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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 Catherine and Bartholomew Quinn.    

1.2 Catherine Quinn and Bartholomew Quinn have raised additional points since their 
original letter of objection dated 16 February 2010. Chiltern Railways has previously 
addressed the points in the objection letter in its response to that letter. 

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 Catherine and Bartholomew 
Quinn 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 exchanged 
between  Chiltern Railways and Catherine Quinn dated 16 
February 2010, 18 June 2010, 8 July 2010, 29 June 2010, and 
27 June 2010, attached to this rebuttal proof in Appendix A; 

  



 
 

“the Objectors” means Catherine and Bartholomew Quinn; 

 

“the Objector’s 
evidence” 

means the Statement of Case of Catherine and Bartholomew 
Quinn; 

“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 Objectors’ Evidence 

Context  

3.1 The Objectors live at Merton Grounds Farm Cottage, Merton Grounds, Wendlebury, 
Oxfordshire.  The objection relates to both the original TWA Order alignment of 
Langford Lane and the alignment in the Proposed Modification.  The Objectors 
support an alternative route to the east of the railway referred to as the ‘Orange 
Route’.  The Objectors state that they made it clear in their original objection letter 
their willingness to withdraw their objection if Chiltern Railways adopted the Orange 
Route to the east of the railway.   

Landowner Consultation, Richard Caten  

3.2 The Objectors state that Chiltern Railways stated its intention to contact and consult 
local property owners whose rights are likely to be affected or whose access will be 
compromised by the Order. The Objectors state that Chiltern Railways’ agents failed 
to notify the owner and residents of Merton Grounds Farm Cottage of the Order 
application.  The Objector states that they were informed by neighbours at Merton 
Grounds Farm in January 2010.  

3.3 The Objectors state that the Chiltern Railways has failed to acknowledge the 
concerns of the owners and residents of Merton Grounds Farm and Merton Grounds 
Farm Cottage and that they had not been directly informed or consulted about the 
Order application.  The Objectors state that Chiltern Railways primary concern is to 
“remove as many objections before the Public Inquiry commences as is possible.” 

3.4 The Objectors state that they remain frustrated that their points have neither been 
addressed nor acknowledged appropriately by Chiltern Railways. 

3.5 As set out in the Statement of Consultation [CD/1.5], extensive local consultation has 
been carried out, in accordance with The Transport and Works (Applications and 
Objections Procedure) (England and Wales) Rules 2006 [CD/5.22]. Public 
consultation exercises have taken place including exhibitions, newsletters and 
targeted info-mails, a website.  A hotline has been publicised so that residents and 
other interested parties can make contact with consultation team, and enquiries have 
been followed up with written and verbal correspondence. The Objectors and their 

 2  



 
 

neighbours were certainly in the area where newsletters were delivered to. One of 
the early exhibitions was held in Bicester itself. The Order Scheme has also 
appeared in the media locally. 

3.6 The land that the Objectors have a private access right over, that has been included 
within the draft Order, extends only to include parcel 07a005. This parcel contains 
land that forms part of a private road owned by Topbreed Limited. This parcel has 
been included in the Order to allow for highway tie-in and continuity works from 
Topbreed’s private road to Langford Lane and the proposed Langford Lane 
alternative, both of which will be adopted public highways. 

3.7 Chiltern Railways can confirm that it has been and remains its objective to satisfy and 
remove as many objections as possible. 

Disruption to Access, Ian Gilder 

3.8 The Objectors state that realignment of Langford Lane would cause significant 
inconvenience for local residents of Merton Grounds.  They object to the closure of 
the Langford Lane level crossing which provides sole vehicular access from Merton 
Grounds Farm Cottage to the public highway.   

3.9 The Objectors calculate that the Order Scheme alignment of Langford Lane will add 
an extra 1.5 kilometres in each direction for residents of Merton Grounds Farm 
Cottage and Merton Grounds Farm.  The Objectors calculate that for one return 
journey on week days and two return journeys on a weekend day which amounts to 
an increase of 27 kilometres per week and 1,404 kilometres per year.  The Objectors 
state that the attendant costs of this increase are significant.   

