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1 Background i The Old Mill

Also referred to as Mill Farméand dhe Millin TWAO and Inquiry documents.

The Old Mill is a Grade Il listed stone mill house dating from the 18" century, part of which
formed a working mill. Former elements of the mill such as the mill race and the sluice gates
still form significant landscape features. The Old Mill has an important connection to the
railway line in regard to its evidential value i namely the Mill Stream via duct.

The OId Mill is located within the River Valley and Islip Mill Character Area.

The OId Mill has been identified by the Conservation Appraisal as the only 'positive
landmark' within the River Valley and Islip Mill Character Area. The Appraisal states that
"The [OId] Mill had a significant impact on the village throughout its history, being a major part
of the economy, and was the reason for the naming and building of Mill Street. Therefore it is
considered of high importance and in need of protection through designation.'

Therefore the Old Mill has a high level of significance in terms of its aesthetic, historical,
evidential and communal value.

Accordingly the setting is of great importance. The setting would be fundamentally and
detrimentally changed by the proposed development as detailed below.

The Old Mill is 58 metres from the track

The track is visible from ground, first, and second floor windows, although planting provides an
important element of screening along much of the nearby/adjacent track.

2 Introduction

On my behalf, Cluttons have submitted a detailed objection to the application for The
Transport and Works Act Order. And have said that our objection should stand as our
Statement of Case, with minor additions.

Whilst | have no objection in principle to the scheme itself, it does materially affect me. | have
doubts about the reasonableness of some aspects of the proposed Scheme both during
construction and afterwards. My objection raises important points that should not be lightly
dismissed or generalised, which is the impression given by Chilterns Statement of Case. The
latter is accordingly misleading regarding several important impacts and procedures (namely,
the impact on the listed Old Mill and the efficacy and correctness of the consultation).

The areas of primary concern are:

Cultural Heritage

Noise and Vibration

Visual Impact on the Countryside
Proposed Land Take

= =4 =4 =4

These points are not felt to have been adequately understood or dealt with in the TWAO
process. Moreover, | consider there are serious errors or erroneous assumptions in the
consultation process. This document contains questions (in red) that seek clarification from
Chiltern Railway on these issues.

For completeness and ease of reference the document includes relevant statements from
Chilterns TWAO and Inquiry documents together with my comments. Also included are
images and plans that | have referred to.
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3 Summary

3.1 Cultural Heritage, Noise and Vibration, Visual Impact on the
Countryside

The Scheme as proposed will have a detrimental effect on this heritage asset (the Grade I
listed Old Mill and its curtillage listed gardens) which is identified as a positive landmark and is
the focus of the Conservation Character Area in which it is located.

ed the ao

The Chiltern documentation has id i
a onal Noi SE€

i mpactd that wildl al so generate

In order to mitigate these effects the Old Mill has been scheduled for noise insulation i
however this only addresses part of the impact - the increased noise levels within the house
itself T and then only if the windows remain closed. Mitigation of the detrimental impact of the
listed property (which includes its gardens) and the Conservation Area would better
addressed if the noise levels were reduced at the source and the sight of trains was reduced i
namely by means of a sound attenuation fence, re-planting and new planting.

ThePl anning Statement makes a generalised stateme
listed buildings are assessed to be minor at worst as they [are] visually separated from the

Scheme by vegetationo6. However , t hteatthisissndtr o n me n't
the case for the Old Mill, finding that it is 06i
Schemed and that its sensitivity to the proposed

It follows that a detailed landscaping scheme is essential to ensure that the impact of the
Scheme is satisfactorily mitigated and both the setting of the Old Mill and the Conservation
Area is preserved and enhanced. Importantly Chiltern have to date not assessed the impact
on the Conservation Area as an incorrect boundary was used.

3.2 Proposed Land Take

Legal Title. If an Order is granted it should be on the basis that the applicants have correctly

identified the land ownerships, otherwise any subsequent action may not adopt correct
procedures/notices. My objection illustrateder r or s in Chilternds schedul
these out | have not received revised documents to show that the information has been

accepted. Clearly this may lead to disputes in the future.

Land/Interests required. An order permits compulsory purchase either on a temporary basis or
permanently. | believe that there is a strong principle that a person should not be deprived of
his land either temporarily or permanently unless it can be shown that it is in the public
interest, that the alternatives have been seriously considered, and that the land take is the
minimum required and for the minimum period necessary. Also that it is fenced, maintained,
and reinstated appropriately. My experience has been that Chiltern Railways have put
together plans showing plots which include incorrect assumptions as to ownership and do not
appear to understand what is happening on the ground, for example, the possible removal of
part of my boundary wall where a clear and less damaging alternative is available. The
guestions seek to clarify why the plots are needed and why they are as large as they are.

I have been given a verbal assurance and some informal information to suggest that Chiltern
have been working very hard to resolve the issues. However, to date | do not have a clear
idea of how my objections have been addressed in developing the Scheme and my questions
seek to clarify this.

