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IN PARLIAMENT

HOUSE OF COMMONS

SESSION 2005-06

CROSSRAIL

PETITION

Against the Bill - Praying to be heard by Counsel, &c.

TO the Honourable the Commons of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern

Ireland in Parliament assembled.

THE HUMBLE PETITION OF THE MAYOR AND

COMMONALTY AND CITIZENS OF THE CITY OF LONDON

ACTING BY THE COMMON COUNCIL

SHEWETH as follows: -

1. A Bill (herinafter referred to as "the Bill") has been introduced into and is now
pending in your Honourable House entitled "A Bill to make provision for a railway

transport system running from Maidenhead, in the County of Berkshire, and Heathrow

Airport, in the London Borough of Hillingdon, through central London to Shenfield, in

the County of Essex, and Abbey Wood, in the London Borough of Greenwich; and for

connected purposes."

2. Clauses 1 to 20 of the Bill set out the Bill's objectives as regards the construction and
operation of the railway transport system described in paragraph 1 above. They

include provision for temporary possession and use of land, compulsory acquisition,
planning permission, heritage issues, noise and a defence against proceedings in



respect of statutory nuisance. Clauses 21 to 44 establish a regulatory regime for the

railway transport system and clauses 45 to 59 of the Bill deal with miscellaneous and
general provisions.

3. The works proposed to be authorised by the Bill are specified in Clause 1 of and

Schedule 1 to the Bill and are authorised to be constructed by "the nominated

undertaker".

4. Your petitioners are a corporation by prescription and undertake the functions of the

local authority, planning, and police authority for the City of London ("the City") and

the Port Health Authority for the Tidal Thames and are also the local highway
authority for the public highways in the City, except for those which are the

responsibility of Transport for London. In addition your petitioners are the traffic

authority for most of the roads in the City. As such, they are responsible for the

protection of their property, rights, security and interests and those of the citizens,

inhabitants and ratepayers of the City as a whole and of those entering the City to

work or as tourists. They have responsibilities for planning matters and for the care

and management of the roads and streets and the control of traffic. There is vested in

your petitioners a portfolio of properties known as 'City's Estate' and your petitioners

are also the Trustees of a further portfolio of properties known as 'Bridge House

Estates', the objects of which are the maintenance and support of London Bridge,

Tower Bridge, Blackfriars Bridge, Southwark Bridge and the Millennium Bridge and

the making of charitable grants for the general benefit of the inhabitants of Greater

London.

5. While your petitioners strongly support the decision to construct Crossrail there are a

number of matters arising from the proposals in the Bill which are of considerable

concern to your petitioners. Your petitioners believe that the fabric of the City and its

environment will be unnecessarily injuriously affected by the works proposed to be

authorised by the Bill unless measures are implemented to mitigate the impact of the

works.

6. The Bill would authorise the Secretary of State to acquire or use compulsorily land or

interests in land and property in the ownership of your petitioners, to which they

object. In addition there are 68 properties in your petitioner's ownership which are



located either within the limits of deviation or of land to be acquired or used under the

Bill or within the ground settlement zones predicted by the promoter and consequently

may be adversely affected by the tunnelling operations which the Bill would authorise.

7. An additional concern of your petitioners is the threat posed by the proposed works to
the operational viability of two statutory food markets for which your Petitioners have

responsibility.

8. The proposal to excavate a crossover cavern under the listed Barbican Estate and

international concert hall also greatly concerns your petitioners.

9. Your petitioners note that the Environmental Statement deposited with the Bill ("the

ES") assumes a methodology by which the stations will be constructed prior to the
construction of the running tunnels. Your petitioners are not satisfied that alternative

methodologies have been sufficiently explored and submit that sufficient flexibility

should be preserved in the Bill to ensure that if it were to become apparent when

tendering the contract that an alternative methodology would reduce the environmental

impact of the works in the City, or offer savings to the overall construction

programme, such an alternative approach could be implemented. In the event that an

alternative construction methodology was to be adopted your petitioners would require

to be consulted on the consequential impact on their interests.

10. Consistent with their strong support for the decision to construct Crossrail, in pursuing

their petition your petitioners will seek to maximise the opportunities for agreement

with the promoter on the matters of concern to your petitioners.

11. Your petitioners allege that their property, rights and interests and the rights and

interests of the business occupiers and residents and those who work in or visit the

City would be injuriously and prejudicially affected by the Bill if the same were

passed into law in its present form. Your petitioners accordingly object to the Bill for

the reasons, amongst others, set out in the following paragraphs of this petition.

Settlement

12. Your petitioners contend that the tunnelling operations, on the alignment currently

proposed by the promoter, and the engineering activity associated with the



construction of the railway authorised by Clause 1(1) (a) and Schedule 1 may give rise
to settlement or 'heave' causing damage to the structure or fabric of 68 buildings in

which they have an interest as well as to carriageways, highway structures, footways

and drainage works and other utilities in the City.

(a) The properties of your petitioners in the West End which may be adversely

affected by subsidence as a consequence of the works and tunnelling are
Numbers 1-9, 13, 41, 43-7, 51-2, 57-62 South Molton Street , 99 New

Bond Street, 2-3 Haunch of Venison Yard, 18 Woodstock Street, and 26,

Brook Street.

(b) In the Smithfield area your petitioners believe that numbers 47-53, 55,57-

59, 61,63,79-83, 85, 87 Charterhouse Street, Caxton House and Fish
Market, Poultry Market, General /Annex Markets, London Central

Markets, East Market and West Market Buildings and the basement access
ramp together with the Charterhouse Street public conveniences will be

adversely affected by the works and tunnelling.

(c) The Grade II listed Barbican Estate is considered to be significantly at risk.

