
AGAINST THE CROSSRAIL HYBRID BILL

IN PARLIAMENT
HOUSE OF COMMONS
SESSION 2005-06

CROSSRAIL BILL

Against- on Merits- 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 Council of the London Borough of Greenwich

SHEWETH as follows:

1. A Bill (hereinafter referred to as "the Bill") has been introduced and is now
pending in your honourable House intituled "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. The Bill is promoted by the Department of Transport. The purpose of Bill is to
secure the powers necessary to build Crossrail. Crossrail will consist of new
rail tunnels running west-east through central London to connect with existing
surface rail routes to Maidenhead and Heathrow in the west and Shenfield and
Abbey Wood in the east. By connecting the major London rail terminals of
Paddington and Liverpool Street, Crossrail will enable interconnecting
mainline train services to cross the centre of London via a number of new
purpose-built stations.

3. The Bill will, if enacted, not make provision for a Crossrail station at
Woolwich although the station site has been safeguarded.

INTRODUCTION

4. Your petitioner the Council of the London Borough of Greenwich is the local
planning authority, highway authority and road traffic authority for the area of
the London Borough of Greenwich (hereinafter referred to as "the Borough").
The Borough is the twelfth largest borough in London and in 2003 had an
estimated population of 223,700. It is close to the Docklands, the City Airport
and Central London and has an extensive frontage (13 kilometres) onto the
River Thames. The Borough is part of the East London regeneration area.



5. The London Government Act 1963, established your petitioner and conferred
important powers and duties upon it. Numerous enactments since that date
have added to your petitioner's statutory powers and duties. Amongst other
functions of your petitioner is that of the highway authority for all existing or
proposed public highways in its area, except for those which are the
responsibility of Transport for London. In addition, your petitioner is the road
traffic authority for most of the roads in its Borough. It is also the local
planning authority and is responsible for general planning and the preparation
of development plans and local development schemes. Your petitioner has a
statutory duty to investigate the existence of, and to control nuisances within
the Borough.

6. Your petitioner supports the principle of the proposed Bill and welcomes the
decision to construct Crossrail, provided the works are carried out so as to
ensure that the burdens on your petitioner, residents and businesses within the
Borough are justified by substantial regeneration benefits to the local area.
There are, however, many matters of detail in the bill which cause concern to
your petitioner. Some of these points apply generally to the whole length of
the line within the Borough and while others are specific to particular sites.
Your petitioner hopes that many of these concerns can be met by agreement
with the promoter.

7. Your petitioner has serious concerns over the provision of information
supplied by the promoter, both prior to the deposit of the Bill and up to the
date of the deposit of this petition. This has meant that thorough and detailed
assessments of the proposed project, its impacts and benefits have been
difficult to compile accurately. Requests for further information and responses
to specific requests remain outstanding. In particular, your petitioner is still to
be satisfied about the adequacy of the Environmental Statement and its
Supplement. Baseline assumptions made over a number of generic issues have
yet to be substantiated. Ancillary documentation such as the Code of
Construction Practice remains in draft form.

8. Furthermore, your petitioner fears that the promoter is currently proceeding on
a flawed assumption regarding night-time working on existing railway lines
including the North Kent Railway Line. The promoter appears to be assuming
that it will be possible to continue with night-time working on the project in a
already relatively noisy area of the Borough based on a criterion that limits the
amount by which the construction noise level can exceed the current baseline
noise level. Your petitioner is not convinced that this approach provides an
adequate level of protection for those residents in the areas likely to be
affected by night-time working.

THE NEED FOR A STATION AT WOOLWICH

9. The Greenwich revised Unitary Development Plan Second Draft of April 2004
reflects the considerable potential for growth, especially in the northern part of
the Borough as well as sub-regional growth strategy for the Thames Gateway
London Partnership Area. The Borough's population is expected to increase



from 217,805 in 2001 to 246,616 in 2016 with a corresponding increase in
jobs, anticipated to be in excess of 10,000. The area of the Borough which is
proposed to be served by Crossrail is one of the fastest developing areas in
both London and Britain. The Sustainable Communities Plans of the Office of
the Deputy Prime Minister and the related more detailed draft Woolwich
Development Framework currently in preparation would further increase the
targets for dwellings, population and jobs.