3.3 Planning and Order Conditions

It is my opinion that where disruption to owners is potentially severe (which is the position
here) the Order, if granted, should address the owners reasonable concerns and specifically
state what conditions will apply to the works. My objection and this document state what
those should be. Furthermore, many of the findings of the Environmental Statement and the
Planning Statement and my attendant comments/questions would appear to warrant Planning
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conditions in order to ensure the Cultural Heritage is preserved and enhanced and to control
the impact and mitigation measures of Noise and Vibration, and the Visual Impact on the
Countryside.

3.4 Compensation Note

| wish to remove as many problems as possible rather than be compensated for them. | hope
that Chiltern Railways will not dismiss such matters as items for compensation, rather that
they be addressed with Chiltern being put to the proof that they can show need for all the land
and rights they seek, and not an inadequate understanding of the impact on an owner or the
alternatives available.
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4 Cultural Heritage

4.1 Chiltern Railways Summary Position

TWA Documentation i Planning Statement, Planning Policy Framework for Environmental
Considerations, Section 7 states:

7.2.20 PPG15 Planning and the Historic Environment [1994] seeks to protect listed
buildings and their settings, conservation areas and registered parks and gardens.
PPG15 looks to:

A preserve the special architect utharbettiogs; hi st o
and
A preserve or enhance the character or appear

7.2.21 There are no direct impacts on listed buildings or conservation areas in respect

of the built elements of the Scheme. The impacts on the settings of listed buildings are

assessed to be minor at worst as they visually separated from the Scheme by

vegetation. There is deemed to be a minor to moderate impact on the views gained from

the southern edge of the Islip Conservation Area as a result of the Islip/Mill Lane bridge.

The Scheme does not directly impactont he ¢&écharacter or appearanc
conservation ar ead policwireAPGl15.and is in | ine with

Chiltern Railway Statement of Case, August 2010 states (with reference to new policy PPS5 -
Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas):

15.53 Chapter 10 of the ES concludes that there are no direct impacts on listed
buildings or conservation areas in respect of the built elements of the Scheme. The
impacts on the settings of listed buildings are assessed in the ES to be minor at worst
as most [my emphasis] are visually separated from the Order Scheme by vegetation.
The Order Scheme has no impact on the positive contribution of these heritage assets
to local character and sense of place and accordingly does not conflict with the
requirements of PPS5.
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4.2 Cultural Heritage Table

Chiltern Position

Response

Planning Statement 7.2.21:

The impacts on the settings of listed buildings are
assessed to be minor at worst as they [are]
visually separated from the Scheme by
vegetation

No: Environmental Statement Vol 2, table 7.3
states:

This building is in close proximity and is exposed
to views of the Scheme T Sensitivity to proposed
Scheme: High.

No: Environmental Statement Vol 2, 10.6.3
Operational Effects states:

Direct, residual effects of the operation of the
Scheme have been identified in respect of four
historic structures [OA 34 - Mill Farm Grade I
Listed Building] where the installation of noise
insulation (eg glazing) may be necessary..This
may then affect the historic character of these
structures [and other attenuation measures may
affect their setting unless they are screened)].

Environmental Statement Vol 2, Table 10.2 refers
to noise insulation as potentially 6 un s y mp a |

1) Planning Statement 7.2.21:

The Scheme does not directly impact on the
6character or appearanc
aread itsel f policgin RPS15i n

2) Environmental Statement Vol 2, 7.6 states:

The additional trains, whilst likely to be a source
of landscape and visual impact, will only be
visible over a limited distance through leafless
vegetation on the rail corridor boundary in
winter...

1) This has not been assessed with regard to the
Old Mill as the neither the TWAO documents or
the Statement of Case have used the correct
Conservation Area boundary which does
include the Old Mill and its gardens. Notably
theOldMillisident i fi ed as t he
|l andmatrtked 6 Ri ver Vall ey
Character Area (Selsnagal A
9.1.1, p19 and 9.1.2, p20).

2) No: The Conservation Area is adjacent to the
track and is dexposed t
and will therefore be subject to this detrimental
impact.

Chiltern, Statement of Case 15.53:

@ he Order Scheme has no impact on the positive
contribution of these heritage assets to local
character and sense of place and accordingly
does not conflict with the requirements of PPS56

Until the two points above are resolved (detailed
proposals made for noise mitigation, and the
effects of the scheme are assessed with regard
to the conservation area/listed building) this
cannot be stated as fact.

Environmental Statement Vol 2, 10.5.4 re:
Changes in Setting states:

Two measures can be proposed which can assist
in mitigating the potential effects to settings of
sensitive sites:

+ Screening by new planting of hedges and
trees along and around elements of the proposals
such as the road over the new Langford Lane
Overbridge.

- The management of existing vegetation
screens (eg hedgerows).

Has the exposure of the Old Mill to the Scheme
been assessed and has a landscaping scheme
been drawn up to mitigate the visual impact?

