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To the Honourable the Commons of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland in Parliament assembled. 

THE HUMBLE PETITION of DAVID AUGER 

SHEWETH as follows:-

1, A Bill (hereinafter referred to as "the Bill") has been Introduced and is now pending in 
your honourable House entitled "A Bill to make provision for a railway between Euston 
in London and a junction withthe West Coast Main Line at Handsacre in Staffordshire, 
with a spur from Old Oak Common in the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham 
to a junction with the Channel Tunnel Rail Link at York Way in the London Borough of 
Islington and a spur from Water Orton in Warwickshire to Curzon Street in Birmingham; 
and for connected purposes" 

2, The Bill is presented by Mr Secretary McLoughlln, supported by the Prime Minister, the 
Deputy Prime Minister, Mr Chancellor of the Exchequer, Secretary Theresa May, 
Secretary Vince Cable, Secretary lain Duncan Smith, Secretary Eric Pickles, Secretary 
Owen Paterson, Secretary Edward Davey, and Mr Robert Goodwill. 



3. Clauses I to 36 set out the Bill's objectives in relation to the construction and operation 
ofthe railway mentioned In paragraph 1 above. They include provision for the 
construction of works, highways and road traffic matters, the compulsory acquisition of 
land and other provisions relating to the use of land, planning permission, heritage 
issues, trees and noise. They Include clauses which would disapply and modify various 
enactments relatingto special categories of land including burial grounds, consecrated 
land, commons and open spaces, and other matters, including overhead lines, water, 
building regulations and party walls, street works and the use of lorries. 

4. Clauses 37 to 42 of the Bill deal with the regulatory regime forthe railway. 

5. Clauses 43 to 65 of the Bill set out a number of miscellaneous and general provisions, 
including provision forthe appointment of a nominated undertaker ("the Nominated 
Undertaker") to exercise the powers under the Bill, transfer schemes, provisions 
relating to statutory undertakers and the Crown, provision about the compulsory 
acquisition of land for regeneration, reinstatement works and provision about further 
high speed railway works. Provision is also made aboutthe application of 
Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations. 

6. The works proposed to be authorised by the Bill are specified in clauses 1 and 2 of and 
Schedules 1 and 2 to the Bill. They consist of scheduled works, which are described in 
Schedule 1 to the Bill and other works, which are described in clause 2 of and Schedules 
2 and 3 to the Bill. 

7. Your Petitioner is David Auger (hereinafter referred to as "your Petitioner" or "the 
Petitioner") who is the owner ofthe leasehold property 52A Mornington Terrace, 
London NWl 7RT ("52A" or "the Property") on a long lease with the Freeholder being 
the local authority, London Borough of Camden. 

7.1. Mornington Terrace runs approximately North-South parallel and adjacent to the West 
Coast Main line railway line into Euston Station where the proposed route is included 
within the cutting between Mornington Terrace and Park Village East ("Camden 
Cutting"). 

Ravishlondon.com describes the street thus: 

'Mornington Terrace is a wonderful get away from the hustle and bustle of Camden. It's 
a sleepy side street, which you feel just manages to fall into the splendorous aura 
surrounding Regents Park.". 



Camden Bus estate agents (a well known local agent) notes the following in their street 

info section (believed written a number of years ago): 

"Living opposite a railway cutting has its disadvantages and advantages. The former 
being the inevitable shunting of trains starting and ending their journey at Euston 
Station. The advantages however for many people outweigh this factor as Momington 
Terrace is a broad avenue with mature London plane trees and ample parking spaces for 
residents. The outlook is leafy and the houses are sunbathed in the afternoons. The upper 
floors of the often five storey houses enjoy far reaching westerly views towards Regents 
Park " 

7.2. Your Petitioner believes the planned works described in the Environmental Statement, 

("ES") deposited with the Bill, will significantly affect your Petitioner and other residents 

of Mornington Terrace simply based on what is stated. 

For example, The Non-Technical Summary ("NTS") on page 57 notes: 

"To the north of Euston station, residents at Park Village East are predicted to 
experience temporary isolation and amenity (noise and visual) effects. The amenity of 
residents at Momington Terrace and Momington Crescent will also be temporarily 
affected, as a result of construction vehicle activity and changes in air quality. " 

Further page 59 notes: 

"Noise from construction is likely to result in significant adverse effects at residential 
areas closest to the constmction works, including those at St Richards House, Park 
Village East, Mornington Terrace, Ampthill Estate, Cobourg Street and Regent's Park 
Estate.". 

The impacts will not end when constructiori is completed (after 10 years). Again from 

the NTS on page 48: 

''''Operation ofthe railway has been assessed as likely to result in increases in extemal 
noise that are considered significant around a limited number of residential areas and 
non-residential buildings. These effects occur mainly within 300m of the route.". 

7.3. Mornington Terrace ("the Terrace") was built in the first half of the 19* Century 

probably between 1840 and 1850. The building at Number 52 ("the Building") is five 

storeys high split into three fiats with the Petitioner's fiat being the Ground and Lower 

Ground with garden. The Building is situated at the top (North) end of the Terrace, close 

to Delancey Street and is within the Camden Town Conservation Area. 



7.4. The construction of the Building is typical of the period with rather shallow foundations 

to be expected. Extensive damp works carried out at the Property suggest the building 

is typical. The Petitioner understands that the building is situated on London Clay which 

may also have been backfilled after original construction of the Camden cutting. The 

cutting was considerably widened at the start of the 20* Century, it Is believed, when 

the houses on the opposite side ofthe road was demolished and the street renamed 

Mornington Terrace (previously Mornington Road). Most of the current Mornington 

Terrace including the Petitioner's building is listed. 

7.5. Your Petitioner purchased the leasehold interest on the open market in 1998 when he 

was 31 years of age with a mortgage but no other financial assistance. It is the only 

property the Petitioner has ever purchased and represents over 90% of total assets 

owned by the Petitioner. The Petitioner is currently 46 years of age, married with a 40 

year old wife and six year old daughter. 

7.6. From the date of purchase the Petitioner lived in the property, and it became the 

marital home when Your Petitioner got married in 2006. In 2007 the Petitioner's 

daughter returned to 52A after being born in a local hospital. In 2008 the Petitioner and 

family were forced to move from their home into rented accommodation as a 

consequence of the escalating issues in a long running dispute with the freeholder 

including the freeholder's failure to properly maintain the building and meet various 

other obligations. During the period of time the property was uninhabitable the 

Petitioner's daughter started school in Hampshire. The property was finally rendered fit 

for habitation in 2011, other issues resolved and in late 2012 settlement was finally 

reached with the freeholder for damages and costs exceeding £100,000 only 2 months 

before court scheduled. This figure is disclosed to give an idea of the scale of suffering 

and distress that resulted from the issues with the Property without going into details. 

At the present time your Petitioner and family have been maintaining two homes (the 

Property owned in Camden and one rented in Hampshire) with hope of relocating back 

to Camden full time at an appropriate time and when a suitable local school place is 

available. The uncertainty surrounding HS2 and the potential impact on Camden Town 

and Mornington Terrace in particular has caused considerable distress particularly 

having put one difficult period behind them, to then have to face the potential impacts 

associated with HS2. Your Petitioner is currently not in employment but with far greater 

prospects in London than elsewhere your Petitioner needs to be able to quietly reside 

in his home at 52A Mornington Terrace. 

7.7. In 1998 when your Petitioner purchased the property the trains were barely audible 

from inside the Property as this was a significant factor to consider at the fime of 

purchase but the Property enjoys a lot of light having only a six foot wall on the other 

side of the road rather than similar buildings as the Terrace being four storeys high 



excluding the lower ground level. The panoramic views are a feature of the 

neighbourhood and from the main reception room. 

7.8. The noise of the trains (particulariy the amount of wheel squeal) has increased over the 

years particularly with the West Coast main line upgrade. The road is a relatively quiet 

residential street with speed bumps and a 20mph speed limit. Initially the traffic was 

light but there has been an increase in traffic, particularly the occasional lorry, after 

similar traffic calming measures were introduced in neighbouring streets with vehicles 

using the Terrace as a cut through from Mornington Crescent up to the junction with 

Parkway rather than use Camden High Street and Delancey Street which experiences 

much heavier traffic fiows. Generally though, the traffic is light. 

7.9. The impact of diesel lorries is particulariy noticeable on the odd occasion of early 

morning deliveries and if engines are left running the fumes are noticeable inside the 

Property, particularly in the front bedroom that is on the lower ground level as the 

fumes seem to accumulate below pavement level being a higher density than normal 

air. There is also a regular accumulation of black dust around the air vent required for 

the gas fire in the front reception room as the Property is exposed to the air pollution 

including particulates, exhaust fumes etc as much of London is, but Camden having 

higher recorded levels than many other boroughs. 

7.10. The proposed Scheme described in the Environmental Statement attached to the Bill 

includes widening the cutting on the western side and the demolition of a number of 

buildings in thevicinity of the Petitioner's property including carriage sheds and some 

very substantial residential blocks. This will cause considerable noise [ES Vol 2 CFAOl 

para 11.4.1] and dust [ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 4.4.5] with potential exposure to any toxic or 

dangerous substances in the buildings including potentially asbestos. In addition three 

bridges will demolished including Granby Terrace where your Petitioner rents a garage 

and Mornington Street Bridge just down the road, all of which Your Petitioner uses 

regularly. In addition both the retaining walls on each side of the cutting, plus a further 

wall mid cutting, will be demolished to some extent. All of this is easily within 1/4 mile 

and some much closer within 50 yds and will create noise as well as dust with additional 

impacts from heavy vehicles removing spoil. 

7.11. Considerable construction is planned in the Camden Cutting including the rebuilding 

of three bridges, three retaining walls as well as the Euston Portal and a new Head-

house building. This will create noise [ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 11.4.1]as well as dust [ES Vol 

2 CFAOl para 4,4.5] with heavy construction techniques potentially causing substantial 

vibrations. This was an issue for some properties in Mornington Terrace during the 

West Coast Main line upgrade a few years ago. During those works vibrations were 

apparently bad enough to cause items to fall off shelves although not in your 



Petitioner's property as most ofthe relevant works at thattime were further away at 

the southern end ofthe Terrace. This time, your Petitioner understands, works will be 

within 50m ofthe Petitioner's property. The Head-house building is also expected to be 

above the current retaining wall in height impacting the view from your Petitioner's 

property. 

7.12. The majority ofthe works take place in the cutting will be done outside core hours 

including the demolitions etc. per ES Vol 2 CFAOl Para 2.4,7, 2.4.9 and 11.3,2, 

ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 11.4.1 notes the direct effects on individual dwellings of noise. 

"Taking account ofthe avoidance and mitigation measures set out in the previous 
paragraphs, the following residential buildings are forecast to experience noise levels 
higher than the noise insulation trigger levels as defined in the draft CoCP. For daytime 
constmction the trigger level is an equivalent continuous noise level of 75 dB measured 
outdoors: 

• buildings containing approximately 90 dwellings on Momington Terrace and 

Clarkson Row;" 

Further, ESVol 2 CFAOl para 11.4.17 notes: 

"The measures also reduce the constmction noise effects on acoustic character in the 
majority of residential communities. Despite these measures, the effects on the acoustic 
character in the following local residential community areas are considered to be 
significant: 

• Momington Terrace and parts ofMornington Place and Crescent;" 

7.13. There are a number of planned road closures and diversions as a consequence of the 

works. The Environmental Statement notes heavier traffic on Ariington Road and 

Mornington Street [ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 4.4.12-14J. This will impact residents on 

Mornington Terrace as drivers find ways round congestion. 

7.14. Some plans include Delancey Street, less than 20m from your Petitioner's property 

being used as a major eonstrucfion route. It is unclear if Mornington Terrace itself will 

be used, some maps included in the ES suggest so, but in any case, using local roads will 

cause increased noise, air pollution including toxic gasses and particulates as well as 

vibration given the size ofthe vehicles, 

7.15. The effect of road closures, demolitions and works will have an impact on the 

community, ESVol 2 CFAOl para 5.1,2 notes: 



"Key issues relating to the community for this study area comprise: impacts on the 
amenity of residential properties during constmction: in Regent's Park Estate, Cobourg 
Street, Starcross Street; near the Ampthill Square Estate and at St Richard's House, 
Eversholt Street; in Park Village East and Momington Terrace and Momington 
Crescent;" 

ES Vol 2 CFAOl Para 5.4.38 notes: 

"Residents at Momington Terrace (approximately 90 properties) are predicted to 
experience in-combination effects from works on the retaining walls on either side of 
station approach. The in-combination effects are significant constmction noise and 
visual effects. The combination of these effects, which wi l l coincide fo r approximately 
four months, will result in a major adverse effect on the amenity of residents, which is 
considered significant." 

ES Vol 2 CFAOl Para 5,4,53 notes a summary of likely significant residua! effects: 

"To the north of Euston station, residents at Park Village East are predicted to 
experience temporary isolation and amenity effects. The amenity of residents at 
Momington Terrace and Momington Crescent will also be temporarily affected." 