10. The London Commuting Trends Study 2003 by Transport for London and
Roger Tym and Partners shows that the South East London corridor has the
fastest growth of commuting to Central London of any London corridor. If
current trends continue, the North Kent Line is likely to become unacceptably
overcrowded by 2010. Your petitioner's draft Local Implementation Plan of
July 2005 pursuant to the requirement of the Mayor's Transportation Strategy
emphasises the need to achieve significant modal shifts away from car travel
and into rail-based public transport in order to accommodate the growth and
regeneration strategy without unacceptable impacts from traffic congestion,
noise, air pollution and health.

11. Woolwich is the borough's main centre for shopping, civic and community
services and office employment. It is designated as a Major Centre in the
London Plan, and recognised to be in need of regeneration. Woolwich is the
Borough's priority location for major retail and multiplex development, and a
preferred location for employment, tourism and leisure uses.

12. Ten years ago, the area around Woolwich was one of the most economically
depressed and deprived places in Britain. The serious economic decline has
now been reversed, but it is still not an attractive area and has unemployment
levels and deprivation above the London average. Much more regeneration
work needs to be done if this area is to achieve its full development and
economic potential. This can only be achieved with appropriate investment in
new transport infrastructure.

13. Your petitioner notes with regret that the promoter does not have a consistent
criteria-based approach to the selection and adoption of new and upgraded
stations. The same standards and costs justification are not being applied to all
the Crossrail stations.

14. For the foregoing and connected reasons, your petitioner respectfully submits
that, while in principle it supports the Crossrail project, it is of great
importance that the Bill should be amended to include provision for a
Crossrail station at Woolwich. If the Bill were to be passed without such an
amendment, it would be short-sighted and a lost opportunity as it would: (1)
severely prejudice your petitioner, together with the residents and businesses
of its area; (2) impede efforts to provide much-needed regeneration in
Woolwich; and (3) fail to maximise the modal shift away from private
motorcars to more sustainable transport.

15. Your petitioner objects because if the Bill were enacted without amendment, it
would fail to make provision for a Crossrail station at Woolwich. The



Secretary of State has safeguarded land at Woolwich for a Woolwich Crossrail
station, but the Bill fails to contain proposals to build it. The promoters have
failed either to produce a robust evaluation of the costs and benefits of a station
at Woolwich or to quantify any funding gap which might exist between
estimated returns from fare-box revenue and the capital costs of construction.

16. Your petitioner does not accept the reasons given for failing to include a
Woolwich Crossrail station and rejects each and every argument advanced by
the promoters against the construction of this station on the land safeguarded
for it. hi particular a Woolwich Crossrail station would not be an
exceptionally high cost station, nor would its benefits be limited substantially
by other transport developments. Such a station would increase patronage
without an unacceptable impact on operating costs.

17. There are seven main reasons why a station should be built at Woolwich:-

• The need for regularly spaced stations

(a) Your petitioner objects because the need for regularly spaced stations has
not received adequate consideration. In urban areas Crossrail stations
should be developed at regularly spaced intervals. The provision of a
station at Woolwich would fill a gap between stations that would
otherwise be an excessive six miles.

• The need to reduce barriers to cross-river travel

(b) Without sufficient stations south of the river and with no station serving
the Borough's main town-centre, the Bill will substantially fail fully to
achieve the potential of Crossrail to improve cross-river travel by public
transport and to link employment areas in the Isle of Dogs with residential
areas south of the river.

• The need to create new transport links to support Woolwich's
Regeneration

(c) A Woolwich Crossrail station would be a most important factor (perhaps
the most important factor) for regenerating Woolwich. It would bring
forward development proposals which would otherwise take much longer
(if they occurred at all), raise property values and greatly increase
investment. It would also create more jobs and increase prosperity. A
Crossrail station at Abbey Wood is too remote to effect significant
regeneration in Woolwich.

