infrastructure solutions will be implemented where reasonably practicable, barriers or insulation would not be provided under the Noise and Vibration Mitigation Policy (see page 5 of CD/1.29).
	3.21 The Objector is not correct in claiming that the exceedance of the daytime construction criterion that is reported in Table 6.9 on page 6-25 of the ES [CD/1.16] relates to the construction of the main station works.  It is clearly shown that the figures appear under the title of Road/Carpark Construction works, and reflect the works that would take place relating to the access road for Bicester Station, which take less time than the main station works that are discussed by the Objector.  However, these impacts are without mitigation, and with standard mitigation measures the residual effects were reported on page 6-45 of the ES, which confirm that no significant impacts have been predicted as a result of station construction or road works associated with the construction of stations. 
	3.22 Condition 15 of the draft planning conditions [CD/1.12/1] ensures that “No development shall commence until a Code of Construction Practice, which shall cover all matters specified in the Draft Code of Construction Practice, has been submitted to and approved by the local planning authority, in consultation with the Environment Agency”.  This will ensure that residents and amenity are protected during construction.
	Visual Impacts, Ian Gilder 
	3.23 The Objector states that it is anticipated there will be a moderate adverse visual impact on properties on Alchester Terrace from the works.
	3.24 As stated in the ES Volume 2 [CD/1.16] the significance of impacts is assessed to be ‘moderate’ adverse as there is loss of the grassed open space which will be the main visible change in the area diagonally opposite Alchester Terrace.  However, it has to be borne in mind that the existing green space is poorly maintained and scrubby.  In fact as stated within the ES there would be beneficial visual impacts due to refurbishment works specifically the proposed planting at the car park and pavings. 
	Air Quality Impacts, Ian Gilder 
	3.25 The Objector states that the increased standing traffic will lead to poor air quality for the inhabitants of Alchester Terrace.
	3.26 As stated in paragraph 10.2 of Ian Gilder’s proof of evidence [CRCL/P/12/A] the conclusion of the Environmental Statement is that pollutant concentrations at residential properties closest to the railway 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, even those in close proximity to the railway after completion of Phase 2 of the Order Scheme.  
	Traffic Impacts on the Closure of the London Road Level Crossing, Paul Tregear
	3.27 The Objector refers to Chiltern Railways’ Statement of Case [CD/1.27] which states that the increased closure of the London Road crossing will only affect journeys when the crossing is closed.  The Objector states that by a conservative estimate of two minutes of closure per train, the Phase 1 services will lead to eight minutes of extra closure time and Phase 2 will increase this to twenty minutes, ignoring any additional freight traffic.  The Objector states that the increased standing traffic will lead to poor access for the inhabitants of Alchester Terrace.
	3.28 Paul Tregear deals with the impact of the London Road level crossing on road traffic in his evidence at paragraphs 6.30-6.38 [CRCL/P/8/A] and the assessment work is reported in detail in [CD/2.24].
	3.29 In summary, there will be a slight effect on access and journey times for traffic to/from Alchester Terrace, the same as for all traffic travelling through the network when the London Road level crossing closes.  At other times, journey times throughout the network would be similar or only marginally longer than the baseline. Furthermore, traffic travelling southbound from Alchester Terrace will be able to exit unimpeded when the level crossing is closed.  At 2016, for example [Appendix K, CD/2.24], modelled journey times of traffic travelling along the modelled London Road corridor in the AM peak hour increase by approximately 80-100 seconds southbound and 70-90 seconds northbound with a two minute closure of the level crossing.  The assessment also included, as a sensitivity test, a three minute closure of the London Road level crossing which would increase journey times by approximately 100-150 seconds southbound and 70-150 seconds northbound.  Chiltern Railways has undertaken detailed traffic studies to test the impacts of more frequent closures of this crossing and these demonstrate that there will only be modest delays for road users.
	Impact on Access, Richard Caten  
	3.30 The Objector states that the closure of Langford Lane and Holts Farm crossings will lead to increased journey times for the Trustees.  The Objector states the opposition of the Trustees to the use of Mansmoor Road to access the revised Holts Farm crossing.  