(Refer to the image: 9.2.2 Train from ground floor
level of the listed Old Mill, p21)

Environmental Statement Vol 2, table 7.3:

o0l sl ip Mi Grade |1 (

1,
rail way corridor)od

No: this is misleading T it is 58 metres distant
from the track
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5 Noise and Vibration

5.1 Chiltern Railways Summary Position

TWA Documentation i Planning Statement, Planning Policy Framework for Environmental
Considerations, Section 7 states:

7.2.5 PPG24 Planning and Noise [1994] provides guidance on minimising the adverse
impact of noise, notably through the use of conditions. 7.2.7 PPG24 recognises that
mitigation measures should be proportionate and reasonable (paragraph 13) and may

include:

A engineering: to reduce or contain generated
sensitive buildings;

A 1l ayout: through sardeainguat e di stances or

A administrative: in |imiting operating times
limits.

7.2.8 The Scheme is considered to be Oessenti
track works édnecessary6 f orScherheenillthaduded very of t
stringent noise performance requirements and provide location specific mitigation

measur es, where practicabl e, in addition to t
design and operational procedures. Chiltern Railways is committed to the delivery of

these measures and is prepared to accept an appropriate planning condition to secure

this. The Scheme conforms to policy requireme
mitigation.
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5.2 Noise and Vibration Table

Chiltern Position

Response

Environmental Statement Vol 2, Table 6.22
(Phase 1) states

A large length of noise barrier is unlikely to be
visually acceptable for the *3 properties at the
western end of Mill Lane. Therefore, a barrier has
not been specified in this location.

An 8 dB substantial impact is predicted.

No: A noise barrier would be acceptable and
necessary to mitigate the detrimental effect of the
noise on the Conservation Area and Listed building.
New planting to reduce
scheme on the setting would help screen the fence.

However, no mitigation measures are proposed
where the 1 mpac t(Enviresnméngbk
Statement Vol 2, p6-54). Does the listed building/
Conservation Area status of the Old Mill change this
position?

Has more recent noise level data or legislation
changed the requirement for mitigation measures?

Could the specification be changed to a noise
attenuation fence (as well as sound insulation to
upper levels where appropriate)?

If so, how far west would the fence extend, and what
would its height be, and how high above the track
would it be?

Environmental Statement Vol 2, Table 6.22 refers to
Mill Farm and also to 3 properties at the western end
of Mill Lane T could you state exactly which
dwel l ing(s) Mildl Farm a
this table?

1

Environmental Statement Vol 2, Table 6.23
(Phase 2) states:

Noise insulation is likely to provide a more
effective solution than a large length of barrier for
the 3 properties at the western end of Mill Lane.
Therefore, a barrier has not been specified in this
location.

A 15 dB high impact is predicted [which is the
reason given to specify noise mitigation
measures].

Environmental Statement Vol 2, p6-64 (re: Phase
2) states:

Noise levels are likely to exceed 82 dB LAmax at
the closest properties listed above [which
includes Mill Farm]. However, with noise
insulation this will not lead to significant noise
impact inside the building at night.

No: As outlined above T a noise barrier is necessary
to address the external and some of the internal
effect of the 15dB predicted impact. To reduce only
the internal predicted impact is not considered
reasonable or satisfactory - particularly in the context
of either the setting of the listed Old Mill or the
Conservation Area. Therefore, sympathetic noise
insulation may be required to upper stories in
addition to a noise barrier. Would you agree these
points are reasonable, and if not i why not?

Note: Secondary glazing is not appropriate as it
would be detrimental to the significance of the
internal historic character of the listed property i
appropriately detailed double glazed units (subject to
listed building consent) are felt to offer more
appropriate solution as they would not noticeably
change the aesthetic value of this important listed
building. Would such a solution be considered as
an alternative to secondary glazing by Chiltern?

In light of the points above could/will the
specification of noise mitigation measures be
changed to include both a noise barrier and
appropriate noise insulation?

Again, if so how far west would the fence extend,
what would its height be, and how high above the
track would it be?
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6 Visual Impact on the Countryside

6.1 Chiltern Railways Summary Position

TWA Documentation i Planning Statement, Planning Policy Framework for Environmental

Considerations, Section 7 states:

7.2.9 PPS7 Sustainable Development in Rural Areas [2004] contains within it a
presumption that the quality and character of the wider countryside is protected and
where possible enhanced (paragraph 15). The conclusion of the Landscape and visual
impact Assessment is that the impact on landscape character will generally be minor
and in some areas there will be beneficial impacts on the character of the local
landscape. Accordingly, the Scheme is in accordance with the policy objectives of PPS7
to protect and where possible enhance the countryside.

6.2 Visual Impact on the Countryside Table

Chiltern Position

Response

Environmental Statement Vol 2, 7.8, re: Works to
Mill Stream Viaduct and River Cherwell viaduct,
p7-26:

Whilst some vegetation losses and replanting
may be visible, there will be no new structures
present which could result in notable changes to
character.

The magnitude of change within this LCA, caused
by the proposed works to existing bridges
described above is considered to be small and
the sensitivity of landscape to proposed change
is considered to be low. The significance of
landscape impacts is therefore not significant.