• The need to support the Government's Sustainable Communities Plan
aspirations in Woolwich

(d) A Woolwich Crossrail station would provide the transport infrastructure
and services that are needed if the Government's Sustainable Communities
Plan aspirations in the Woolwich area are to be met.



• The need to Develop Woolwich Town Centre to serve the Thames
Gateway

(e) 90,000 new dwellings and a similar number of jobs are being created in
the Thames Gateway without parallel development in town centres to
provide for the needs of residents and businesses. Such town centres need
good rail links into the various parts of central London. Hence a Crossrail
station is essential for proper development of Woolwich and its
surrounding area.

• The need to optimise station catchment and feeder services

(f) Woolwich has high-density residential areas, well served by local bus
services. With a Crossrail station high density residential areas could be
improved and extended and local bus services developed and enhanced
further.

• The need to relieve pressure on Abbey Wood and to maximise
sustainable travel to Crossrail stations.

(g) Under the Bill as it stands, Abbey Wood would be the only Crossrail
station east of west London that lies to the south of the River
Thames. It is not in a town centre and lacks the advantage of
Woolwich extensive network of local bus services. Hence Crossrail
users would be more likely to access Woolwich Crossrail Station by
public transport and Abbey Wood Crossrail Station by private
motorcars.

18. Your petitioner submits that the promoter should be required to give due
weight to evidence being collected by your petitioner which demonstrates
widespread support for a Woolwich station both in the business community
and by local residents.

19. Your petitioner also objects because the promoters have underestimated the
passenger demand and the traffic impact which would be likely to arise in the
long term when Abbey Wood station is used to its full capacity. The traffic
assessment for Abbey Wood and related proposed mitigation works are
incomplete and impacts require further analysis and additional supporting
information. A Woolwich Crossrail station would greatly reduce these adverse
impacts.

20. Your petitioner accordingly submits that before the Bill is enacted the
promoters should design and cost a Woolwich Crossrail station proposal to
the same detail as other Crossrail stations and should work with the Council to
integrate the Woolwich Crossrail station and proposals with the Local
Development Framework being prepared for the regeneration of Woolwich.
Your petitioner requests that the Bill is amended to include a Crossrail station
at Woolwich.



21. In order to give necessary support to proposals in the Sustainable
Communities Plan and to regenerate Woolwich your petitioner seeks an
undertaking that when a contract is let for the construction of Crossrail the
promoter shall ensure that a Woolwich station shall be brought into use at the
same time as the Central London stations are brought into use.

GENERAL

Work Sites - General

22. Your petitioner notes that there will be site preparation and construction
activities at a number of work and construction sites within the
Borough. Noise, vibration, dust and dirt, light pollution and hours of
working are particular concerns. The nominated undertaker should be
subject to suitable standards in respect of each of these matters. There
should be provision for a noise-insulation policy and for compensation to be
paid where these standards within this policy are breached, together with other
suitable mitigation and/or remedies.

23. Accordingly, your petitioner submits that the nominated undertaker should be
made subject to suitable standards in respect of each of these matters and that
there should be provision for suitable mitigation measures (for example a
noise and temporary re-housing policy). Mitigation proposals do exist, but the
drafts are not yet acceptable. Furthermore, it is accepted in the Environmental
Statement that such mitigation measures are disruptive and inconvenient for
the occupants of affected buildings, and may not be wholly effective in
eliminating the relevant impacts. Your petitioner respectfully submits that
there should be provision for compensation to be paid where the relevant
standards and policy are breached. There is no commitment by the promoters
to implement noise-mitigation measures prior to the commencement of the
main construction contract for the surface section of the railway on the North
Kent Line.

Working Hours

24. Your petitioner respectfully suggests that it should be able to specify, in
respect of any development authorised by the Bill, the normal hours and days
of the week in which work may be carried out. Those hours should be a
matter falling within the ambit of arrangements which are to be approved by
your petitioner under clause 10 of and Schedule 7 to the Bill. The table set out
in Paragraph 7 of Schedule 7 to the Bill should be amended to include
inappropriate proposed hours of working as a ground on which your
petitioners may refuse to approve those arrangements. Hours of working are a
crucial matter which your petitioners, as local planning authority, may need to
be able to modify in order to preserve the local environment and local
amenity.