7.IS. Your Petitioner currently rents a garage from London Borough of Camden off Granby 

Terrace . This will be demolished and alternative parking needed. With the number of 

streets impacted by.the proposed Scheme it is unclear how the residents will have 

anywhere to park. ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 12.4,31 notes an adverse effect as well as does 

12.4.78 which suggests worse. 

7.17, Further, there is a possibility of utility works on Mornington Terrace. ES Vol 2 CFAOl 

para 12.4.19 notes 

"In addition to the station and directly rail related works, a series of other highway 
works will be required during constmction ofthe Proposed Scheme mostly associated 
with utility works. These include: 

• utility works in the A503 Delancey Street area to divert telecommunication cables; 

• possible utility works required on Momington Terrace should any space constraints 
arise during the works on Park Village East, which if needed would require sections of 
Mornington Terrace to be closed to facilitate the works; " 

7.18. Your Petitioner's Property is set in a conservation area with a considerable number 

of listed buildings. The presence of the railway cutting creates a sense of openness and 

long range views both across the cutting and southwards towards the west-end with 



the BT Tower for example clearly visible. The ES includes detailed sections on the 

impact of the proposed Scheme on Cultural Heritage as well as Landscape. 

ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 9.4.85 describes Viewpoint 004.2.007: View west from Mornington 

Terrace: 

"The Proposed Scheme will be located less than 10m from the dwellings on Momington 
Terrace with direct and close views of constmction works from Momington Terrace and 
Clarkson Row. There will be oblique views of the constmction of the tunnel portal and 
demolition and the replacement of Momington Street Bridge. There will also be direct 
views of the piling and other works associated with the retaining wall on Park Village 
East and the demolition of the carriage shedin the middle ground. The rail systems 
works will also be visible in the foreground and middle ground. The parapet wall and 
street trees on Momington Terrace will be largely unaffected, with the exception of the 
wall and trees adjacent to Momington Street Bridge satellite compound, which will be 
removed. Overall, the magnitude of change is considered to be high." 

Para ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 9.4.86 notes 

"The high magnitude of change, assessed alongside the high sensitivity of the receptor 
will result in a major adverse effect" 

7.19. Other views include Viewpoint 004.1.008: View west from Mornington Street and 

Mornington Terrace described in ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 9.4.88-89 noting "moderate 

adverse" impact. Similarly Viewpoint 004.1.010: View west from the corner of Delancey 

Street and Mornington Terrace (which is taken very close to the Property) is described 

in ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 9,4.90-91). 

7.20. Following the completion of the works there will be permanent changes in views 

from your Petitioner's property and Mornington Terrace in general including the 

retaining walls and Mornington Street Bridge but particularly the Euston Portal Head 

House as noted in ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 9.5.1. While Para 9.5.62 describes the impact 

from Park Village East across the cutting towards Mornington Terrace the reverse view 

is not described in the Environmental Statement despite being impacted as shown by 

picture ES Vol 2 Map Book CFAOl page 31 of 60. 

7.21. Public transport used by your Petitioner and family wilt be impacted (particularly C2 

Bus identified in ES Vol 2 FCAOl para 12.4.44) and London Underground impacted per 

12.4.55. 



8, Your Petitioner and his rights, interests and property are injuriously affected by the 

provisions of the Bill, if passed into law in their present form and your Petitioner objects 

for reasons amongst others, hereinafter appearing. 

Lack of clarity on overall scheme In Euston area and approach 

9. The Bill includes powers for the Secretaty of State and the Nominated Undertaker to do 

construction works which are estimated to take approximately 10 years to complete. At 

the current time the intended plans and works are not completely specified and 

arrangements for mitigation are equally unclear or open ended and subjectto variation 

leaving your Petitioner in an impossible position as to exactly how he should petition. 

In addition compensation arrangements are wholly inadequate with respect to your 

Petitioner given the location of his Property. The Bill is effectively a carte blanche to do 

what-ever HS2 Ltd and relevant Government Ministers think appropriate and 

potentially even beyond the scope of High Speed rail but rather property development 

. and alleged regeneration in your Petitioner's local area. Historically legislation has been 

introduced in Pariiament and at the European level to protect individuals from 

unreasonable construction practices including hours of construction working and 

environmental considerations including noise, dust and air quality as well as the right to 

compensation for damages suffered. At the present time your Petitioner's protection 

from such threats will be significantly reduced or even removed without a change in 

current proposals. 

9.1. There has been considerable debate on the development of Euston Station area and the 

proposed Scheme forthe station including variations known as"HS2 plus". The design 

for the station as set out in the Bill impacts not only the surrounding area but also the 

works specifically required in the Camden Cutting. Your Petitioner strongly objects to 

the proposed Scheme as currently set out in the Bill as being sub-optimal for the area 

and involving excessive acquisition of land to the west of the station. The widening of 

the Camden Cutting with associated demolition of the retaining walls and Mornington 

Street Bridge, which your petitioner objects to, apparently allows 4-6 seconds to be 

saved by a straighter approach to the Euston Portal. This was designed prior to 

discussions on the appropriate top speed of the scheme as a whole. With the possible 

change in emphasis it is unclear that the significant costs associated with saving 4-6s 

together with the years of disruption to residents are now justified, 

9.2. Your Petitioner is concerned that, whatever the ultimate decision reached on the 

redevelopment of Euston Station, there will be considerable disruption and 

environmental concems. In understanding the issues, your Petitioner has learnt that 

similar concerns existed in the early 19th Century when the new railway was proposed. 

Jn recognition of the huge undertaking this was, a decision was made then not to bring 



the rail line into the centre bf London as it then was but to the then outskirts. At that 

time environmental issues were less understood and legal protection for individuals far 

less developed. Similar concerns have been raised within the context of HS2 and the 

discussion over a suitable location for the London Terminus. In concluding that Euston is 

a suitable terminus, regard has probably been given to the technological advances 

made since the original line was built however your Petitioner is concerned the current 

plans do not reflect the current capabilities but rather a solution based on the simple 

premise that the development can be bulldozed through both in a physical sense in 

demolishing any current building in the way, whatever cultural heritage it may have or 

whpever's home it be; as weH as a metaphorical sense in just ignoring the views of the 

thousands of local people who will be impacted both physically and economically. Your 

Petitioner is concerned that at a time when similar developments around the worid are 

frequently using 21st Century solutions, often using British available expertise, the 

Promoter has opted for the easiest option. Your Petitioner therefore urges that a "new" 

brief be developed requiring certain fundamental principles to be met and challenging 

the Promoter to find the rightsolution without the need forthe devastation that the 

current plan will bring. 

9.3. Accordingly your Petitioner objectsto the powers that are proposed to be provided by 

the Bill to the Secretary of State and the Nominated Undertaker and respectfully 

submits that, until the strategy, designs and plans are sufficiently developed together 

with adequate mitigation measures that the individuals affected can accurately assess, 

the Bill and petitioning process is delayed and/or postponed. 

9.4. However, your Petitioner recognises the apparent wish to commence work on 

construction as soon as possible. Your Petitioner therefore proposes thatthe Bill should 

be amended to allow for a temporaty station at Old Oak Common and the Euston area 

work delayed until Phase 2 or even Phase " l a " to allow sufficient time for a robust 

scheme to be developed. Your Petitioner notes that a number of other Petitioners, 

including London Borough of Camden, have made similar suggestions. This Petitioner 

wishes to emphasise to your honourable House that his view was reached by your 

Petitioner independently and prior to being aware of others petitioning proposals. 

Lack of clarity on impact on your Petitioner, his family and his property 

10. Despite the proximity to the Petitioner's property to the proposed mainline of HS2,only 

very limited correspondence has been received from HS2 Limited regarding the impact 

and non specific to Mornington Terrace. Your Petitioner has asked HS2 Ltd about his 

Property specifically but has been informed that the information is not available i.e. only 

that which was in the Environmental Statement. Questions in relation to your 

Petitioner's property were not answered because apparently the information has not 

10 



been prepared for individual properties. This is despite the analysis and description 

given in the Non TechnicalSummary for example on the impacts on Mornington Terrace, 

as described in Paragraph 7 (including sub paragraphs) of this Petition. The only 

conclusion that can be drawn by your Petitioner is that while the plans prepared by HS2 

Ltd do not have the detailed impacts, the group of independent environmental 

consultants who prepared the environmental statement on behalf of HS2 Ltd have 

concluded on the devastating impacts the proposed scheme will have on local residents 

and have reported accordingly. If the plans are insufficiently advanced to consider 

impacts at a property level then your Petitioner is concemed at the lack of detail around 

potential mitigation with many ofthe conclusions within the Environmental Statement 

being after mitigation allegedly detailed in the Code of Construction Practice but little 

actually guaranteed. 

10.1. For example ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 11.4.1 notes the direct effects on individual 

dwellings of noise. 

"Taking account of the avoidance and mitigation measures set out in the previous 
paragraphs, the following residential buildings are forecast to experience noise levels 
higher than the noise insulation trigger levels as defined in the draft CoCP. For daytime 
constmction the trigger level is an equivalent continuous noise level of75dB measured 

outdoors: buildings containing approximately 90 dwellings on Momington 
Terrace and Clarkson Row; " 

10.2. ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 11.4.17 

"The measures also reduce the constmction noise effects on acoustic character in the 
majority of residential communities. Despite these measures, the effects on the acoustic 
character in the following local residential community areas are considered to be 
significant: Mornington Terrace and parts of Mornington Place and Crescent;" 

10.3. Your Petitioner is concerned that there has been a failure to recognise the 

community to the east ofthe Cutting. The Environmental Statement in Vol 2 section 5 

CFAOl describes the various areas around Euston Station. 

Para 5.3.12 describes the area north of Granby Terrace 

"The area north of Granby Terrace is a residential area characterised by Georgian 
terraced housing known as Park Village. I t is bordered to the west by Albany Street and 
tothe east by the existing railway. There are few community facilities inthe area apart 
from the Cumberland Market Tenants Hall located off Park Village East." 

11 



The other areas are described in the preceding paragraphs, south and west in 

paragraphs 5.3.5-5.3.10 and east of the station in para 5.3.11. 

There is no mention of the other half of the area north of Granby Terrace to the east of 

the existing railway. In some other parts of the Environmental Statement, your 

Petitioner's immediate community is similariy omitted, albeit not consistently so. 

For example Vol 2 CFAOl para 5.4.35 considers the access issues to Park Village East 

following the removial o f the Mornington Street Bridge but there is no similar comment 

regarding Mornington Terrace and access from the west. This is described further in 

paragraph 19.1 and 19.2 of this petition, 

A further example is provided in considering the impact on the views of the Euston 

Portal Head-house following completion of the works. Para 9.5.62 considers the view 

eastwards from Park Village East but there is no comment or consideration of the 

opposite view westwards from Mornington Terrace. This is described further in 

paragraph 36.5 of this petition, 

10.4. Your Petitioner therefore repeats his objection that the entire scheme south of Old 

Oak Common is inadequately specified with a lack of sufficient clarity around mitigation 

measures set out in The Environmental Statement that was deposited with the Bill 

together with the Code of Construction Practice that is also flawed (as is shown in 

subsequent paragraphs). For example, your Petitioner strongly objects to the idea that 

mitigation measures are not mandatory or the repeated use of the terms reasonable 

where this is subjective and hides a lack of real clarity. Your Petitioner's proposal in 

paragraph 9.4 is repeated. Your Petitioner has no alternative but to object to the whole 

scheme south of Old Oak Commpnuntil these issues are addressed, 

10.5, Further, your Petitioner is concerned that paragraph 1(2) of Schedule 1 of the Bill 

provides that in constructing or maintaining any of the scheduled works the undertaker 

can deviate vertically upwards not exceeding three metres, vertically downwards to any 

extent and laterally to any extent within the limits of deviation shown on the deposited 

plans. While your Petitioner understands that practical reasons "on the ground" may 

require an element of fiexibility the scale of this caveat effectively allows changes that 

could fundamentally impact your Petitioner. For example, by raising the track height, 

amendments to other structures including the head house and bridges will be required. 

These potential impacts are not adequately addressed in the environmental statement, 

which provides that the undertaker only has to use reasonable endeavours to adopt 

measures to reduce adverse environmental effects provided it does not add 

unreasonable cost or delay to the construction and operation. 

12 



10.6. In order to overcome your Petitioner's concerns and notwithstanding previous 

proposals, your Petitioner requests your honourable House to require the Promoter/ 

HS2 Limited, the Secretary of State and/or the Nominated Undertaker to review the 

construction strategy for the project in the Euston Area, the Camden Cutting and 

Camden Town generally with its related works by considering their cumulative impacts 

on communities. The various impacts are discussed further in this Petition but there is a 

cumulative impact of all the impacts described. 

Exclusion of works outside scope of high speed rail 

11. There has been some discussion and proposal to cover part of the Camden cutting with 

properties above [ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 2.2.28]. As well as the construction issues of 

noise, dust, and vibration, any buildings particularly to the north of the Mornington 

Street bridge above the height of the current retaining wall will adversely impact the 

view and light from your Petitioner's property and enjoyed by the Petitioner and his 

family but your Petitioner relied upon the statement that this is outside the scope of 

the Bill [ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 2.2.39]. 