In particular your petitioners are concerned that the proposal in Schedule 1

Work 1/3A to create a substantial cavern immediately below the estate, to

house the proposed railway crossover, could well give rise to settlement of

major high-rise flats. Your petitioners have particular concerns about
Lauderdale Tower, Defoe House, Gilbert House, Andrewes House,

Willoughby House, the Arts and Conference Centre and the lake area.

Your petitioners believe that there is also a risk of distortions of concrete

frames and damage to hard landscaping works, lakes and associated

features which could be detrimental to lessees and other occupiers of the

properties already mentioned and also including those resident in Speed

House.

(d) In the Moorgate and Finsbury Circus area, Electra House, Salisbury House

(150-186 London Wall) and Tower Chambers, 1/5 London Wall

Buildings, 23, Finsbury House, 16,18,20 Finsbury Circus, 53 and 63-64



New Broad Street, 1-5 Wormwood Street, 15-17 Eldon Street and 6 Broad

Street Place are at risk from the works and tunnelling.

(e) Your petitioners' properties near Bishopsgate, 105/109 Bishopsgate, the

Bishopsgate Police Station, Bishops Square, the Horner Buildings, the

London Fruit and Wool Exchange, including 101 Commercial Street and

54 Brushfield Street, are also at risk from the works and tunnelling.

(f) The proposed works under West India Dock North immediately adjacent

to the Billingsgate market buildings, in particular any proposals

substantially to dewater and undertake deep excavations in the dock, give
rise to further concern. Your petitioners believe that the works may

destabilise the dock wall which is an integral part of the structural support

of the Billingsgate market buildings and the car park.

Were the alignment of the tunnels to change other properties of your petitioners

could be affected.

13. Your petitioners submit that for the protection of each of the 68 of your petitioners'

properties identified above in respect of which there are concerns about subsidence

(and any others which your petitioners may subsequently become concerned about)

the condition of each building should be fully surveyed and schedules of condition and

defects and levels taken to the satisfaction of your petitioners. Your petitioners

accordingly contend that surveys should be undertaken both twelve months before the

commencement of the works, and two years (or such lesser period as may be agreed

by your Petitioners as being appropriate in respect of a particular building) after their

operational completion, and that the effect of the works on the buildings in the interim

should be fully monitored. Your petitioners submit that they should have direct access

to all monitoring results but that the expense of the surveys and monitoring should be

borne by the nominated undertaker.

14. In addition, for those properties that have been identified by the promoters as being in

risk category 3 or above and having predicted settlement and needing work to mitigate

the effect of the tunnelling, your petitioners submit that their agreement should be

secured for all investigatory work and also as to the extent and nature of the



underpinning or strengthening or other mitigation measures proposed for their

properties.

15. Your petitioners submit that any mitigation work and repairs undertaken by the

nominated undertaker on their properties should be to standards the petitioners have

set and agreed.

16. Your petitioners submit that no work should start on the relevant part of the authorised

works until the agreed mitigation work has been undertaken. Further, if during the

progress of the work the monitoring of the properties discloses movement beyond the

levels agreed between your petitioners and the nominated undertaker, the works

should cease until further mitigation work to a standard agreed with your petitioners

has been undertaken.

17. Your petitioners are concerned by the powers sought in Schedule 2 paragraph 5 of the

Bill which, in the absence of provisions of the kind outlined in paragraphs 14 to 16

above, would apply to your petitioners. The power would enable the nominated

undertaker, at their expense, to carry out such underpinning or strengthening works to

any building as they considered necessary. Such works are to be carried out by the

nominated undertaker constructing the authorised works. It follows that while it is

implicit in the clause that these works are intended to be protective measures, it will

not be incumbent upon the nominated undertaker to do such works at all, or even, the

need having been identified, to carry them out before construction of the relevant part

of the authorised works starts.

18. Further, if in course of the construction of the authorised works it becomes apparent

that particular underpinning or strengthening works are required, and should, in order

to minimise damage, be carried out before construction of the authorised works

continues, nothing in the Schedule requires construction to be halted until the

underpinning or strengthening works are complete. In your petitioners' submission it

cannot be right that the Bill should enable the nominated undertaker to continue

activities in this way despite known detriment to affected properties.

19. While in theory it must be in the nominated undertaker's interests to conduct

operations in such a way as to minimise any damage which might occur, the extent of

any underpinning and strengthening works (and hence their cost) and the amount of



any compensation which might become payable under paragraph 7 of the Schedule,
your petitioners fear that those considerations may be outweighed - in cost terms as
well as anything else - by the need to meet deadlines. The nominated undertaker
might be tempted to 'cut corners', to do damage first and remedy it afterwards, and
nothing in the Schedule would prevent them from doing so. Your petitioners
accordingly submit that the Schedule should be amended to require the relevant works
not to be commenced, or to be halted, whenever a significant need for mitigating

works is identified and not to be commenced or recommenced until such mitigating
works have been completed.

20. The carriageways in the City in respect of which your petitioners have a particular

concern about subsidence and heave associated with the works and consequent
damage to and interruption of utilities and services including street drainage are :-

• Lindsey Street
• Charterhouse Square

• Charterhouse Street
• Aldersgate Street

• Fore Street
• Fore Street Avenue

• Circus Place

• Moor Place
• Moor Lane
• Wormwood Street

• Old Broad Street

• Blomfield Street
• Finsbury Circus

• Beech Street

21. Your petitioners are also concerned about the risk of damage caused by subsidence to

five of their highway structures. There are four highway structures supporting

Charterhouse Street as it bridges the existing railway lines. The car park under

London Wall is especially vulnerable to water seepage.



22. Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should be required to carry out
detailed condition surveys on these highways and highway structures before and after
the construction period and undertake such mitigation work as your Petitioners require
to mitigate the risk of subsidence or heave that the surveys may reveal as necessary
and to ensure that the surface of the carriageway remains appropriately levelled, the
risk of disruption to utilities is reduced and the integrity of the structures is preserved.

