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HIGH SPEED RAIL (LONDON TO WEST MIDLANDS) BILL 

Against - On Merits - Praying to be heard by counsel, &c; 

TO THE HONOURABLE THE COMMONS OF THE UNITED KINGDOM OF 
GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED. 

THE HUMBLE PETITION of (1) JEANNE BATTYE, (2) J IM BYRNE, (3) 
HANNAH CONNELLAN, (4) ROBERT LATHAM, (5) MARGARET PERCY, (6) 
WILLIAM WHITCOMBE - RESIDENTS OF SILSOE HOUSE, PARK VILLAGE 
EAST, LONDON NWl 7QH 

SHEWETH as foUows:-

1. A Bill (hereinafter referred to as "the BiU") has been introduced and is npw pending 
in your honourable House intituled "A Bill to make provision for a railway between 
EustPn in London and a junction with the 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 McLoughlin, suppprted by The Prime Minister, 
The Deputy Prime Minister, Mr Chancellor of the Exchequer, Secretary Theresa May, 
Secretary Vince Cable, Secretary Iain Duncan Smith, Secretary Eric Pickles, Secretary 
Owen Paterson, Secretary Edward Davey, and Mr Robert Goodwill, 

3. Clauses 1 to 36 set out the Bill's objectives in relation to the construction and 
operation of the railway mentioned in paragraph 1 above. They include provision for 
the constraction of works, highways and road traffic matters, the compulsory acquisition 
pf 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 relating to special categories pf 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 for the railway. 

5. Clauses 43 to 65 of the Bill set put a number of miscellaneous and general provisions, 
including provision for the 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 about the application of Environmental Impact 
Assessment Regulations. 

6. The works proposed to be authorised by the Bill ("the Authorised Works") are 
specified in clauses 1 and 2 of and Schedule 1 to the Bill. They consist of scheduled 
works, which are described in Schedule 1 tp the Bill and Pther wprks, which are 
described in clause 2 pf the Bill. 

7. Your Petitioners are residents of 999 year leasehold flats (hereinafter referred to as 
'tiie Petitioners') of Silsoe House, 50 Park Village East, London NWl 7QH ('the 
Property'). The Community within which Your Petitioners live is very mixed in terais of 
age and size of household, as the Properly consists of 48 studios, two-bedroom and 
three-bedroom flats with incorporated garages. Silsoe House was constracted in the 
1970s on the site of an obsolete stable block associated with Regents Park Barracks on 
Albany Street and it stands within the Regents Park Conservation Area. Private 
ornamental gardens along Park Village East contain exotic and colourful trees and 
shrabs and the landscaping of Silsoe House envfrons continues this picturesque setting 
whUe, on the opposite side of the street a high Victorian wall, retaining the western 
boundary of Camden Cutting that carries mainline frain services deep-within" it in and 
out pf Euston Station, is screened by informal planting and frees. 

(i) Your First Petitioner, Jeanne Battye, bought her ground floor flat, 29 Silsoe House, 
when she was appointed Head of a nearby school to achieve peace and quiet. She 
viewed it as a place to live for the rest of her life, a home within walking distance of the 
art galleries and museums she loves. Recently retired, the community surrounding her 
has become ever more important and she volunteers in a local homework club, a 
children's holiday cenfre, library, gallery and a charity shop. She dreads the advent of 
HS2 consfruction, particularly at night with the implications for health, loss of sleep and 
the general deleterious effects on her life as she foresees everything she has planned and 
worked towards destroyed. Since receive a notice from Terraquest suggesting her flat 
would be taken she is suffering anxiety as finding anywhere comparable in the 
neighbourhopd wpuld be well nigh impossible. 

