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Tuesday 28 March 2006

Before:

Mr Philip Hollobone

Kelvin Hopkins Mrs Linda Riordan
Mrs Sian C James Sir Peter Soulsby
Mr Ian Liddell-Grainger

In the absence of the Chairman, Mr Liddell-Grainger took the Chair.

Ordered: That Counsel and Parties be called in.

5349.Mr Liddell-Grainger: Ms Lieven, would you
like to kick o V?

5350.Ms Lieven: Sir, this morning we are dealing
with Petitioners from Shen“eld and I do not know
whether it would be helpful to the Committee for
me to make a short opening just to explain what is
happening at Shen“eld because this is the “rst time
that the Committee has considered anything
outside the section of the route, so it would seem
helpful just to make a brief explanation.

5351. Perhaps I can start by putting up the map of
the line.1 Shen“eld is at the north-east terminus of
the line and the Committee is familiar with the
route up to Liverpool Street, and then east of
Liverpool Street it goes to Whitechapel, which we
will return to in a few weeks, and then splits north-
east, coming out of tunnel at the point west of
Stratford. Then from that point onwards, down the
north-east section, the line is taking over the
existing, what are known as, •e-lines•, which is what
the electric lines are known as, all the way up to
Shen“eld. As I say, the Petitioners today are private
Petitioners from Shen“eld. Tomorrow we are
having the London Borough of Brentwood which
covers both Brentwood Station and Shen“eld, but
unfortunately the London Borough could not come
today, so there will be an element, I suspect, of
repetition, though certainly from our side we will
try to keep it as minimal as possible.

5352. At the present time, Shen“eld is served by
both the stopping trains on the e-line and on fast
services coming from further to the east, both the
Norwich line and the Southend line, and those fast
services, which run down the fast lines to Liverpool
Street, will continue to serve Shen“eld, so there will
be no disruption, no eVect on the existing fast
services. The advantage of Crossrail for the people
of Shen“eld is that they will be able to get on a
train at Shen“eld and, instead of going to
Liverpool Street and having to change if they want
to go further west, they will be able to go straight
through to all the other Crossrail destinations.

1 Crossrail Ref: P70, The Crossrail Route, Non-technical
Summary of the Crossrail environmental statement
(LINEWD-NTS62-002).

5353. Before we leave the route map, a number of
the Petitioners from Shen“eld have raised an
argument in their Petition that the line should not
go as far as Shen“eld and that either it should stop
at Stratford or at one of the other intermediate
stations, in particular the ones that are mentioned
at Gidea Park and Romford. The Committee may
recall that that was a matter of discussion at second
reading and in the instruction. The position from
the Promoter•s side is that an argument that seeks
to move the termini further to the west does go to
the principle of the Bill and, therefore, the
Committee cannot amend the Bill to require the
line to stop short of Shen“eld, but we have made
it clear in correspondence that we will not challenge
the Petitioners who seek to make that argument to
the Committee today; it is a matter for the
Committee as to whether they hear the argument
or not. We will, either today or tomorrow, call
evidence if Petitioners do raise the point as to why
stopping at any of the intermediate stations would
both be highly disruptive, highly expensive and also
very, very poor in transport terms.

5354. Perhaps I can then move on to the works at
Shen“eld and put up the “rst plan for that. 2 This
is the plan which is in the Petition Response
Document and it is quite useful to show the various
elements of the works. In eVect, there are three
elements. Here we have the existing Shen“eld
Station and it is just worth the Committee
orientating itself. There is Friars Avenue running
oV to the west where a number of Petitioners live
and then Hunter Avenue running to the east, and
on the other side of the railway lines is an area
known as Hutton Mount which is somewhat
elevated, and there are a number of Petitioners
from that area.

5355. The Crossrail works fall into three parts. On
the western side, we are building a new platform,
or it is eVectively the extension of an existing
platform to the north so that Crossrail trains can
come in on both sides of that island platform,
whereas at the moment there is only a platform on
one side. To build the platform in that form
involves extending an embankment and then
putting in a retaining wall. We are then creating

2 Crossrail Ref: P70, Crossrail proposals at Shen“eld
Station and extent of existing car parks (BRWDBO-
14903-001).
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three stabling sidings where you can see the train
siding modi“cations to allow the trains to come
into the new platforms, so on the one side there are
two sidings and on the other side there are three
stabling sidings, the east side. The other element of
work which happens on both the west and the east
side is that there is a considerable amount of
remodelling of the tracks in order to allow the
Crossrail trains to be fully segregated from other
services, which is very important in terms of
reliability.

5356. If we could look brie”y at the aerial photos
so that the Committee can get an idea of Shen“eld,
this “rst one is on the Friars Avenue side, the west
side, so the new platform is extended along to the
west and the embankment beside that.3 Just so that
the Committee can orientate themselves, the Friars
Avenue car park, which is one of our worksites, is
to the south, and Hutton Road, which you will
hear referred to and which is the principal shopping
street of Shen“eld, is running down to the station.

5357. If we can look at the next aerial photo, this
is still on the west side, but a diVerent orientation,
looking along the tracks.4 You can see the platform
area to be extended, track works, and there is
another aerial photo which we will come to a little
later, but it is this area to the north where there
will be some tree loss because of the works to the
embankment.

5358. If we can then look at the east side of the
station on the aerial photo, this is the east side of
the station and here shown are the eastern sidings
for Crossrail and a loop line has to be relocated on
the Chelmsford-Southend line in order to give
space for our sidings.5 This is the Hunter Avenue
car park, which I will come back to in a moment,
and Hunter Avenue runs along the side car park to
the north.

5359. If I can then turn very brie”y to the impacts,
there are two principal impacts which are raised,
though obviously Petitioners have raised a whole
series of other impacts, but there are two which are
perhaps particularly focused on. The “rst is noise
and the second is car parking. There are a number
of properties which will be aVected by noise at this
location, and perhaps we could put up the ES
Impact Plan.6 The Committee may recall this from
other parts of the route. One can see the noise
impacts coloured in, giving their diVerent levels of
severity. There are people along this part of the
route who will be signi“cantly aVected and some
who will be eligible for temporary rehousing and
some eligible for noise insulation. Probably the

3 Crossrail Ref: P70, Friars Avenue Car Park and South
Western Station Approaches, aerial photograph
(BRWDBO-14904-002).

4 Crossrail Ref: P70, Shen“eld Station South Western
Approaches (BRWDBO-14904-003).

5 Crossrail Ref: P70, Hunter Avenue Car Park and North
Eastern Station Approaches (BRWDBO-14904-005).

6 Crossrail Ref: P70, Shen“eld Station Project Works and
Impacts Map NE17 (ii) (LINEWD-ES117-102).

most appropriate thing is to come back to those for
the individual sites, but unsurprisingly it is the
properties who are closest to the two areas of work
on the west and east side of the station.

5360. There are two points to make on the impacts
at this stage. One is that we are doing further work
to assess the impacts because it seems possible that
they may have been overstated in the ES to some
degree, but, perhaps more importantly, of course
the Environmental Statement is drawn up at a stage
when the design is still not particularly detailed, so
as we go through from the moment of starting the
work, a far more detailed design will be drawn up.
Certainly the experience from the Channel Tunnel
Rail Link was that the level of noise impact fell
signi“cantly at detailed design stage because at the
Environmental Statement stage it is necessary to
take a pessimistic view.

5361. Turning then brie”y to car parking, there are
four car parks around Shen“eld Station and it is
worth the Committee just noting them. There are
two pay and display car parks. The one at Friars
Avenue to the north-west of the station will be
taken as a worksite by Crossrail in its entirety and
the other pay and display car park is at Hunter
Avenue which will not be aVected at all by
Crossrail, so that car park remains in its entirety.
There are then two commuter car parks owned by
Network Rail. The pay and display car parks are
owned and operated by the Council and the
commuter car parks are owned and operated by
Network Rail. The one at Mount Avenue is wholly
unaVected by Crossrail and the one at Hunter
Avenue, which has proved to be the most
contentious, to the east, in the Environmental
Statement it was assumed that the entirety of the
Hunter Avenue car park would be taken by
Crossrail for the works obviously only during the
construction period. We have worked further on
that and the position that we are now at, and have
oVered to the Council in an undertaking, is that we
will take no more than 50 per cent of the Hunter
Avenue car park in any event, so that is an
absolute, with reasonable endeavours to take no
more than 35 per cent and we will go further and
seek to occupy a lesser amount where reasonably
practicable, so 50 per cent is the absolute maximum
we can take, we believe we can achieve 35 per cent
and we are going, as far as possible, to reduce it
even further. Mr Anderson, either today or
tomorrow, will give evidence on the car parking
situation.