No: There is potential for a notable change to
character that would affect the Conservation Area
and the listed Old Mill (as discussed in 4.2 Cultural
Heritage Table, p6, above). In addition to this the
view of the Mill Stream bridge has a good degree of
screening from the Conservation Area/Old Mill by
means of 7 mature hawthorn trees to the south of
the bridge. Removal of these trees would have a
detrimental impact on the visual amenity, and unless
they were replaced by mature specimens it would
take many yeatrs for replacement trees to offer the
same degree of screening (see image 9.2.1, p21).

Is it possible to retain and protect these trees during
construction (BS 5837: 2005, Guide for Trees in
Relation to Construction)?

Is it necessary to remove them?

Can the following commitment be extended to trees
on private property?: Environmental Statement Vol
4,B10.6.1:

OWhere existing trees h
will be a requirement to replace any trees that are
removed with a suitably sized transplant to the
approval of the |l ocal a

Environmental Statement Vol 2, Table 7.5:
This listed building [the Old Mill] is in close
proximity and is exposed to views of the Scheme

Sensitvity to proposed scheme: high
Magnitude of change: small

Impact significance: minor to moderate

The possible removal of the trees directly in front of
the Viaducts does not appear to considered/alluded
to.

If the mature trees that screen the Viaducts directly
in front of them are removed the Magnitude of
change and Impact significance would both
increase.

Any removal of planting closer to the Old Mill would
have a greater impact but could be rectified with
replanting and new planting.
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Environmental Statement Vol 2, 7.6:

The upper portions of the proposed rail bridges
are expected to be visible in part above the line of
existing vegetation

The upper portions of the proposed rail bridges
shoul d not be 0 e X especidlyerd
the case of the Mill Stream Viaduct. | seek a
condition that if the mature trees that provide
screening cannot be retained as part of the design,
that they are replaced with mature trees.

Environmental Statement Vol 2, Table 7.6, Visual
Impact Assessment at fixed Viewpoint Locations

The Old Mill is not included for consideration as a
fixed viewpoint i however the sensitivity of the
viewpoint could be said to be high given that the
receptor type is residents of dwellings who have
prolonged and repeated views?

Environmental Statement Vol 2, 7.13.1:

Structures may be introduced to mitigate noise
impacts. These have the potential to also become
sources of landscape and visual impact. The
design of any noise barriers will take account of
landscape and visual mitigation measures.

Any barriers positioned within the rail corridor will
be located, designed and constructed in a
manner that safeguards, as far as possible,
existing mature hedgerow vegetation located on
the rail corridor boundary. In rural locations where
the garden boundaries of a small number of
residential dwellings coincide with the ralil
boundary and proposed location for noise
mitigation, the design of the structure will be
considered in order to minimise visual impact at
these dwellings. This measure is to be
considered where no existing vegetation screens
are present which would visually separate the
viewer in the adjoining dwelling from the Scheme.

With these mitigation measures in place, the
visual impacts arising from the proposed noise
mitigation will largely affect users of the rail line.

A noise barrier structure could become a source
of landscape and visual impact to the listed Old
Mi | | whin atoke pioximitypandis exposed
to views of the Schemed Engironmental
Statement Vol 2, Table 7.5) as its gardens bound
the railway line where there are significant breaks
in the existing hedgerow (see image: 9.2.2 Train
from ground floor level of the listed Old Mill, p21).
However, this effect could be mitigated with new
planting.

The main views from the Old Mill are towards the
River i and so any loss of view across the
railway line to open countryside resulting from a
noise barrier and new planting is felt to offer a
lower residual impact than no barrier/planting.

Chiltern Railway Statement of Case, August 2010
states:

15.100 The removal of existing features,
introduction of new structures and activity around
the site will have impacts upon the quality of
views experienced by people living, working or
visiting in the surrounding area.

15.101 A number of mitigation measures have
been incorporated into the design of the Order
Scheme, including the retention of mature
planting wherever possible and through careful
design of the built elements of the Order Scheme.
More detailed mitigation measures have been
designed to respond to potential significant
impacts at specific locations along the Order
Scheme alignment. These include the
reinstatement of pre-existing and new planting.

17.7 p140 The ES contains a commitment to
provide replacement hedgerow and tree planting
where feasible. Chiltern Railways is preparing
landscaping proposals for a number of locations
along the route of the Order Scheme which will
be presented to the Inquiry.

Is there a landscape proposal to mitigate the
impact of the Scheme on the listed Old Mill and
the views into and out of the Conservation Area
in which it is located?

Does it include new planting?

Environmental Statement Vol 2, page 10-26

What will the structural recording entail?

Henry Horton 7 The Old Mill, Islip, OX5 2SX
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The Scheme would impact upon six structures
(through rebuilding or potential changes in
setting). These comprise... the Millstream and
Cherwell Viaducts (OA 305 and 306)... The
effects of the Scheme to five structures (... the
Millstream and Cherwell Viaducts OA 305 and
306...) would need to be subject to mitigation
through a programme of structural recording prior
to the works.