(ii) Your Second Petitioner, Dr. Jim Byrne, Flat 13, is a qualified engineer and 
corporate freasurer, who has spent most of his career as a financial risk consultant in 
banking. He was one ofthe early occupants, sharing a rented flat in Silsoe House in the 
1970s. He moved elsewhere to raise" his family but, fimdinghtmself alone hr2000-
retumed to the franquility and fiiendly mixed community of Silspe House to purchase a 
studio flat He works &om home and really values the neighbourliness, peace and 
comfort within the block, the general spaciousn|ss of his own accommodation, enjoying 
his putside terrace and surrounding gardens and having a secure individual garage in the 
block. He felt settled for the long term until the advent of HS2. He is dismayed at the 
decade and more of upheaval and the implications for the whole community of Silsoe 
House... the extent of this seems wrapped in uncertainty or secrecy. He has received a 
notice fi-om Terraqtiest, a subcontractor to HS2, informing him that his flat might need 
to be acquired either temporarily or permanently to facilitate construction work, with an 
attached plan drawing ofthe site showing the boundary ofthe acquisition running 
through the middle of his property. 



(iii) Your Thfrd Petitioner is Hannah Connellan, Flat 39: she and her partner Charhe are 
fiiU-rtime school teachers locally, in thefr thirties and with a baby son. Hannah broke her 
back as a child and as a result suffers permanent disabihty, though she leads a full and 
active life. Whilst not a Blue Badge holder, she is dependent on access to hfer car, parked 
immediately outside pn Park Village East, tp maintain her schpol cpmmitments and also 
to service her domestic needs for visits to her GP, clinics, and shops. Hannah is the third 
generation of her family to occupy her flat and she is filled with fear for the future for 
her son growing up on a building site with constant noise and pollution levels where 
currently she enjoys the bfrdsong, peace and quiet (HS2's own assessment being that 
Park Village East is remarkably qtiiet). She is appaUed by the massive changes predicted 
for her envfronment, landscape and amenities. Access is a major worry: she sees the 
start of the project signalling her physical isolation, restricting her access to toddler 
groups, library, parks and playgrounds as well as to shops. She fears for her family and 
professional life as well as the cost impacts on her property and the detrimental impact 
this will have on its stracture, hahitabiUty and value. She sees no evidence that the 
disruption to the lives of children has been properly assessed by HS2 and would 
welcome the opportunity to come before the Select Conmiittee and discuss her 
concems. 

(iv) Your Fourth Petitioner is Robert Latham, a banister and active member of the local 
community. He bought his three bedroom flat, 28 Silsoe House, jointly with his wife 
Mofra in August 2013. They had Hved at 48 Momington Terrace but needed to downsize 
with a view to retirement. They had had considerable difficulty in selling thefr property 
in Momington Terrace. In August 2012, a purchaser on the point of exchanging 
contracts, withdrew, citing the impact of HS2. Your Petitioner did not consider applying 
xmder the exceptional hardship scheme because of the restricted scope ofthe scheme. 
Your Petitioner moved to Silsoe House with fidl knowledge of HS2. He wished to 
remain within his existing neighbourhood where he has Uved since 1975. He values the 
diverse and vibrant community in the area which has no comparison elsewhere in 
London. That community will be placed under inamense sfrain by the constraction of 
HS2. Your Petitioner and his wife are aged 60 and 63. When constraction works start, 
they recognise that it will be almost impossible to sell thefr home. The only 
compensation scheme which is likely to be available is the "Need to Sell" scheme which 
will replace the "Exceptional Hardship" scheme. Again, Your Petitioner questions 
whether he will be able to bring himself within the restrictive terms of the scheme. As a 
result of HS2 Plus, Your Petitioner understands that the constraction works are likely to 
extend beyond 2026 to Your Petitioner occupies a three bedroom maisonette on the 
upper floors at the rear of Silsoe House. He has a roof terrace looking out from his 
office with a view of BT tower in the distance. When the door is open, no perceptible 
noise from road or rail is audible. He has no desfre to live in a hermetically sealed irnit. 
Three weeks after moving into his new home. Your Petitioner received a letter from the 
Promoters (Terraquest) stating that HS2 Ltd intended to acqufre part of our property on 
a "temporary or permanent basis". This came as a surprise, no such threat having been 
discovered through the norinal inquiries and searches carried out in cormeetion with the 
sale. The precise impact of the constraction works remains imclear. HS2 Ltd somewhat 
belatedly recognised that they would have to demolish and rebirild the retaining wall to 



in Park Village East to the north of Silsoe House. Your Petitioner suggests that it is 
ahnost inevitable that they will discover that the same applies to the retaining wall in 
front of Silsoe House. Your Petitioner is particularly concemed about clause 47 of the 
Bill which gives the Secretary of State the power to acqufre any land compiulsPrily i f he 
thinks that the constraction or operation of Phase 1 gives rise to the opportunity for 
regeneration or redevelopment of any land. Your Petitioner is a cyclist. He is concerned 
that existing cycle routes to Cenfral London will be closed or severely disrapted. Mofra 
Latham is a landscape gardener. She needs her car for her work. It is essential that she 
has access to Silsoe House and to parking at all times during the consfruction phase. 
Vehicular access to Silsoe House will be the more important as Your Petitioner and his 
wife age and become more infirm and less mobile. 