The nominated undertaker should, in addition, be required to undertake to your

petitioners' satisfaction, or to fund, all necessary remedial and repair work to the

carriageways, structures and services affected by the works to be authorised by the
Bill.

Noise and Vibration

23. Your petitioners are concerned by the effects of noise and vibration both on the
buildings within the City in general and on the buildings in which they have an interest

both within the City and elsewhere. The noise and vibration threaten the amenity of
these properties. Further, vibration could have physical effects on the structure of

buildings which (depending upon the mode of construction adopted) may be severe.

24. Your petitioners assert that steps should be taken to minimise noise and vibration from

the proposed underground railway and the accesses and allied facilities in the vicinity
of the proposed stations, both during construction and operation of the system. Noise

and vibration should be monitored and records kept to the satisfaction of your

petitioners. Monitoring should be undertaken before the commencement of the works,
during construction and following the opening of the underground railway to traffic so

that proper comparisons can be made in assessing the effects upon future use of the

buildings.

25. To minimise such effects both during construction and operation of the system, the

best means available for minimising noise • and vibration from the underground

railway, its stations and other facilities, must be utilised to the satisfaction of your

petitioners taking full account of the particular requirements of each location.

26. Your petitioners are especially concerned about the probable impact of the noise and

vibrations from the construction works and the operating railway system on buildings

that comprise the Barbican Estate where, in addition to the residential accommodation,
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your petitioners own and manage an international concert hall,,the Barbican Concert
Hall ("the Hall"), two theatres, an art gallery, library and two schools all of which are
particularly sensitive to additional noise.

27. The Hall currently benefits from excellent acoustics, with a noise rating level of
NR18. This is the result of careful design work and considerable expenditure by your

petitioners over the years. Preserving the acoustic quality of the Hall is of very great

importance to your petitioners as such a noise rating is specified by recording

companies and sought by top class orchestras and performers for practice and
performance.

28. Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should be required to agree

with them the engineering solutions to be implemented to reduce noise and vibrations
from the railway as it passes underneath the Barbican Estate. Further, your petitioners
request to be held indemnified by the nominated undertaker if the agreed engineering

solutions are not sufficient to maintain the quality of the acoustics of the Hall and your

petitioners either incur expenditure through the need to undertake remedial work or

suffer loss because it is not practicable to reinstate the sound quality of the Hall.

Acquisition of Land

29. The Bill identifies a number of properties, or parts of properties in your petitioners'

ownership which it is proposed should be used to provide worksites. Certain of these

properties are listed in Schedule 5 "Temporary possession and use of land". A number

however have been listed in Schedule 6 "Land to be acquired" despite the proposed

purpose for which the property is required being described as "The provision of a

worksite." Your petitioners believe that it is inconsistent with the ES and also

unnecessary for the Secretary of State to seek powers to acquire this land permanently.

The properties that your petitioners submit are inappropriately designated in this way

are at Farringdon, Smithfield, Barbican, Finsbury Circus and Billingsgate. Your

petitioners accordingly object to Clause 6 of and Schedule 6 to the Bill and submit that

references to such land should be removed. Your petitioners contend that reference to

such land should more appropriately be added to land of your petitioners already

included in Schedule 5.



Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and Archaeology

30. Your petitioners are concerned that the Bill would authorise the demolition or

alteration of a number of buildings (whether in the ownership of your petitioners or

not) in conservation areas in the City, in respect of which they have important

responsibilities as the local planning authority. In these circumstances, your
petitioners are not content that clause 15 of and Schedule 8 to the Bill would, if
enacted, disapply the provisions of national legislation relating to listed buildings,

conservation areas and ancient monuments in respect of works which the Bill would
authorise. The legislation which would be disapplied confers important protective
powers upon local planning authorities as respects such matters.

31. As a local planning authority with statutory responsibilities as respects listed buildings
and buildings (whether listed or not) in conservation areas, your petitioners are
concerned to be satisfied that in respect of buildings that make an important
contribution to the streetscape, all alternatives to demolition, including the retention of

the fagade, have been explored. If demolition of such buildings is the only practical
approach your petitioners are concerned about the subsequent use of the site. The ES

proceeds on the assumption that, following demolition of buildings and completion of

works in conservation areas within the City, it is extremely unlikely that the sites will
not be redeveloped. Your petitioners would cite as an example of this 33-35, 36-37,

38, 40-42 Charterhouse Square and 10-11 Blomfield Street. Your petitioners question

this assumption. Given the small size of the sites and the numerous environmental and

townscape policy issues that will affect them, your petitioners doubt that replacement
buildings that comply with their policies will be commercially viable.

32. Consequently your petitioners submit that prior to the demolition in whole or part of
any building in or adjacent to a conservation area in the City, the nominated

undertaker should be required both to obtain full planning permission for the intended

replacement buildings for each site affected, to ensure that the character or appearance

of the relevant conservation area is preserved or enhanced and also to undertake to

procure that such replacement buildings are constructed, or the streetscape otherwise
reinstated.

10



33. Your petitioners contend that the nominated undertaker should be required to
implement and fund a programme of archaeological work in respect of each of the
construction and worksites at which archaeological remains, including burial grounds,

human remains and monuments, survive. There should be a written scheme of
investigation approved by your petitioners which should include archaeological

assessment evaluation and investigation, recording and excavation, post excavation

assessment and analysis, publication and archiving all of which should be earned out

in accordance with current accepted standards and guidance.

Planning

34. The ES includes in volume 7 proposed architectural designs for the above station
development at Lindsey Street. Your petitioners believe that these suggest an
inappropriate over-development of the site and could mislead interested parties as to

the mass of the replacement building that is likely to be acceptable to your petitioners
as the local planning authority.

35. Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should be required to obtain

outline planning permission for the proposed above station development before
finalising the design of the station. This will facilitate the subsequent redevelopment

of the site and will further ensure that the design of the station incorporates sufficient

structure to provide the necessary support for any subsequent over-site development

and also leaves sufficient street level frontage for appropriate access for the

development.

36. Your petitioners have expended very considerable effort and money to develop high
quality streetscapes in the City. Many of these will be seriously affected by the

proposed works. The environment in the City will be deleteriously affected unless

these streetscapes are fully reinstated.

37. Your petitioners submit that, prior to commencing the works, the nominated

undertakers should be required to record all affected streetscapes and remove and

safely store all materials specifically identified by your petitioners, such as surface

paving and historic street furniture. Further, the nominated undertaker should be

required, following completion of the works, to reinstate the streetscapes to match the



quality, appearance and workmanship of the original scheme to your petitioners'
satisfaction, using the stored materials and where necessary equivalent new materials.

Traffic issues

38. Your petitioners are concerned about the potential effects of surface road working and

temporary and permanent stopping up and alteration of highways upon road traffic and

pedestrians flows. Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should be

required to carry out such reasonable measures as your petitioners may specify to

address their concerns.

39. In particular, your petitioners, as highway and traffic authority, contend that they must
be fully consulted on all proposals to make temporary or permanent road closures and

traffic diversions and changes to traffic flow and about any physical alterations to the

highway. Procedures should be put in place to ensure proper highway management
throughout the City taking account of the safety of the public, the cost to City
businesses of any increased traffic congestion and the need to ensure adequate access
and egress to and from premises.

40. In 1993 the City established a Traffic Environmental Zone ("TEZ"), which by

discouraging through traffic on unsuitable links, provides environmental enhancement

and road safety benefits as the reduced traffic has produced a pedestrian friendly

environment. The City Police have installed electronic monitoring at the entry points

to the zone to enhance the physical security afforded to businesses in the City. This is
sometimes colloquially referred to as "the Ring of Steel". The proposed Farringdon,

Aldersgate Street and Moorgate worksites are very close to entrance points of the zone

and any changes in traffic flows at these points will, unless mediated, reduce the

effectiveness of the zone and reduce the security enjoyed by City businesses.

41. The statutory requirement to consult, provide notifications and obtain permissions if

there is to be a change to the TEZ are such that your petitioners submit that the

nominated undertaker should be required to give at least six months' notice to your

petitioners of any proposed diversions, changes to traffic flow and physical alterations

to highways that could impact on a TEZ entry point. Further, the nominated

undertaker should be obliged to facilitate the maintenance of the TEZ and reimburse

your petitioners for expenses they incur in relocating entry points and their associated
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monitoring equipment, otherwise amending the entry arrangements to the zone as a

consequence of the works.

Traffic Management Act Duties

42. Your petitioners are concerned that the proper performance of the duties laid on them

in their capacity as local traffic authority by the Traffic Management Act 2004 may

become impossible as a consequence of the road closures, worksites and consequential

construction traffic authorised by the Bill. Your petitioners seek clarification and

consultation on this issue.

Worksites & Works - general

43. The Bill proposes that there should be 11 worksites within or in close proximity to the

City and that the proposed regime governing the works will include codes of

construction practice consisting of general conditions relevant to all worksites and site

specific conditions for each individual worksite. The matters with which your

petitioners are particularly concerned are the problems of noise, vibration, dust and

dirt, hours of working, visual impact and disruption to the flows and safety of road

traffic and pedestrians. Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should

be made subject to standards to be agreed with your petitioners in respect of each of

these matters. There should also be an agreed noise insulation and compensation
policy containing a provision for arbitration.

44. To safeguard the quality of the environment in the City and the interests of City

businesses, those working in them and residents, your petitioners are concerned to

ensure that the nominated undertaker is required to adopt the highest standards in

respect of mitigation of the effects of noise, dust and vibration caused during the

construction period and, in particular, that the code of construction replicates your

petitioners' best practice requirements as set out in 'Code of Practice for

Deconstruction & Construction Sites', 'Guidance Notes for Activities on the Public

Highway in the City of London' and 'Guidelines for Streetworks within the

Corporation of London', which are imposed on all other major construction projects in

the City. There should also be a guarantee that any future changes to industry

standards will also be complied with as specified in ISO 14001:2004, or the then
current version.
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Issues concerning specific worksites

45. Your petitioners have grave concerns about a number of issues raised by the proposals

for particular worksites. These concerns and the remedies your petitioners seek are set

out in the paragraphs that follow.

Cardinal House worksite

46. The Bill would authorise the compulsory purchase of the basements of Caxton House
(Caxton House Car Park) and the General Market (Snow Hill Car Park) for use as a

worksite for the Western Farringdon ticket hall. These premises are described in the

deposited book of reference and are numbered 5 and 6 (City of London) and 22, 23

and 26 (London Borough of Islington) on the deposited plans. Your petitioners object

to the proposal compulsorily to acquire the land, which may impact on the

arrangements already in place for the redevelopment of the properties, including the
renewal of the fragile deck structures which currently span the Thameslink railway

lines.

47. Your petitioners submit that reference to the premises should be deleted from

Schedule 6 of the Bill (Acquisition of land) and instead incorporated in Schedule 5

(Temporary possession and use of land), and that the nominated undertaker should

only be permitted to use the premises in a way that is compatible with the

redevelopment of the properties and protection and ultimate renewal of the fragile

structures spanning the Thameslink lines.

48. Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should be required either to

facilitate the continued use by your petitioners of the premises as a store for road salt,

to enable them to fulfil their statutory obligations, or to provide an acceptable

alternative location for the store during the duration of the works.