Environmental Statement Vol 2, Table 7.4 1
Landscape Mitigation measures:

LM 15 Reinstate boundary planting, where
possible, to rail line to replace that lost during the
reconstruction of the Mill Stream Viaduct.

LM 16 Reinstate boundary planting, where
possible, to rail line to replace that lost during the
reconstruction of the Cherwell Viaduct.

How will the existing planting be recorded to
ensure that the reinstated planting will be
satisfactory?

Environmental Statement Vol 2, 7.6:

6...vegetation
removal to facilitate proposed... embankment
strengthening. The majority of the mature
boundary vegetation will be retained;

| o0 gegetaton w

The 6majorityd is not
from works other than that to the Viaducts may
result in the Old Mill and its gardens and land
being exposed to the Scheme i at present there
is no specific commitment to replant in such an
instance i only a general presumption to replant
where feasible. Does a planting scheme exist for
any of the Scheme adjacent to land belonging to
the listed Old Mill, or the adjacent Barns?

)
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7 Proposed Land Take

7.1 Errors/Comments/Questions

The Notice of Application to Acquire Land made by Chiltern Railways under the TWA 1992,
The Transport and Works (Applications and Objections Procedure) (England and Wales)
Rules 2006 contained a series of errors relating to my land.

My objection document contained two drawings (P0.102 & P0.103 i also included in this
document on p32&33) which corrected errors in Chiltern Railways plans regarding the
ownership boundaries relating to land parcels 19008 and 19009. To date Chiltern has not
issued corrected documentation. | have therefore not been served with a notice to acquire
some of my land that is in the CPO.

In addition to these plans additional errors have been found in the Book of Reference which
are corrected/commented in Table 4 below. Importantly, there is a small piece of land that
Chiltern have erroneously attributed to the ownership of Network Rail, and therefore did not
include it in the CPO. (The land in question forms part of my Title Absolute within 20001).

Table 4 also includes comments/questions for Chiltern Railway. The questions seek to
identify the need for the land take and whether the needs are justifiable and reasonable. They
also seek to clarify whether6t he responses from the consul
been taken into account in developing the

7.2 Proposed Land Take Table

No on Land Ownership/Occupation Errors Comment/Questions
plan Update

19008 Robert Martin Gillman, Barn 2 no Is it necessary to use this route/ can use of
longer has a right of access (this has this route be justified (which is a residential
passed to his successor in title) area in the Conservation Area) to access
19010 when access can also be gained via
the track or via Underbridge OXD45 (from the
north side i refer to Statement of Case
Viewpoint Image 6 & 9, also included in this
document on p38 and p39)?

Temp

This land is also in the Conservation
Area

19009 This land is also in the Conservation Ditto

Temp Area

19010 Part of this land is within the The eastern part of 19010 is within the garden
Conservation Area of the listed Old Mill. The Chiltern proposed
route involves the demolition of a stone wall
which is unnecessary as access could be
available further west (refer to Statement of
Case OModi f i e doéarfdRiawpoint
Images 1, 2, & 3 [this document p34&37]). At
the very least part of the proposed CPO land
take should be removed to reflect this?

Temp

Still the question remains as to whether this
route is either necessary or justifiable given
that access to the portion of 19010 that is
adjacent to the track is accessible both via the
track (see Statement of Case Viewpoint 6&9
[this document p38&39]) or via Underbridge
OXD45 (see sheet 20 [this document p35]) i
and therefore whether the portion of 19010
that lies within the garden of the Old Mill

(19010t A should be excluded from the CPO land take?
conto
overleaf) What is Chilterns justification/need for this

proposed land take of the main portion of
19010 that runs adjacent to the track (please
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also be specific about the need to take the
10m width and why this cannot be less)?

Do Chiltern intend to exclude me from any/all
of this land (note that part of 19010 provides
vehicular access to the land to the west of my

property)?

19011
L of D

What is Chilterns justification/need for this
proposed land take?

Further information requested from Chiltern:

It is understood that in order to meet statutory
regulations the track will need to be widened
to the south. Please quote the relevant
regulations and state why the track cannot be
widened to the north.

Please provide sectional details to
substantiate the case

It is understood that Chiltern have been
investigating a solution that will not require
any permanent land take i please give details
of this and its feasibility (also with regard to
flood-plain issues).

19012 This land forms part of my Title Absolute
T Network Rail Infrastructure Limited are

What is Chilterns justification/need for this
proposed land take?