11.1. However, your Petitioner notes that the debate on this matter continues despite the 

statements made in the Environmental statement with the possible covering all the way 

up the cutting to Parkway. 

11.2. Your Petitioner is concerned that the powers sought in the Bill go beyond the scale 

of powers of what is reasonably required to achieve the construction and operation of 

the high speed railway and its associated development particularly in relation to the 

acquisition of land and rights in land, air space and subsoil and are at potentially odds 

with undertakings in the Environmental Statement. 

11.3. Consequently the scope of works should be limited so that HS2 Limited, the 

Secretary of State and/or the Nominated Undertaker are only authorised to undertake 

works in relation to the high speed rail line but excluding any works not directly related. 

Any other development or regeneration should be treated as a separate matter 

including the redevelopment of the Euston area. Any building development on top of an 

enclosed Camden cutting would directly impact Your Petitioner's situation and should 

be specifically excluded given it is insufficiently connected and at the present time only 

vague rumours are circulating rather than proper plans that have been provided to Your 

Petitioner enabling him to make more detailed comments. 

11.4. Your Petitioner is also concerned by Clause 47 of the Bill (compulsory acquisition of 

land for regenerafion and relocation) which is too broad in scope and is not limited by 

time or distance. Your Petitioner believes that this power should be removed and 

13 



submits it should be, or at least if not then significantly reduced in scope, and limited in 

time. 

11.5. Your Petitioner also believes it is unnecessary and inequitable to seek to acquire 

permanent rights in relation to any Property where limited and temporary rights are 

sufficient for construction ofthe works. Indeed, while yourPetitioner's property is not 

currently impacted it is in close proximity to the works and other properties with an 

associated legacy from such open ended arrangements. 

11.6. Accordingly, your Petitioner requests that the Bill be amended so that the 

nominated undertaker may only acquire limited and temporary rights that are actually 

required forthe purpose of the scheme being a high speed rail and nothing further. 

Defective Environmental Statement attached to the Bill 

12. Your Petitioner understands one ofthe purposes of an Environmental Statement is to 

identify potential effects from major works for purposes of both information and 

assurance to those impacted. The Non Technical Summary notes on page 3: 

"As required by law and Parliamentary mles, the Government has provided Parliament 
with a detailed statement assessing the likely significant effects of the Phase One project 
on the environment - the ES. The ES has been prepared by a group of independent 
environmental consultants on behalf ofHS2 Ltd." 

12.1. Your Petitioner is concerned that the impression given in the scheme is one of 

detailed control and mitigation measures but actually in examining the impacts in a 

specific situation there isa oft repeated reference to other documents with technical 

sounding names and "reassuring" acronyms but opt outs or exclusions frequently exist 

that result in your Petitioner having no real protection that can be relied upon, or if 

necessary, enforced. 

12.2, For example NTS pg 30 notes the following in relation to Environmental Minimum 

Requirements ("EMRs") 

"HS2 Ltd and its contractors will be required to comply with both the EMRs and those 
statutory environmental controls. The EMRs will require HS2 Ltd and its contractors to 
adopt measures to reduce the adverse environmental effects reported in the ES, provided 
that such measures are reasonably practicable and do not add unreasonable cost or 
delay to the constmction or operation of the project. 

The EMRs will include: 
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• general principles, by which the Secretary of State commits that the environmental 
effects reported in the ES are not exceeded through application of the environmental 
mitigation assessed in the ES; 

• the CoCP; 
• an Environmental Memorandum; which is a frameworkfor HS2 Ltd and its contractors 
and stakeholders, such as the Environment Agency, Natural England and English 
Heritage, to work together to ensure that the design and constmction of the Phase One 
project is carried out with due regard for environmental considerations; " 

12,3, Your Petitioner objects to the wording "provided that such measures are reasonably 

practicable and do not add unreasonable cost or delay to the construction or operation 

ofthe project" Such exclusions are too subjective and allow too much scope for 

variable application based on flawed priorities of what is reasonable or unreasonable, 

12,4- Your Petitionersubmits that this "reasonableness test" should be replaced by a 

higher standard, i,e, "best practical means" which should be on the face ofthe Bill, The 

measures should be agreed with the relevant local authority who should have final say 

rather than HS2 Ltd, and measures should be subjectto independent assessment, 

verifiable and challengeable, 

12.5. Volume 1 Introduction of the Environmental Statement notes: 

"Purpose of the Code of Constmction Practice 

6.3.4 The draft CoCP sets out a series of proposed measures and standards ofwork, 
which will be applied by the nominated undertaker and its contractors throughout the 
constmction period to provide: 

• effective planning, management and control during constmction to control potential 
impacts; and 

• the mechanisms to engage with the local community and their representatives 
throughout the constmction period. 

6.3.5 The nominated undertaker and its contractors will comply as a minimum with 
applicable environmental legislation atthe time of constmction, together with any 
additional environmental controls imposed bythe hybrid Bill, except where such 
legislation has been dis-applied. For this reason the applicable statutory requirements 
are not repeated within the CoCP. Further guidance on specific activities, such as soil 
handling and dust management, will be based on industry goodpractice as set out in the 
CoCP." 

This creates the impression of managed environmental impacts and concerns but the 

details need to be reviewed as to what actual controls exist. 
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12.6. Volume 2 CFAOl Para 11.3.10 notes: 

"Noise insulation will be offeredfor qualifying buildings as defined in the draft CoCP's 
noise insulation and temporary re-housing policy. Noise insulation or ultimately 
temporary re-housing will avoid residents being significantly affected by levels of 
construction noise inside their dwellings." 

Again this creates the impression of management and mitigation ofthe issues however 

the policy was only published at the end of April 2014 after the consultation on the ES 

was closed and was only found by your Petitioner after specific queries to HS2 Ltd. 

12.7. Further the Draft CoCP does not clarify what exactly, if anything, will actually be 

done. Draft CoCP para 13.2.2 notes the following (with BPM being BestPracticable 

Means and the key word being may): 

"The nominated undertaker will require its contractors to consider mitigation in the 
following order: 

• BPM, including: noise and vibration control at source - for example the selection of 
quiet and low vibration equipment, review of constmction programme and 
methodology to consider quieter methods, location of equipment on site, control of 
working hours (see Section 5.2), the provision of acoustic enclosures and the use of 
less intmsive alarms, such as broadband vehicle reversing wamings; screening -for 
example local screening of equipment, perimeter hoarding or the use of temporary 
stockpiles; 

• then, where despite the implementation of BPM the noise exposure exceeds the 
criteria defined in this CoCP, the contiactors may offer.- noise insulation; or 
ultimately temporary re-housing.". 

12.8. The noise insulation and temporary re-housing policy is found as Appendix B ofthe 

Information Paper E23: Control of construction noise and vibration. While listing a 

number of trigger points (covered subsequently) the policy is vague on real solutions 

with no legal commitment. The Petitioner's Property is a listed building with sash 

windows and box shutters. The Petitioner has been advised that secondary glazing is 

not possible without structural amendments to the shutters. The policy notes the 

following: 

"There may be circumstances in which it is not possible to fit secondary glazing or 
alternative ventilation. Such cases will be considered on a case by case basis. Where 
eligibility is confirmed, appropriate altemative mitigation measures will be considered -
e.g. local screening. Alternatively, temporary re-housing may be offered even i f the 
Temporary Re-housing thresholds are not exceeded." 
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12.9, Further, in failing to assess the needs a property level, the ES does not specify where 

alternative accommodation will be found and particularly the issue of supply if large 

numbers of households are all in need of temporary accommodation at the same time 

particularly where the access to local amenities such as schools is required. 

12.10, Overall, Your Petitioner is not convinced that the Promoters have properly 

considered the impacts ofthe construction, particularly noise, on the surrounding roads 

and the consequences of Mornington Terrace being listed in the Environmental 

statement. In order to overcome your Petitioners' concerns relating to the lack of 

proper mitigation and controls, your Petitioner requests your honourable House to 

require the Promoter forthwith to provide a detailed assessment ofthe impacts on your 

Petitioner's Property (along with the other local residents) and provide a clear 

indication as to extent of sound insulation possible and that will be provided together 

with clarity on the need for re-housing and the impacts of that. 

12.11, Further, your Petitioner requests that in addition to the Bill together with the 

Environmental Statement being amended to remove the "reasonableness" test and 

instead applying "best practicable means" in all cases per paragraph 12,4 of this 

petition, any further documents not directly part ofthe bill by being attached or 

referred to but without legal standing need to be incorporated, 

13. Your Petitioner notes that the quality ofthe protection afforded by the Environmental 

Statement is only as good as the analysis and data prepared in the statement. Your 

Petitioner is concerned about the issues raised in the consultation exercise that was 

conducted on the Environmental Statement particularly by his local authority London 

Borough of Camden. 

13.1. In their reply London Borough of Camden noted in their para 1.2 

"In the time given to consider and respond to the ES, Camden has scrutinised the content 
ofthe ES as extensively as possible. It is the Council's opinion that, for the reasons set 
out below and detailed in Part II of this response, the ES is defective and fails to meet the 
requirements of both Standing Order 27A and the EIA Directive." 

Further their para 1.9 notes: 

"In Camden Council's opinion the ES does not adequately report or assess the tme 
extent ofthe impacts ofthe scheme due to its failure to identify and describe relevant 
baseline information, the wrong methodologies being used both leading to unsound and 
inadequate suggestions for mitigation (if made at all), and a failure to assess the likely 
significant effects and consequently a failure to propose effective mitigation measures. 
This results in a defective document that does not properly inform the decision-maker of 
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all the relevant impacts caused as a resultof the scheme. As far aS Camden impacts are 
concemed the defects and deficiencies outlined in this Part I Summary Response result 
in its being an "unsafe " and inadequate basis for informing what are generationally 
important decisions by Parliament on the HS2 project." 

13.2. Your Petitioner has notes that London Borough of Camden has filed their own 

Petition but notes it is at high level given the extent of their interests. This, therefore> 

does not relieve your Petitioner's anxiety in this area given the potential impact that 

fiawed baselines and incomplete analysis of mitigation may have on your Petitioner's 

life, his family and property. 

13.3. This is such an important matter that your Petitioner notes the following from 

London Borough of Camden's Petition. 

114. Your Petitioners consider, for the reasons set out above and detailed in its response 
to the consultation exercise, that it is clear that the ES is defective and fails to meet the 
requirements of Standing Order 27A and the EIA Directive. In order to overcome this, 
your Petitioners consider it is vital the Promoter should be required to produce an 
addendum to the ES which addresses all the deficiencies raised by your Petitioners in its 
consultation response and the concems raised by the Environmental Audit Committee in 
its report published on 7 April 2014. Your Petitioners would also request your 
honourable House to require the Promoter to provide additional information on any 
addendum to the ES to your Petitioners about survey results and information received 
from monitoring (including a requirement to report to relevant London database 
holders). 

13.4. In light ofthe concerns in this area, your Petitioner requests your honourable House 

to require the Promoter to provide a detailed reply to the defects in the Environmental 

Statement identified by London Borough of Camden which should be made publically 

available. Further your Petitioner requests the Promoter is requested to provide this 

Petitioner with a detailed explanation as to how the baseline assessments and 

mitigation methodologies, including where assumptions have been made, have been 

done in relation to Mornington Terrace and your Petitioner'sProperty. 

14. Your Petitioner further objects that the current scheme has numerous work streams 

running in parallel but that no cumulative analysis of all the impacts has been 

considered including noise, dust and air quality from both demolition and construction 

as well as additional transportation. In the absence of such analysis then your Petitioner 

has no alternative but to object to the scheme proposed in the area of Camden Town 

and Euston as a whole. Accordingly your Petitioner requests that your honourable 

House require the Promoter to provide a detailed assessment to the cumulative 

impacts in a format that is comprehensible to a local resident such as your Petitioner 
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and that your Petitioner is given an opportunity to comment and further petition your 
honourable House as may be necessary. 

15, Your Petitioner notes that the planning regime set out in the Bill includes elements that 
effectively give HS2 Ltd a veto over control mechanisms that may be sought bythe 
London Borough of Camden as the local planning authority to Your Petitioner. Sub
paragraph 2(7) of Schedule 16 to the Bill for example says that the relevant planning 
authority may impose conditions on approval of detailed plans and specifications only 
with the agreement of the nominated undertaker. This is effectively giving the Fox the 
final say in the management of the Hen House. This goes againstthe spirit given in the 
Environmental Statement / CoCP that environmental controls are agreed within the 
planning framework and this clause should be deleted as should any other element of 
the Bill that effectively has HS2 Ltd having a veto in areas where a control mechanism 
includes outside authorities. 

Status and use of the Code of Construction Practice. 

16. Attached to the ES is a draft Code of Construction Practice. ("CoCP"). It is understood 
that this will be used to manage and mitigate issues identified. However the code does 
not clarify what exactly, if anything, will actually be done. Referring back to Draft CoCP 
para 13.2.2 notes the following (i.e. no commitment): 

". then, where despite the implementation of BPM the noise exposure exceeds the 
criteria defined in this CoCP, the contractors may offer: noise insulation; or ultimately 
temporary re-housing.". 