5362. The other impact to mention brie”y is
vegetation and for this we can show our photo 23
just so the Committee know where the vegetation
in issue is.7 It is the area I have already shown you
on a previous plan. To the north-west of the station
there is an area where there will be vegetation lost
because of the extension of the platforms and the
need to erect the embankment. There will then be a

7 Crossrail Ref: P70, Figure 1: Shen“eld Station„
Approximate Impacts on Trees (BRWDBO-14904-023).
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from something called •COPD•, a serious asthma
and bronchitis condition, which has previously
necessitated having her heart stopped and being
resuscitated on three occasions. She has only one
functioning lung. Bearing in mind the oath I swore
before I came in, I should say that I do not know
these people tremendously well and I have to accept
their word on that. Their son Kenneth is aged 57.

5381. They all live at 14 Hunter Avenue which faces
the Hunter Avenue commuter car park and they
are at the other end from my mother-in-law. My
mother-in-law lives at 43 and 253 is at the other
end of the car park. They have resided there for
about 13 years, just under 13 years. These
Petitioners have similar complaints to those already
outlined in respect of Mrs Cockell•s Petition 43.

5382. Because of the health problems of Mr
Frederick and Mrs Lilian White, in particular the
latter, they have grave concerns about the likely
eVect of the resultant pollution, especially dust,
upon their wellbeing. At their age, the stress may
also be harmful.

5383. Whilst not looking forward to upheaval and
recognising that there is the possibility that they
will be able to move house under the published
hardship scheme, this will not be until within nine
months of works commencing in the vicinity. It is
felt that where a move is justi“ed because of an
existing medical condition which will be severely
aggravated by the works, then, if the Bill is passed
and once an announcement has been made to the
eVect that funding is in place and work is due to
commence generally, the relevant clause of the
hardship scheme should become immediately
eVective.

5384. The Whites are concerned about the adverse
eVect that Crossrail will have upon the value of
their house and also about the damage to their
property as a result of the movement of heavily
leaden lorries and vibration from the works.

5385. Whilst my address concerning Petition 253
has been fairly short, may I remind you that the
Whites also have similar concerns to those I
outlined earlier.

5386. In summary, there is a large swell of public
opinion against the Crossrail proposals in
Shen“eld. This is re”ected by the high number of
Petitions, in the order of 50, from the Brentwood
area. From my conversations with other Petitioners
and Shen“eld residents, the overwhelming desire
appears to be that the eastern terminus is located
at Stratford where there are good connections to
the existing services. The existing Great Eastern
line, that is, the suburban line or, as Ms Lieven
stated, the electric line, those trains would then
continue into Liverpool Street. However, I believe
that the concerns have been raised because of the
total lack of sympathy for the plight of Shen“eld
residents on the part of Crossrail planners. Not

enough thought has been given to alternative sites
for new sidings. InsuYcient consideration has been
given as to whether a combination of new sidings at
one of the locations I previously indicated, together
with the existing eastern sidings, might provide an
adequate turnaround facility for trains, thus
removing the need for an additional platform and,
in turn, the need to disrupt the entire central area
of Shen“eld.

5387. If the Committee has not already visited
Shen“eld, then I do hope that they will be able, and
minded, to do so when I believe they will see what
havoc will be caused and how my alternative
suggestions might be worthy of further
consideration.

5388. Chairman, and members of the Committee,
thank you for listening.

5389.Mr Liddell-Grainger: Thank you, Mr Jardine,
very much indeed. Ms Lieven?

5390.Ms Lieven: Well, sir, I certainly do not intend
asking any questions. I have picked up a few points
to add to the questions I was going to ask my
witnesses later and perhaps that is the best way to
deal with it.

5391.Mr Liddell-Grainger: In that case, can I call
Stuart and Tamsin Owens.

The Petition of Mr Stuart and Mrs Tamsin Owens
was read.

The Petitioners appeared in person.

5392. Mr Owens: This is Tamsin and I am Stuart
Owens, Petition 278, representing Tamsin, Stuart
and Samuel Owens.11 The “rst point I would like to
make is that we are not opposed to change; we are
dynamic and we have lived in London. We are not
opposed to change even if it is in our backyard,
which in this case it is, if we believe that it actually
will bene“t Shen“eld as a whole.

5393. Our house backs on to the embankment
which rises to the railway line, number 29 Friars
Avenue, and we believe we will be signi“cantly
impacted by Crossrail, both from noise and visual
impact, and also by the detrimental eVect that
Crossrail will have on Shen“eld as a whole.

5394. To give the Committee some background, we
moved to Shen“eld just over two years ago after we
had a baby. As I said before, we lived in the centre
of London and we wanted a change of lifestyle, or
a breath of fresh air, you could say, but we needed
somewhere with good transport links for travel into
the City for my employment. We, therefore, chose
Shen“eld because it had all these things: transport

11 Crossrail Ref: P70, Location of Petitioners based in Friars
Avenue, Herrington Grove, Greenway, Mount Avenue,
Pine Croft, King“sher Close and Hutton Road
(BRWDBO-14903-007).
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links; excellent schools; and, most importantly, a
community atmosphere. My wife, Tamsin, is a full-
time, stay-at-home mum and the shops and the
community atmosphere were a big pull for us to
move to Shen“eld.

5395. If I can address the noise impact, the initial
maps we were provided showed that there was
signi“cant construction noise up to 27 Friars
Avenue, but not to 29 Friars Avenue where we live.
On questioning, Crossrail provided a new map,
map NE17(ii) which was shown earlier, stating that
actually there would be signi“cant noise impact
during at least the construction phase.12 As I have
mentioned, my wife and son are at home during the
day. As a small child, my son has a daytime nap
which we think is likely to be severely disrupted,
especially through the construction work. We also
like to spend a lot of time in the garden and again
we see how this is going to be much more diYcult,
especially during the construction phase, and quite
clearly there will be signi“cantly more noise once it
is operational with the additional services that are
going to be on oVer.

5396. At the moment there are current sidings to
the back of our property which are very rarely
used. In fact, we can only remember one time when
they were ever used, but clearly with the extra
construction work they will be used quite
signi“cantly. Despite all of this, we have been
oVered neither compensation nor noise insulation
from the Promoters.

5397. Secondly, the visual impact. Based on the
maps provided by Crossrail, again the houses up
to, we believe, number 27, our next-door
neighbours, will have both signi“cant temporary
and permanent visual impact. The Petition
Response, when we queried this, stated that
•vegetation will be substantially retained during
constructionŽ. We have now seen some maps and
pictures which we had not seen before and we still
do question whether that is actually possible. These
trees and the vegetation are important as they do
screen our view and are part of the property which
we bought at the time.

5398. We have been given no information as to
what our property will look like at the back of our
garden once work is completed and we have heard
today about the embankments being built, but
again no information has been given to us. All we
have received in response to our Petition was: •The
visual impacts of the works both during
construction and after the works are complete is
assessed to be not signi“cantŽ. In whose opinion
are they not signi“cant? No evidence has been
provided to us in support of this assertion.

5399. The next point we would like to raise which
we give in our Petition is the impact on the value
of our house. There will be a blight on the sale both

12 Crossrail Ref: P70, Shen“eld Station Project Works and
Impacts Map NE17 (ii) (LINEWD-ES117-102).

from the uncertainty around Crossrail, when it will
start and when it will happen, but also once the
work is undertaken and also when the extra services
are there. There is no bene“t to Shen“eld from this
and we do believe that our house will be impacted
by that. Yes, there was a train running when we
bought, we understood that, and in fact that was
one of the attractions for us, but it was not in the
state that Crossrail is suggesting.

