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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 written representation of David Davies.    

1.2 In particular, David Davis has raised points in his written representation 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 written representation of David Davies and 
referred to above.  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 David Davies dated 6 February 
2010, 30 June 2010, 9 July 2010, 20 October 2010 and 2 
November 2010 attached as Appendix A to this rebuttal proof; 

“the Objector” means David Davies; 
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“the Objector’s 
evidence” 

means the written representation of David Davies; 

“the Order 
application” 

means the application for the proposed Order submitted on 6 
January 2010 and the Proposed Modification dated 9 
September 2010; and 

“the proposed 
Order” 

means the proposed Chiltern Railways (Bicester to Oxford 
Improvements) Order.  

3 Chiltern Railways’ Rebuttal of the Objector’s Evidence 

Context 

3.1 The Objector lives at 22 Mill Street, Islip.  The Objector’s evidence is concerned with 
the impacts, mitigation and possible alternatives of the proposed Mill Lane Crossing, 
Islip.   

Alternative Pedestrian Underpass, Ian Gilder 

3.2 The Objector states that a pedestrian underpass rather than a bridge is far preferable 
at Mill Lane, as its effect on the rural setting of Islip will be much less than the 
proposed bridge.  The Objector states that this option does not seem to have been 
fully considered.   

3.3 This option was fully considered in the Islip Mill Lane Level Crossing Replacement 
Alternatives Report [Appendix IMG 19 to CRCL/P/12/B]. For the reasons set out in 
this report the subway was not the preferred option and Chiltern Railways continue to 
promote the bridge proposed in the Order Scheme. 

Mitigation of Visual Impacts of the Mill Lane Bridge, Ian Gilder  

3.4 The Objector states that should the bridge be constructed, then its visual impact on 
neighbouring properties needs to be mitigated by tree planting on the eastern, 
southern and northern aspects of the proposed bridge and its approach 
embankments as illustrated in Photomontage 4 in the Islip Mill Lane Level Crossing 
Replacement Alternatives Report, which forms Appendix IMG 19 to Ian Gilder’s 
evidence [CRCL/P/12/B].  The Objector states that the photomontage depicts a 
summer scene, 10 years after construction and the structure will have much bigger 
effects in the winter and in the interim years.  The Objector states that screening of 
adjacent properties to prevent overlooking from the bridge is essential.   

3.5 Chiltern Railways are committed to providing tree planting on the proposed bridge 
through condition 5 and 6 of CD/1.12/2.  

Noise Impacts, Michael Fraser   

3.6 The Objector states that the impact of train noise on the village seems to be 
discounted by Chiltern Railways in its submission and mitigation measures have 
been dismissed as having worse impacts than the noise itself.  The Objector states 
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that there are means of minimising the noise of high speed trains and these should 
be implemented at the approaches to and in the village.   

3.7 It is necessary to consider both the benefits and the dis-benefits of noise barriers 
when considering the most appropriate form of noise mitigation in an area, and the 
potential adverse visual impacts of noise barriers were considered in the ES 
[CD/1.16] to be sufficient to outweigh the benefits. This was based on initial 
consultation with residents and since that time, it has been decided that a barrier will 
be provided where it is justified in Islip, taking account of the further views from 
residents.  The height of the barrier has been kept to a minimum as a compromise.  
Chiltern Railways has written to the Objector on 2/11/10 detailing the noise levels 
that are predicted at his property based on detailed noise modelling.  The predicted 
noise levels show that even without mitigation no significant noise impacts are 
predicted. No mitigation is therefore required to protect the Objector’s property.   

4 Conclusion 
 
4.1 This rebuttal proof responds comprehensively to the evidence presented by the 

Objector. Chiltern Railways promote a bridge, as presented in the Order Scheme, 
with landscaping and have agreed to a noise barrier, where necessary, following 
consultation with local residents. 
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