Code of Construction Practice

25. Your petitioner notes that the Bill and the supporting documents adopt similar
regimes to those which were established for the construction of the Channel
Tunnel Rail Link and is pleased to note that this regime will include the
agreement of code of construction practice consisting of general requirements
relevant to all worksites, and site-specific conditions for each individual site.
Your petitioner wishes to ensure that the code of construction practice is
complied with properly, and in that respect your petitioner will incur
expenditure. Your petitioner wishes to ensure that all of its reasonable
expenses in monitoring construction sites are met by the nominated
undertaker, together with expenditure incurred by your petitioner in planning
and programming activities related to the code of construction practice.

26. Your petitioner hopes and expects that through the process described in
paragraph 25 above, normal hours of operation for the different worksites will
be agreed with the promoter. Your petitioner will seek to ensure that the
promoter agrees to such requirements. If it does not, your petitioner submits
that the promoter should be required to agree normal working hours. Your
petitioner is also concerned to ensure that the nominated undertaker is required
to adopt the very 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 practice replicates your petitioner's
best practice requirements imposed on other major construction projects in
their Borough. There should also be a guarantee that any future changes to
industry standards, regulations, statutory procedures and formal government
advice will also be complied with. The nominated undertaker should be
required to carry out noise-sensitive property surveys in advance of any
construction works and notify your petitioners and seek their agreement to any
proposed changes to the normal hours of working.

Construction Sites

27. Your petitioner is concerned about the potential effects on road traffic,
pedestrians and property owners near and en route to worksites. Your
petitioner is concerned to ensure that all of the residents, businesses and
property owners in the Borough are properly compensated for damage caused
by the construction and use of land by Crossrail and most importantly that
they are consulted fully as regards the construction programme at worksites.

28. Your petitioner submits that the nominated undertaker should provide detailed
proposals for local planning authority agreement, including method
statements, site layout plans and work programmes, (including for abnormal
deliveries) in relation to each major work site, well in advance of the
commencement of operations, by means of an agreed programme similar to
Channel Tunnel Railway Link arrangements. Your petitioner should be
notified well in advance of any alterations in methods of construction and
construction operations, particularly in relation to site servicing and set up
arrangements.



29. Your petitioner seeks undertakings and assurances from the promoters as
regards the management of construction worksites so as to prevent loss of
amenity to residents in .the Borough, including loss of open space during the
construction period. This should also apply to potential impacts on residents
and businesses who reside close to worksites. The physical area of each
proposed worksite should be kept to a minimum with the safety of the public,
whether pedestrians or other road users, being of paramount importance.

Air Quality

30. Your petitioner is concerned about the wider impact of construction related
activities on the public realm, for example the impact that air pollution
generated from worksites would have on properties, and their occupiers in the
vicinity. Your petitioner objects to generators being used in the Woolwich
area where air quality is poor. The area in the vicinity of Woolwich Town
Centre and main roads in Woolwich suffer air quality concentrations which
exceed Government health-based objective levels. (Greenwich Council Stage
4 Review and Assessment 2002 required by section 84 of the Environment Act
1995. Greenwich Council Progress Report 2005 prepared as part of the
continuing review and assessment requirements of the Environment Act 1995)
Monitoring data show that air quality in the vicinity of Plumstead Road is
significantly above Government health levels. Wherever practicable
equipment powered by mains or battery electricity should be used for all
construction activities.

Ventilation Shafts

31. The Bill proposes ventilation shafts at Warren Lane and Arsenal Way. While
it is accepted that an underground railway of this nature requires ventilation
shafts, the proposals for such shafts need to be considered carefully in
consultation with your petitioners and in particular your petitioner should be
entitled to prescribe requirements as to (1) the design and appearance of the
ventilation buildings and their relationship to existing and proposed buildings,
and (2) the extent to which noise and vibration from the shafts should be
reduced to an acceptable level. Given the very different locations of these
shafts it is important for the specific impact of each to be considered in its
context rather than simply judged by a route-wide standard.

