










































































	FINAL OBJ97
	Rebuttal OBJ097 master 04112010
	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 Maryann Julebin.   
	1.2 Maryann Julebin has not raised any additional points since their original letter of objection dated 10 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 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 the points raised in the evidence of Maryann Julebin 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.
	2.1 The following defined terms are referred to throughout this rebuttal proof:
	Context
	3.1 The Objector lives at 100 Rewley Road, Oxford some 16 metres from the railway line.
	Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO), Richard Caten 
	3.2 The Objector is concerned that the compulsory purchase order will remove the car parking spaces for the property thus rending the house untenable.  The Objector is also concerned that there is insufficient detail provided on the extent of the CPO and that there is a parcel of land that may be affected which is missing from the CPO.
	3.3 Chiltern Railways has offered the Objector an undertaking that it will not acquire the parking space and to minimise its use during the works.  This offer has not yet been accepted. 
	Change in Land Use and Noise, Michel Fraser
	3.4 The Objector is concerned that the Order Scheme will create a change of use of land immediately abutting her property and that the change will result in increased levels of noise and traffic.  
	3.5 The Order Scheme will not affect the inherent land uses in the vicinity of the property but will lead to an increase in the number of trains within the railway corridor.  The predicted noise impacts from the Order Scheme are described in the Environmental Statement [CD/1.16] in Tables 6.12 and 6.13 without mitigation.  The noise receptor that represents the Objector’s property is receptor 20 (Northern End of Rewley Road).  This shows that significant noise impacts are not expected as a result of the Order Scheme either during the day or at night.  The predicted train noise is low compared to the other noise in the area that the noise changes are 1 dB during the day and 0 dB at night.  This is below the level of 3 dB that is generally accepted as the smallest noise change that is perceptible under normal listening conditions. 
	Property Values, Richard Caten
	3.6 The Objector is concerned that the Order Scheme will negatively impact on her enjoyment of her property and lead to a devaluation of its worth.
	3.7 The Code of Construction Practice will govern how the works will be carried out.  The Code of Construction Practice is intended to minimise the adverse effects of the works during construction.  The Code of Construction Practice will be agreed with the local authority through Planning Condition 15 [CD/1.12/1].
	3.8 If the Objector’s property is reduced in value due to the operation of the scheme the statutory compensation code that is brought into effect by the Order when made, will apply, as set out in Section 7 of the Proof of Evidence of Richard Caten [CRCL/P/11/A].
	Castle Mill Stream, Richard Caten and Andy Coates 
	3.9 The Objector raises two objections to the proposed draining of Castle Mill Stream as part of the construction works, namely: that it will compromise the security of her property and that it will seriously impact on the stream habitat.  
	3.10 The proposed works do not involve the draining of Castle Mill Stream and hence there will be no impact on the security of the Objector’s property or on the habitat of the stream.  
	Conclusion
	3.11 This rebuttal proof responds comprehensively to the evidence presented by the Objector.
	3.12 The particular concerns raised about noise and vibration 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] and will comply with the Code of Construction Practice that is implemented through planning condition 15 [CD/1.21/1]  
	3.13 It is not intended that Chiltern Railways will permanently acquire land from the Objector and that the security of the property will not be affected.  
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