(v) Your Fifth Petitioner is Margaret Percy, Flat 41, a writer and former broadcaster. 
She and her husband, the author and documentary maker Hugh Purcell, downsized and 
purchased thefr flat and garage in Silsoe House in 2006 specifically because it offered 
charm, apeaceftil working envfronment, gardens full of flowering shrubs and frees, a 
sense of space and proximity to Regents Park on the one hand and to all the amenities of 
the Kings Place, the British Library and museums on the other. Being able to walk to 
the cenfre of London within fifteen to twenty minutes is a very definite bonus, as well as 
being able to quickly access an excellent netv^ork of public fransport, buses, tube and 
national and intemational mainline stations. Margaret is shocked by the scale of 
destruction of human habitat necessitated by the HS2 project befrig brought through this 
densely populated area of Camden Borough in order to create the Terminus at Euston 
Station. All Margaret's energies, and those of her husband, will be diverted from 
creative professional projects to surviving the onslaught on thefr daily lives occasioned 
by the arrival of the so far vmmitigated juggernaut of the HS2 project. She too is fearful 
that the happy community to which she brought her family home will be unable to 
vvdthstahd all the negative frhpacts of HS2 construction. Margaret is particularly froubled 
by the blatant lack of fairness in offering several levels of compensation to rural 
dwellers next to or even some distance from the line of HS2, yet offering little or no 
financial recompense to her and her neighbours who currently enjoy a degree of 'rural 
quietude' "within Park ViUage East. 

(vi) Your Sixth Petitioner is the Reverend WiUiam Whitcombe, Chaplain to the 
University of the Arts London and Priest-in-Ordinary to HM the Queen. He occupies 
Flat 4, owned since the beginning of the Silsoe House community by the Church of 
England. For a clergy-person. Home is a vital place, not only as a refreat from the 
demands and sfresses of pastoral ministry, but also as a haven where people are 
counselled and entertained. As the Chaplain of a large and busy London university, 
William has found his small apartment in Silsoe House to be an essential part of his 
working life. From here he often sees students who are in disfress, hosts small student 
gatherings, and entertains staff. His flat and balcony overlooks Park Village EastThe 
prospect of years of "noise and vibrations" is hard to imagine, and he does not see how 
his flat could continue to be a resource for Ms working hfe, or a place for him to 
recharge himself so enabling him to care for others effectively. 
On an intimate level, William suffers chronic back pain and confrolling this with rest 
and sleep is essential. He is fiUed with horror at the idea of being on the edge of a major 



industrial work site for years at a time, day and night, and is in no doubt ofthe adverse 
affect this will have on his health. " 

8. Your Petitioners, their rights, interest and property are injiiriously affected by the 
BiU, to which Your Petitioners object for reasons amongst others, hereinafter appearing. 

9. Your Petitioners wish tp draw your attention to the Envfronmental Statement, as well 
as additional information provided to Your Petitioners by HS2 to the scale of works 
directly impacting SUsoe House. This includes: 

(i) Removal of planted areas opposite Silsoe House; demoMtion and re-positioring of 
the 15m high Victorian railway retaining wall and Insertion of undergroxmd support rods 
within mefres of, or possibly even tmder Silsoe House, to support a new 35m high 
retaining wall with 15m deep fotmdations below frack level. 

(ii) Construction and use of a sateUite constraction compound (Doc Number C221-
MMD-EV-DPL-010510030 P07 : CFA 02 Map No CT-O5-0O3a) on the site ofthe 
carriage sheds below the current retaining waU sfretching from Momington Sfreet 
Bridge to the Haffipstead Road Bridge. This is a major works site estimated" tO"be"up"tp-
25,000 sq. mefres in area. 