L of D therefore neither the freehold owners or Note: | have proposed an alteration to the
reputed freehold owners ) .
proposed land take for pragmatic reasons
Network Rail Infrastructure Limited are (refer to Statement o
neither tenants or occupiers i the landis | Sheet 196, and Vi Bmgpoi i
fenced off and only | occupy the land. document p34&39]) subject to the satisfactory
resolution/agreement regarding my points of
objection to the scheme.
19013 . . . . S .
L of D :rh|s land forms part of my Tltlg A.bsolute What is Chilterns justification/need for this
I Network Rail Infrastructure Limited are | proposed land take?
therefore neither the freehold owners or Note: | have proposed an alteration to the
reputed freehold owners proposed land take (refer to Statement of
| occupy the land Case OModi fiedf [hisPart)
document p34]) subject to the satisfactory
resolution/agreement regarding my points of
objection to the scheme.
19017 . . . . S .
L of D This land forms part of my Title Absolute | What is Chilterns justification/need for this

T Network Rail Infrastructure Limited are
therefore neither the freehold owners or
reputed freehold owners

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited are
neither tenants or occupiers i only |
occupy the land.

proposed land take?

Note: | have proposed an alteration to the
proposed land take (refer to Statement of
Case OModi fiedI [isPart)
document p34]) subject to the satisfactory
resolution/agreement regarding my points of
objection to the scheme.

Henry Horton 7 The Old Mill, Islip, OX5 2SX
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19018,

The ownership of part of these parcels

Note: If | am successful in gaining title it is my

20001 of land is in dispute. The Church intention to transfer some of the land to
Commi ssi oner s bel i e NetworkRailto facilitate maintenance of the
9.3.5 p26, 9.3.6 p27, 9.3.7 p28) it to be Mill Stream Viaduct if the need can be
part of their historic title (see 9.3.1 p22) | justified, and subject to the satisfactory
that they did not include in their transfer | resolution/agreement regarding my points of
to me in error when | bought the objection to the scheme.
property. Can Chiltern justify
Network Rail have also claimed title to and if so what is it?
the property, but after six months as
they had not proved this, | applied to
register the title by adverse possession.
An additional piece of land is also
sought by adverse possession within
20001 (see 9.3.8 p29). (Note this
triangle of land is included in the
Statement of Case 0
Sheet 1906 in er r3o)
Network Rail Infrastructure Limited are
not the freehold owners of part of 20001.
The approach to Underbridge OXD45 is
my Title Absolute and is occupied by me
(refer to my registered boundary plan on
p26). Importantly this area of land does
not appear to form part of the CPO.
20002 . . S .
Lof D What is Chilterns justification/need for this
proposed land take?
_2|_0003 What is Chilterns justification/need for this
emp e
proposed land take (please also be specific
about the need to take the 10m width and the
larger area at the south-west end, and why
these cannot be less)?
50010 What is Chilterns justification/need for this
of D
proposed land take?
igoml; What is Chilterns justification/need for this

proposed land take?

Henry Horton 7 The Old Mill, Islip, OX5 2SX
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7.3 Fencing Table

Chiltern Position

Response

Environmental Statement Vol 4, B4.2.1:

All working areas shall be sufficiently and
adequately fenced off from members of the public
and to prevent animals from straying on to a
working area. Hoardings shall be selected to suit
the location but may be:

+ a wire mesh fence, where appropriate for
minimum security needs; or

+ a 2.4 m minimum height, plywood faced,
timber framed boundary hoarding, of a surface
density of not less than 7 kg/m2 or other hoarding
providing equivalent security and noise
attenuation, in the vicinity of noise sensitive
receptors (as defined in the ES and in Section 6
of this document); or

- other designs where a particular appearance
or acoustic rating is considered to be required
and is agreed with the local authorities.

Please note when specifying temporary fencing
that the Old Mill has been defined as a noise
sensitive receptor. (Please note that | may wish
to downgrade the specification or erect fencing
myself prior to construction).

Please also note that:

1 Temporary and permanent fencing
should take note of legislation regarding
rabbits coming onto my land from the
railway.

1 One of my dogs is very smalll

What will the specification of the permanent
fencing bounding my land be? (At present it is
mainly a concrete post and wire fence. Network
Rail have refused to provide/attach cattle wire or
rabbit wire which | understand falls fowl of their
statutory obligation. As a result | have purchased
and attached cattle wire along most of the 500m
fence).

Can Chiltern confirm that Image 9.4.11 (p40) has
been forwarded to the design team?

7.4 Maintenance/ Repair of the Private Drive

belonging to the Old Mill Table

Chiltern Position

Response

Environmental Statement Vol 4:

B5.2.15 Every reasonable precaution shall be
taken to prevent operations, whether by carting or
otherwise, from damaging the roads and
footpaths in the vicinity of the railway works. Any
damage caused by activities to the highway in the
vicinity of the worksite shall be made good.

B5.2.16 A pre-construction inspection shall be
carried out and photographs taken of the public
roads, footways and cycle ways in the vicinity of
the work site in conjunction with the relevant local
authorityds highway
of the results of the joint inspection shall be
provided. The report shall establish the general
highway conditions within and in the vicinity of the
work site and the level of reinstatement required.

B5.2.17 All such maintenance works as are
necessary to maintain the roads and footpaths in
the vicinity of the works in a serviceable condition
shall be carried out to the approval of the local
highway authority. Any defects will be rectified
immediately if dangerous (ie trip or depression of
25 mm or more) or otherwise within 24 hours.

ma i

Will conditions B5.2.15, B5.2.16, and B5.2.17
also apply to my private drive 1 including making
good any damage caused to the stone wall at the
entrance of Mill Farm?