Construction Traffic

32. Construction traffic, spoil removal, and the workforce will generate substantial
traffic increases. To deal with this the routeing of lorries and other vehicles,
access to work sites, hours of operation, size of vehicles and related matters
should be subject to your petitioner's control. The nominated undertaker
should be required to use every endeavour to utilise rail, and water-bourne
transport. The nominated undertaker should also be required to minimise the



cumulative impact of lorry movements by proper management, keeping the
number of movements to a minimum, using the strategic road network and
confining movements to normal worksite hours, unless the Local Planning
Authority agrees otherwise.
Tunnelling & Settlement

33. The proposed excavation and tunnelling of the main running tunnels and of
station tunnels is likely to have adverse settlement impacts which may cause
damage to buildings and structures. Your petitioner has general concerns
about those impacts on buildings in the Borough, and particular concerns as
regards certain categories and areas. The matters of particular concern are
first, listed buildings above the running tunnels and station tunnels, secondly
properties which were built without Building Regulations approval and thirdly
buildings at the approach to Plumstead Portal. The nominated undertaker
should be required to provide, in advance of commencement of tunnelling,
details of expected impact on every building in those three categories within
the zone of influence of underground works. This information should be
supplied to your petitioner, building owners and other interested parties as
appropriate, and should be accompanied by a statement of the method by
which the impact is to be monitored before, during and after construction.
Furthermore, the nominated undertaker should be required to carry out
appropriate safeguarding works including full condition surveys; and
monitoring and the proposals for these works should be submitted to your
petitioner and to building owners and, in the case of listed buildings, also to
English Heritage; and implemented in an agreed form.

34. Your petitioner objects because the promoter has failed to consider appropriate
mitigation measures to remedy the effects of any possible subsidence arising
from tunnelling works in the vicinity of Plumstead station. The Environmental
Statement does not address concerns arising from the particular geological
circumstances in that location. Uncertainty about the proposed works and their
impact will prejudice opportunities for regeneration and blight existing
properties.

De-Watering

35. Your petitioner is pleased that the promoter has undertaken preliminary
studies to estimate settlement effects caused by tunnelling operations. It is
concerned, however, that these assessments which have been undertaken are
preliminary and not comprehensive. In particular, it is likely within the
Borough that settlement effects arising from de-watering operations could be
more problematic than settlement effects due to tunnelling. Your petitioner
seeks confirmation that any undertaking given in relation to settlement effects
arising as a consequence of tunnelling will be equally applied to settlement
effects arising as a consequence of de-watering, or any other Crossrail
construction activities.



Ground-borne Noise and Vibration and Track Design

36. There are a number of buildings, including dwellings, in the Borough which
are close to the proposed railway works and which are likely to be sensitive to
noise and vibration both during the construction period and when the railways
come into operation. The promoter should be required to ensure that noise and
vibration during the construction period is kept to an absolute minimum by the
use of the most advanced technology and machinery. The design standards
put forward by the promoter, are likely to be insufficient to prevent noise
radiating into buildings to an unacceptable extent. The nominated undertaker
should be subjected to stringent design standards. Where a railway work
passes near to dwellings or other noise-sensitive buildings, the nominated
undertaker should be required to adopt additional procedures and design
methods to inhibit the transmission of noise and vibration into such buildings.
Those standards should adopt your petitioner's own best practice approach.
The nominated undertaker should put in place a comprehensive consultation
exercise with regard to noise and vibration monitoring. Such a scheme should
be subject to a compensation code where agreed noise and vibration standards
are breached.

37. Your petitioner is also concerned to ensure that high standards are met in
terms of the lifespan and maintenance of the running tracks and associated
mitigation works. Appropriate standards should be incorporated in the
contracts between the Secretary of State and the nominated undertaker to
ensure that the nominated undertaker meets those standards.