16.1. Further, your Petitioner notes his local authority (and freeholder of his building), 
London Borough of Camden does not consider that the proposed Code of Construction 
Practice is adequate to meet the particular circumstances ofthe local urban 
environment. Your Petitioner further notes that the London Borough of Camden is 
concerned that requests for further information and responses to specific requests 
remain outstanding and in particular that London Borough of Camden is still to be 
satisfied about the adequacy of the Environmental Statement, that Baseline 
assumptions made over a number of generic issues have still to be substantiated and 
that the proposed Code of Construction Practice remains in a draft form which is 
neither acceptable in principle, nor in its presumptions, proposals and extent of detail. 

16.2. Consequently, your Petitioner requests that the defects identified be rectified and 
any ambiguity removed together with the appropriate amendments to ensure the 
protection for local residents is mandatory and enforceable. 
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16.3. Notwithstanding the concerns with the content and extent of the draft CoCP, your 

Petitioner is also concerned that the proposed CoCP has no statutory basis since it is not 

actually part of the Bill, Consequently, your Petitioner is concerned as to how HS2 Ltd 

will be held accountable for the actions measured against the CoCP, Further the status 

of the policies referred to within the CoCP (for example the policy on re-housing 

referred to previously) is equally unclear. Your Petitioner submits that the Code of 

Construction Practice together with the relevant policies should be incorporated into 

the Bill in such a way as to ensure their compliance can be legally enforced by those 

they are designed to protect. 

16.4, Further, your Petitioner is left wondering who HS2 Ltd would ultimately be 

accountable to. One suggestion is that Pariiament and not the nominated undertaker 

should be accountable for the project, however your Petitioner urges yourhonourable 

House to consider additional arrangements including residents' representatives. Any 

monitoring required underthe Code of Construction Practice should involve the 

relevant local authority as well as independent experts with effective oversight and 

redress arrangements in the event of non-compliance with the Code of Construction 

Practice. Further, remuneration targets and bonuses for managers involved in delivery 

must refiect the high importance of safeguarding the health and safety of local 

residents by compliance with the Code as well as timely completion which appears to 

be an overriding concern at present at the expense of local residents, 

16.5. Even with a workable set of environmental standards, your Petitioner is concerned 

as to their compliance andthe associated riskof HS2 Ltd / the nominated undertaker/ 

the Promoter failing to fulfil their obligations, consequently your Petitioner requests 

that the Bill includes provisions enabling enforcement against the Secretary of State in 

the event of one of the above failing to fulfil their obligations. Your Petitioner is also 

concemed that "commercial" decisions may be made around environmental issues such 

that limits may be breached to keep to deadlines. This ethos has already be shown in 

some of the "reasonableness" tests. Consequently your Petitioner urges that strict 

penalties be included within the framework of control with a high monetary quantum, 

including a substantial element going to those impacted. This is not to reward those but 

rather to deter any breaches by the Nominated Undertakers at others expense. While it 

is anticipated that HS2 Ltd may object to this, there can be no justification for doing so 

if the intention is to be bound by the limits imposed. 

16.6, Further given the close relationship between the Secretary of State, the promoter 

andthe nominated undertaker, there is a concern around the possible fettering of the 

Secretary of State's discretion to act given the agreements that maybe in place. 

Consequently, your Petitioner urges that the Bill should be amended so that 

undertakings given by the Secretary of State and / or the promoter / nominated 
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undertaker / HS2 Ltd during the passage of the Bill are enforceable by the beneficiaries 

of the undertaking inthe courts. 

Inappropriate use of impacts being Identified as "Temporary" 

17, Your Petitioner notes that the scheme separately identifieseffects as being either the 

construction phase or operational phase and as being either Temporary or Permanent 

with the over-riding principle appearing to be that anything during the construction 

phase is Temporary. This is clearly seen in the Contents list of ES Vol 5 CFAOl regarding 

landscapes for example. Your Petitioner would like to point out that the terms used in 

this consequence are merely relative and that, in the area of employment legislation for 

example, temporary has been used to try to circumvent protection for individuals and 

so too in this case where a period in excess of 10 years is considered temporary. Your 

Petitioner strongly disagrees. 

17.1. To further illustrate, your Petitioner questions whether someone would consider 

moving to a temporary home likely for 10 years, a temporary school for 10 years, use of 

a temporary car for 10 years. Certainly with respect to the very young or very old the 

term temporary would take on a different perspective. An alternative scheme might be 

to shut down the existing rail services into Euston, it would only be a temporary 

measure but your Petitioner suspects that even 24hours would be unacceptably long 

for most commuters rather than just "temporary". 

17.2. Another scenario could be if your Petitioner wished to sell his property at some point 

in the next 13 years while construction was underway. In 2017 say with 9 years to go a 

potential purchaser faced with 9 years of future construction would undoubtedly take a 

very different view to a purchaser in 2025 with only one year of construction to go 

despite all the construction effects being only temporary. Your Petitioner suspects that 

a scientific study as to how long impacts would need to be before behaviours changed 

would show that it would be a much shorter period than 10 years. 

17.3. Your Petitioner is concerned that a number of assessments that should be required 

to understand their impact in the environmental statement have been excluded or 

where negative impacts identified they have been downplayed or dismissed on the 

basis that they are "temporary" but without further analysis. For example temporary 

loss of parking is identified, however the issue of where the vehicle should be kept with 

the shortage of parking is not addressed. If no alternative parking facility is provided 

then the only alternative to sell the vehicle is hardly temporary ? Another example 

would be the loss of a playground in a public space, for a six year old child this is pretty 

permanent if the playground is next available 10 years later when now a sixteen year 

old. 
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17.4. Temporary effects identified in CFAOl include, 

road closures, or diversions 

pedestrian diversions 

location of construction equipment and compounds. 

Temporary effect on air quality 

Loss of public space 

Temporary re-housing 

Temporary isolation from closed roads 

Temporary amenity effects 

Temporary noise effects 

Temporary visual effects 

Temporary ramps to from track to road level 

Temporary platform closures in the underground (at weekends) 

Temporary utility bridges 

Temporary loss of parking 

Your Petitioner is concerned as to the cumulative effects of all these temporary items 

which does not appear to have been assessed as a totality. 

17.5. Your Petitioner is eoncerned atthe common theme that runs through the 

environmental statement that appears to link the idea of temporary with the idea of a 

reduced level of mitigation and ultimately compensation. For example ES Vol 2 CFAOl 

para 9.4.7 notes 

"Utility works will be temporary in nature and are a common occurrence in urban 
areas." 

However this is fiawed since the majority of utility works normally undertaken are 

repairs and maintenance ratherthan the major infrastructure works planned in the 

scheme with removal of utilities from one street and potential replacement elsewhere 

as per the reference to possible works in Momington Terrace If there is insufficient 

space in Park Village East Utilities works may be common in London as a whole but not 

in an individual streetsuch as Mornington Terrace, 

17.6. Accordingly your Petitioner objects to the principle that the application o f the 

relevant rules and regulations in relation to the construction works should be on a 

"Temporary" basis. This is particularly relevant to potential health impacts where any 

reducfion in life expectancy has to be considered permanent. 
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17.7. In order to overcome your Petitioner's concerns, your Petitioner requests your 

honourable House to provide guidance on the significance of the length of time where 

impacts occur ratherthan simply Temporary or Permanent. Further, your Petitioner 

requests that the simple link between "Temporary" and level of mitigation or, in the 

absence of adequate mitigation, then compensation, be broken and instead the more 

equitable principle of preventing and compensating losses suffered be followed. 

Following this, your Petitioner requests your honourable House to require the Promoter 

/ HS2 Limited, the Secretary of State and/or the Nominated Undertaker to review the 

construction strategy for the project in the Euston Area, the Camden Cutting and 

Camden Town generally in light of the change of principle that where residents are 

impacted then costs will be incurred from mitigation or compensation that may impact 

some of the design decisions that have been made. 

Waste and hazardous nnaterials 

18. Your Petitioner notes that there is a considerable amount of demolition and excavation 

proposed within the Euston and Camden Cutting area. Your Petitioner is concerned 

regarding the age and scale of some of the buildings to be demolished together with 

the previous industrial usage of the land being excavated. Your Petitioner is concerned 

that the full impact on local communities has been underestimated and by suggestions 

that principles of waste hierarchy embodied in legislation are being ignored by HS2 Ltd. 

18.1. In order to overcome your Petitioner's concerns, your Petitioner requests your 

honourable House to require the Promoter / HS2 Limited, the Secretary of State and/or 

the Nominated Undertaker to obtain an independent assessment of the current scheme 

and that proper identification of the potentially hazardous materials be carried out 

prior to commencement of works. 

18.2. Further your Petitioner requests that the Bill be amended that (1) The Secretary of 

State and the nominated undertaker be required to comply with the requirements of 

the Waste Framework Directive and review its decisions on treatment of waste to 

ensure compliance with the waste hierarchyas detailed in that Directive, Such review 

should include publishing details o f the "integrated design approach" to waste 

management and subject to consultation to enable effective public participation on this 

issue and (2) The Secretary of State, the nominated undertaker and the relevant local 

authority be required to agree arrangements for monitoring and enforcement of 

mitigation measures designed to safeguard local communities near the construction 

sites for the high speed railway and associated development from adverse effects 

created by waste. Such plans to be overseen by an independent body picked by 

Pariiament 
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Road closures and congestion 

19, The environmental statement that was deposited with the Bill suggests a number of 

road closures and significant disruption. This will undoubtedly result in severe 

congestion in the surrounding area and use of other residential roads by increased 

vehicular traffic and construction vehicles, 

19.1, Park Village East will need to be closed fully for a period during demolition and 

reconstruction of the retaining wall, during which all traffic will be diverted however no 

alternatives are provided. 

For example Vol 2 CFAOl para 5.4.35 considers the access issues to Park Village East 

follov\/ing the removal of the Mornington Street Bridge 

"The demolition and replacement of Momington Street Bridge will also mean that 

residents will not be able to gain vehicular access to and from the east, while those 

works are in progress. There will be continuing discussion with residents in Park Village 

East in order to identify ways to reduce the impacts of these works. The access 

restrictions for residents and the duration of the construction works are considered to 

result in a major adverse isolation effect on the local community and are significant." 

19.2, Mornington Terrace is a one way street with traffic flowing northwards in the 

opposite direction to Park Village East. Access to your Petitioner's property from the 

North is then round one of the various "one-way" routes either Park Village East and 

Mornington Street Bridge, or Parkway, Ariington Road, Delancey Street and Albert 

Street, Alternative access would be fromthe South via Hampstead Road, however this 

is not considered in the Environmental Statement nor is the "access from the west" 

equivalent to para 5,4,35 above. 

19.3, The proposed Scheme also includes the demdiifion of the Mornington Street Bridge, 

This is within 100m of the Petitioner's property and removes one route overthe railway 

line. It should be noted that for several months of 2013 structural repairs were carried 

out to the bridge with a traffic contra-fiow system in place causing disruption and 

clearly demonstrating a lack of coordination. The bridge is planned to be closed fo r4 

years. 

19.4.. The proposed Scheme also includes the demolition of the Granby Terrace Bridge (at 

the same time as Mornington Street Bridge for 2016 to 2018. This effectively removes 

any access to Mornington Terrace from the south or west apart from Euston Road and 

Hampstead Road (via Momington Crescent), already congested before works 

commence. 
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19.5. Considerable Utility works are planned for Delancey Street and neighbouring. This 
will cause considerable disruption. There is also the potential for Utility works in 
Mornington Terrace itself if space is not available in Park Village East, The 
Environmental Statement leaves this as an open ended caveat 

19.6. Your petitioner is concerned about the cumulative impact of works from multiple 
utilities contractors contributing individually to the total disruption and noise. This is 
increased by the obvious lack of coordination in the last 12 months with major 
disruption from major works to a bridge scheduled to be demolished and replacing 
water mains where major works again required. 

19.7. The proposed Scheme in its current format does not consider the cumulative effect 
of all the construction activities, road closures and traffic congestion, and is indeed 
fiawed in the opinion of your Petitioner in the suggestion thatthere is a reduction in the 
traffic on Mornington Terrace per table 24 ES Vol2 CFAOl and that drivers facing traffic 
jams on other neighbouring roads won't consider an alternative route. Common sense 
(and indeed the experience from traffic calming measures) suggests drivers will seek 
alternatives. 

19.8. Your Petitioner also notes that London Borough of Camden are concerned and noted 
the following in their extremely detailed response to the Environmental Statement, on 
page 59: 

"Camden Council has reviewed the transport assessment within this ES and very 
specifically the core transport information provided in Vol 5. On the basis of its own 
Screenline surveys and data and experience and that of other stakeholders, it is Camden 
Council's contention thatthe transport impacts described in the ES are largely under
estimated resulting in inadequate mitigation proposals arisingfrom this inaccurate and 
not fit for purpose transport assessment. " 

19.9. Overall, your Petitioner is not convinced that the Promoters have properly 
considered the impact of the closure of Park Village East on the surrounding roads (with 
the additional impact of Construction Compounds partially blocking roads as well (see 
below) and the consequences on the various one way routes around the area. 
Consequently your Petitioner objects to the proposals in relation to road closures 
without a proper plan for alternatives. 