(iii) Closure of access roads/routes to vehicles other than constraction fraffiG: 
demoMtion and later reconstraction of Momington Sfreet Bridge and Granby Terrace 
Bridge; use of Park ViUage East for constraction frafSc. Removal of sfreet level parking 
Ofi Park Village East. 

(iv) Phased demolition and reconstraction of Hampstead Road Bridge six mefres higher 
and 110 mefres longer The photo montage of the view from Hampstead Road "west 
from Dalehead" - Doc C250-ARP-EV-PHQ-0O0-0O1218-P01 (28.10.13) IS WHOLLY 
MISLEADING. This does not show a road raised by six mefres. It rather suggests that 
the height of the bridge as against the existing line of frees is little higher than at 
present! This is an Envfronmental Statement which the Prompters assert is premised on 
the "Worst scenario. 

(y) Major deep excavation and constraction of a high speed dive imder nearby at 
Momington Tunnel and Bridge with the possibility of 24 hour working of heavy 
machinery and including debris removal. This wUl include reception of the Tunnel 
Boring Machine. 

(vi) Works on existing mUvmy frack, sheds, sidings and laying pf new fracks opposite 
Silsoe House. 

(vi) Preparatory Works on major utility supplies including sewers, water, gas and 
electric pipes/cables in the vicinity which wUl, at different times, affect the availabUity 
of these services. 

(vii) With the removal ofthe retaining waU and planting, Your Petitioners in SUsoe 
House will be exposed to the full impact of constraction within Camden Cutting, with 



noise levels exacerbated by the resounding hard surfaces along both sides of the fracks. 
Concems that Your Petitioners have raised with HS2 staff about the ES, Code of 
Constraction Practice (CoCP), Mitigation and Compensation have been ignored. 

(viii) The ES Vol. 5 Draft Code of Constraction Practice CT-OOS-OOO sections 5.2.6 to 
5.2.10 allow much of the work in the neighbourhood will be exempt from normal 
wdrking hoiir fesfrietions and will fake place 24 hours a day, seven days a week. Most of 
the wprk wUl be noisy, requiring heavy machineiy that is intrinsically noisy, and 
generate heavy track traffic on neighbourhood sfreets for more than ten years. Much of 
the constraction work is to taice place within a few mefres of our windows, doors and 
balconies yet there is no effective mitigation or compensation proposed. 

10. New Station at Enston 
Your Petitioners sfrongly oppose the decision to constract the HS2 railway line with a 
terminus station at Eustpn because of the devastating impact the construction and 
op eration of the line wiU bring to SUsoe House and Park ViUage East, which no amount 
of mitigation or compensation can address, not to mention the sclerotic effect on the 
wider infrastracture and communities over several decades. 

ff the promoters of the Bill insist on Euston as the main London terminus for HS2, Your 
Petitioners ask this Honourable House to direct the Promoter to design a station that fits 
within the footprint of the existing station. HS2 Ltd has failed to properly appraise any 
alternatives, including the intelligent double-deck down design put forward by Ipcal 
professionals with the necessary expertise. Yet it is known that a double-deck down 
design would reduce the desfructive scale of the plan as it currently exists within the 
Hybrid BiU. 

Your Petitioners respectfully request that any new work on a redesign of Euston Station 
takes account of the knock-on impact of the design in the Park Village East/Camden 
Cutting area, particularly with the aim of configuring a high speed track that minimises 
damage to the physical and human environment. When HS2 Ltd. met with residents of 
Park Village East and SUsoe House in January 2014 they acknowledged the feasibUity 
of continuing a tunnel from the existing planned portal at Camden Parkway for another 
half mile tiawards the terminus at Euston Station. This v̂ ôuld Pbviate the necessity fpr a 
high speed dive under, significantly reducing the impacts pn the environment of Park 
Village East. 

lOa. Limits of Deviation 
Your Petitioners are concemed that paragraph 1(2) of Schedule 1 of the BUI provides 
that in constructing or maintaining any of the scheduled works the undertaker can 
deviate vertically upwards not exceeding three mefres, vertically downwards to any 
extent and laterally to any extent within the limits of deviation shown on the deposited 
plans. Your Petitioners are concemed that these deviations could potentially make 
significant differences to the impacts of the constraction and operation of the high speed 
railway and associated development, for example by raising the frack height to the 
detriment of the amenity of the landscape and existing infrastructure. These potential 
en-vironmental 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. Already we have had letters from the 



undertaker suggesting they may acquire part or all of the groimd and or subsoil pf Silsoe 
House. 
Your Petitioners request that the provisions in the Hybrid Bill to allow deviation should 
be deleted. 