Henry Horton 7 The Old Mill, Islip, OX5 2SX
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7.5 Reinstatement Table

Chiltern Position

Response

Environmental Statement Vol 2, p7-18 states:

Following construction, batches of topsoil will be
returned to the areas from which it originated as
far as is practicable. Specific landscape
mitigation measures during construction will
include:

[ limiting land clearance and occupation to the
minimum necessary for the works;

[ minimising tree and other vegetation removal;

[ protecting valued features, such as woodland
and field hedgerows, using fencing to keep
contractors out of areas where damage may
result;

[1 spreading of topsoil and replacement of turf, or
reseeding and planting as soon as possible after
sections of work are complete.

The topsoil from my land is particularly rich

alluvial soil. Is Chiltern able to give a better
assurance/guarantee of the soil be returned other
than éas far as is prac
specification of the replacement topsoil be?

What land clearance is planned for the land taken
from me?

What measures will be in place to prevent the
mobilisation of construction materials/excavated
sediments on site in the event of flooding/heavy
rain?

What trees are scheduled for removal (including
the mature trees to the south of the Mill Stream
Viaduct)?

Are these trees to be fenced off and protected?

What is the proposed timetable for
work/reseeding/planting on land to be taken from
me?

Will my land be subject to a detailed condition
and level survey to ensure that the land is
returned to the same level? 1 A difference of an
inch can make the difference of land being under
water or not in the flood plain (for a period of
time).

Note: | wish to agree the condition that the land is
to be restored to

Environmental Statement Vol 4,

WATERCOURSE CROSSINGS AND RIPARIAN
/ BANKSIDE WORKS

B9.6.7 Stripping of surface vegetation at
construction sites will be kept to a minimum. Any
required vegetation stripping in riparian zones will
be restored through the replanting removed
vegetation or reseeding as appropriate.
Restoration works will be conducted in
accordance with specific method statements,
developed in consultation with the Environment
Agency.

Will the riverbank relating to proposed land take
20002 20003 be subject to a

level/condition/planting survey prior to the works
to ensure that the bank will be left as it is found?

Henry Horton 7 The Old Mill, Islip, OX5 2SX
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8 Any Other Issues

8.1 Comment on Statement of Consultation 7 re Culverts

It is noted that there is a presumption not to modify the existing culverts (Chiltern Statement of
Case 12.28). However, it is also noted that one of the issues that were raised during the
public exhibitions included: 6The perceived
improvedr ai nage along the routed (Statement of

With regard to the culvert under the Mill Farm Crossing that crosses into my land | would
comment that to lower the culvert would not lead to the drainage stream on my land being
lowered and, therefore, would be pointless. And to enlarge it may lead to an increased
flooding risk for my listed property and land (note that the Old Mill itself has not flooded to
date).

In light of this | ask whether the culvert will be modified in size and invert level in the proposed
Scheme?

8.2 Pollution and Spill Risk

What is the risk of pollution and spill contaminating my land as a result of construction works
and operational effects?

Henry Horton 7 The Old Mill, Islip, OX5 2SX 17
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9 Appendix
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.1 Conservation Area Boundaries

Planning Direction Drawings| (O
Sheet No. 19

Transport and Works Act 1992
Chiltern Railways (Bicester to Oxford Improvements) Order
COUNTY OF OXFORDSHIRE, DISTRICT OF CHERWELL
7

}

I

7 S

R

100

PLAN

9.1.1 Image 1: TWAO, Planning Direction Drawing
Showing incorrect Conservation Area boundary
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Image 2: From Islip Conservation Area Appraisal
Showing the Old Mill within the River Valley and Islip Mill Character Area of the Islip Conservation Area

9.1.2
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9.2 Landscape Images

9.2.1 Mature hawthorn trees provide screening to the Mill Steam Viaduct

Henry Horton i The OId Mill, Islip, OX5 2SX
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9.3 Adverse Possession Documents T Re Part Plots 19018, 20001

Salisbury

Strutt & Parker LLP
41 Milford Street, Salisbury STRUTT
Wiltshire SP1 2BP

Telephone 01722 328741

Facsimile 01722 411259 ‘PARKER

salisbury@struttandparker.com
www.struttandparker.com

Henry Hortpn Esq Direct dial: 01722 344034
The Old Mill Mobile: 07850 516702
Mill Farm

Email: louise.spain@struttandparker.com

Islip .

OX5 2SX Our ref: LKS/JPP/CCISL 2.1
21 September 2009

Dear Henry

Church Commissioners for England — Islip Estate

| refer to our telephone conversation last week.

I have now had a chance to review the Church Commissioners plans and the area that they believe is
part of their historic title but excluded from your sale Transfer, is shown coloured red on the enclosed
plan (Scale 1:1250).

You will note from the Commissioners’ plan, that all of this area would appear to be included within the
crosshatched area on the plan that you have previously supplied.