5400. The next point I would like to raise is the
impact on the Shen“eld community. One of the
best features of Shen“eld is that it has a small
village feel, but is very close to London and it is on
the fast train line which I think is quite unique for
south-east London. We feel that Crossrail will
change all this.

5401. Other Petitioners have talked about parking
in the area. Parking is already a problem in the
Shen“eld area and this will make it more acute. I
also ask whether Crossrail has considered what
impact this will have on the local shops and
businesses during this period. As an example,
Shen“eld came to a standstill recently when
Alexander Lane was closed for bridge supporting
work. I only can guess what will happen when
Crossrail is under construction. Congestion is
already quite high in the area near the train station
and this will be much worse during the construction
phase and possibly worse afterwards. How can
Crossrail put Shen“eld into so much upheaval and
not expect the atmosphere of the community to
change and yet provide no bene“ts for Shen“eld
at all?

5402. Finally, I would just like to close by saying
that whilst we understand that the Committee has
no authority to recommend a change to the
terminus of the cross-London link, we would like
to note for the record that we believe that: (a) there
is no bene“t to Shen“eld from the proposed
Crossrail scheme; (b) that Shen“eld has only been
chosen because it is the cheapest option to
implement; and (c) the fact that the public
consultation exercise does not include the ability to
petition against the terminus being at Shen“eld, I
would like to ask where the democracy is in this
process. Thank you for your time and patience.

5403.Mr Liddell-Grainger: Thank you, Mr Owens.
Could I call Mr Sabin?

The Petition of Mr Michael Sabin was read.

The Petitioner appeared in person.

5404.Mr Sabin: Thank you, Chairman, for hearing
my Petition. My name is Michael Sabin and I am
a former Executive Director of Bass Charrington•s,
now retired, but I continue as a part-time
consultant. My wife and I have lived in Hutton
Mount for 26 years. It is only a short distance from
Shen“eld Station and in close earshot to all the
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(Mr Brimley) The demand for permits is certainly
higher than that but the council is actually charging
quite a lot of money for them and recently approved
quite a considerable increase in them, and there are
various reasons for that. I suspect, if we were to
advertise widely the availability of the permits, even
with the current proposed increase in charges we
would probably get more takers. We have not done
that because we are three short of the maximum
anyway at the present level. Of course there is other
long-term parking taking place in Shen“eld, which is
probably a number of long-term people who are
parking illegally on these spaces.

6059. It is suggested you displace shoppers from
Friars Avenue by this policy of reducing season
tickets. We have surveys for the use of Friars
Avenue, is there any evidence that you are displacing
shoppers from Friars Avenue?
(Mr Brimley) I need to check what the surveys
actually show but my understanding is that there are
a number of shoppers parking in Friars Avenue
car park.

6060. 012 is the weekday survey. If you would check
that? What I want to know is if there is any evidence
that you are displacing shoppers from Friars
Avenue„in other words, it is full up and they are
being pushed somewhere else?
(Mr Brimley) The survey of Friars Avenue pay and
display car park shows 27 and 25 pay and display
permit holders and no permits on the particular
survey date shown here, which looks like 3
December 2005. So, yes, there is evidence that there
would be a loss of shoppers from that car park.

6061. Looking at Hunter Avenue, because we have
surveys for that, both weekday and weekend
surveys, can you tell the Committee about that? Is
there spare capacity there, in particular what is going
on in the week?
(Mr Brimley) The “gures on this page 14 . . .

6062. Look at 012 actually and look at Hunter
Avenue, both the pay and display and the
commuter.
(Mr Brimley) There are three “gures there, the 75
per cent full, 82 per cent and 84 per cent at Hunter
Avenue.

6063. So in terms of spare capacity is there any
meaningful spare capacity there?
(Mr Brimley) To be honest I am quite surprised that
it is that low. I would have thought that it is highly
likely, if that is the case, if that is a low take-up of the
Hunter Avenue commuter car park, that the
operators of that car park would wish to rush in
there and plug the gap pretty quickly because there
must be the opportunity to sell more season tickets
for the express lines which are in such great demand
from Shen“eld.

6064. Mr Stoker: Thank you very much. That is
our case.

The witness withdrew

6065.Ms Lieven: Sir, I will call Mr Berryman.

Mr Keith Berryman, Recalled

Examined byMs Lieven

6066. Ms Lieven: Mr Berryman, you have given
evidence on a number of occasions so I do not need
to introduce you again. I have three questions for
you. First of all, can you tell the Committee why
Crossrail is terminating at Shen“eld and why other
termination points on the northeast route were
rejected?
(Mr Berryman) We looked at several options for
where we should go in the northeast quadrant of the
route and the diYculties are both constructional and
operational. If one is to provide Crossrail trains to
terminate at some point other than Shen“eld it is
necessary to provide additional tracks, additional
lines because we still have to serve those stations
beyond our terminating point by services going
directly into Liverpool Street. So, for example, if we
were to terminate at Stratford we would still have to
provide the lines which run out all the way to
Shen“eld at present, the E-lines as referred to earlier,
which carry the stopping services in from Shen“eld.
So we had to provide additional track space at
Stratford. If you extend the same argument to Ilford
or Romford, which I guess would be the other two
possible candidates for terminating points, the same
argument applies. In addition to that, the works at
the other possible point are very much more
substantial than they would be at Shen“eld. In the
case of Stratford, an order of magnitude; in the case
of Ilford and Romford at least “ve or six times as the
case would be in Shen“eld. That is why the decision
was made to go Shen“eld.

6067. Moving to Shen“eld, can you explain why it is
necessary to construct a new platform on the western
side of the Shen“eld station, which was a relatively
recent change to the scheme?
(Mr Berryman) That is right, yes. Shen“eld
currently has “ve platforms. The E-line trains„that
is to say the existing stopping service trains„
currently use platforms 4 and 5, but platform 4 is
also shared with the trains going to Southend. So
eVectively at the moment the E-lines have one and a
half platforms to handle their turning trains. We
would be increasing the number of trains using this
line. Our operational modelling demonstrated that
this was a signi“cant problem for time keeping on
the line, and of course when you get into Central
London we would be running a very intense service
and it is important that trains are presented at the
tunnel mouth on time at regular intervals, and it is
for that reason that we need to keep a high level of
reliability of time keeping. The model demonstrated
that trains were being delayed at Shen“eld either by
the passage of the Southend trains or the lack of
platform capacity, and therefore an additional
platform was needed to make the service ”ow.
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6081. I take the point but I want to understand
factually whether there are any issues. Our appendix
4.44We have not got the statistics for Brentwood, but
in terms of Shen“eld the savings in time are, I would
suggest to you on the basis of table 18.1, either non-
existent or very small.
(Mr Berryman) I am not absolutely sure that I can
accept that. Certainly with regard to Heathrow„no,
I am not sure that I could accept that.

6082. Zero is very small, is it not?
(Mr Berryman) Zero is very small if that were to be
the actual time saving. My calculations would
indicate bigger time savings than that. However, one
has to bear in mind that there are a whole range of
possibilities opened up by Crossrail. So a passenger
from, say, Shen“eld going to Tottenham Court
Road could, if they wished, take a fast train to
Stratford and change onto Crossrail at that point.
They would get a much quicker journey than if they
took a fast train into Liverpool Street, as now, and
then changed to the Underground. You have to be
very careful that you are actually comparing
optimum with optimum.

6083. Absolutely. This would be the advantage of a
proper, reasoned comparison in the public domain
so that we could look at it. It has not been done.
(Mr Berryman) A comparison of timings?

6084. Yes.
(Mr Berryman) We have done quite a lot of
comparisons of timings. The whole business case is
actually, as you may well know, based on time
savings which will be experienced by passengers. We
have a huge range of calculations that have been
done for that.

6085. Appendix 3, in terms of access for those (you
talk about the wider area of Brentwood) who have
not got a car, shows that there is zero bene“t for
Brentwood and that, really, the lion•s share of the
bene“t lies inside the London conurbation.
(Mr Berryman) Yes, I would not deny that the lion•s
share of the bene“t lies inside the conurbation
because that is where the lion•s share of the people
live. Inevitably that is the case.