10b. Noise 
Your Petitioners have concems with regards tP matters of noise and vibration caused by 
the construction and operation of the high speed railway. Your Petitioners are cpncemed 
as there appears to be no mechanism in the BUI to deliver a properly noise mitigated 
railway. 

(i) Your Petitioners are 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) have not been 
correctly 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 from the high speed railway. 

(ii) Your Petitioners are concemed that the thresholds adopted in the Environmental 
Statement for noise limits were set above what the World Health Organisation considers 
acceptable. Your Petitioners consider 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. World Health 
Organisation Noise Guidelines for Europe state that night-time noise should not exceed 
40 db and where it exceeds 55 db "the situation is considered increasingly dangerous to 
pubhc health" HS2 Ltd is content that residents in this neighbourhood should live with 
this noise, night and day, for long periods of time fpr more than a decade. 

(iii) Your Petitioners are concemed that the specific impacts of groimd borne noise and 
vibration have not been properly considered or explained and the limit for ground bome 
noise does not reflect recent practice or experience and the methodology used for 
predicting the impact of ground borne noise and vibration is insufficiently robust: no 
amelioration measures have been suggested to deal with this problem. 

11. Your Petitioners therefore request: 

Limits for Temporary Rehonsing: given the exceptional nature and duration of the 
HS2 consfruction project̂  the limits for rehousing are lower in each category listed in 
Table 1 pf the ES Vol 5 Draft Code of Constiuction Practice CT-003-006 - that the Umits 
for triggering temporary rehousing are: 
• 70 dB during the day on weekdays (instead of 85) 
• 65 dB during the day on Sunday (instead of 75) 
• 55 dB at night (instead of 65) 

Mitigation including but not limited to Property Modifications: For homes such as 
those of Your Petitioners affected by construction and/or operation impacts, access to 
advance flinding for modifications such as triple glazing, sound insulation, and 
asstfratices. 

HS2 Ltd be instracted tp issue revised noise thresholds covering the LOAEL and 



SOAEL for npise exppsure, in rural and iirban areas and during the day and at night
time which reflect Wprld Health Organisation guidelines including World Heath 
Organisation guideUnes on peak noise (60db max pass-by outside, giving 45db inside). 

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

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. A binding requirement should 
be included in the Bill for noise monitoring with obligations on HS2 Ltd to ensure 
ground borne noise levels no greater than 30dB LpAsmax for urban areas. 

HS2 Ltd to infroduce additional mitigation measures, including reduction in frain 
speeds, in the event forecast noise levels are exceeded. 

Your Petitioners are concemed that Clause 35 of the Bill and Schedule 25 provide that 
appeals against notices or against failure to give consent or the giving of qualified 
consent under the Confrol of Pollution Act i974, section 60 (confrol of noise) and 
section 61 (prior consent for work on constraction sites) may be referred to the 
Secretary of State or to arbitration. Any appeal must be determined by an independent 
and impartial body compliant with Article 6 of the European Convention on Htmian 
Rights. 

Your Petitioners are also concemed that Schedule 25 would provide a defence to 
statutory nuisance for the nominated undertaker. 

Your Petitioners request that Clause 35 and schedule 25 are deleted from the Bill. 

Personal Mitigation 
Your Petitioners request that a personal mitigation budget beinfrPduced for every 
household impacted by the construction period, irrespective of whether they are resident 
owners or tenants. This needs to be sufficient to allow households a choice in how they 
respond to the significant impacts on their lives and envirpnment, while npt limiting 
them to a prescribed set of options that may not suit their personal needs. Your 
Petitioners humbly submit that 

12. Spoil and Wastes 
Your Petitioners are concemed that the impact on this community and neighbourhood of 
the amount of spoil to be excavated and removed from the construction of the high 
speed railway has been underestimated and the enviroimiental impacts of removal and 
disposal of such waste has been needlessly worsened because the principles of the waste 
hierarchy have been ignored by HS2 Ltd. 