19.10. Indeed the Non Technical Summary notes the following on page 55: 

"During construction, six roads will be closed for up to 10 years. Disruption will be kept 
to a minimum by implementing a well-managed, phased constmction, including the 
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provision of altemative access. Changes to the local road networkfollowing completion 
of the works will involve the closure of nine roads. " 

This appears at odds with the analysis of timings ofthe bridge demolitions and work 
schedules. 

19.11. In order to overcome your Petitioner's concems relating to severe congestion, your 
Petitioner requests your honourable House to require the Promoter to provide an 
explanation forthwith as to how the various one way systems are expected to work 
around Camden Cutting and Camden Town from 2016 to 2018 and beyond through the 
construction period. 

19.12. Further, the concerns around the wider congestion predicted in Camden is well 
documented with various Camden campaign groups, SOS Camden, Save Camden from 
HS2, publishing maps. Your Petitioner requests that HS2 Ltd address these maps as soon 
as practicable rather than appearing to ignore them which appears to be the case to 
date. 

19.13. Further, whatever proposals are adopted, your Petitioner requests your honourable 
House to ensure that risk assessments should be completed by the nominated 
undertaker, relevant statutory undertakers and emergency services in relation to the 
access and transport issues raised by increased road usage for each Community Forum 
Area in the Camden area prior to any road closures. Your Petitioner requests that the 
results the risk assessment should be available to the public. 

Air quality and pollution 

20. The London Borough of Camden already suffers some of the highest levels of air 
pollution and according to media reports is in breach of various legal limits and facing 
fines. Your Petitioner is naturally concerned about air quality issues which is particularly 
obvious when cleaning around the air-vents in the Property. 

20.1, The proposed Scheme in its current format does not appear to consider the 
cumulative effect of all the construction activities, road closures and traffic congestion . 
In addition Mornington Terrace is in area designated as CFAOl in the Environmental 
Statement but is close to the boundary of both adjacent areas CFA02 and CFA03. There 
does not appear to be any accumulative analysis of effects between areas. 

20.2. With air quality and pollution apparently already exceeding legal limits, the scheme 
will result in levels increasing yet further, This will undoubtedly have a negative impact 
on local residents' health. With poor air quality linked to early cause of death, your 
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Petitioner is left wondering what is an acceptable level of increase ? Would one 

resident suffering an early death as a result of increased pollution over a 10 year period 

be an acceptable cost of HS2 in its current format ? If one is acceptable then what is the 

cut off point ? How many man-years of lost life are acceptable ? If one is unacceptable 

then a major re-think is required. In the view of your Petitioner any argument that a 

deterioration in air quality is acceptable as it won't have a lasting impact is akin to a 

smoker arguing the impact of a cigarette is not significant and lungs will re-grow when 

medical evidence is that 10 years of smoking is damaging - albeit only temporary in 

some people's opinions. 

20.3. Your Petitioner is not satisfied that full and proper consideration has been given to 

the cumulative effects of the proposed works, and, considering the concerns raised by 

the Local Authority, London Borough of Camden in their response to the Environmental 

Statement, your Petitioner requests an assessment of the cumulative impacts and 

proper baseline surveys need to be undertaken bythe Promoter in advance of the 

construction of the works and appropriate mitigation measures should be determined. 

20.4. Accordingly, your Petitioner requests that the Bill be amended so that before 

construction commences there should be an air quality baseline monitoring study 

benchmarked against the Air Quality Standards Regulations 2010 and a copy of this 

report should be made public. Your petitioner submits that the Bill should be amended 

so that thresholds for air quality and an air quality mitigation plan should be produced 

for each Community Forum Area, to apply both during construction and operation of 

HS2. 

20.5. Further, undertakings should he required so that HS2 Limited, the Secretary of State 

and/or the Nominated Undertaker must ensure that air quality is maintained within 

acceptable levels in urban areas including Momington Terrace and Delancey Street to 

ensure that the levels of dust and air pollutants, including vehicle emissions, are no 

worse than prior to the commencement of works. This should include detailed actual 

monitoring where works are carried out rather than just extrapolations from existing 

research points. 

20.6. Your Petitioner requests that the local authority, London Borough of Camden, should 

be provided with powers to monitor air quality in accordance with binding mitigation 

plans and in the event air quality thresholds are breached, your Petitioner submits that 

the Bill should be amended to enable the local authority to require the cessation of 

construction activities until such point as air quality thresholds are complied with. 

20.7. Where mitigation measures are insufficient to mitigate the impact of increased 

pollution or where, for whatever reason, construction is not halted per the proposal in 
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the previous paragraph then undertakings should be required so that HS2 Limited, the 

Secretary of State and/or the Nominated Undertaker must fully compensate for 

alternative accommodation costs for all those impacted recognising that simple 

monetary compensation can never cover the impact on health caused by long term 

exposure to air pollution. Your Petitioner recognises that this could be extremely 

expensive but asks what price is HS2 Ltd putting on the health of local residents. 

Building and Satellite Compounds 

21. During the construction phase of the proposed Scheme, a number of "satellite 

construction compounds" including Mornington Terrace Sidings, Granby Terrace, 

Carriage Shed & Park Village East, and Mornington Street will be sited close to your 

Petitioner's property with North and South Hampstead Road, and others further afield. 

See Map Book CFAOl pg 20. A number of these will have out of hours working with 

increased traffic and congestion. 

21.1. Of particular concem is the Mornington Street compound site which is sited actually 

running along Morningtbn Terrace as per the Map Book. 

ES Vol2 CFAOl para 2,4,61 describes thus: 

"The compound will occupy the western footway and half the width of the existing road 

adjacent to Momington Street Bridge and the proposed utilities bridge. During the 

bridge demolition and constmction, the compound will be larger." 

Para 2.4,62 notes 

"For most ofthe period it is in use, the compound will operate during core working 

hours, but there may be occasional short periods when it operates at other times. It will 

have limited space for offices, welfare facilities and storage.". 

It is not clear if the last sentence means that the compound is a space for those 

activities or rather that because space is limited there will not be these activities. 

21.2. The Mornington Street Bridge Compound will partially obstruct the Terrace, increase 

noise and traffic congestion as well as removing car parking spaces. The lack of specifics 

implies a proper analysis has yet to be carried out and the promoter is "hedging his 

bets" obtaining as many sites as possible despite the obvious negative impacts on local 

residents. 
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21.3. Your Petitioner is concerned about the risk to public safety posed by the potentially 
large, heavy lorries and articulated vehicles, that may use the compounds especially in 
light of the residential nature of Mornington Terrace. 

21.4. Your Petitioner objects to the use of a residential street such as Momington Terrace 
being used as the location for a Satellite Compound given the obvious negative impacts 
on local residents and the number of other sites in the area such that are all of them 
really necessary in such close proximity. 

21.5. Your Petitioner is not satisfied that full consideration has been given to the exact 
requirements for the various sites or the potential for using other sites not on 
residential roads particularly when such non specific details are given. Accordingly your 
Petitioner requests an undertaking be required from the Promoters to properly 
evaluate what the exact requirements are and to identify a solution not using 
residential streets given the disruption caused, particularly given the presence of 
multiple other sites not on residential roads in close proximity. 

21.6. Further, notwithstanding the above, your Petitioner requests that no HGVs are 
allowed to use the Compound proposed on Mornington Terrace. 

21.7. Your petitioner is concerned that this part of the ES makes no mention ofthe need 
to remove mature London plane trees to make way for this compound. Mornington 
Terrace is a tree lined street, with mature London plane trees a number of which will 
potentially be removed for the Satellite compound per ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 9.4.85. 
Their death cannot be mitigated given the difficulfies of transplanting mature trees. 
Notwithstanding the above. Your Petitioner objects to the removal ofthe mature trees 
to facilitate a satellite construction compound given the long term consequences on the 
view down the Terrace. Accordingly your Petitioner requests an undertaking be 
required from the Promoters to ensure no trees are damaged under any circumstances 
and suggests administration and support facilities and storage at the very least can be 
sited elsewhere. 

21.8. Your Petitioner isalso concerned regarding the Mornington Terrace sidings satellite 
compound site that although in the Camden Cuffing will be directly outside his property 
albeit the other side of the retaining wall. 

Per ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 2.4.55 and following 

"2.4.55 This compound will: 
• be usedfrom 2015 to 2017; 
• support approximately 25 constmction personnel; and 
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• vehicle access from A400 Hampstead Road via Momington Crescent, Clarkson Row 
and Momington Terrace or via Momington Crescent, Momington Place and 
Momington Terrace. 

2.4.56 The compound will specifically support the classic railway enabling works 
including: 
• reconfiguration of the classic railway approach by decommissioning two western 
lines to recreate a four track approach; 
• vertical and horizontal realignment of track; 
• removal, replacement and reconfiguration of rail switches and crossings; 
• reconfiguring overhead line equipment, signalling and communications systems; and 
• decommissioning and closure of the existing railway dive under. 

2.4.57 Plant, equipment and material will mostly be delivered and removed via the 
classic railway corridor using road-rail plant and equipment. There will be minimal 
deliveries via Momington Terrace. Pedestrian access to the site will be via an existing 
Network Rail pedestrian access gate off Momington Terrace. 

2.4.58 The majority of works will be carried out outside core working hours in railway 
possessions." 

Your Petitioner is concerned at the proximity of this site to his property but recognises 
the impact will be reduced as it is in the cutting, a much more appropriate location than 
on a residential street. Notwithstanding that, he is concerned around noise and also 
light if high power lighting is used at night for whatever reason together with the vague 
concept of "mostly" without a clear indication ofthe extent. 

Accordingly your Petitioner requests that (not withstanding other requests) that night 
time working in the compound is kept to a minimum particularly noting that from the 
experience of the West Coast Main Line upgrade works, considerably less actual night 
time working was actually required than originally requested, andthat any deliveries via 
Mornington Terrace are on an exception basis and only during core hours. 

21.9. Further, notwithstanding the above, your Petitioner notes that compounds may use 
generators. These will undoubtedly be noisy contributing to the background npise of 
the area. Your Petitioner finds it inconceivable that a suitable power source could not 
be found or provided in such a location as the Camden Cutting over a 10 year period 
and consequently requests an undertaking that generators will not be used in built up 
areas except as a last resort and with clear procedures to ensure compliance, 
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Residential on street car parking 

22. The proposed Scheme notes a loss of car parking from various sources including road 
closures with utility works as well as using local roads for satellite compounds / depots. 
In addition any construction traffic will undoubtedly effectively remove residents' 
parking spaces given the narrow nature of residential roads with cars parked along 
them and the likelihood of damage from HGVs. 

For example ES Vol 2 CFAOl Para 12.4.31 notes 

"The Proposed Scheme will have a range of impacts on parking amenity, based on the 
relatively long duration of the loss of parking, offset by the good availability of spaces in 
the local area. In summary, the effects are: 
• Granby Terrace (moderate adverse effect); 
• Park Village East (major adverse effect); 
• Momington Terrace (moderate adverse effect);" 

Your Petitioner does not believe this is credible given that the Granby Terrace bridge 
will not exist for several years together with construction compounds at both ends. As a 
local resident he disagrees with the suggestion that there is "good availability of spaces 
in the local area". Mornington Terrace will also be significantly reduced by both the 
Construction Compound and by the need to remove parking on one side ofthe street if 
used by construction traffic. 

22.1. This will make keeping a car practically difficult despite your Petitioner needing a car 
for potential work and travelling to and supporting extended family members who are 
in excess of 70 years of age. Your Petitioner objects to the lack of specific measures 
included to manage this problem despite the adverse impact identified within the 
Environmental Statement albeit on a road by road basis rather than cumulative impact 
where residents of Momington Terrace, Delancey Street Mornington Street and 
Mornington Crescent are all seeking somewhere to park in the same adjacent roads 
which are already "full". 

22.2. In order to overcome your Petitioner's concems, your Petitioner request your 
honourable House to require the Promoter / Nominated Undertaker to undertake a 
detailed assessment ofthe total impact on the parking requirements ofthe Proposed 
Scheme and publish a plan as to how this issue will be managed. Your Petitioner 
suggests this should coincide with the proposed publications requested in Paragraph 19 
above in relation to road closures. 
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22.3. Further, your Petitioner requests that your honourable House seek an undertaking 

from the London Borough of Camden, who issues the residential parking permits, to 

review the zoning and rules for such permits to give greater flexibility to local residents 

impacted by HS2 in finding somewhere to park, and in particular to evaluate the 

number of permits issued againstthe number of spaces available. 

Heavy Goods Vehicles 

23. Your Petitioner is concerned bythe significant amount of waste which is potentially due 

to be transported by road in the immediate vicinity of Momington Terrace which will 

impact significantly upon the quiet enjoyment of the Property and the neighbourhood 

byway of noise, disturbance, visual intrusion and traffic increases. Your Petitioner is 

concerned that the plans for such a significant number of lorry movements have not 

been properly assessed. 