49. Your petitioners are concerned that the works may interfere with the operation of the

Combined Heat and Power Station at 47-53 Charterhouse Street. The operations of

the power station's two engines and their associated inertia blocks, which each weigh

some 1000 tonnes, are sensitive to movement, settlement and vibration. Other

essential items of plant, including a million litre fuel tank, are situated either directly

above a sub-surface structure forming part of Farringdon Station, or immediately
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adjacent to it. The pipes and cable runs associated with the distribution of electricity,
heating and cooling from the plant will be at severe risk of disturbance from the
projected works. The pipes and cables in the East Market basement will require to be

relocated if the basement is to be used as a worksite. The plant provides heating and

cooling to Smithfield Market, the Barbican Centre, the Guildhall Complex and a

number of other City premises which are totally dependent on these supplies and
would suffer severe disruption and loss were the supplies to be interrupted. Your

petitioners are concerned to ensure that the operation of the power station and the

delivery of services remain uninterrupted despite the works and submit that the

nominated undertaker should be required to bring forward proposals to ensure that

these obligations can be met.

50. Your petitioners are concerned that the routeing of the lorries to and from the worksite
could have a damaging impact on overall traffic flows around the market and on the

support for the tunnel under West Poultry Avenue, which is very fragile. The routeing

of such traffic could reduce the efficacy of the TEZ (referred to at paragraphs 40 & 41

above) and disrupt the market trading operations at Smithfield's wholesale meat

market.

51. Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should be required to agree
with your petitioners the routeing and timing of lorries servicing the worksite so that

the impact on the City and the market can be managed.

52. Your petitioners are concerned that the deposited plans include a number of provisions

for parts of the highway in the City to be taken for lorry holding. Part of Snow Hill has

been so designated. Your petitioners' general policy has been to prohibit lorry holding

in the City. Almost all major construction works in the City in recent years have been

successfully completed without a facility to set aside the public highway for lorry

holding. Your petitioners submit that the works proposed to be authorised by the Bill

could be undertaken without a facility to queue lorries on the City's streets, thereby

avoiding problems with traffic flow, degradation of the environment, impairment of

pedestrian flows and restricted access to buildings fronting onto the highway. Your

petitioners have a particular concern about the proposal to lorry hold in Snow Hill

which they contend will result in serious traffic congestion and disrupt access to

Smithfield meat market for traders and customers.
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Smithfield Market Basement Worksite

53. Your petitioners draw attention to the effect of the Bill's proposals on the buildings

and operational viability of the Smithfield Central Wholesale Meat Market. Schedule

6 to the Bill provides for the compulsory purchase of part of the basement of the East

Market building and the access ramp described in the deposited book of reference and
numbered 13, 15 &16 in the City of London on the deposited plans. In addition the

premises numbered 14 in the City of London on the plans are to be used on a
temporary basis. The ES states that it is proposed to demolish the mezzanine floor in

the basement car park to create the space necessary for use as a worksite. Your

petitioners object to the proposal permanently to acquire the land (referred to at

paragraph 29 above) and have grave concerns about the impact of the proposed works

on the structure of the listed market buildings, the viability of the continued operation

of the market during the works and the impact on the market of the financial losses
consequent on the disturbance that will be suffered by office tenants of the upper

floors of the East Market building and the loss of parking income from the car park in
the basement.

54. The East and West Market buildings are listed Grade II*, constructed during the

Nineteenth Century of wrought and cast iron. Iron of that vintage has a high carbon

content which makes it brittle and, as a result, these architecturally important buildings

are especially vulnerable, particularly to differential settlement and vibrations. Your

petitioners fear that the proposed removal of the mezzanine floor to create a worksite

will present a substantial risk to the entire structure unless appropriate bracing

arrangements are installed. Your petitioners are therefore concerned that no
engineering proposal has yet been produced describing how the works described in the

ES can be undertaken while safeguarding the integrity of the building.

55. Your petitioners consequently submit that the nominated undertaker should be

required to produce an engineering proposal to protect the integrity of this building

and to facilitate the continued operation of the market and that the works described in

paragraph 53 above should not commence until such a proposal has been agreed with
your petitioners. In addition to the stability of the building, the proposal will need to
address the relocation of the market's plant rooms, and the diversion of the pipes and

cables from the combined heat and power station in Charterhouse Street while
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securing the uninterrupted operation of the market, and the shielding of the market

from noise dust and vibration to ensure that the market continues to meet statutory

food hygiene and other heath and safety requirements.

56. The Bill envisages that vehicular access to the proposed worksite in the East basement

would be by way of the historic spiral ramp. The ramp also provides the only access

to the West basement car park which would continue to be used for market business

and, to the extent possible, also to provide essential parking for staff from St

Bartholomew's Hospital and a number of local residents. A satisfactory, safe and

robust arrangement will need to be established if the ramp is to be used by

construction and other traffic at the same time. In addition, the ramp is the location

where vehicles which are too high to access the basement car parks are held while the

market is operating, a facility which should be preserved.

57. Your petitioners submit that to secure continued access to the West basement for the

market traders and other users of the car park the boundary of the proposed worksite

will need to be reduced and moved further back away from the ramp. Your petitioners

require that an arrangement satisfactory to your petitioners should be established to

manage the issues of pedestrian control, vehicle movement, barrier exit and material

debris so that it remains possible to use the West basement car park.

58. Your petitioners are concerned to ensure that arrangements are in place to protect the

surface and containing walls of the ramp, which make a significant contribution to the

conservation area. The nominated undertaker should be required to protect the ramp

from damage by construction traffic to a standard to be agreed with your petitioners.

Your petitioners also submit that measures should be agreed with them by the

nominated undertaker to protect the trees, monument and vegetation within the open

space above the ramp.