3.10 The Objectors state that the response they received from Chiltern Railways to their 
original objection that their daily commute would be easier was incorrect.   

3.11 Figures OBJ230/1/A and OBJ230/1/B in Appendix B show indicative journeys from 
Merton Grounds Farm in both the Bicester and Oxford Direction in the existing 
situation and with the original TWA Order Alignment of Langford Lane.    The 
distances are summarised in Table 1. 

Table 1: Changes in Journey Length by Road from Merton Grounds  

Journey Distance (Kilometres) 
 Point A to B 

Eastwards to 
Bicester 

Point A to C 
Westwards to 

Oxford 
Existing Alignment of Langford Lane  3.98 4.29 
Original TWA Alignment of Langford Lane 5.84 5.37 
Net Difference  +1.86 +1.08 

 

3.12 The distances presented in Table 1 show that the Order Scheme would result in an 
additional journey distance of 1.86 kilometres [1.15 miles], which is in fact greater 
than that suggested by the Objectors.  Taking the assumptions the Objectors make 
regarding number of trips this would equate to 33.5 kilometres [20.82 miles] per week 
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and 1,742 kilometres [1,082 miles] per year.  Taking a likely average speed of 30 
mph for a rural country road, the extra distance would only add just over two minutes 
to each journey.    

3.13 The Objectors have not provided a cost to them for the additional distance travelled 
and it is, therefore, not possible to confirm their statement or otherwise that this 
would be a significant cost to them.   

Junction Design and Safety, Paul Tregear 

3.14 The Objectors state that incoming and outgoing traffic from their property will need to 
take a sharp hairpin bend at Wendlebury Gate Stables. The Objectors are concerned 
with the safety of this proposal given the level of congestion and parked cars.     

3.15 The new junction will be a safe and suitable form of access constructed to adoptable 
standards. 

Disruption to Deliveries, Paul Tregear  
 
3.16 The Objectors state that the turning space will be insufficient for very large vehicles 

which could prevent private deliveries to their property and local service providers 
such as Council services and the Royal Mail might reasonably object to the extra 
distance.  

3.17 The new junction arrangement will be designed to accommodate all types of vehicle 
that reasonably require access to the properties. 

Access by the Emergency Services, Paul Tregear 
 
3.18 The Objector states that Chiltern Railways reported to them that emergency services 

would have a shorter route to the highway from their property with the Order 
Scheme.  The Objectors state that with the revised alignment under the Proposed 
Modification the Emergency Services will have to drive even further from Bicester to 
reach an emergency at Merton Grounds.  This is of natural concern to the Objectors, 
which they state is not satisfactorily addressed.   

3.19 It is acknowledged that highway journeys to/from Bicester via the Proposed 
Modification route alignment will be longer than both the original TWA Order 
alignment and the existing route via Langford Lane. However, the emergency 
services (and other vehicles) from Bicester could reduce journey times by accessing 
the new Langford Lane via the Wendlebury A41 junction rather than by using the 
Chesterford A41 junction, which provides the shortest access via the present 
Langford Lane. 

Level of Consideration Given to the ‘Orange Route’ Alternative Proposal, Richard 
Caten  

3.20 The Objectors state that in making their objection they have had regard to page 7 of 
the Draft Order [CD/1.2] that it is helpful if objections ‘also sets out proposals for 
changes or mitigation that would overcome any problems identified’.  The Objectors 
state that in its response to their original objection letter Chiltern Railways dismissed 

 4  



 
 

the proposals for the Orange Route on the basis that it was premature to review 
alternatives.  The Objectors quote from the letter from Chiltern Railways’ property 
agents, Ardent dated 18 June 2010. 

“The Order application plans do not shown [sic] the proposed road layout, they 
simply show the land required for the road and bridge” and “detailed design 
has not been carried out” 
 

3.21 The Objectors refute the assertion in the letter, stating that the Order clearly 
proposes a route which gave rise to their objection in the first place.   

