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The Committee have summarised Maple Oak Limited's objections as falling under five 
broad headings.  For ease of reference we have sought, where possible, to present our 
evidence under these headings, although this has unfortunately required some repetition 
of issues.  The five headings are: 
 
1.  Acquisition of land; 
2.  Business operations; 
3.  Access; 
4.  Contractual obligations; 
5.  Retail and residential development. 
 
Maple Oak Limited ("Maple Oak") maintain all objections raised in their Original Objection.  
References made to the "Original Objection" are to the objection lodged on behalf of 
Maple Oak Limited dated 28 July 2006.  Maple Oak do not wish to submit additional 
evidence at this stage in relation to the impact of the proposed rail scheme on the current 
use of their land (the "Maple Oak Site").  Maple Oak do, however wish to supplement 
some aspects of their evidence in relation to the proposed future use of the Maple Oak 
Site for retail and residential development.  
 
1. We no longer wish to pursue the following issues as they are no longer in 
dispute— 
 
N/A 
 
 
2. The following issues remain in dispute but, at this time, we do not propose 
submitting any written evidence— 
 
1.  Acquisition of Land 
 
1.  Maple Oak maintain all objections detailed under paragraphs 1.1; 1.2; 1.5; 1.6; 1.7; 1.9; 
1.10; 1.11; and 2 of the Original Objection, but at this time do not propose submitting any 
further written evidence in relation to the issues covered by paragraphs 1.7.2; 1.9; 1.10; or 
paragraph 1.11. 
 
2.  Business Operations 
 
1.  Maple Oak maintain all objections detailed under paragraphs 1.1; 1.2; 1.3; 1.4; 1.5; 1.6; 
1.7; 1.8; 1.9; 1.10; 1.11; and 2 of the Original Objection, but at this time do not propose 
submitting any further written evidence in relation to the issues covered by paragraphs 
1.1.1(a); 1.1.2(a); 1.1.3(a); or paragraph 1.2 in relation to the impact of deviations laterally 
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or vertically on the use of the Maple Oak Site as a foundry; or paragraphs 1.3.1; 1.4.1; 
1.5.1; 1.6.1; 1.7.1; 1.8.1; 1.9.1(a); 1.10.1(a); 1.11; or paragraph 2 of the Original Objection. 
 
3.  Access 
 
1.  Maple Oak maintain all objections detailed under paragraphs 1.1; 1.2; 1.3; 1.4; 1.5; 1.6; 
1.7; 1.8; 1.9; 1.10; and 1.11 of the Original Objection, but at this time do not propose 
submitting any further written evidence in relation to the issues covered by paragraphs 
1.11 or 1.8.2 of the Original Objection. 
 
4.  Contractual Obligations 
 
1.  Maple Oak maintain all objections detailed under paragraphs 1.1; 1.2; 1.3; 1.4; 1.5; 1.6; 
1.7; 1.8; 1.9; 1.10; 1.11 and 2 of the Original Objection, but at this time do not propose 
submitting any further written evidence in relation to the issues covered by paragraphs 
1.1.1(a); 1.1.2(a); 1.1.3(a); or paragraph 1.2 in relation to the impact of deviations laterally 
or vertically on the use of the Maple Oak Site as a foundry; or paragraphs 1.3.1; 1.4.1; 
1.5.1; 1.6.1; 1.7.1; 1.8.1; 1.9.1(a); 1.10.1(a); or paragraph 1.11 in relation to impact on the 
use of the Maple Oak Site as a foundry or paragraph 2 in relation to impact on the use of 
the Maple Oak Site as a foundry, of the Original Objection. 
 
5.  Retail and residential development 
 
1.  Maple Oak maintain all objections detailed under paragraphs 1.1; 1.2; 1.3; 1.4; 1.5; 1.6; 
1.7; 1.8; 1.9; 1.10; 1.11; and 2 of the Original Objection, but at this time do not propose 
submitting any further written evidence in relation to the issues covered by paragraphs 
1.7.2; 1.8.2; 1.9; 1.10 or paragraph 1.11 of the Original Objection. 
 
3. The following issues remain in dispute and our written evidence on each 
issue is set out below— 
 
In the Original Objection Maple Oak narrated that they had entered into an agreement with 
Edgar Allen Ltd, in accordance with which Edgar Allen Ltd would complete the purchase of 
the Maple Oak Site unless Maple Oak exercised their option to retain the site by the end of 
September 2006.  Maple Oak confirm that they did exercise their option to retain the site 
and so intend to implement development on the site for retail and residential use.  
 
1.  Acquisition of Land 
 
1.  As noted above Maple Oak maintain all objections detailed under paragraph 1.1 of the 
Original Objection.  Maple Oak wish to supplement their objection as follows: 
 
(a) Further to paragraph 1.1.1(b) of the Original Objection Maple Oak would ask that the 
following be considered:   
 
The current proposals for the railway scheme are inefficient and permit the 
sterilisation of unnecessary areas of land.  This scheme, if implemented in the 
manner contemplated, will lead to the loss of areas designated for car parking 
which in turn is likely to adversely affect the intended retail schemes.  The land take 
required for access and for other aspects of the scheme should therefore be 
reconsidered and the areas of permitted deviation restricted. 
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These issues are also relevant to our objections in paragraphs 1.2; 1.5.2 and 1.6.2 of the 
Original Objection and so should be treated as supplementing the arguments therein also.  
 