59. Securing the continuing operation of the market is your petitioners' main concern.

Two major problems that are likely to result from the proposal to site so many

worksites in close proximity to the market are a reduction in access to the market for

traders and customers, given the likely volume of construction traffic, and a threat to

the market's ability to meet statutory food hygiene and other health and safety
requirements.
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60. Deliveries to the market are made in very substantial refrigerated trucks which lock

onto the market building at specially designed lock-on points and substantially block
Charterhouse Street in the early hours of the morning. As the Market is a licensed

meat cutting premises, it is a legal food hygiene (and thus a licence) requirement that

refrigerated delivery trucks use the lock-on points to unload, both to maintain the strict

temperature control and to prevent contamination of the meat. Consequently, it will

be essential at all times during the construction programme that it is possible for these
large vehicles to circulate around the market and that all the lock on positions can

continue to be used, especially gates number 5 & 7 on the north eastern corner of the

market buildings. Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should be

required to design the hoardings and schedule the works to achieve this result. In

particular the nominated undertaker should be required to ensure that Charterhouse

Street and Lindsay Street remain open for market traffic.

61. Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should be prohibited from

running construction traffic to or from the site during the hours 10pm - 10am when

the market is operational. Such a restriction would minimise the risk of congestion

preventing the efficient working of the market. Further such a limitation would result
in the access ramp being available for the parking of market vehicles as at present.

62. Your petitioners are concerned that they will suffer financial loss both as a

consequence of the loss of the income from parking in the basement car park and also

the reduced income from the offices on the upper floors of the East Market. These

offices are unlikely to be usable during the demolition work on the basement

mezzanine floor and will be unattractive to tenants during the duration of the works.

The nominated undertaker should be required to compensate your petitioners for all
consequential lost revenue.

63. Your petitioners are concerned that the works proposed in the Bill and in particular the

use of the East basement will jeopardise the continued functioning of the statutory

meat market. The market is obliged to comply with strict food hygiene and health &

safety legislation. Your petitioners are concerned that, while the ES assumes that the

market will continue to operate, no assessment has been made of the impact that the
noise dust and vibration from the works will have on the market's ability to continue

to operate while meeting statutory food hygiene and other health and safety



requirements. Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should be

required to implement measures to ensure that the operation of the market can be

secured and that the means to be used should be agreed with your petitioners.

64. Your petitioners contend that effective physical and management systems for the

control and monitoring of noise, vibration and dust should be in place both before

commencement, and during the construction of the works. There must, in your

petitioners' submission, be thresholds in respect of these emissions agreed between

your petitioners and the nominated undertaker. If any of these thresholds is exceeded

the nominated undertaker should be obliged to cease construction until such time as

measures are in place which will reduce the levels below the agreed threshold.

65. In addition the nominated undertaker should be required to fund any alterations to the

structure of the market buildings or the market's operations which are identified by

your petitioners as necessary to safeguard the market's ability to function fully and, in

particular, comply with food hygiene and other health and safety regulations during

the undertaking of the works

Aldersgate Street Worksite

66. Your petitioners question both the necessity and the desirability of the proposal to

establish a worksite in Aldersgate Street, from which the nominated undertaker will be

empowered to excavate a cavern underneath the Barbican Estate. The cavern would

be designed to accommodate a railway cross-over point at which trains could be

reversed. The ES incorporates information about an alternative engineering approach

which could be effected without the need to establish such a worksite. The proposed

worksite will border the Barbican Estate, and it is proposed that it will host a concrete

batching plant that will run on a 24 hours, 7 days a week basis. Your petitioners

submit that an alternative approach should be identified and implemented

67. Your petitioners are concerned that the noise, vibration, dust and pollution from the

worksite, if established, will have a completely unacceptable impact on the residents

of the Barbican Estate, the City's largest residential area. It is a matter of particular

concern to your petitioners that the promoters have not to date produced a full

environmental assessment of the impact of the proposed worksite.
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68. The consequences for vehicular traffic and the TEZ (referred to at paragraphs 40 &41)

in the City of a worksite situated in Aldersgate Street would be severe. There would

be a major reduction in North/South traffic capacity which would result in lengthy

delays and significantly increased congestion. Your petitioners would wish to ensure

that a two way flow of traffic is maintained at all times in Aldersgate Street but

envisage that, even if this were to be achieved, considerable disruption would still be

experienced. Such disruption to traffic flows would be especially pronounced during

the works to divert services to prepare and reinstate the worksite. During the

preparatory works it is envisaged that an important easterly turn into Beech Street

would not be available for some 36 months. During this period, rerouted traffic would

adversely impact the safety of children attending the primary school in Charterhouse

Street and the environment in adjoining residential areas. Pedestrian traffic too would

be impeded by the proposed worksite with access to the Barbican Estate, the Arts

Centre, the Library and the two schools significantly reduced. Vehicular access to the

Barbican's car parks would also be deleteriously affected.

69. A further concern is that the proposed worksite, would occupy an area though which

pipes and cables forming part of the combined heat and power system (referred to at

paragraph 49 above) are routed. No straightforward alternative pipe and cable route is

available. The protection of these pipes and cables and access to them for repair and

maintenance is critical to the functioning of the entire combined heat and power
system.

70. The worksite, if permitted, would require demolition of certain parts of the Barbican

Estate which, in its entirety, is a Grade II Listed Building.- If, despite your petitioners'

strong objections, a worksite is permitted in Aldersgate Street, your petitioners submit

that before commencing the work the nominated undertaker should be required to

agree with your petitioners the standard to which it will fully re-instate the walls,

paving and ramps of the Barbican Estate that will have to be demolished.

71. Your petitioners request that the Secretary of State be required to undertake further

investigatory work and agree with your petitioners an alternative engineering approach

to the construction of the crossover that would obviate the need for a worksite in

Aldersgate Street. If, despite your petitioners' submission, such a worksite is included

in the Bill your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should be required to
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agree with your petitioners appropriate arrangements, including enclosing the site, to

mitigate the serious impacts set out above.