23.1. Consequently, your Petitioner objects to the use of HGVs to remove spoil and rubble 

from excavations and demolitions. All such transportation should be via rail to avoid 

additional (and therefore excessive given current) pollution levels including dust, 

particulates as well as Nitrogen Dioxides. 

23.2. Your Petitioner having reviewed the Environmental Statement and maps is still 

unclear as to whether the current intention is for Mornington Terrace to be used a 

"construction traffic route" marked by a dotted green line on CT-05-001 pg 20 Map 

Book CFAOl or whether Delancey Street will be used. The map also shows construction 

traffic on bridges that will not be available for several years. 

23.3. Notwithstanding the objection abpve, your Petitioner objects to the use of HGVs on 

Mornington Terrace which is a quiet residential road with traffic calming measures 

unsuitable for HGV transportation. Consequently your Petitioner requests the route be 

amended accordingly, or if this is not possible then appropriate measures must be 

introduced to protect local residents given the volume of vehicles anticipated. 

23.4. Notwithstanding the objections above, your Petitioner objects to the use of HGVs 

outside core hours given the additional noise and vibration caused. Consequently your 

Petitioner requests the plans be amended accordingly, or if this is not possible then 

appropriate measures must be introduced to protect local residents given the volume 

of vehicles anticipated, 

23.5. Whatever proposals are adopted, your Petitioner requests that large vehicles as well 

as other construction traffic must be strictly controlled, having regard to the particular 

sensitivities of the area. Your Petitioner therefore requests that the nominated 
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undertaker should be subject to binding mitigation measures in relation to the control 
of all construction traffic, assessment of suitability of roads for construction traffic, 
routeing of lorries and other vehicles in accordance with a list of routes to be agreed 
with the nominated undertaker, London Borough of Camden, and local residents' 
representatives. 

23.6. Whatever proposals are adopted, your Petitioner requests that binding mitigation 
measures should include traffic management plans to be agreed between the 
nominated undertaker, the local authority being London Borough of Camden and the 
relevant highway authority to be monitored and enforced by environmental health 
officers. 

23.7. Whatever proposals are adopted, your Petitioner requests that risk assessments 
should be completed by the nominated undertaker, relevant statutory undertakers and 
emergency services in relation to the access and transport issues raised by use of 
construction traffic and HGVs in such high numbers for each Community Forum Area in 
the Camden area. Your Petitioner requests that the results the risk assessment should 
be available to the public. 

23.8. Whatever proposals are adopted, your Petitioner requests that appropriate funding 
should be provided by the nominated undertaker to the highway authority for the 
maintenance, repair and reinstatement of highways required as a result of use by 
construction traffic. 

Noise during construction 

24. The Environmental Statement deposited with the Bill acknowledges that cumulative 
impacts arise from the construction works frequently impacting Mornington Terrace as 
set out in Paragraph 7 (and following) of this petition but does not assess them. 

24.1. ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 11.4.1 notes the direct effects on individual dwellings of noise. 

"Taking account of the avoidance and mitigation measures set out in the previous 
paragraphs, the following residential buildings are forecast to experience noise levels 
higher than the noise insulation trigger levels as defined in the draft CoCP. For daytime 
constmction the trigger level is an equivalent continuous noise level of 75 dB measured 
outdoors: 

buildings containing approximately 90 dwellings on Mornington Terrace and 
Clarkson Row;" 
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Further ESVol 5 Appendix Sound, Noiseand Vibration Construction Assessment CFAOl 

notes the following regarding Mornington Terrace in paragraphs 4.4.12 and following: 

"4.4.12 Temporary constmction noise impacts are identified at residential dwellings 
along the length of Momington Terrace. Taking account of the envisaged incorporated 
mitigation, the forecast constmction noise will not be expected to cause significant 
effects inside all dwellings. However, accounting for the impact on the noise amenity 
outside the dwellings, the number of impacts, the grouping of impacts and their duration, 
a significant effect is likely to occur at this group of dwellings, denoted by CSV01-C3 in 
Table 3 and illustrated in Map Series SV-04 (Volume 5, Sound, Noise and Vibration Map 
Book). 

4.4.13 Approximately 140properties on Momington Terrace are likely to experience 
constmction noise levels during the day above 75dB (LpAeq, 12hr) and/or 3dB above 
baseline where the baseline is above this level, for a continuous period exceeding one 
month. The majority of these will also be impacted at night (above 55dB LpAeq, Ihr 
and/or 3dB above baseline where the baseline is above this level) for a continuous 
period exceeding one month. 

4.4.14 During the day the main sources of noise impact are expected to be contiguous 
piling of the retaining wall abutments, excavation, and Barrette wall constmction (in 
Park Village East). In the south of this area demolitions and bridge works will also be 
major sources in the day and night." 

It is unclear how many dwellings or why the inconsistencies. It is also unclear what 

length of time the impacts will occur over given the statement exceeding one month 

which, given the works last for 10 years and other references to longer periods, 

provides no meaningful Information. 

24.2. Given the statements made in the Environmental Statement, your Petitioner is 

extremely disappointed at the lack of effort by HS2 Ltd to contact your Petitioner and 

discuss the issues. Your Petitioner is extremely concemed that statements in the 

Environmental Statement are misleading. 

24.3. ES Vol 2 CFAOl Para 11.3.10 notes the following: 

'Noise insulation will be offeredfor qualifying buildings as defined in the draft CoCP's 
noise insulation and temporary re-housing policy. Noise insulation or ultimately 
temporary re-housing will avoid residents being significantly affected by levels of 
constmction noise inside their dwellings." 
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24.4. Your Petitioner is concerned that the CoCP provides no undertaking that can be 
relied upon. Draft COCP para 13.2.2 notes the following (key word being may): 

"The nominated undertaker will require its contractors to consider mitigation in the 
following order: 
• BPM, including: noise and vibration control at source - for example the selection of 
quiet and low vibration equipment, review of constmction programme and methodology 
to consider quieter methods, location of equipment on site, control ofworking hours (see 
Section 5.2), the provision of acoustic enclosures and the use of less intmsive alarms, 
such as broadband vehicle reversing wamings; screening - for example local screening 
of equipment, perimeter hoarding or the use of temporary stockpiles; 
• then, where despite the implementation of BPM the noise exposure exceeds the 
criteria defined in this CoCP, the contractors may offer: noise insulation; or ultimately 
temporary re-housing.". 

Your petitioner objects that mitigation measures are not mandatory and urges your 
honourable House to require that construction work cannot commence until all 
measures are identified and installed. 

24.5. The draft CoCP 13.2.10 details how the policy will be implemented. 

"The nominated undertaker will implement a noise insulation and temporary rehousing 
policy. The policy is intended to provide additional protection to residents in the event 
that it is not practicable to mitigate airbome noise, or reduce its exposure, to levels that 
are tolerable during certain intensive construction phases. The nominated undertaker's 
contractors will submit a noise insulation/temporary rehousing appraisal at least six 
[footnote Where noise insulation is potentially required at listed building the appraisal shall be submitted 

at least nine months prior to starting of the phase of work on site ] months prior to starting that 

phase of work on site or such time appropriate to the scale and nature of the works. It is 
essential thatthe assessment is carried out early enough so that noise insulation can be 
installed before the start of the works predicted to exceed noise insulation or temporary 
re-housing criteria." 

Your Petitioner submits that the assessments should be undertaken by a body 
independent of the Nominated Undertaker who will be under an obligation to minimise 
costs and therefore will be confiicted. Further, where buildings are listed, your 
Petitioner submits this should be two years in advance to allow for the detailed 
assessment and identification of specialist contractors. In particular, it may be 
necessary to replace the sash windows with specialist items incorporating double 
glazing within the sashes rather than using secondary glazing. There are only a limited 
number of such contractors and with so many listed buildings in the vicinity the lead 
time for their manufacture and installation may be considerable. 
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25. Notwithstanding the above, based on the comments in the Environmental Statement 
your Petitioner has concems with regards to matters of noise caused by construction 
during the proposed Scheme and that the mechanisms in the policy are not sufficient to 
fully mitigate the noise caused. 

25.1. The effect of noise is cumulative. Noise will be created by all of the following, 
construction works within 50m ofthe property in the Camden cutting, utility works 
planned in neighbouring streets e.g. Delancey Street noise from the HGVs currently 
planned to be used, general increased traffic noise as a result of congestion from 
planned bridge demolition, road closures etc. 

25.2. Any excessive noise will have a number of impacts. During the day there will be a 
loss of enjoyment of property impacting home working or studying and particularly the 
rear garden. During the night time the impacts will be much more significant. Your 
petitioner's six year old daughter goes to bed at 8pm. Any working after this time 
potentially impacts the sleep and therefore the ability to concentrate at school. The 
duration of the works means that effectively her entire school career could be blighted 
by a lack of proper sleep. Equally the impact of a disturbed sleep from HS2 related noise 
on your Petitioner is considerable. Anyone who has looked after a new born baby will 
understand the cumulative impact of sleep deprivation. This has an impact on 
relationships, the ability to work effectively or even the ability to concentrate when 
driving. 

25.3. The scheme in its current format does not consider the cumulative effect of all the 
noise from construction activities, plus road closures and associated traffic congestion, 
and is indeed flawed in the opinion of your Petitioner in this respect. Mornington 
Terrace is in area designated as CFAOl in the EnvironmentalStatement but is close to 
the boundary of both adjacent areas CFA02 and CFA03. There does not appear to be 
any accumulative analysis of effects between areas. 

25.4. While noting that the impacts of construction noise on internal noise levels could be 
mitigated through the use of noise insulation and/or temporary re-housing provision, 
your Petitioner is concerned that the current proposals are not suitable and sufficient 
for its purpose and the thresholds in place at which properties qualify for noise 
insulation and temporary re-housing are too high and that simply having various levels 
increasing in levels of lOdb is simplistic for a logarithmic scale. 

25.5. Your petitioner is concerned that the fundamental calculations needed for 
forecasting noise impacts, known as the Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level (LOAEL) 
and Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level (SOAEL) may not have been correctly 
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identified and were set too high in the Environmental Statement, leading to material 

underestimation of the adverse noise and significant adverse noise impacts likely to 

arise f romthe high speed railway and its construction. Further your Petitioner is 

concerned by the comments by London Borough of Camden in their response to the 

Environmental Statement. 

25.6. Further, your Petitioner is concerned that the thresholds adopted in the Policy for 

noise limits were set above whatthe Worid Health Organisation considers acceptable. 

Your petitioner considers this issue is likely to become more pressing given the moves 

by the World Health Organisation to set new lower targets on the basis of the latest 

medical research on the impact of noise on human health. 

25.7. In light of the flawed levels and mitigation proposals together with lack of adequate 

compensation currently put forward in the Bill, your Petitioner humbly submits that 

undertakings should be required so that HS2 Limited, the Secretary of State and/or the 

Nominated Undertaker must ensure that noise levels are monitored in Mornington 

Terrace to ensure that the levels of construction noise, including vehicles where 

appropriate, are no worse than prior to the commencement of works. In the first 

instance any activity exceeding these limits should be ceased until alternative quieter 

construction methods are identified. This should include detailed actual monitoring 

where works are carried out rather than just extrapolations from existing research 

points. Where increased noise levels are anticipated or subsequently recorded then 

mitigation measures must be put in place. 

26. Notwithstanding the above and in order to overcome your Petitioner's concerns, your 

Petitioner requests your honourable House require the Promoter / Nominated 

Undertaker to undertake a detailed assessment of the total impact of all elements 

contributing noise and develop a robust set of monitoring principles and trigger points 

for mitigation levels. In addition your Petitioner requests your honourable House 

requirethe Promoter/Nominated Undertaker to undertake the production of a list of 

impacted properties forthwith with detailed proposals on sound proofing and 

altemative accommodation. This is particularly time sensitive as the Petitioner is 

seeking to move full time back to Camden as described in Paragraph 7.6 and if 

temporary accommodation is required which is not close to the new school in Camden 

then your Petitioner's daughter will be moving school several times in as many years 

which will be highly disruptive to her education. Any new proposals to include the 

following specific recommendations. 

26.1, HS2 Ltd be instructed to issue revised noise thresholds covering the LOAEL and 

SOAEL for noise exposure, in urban areas and during the day and at night-time which 
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refiect Worid Health Organisation guidelines including Wbrid Health Organisation 
guidelines on peak noise (60db max pass-by outside, giving 45db inside). 

26,2. HS2 Ltd be required to set noise limits for construction which are in line with World 
Health Organisation limits and local authorities be provided with enforcement powers 
to order the cessation of construction activities in the event such anticipated exposures 
are breached. 

27. Your Petitioner is concerned that Clause 35 ofthe Bill and particularly Schedule 25 to 
which it refers provide that appeals against notices or against failure to give consent or 
the giving of qualified consent under the Control of Pollution Act 1974, section 60 
(control of noise) and section 61 (prior consent for work on construction sites) may be 
referred to the Secretary of State for arbitration. Given the confiict between noise, 
night time working and the desire to complete construction quickly. Your Petitioner 
submits this is a confiict of interest. Your Petitioner is also concemed that Schedule 25 
would provide a defence to statutory nuisance forthe nominated undertaker. 
Accordingly Your Petitioner requests that Clause 35 and schedule 25 are deleted from 
the Bill. 