(b) Further to paragraph 1.1.3(b) of the Original Objection Maple Oak would ask that the 
following be considered:   
 
Maple Oak appreciate that there is likely to be some adverse environmental impacts 
on the utility of their site caused by the proximity to the development and operation 
of a railway line.  Given the proximity of their site for retail and residential use Maple 
Oak would ask that the promoter be required to carry out the works and operate the 
scheme in a sensitive manner.  After consultation with their experts Maple Oak 
consider that reasonable mitigation may include: 
 
(i) The construction of screening to remove or minimise views from Maple Oak's site 
of the railway or construction works.  This screening should be put in place prior to 
commencement of construction; 
 
(ii) If works to construct the railway scheme within the vicinity of the Maple Oak site 
are to be carried out after the Maple Oak site is being utilised for retail and 
residential then construction works should be limited to normal daytime working 
hours.  This will mitigate the construction noise and vibration impacts on this 
sensitive receptor; 
 
(iii)  Application of technology to the built track to 'cushion' the track thus mitigating 
the noise and vibration impact during operation of the railway.  Maple Oak consider 
that sound buffers will also be appropriate.   
 
These issues are also relevant to our objections in paragraph 2 of the Original Objection 
and so should be treated as supplementing the arguments therein also. 
 
3.  Access 
 
1.  As noted above Maple Oak maintain all objections detailed under paragraphs 1.1; 1.3 
and 1.4 of the Original Objection.  Maple Oak wish to supplement their objection as 
follows: 
 
(a) Further to paragraphs 1.1.1(b); 1.1.2(b); 1.3.2; and 1.4.2 of the Original Objection 
Maple Oak would ask that the following be considered:   
 
(i) Maple Oak are concerned that the route of a new access into the Maple Oak site 
is not clearly detailed.  Maple Oak have discussed this issue with the promoters but 
no final agreement has been reached as yet as to the appropriate route of access.  
Maple Oak would ask that an access route agreed by Maple Oak be provided for in 
the Bill.  We attach at Appendix A a drawing showing a possible route in orange but 
note that this is preliminary and subject to further design. 
 
(ii) Maple Oak are also concerned that delay to the implementation of the new 
access could delay their retail and residential development.  Maple Oak would 
therefore request that the early phasing of the access construction be required by 
the Bill and that it be required that this access route be operational by 1 April 2009.  
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Maple Oak understand that the promoter will not be in a position to progress works 
until powers are granted by the Bill once passed.  Maple Oak would therefore 
suggest that where, due to delays in passage of the Bill, completion by 1 April 2009 
is not feasible a date be set by reference to the date that the Bill receives Royal 
Assent.  Maple Oak would suggest that 6 months from Royal Assent is a reasonable 
period.    
 
(iii) In the event that delays in the passage or implementation of the Bill prompts 
Maple Oak to construct the new access route themselves, Maple Oak would ask that 
the Bill make provision to secure that the this access is not subsequently 
interrupted as a result of the operation of the Bill (or the powers derived therefrom).     
 
These issues are also relevant to our objections in paragraphs 1.2, 1.5.2, 1.6.2, 1.7.2, 
1.9.1(b), 1.10.1(b) and 1.11 of the Original Objection and so should be treated as 
supplementing the arguments therein also.  
  
5.  Retail and residential development 
 
The additional evidence provided under the headings of 'Acquisition of land' and 
'Access' above also provide evidence of the likely impacts on Maple Oak's 'retail 
and residential development'.  The evidence under these headings should therefore 
be taken to be repeated here.  The impacts include: environmental impacts such as 
noise, vibration and visual; Loss of developable land caused by unnecessary and 
inefficient land take; and uncertainty over location or timing of access.  Maple Oak 
have attended one meeting with the promoter and are due to attend a further meeting on 
Friday 15 December 2006.  The promoter has undertaken to produce heads of terms 
which will form the basis of discussions for a binding agreement to address Maple Oak's 
concerns.  Maple Oak, after consultation with their experts, have made a number of 
proposals (discussed above and summarised below) which they consider would 
operate to alleviate the detrimental impact on their retail and residential 
development: 
 
(i) Re-appraisal of the land take required to achieve the scheme and more 
sympathetic routing.  
 
(ii) Screening to prevent visual impact of scheme in construction and operational 
phases; 
 
(iii) If Maple Oak's retail and residential site is operational, restricted working hours 
for construction of railway scheme; 
 
(iv) 'Cushioned' track and noise buffers; 
 
(v) Provision for access along a route agreed by Maple Oak, operational by 1 April 
2009 or a later date by reference to a maximum time from Royal Assent of the Bill 
(Maple Oak would suggest that 6 months from Royal Assent is a reasonable 
maximum period); 
 
(vi) Maintenance of the access route once completed. 
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4. At this time, we wish to pursue the following issues through oral evidence— 
 
1.  Acquisition of land 
 
Our provisional witness list is— 
George Kerr – Robertsons Engineers; 
Keith Aitken - Grimleys 
 
We would estimate oral evidence on each topic lasting 30 minutes. 
 
3.  Access 
 
Our provisional witness list is— 
Keith Aitken - Grimleys 
 
We would estimate oral evidence on each topic lasting 30 minutes. 
 
5 Retail and residential development 
 
Our provisional witness list is— 
Keith Aitken - Grimleys 
 
We would estimate oral evidence on each topic lasting 30 minutes. 
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