3.22 The Objectors state that Chiltern Railways has not provided any evidence that it has 
carried out reasonable due diligence on the alternative Orange Route, nor has it 
acknowledged that this has the broad support of the majority of residents and 
landowners affected directly by the proposed closure of Langford Lane crossing. 

3.23 The draft Order plans show the land that has been included within the Order Scheme 
as an outline design. The road layout will be designed during the detailed design 
process, which will be carried out in 2011, with reference to the Highway Authority as 
the proposal is for the road to be adopted. 

3.24 The options considered in the Langford Lane Crossing: Pre-TWA Options Report 
[CD/2.11] acknowledges that none of the options is without disadvantages.  Chiltern 
Railways has considered the Orange Route and as with all options there will be some 
parties who feel that an alternative solution would suit them better and it is, therefore, 
impossible to satisfy the desires of all affected parties. 

Support for the ‘Orange Route’ Alternative Proposal, Paul Tregear and Ian Gilder 

3.25 The Objectors propose an alternative option referred to as the ‘Orange Route’ which 
is also proposed by other objectors in their evidence OBJ/189/2, OBJ/190/2 and 
OBJ/191/2.  The alternative route proposes the use of the existing farm road 
between Merton Grounds and Langford Lane linking into Chiltern Railways proposed 
alignment to the west of the railway.   The Objectors state that the Orange Route will: 

• avoid congestion and turning problems at Wendlebury Gate Stables/Bramlow; 

• enable large lorries and service vehicles to continue to deliver directly to their 
property; 

• significantly reduce the additional cost and time required to travel from their 
properties to the public highway; and 

• avoids sites of archaeological interest. 

3.26 Paragraphs 3.14 to 3.19 of this rebuttal provide detail the impact of the Proposed 
Modification on the transport network. Paragraphs 3.29 to 3.35 of this rebuttal 
consider the inconvenience associated with the Proposed Modification. The Objector 
promotes an alternative Orange Route, however, Chiltern Railways cannot see any 
substantive benefit in the Orange Route above the Order Scheme. English Heritage 
has removed their objection to the Order Scheme [OBJ128/1] following the Proposed 
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Modification to the Order. Therefore, the Objector’s challenge to the alignment of the 
Order Scheme on archaeological grounds is not supported.   

Deliverability of the Orange Route, Richard Caten 

3.27 The Objector states that rights over land required to deliver the Orange Route have 
already been satisfactorily addressed.   

3.28 While it appears that all of the landowners who own land required for the Orange 
Route would be willing to make this available, Chiltern Railways does not see this as 
the main reason for not pursuing the Orange Route. 

Inconvenience Associated with the Proposed Modification, Ian Gilder 

3.29 The Objectors state their objection to the ‘revised alignment’ to Langford Lane under 
the Proposed Modification as it will increase the distance of the route diversion from 
Langford Lane to the public highway, making matters significantly worse for the 
Objectors.  The Objectors quote from the Second Addendum to the Environmental 
Statement [CD/1.22/1], stating that that “that the closure of the Langford Lane 
crossing and its replacement will entail greater travel distances for residents and 
others east of the crossing” and that “compared to the TWA Order Alignment there is 
an increase of 0.74 km eastwards which provides access to Bicester.”   “The Revised 
Alignment would not result in a significant impact to users of vehicular transport…The 
distances to be travelled by road users are not significantly greater”.   

3.30 The Objectors state that this conclusion contradicts other advice in the Addendum 
and is disingenuous as it would result in an extra 0.74 kilometres in addition to the 
1.42 kilometres for the original TWA Order Alignment.  The Objector calculates that 
this would lead to an additional 2.16 kilometres each way from their property.  Based 
on a typical weekly travel pattern it would result in a 38.88 kilometres per week, or an 
additional 2,021 kilometres per year.  

3.31 The Objectors state that the additional mileage is excessive and unreasonable, 
particularly where a practical alternative strategy (the Orange Route) has been 
offered by the Objectors.   