28. Where mitigation measures are insufficient to mitigate the impact of increased noise 
then undertakings should be required so that HS2 Limited, the Secretary of State and/or 
the Nominated Undertaker must fully compensate for losses suffered including 
alternative accommodation costs recognising that simple monetary compensation can 
never.cover the impact on health caused by longterm exposure to loud noise. 

Night time working 

29. The location ofthe majority of the works take place in the Camden cutting and will be 
done outside core hours [ES Vol 2 CFAOl Para 2.4.7 and 2.4.9] and including the 
demolitions etc. ES Vol 2 CFAOl Para 11.3.2. notes: 

"At Euston, the following activities will need to be undertaken during the evening and 
night-time for reasons of safety, engineering practicability or to reduce the impact on 
existing transport: 

' • evening work to constmct retaining walls and abutment works in the south ofthe 
station approach; 

• night work to demolish the carriage shed and buildings close to the railway; 
• night work to demolish parts of Granby Terrace Bridge, Hampstead Road Bridge and 

Momington Street Bridge, including installation of bridge demolition decks; and 
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• night work to constmct parts of Granby Terrace Bridge, Hampstead Road Bridge, 
Momington Street Bridge and the east west over bridge including constmction of new 
bridge piers, installation of temporary supports, trusses and precast decks." 

29.1. Notwithstanding the submissions raised in relation to noise in general, your 

Petitioner objects to the relaxation of rules around night-time working. Previous 

upgrade works to the West Coast Main Line originally sought similar carte blanche that 

was not in fact all required and when night-time working did occur compensation was 

offered recognising the disruption caused. 

29.2. Your Petitioner submits that any activities generafing noise should be restricted to 

core daytime hours. Further your Petitioner requests that if the Promoter / HS2 Ltd or 

Nominated Undertaker believe nighttime working is required that this is considered on 

a specific case by case basis. Further, your Petitioner submits that any night time 

working must be communicated to residents in advance and that particularly noisy 

works may have to be done with disruption to the existing rail network on occasion. 

29.3. Notwithstanding this, your Petitioner is concerned at the number of days identified 

in the Policy "Noise insulation and temporary rehousing policy [E23 appendix B]" before 

levels are triggered and requests that these be reviewed and recognising the long 

construction period that additional tests be included covering longer periods than just 

six months, and noting that the current policy would exclude any mitigation if less than 

40 (ie 39) days in six months is 21% for the whole 10 year period. Losing a night's sleep 

more than once a week for 10 years cannot be acceptable from a medical perspective. 

Therefore the levels should be reduced to 20 days within a six month period and 30 

days within a 12 month period. Further, if levels are expected to exceed reasonable 

thresholds in 60 days throughout the construction period then mitigation including 

sound proofing and/or re-housing should be available at the resident's request. 

29.4. Further, the policy is silent on the practicalities of re-housing. Clearly the odd night in 

a 5 star hotel would be acceptable to most residents however weeks on a camp bed in a 

hostel of some description would not. Your Petitioner notes the Policy has only just 

been issued after all the consultation periods on the Environmental Statement were 

closed. Your Petitioner therefore urges your honourable House to ask the Promoter to 

further develop the policy to resolve the uncertainties raised and your Petitioner 

reserves the right to petition further when clarity is obtained. 

Vibration during construction 

30. Your Petitioner is concerned about the impact of vibration on your Petitioner's property 
which was built around 1845 with shallow foundations on London Clay. Increased 
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vibration increases the risk of settlement and movement of the foundations impacting 
the fabric ofthe building at 52 Mornington Terrace. Your Petitioner has read ES Vol 2 
CFAOl Section 11 being the relevant section but notes little comment in respect of 
vibration which is surprising given the extent of works planned described in Section 2 
apart from Para 11.4.6 

"Vibratory piling of bridge piers and vibro-compaction is likely to result in appreciable 
ground-bome vibration at a small number of dwellings closest to these activities. These 
receptors will also be exposed to appreciable noise from the constmction of the 
Proposed Scheme. The significance of the identified vibration effects has been assessed 
in combination with the airbome noise also identified at these receptors." 

Table 14 referred to in the following paragraph does include Mornington Terrace but 
with little to identify the impacts. ES Vol 5 Appendix Sound, Noise and Vibration 
Construction Assessment CFAOl includes various analysis of the effects including table 1 
where Mornington Terrace was highlighted as having a significant impact per the key 
thus "Where the significant effect column is highlighted, then a significant effect is 
identified at the referenced community, or individual receptor". There seems to be little 
consideration to the impact of large numbers of heavy goods vehicles, 

31. With mitigation measures common tothe issue of noise, your Petitioner objects to the 

lack of specific protection measures included within the Bill to protect against the 

potential impacts of vibration accompanying the demolition and construction works in 

the Camden cutting and considerable use of HGVs locally on Mornington Terrace or 

Delancey Street. 

31.1. Your Petitioners notes the decision document entitled "Properties above Tunnels" 

dated November 2013. The report recommends thatthe properties identified as 

experiencing lOmm or more of settlement would be eligible for settlement deeds. Your 

Petitioner is concerned that his property while not above a tunnel is exposed to 

settlement risk given the nature ofthe Camden Cutting, the proposed demolition of 

part ofthe retaining wall and the age of the properties in Mornington Terrace. Your 

Petitioner believes that the identification of properties at risk of settlement should not 

be limited to those just above tunnels and special consideration must be given for listed 

buildings such as your Petitioner's also at risk. 

31.2. Further, undertakings should be required so that HS2 Limited, the Secretary of State 

and/or the Nominated Undertaker must ensure that properties along the route where 

there is a potential risk of settlement or subsidence, including Your Petitioner's 

property, are fully surveyed by an independent expert both before the works 

commence and regularly during and after the works to ensure that properties are not 

impacted by subsidence. This work should payed for by HS2 Limited or its successor 

much in a similar way that party wall regulations protect individuals from damage from 

nearby works. 

40 



Loss of community assets. 

32, Your Petitioner is concerned as to the future of two local Public Houses, both listed and 

very close to the proposed works. The Edinboro Castle has been frequented by your 

petitioner for over 15 years, and has hosted a number of gatherings, including for 

example your Petitioner's wife's 30* birthday celebration. The York and Albany has also 

provided for a numberof dinners on special occasions. The impact is potentially 

increased given the closures of both the Crown and Goose on Ariington Road / Delancey 

Street and The Victoria on Momington Terrace itself recently. Both remaining public 

houses date from priorto Mornington Terrace being built and are popular 

establishments. Recent conversations involving neighbours with the York and Albany 

and your Petitioner with the manager of the Edinboro Castle indicated they had not 

been contacted by HS2 Ltd and at least the managers were not aware of the potential 

issues. 

32.1. In order to overcome your Petitioner's concerns, your Petitioner request your 

honourable House to require the Promoter to provide an undertaking that secure the 

future of these buildings and they are protected and exempted from any activity that 

might jeopardise their current use. 

Loss of Heritage assets 

33. In addition to the Edinboro Castle and York and Albany Public Houses described above, 

your Petitioner is concerned as to the overall impact of the proposed scheme on the 

number of heritage assets and listed buildings in the Euston and Camden Area. In 

particular the design appears to have been conducted with the single priority of HS2 Ltd 

to build a high speed railway and apparent scant regard to the preservation of our 

cultural heritage. While appreciating that occasionally difficult decisions need to be 

made in the design of large infrastructure products your Petitioner objects to the extent 

of demolition when other possibilities appear to exist particulariy around the design of 

the Euston terminus such as one of the variations o f a "double deck down". 

33.1, Consequently your Petitioner urges your honourable House to require the Promoter 

to restrict the development for HS2 to the current Euston footprint on the basis that an 

appropriate engineering solution is possible if the "easy option" is no longer available, 

33.2. Further your Petitioner urges yourhonourable House to require the Promoter to 

review the design for HS2 to ensure the preservation of the heritage assets from the 

original railway line includingfor example the retainingwall within the cutting which is 

understood to date from the original railway. 
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Mornington Street Bridge 

34, The current scheme allows for the demolition of the Mornington street bridge part of 

which is listed and its reconstruction. This bridge is close to your Petitioner's property 

and used on a regular basis. Views relatingto the rebuilt Mornington Street Bridge are 

shown in the picture on page 32 of 60 in the ES Vol 2 CFAOl Map book. 

34.1. Your Petitioner understands that this is required to allow the widening of the 

Camden Cutting to allow the HS2 tracks to the west of the current West Coast Main 

Line and the extension of Euston Station to the west. In addition your Petitioner 

understands that 4-6 seconds is saved by the proposed alignment. Your Petitioner 

questions the analysis that this is appropriate given the high cost and disruption 

together with the "loss" of the historical setting for the heritage assets associated with 

the bridge. 

34.2. Consequently your Petitioner urges yourhonourable House to require the Promoter 

to re-evaluate the need for the alignment, particularly in light of other design questions 

and whether the demolition and re-construction work is justified to achieve the 4-6s 

saving when utmost speed is now possibly a lower priority following environmental 

concerns. 

34.3. Notwithstanding the above your Petitioner disagrees with the assessment that this 

demolition and reconstruction of the bridge is of low impact per ES Vol 2 CFAOl 

"9.5.21 The view of the Proposed Scheme from viewpoint 004.1.008 illustrated in the 
photomontage shown in Figure LV-01-267 (Volume 2, CFAl Map Bookpage) will not be 
significantly affected due to the like-for-like replacement of Mornington Street Bridge." 

Given the differences apparent with the artist's impression, your Petitioner objectsto 

the current proposals in relation to the Bridge. Consequently your Petitioner urges your 

honourable House to require the Promoter to re-design the replacement bridge and to 

ensure that any design is approved by English Heritage as being in keeping and 

consistent with the original bridge, 

Granby Terrace Bridge 

35, The current scheme allows for the demolition of the Granby Terrace Bridge and its 

reconstruction. This bridge is close to your Petitioner's property and gives access to a 

garage rented by your Petitioner is just off the bridge which will also be demolished 

your Petitioner believes (although not confirmed). 
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35.1, In relation to the need for the demolition of the Bridge, your Petitioner raisesthe 

same concerns as wi ththe Mornington Street Bridge with regard to the alignment and 

cost, 

35.2, The current scheme notes the bridge will be closed for 2 years at the same time as 

the Mornington Street Bridge effectively preventing access to Mornington Terrace from 

the west and north. It does not appear the combined impact has been considered for 

such a long period of time, 

35.3, Consequently your Petitioner urges your honourable House to require the Promoter 

to re-evaluate the consequences of the proposed Scheme and provide proposals 

around the cumulative impacts on road congestion in relation to paragraph 19 and 

following. 

Hampstead Road Bridge 

36. Your Petitioner objects to the current scheme allowing for the demolition o f the 

Hampstead Road Bridge and in particular the Proposed Scheme for its reconstruction. 

This bridge is near to your Petitioner's property and used on a regular basis. The 

proposed Scheme with its significantly increased height is out of keeping with the local 

environment and will inappropriately dominate the local landscape and skyline from 

Mornington Crescent and can be seen from the views per page 33 of 60 in the ES Vol 2 

Map Book CFAOl. In particular it will discourage walking between Warren Street (and 

West End beyond) and Camden. 

36.1. Accordingly your Petitioner objects to the demolition of the bridge given the fiawed 

plans for its replacement. Consequently your Petitioner urges your honourable House 

to require the Promoter to re-evaluate the need for such a significantly higher and 

larger bridge, particularly in light of other design questions. Further your Petitioner asks 

your honourable House to require the Promoter to re-evaluate the timing of proposed 

works in light of the undoubted congestion such works will cause. 

Landscapes and views 

37. Your Petitioner notes that with the construction works are scheduled to last in excess of 

10 years that the impacts of construction will cause a detrimental effect as well as the 

lasting impacts of permanent changes. Your Petitioner objects to the principle that 

where mitigation is not possible that no compensation is payable where losses are 

suffered. 
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37.1. During the works the views near your Petitioner's property are described thus ES Vol 

2 CFAOl para 9.4.90 and 91 

Viewpoint 004.1.010: View westfrom the comer of Delancey Street and Momington 

Terrace 

9.4.90 The Proposed Scheme will be located approximately 30m to the south-west of the 
viewpoint Views from Momington Terrace will be partially screened by the existing 
parapet wall with the majority of the construction activity at a lower level within the 
railway corridor. Views west from the Edinbor-o' Castle public house and adjacent 
dwelling, across the railway corridor, will be direct of the tunnel portal and oblique of 
the retaining wall works associated with Park Village East. Views from properties on 
Delancey Street and Momington Terrace will be partially screened by intervening trees 
and buildings. The constmction plant and Momington Street Bridge satellite compound 
will be prominent but seen against the backdrop ofthe existing busy railway corridor. 
Therefore, the magnitude of change is considered to be medium. 

9.4.91 The medium magnitude of change, assessed alongside the high sensitivity ofthe 
receptor will result in a moderate adverse effect. 