Moorgate Worksite

72. Your petitioners have three specific concerns in connection with the proposed

Moorgate worksite. First, the projected reduction of Moorgate to a single lane of

traffic would substantially impact vehicular traffic flows and disrupt a number of bus

routes. Such disruption, especially if contemporaneous with work on Aldersgate

Street, which runs parallel, would have a serious impact on North/South traffic flow

through the City with substantial consequential impacts. Your petitioners submit that

every effort should be made to avoid the need for such a reduction but if Moorgate is

reduced to a single lane the carriageway should be reserved for public transport with

an alternating North/South flow and all other traffic should be diverted.

73. Second, much of the Barbican Estate is at first floor level and the escalators from

ground level to the first floor adjacent to Moorgate station provide essential access for

those whose mobility is impaired. Your petitioners submit that the nominated

undertaker should be required to provide alternative access to the estate throughout the

duration of the works and that permanent provision- for those whose mobility is

impaired, in a form to be agreed with your petitioners, be reinstated at the conclusion

of the works.

74. Third, your petitioners are concerned that part of London Wall has been designated for

lorry holding. Your petitioners have set out in paragraph 52 their reasons for opposing

a facility to queue lorries on the City's streets. If, contrary to your petitioners'

submission, provision is included in the Bill for lorry holding on London Wall, your

petitioners request that the nominated undertaker should be required to agree

arrangements with your petitioners to ensure that access to buildings is maintained

and, in particular, that the lorry holding area on London Wall is managed in such a

way that the impact on the adjacent Barbican residential estate is reduced and the

appropriate access is facilitated to permit the redevelopment of St Alphage House.
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Finsbury Circus

75. The Bill proposes that a worksite be established in the gardens at Finsbury Circus, one

of the oldest defined public open spaces in the United Kingdom and a vital and heavily

used amenity for those who work in the City. The ES anticipates that the gardens and

the facilities on the site will be reinstated. Your petitioners reluctantly accept that

much of the gardens should be used as a worksite but object to the compulsorily

acquisition of part of the gardens when the proposed use is temporary.

76. Your petitioners accordingly object to Clause 6 and Schedule 6 Part I of the Bill which

would empower the Secretary of State to acquire compulsorily part of the gardens

described in the deposited book of reference and numbered 105 in the City of London.

Your petitioners submit that reference to this land should be included in Schedule 5 as

is the case for the other plot to be used in the gardens which is reference 104 in the

City of London.

77. In addition your petitioners are concerned to ensure that the worksite is operated in a

manner so as to minimise disruption to the surrounding office buildings and also that

every care is taken to ensure that the gardens, their monuments and boundary railings,

can be and are, completely reinstated at the conclusion of the construction works.

Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should be required to agree

with them a methodology for the dismantling, storage and re-instatement of the

garden's structures and monuments.

78. Your petitioners are concerned to ensure that the seven irreplaceable mature plane

trees, over 35 metres high, growing on the perimeter of the gardens are appropriately

protected during the period that the centre of the gardens is to be used as a worksite.

These trees are "over mature low vigour trees". Your petitioners submit that the

nominated undertaker should be required to ensure that these trees are properly

protected by erecting the hoardings of the worksite no closer than 12 metres from each

tree. In order to protect the trees' root systems, they should be protected, as far as is

practicable, by a layer of geotextile membrane underneath a layer of cement and the

entire worksite should be circled by a small wall or berm to guard from run offs of

liquids poisonous to trees.
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79. Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should be required to reinstate

the entire gardens to a standard agreed with your petitioners once the worksite has
been vacated. Further, in addition to the reinstatement of the pavilion, bowling green

and gazebo envisaged in the ES, your petitioners request that the nominated

undertaker also be required to reinstate the bandstand, part of which is within the land

to be used as a worksite.

80. Your petitioners are concerned that the properties encircling the gardens will both

experience a diminution in the quality of their environment, with loss of visual

amenity, noise, dust and disruption during the carrying out of the works and also

experience difficulty with access, if lorries are permitted to be held on the

northwestern carriageway. Your petitioners anticipate a loss of tenants, reduced rental

and management income and increased voids as properties become harder to let. This

is of concern to your petitioners as Trustees of Bridge House Estates Trust which

draws 40% of the income it distributes in charitable grants across Greater London

from properties in Finsbury Circus.

81. Your petitioners submit that this loss would be mitigated if between the hours of 9am

and 5pm, on weekdays, (Monday to Friday) the nominated undertaker were not

permitted to undertake any operations that would generate significant noise and dust

and also all movement of lorries was prohibited. Such a reversal of the hours of work

normally sought reflects the entirely business nature of the occupancy of the buildings

surrounding the gardens. Further your petitioners submit that lorry holding should not

be permitted in Finsbury Circus.

82. Your petitioners are concerned about the impact on City businesses of the removal of
the car and motorcycle parking provisions in Finsbury Circus. The removal of these

facilities will have a significant impact on the on-street parking provision in this area

of the City. Motor cyclists will be particularly affected as the bays are currently used

to capacity during the week. Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker

should be required to work with the petitioners to identify alternative locations where

these facilities can be provided and should fund the associated costs.
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Liverpool Street

83. Your petitioners have two interlinked concerns about the proposed works at Liverpool

Street station ("the Station"). Both stem from a concern that the numbers of

commuters using the Station and the associated underground station has been

underestimated by the promoters. Your petitioners contend that the current design of

the concourse linking the proposed railway to the Station is wholly inadequate to

accommodate the numbers of passengers that can be expected to use it. The current
proposal would result in overcrowding in the existing London Underground Liverpool

Street Station concourse. Your petitioners submit that an additional access to street

level in the Bloomfield Street area is required.