3.32 Figures OBJ230/1/A and OBJ230/1/B show indicative journeys from Merton 
Grounds in both the Bicester and Oxford Direction in the existing situation, with the 
original TWA Order Alignment of Langford Lane and with the Revised Alignment of 
Langford Lane.  Figures OBJ230/2/A and OBJ230/2/B show the same journeys with 
the ‘Orange Route’, being supported by the Objector.  These figures are included as 
Appendix B to this rebuttal.  The distances are summarised in Table 2. 

Table 2: Changes in Journey Length by Road from Merton Grounds Farm 

Journey Distance (Kilometres) 
 Point A to B 

Eastwards to 
Bicester 

Point A to C 
Westwards to 

Oxford 
Existing Alignment of Langford Lane  3.98 4.29 
Original TWA Alignment of Langford Lane 5.84 5.37 
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Revised Alignment of Langford Lane 6.48 4.94 
Orange Route and Original TWA Alignment of Langford 
Lane 

4.98 4.51 

Orange Route and Revised Alignment of Langford Lane 5.63 4.09 

 

3.33 The distances in Table 2 shows that the increase in distance with the Revised 
Alignment of Langford Lane will be 0.64 kilometres, which is close to the 0.74 
kilometres quoted in the Second Addendum to the Environmental Statement 
[CD/1.22/1].  Therefore, the conclusion quoted from the Second Addendum to the 
Environmental Statement [CD/1.22/1] “The Revised Alignment would not result in a 
significant impact to users of vehicular transport…The distances to be travelled by 
road users are not significantly greater remains valid”.   

3.34 The distances presented in Table 3 show that the Orange Route would result in a 
distance saving of 0.86 kilometres compared to the both the Original TWA alignment 
of Langford Lane and the Revised Alignment of Langford Lane from Merton Grounds 
Farm.  Whilst there is some distance saving for landowners and residents in the 
Merton Grounds area, as shown in Table 3, the Orange Route would result in 
additional distances for the owners, staff and visitors to/from the Wendlebury Gate 
Stables.  Significantly more journeys are likely to be made by these users than by the 
residents of Merton Grounds Farm Cottage. 

Table 3: Changes in Journey Length by Road from Wendlebury Gate Stables  

Journey Distance (Kilometres) 
 Eastwards to 

Bicester 
Westwards to 

Oxford 
Existing Alignment of Langford Lane  3.98 4.29 
Original TWA Alignment of Langford Lane 4.63 4.13 
Revised Alignment of Langford Lane 5.24 3.70 
Orange Route and Original TWA Alignment of 
Langford Lane 

5.05 4.57 

Orange Route and Revised Alignment of 
Langford Lane 

5.67 4.12 

 

3.35 The distances presented in Table 3 show that the Orange Route would result in an 
additional distance of around 0.42 kilometres compared to the Original TWA 
alignment of Langford Lane and the Revised Alignment of Langford Lane to/from the 
Wendlebury Gate Stables.   

4 Conclusion 

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

4.2 Public consultation exercises have taken place including exhibitions and newsletters 
in addition to the information contained on the website. A hotline has been publicised 
on the website and within the other consultation documents, so that residents and 
other interested parties can make contact with consultation team.  Chiltern Railways 
considers that it has carried out consultation in accordance with the Transport and 
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Works Act (Applications and Objections Procedure) (England and Wales) Rules 
2006.  