Your Petitioners are concemed that the forecasts provided for this area, including from 
the proposed tunnel portal, for amounts of waste to be excavated and removed appear to 
be contradictory and take insufficient account of local authority planning poUcies. 

Your Petitioners request that: HS2 Ltd be required to comply with the requirements of 



the Waste Framework Directive and review its decisions on freatment of spoil and waste 
to ensure compUance with the waste hierarchy as detailed in that Directive. Such review 
should include publishing details of the "integrated design approach" to waste 
management and subject to consultation to enable effective public participation on this 
issue. 

13. Cumulative Impact: Your Petitioners are not satisfied that fuU consideration has 
been given to the severity of the cumulative effects of the proposed works, and the 
pressure that those effects will have on housing in this densely populated area of inner 
London. There are at least 250 homes located very close to the works in the area of 
Camden Cutting, including those in Park VUlage East and Silsoe House which your 
Petitioners consider need further review to ensure they will be habitable during the 
constraction phase and when the trains start operating. There will be significant impacts 
due to increased traffic and road closures, loss of amenity and greenery, including 
mature frees, and effects of noise, vibration and dust from nearby constraction works for 
more than ten years. In addition to these 2̂ 50 homes, some hundreds of others nearby 
will inevitably experience a number of cross cutting cumulative impacts for a long 
period of time. The Environmental Statement deposited with the Bill acknowledges that 
cumtilative impacts arise from the construction of the BiU proposals, but does not assess 
them. Your Petitioners consider it essential that the Promoters should carry out a 
habitabUity assessment forthwith to determine if any occupiers of those numerous 
homes would need re-housing on a temporaiy or permanent basis and for those that 
don't need rehousing, how the adverse impacts they face can be mitigated. Your 
Petitioners request a commensurate undertaking be required from the Promoters to this 
effect. 

Your Petitioners therefore request: 

the honourable House to instract the Promoter to undertake an assessment of the 
cumulative impacts and acceptable baseline surveys .Your Petitioners respectfully subniit 
that, unless the Promoter provides appropriate Mitigation and Cpmpensation, the Bill 
should not be allowed to pass into law. 

14. Code of Construction Practice 
Your Petitioners are concemed that the nominated undertaker's ongoing accountability is 
unspecified. The Code of Constraction Practice does not identify how any lead 
confractors wiU be made to comply and the redress and appropriate action that might be 
taken in the event that the confractors do not comply with the Code of Constraction 
Practice. Assessment in the environmental statement is made on the assumjption that the 
Code of Constraction Practice and the sfrategies wUl be fully effective, however, the 
Cpde of Consfruction Practice has no legal status. 
Your Petitioners submit that the Cpde of Consfruction Practice should be incorporated 
into the BiU. ParUament and not the nominated undertaker should be accountable for the 
project. Any monitoring required under the Code of Constraction 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 
Constraction Practice. 

The standards set out in the environmental statement and the Code of Construction 
Practice is of "reasonableness" and "reasonable endeavours". Your Petitioners submit 
that these should be replaced by a higher standard, i.e. "best practical means" and the 



measures agreed with the relevant local authority. Measures should be subject to 
independent assessment verifiable and challengeable. This applies to noise as well as 
other effects that are to be addressed in the Code of Constraction Practice. 

15. Air Quality 
YourPetitioners are concemed about the potential adverse impacts on air quality as a 
result of the constraction and operation of the high speed railway line and associated 
development. 

(i) Your Petitioners request that before constraction 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 Petitioners submit that 
thresholds for air quality and an mr quality mitigation plan should be produced for each 
Community Forum Area, including our own̂  to apply both during constraction and 
operation of HS2. 

(ii) Your Petitioners request that Camden Borough Council be provided with powers to 
monitor air quality in accordance with binding mitigation plans and in the event air 
quality thresholds are breached, Your Petitioners submit that the Bill should be amended 
to enable the local authority to require the cessation of constraction activities imtil such 
point as air quality thresholds are complied with. 