	3.31 The diversion of Langford Lane would lead to an additional journey of 1.86 kilometres from Bicester to the Objector’s fields if accessed from the bridleway BR 295/4 via the diversion of Langford Lane.  This based on indicative journeys as shown in Figures OBJ194/1/A and OBJ194/1/B in Appendix B.  
	3.32 However, Chiltern Railways understands that these fields are farmed as part of a larger farming unit which is accessed directly from Merton Road from the existing bridleway, so it is not clear to Chiltern Railways why and how the diversion of Langford Lane will affect the Objectors’ farming operations in this location.  
	3.33 The new alignment of the Holts Farm bridge and the access rights that would be granted through the TWA Order would only lead to granting access to one more user along Mansmoor Road.  Chiltern Railways is not aware of any rights the Objector has over the railway.  Chiltern Railways does not consider, therefore, that the Objector would be inconvenienced by the new alignment of the Holts Farm crossing.  
	Suggested Alternative Route, Stephen Barker
	3.34 The Objector promotes an alternative route for the Langford Lane diversion to the east of the railway as shown on the plan attached as Appendix 3 to his proof of evidence.  The Objector states that he understands that other land owners have supported this route.
	3.35 The Objector states that its original letter of objection and its Statement of Case [OBJ194/1] outlined an alternative route for the provision of maintenance and accommodation access and temporary access to Works No 2 and 12 as being from the new Langford Lane bridge at Elm Tree Farm rather than across the Trustees land. 
	3.36 The Objector states that the Trustees oppose the use of Mansmoor Lane as access to a new bridge at Holts Farm.  The Objector states his understanding that an alternative route has been put forward for access to the land to the west of the railway via a new road adjacent to the M40 motorway and state that the Trustees support this submission.  
	3.37 In respect of the diversion of Langford Lane, the chosen route necessarily balances a number of conflicting factors including impacts on the Alchester Roman Town Scheduled Ancient Monument, impacts on and of flooding and the additional length of the diversionary route over that of the existing route.  
	3.38 The alternative means of access to Work No. 12 proposed is only marginally shorter that the route proposed in the Order Scheme.  It also crosses a number of watercourses (albeit watercourses that are smaller than those crossed by the Order Scheme proposal). 
	3.39 The proposals in respect of the Holts Farm bridge will not alter the way in which Mansmoor Lane is used.  No additional use of the lane will occur as a result of the construction of the bridge.  The alternative route proposed by the landowners was considered in depth.  However, it presented a number of practical difficulties, not least in relation to necessary land take from one corner of the Wendlebury Meads and Mansmoor Closes SSSI and would have been disproportionately more costly than the Order Scheme.
	4.1 This rebuttal responds comprehensively to the evidence presented by the Objector.
	4.2 Allan Dare’s evidence also sets out the present level of freight services (paragraph 3.3.2) and the proposed train frequencies in Phases 1/2A and 2B (Table 3 of Allan Dare’s evidence [CRCL/P/2/A]).
	4.3 The particular concerns raised about noise 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] implemented through planning condition 16 [CD/1.12/1] and will comply with the Code of Construction Practice that is implemented through planning condition 15 [CD/1.12/1].
	4.4 Regarding visual impact, the ES there would be beneficial visual impacts due to refurbishment works specifically the proposed planting at the car park and pavings. On the subject of Air Quality, the ES concluded 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, even those in close proximity to the railway after completion of Phase 2 of the Order Scheme.  
	4.5 In summary, there will be a slight effect on access and journey times for traffic to/from Alchester Terrace, the same as for all traffic travelling through the network when the London Road level crossing closes.  At other times, journey times throughout the network would be similar or only marginally longer than the baseline.
	4.6 The new alignment of the Holts Farm bridge and the access rights that would be granted through the TWA Order would only lead to granting access to one more user along Mansmoor Road.  Chiltern Railways does not consider, therefore, that the Objector would be inconvenienced by the new alignment of the Holts Farm crossing.  
	4.7 The alternative route proposed by the Objector was considered in depth.  However, it presented a number of practical difficulties, not least in relation to necessary land take from one corner of the Wendlebury Meads and Mansmoor Closes SSSI and would have been disproportionately more costly than the Order Scheme.
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