6086. Appendix 6, in terms of actually meeting some
form of unmet demand, or leading to a situation
where there is passenger growth at the end of the line
at Shen“eld, looking at 18.44, that is almost
statistically insigni“cant, at 3 per cent, is it not?
(Mr Berryman) Yes, it is a very low number. As has
been pointed out by many speakers, Shen“eld has a
very good fast line service and we would expect a
signi“cant proportion of the people, most of them,
would continue to use that fast line service.

6087. So, in the round, Shen“eld takes that work in
terms of the terminus for the bene“ts for London.

44 Committee Ref: A69, Environmental Statement, Appendix
4, Table 18.1 Journey Time savings (Platform to Platform)
to and from Shen“eld; and Table 18.2 Route Window
NE17„ Temporary impacts (BRWDBO-14905-048).

(Mr Berryman) I would say one could make that
argument, yes. I think Shen“eld does get bene“ts but
because it is the terminus of the route (and, as I think
Ms Lieven mentioned yesterday, the same argument
applies with any terminus of this nature) the bene“ts
are less than they would be the further you get into
town.

6088. Just so one takes stock of what we have got, at
the moment, in terms of those who live at Shen“eld
and Brentwood, there is an existing, functioning
metro service. I think that provides some seven
trains in terms of frequency. Is the seven “gure
correct per hour?
(Mr Berryman) It is around that number.

6089. You postulate 12 trains per hour for Crossrail.
There is a fast service that you can take„have you
taken it„for about 16, 17 minutes to Stratford?
(Mr Berryman) I have used that, yes.

6090. It is very quick and eVective, is it not?
(Mr Berryman) It is a very good service indeed.

6091. Where you can join the Tube system and you
can get to Heathrow, you can shop in Bond Street,
and you can get to your work in Canary Wharf„
you can do all that with a 17-minute trip in on the
fast service.
(Mr Berryman) You can get to Stratford in 17
minutes but that does not mean you can get to
Canary Wharf or any of those other places in that
time. You have got to change; some of the
interchanges are not particularly brilliant. Getting
to Heathrow, in particular, involves a number of
complex, long walks, lots of steps to go up and
down. Not easy. As a regular rail user, I “nd the
inconvenience of some interchanges quite annoying.
For instance, I use the Midland Mainline into St
Pancreas and I “nd the interchange from there to the
Underground to be particularly annoying.

6092.Chairman: So do I.

6093.Mr Stoker: Sir, trying to keep the questions
short, I will leave it there.

6094.Chairman: Mr Welfare, can I just, before you
start, point out that I am conscious of costs and
charges and time and eVort, and really we do not
have many more minutes left before a vote at “ve
o•clock, and then we can come back at about a
quarter-past “ve for a further 15 minutes, whatever
the case may be. If you feel that you can “nish in that
time I wonder if you can indicate and try and be
helpful to the Committee.

6095.Mr Welfare: Sir, I was not quite sure I caught
the last part of what you said. Were you saying that
to me that I did not think I could “nish in that time?

6096.Chairman: I just need you to indicate whether
or not you think you are going to “nish in such time.
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thereby constraining you to consider going
underground. That is right„there is no such
demonstration.
(Mr Berryman) A cursory glance at an aerial
photograph would probably suYce for that.

6125. Yes, but we are talking about schemes that are
in place alongside the Crossrail proposal that is
already there. I am merely positing, from the
residents• point of view, that if it is the case, as you
argue, that there is simply no possibility, that could
easily be demonstrated. If it is the case that there are
arguments that could be had about what is desirable
at Stratford that, too, would be worthy of
demonstration and discussion in the public domain.
(Mr Berryman) I think there are tests of
impossibility, are there not? Saying a scheme is
impossible, of course, is never really true because all
things are possible if you chuck enough money at
them, but we are getting, with a Stratford terminus
station, either on the surface or underground,
towards the extreme end of what is possible, never
mind what is feasible.

6126. Moving on to the practical question of “nance,
the major reason for opting for Shen“eld is the
practicality of it in those terms. Yet for the reasons
we have just been discussing there are no “rm “gures
to demonstrate what the case for Shen“eld is in those
terms, are there?
(Mr Berryman) Indeed there are. The feasibility
studies that we have done, the business case for the
project and so on, set that out quite clearly.

6127. Mr Berryman, if you cannot quantify the cost
of Stratford, which would be the most likely
alternative, and you cannot quantify the cost of
Romford or Gidea Park or any other potential
terminus against Shen“eld, then you cannot make a
case in “nancial terms for Shen“eld, in terms of the
“gures. Can you?
(Mr Berryman) The process of design„and what
we are talking about here is the design of a railway
system„involves high level decisions to see which
options are worth pursuing. It is completely
impractical to look at every scheme, however
unfeasible it may be.

6128. Mr Berryman, I have not asked you to
compare the schemes or suggested that you should
but„
(Mr Berryman) There are a number of other options
for the Crossrail project which are more practical
than those you are suggesting, which we have not
looked at because we simply know they are not going
to work.

6129. This particular proposal at Shen“eld is
controversial, I am sure that is recognised. Whatever
the high level, as you put it, view is taken on an
engineering basis, surely it is right both from
Parliament•s point of view (which is why we are here)
and from the point of view of the residents of
Shen“eld (which is why these particular Petitions

have been brought) for the case to be demonstrated
and set out so that people can be satis“ed it has been
examined and know what it is.
(Mr Berryman) The case is set out in the
Environmental Statement.

6130. The “nancial case for Shen“eld as being the
place to go is not set out in the way that can be tested
against any criteria or can be questioned simply
because it is not there, other than in a couple of
paragraphs. To reinforce my learned friend Mr
Stoker•s point, there is therefore no cost-bene“t
analysis. Because there are no “gures you cannot set
against the “gures, can you, Mr Berryman, an
analysis of the bene“ts balanced against the cost.
(Mr Berryman) The “rst thing to say is that we do
have a cost-bene“t analysis for the Shen“eld scheme.
We do have some transport bene“t work which is
being done, again at a very strategic level, for
terminating at Stratford. We do have some very
strategic cost work that has been done for Stratford.
These are enough of a test to allow us to make a
decision as to whether we proceed with a feasibility
study. If something looks as if it is never going to
work, if we are a mile out on things like the bene“t-
cost ratio, there is no point in pursuing it. We only
pursue things which look halfway viable, otherwise
we would be here for a hundred years.

6131. Mr Berryman, the argument that you are now
making is that it is right to make a high-level decision
and then to assess what is subjected to a feasibility
study after that, but the diYculty is that we are now
in the public domain and we are in a democratic
domain, and Parliament is seeking to make decisions
and residents are seeking to understand those
decisions, and what we have here is a situation where
it is not possible to balance, to see clearly what the
costs and bene“ts are against each other because, if
I may say so, the clearest indication or claim for
bene“ts to Shen“eld were the cross-examination
notes that Ms Lieven put on the screen an hour or
two ago. That is the clearest statement we have yet,
weak though it is, with the greatest of respect, of the
actual bene“ts that will come to Shen“eld, and in no
sense, I am sure you would accept, is that something
that can be balanced against costs simply because of
its brevity.
(Mr Berryman) Yes, but on the other hand, the
line must end somewhere. As we have already
established, and I think it is common ground
between everybody, there is a fast service from
Shen“eld, therefore the bene“ts of Crossrail are not
as great as they would be from a station where there
was no fast service, but that does not detract from
the point that Shen“eld is the obvious terminating
point because it is the end of the four-track section,
it is the point at which we can make a reasonable
disposition of services between the fast lines and the
Crossrail lines and it is an appropriate location for
stabling and the other things which need to go with
the terminating point of this particular railway.
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6132. Mr Berryman, would you accept that there is
also no consideration following from what I have
been saying of the wider eVect on the social,
economic or environmental impact, good or bad, on
Shen“eld?
(Mr Berryman) Not at all. I would not accept that
at all. The environmental impact statement sets out
what the impacts are for all sections of the route.