16. Public Utilities, Local Infrastructure and Emergency Services 
Park ViUage East carries all our public utilities: inducing a 42" water main which is to 
be relaid some distance away along Albany Sfreet: all electricity and gas supplies, 
telecommunications and broadband too are to be disconnected and recoimected in 
advance of the commencement of HS2 constraction. Park ViUage East is to be closed off 
for most of its length and tiie Momington Sfreet Bridge to the north and Granby Terrace 
Bridge to the south are to be removed for the duration of consfruction. Your Petitioners 
have cars and some have garages incorporated into Silsoe House. Yet it is suggested that 
we are to be denied access to the network of roads. A number of residents at Silsoe 
House are elderly or infirm. It is essential that there is vehicular access to Silsoe House 
at all times. Not all residents have a garage at SUsoe House. If there is to be any 
restriction of existing sfreet parking, alternative provision must be made. Likewise, in 
the event of an emergencyj whether involving Police, Fire or Ambulance vehicles ̂  there 
needs to be proper access to the main enfrance doors of Silsoe House. "Mthout adequate 
access to our homes, we will be rendered homeless in that it will not be reasonable for 
Your Petitioners to continue to occupy our homes. In such circumstances, the Promoters 
must be required to make provision for suitable alternative accommodation in the 
locality. 

17. Compensation 

Your Petitioners recognise that Select Committees may be reluctant to intercede in 
recommending compensation above the National Compensation Code because of setting 
a precedent for other major infrastracture projects. Your Petitioners respectfully suggest 
there are five reasons why your Conmiittee should subject the Promoters' proposals to 
anxious scratiny: 

(i) As Secretary Mr Hammond reported to Your Honourable House on 20 December 
2010, "developing European jurispradence" requires the State to consider more 



generous compensation than has been acceptable in the past. 

(ii) The Promoter have significantly underestimated the cost of bringing HS2 into a 
vibrant, diverse, densely populated and high property value area such as this. We are 
comforted that the Treasury insisted on P95 budgeting, as a result of which we 
understand there is a contingency of £5.7bn in respect of Phase 1. 

(iii) The Promoters have failed to have adequate regard to the scale and extent Pf the 
proposed works between Euston Station and Camden Cutting. Your Petitioners 
understands that the constraction works will impact upon the whole of this area for a 
minimum of 10 years, and possibly as long as 18 years. Whilst the Promoter has sought 
to address the individual impacts, it has failed to assess the cumulative impact of the 
noise, dust, vibration, ventilation, air pollution, loss of safe access routes, loss of 
amenity and daylight, movement of constraction traffic, bridge closureSj and congestion. 

(iv) A particular factor in Park VUlage East is the extent of works to be executed outside 
core working hours, premised on the principle that the disruption to existing rail 
passengers will be kept to a minimum regardless of the impact on local residents and 
businesses. The stated approach adopted by HS2 Ltd to mitigations has been "a 
hierarchy , whereby priority has been given to avoiding or preventing effects; and then 
(if this were not possible), to reducing or abating them; and then, if necessary, to 
offsetting them through repair (restoration or reinstatement) or compensation". Where 
other mitigation measures are impossible^ pr have been rejected in favour of protecting 
existing Rail Operators, there is a particular duty on the State to bring forward 
compensation measures which are fair and proportionate. The basic principle is that "the 
polluter must pay". 

(v) It is difficult to justify the disparate freatment between the compensation offered to 
those in rural areaŝ  namely the Chiltems, rather than in urban areas. Your Petitioner 
suggests that the additional provision made available in the Chiltems is motivated by 
improper political considerations, rather than any rational assessment of what 
compensation would be fair and propprtionate. 

Your Petitioners accept that those chopsing tP live in urban areas accept higher npise 
levels than in rural areas. Hpwever Park Village East is part of a conservatipn area, 
quiet, residential. The Camden Cutting area is alsp tranquil with little thrpugh-fraffic, 
benefiting from the space, light and air that the railway creates whilst absorbing the 
limited noise that frains produce. This community will not only be subject to exceptional 
levels of disraption as a result of the construction works, their character will be 
desfroyed irtevocably if the wholesale redevelopment envisaged in "HS2 Plus" goes 
forward. 