4.3 The Order Scheme necessarily balances a number of conflicting factors including 
impacts on the Alchester Roman Town Scheduled Ancient Monument, access and 
additional length of the diversionary route over that of the existing route.  The 
Objector promotes an alternative Orange Route, however, Chiltern Railways cannot 
see any substantive benefit in the Orange Route above the Order Scheme with the 
Proposed Modification for the reasons set out in this rebuttal. 
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	Level of Consideration Given to the ‘Orange Route’ Alternative Proposal, Richard Caten 
	3.20 The Objectors state that in making their objection they have had regard to page 7 of the Draft Order [CD/1.2] that it is helpful if objections ‘also sets out proposals for changes or mitigation that would overcome any problems identified’.  The Objectors state that in its response to their original objection letter Chiltern Railways dismissed the proposals for the Orange Route on the basis that it was premature to review alternatives.  The Objectors quote from the letter from Chiltern Railways’ property agents, Ardent dated 18 June 2010.
	3.21 The Objectors refute the assertion in the letter, stating that the Order clearly proposes a route which gave rise to their objection in the first place.  
	3.22 The Objectors state that Chiltern Railways has not provided any evidence that it has carried out reasonable due diligence on the alternative Orange Route, nor has it acknowledged that this has the broad support of the majority of residents and landowners affected directly by the proposed closure of Langford Lane crossing.
	3.23 The draft Order plans show the land that has been included within the Order Scheme as an outline design. The road layout will be designed during the detailed design process, which will be carried out in 2011, with reference to the Highway Authority as the proposal is for the road to be adopted.
	3.24 The options considered in the Langford Lane Crossing: Pre-TWA Options Report [CD/2.11] acknowledges that none of the options is without disadvantages.  Chiltern Railways has considered the Orange Route and as with all options there will be some parties who feel that an alternative solution would suit them better and it is, therefore, impossible to satisfy the desires of all affected parties.
	Support for the ‘Orange Route’ Alternative Proposal, Paul Tregear and Ian Gilder
	3.25 The Objectors propose an alternative option referred to as the ‘Orange Route’ which is also proposed by other objectors in their evidence OBJ/189/2, OBJ/190/2 and OBJ/191/2.  The alternative route proposes the use of the existing farm road between Merton Grounds and Langford Lane linking into Chiltern Railways proposed alignment to the west of the railway.   The Objectors state that the Orange Route will:
	 avoid congestion and turning problems at Wendlebury Gate Stables/Bramlow;
	 enable large lorries and service vehicles to continue to deliver directly to their property;
	 significantly reduce the additional cost and time required to travel from their properties to the public highway; and
	 avoids sites of archaeological interest.
	3.26 Paragraphs 3.14 to 3.19 of this rebuttal provide detail the impact of the Proposed Modification on the transport network. Paragraphs 3.29 to 3.35 of this rebuttal consider the inconvenience associated with the Proposed Modification. The Objector promotes an alternative Orange Route, however, Chiltern Railways cannot see any substantive benefit in the Orange Route above the Order Scheme. English Heritage has removed their objection to the Order Scheme [OBJ128/1] following the Proposed Modification to the Order. Therefore, the Objector’s challenge to the alignment of the Order Scheme on archaeological grounds is not supported.  
	Deliverability of the Orange Route, Richard Caten
	3.27 The Objector states that rights over land required to deliver the Orange Route have already been satisfactorily addressed.  
	3.28 While it appears that all of the landowners who own land required for the Orange Route would be willing to make this available, Chiltern Railways does not see this as the main reason for not pursuing the Orange Route.
	Inconvenience Associated with the Proposed Modification, Ian Gilder
	3.29 The Objectors state their objection to the ‘revised alignment’ to Langford Lane under the Proposed Modification as it will increase the distance of the route diversion from Langford Lane to the public highway, making matters significantly worse for the Objectors.  The Objectors quote from the Second Addendum to the Environmental Statement [CD/1.22/1], stating that that “that the closure of the Langford Lane crossing and its replacement will entail greater travel distances for residents and others east of the crossing” and that “compared to the TWA Order Alignment there is an increase of 0.74 km eastwards which provides access to Bicester.”   “The Revised Alignment would not result in a significant impact to users of vehicular transport…The distances to be travelled by road users are not significantly greater”.  