6133. Yes, it sets them out in terms of individual
eVects but in terms of the character of an area,
the community of Shen“eld, the impact on the
community of Shen“eld is not part of the
consideration that has been put forward, is it?
(Mr Berryman) There is a community impact
assessment done as part of that document. Mr
Anderson will be a better person to give evidence on
that if it is required, but certainly that is covered in
the environmental assessment. I think it is worth
mentioning, by the way, that the kind of works we
are talking about here are works which are routinely
done on the railways. They are not out of scale with
what Network Rail do as part of their normal track
reconstruction and rebuilding from time to time.

6134. Do Network Rail expect compulsorily to
acquire or take over the use of car parks as part of
that, for example?
(Mr Berryman) They certainly would of Hunter car
park, because they own it, of course, but you are
right, they would not expect to do that.

6135. They would not expect to disrupt the
community in the way that is sought here. Mr
Berryman, the diYculty is, from the point of view of
the residents, that even the conclusion that it cannot
be done elsewhere, which is the way colloquially it
was being described in yesterday•s hearing, cannot
properly be demonstrated in a way that can be
tested. You have given us your professional
judgments but it is not something that is open to
examination because the case is not set out for and
against or cost and bene“t-balanced on paper in the
way I have sought to describe.
(Mr Berryman) No, but, as I say, it is the opinion of
myself, our consulting engineers and all our design
team, when we looked at this in the “rst instance„
and I am going right back to the beginning now„
that none of the other options were really worth
spending any time on.

6136. Mr Berryman, the view of residents is that the
bene“ts are negligible or not signi“cant. The case for
Shen“eld is a matter of assumption; it is not
demonstrable conclusions. Perhaps we should
attach some signi“cance, would you agree, to your
statement just now that actually, the aim is for
reliability of the Crossrail system, and the creation
of a segregated system is perhaps underlying some of
the arguments that we have been having?
(Mr Berryman) Yes, that is certainly one of the
strongest arguments for this proposal.

6137. From the point of view of residents and people
in Brentwood, that argument and that system and
that assumption are not in the public domain, not
demonstrated and argued through in the public
domain in a way that enables them to assess the
bene“ts and the costs.
(Mr Berryman) That was certainly covered in the
London East-West Study. I think it has been covered
subsequently, although where you would actually go
in the documents to “nd it, I could not tell you o V
the top of my head, but certainly it is in the public
domain. The reliability issue is very much an
important and signi“cant factor.

6138. From the point of view of residents in
Shen“eld it is not something that has been put to
them, it is not something that obviously aVects the
way that the system would work for their bene“t,
and the diYculty with all of this is that the Crossrail
proposal in this respect has been put forward
without adequate consideration for human impact
and community impact, apart from in relation to
individuals as far as Shen“eld is concerned.
(Mr Berryman) As I just said a moment ago, the
community impacts were considered as part of the
environmental impact statement.

6139. Yes, but in relation to individual houses and
the eVect on individual people seeking insulation or
having to move out.
(Mr Berryman) Individual people•s cases were
considered under the various headings of noise, dust
and the like, but then there is an overall impact on
the community which was considered.

6140. In that event, the recognition of the potential
loss of character of Shen“eld, the change to its
character and the consequences that that may have
for those who live there appears, sadly, to be lacking.
(Mr Berryman) I completely refute the statement
that there will be any change in the character of
Shen“eld at all. When we have gone, it will be put
back exactly as it was before, with the addition of
one platform on the railway station.

6141. Despite the noise impacts and the scale of
operation that will then follow and the long-term
impact on parking and other aspects of the quality
of life in the town.
(Mr Berryman) There should not be any long-term
impact on parking. As I say, when we go away, we
put things back exactly as they were, except with the
addition of one rail platform.

6142. Chairman: Are there any other listed
petitioners who would like to question Mr
Berryman?

Cross-examined byMr Jardine
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Mr Alan Meale, in the Chair

Mr Brian Binley Mr Ian Liddell-Grainger
Kelvin Hopkins Sir Peter Soulsby
Mrs Sia� n C James

Ordered: That Counsel and Parties be called in.

6157.Chairman: I cannot see Mrs Ennals here. Do
you know whether she is coming?

6158.Ms Lieven: Sir, she was not certain last night.
She had a long conversation with Mr Berryman. He
said he would write to her to con“rm various points
and she said she would go away and check whether
she was content with that. The fact that she is not
here would indicate that she was content. I do not
mean that she withdraws her petition and her points,
but that she had no further questions for Mr
Berryman.

6159. Chairman: She is perfectly aware that she is
expected to be here this morning and if she does
arrive there are still submissions. I think we should
proceed with your case.

6160.Ms Lieven: Thank you very much. In the hope
of speeding things up„the Committee will be aware
that we have a very full day today„I have typed a
note. It is not wildly comprehensive, but it covers the
main points, and at the end it covers, in brief, some
of the individual petitioners who raised speci“c
points not raised in the note. I intend to spend “ve
minutes now summarising what we think are the
key points.

6161.Chairman: That document is A69.1

6162. Ms Lieven: Sir, the “rst topic I cover is the
terminus at Shen“eld, which is set out in IPA7.2 I am
not going to repeat that. For those present at the
Committee on Tuesday and in the transcript I
summarised the case for terminating at Shen“eld. I
would wish to stress that there are bene“ts to people
using Shen“eld, as I set out in the very brief note I
put in yesterday, P71.3 I would also stress to the
Committee that it is wrong in principle to divide
bene“ts up by saying •There are no bene“ts to
Shen“eld and therefore the train should not go to
Shen“eld.Ž There are enormous bene“ts to London,
as the Committee already knows from the project as
a whole, and those do depend, in part, on the north-
east limb; for instance, we would not achieve the

1 Committee Ref: A69, Notes for Promoter•s Closing in
relation to Shen“eld petitioners and Brentwood Borough
Council.

2 Crossrail Information Paper A7, Selection of the North
Eastern Terminus http://billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk/

3 Crossrail Ref: P71, Crossrail Bene“ts Shen“eld Brentwood
List (SCN20060329-005).

relief in overcrowding on the Central Line without
the north-east limb, and it has to terminate
somewhere.

6163. There was extensive cross-examination
yesterday on: Why can we not stop at Stratford?
And: Why do we not have a feasibility study on it?
On matters which, in the view of Mr Berryman,
simply do not pass the commonsense test, there is
really very little point in spending public money on
carrying out feasibility studies. Crossrail has already
spent vast amounts on consultants carrying out
studies on various things. This one just was not
worth thinking about any more, because it was going
to be hugely disruptive and hugely expensive.
Mr Berryman is of course, as you will recall, an
enormously experienced engineer.

6164. Turning to what we are doing at Shen“eld,
Mr Berryman explained yesterday why we need the
extra platform and why the additional track works
are needed to segregate Crossrail and I do not think
I need to say any more about that.

6165. I am conscious that Mrs Ennals is now here.
Mr Berryman, as I explained yesterday, is not
available today. I do have Mr Walters, Mr
Berryman•s assistant, here.

6166. Chairman: I would prefer to proceed. Mrs
Ennals can bring up questions in her summing up.

6167.Ms Lieven: Mr Berryman has set out why we
are doing what we are doing at Shen“eld. There was
an issue raised on Tuesday about alternative sidings.
As I made clear on Tuesday, those alternative
sidings are at the wrong level and involve crossing
other lines and are therefore operationally
unacceptable.

6168. Turning to the impact of noise, which is a
matter of great concern to a number of the
individual Petitioners, Mr Thornely-Taylor has
explained the assessment process which has been
gone through in relation to construction noise„and
it is important to stress that that assessment process
is wholly objective. It relies entirely on technical
analysis of noise levels and the various barriers,
topography, etc, that lie in the way. There is no need
for an independent element at that stage because
there is no discretion: it is an objective, scienti“c
process.
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opportunity they say for unlocking this issue. One
has the letter from the company and I will deal with
that in a moment.

6197. As far as paragraph 24 is concerned, this
question of the Green Belt seems to be a wholly new
point. You will remember yesterday that I called
Mr Boyton, who is a senior planner. He was not
cross-examined about planning issues. He said that
this was perfectly possible as an alternative in the
Green Belt and there was no cross-examination of
that witness at all, so I am puzzled by that point.