Operational Railways

38. Your petitioner has more general concerns about the modelling and capacity
of all new stations. Your petitioner is particularly concerned to ensure that the
promoters take the opportunity to make the best possible provisions for
interchange between Crossrail and other existing lines and that the stations are
designed to cater for projected passenger growth in the future. It is also
concerned about the impact of pedestrian movements of passengers entering
and exiting the stations and would seek assurances that new Central London
stations are served by two entrances / exits. Station designs should ensure that
sufficient provision is made in relation to footway widths, pedestrian crossings
and other pedestrian amenities. This must ensure safe transit without
impinging on listed buildings and the surrounding environs.

39. Your petitioner is concerned that there is insufficient information about the
way in which Crossrail will connect with other railways, including those of
Network Rail, London Underground Limited and particularly the East London
Line; and where existing track layouts and interchange facilities require
alteration.
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Existing Rail Services

40. Your petitioner is concerned about the impact of the construction of the
railway works will have on existing railway services on the North Kent Line.
Your petitioner notes that, understandably, there will be times when the
nominated undertaker will need to take possession of existing tracks. This
will inevitably cause disruption of passengers entering and leaving the
Borough. It therefore seeks assurances and guarantees from the promoters
about the effect of construction operations on rail services on the North Kent
Line. In particular it wishes to ensure that at the least, existing service patterns
are guaranteed, that such track possessions will be kept to appropriate times
and to a minimum and that suitable compensatory measures are employed in
conjunction with your petitioner's relevant responsibilities for traffic
management and local environmental and amenity impacts. Further, your
petitioner seeks the inclusion of these matters in any negotiations between the
nominated undertaker and Network Rail concerning railway possessions on
the North Kent Line.

Authorisation Procedures

41. In line with the Channel Tunnel Rail Link Act, the Bill contains provisions
which provide outline planning permission for the development authorised by
the Bill and displace a number of other statutory regulation regimes which
would normally apply in relation to the construction of works, including
controls in the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990,
the Control of Pollution Act 1974 and the London Lorry Ban. Your petitioner
wishes to ensure that if those controls are to be removed or suspended then in
their place there is a robust alternative approval mechanism in each case, in
which your petitioner can play a full part. Your petitioner will, hi conjunction
with other local authorities affected by the Bill, be seeking to ensure that such
arrangements are put in place. If this is not achieved your petitioner asks that
the promoters be required to accept satisfactory arrangements including
realistic timescales for the consideration of applications.

Additional costs to London Boroughs

42. As part of the alternative consents regimes mentioned above, your petitioner
must be able to recover from the promoters or the nominated undertaker their
full costs of processing applications. Your petitioner is pleased to note that the
Bill provides the Secretary of State with the power to make an order relating to
the payment of fees to the local planning authority in respect of requests for
detailed planning consent and seeks assurances from the promoter about the
level of those fees and the ability of the promoters to cover their costs.
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Station Building Design

43. Your petitioner objects t o the arrangements in Schedule 7 of the Bill, which
do not constitute the best means of control over the design of station
buildings. Your petitioner wishes to ensure that the local planning authority
has full planning control powers over above-ground station buildings in order
to ensure that those buildings are properly integrated with other interchange
buildings and infrastructure and that they present an acceptable fa?ade to
public civic spaces in accordance with a planning brief. Consent for a station
building above ground should only be granted by means of a separate
planning application.

Archaeology

44. There is a n eed for the nominated undertaker to provide adequate opportunity
and funding for archaeological investigation in respect of each of the
construction and work sites. In your petitioner's submission the appropriate
authority should be required to agree a programme of such work with your
petitioner, and English Heritage. Your petitioner also submits that the
funding of this should be borne by the nominated undertaker.

Consultations and Notification

45. Your petitioner wel comes the consultation undertaken so far. It respectfully
submits that the promoter should be required to ensure that the nominated
undertaker will put in place a comprehensive public relations strategy
ensuring that information about the construction and operation of Crossrail is
disseminated to those residents and businesses who will be most affected.
This should include neighbour notification and advice to all adjacent
properties and nearby residents.