	3.30 The Objectors state that this conclusion contradicts other advice in the Addendum and is disingenuous as it would result in an extra 0.74 kilometres in addition to the 1.42 kilometres for the original TWA Order Alignment.  The Objector calculates that this would lead to an additional 2.16 kilometres each way from their property.  Based on a typical weekly travel pattern it would result in a 38.88 kilometres per week, or an additional 2,021 kilometres per year. 
	3.31 The Objectors state that the additional mileage is excessive and unreasonable, particularly where a practical alternative strategy (the Orange Route) has been offered by the Objectors.  
	3.32 Figures OBJ230/1/A and OBJ230/1/B show indicative journeys from Merton Grounds in both the Bicester and Oxford Direction in the existing situation, with the original TWA Order Alignment of Langford Lane and with the Revised Alignment of Langford Lane.  Figures OBJ230/2/A and OBJ230/2/B show the same journeys with the ‘Orange Route’, being supported by the Objector.  These figures are included as Appendix B to this rebuttal.  The distances are summarised in Table 2.
	Table 2: Changes in Journey Length by Road from Merton Grounds Farm
	Journey
	Distance (Kilometres)
	Point A to B
	Eastwards to Bicester
	Point A to C
	Westwards to Oxford
	Existing Alignment of Langford Lane 
	3.98
	4.29
	Original TWA Alignment of Langford Lane
	5.84
	5.37
	Revised Alignment of Langford Lane
	6.48
	4.94
	Orange Route and Original TWA Alignment of Langford Lane
	4.98
	4.51
	Orange Route and Revised Alignment of Langford Lane
	5.63
	4.09
	3.33 The distances in Table 2 shows that the increase in distance with the Revised Alignment of Langford Lane will be 0.64 kilometres, which is close to the 0.74 kilometres quoted in the Second Addendum to the Environmental Statement [CD/1.22/1].  Therefore, the conclusion quoted from the Second Addendum to the Environmental Statement [CD/1.22/1] “The Revised Alignment would not result in a significant impact to users of vehicular transport…The distances to be travelled by road users are not significantly greater remains valid”.  
	3.34 The distances presented in Table 3 show that the Orange Route would result in a distance saving of 0.86 kilometres compared to the both the Original TWA alignment of Langford Lane and the Revised Alignment of Langford Lane from Merton Grounds Farm.  Whilst there is some distance saving for landowners and residents in the Merton Grounds area, as shown in Table 3, the Orange Route would result in additional distances for the owners, staff and visitors to/from the Wendlebury Gate Stables.  Significantly more journeys are likely to be made by these users than by the residents of Merton Grounds Farm Cottage.
	Table 3: Changes in Journey Length by Road from Wendlebury Gate Stables 
	Journey
	Distance (Kilometres)
	Eastwards to Bicester
	Westwards to Oxford
	Existing Alignment of Langford Lane 
	3.98
	4.29
	Original TWA Alignment of Langford Lane
	4.63
	4.13
	Revised Alignment of Langford Lane
	5.24
	3.70
	Orange Route and Original TWA Alignment of Langford Lane
	5.05
	4.57
	Orange Route and Revised Alignment of Langford Lane
	5.67
	4.12
	3.35 The distances presented in Table 3 show that the Orange Route would result in an additional distance of around 0.42 kilometres compared to the Original TWA alignment of Langford Lane and the Revised Alignment of Langford Lane to/from the Wendlebury Gate Stables.  
	4.1 This rebuttal responds comprehensively to the evidence made by the Objector. 
	4.2 Public consultation exercises have taken place including exhibitions and newsletters in addition to the information contained on the website. A hotline has been publicised on the website and within the other consultation documents, so that residents and other interested parties can make contact with consultation team.  Chiltern Railways considers that it has carried out consultation in accordance with the Transport and Works Act (Applications and Objections Procedure) (England and Wales) Rules 2006. 
	4.3 The Order Scheme necessarily balances a number of conflicting factors including impacts on the Alchester Roman Town Scheduled Ancient Monument, access and additional length of the diversionary route over that of the existing route.  The Objector promotes an alternative Orange Route, however, Chiltern Railways cannot see any substantive benefit in the Orange Route above the Order Scheme with the Proposed Modification for the reasons set out in this rebuttal.
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