6198. One then sees the rest of that„which seems to
be a thrust of, •Well, if people park on the street, the
residents of Brentwood borough will just have to put
up with that as an inconvenienceŽ„and, in my
submission, that is not mitigation.

6199. Turning to my closing submissions„and I did
ask for one document to be put up, appendix 4 of
Mr Boyton•s appendices„I would like to make six
points.8 The “rst point is that the north-eastern limb
of Crossrail is part of the project that, in my
submission, essentially bene“ts London and the
suburbs. The other branches of the project self-
evidently have other matters justifying them. When
one thinks about where the growth is, there is the
area out to the west in the Thames corridor. There is
substantial growth there: it goes to Heathrow. When
one goes to the east, it goes down into the North
Kent area, where, of course, under the Thames
Gateway provisions, there is major growth. But,
when it goes to Shen“eld, that is not a growth area.
There is no indication of growth at Shen“eld.

6200. The bene“ts ”ow essentially for London. It is
clear in my submission from volume 1 of the
Environmental Statement that the bene“ts in fact
can be speci“cally related to Stratford and the
Central London tube and rail stations where there is
increased capacity. There is nothing about Shen“eld
at all. Also, in table 7.3 of the Environmental
Statement, it shows that Stratford, Ilford and
Romford gain on the question of accessibility to
people who do not have a car„the bene“ts seem to
be focused there. It is all about London.

6201. My second point is that the bene“ts to
Shen“eld, in my submission, are fairly minimal. It is
telling that with the comprehensive consultation
exercise that has been carried out over a number of
years now, it has still been a matter of concern to my
clients as to understand those bene“ts, and we found
them listed for the “rst time yesterday in Ms Lieven•s
note which was handed in during the course of cross-
examination.

6202. The third point is: Why then has Shen“eld
been selected? It appears that the plans that have
been drawn up over time have simply been

8 Committee Ref: A69, Environmental Statement, Appendix
4, Table 18.1 Journey Time savings (Platform to Platform)
to and from Shen“eld; and Table 18.2 Route Window
NE17„ Temporary impacts (BRWDBO-14905-048).

predicated on the basis that it will terminate at
Shen“eld. Trying to grapple with what that means:
in my submission, it is an untested assumption that
has been there for many years, perhaps a decade.

6203. The fourth point is that it is claimed that the
Shen“eld option is the least expensive one but we do
not have a proper cost-comparison exercise in the
public domain which would enable us to test that
proposition.

6204. The “fth point is that Mr Berryman, as the
expert„and no doubt he has assisted in the
production of the information paper A7„has come
to a decision which involves the quite astonishing
contention yesterday, when he was pressed, that it
was a matter of common sense.9 It is not common
sense at all. It is a technical, complex issue involving
multimillion pound/billion pound project and the
information should be in the public domain in our
submission.

6205. Finally, my sixth point. When one looks
therefore, at the question of whether a credible case
for Shen“eld has been advanced, the highest it is put
before this Committee is that it is a matter of
commonsense. I submit that is woefully inadequate
for demonstrating this particular point. There
should be proper feasibility studies that we can
analyse to demonstrate the point, providing credible
evidence, and it is conspicuous by its absence.

6206. I then turn to the mitigation of Crossrail works
within the context of what I have asked to be put up:
table18.2.10I openedourcase on thisbasis and Iclose
our case on this basis: there will be a loss of two car
parks. It is described by Crossrail as a signi“cant
impact and they have committed no mitigation to it.
In my submission, that is an astonishing situation in
which to “nd oneself.

6207. I would make nine points. First of all, it
is common ground between us, without any
reservation, that the consequence of taking these car
parks is signi“cant.

6208. The second point is that, with those car parks
adjacent to the town centre, that is clearly correct,
but taking those car parks for some 21 months will,
in my submission, jeopardise and undermine the
viability of that centre•s trade.

6209. The third point is that the Crossrail
development takes those car parks, it gets the
bene“ts, and they have said that they have
committed no mitigation in the Environmental
Statement. In my submission, this is an abdication of
a point of principle, that: if you develop a project like

9 Crossrail Information Paper A7, Selection of the North
Eastern Terminus http://billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk/

10 Committee Ref: A69, Environmental Statement, Appendix
4, Table 18.2 Route Window NE17„ Temporary impacts
(BRWDBO-14905-048).
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this, if you take the bene“t, you should mitigate the
consequences. They are signi“cant and they should
be mitigated.

6210. Fourthly, if one asks oneself as to the
consequences of what is being proposed, one has a
situation where these car parks will be out of order
for up to 21 months, with a common period of both
impacted for 12 months. In my submission that is
justi“ably signi“cant.

6211. My “fth point is: What do they suggest? They
do nothing. It is for the borough council to contact
one thriving local company that has been singled out
to take back their 55 season tickets and deal with it in
this way. In my submission, this is not a responsible
approach to mitigation.

6212. The sixth point is that Crossrail have not
approached this company. This is the point they
have worked up. It is the key to it. They have not
contacted Burrows and assessed the impact. As I
understand it, all they have done, with the greatest
respect to them, is ”own over the area in a helicopter,
taken an aerial photograph and done parking
surveys on the three days. That is a summation of it.

6213. In my submission, what you have in terms of
evidence is Mr Brimley having talked to the
company, assessing the impact that would take and
explaining how the strategy has been set in terms of
the balance of the provision of car park between
short-stay and season ticket, and you now have the
letter which underpins that point.

6214. The eighth point is to withdraw those season
tickets, which would lead to a situation where there
will be impact on a local “rm and parking on the
roads. This is nothing more, in my respectful
submission, than indiVerence by Crossrail as the
Promoter. In my submission it is not a responsible
approach.

6215. The ninth point is this: a temporary car park
has been discussed in the past. At one stage it was
on the table and we would ask for the strong
recommendation from this Committee that this
matter be looked at and addressed properly. It is not
satisfactory to have a signi“cant impact but with no
committed mitigation is wrong in principle.

6216. Unless I can assist further, sir, those are my
closing submissions.

6217.Chairman: We have received a letter from the
Managing Director. We will list that as A72.11

6218.Mr Stoker: Thank you, sir.

6219.Mr Welfare: Sir, your Committee has heard
extensively from residents and myself over the last
two days on the issue of the terminus at Shen“eld
and the issue of the consequence for the area and for

11 Committee Ref: A72, tbc.

individual residents of the works and operation
of Crossrail. Residents in Shen“eld, whom I
represent„and I am sure that is true of others who
were here in person„are grateful to have had the
opportunity to put those views before you. The basic
issue for residents is that the case for Shen“eld has
not been made, nor even attempted to be made at
any serious level in Parliament and before the public.
I think I can say that the Promoters have been trying
in the last few days to plug that gap. There is no
transparency about the decisions leading to the
proposals which have come before your Committee
in relation to Shen“eld. The case, even now,
essentially amounts to a negative one: it cannot be
done elsewhere on the line without greater cost. Yet
even that argument, as my learned friend Mr Stoker
has said, is not costed, nor, indeed, is the justi“cation
for a line east of Liverpool Street or Stratford
seriously set out.

6220. The residents whom I represent, and those
who have come in person, have said from the outset
that, if Crossrail ends in Shen“eld, they will continue
to use the fast line to Liverpool Street or Stratford,
changing at one of those two stations on to Crossrail
if they wish to use Crossrail, for the simple reason
that it is much quicker. Ms Lieven in her submissions
and Mr Berryman in his evidence yesterday have
now accepted that the estimates for extra passenger
use for Crossrail„an extra 3 per cent at Shen“eld„
bear that out. The residents say there is little or no
bene“t to them. While the factor that Crossrail
avoids changing to each of the destinations on the
route was brought in, the key factor from their point
of view was the speed of service, and they say that
they will continue to use the fast service and change
accordingly.