SITE SPECIFIC CONCERNS

Effect on the Council's housing

46. Your petitioner objects to the significant impact to dwellings and other
properties owned by its Housing Services Department as a result of the
Crossrail project:

a. Richard Neve House, which is close to the Plumstead Portal site, has
55 flats which include sheltered housing occupied by frail and
vulnerable elderly persons. Due to their severe medical conditions
which require a high level of care, it would not be appropriate to
provide noise-mitigation measures and temporary rehousing to such
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residents under the standard arrangements offered by the project
promoters.

b. Between Church Manor Way and Abbey Wood station on the North
Kent Line a number of plots of land owned by the Housing Services
Department would be acquired or used for construction and operational
purposes. The proposed arrangements for use of the land and for noise-
mitigation measures for the new railway are reasonably capable of
being improved, including by additional works outwith the proposed
limits of land to be acquired or used. The improved works could better
mitigate the visual impact of the railway, as well as providing better
noise mitigation for tenants in public-sector dwellings.

Spoil Disposal at Plumstead Portal

47. The promoter has failed to give consideration to appropriate alternative spoil
disposal arrangements arising at Plumstead Portal. The hours during which
tunnelling and spoil removal from tunnelling takes place should be
programmed and minimised so as to prevent undue noise and vibration to
residents and businesses during sensitive times. Your petitioner is also
particularly concerned about effects of reradiated noise at sites where spoil is
to be removed and wishes to ensure that the nominated undertaker complies
with the strictest standards as regards minimising such noise and vibration.

Nathan Way

48. Your petitioner objects to the proposals in Schedule 6 of the Bill in so far as
these apply to land at Nathan Way (Book of Reference plots 88, 89, 91, 94
and 95) to be used for the provision of a working site and access for
construction and operational purposes. In your petitioners Unitary
Development Plan Second Deposit Draft (April 2004), this land is allocated
for employment uses in accordance with site policy J55. Use of land by the
Crossrail project would prejudice that important regeneration objective for
this vacant site. Your petitioner considers that alternative land can be made
available in the same area which would be less detrimental to local interests;
and wishes to work with the promoter to explore that alternative.

WorkNol/33C

49. Your petitioner objects t o the location and operational use of Work No 1/33C,
which is described in Schedule 1 of the Bill as a railway siding for the North
Kent Line Railway, because there is potential for noise nuisance to residents
of Redhaven Road and adjacent areas to become significantly worse as a
consequence of these potential changes to track location and usage. In
particular your petitioner requests that the proposed new siding for the North
Kent Railway Line be located further from existing dwellings where it would
create less noise nuisance to existing residential properties.
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Noise and vibration in Thamesmead

SO.Your petitioner objects to the significant noise and vibration effects to
properties in Abbey Terrace and Hermitage Close in Thamesmead being left
unmitigated despite the fact that these effects are capable of being fully
mitigated by the use of resilient under-ballast mats below the newly realigned
North Kent Line tracks and the Crossrail tracks.
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YOUR PETITIONERS therefore humbly pray your Honourable House that the Bill
may not be allowed to pass into law as it now stands and that they may be heard by
their Counsel, Agents and witnesses in support of the allegations of this Petition
against so much of the Bill as affects the interests of your Petitioners and in support of
such other clauses and provisions as may be necessary or expedient for their
protection, or that such other relief may be given to your Petitioners in the premises as
your Honourable House shall deem meet.

AND your Petitioners will ever pray. &c.

The Common Seal of the London Borough of Greenwich
was hereby affixed

Russell Power
Head of Legal Services

IN PARLIAMENT
HOUSE OF COMMONS
SESSION 2005-06

Crossrail Bill
PETITION OF The Council of the London Borough of Greenwich

AGAINST, By Counsel, & c.

Russell Power
Head of Legal Services,
Chief Executives Department,
London Borough of Greenwich
Town Hall,
Wellington Street,
Woolwich SE18 6HY.

Telephone: 020 8921-5125
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