Incidentally, the small triangular piece of land at the southern end of your ownership, which you have
highlighted to be unregistered, does not appear to have been within the Commissioners ownership.

Please do give me a call if you have any queries regarding this matter.

Yours sincerely

7

Nl

Mrs Louise Spain BA (Hons) MRICS
Associate

Enc

6: RICS Reguiated by RICS

Authorised and regulated by the Financial Services Authority. @
Strutt & Parker LLP s a limited liability partnership and is registered in England and Wales with registration number OC334522. %@
Alist of members' names is open to inspection at our registered office, 13 Hill Street London W1J 5LQ. 100% Racyced

9.3.1 Letter from Strutt and Parker, page 1

CC claim to title
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Date : 21 September 2009 Printed By : Louise Spain (Strutt and Parker) N

Map Scale : 1:1250 Estate : Islip W
Property : Issue - The Old Mill

Level Crossing

MP 26.25

U 'Q-
Reproduced by permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of HMSO. © Crown copyright and
database right. 2009. All rights reserved. Ordnance Survey Licence Number 100002215. Church
Commissioners

9.3.2 Letter from Strutt and Parker, page 2

Not to scale
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From: Louise Spain <Louise.Spain@struttandparker.com>
To: hethorton@aol.com
CC: gsullivan@darbys.co.uk
Subject: RE: land at mill farm, islip
Date: Tue, 29 Jun 2010 10:05

Henry

| refer to your email below. Farrer & Co have advised Darbys Solicitors in their letters of the 16™ and 22™
April 2010, that as the proposed transfer is for nil consideration, the Church Commissioners are not
prepared to incur further costs in negotiating their Title with Network Rail when their position is that they
own the land in question.

Network Rail are likely to deduce this as part of their CPO procedures and therefore until this has been
ascertained, or you undertake all of the Commissioners costs in this matter we are unable to progress this
further.

Regards
Louise

Louise Spain BA(Hons) MRICS

Associate

Land Management and Farming Department
Strutt & Parker LLP

41 Milford Street

Salisbury, Wilts SP1 2BP

Tel : 01722 344034
Mob: 07850 516702
Fax : 01722 411259

To find out more about Strutt & Parker’s Land Management Department, please visit www.land-
management.co.uk

This email is confidential and may contain legally privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient it may be unlawful for you to read, copy,
distribute, disclose or otherwise make use of the information herein. If you have received this email in error please contact us immediately. Strutt &
Parker LLP will accept no liability for the mis-transmission, interference or interception of any email and you are reminded that email is not a secure
method of communication.

Strutt & Parker LLP is a limited liability partnership and is registered in England and Wales with registered number 0C334522. A list of members’
names is open to inspection at our registered office, 13 Hill Street, London, W1J 5LQ

For further details of Strutt & Parker LLP please visit our web site.

Strutt & Parker LLP is authorised and regulated by the Financial Services Authority.

9.3.3 Email from Strutt and Parker, 1
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From: Louise Spain <Louise.Spain@struttandparker.com>
To: hethorton@aol.com
CC: gsullivan@darbys.co.uk; james.howe@c-of-e.org.uk; Richard Hodges <richard.hodges@c-of-e.org.uk>
Subject: RE: land at mill farm, islip
Date: Tue, 29 Jun 2010 16:00

Henry

With reference to your email below, I’'m afraid that | am unable to pass judgement on the plans that you
have attached, as they refer to extracts of documents that | do not have access to.

However, you mention that you were originally considering adverse possession of the land in question,
which would still be available for you. | would also confirm that the Commissioners would not object to this
should you decide to progress down this route.

Regards
Louise

Louise Spain BA(Hons) MRICS

Associate

Land Management and Farming Department
Strutt & Parker LLP

41 Milford Street

Salisbury, Wilts SP1 2BP

Tel : 01722 344034
Mob: 07850 516702
Fax : 01722 411259

To find out more about Strutt & Parker’s Land Management Department, please visit www.land-
management.co.uk

This email is confidential and may contain legally privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient it may be unlawful for you to read, copy,
distribute, disclose or otherwise make use of the information herein. If you have received this email in error please contact us immediately. Strutt &
Parker LLP will accept no liability for the mis-transmission, interference or interception of any email and you are reminded that email is not a secure
method of communication.

Strutt & Parker LLP is a limited liability partnership and is registered in England and Wales with registered number 0C334522. A list of members’
names is open to inspection at our registered office, 13 Hill Street, London, W1 5LQ

For further details of Strutt & Parker LLP please visit our web site.

Strutt & Parker LLP is authorised and regulated by the Financial Services Authority.

9.3.4 Email from Strutt and Parker, 1
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The Old Mill, Mill Farm

100 metres

Title number: ON263094
|
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'Land as Regis
Scale 1:2500

(check dim below)
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9.3.5 Adverse Possession Plans 1/4

Not to scale
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9.3.6 Adverse Possession Plans 2/4

Not to scale
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