84. Your petitioners' second concern relates to the impact on commuters of the

construction works. The ES describes a worksite to be located in Liverpool Street.

The ES does not include an adequate assessment of the impact that the proposed

worksite in this location would have on pedestrian and bus traffic to and from the

Station Your petitioners are concerned that the proposed works will result in very

serious congestion both at the Station and at Liverpool Street underground station with

consequential effects on Bank underground station also.

85. Each day 64,000 commuters arrive at the Station by mainline rail many of whom

transfer to the underground and bus networks. During the morning peak period around

68,000 pedestrians walk from the Station to their place of work. If egress from the

Station is restricted and bus services from the Station are reduced, passengers who

would normally leave the underground network at Liverpool Street will continue on

the train to Bank, decreasing passengers' ability to depart the Station by underground

and creating overcrowding at Bank.

86. Your petitioners submit that the Secretary of State should be required to undertake a

full assessment of the impact on pedestrian and bus traffic of the proposed worksite in

Liverpool Street. The nominated undertaker should be required to revise the plans for

the construction of the Eastern Liverpool Street ticket hall taking into account the need

for unimpeded pedestrian traffic flows leaving the Station and effective bus links.
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87. Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should be required to position
the southerly hording of the worksite in a manner which facilitates continued

pedestrian access to the retail businesses on the south side of Liverpool Street.

Billingsgate worksite and Isle of Dogs Station

88. Your petitioners own and manage the Billingsgate fish market situated adjacent to the

proposed Isle of Dogs station. The market operates as a wholesale market on

weekdays. In addition the market is open for retail business. Saturdays and the days
immediately prior to Christmas and Easter are particularly busy retail days. The retail

business is essential for the profitability of the businesses trading in the market. The

proposed compulsory acquisition of a large proportion of the market's car parking
space would very seriously affect this business, which relies on customers being able

to remove their purchases by car.

89. There are also well advanced plans for additional retail activities to take place in the

market's car park on Sundays. The loss of part of the car park will reduce the area

available for activities such as daytime car parking and the proposed Sunday market
that generate revenue used to reduce the cost base borne by the market tenants. Your

petitioners are concerned that the environmental impact of the proposed works, the

anticipated loss to the market's retail business as a consequence of the reduction in the

availability of car parking space, and the loss of income generated by use of the car

park, may result in the market ceasing to be viable.

90. The substantial reduction in the market's car parking space proposed in the Bill would

have serious financial consequences for the market and even threaten its continued

viability unless the car parking facility is replaced. Your petitioners submit that prior

to commencing the works proposed in the Bill the nominated undertaker should be

required to provide an alternative to the current 150 car parking spaces that it is

proposed will be lost, through the construction of a multi-story car park on that section

of the car park which is to be retained by your petitioners.

91. The proposals in the Bill would result in the market being almost completely

surrounded by construction work. Your petitioners are concerned that the market

itself and the offices in the market building will be very seriously adversely affected

by the works. Your petitioners repeat paragraphs 63-65 above which set out their
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concerns about the environmental impact of the works on Smithfield Market's

viability and submits that arrangements to the same standard sought for Smithfield

should also be implemented to protect the viability of Billingsgate Market.

92. Your petitioners are concerned that the works traffic to and from the proposed work

site will damage the road and yard surfaces and that such traffic movements may

interfere with the vital movement of goods to and from the market. Your petitioners
submit that the nominated undertaker should be required to undertake a condition

survey of the road and yard surfaces before works commence, maintain the road to an

agreed standard during the works and ensure that the road and yard surfaces are in no

worse a condition than when originally surveyed at the end of the works. Further the

nominated undertaker should be prohibited from running construction traffic to or

from the site using the shared access road during the hours 8pm - 11 am Monday to
Saturday when the market is operational. Such a restriction would substantially
reduce the risk of congestion preventing the efficient working of the market.

93. Your petitioners object to the proposal in the Bill to acquire land compulsorily at

Billingsgate for use as a worksite and other purposes. The properties identified in the

deposited book of reference as nos. 765 and 767 in the Borough" of Tower Hamlets

provides essential emergency access for fire tenders to the market buildings. Your

petitioners contend that it is unnecessary to transfer the ownership of this and other

property at the site of the market. The construction and the running requirements of

the railway would be adequately covered by the creation of easements by the inclusion

of property nos. 765 and 767 in paragraph 8 of Schedule 3 to the Bill. Further the

construction requirements of the railway would be adequately addressed by the

inclusion in Schedule 5 of the property identified as nos. 770 and 752, enabling their

use as a temporary worksite, and their subsequent complete reinstatement by the

nominated undertaker.

94. Your petitioners are concerned to ensure that before any dewatering of West India

North Dock and deep excavations commence, appropriate stabilising measures have

been applied to the dock wall on which the market building stands, to protect it from

collapse. Your petitioners submit that the nominated undertaker should be required to

agree stabilising measures with them before the works commence.
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95. There are other provisions in the Bill to which your petitioners object as prejudicial to

their property, rights and interests, and for which no, or no sufficient provisions for

their protection are contained in the Bill.

96. Your petitioners therefore respectfully submit that the Bill should not be allowed to

pass into law in its present form.

YOUR PETITIONERS therefore humbly pray your Honourable House that the Bill may not
pass into law as it now stands, and that they may be heard by themselves, their counsel or

agents and witnesses in support of the allegations of this petition, against so much of the Bill

as affects their property rights and interests, and in support of such other clauses and

amendments as may be necessary and proper for their protection and benefit, and that they

may have such other relief in the premises as your Honourable House shall deem meet.

AND your petitioners will ever pray, &c

Paul R.E. Double

Agent for the Mayor and

Commonalty and Citizens of the

City of London acting by the

Common Council.

8th September 2005
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