37.2. Following the completion of the works there will be permanent changes in views 

from your Petitioner's property and Mornington Terrace in general including the 

retaining walls and Mornington Street Bridge but particularly the Euston Portal Head 

House as noted in ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 9.5.1. 

37.3. The construction ofthe Head house is described thus in ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 2.3.31 

"a head house will be constructed at the high speed tunnel portal. Lt will be a multi
storey stmcture, with the main stmcture below street level, which will straddle the 
westem high speed track immediately south of the tunnel entrance. The stmcture will 
contain mechanical, electrical and safety equipment to serve the tunnel. There will also 
be an auto-transformer station. Its roof will be at approximately street level, though 
there will be an entrance building up to 8m in height above street level for access and 
egress." 

37.4. Para 9.5.62 describes the impact from Park Village East across the cutting towards 
Mornington Terrace. 

"Viewpoint 003.2.010: View looking eastfrom dwellings on Park Village East (between 
Momington Street Bridge and Parkway) 

9.5.62 From numbers 2 to 16 Park Village East there will be close, direct and oblique 
views of the portal head house. The structures will be seen over a new parapet wall. 
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against the backdrop of the existing railway corridor and the trees and buildings on 
Momington Terrace in the background. The reinstated planter and associated tree and 
shmb planting will be relatively immature in year 1 and the head house will be a notable 
new element in the view. From upper floors glimpsed views of the tunnel portal will he 
possible; however, this will be consistent with the existing elements of the view. From 
numbers 18 to 28 Park Village East, there will be an oblique view of the tunnel portal 
head house. However, there will be close and direct views of the reconstmcted 
Mornington Street Bridge, to the south which, since it replaces an existing bridge will 
not affect the view. Overall the magnitude of change is considered to be medium." 

37.5. However, your Petitioner is concerned that the reverse view from Mornington 

Terrace is not described in the Environmental Statement despite being impacted as 

shown by picture ES Vol 2 Map Book CFAOl pageSl of 60. Your Petitioner notesthat 

there seems to be a discrepancy between the view labled LV04-01-010 on page 31 

taken almost opposite your Petitioner's building No 52 and the view also labled LV04-

01-010 on page 71 of Vol 5 CFAOl Landscape and visual impact (LVOOl LVOOl) which is 

taken from the eastem corner of Mornington Terrace and Delancey Street some 30m 

from the other viewpoint. 

37.6. Consequently your Petitioner believes the Environment Statement is potentially 

deficient in this regard. Further your Petitioner objects to the current proposals in 

relation tothe Head-house atthe Euston Portal and particularly its potential height that 

will negatively impact the view from his property. This is inadequately specified being 

"up to 8m in height" but obstructs the views across the cutting from your Petitioner's 

property. This impact has not been raised in any direct communication from HS2 Ltd 

37.7. Your Petitioner requests your honourable House require the Promoter / Nominated 

Undertaker to clarify the height ofthe building and indeed if the impression within the 

map book is correct then toundertakea detailed redesign ofthe Head house to ensure 

that it does not reach a height above the retaining walls of either Mornington Terrace 

or Park Village East thereby ensuring the views across the cutting towards listed 

buildings in both directions are preserved. Your Petitioner reserves the right to petition 

further once the designs are clarified or made available. 

Operational impacts including noise and vibration 

38. Your Petitioner is concerned about noise and vibration from the trains and associated 

works, including changes to the existing rail network, which may have an adverse 

impact. Of particular concern is the apparent attitude displayed by the Secretary of 

State, the Promoter and Nominated Undertaker that by living next to the existing 

railway line your Promoter has somehow consented to any additional noise produced 

on an escalating scale. During the 16 years since purchasing the property your 
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Petitioner is already concerned that noise levels have increased from 1998 without 
mitigation particularly in relation to wheel squeal. 

38.1. Your Petitioner is further concerned by the statement in the Environmental 
Statement in ES Vol 2 CFAOl Paragraph 11.5.8-9 

"11.5.8 Significant ground-bome noise or vibration effects will be avoided or reduced 
through the design of the track and track-bed. 

11.5.9 The mitigation measures will reduce noise inside all dwellings such that it will not 
reach a level where it would significantly affect residents. " 

Your Petitioner objects that the term "significantly" is open to interpretation and 
submits that measures must be sufficient to ensure at a very minimum current noise 
levels are not exceeded and that to protect local residents' mitigation measures should 
be introduced to ensure WHO guidance is complied with in relation to the rail network. 

38.2. Further, your Petitioner requests that HS2 Ltd be required to committo the same 
threshold for ground borne noise as the Northem Line Extension - meaning ground 
borne noise levels no greater than 30dB LpAsmax for urban areas. 

38.3. Further, your Petitioner requests that HS2 Ltd be obliged to commit to designing the 
high speed railway to operate in such manner that the revised noise exposures are not 
breached, or, in the case of case of urban areas such as the Euston Approach that the 
speed is restricted until after entry into the Euston Portal, and prior to exit from the 
Portal 

38.4. Further, your Petitioner requests that a binding requirement included in the Bill for 
noise monitoring with obligations on HS2 Ltd to introduce additional mitigation 
measures, including reduction in train speeds, in the event forecast noise levels are 
exceeded. 

38.5. Your Petitioner notes that the proposed scheme includes works to the existing 
railway some of which are described in the activities ofthe Mornington Terrace sidings 
compound in ES Vol 2 CFAOl para 2.4.56 

"The compound will specifically support the classic railway enabling works including: 
• reconfiguration ofthe classic railway approach by decommissioning two westem 

lines to recreate a four track approach; 
vertical and horizontal realignment of track; 

removal, replacement and reconfiguration of rail switches and crossings; 
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• reconfiguring overhead line equipment, signalling and communications systems; 
and 

• decommissioning and closure of the existing railway dive under." 

Following the West Coast Main line upgrade a number of years ago, the noise 
generated from the line has increased, particularly amount of wheel squeal. On the 
basis that noise is cumulative and that the proposed scheme with HS2 will add to the 
noise generated, your Petitioner requests that in undertaking works to the existing 
lines, that measures are introduced to reduce the noise where possible. Accordingly, 
your Petitioner requests your honourable House to require the Promoter / HS2 Ltd or 
Nominated Undertaker to review the specification of works for the works to the existing 
railway to achieve a reduction in noise generated as a mechanism to reduce the general 
noise levels and assist in the mitigation of noise generated by the new scheme. 

Compensation 

39. Your Petitioner took comfort from the statements made on 20 December 2010 by Philip 
Hammond, Secretary of State for Transport: 

" I have indicated that we will seek to go further than has happened with previous such 
infrastmcture schemes in. the UK, because it is right and proper that individuals who 
suffer serious financial loss in the national interest should be compensated. " 

However the various proposals put forward and consulted on have not been honoured 
following that statement not least in that landlords not resident are excluded in the 
current proposals not that this currently impacts this Petitioner, unless of course he 
decides to not live in his property during the noisy works to escape and seeks to rent it 
out to offset the costs of living elsewhere. 

39.1. Your Petitioner is concerned that the use of the safeguarding area for compensation 
purposes is fiawed. The safeguarding area was designed forthe identification of land 
needed forthe construcfion design not those impacted. Consequently in an urban 
environment such as Camden cutting it is flawed with respect to properties such as your 
Petitioner's on the edge of the cutting where land is not needed to be purchased but 
will still be fundamentally impacted. 

39.2. In 1999 Railtrack made cash payments to residents including your Petitioner as 
compensation for disturbance during one weekend of noisy work on the tracks during 
the West Coast Main Line upgrade. The proposal by HS2 that nothing should be paid in 
compensation for 10 years of disrupfion (onthe basis that 100% ofthe impact will not 
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be completely mitigated) when Railtrack considered one weekend worthy of something 

is beyond the comprehension of this Petitioner. 

39.3. Your Petitioner submits that the compefisation provisions as they currently stand in 

relation to property that is not compulsory acquired and other matters are not 

sufficient to compensate your Petitioner adequately for the loss and damage they may 

incur as a result of construction and operation of the high speed railway and associated 

development. Your Petitioner objects to the current proposals in that where inadequate 

mitigation is provided or possible (which may be the case for your Petitioner in relation 

to sound proofing and visual impacts), the compensation arrangements are fiawed 

being inequitable and in breach of the basic legal principles in relation to losses that will 

be suffered as a result of the construction and operation of the line. 

39.4. Your Petitioner notes in particular that the Promoters have consulted on 

compensation proposals related to the Bill and recently made decisions following that 

consultation process. Your Petitioner considers it fundamentally unjust that rural 

residents are to be treated in a different, preferential way from him simply for the 

reason that the Promoters consider that residents of urban areas are used to having to 

put up with the adverse effects of construction works and railway noise and therefore 

are, in some way, more immune to their effects. This is patently not the case. Your 

Petitioner considers this to be grossly unfair and therefore asks your honourable House 

to amend the Bill to ensure proper compensation will be payable not only to those in 

the local Borough whose land is to be acquired, but also to everyone who will be badly 

affected by the works based on the reality and not an arbitrary assessment, 

39.5. Your Petitioner requests that appropriate procedures should be introduced that all 

individuals are adequately compensated for any damages or losses suffered. 

Arrangements should be made forthe protection of Properties along the route 

including the Petifioner's property. This compensation should be adequate to cover all 

losses associated with the capital value as well as potential rental incomes given the 

length of construction period is such that owner occupation is not possible throughout 

the 10 year construction period. Given circumstances change, any damages should not 

be limited to owner occupied atthe time butall those suffering loss. 

40. Your Petitioner is particularly concerned, that with the proposed night-time working, 

the ability to get a proper nights' sleep will be almost impossible. This could have a 

severe impact on his daughter's education. One option would be for local residents to 

seek alternative accommodation and rent out their properties rather than live with the 

noise and uncertainty of when the HS2 provided alternative accommodation would be 

available. This of course may be difficult but your Petitioner submits that measures 

should be made to ensure residents are no worse off. For example, rental income from 
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properties impacted by works where owned by individuals using alternative 

accommodation should not be taxed as this effectively penalises the owner bythe 

altemative accommodation costs being paid out of net of tax income. Undertakings 

should be required so that HS2 Limited, the Secretary of State and/or the Nominated 

Undertaker must rent the property in the absence of a third party rental market. For 

example, despite the Petitioner's daughter being only six years of age, the Petitioner 

should be able to rent out his property and seek altemative accommodation while his 

daughter does her A-levels for example such is the length of works proposed. The 

taxation of any rental income, even if the property could be let, means the alternative 

accommodation paid for would be significantly less than that in Mornington Terrace. 

Compensation to London Borough of Camden (Freeholder of the Building) 

4 1 . Your Petitioner has had long running disputes with the Freeholder of the Building, the 

London Borough of Camden particularly around timely repairs to the Building. London 

Borough of Camden has cited availability of resources (i.e. money) as impactingthe 

timing of external refurbishments rather than actual need, and while this is not 

accepted as a valid defence, your Petitioner is concerned that if London Borough of 

Camden is not adequately compensated for losses from HS2 then the Council resources 

will be stretched further resulting in amongst other things delays to future repairs to 

the Building supposed to be carried out underthe terms of the lease. 

41.1. Further your Petitioner is concerned that proximity of the building to the 

construction works wil| resultin additional repairs or refurbishment being necessary. 

The length of time the scheme is expected to take will mean that at least one external 

refurbishment should be undertaken during the period. In the first instance these works 

would be undertaken by London Borough of Camden as the Freeholder who would seek 

to recover a proportion of the costs via the service charges. 

41.2. Your Petitioner is concemed aboutthe aboutthe lack of provision in the Hybrid Bill 

for the replacement of major assets under the control of London Borough of Camden 

including social housing as well as "green space" lost to construction of HS2 and your 

Petitioner submits that the Hybrid Bill should be amended to require an equivalent 

number of social housing units be constructed in the area by HS2 Ltd to replace any lost 

to construction together with the replacement of other community assets so that this 

cost is not borne only by local tax payers but rather as part of the HS2 scheme. Further 

your Petitioner urges that compensation is available to London Borough of Camden in 

relation to any additional costs incurred as a result of HS2, 
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42. In light of the above, the Petitioner reserves the right to raise the above matters and 

any further matters of concern relating to the substance of the Bill and this Petition that 

may arise from continuing discussions, the preparation and publication of reports, any 

possible revisions that may be made to current work site proposals or any other 

matters relevant to your Petitioner's expressed concerns that may occur in due course 

and priorto representation before the Select Committee. 

43. For the foregoing and connected reasons your Petitioner respectfully submit that, 

unless the Bill is amended as proposed above, so far affecting your Petifioner, should 

not be allowed to pass into law. 

44. There are other clauses and provisions of the Bill which, if passed into law as they now 

stand will prejudicially affect your Petitioner and their rights, interests and property and 

for which no adequate provision is made to protect your Petitioner. 

YOUR PETITIONER therefore humbly pray your Honourable House thatthe 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 o f the allegations of this Petition against so much of the Bill 

as affects the property, rights and interests of your Petitioner 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 Petitioner in the premises as your Honourable House shall 

deem meet. 

AND your Petitioner will ever pray, &c. 

Signed 
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