6221. Sir, the case has not been made in a way that
has been documented or tested in the public domain.
Proceedings in the last two days have established, as
Mr Stoker has said, that there is no feasibility study
of possible termination anywhere west of Shen“eld,
and Crossrail have con“rmed that to you as well as
in correspondence. There are no “rm estimates of
the cost of the alternatives, be that Stratford or
the other major stations along the route; therefore,
there is no ability to compare the respective costs of
those diVerent options or to assess the package as a
whole. Nor is there any assessment of the needs of
Shen“eld as a whole and the impact on it as a
community, beyond the isolated references to which
the Promoters have drawn attention in the
Environmental Statement which re”ect one or two
factors but not the community as a whole.

6222. From that, no convincing conclusion is
possible in the absence of such an analysis. The
assertion that Stratford cannot provide a service
alternative is not supported with any evidence
beyond the bold assertion in document A7 which has
been repeated again today.12 Indeed, the oYcial
estimate of the cost of the works if they were

12 Crossrail Information Paper A7, Selection of the North
Eastern Terminus http://billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk/
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the season ticket car park, thus providing a buVer,
with parked season ticket cars at the eastern end of
the car park and providing some protection for
houses at the eastern end. There is already a buVer
between the maisonettes at the western end provided
by the short-stay car park.

6248. We understand that the Promoter wishes to lay
track at night, during some weekends, and we would
ask, please, that the residents of properties backing
on to the railway embankment be forewarned when
this is to take place. We would ask for an
undertaking that the Promoter would take all
possible actions to mitigate the unsocial eVects of the
proposed works on aVected residents and we would
appreciate an undertaking by the Promoter to keep
aVected residents informed and consulted.

6249. We would also ask for an undertaking that the
car park will be reinstated as it at present stands,
without two entrances and exists. We do have
general inquiries or queries which we have already
made and agree with the points previously made.

6250. Thank you.

6251. Chairman: Thank you very much indeed,
Mrs Ennals. My remarks earlier to your colleague
Mr Jardine apply to yourself. Thank you very much
for your presentation to the Committee.

6252. We will now move on to Ms Meldal-Johnsen.

The Petition of Ms Meldal-Johnsen, Mrs Alison
Human and Mr Antoine Lurot

Mr Human appeared as Agent.

Ms Meldal-Johnsen appeared in person.

6253. Chairman: Ms Meldal-Johnsen, would you
like to begin? I understand that you are a little bit
nervous, but you are probably the most seasoned
professional in parliamentary aVairs.

6254. Ms Meldal-Johnsen: But I am not used to
doing much talking, sir. Sir, my name is Ingrid
Meldal-Johnsen and I am speaking today not only
for myself, but also on behalf of my neighbours,
fellow Petitioners, Mrs Alison Human and her
husband who has been appointed her agent, and Mr
Antoine Lurot. I gather that the Committee has
already heard from several Petitioners in person. I
hope that I do not do or say anything that I should
not before you, but I hope that you will bear with me
if I do.

6255. We are all residents of Bathurst Mews in W2,
which is just between Paddington and Hyde Park.13

All three of our properties will be aVected by the Bill
in the same way. Each of us owns the freehold of our

13 Crossrail Ref: P73, Map Location of Petitioners 51, 52 and
24 Bathhurst Mews (WESTCC-1403-001).

houses, though Mr Lurot has acquired his since we
lodged our Petition. At that time he was the
leaseholder.

6256. The Bill will enable the compulsory
acquisition of the subsoil and under-surface of the
land consisting of our properties to the extent that it
lies more than nine metres below the surface and this
is because the eastbound tunnel will be directly
beneath us. Our Petition raised a number of
concerns about the Bill. The two main issues we are
worried about are settlement or other structural
damage caused to our properties during
construction and noise and vibration where our
main concern is really the noise levels in our homes
when trains are passing in the tunnel beneath during
the operational phase of the project.

6257. We have been in correspondence with
Crossrail since about this time last year and we met
with them to discuss our concerns on 7 February and
have since exchanged further letters with them. I am
sure you will be pleased to hear that, through a
combination of the contents of the Promoter•s
Response Document and what was said at our
meeting on 7 February, Crossrail have put our
minds at rest on some of the issues, including
settlement. We have decided that we are not
concerned enough about some of the other issues to
bring them to your attention today. The upshot is
that it is noise and vibration that is our remaining
concern. This was addressed at paragraphs 8 to 10 of
our Petition.

6258. The main issue that we would like to raise with
you is that we do not think that the Bill and the
surrounding framework of controls provide us with
suYcient right of redress if the noise signi“cance
criterion that will apply to our properties is exceeded
once the project is up and running. We have,
therefore, been asking Crossrail for a contractual
undertaking that the signi“cant threshold will not be
exceeded.

6259. It is worth mentioning at this point that Mrs
Human owned her house during the life of the
previous incarnation of this project. At that time
what was then Crossrail had agreed in principle to
give her and various other residents of the Mews an
undertaking on noise and other matters. The
undertaking was never signed as it was still under
negotiation when the project collapsed. We have put
before you today a copy of what was the latest draft
of that undertaking for your reference.

6260. I should also mention in passing the other
documents that we have tabled before the
Committee.14These are three letters that we wrote to
Crossrail before submitting our Petition. I do not
intend to refer to them speci“cally, but the reason we
wanted to make them available to you is because you
may have noticed that Crossrail included their

14 Committee Ref: A73, Correspondence from Ingrid Meldal-
Johnsen, Alison Human & Antoine Lurot„Petitioner No
14 to CLRL.
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6277. There is obviously no provision for any
compensation for that depreciation in the value of
our homes and we understand the reasons for that
and have thought better than to ask the Committee
for compensation for the current loss in value, but
we respectfully suggest, when considering whether
what we are asking for in relation to noise is
reasonable or not, that the Committee might like to
take into account not only the eVect on our daily life
if the noise threshold is exceeded should we be living
in the Mews when construction is completed, but
also the “nancial disadvantage we will be in should
we want, or need, to sell before completion. An
undertaking on noise either in the Bill or on a
contractual basis would, we believe, help us to
combat the fear factor that buyers have in the run-up
to the railway•s operation, should we decide to sell in
that period.

6278. Crossrail keep telling us that we do not need to
worry and that the railway will be built in
accordance with the Environmental Statement and
that the noise levels will be below the threshold, or
at least are likely to be. On that assertion, we do not
see why giving such an undertaking should trouble
them. In fact their reluctance even to discuss it with
us would give a cynical man cause for concern about
the levels of con“dence that they have in their
calculations and predictions on noise. They are
clearly more con“dent that they have got it right on
settlement.

6279. There is only one other point on noise which
we would like to raise, but you can breathe a sigh of
relief because I shall be very brief. The noise
threshold for residential properties is currently set at
40dBLAmaxS. We have spoken to Graham King at
Westminster City Council who, I think, has already
appeared before you, and we gather that not only
Westminster but other local authorities have raised,
or intended to raise, the issue with the Committee as
to whether that is the appropriate level. We strongly
support the local authorities in their assertions that
40 is too high, and we mention it so that our support
for the authorities• position is on the record.

6280. Sir, that brings what we wanted to say to the
Committee to a close. To sum up, we think that the
Bill and the surrounding documents oVer
insuYcient protection to us in relation to noise. For
the reasons I have explained, and will not rehearse,
we think that it is unfair that, as subjects of
compulsory acquisition notices, we have no right of
compensation against Crossrail where the noise
threshold, whatever it may be, is exceeded. The Bill
makes provision for such compensation and that is
why we have been asking Crossrail for an
undertaking on the point. We think that an
undertaking that the noise levels in our properties
will not exceed the residential threshold, whether
that turns out to be 40 or something lower, would
redress the current imbalance and produce a fair
result. We, therefore, ask the Committee to consider

the points on our behalf. Sir, thank you to you and
the rest of the Committee for bearing with me and I
shall be more than happy to answer any questions.

6281.Chairman: Mr Human, do you wish to add to
that submission or are you content?

6282. Mr Human: Thank you, sir, I have nothing
to add.

6283.Chairman: Mr Taylor?

6284. Mr Taylor: Sir, the Committee has already
heard from Mr Thornely-Taylor with regard to the
way in which the commitment set out in Information
Paper D10 operates.18 I do not know whether you
wish me to call him to deal with those matters again
or whether you prefer me just to move on to make
submissions in response.

6285. Chairman: We are well aware of the points
which have already been made to the Committee,
but that does not mean you should not address the
points in the Petition which have been made.