Compensation - The Developing European Jurisprudence 

Whether compensation issues are considered under Article 6 ofthe European 
Convention of Human Rights (the right to a fair determination of civil rights and 
obligations), Article 8 (the right to respect for private life, family and home). Article 1 of 
Protocol 1 (the right not to be deprived of prpperty save in certain prescribed 
circumstances) pr Article 14 (the prphibitipn pf discrimination), two fundamental 
principles apply: First, that any compensation must be fair and proportionate. Second 
(and linked), that the procedure for determining what compensation is fair and 



proportionate must itself be fair and must afford a proper opportunity to those affected 
to influence the final determination. 

18. Your Petitioners respectfully suggest that the damage, loss and interference HS2 will 
cause in Park Village iBast, Camden Cutting and the Euston area as a whole is of a 
nature and scale which will occur nowhere else in the coimtiy. 

Your Petitioners respectfully request that the Bill should be amended to ensure Your 
Petitioners and pther persons outside the safeguarding area who are injuriously affected 
and adversely affected by loss of value should be entitled to claim compensation 
without the unreasonable requirement of proving hardship (para 22-31). Your Petitioners 
submit that the Book of Reference laid before the Honourable House with the HS2 
Hybrid Bill was deficient and therefore Your Petitioners respectfully request that the 
Promoter be directed to engage with the community to make good all deficiencies in 
relation to residents and owners. 

(i) The BiU would authorise the compulsory acquisition of certain interests in land or 
property of Your Petitioners, to whicli they object, and in accordance with the standing 
orders of your Honourable House, notice has been served on your Petitioners of the 
intetitioh to seek stlch cOnipulSOiy poweis. 

(ii) Your Petitioners respectfiiUy ask the Honourable House to direct the Promoter to 
ensure your Petitioners are fafrly compensated for effects on property value but also 
other returns to which they should be reasonably entitled. 

(iii) There is no rational justification for the Promoters to deny residents at Silsoe House 
access to the "Voluntaty Purchase" and "Homeowner Paymenf schemes which are to 
be offered to homeowners in rural areas. 

(iv) Any compensation must be sufficient to enable residents of SUsoe House to acqufre 
suitable altemative accommodation in the area. The uplift of 10% on the im-blighted fidl 
market value should be increased from 10-25% in line with the approach recently 
adopted by the Heathrow Aiiport Authority. 

For the foregoing and cormected reasons Your Petitioners respectfully submit that, 
unless clauses of the Bill are removed or amended, then the Bill should not be allowed 
to pass into law. 

19. There are other clauses and provisions in the Bill whichi if passed into law as they 
now stand will prejudicially affect Your Petitioners and their rights (including their 
human rights), interests and property and for which no adequate provision is made to 
protect Your Petitioners ̂  and other clauses and provisions necessary for their protection 
and benefit are omitted therefrom. 

Your Petitioners THEREFORE HUMBLY PRAY your Honourable House that the BiU 
may not be allowed to pass into law as it now stands and that they may be heard by their 
Counsel, Agents and witnesses in support of the allegations of this Petition against such 

. of the clauses and provisions of the Bill as affect the property, rights and interests of 
Your Petitioners and in support of such other clauses and provisions as may be 



necessary or expedient for their protection, or that such other relief may be given to 
Your Petitioners in the premises as your Honourable House shall deem meet. 

AND Your Petitioners will ever pray, &c 

SIGNED 
INPARLIAMENT 
HOUSE OF 
COMMONS 
SESSION 
2013-2014 

HIGH SPEED RAIL (LONDON TO WEST MIDLANDS BILL) 
PETITION OF 

AND Your Petitioners will ever pray, &c. 

Signed: 

Jeanne Battye the First Petitioner 

Signed: 

" ' c : ^ ^ ^ - — — 

Dr. Jim Byrne, the Second Petitioner 

Signed: 

Hannah Connellan, the Third Petitioner 



signed: 

Robert Latham, the Fourth Petitioner 

S ^ j ^ d : ' ^ 

V "'- y'-
r w ^ j - _ V , — - — 

Ma^aret Pê cy, fheJF'irtn'yetitioner 

Signed: 

The Reverend WilUam Whitcombe, Sixth Petitioner 

AGAINST, By counsel, &c 
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