6286.Mr Taylor: Well, I will certainly address those
in submission, if I may, now. Information Paper
D10 provides a commitment that the nominated
undertaker will be required to design the track
support system so that the level of groundborne
noise near the centre of any noise-sensitive room
is predicted in all reasonably foreseeable
circumstances not to exceed 40dBLAmaxS in
respect of residential properties. That commitment
does not mean that the level of groundborne noise
within the Petitioners• properties will be as high as
40dBLAmaxS; indeed Mr Thornely-Taylor has
explained to the Committee on Day 8, paragraph
2,351 that that 40dBLAmaxS level is not a target. In
fact the actual noise within properties will vary
across the project. The commitment has been
designed so that any uncertainty in the model will be
taken into account in the design process, as you will
recall. Mr Thornely-Taylor has modelled that the
likely impact on the Petitioners• properties will be a
noise level of 28dBLAmaxS, as set out in the letter to
the Petitioners that Ms Meldal-Johnsen has already
referred to, dated 24 March 2006, which I believe is
before you. Now, that level, the likely level that
Mr Thornely-Taylor has identi“ed, is below the level
of protection oVered to sound-recording studios.

6287. The project has identi“ed that the standard
track form which uses resilient base-plates will be
used and the rail will be continuously welded, and
that is explained in Information Paper D10,
paragraph 2.8. In 1994, Mrs Human was provided
with a draft undertaking which was never concluded
and I think it just may be of interest to look at clause
4(a) of page 5 of that draft undertaking for a
moment to see what was being oVered then so that

18 Crossrail Information Paper D10 Groundborne Noise and
Vibration, http://billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk
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6312. Now, sir, the main reason for the rejection, as I
recall, was that the scheme even then, which was this
scheme, which was conceived in the mid-1980s was
already out of date and passenger demand had in
fact reduced by some 18 per cent since 1988 when it
was conceived, so even at that time, 11 years ago, in
1994, passenger demand was 25 per cent below that
forecast for that year by the Central London Rail
Study on which Crossrail was based.

6313. Another reason, sir, why in 1994 it was rejected
was that this Crossrail route did not meet modern
requirements of the 21st Century for a strategic
route across London, similar to the RER in Paris.
For example, there was no interchange with the rail
link to St Pancras. I am not a rail expert, sir, but it
seems so non-strategic, this particular route. The
forecast for employment, which was the main
passenger demand factor in 1994, showed that
Westminster and the City of London could expect at
that time an increase of only 8 per cent between 1994
and 2011.

6314. Another reason was that the economics of the
project were poor, even at £2.4 billion, with a
bene“t:cost ratio between 1.22:1 by the Promoters
and 0.76:1 by the Petitioners. I mention these “gures,
sir, because I actually attended, as I said, a lot of
these hearings. The substance of evidence favoured
the Petitioners• position. Financial returns to any
private sector party appeared highly marginal at the
time and uncertain, and the Government•s
requirement at that time, as far as I can make out,
with a major private participation was that at least
45 per cent would be unlikely to be achieved. The
bene“t:cost ratio of improving the existing system
was far higher.

6315. The “nal reason on the rejection in 1994 was
that only about 15 per cent of passengers, of traYc,
was estimated to bene“t from Crossrail. This left 85
per cent to bene“t from improvements to the existing
network, which was in an appalling condition and
still mainly is, and unfunded.

6316. The latest estimate for Crossrail is, I believe,
sir, £16 billion. I heard it in the House of Commons
from Alistair Darling, and I believe it has even gone
up since then to £20 billion. I think we all know what
happens to building cost estimates. I was involved in
the development of the air terminal at Kennedy
Airport and I know from personal experience how
these estimates can increase. Was it not the Scottish
Parliament, for example, which was estimated at
£40 million and landed up with a bill of over
£400 million?

6317. On another point, sir, when considering the
cost estimates, the fact, and this is since 1994, that
Great Britain has won the Olympic bid surely would
have an enormous eVect on building costs if these
were done simultaneously. I believe that the former
Chief Executive of the Cross London Rail Link, Mr

Haste, who quit last May has said that Crossrail
should not be commenced until after the Olympic
Games.

6318. Another factor, sir, since 1994 is terrorism in
central London and, in particular, for the proposed
lorry routes either side of the American Embassy in
Upper Grosvenor Street and Upper Brooke Street
which is causing great concern to the Embassy. You
have seen the Embassy personally, sir, and they have
expressed their concern, and also to their residential
neighbours, together with the general public and
tourists in that part of London.

6319. Another point, and this is, I think, a cardinal
point: does it make sense to spend billions and
billions of pounds on a non-strategic route across
London simply to bring more people into an already
crowded Oxford Street and Bond Street? It is far
better to spend less money on improving the existing
Underground system. We also know that Oxford
Street is already overcrowded, so what is the point in
bring in all those extra people there?

6320. Another point, sir, is that the rejection of this
present Crossrail route in 1994, some 11 years ago,
it appears from my limited experience, and I am not
a rail expert, that the Promoter has never seriously
looked at alternative routes, and I really feel that, sir,
that they really have not, from all the information I
have had and so on. They have obstinately kept to
the present route which, as stated previously, is
dated as long ago as the 1980s. There is, as I
understand it, a much better strategic alternative,
the Crossrail northern interchange route, the CNIR,
with Channel Tunnel rail links to St Pancras and
King•s Cross, on which others will give evidence in
detail, I suspect. This becomes even more attractive
with the current massive redevelopment proposals in
the King•s Cross area, only approved, I believe, by
Camden Council last week. Part of the CNIR
includes what is known as the •Wigmore alignment•
on which others will give evidence today, sir.

6321. As members of the Committee will know, the
development of employment lies not in the West End
because it is already done in the West End and you
cannot build high-rise buildings in the West End and
the Mayfair Conservation Area, it has already been
done there, but north of Euston and the Marylebone
Road you can build high-rise buildings and that is
where we suggest the link is. High-rise buildings are
not feasible for the majority of, as I have already
said, the West End and the Mayfair Conservation
Area.

6322. Sir, there are real concerns, and I have left this
to last, within the Mayfair Conservation Area of the
dangers of settlement to hundreds and hundreds of
Listed and un-Listed buildings, together with the
major disruption that will be caused right in the
heart of London for anything up to 10 years. Can
you imagine any situation right at the heart of the
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West End of London with all this going on, with
lorries going backwards and forwards, and all the
things already described to you.

6323. Finally, sir, it is interesting to note that
the Grosvenor Estate Petitioners, although they
support, as we all do, the east-west rail link, they do
not support necessarily this particular route. Thank
you, sir.

6324. Chairman: Can I just say brie”y that your
points 1 to 6 are really not within the jurisdiction of
this Committee. What you are intimating in all of
those sections is the possibility of us actually looking
at this to see if there is a case against Crossrail, but
that is not within our remit at all. This House has
decided that there shall be a Crossrail and it is just
a matter for this Committee to report the best way
forward for that, so I let you go on to make your
point, but it is only from point 7 onwards really
where you make your case for your objection on a
reasonable basis.20

6325.Mr Walters: I am obliged, sir.

6326.Chairman: Mr Mould?

6327.Mr Mould: Of course the diVerence between
the early 1990s and now is that then it was a Private
Bill which was promoted to this House and now we
are concerned with a hybrid Bill and, as you have
just indicated, that means that the principle of the
Bill has the support of the House of Commons.

6328.Chairman: And indeed we are obligated to go
in that particular direction.

6329. Mr Mould: Precisely, sir. Lest there be any
doubt, we have explained in opening statement from
Mr Elvin the very substantial transport, planning
and economic bene“ts that will ”ow from Crossrail
and, as this Committee has already heard from the
City of London and indeed from the Confederation
of British Industry, in relation to those matters this
Bill enjoys the very clear support of the local and
wider business community.

6330. Sir, you are going to hear later from the
Residents• Association of Mayfair in relation to the
proposed northern line along Marylebone Road,
which I think was touched on by the Petitioner. I am
not going to anticipate the hearing of that petition,
it seems appropriate if I were to leave that, that is a
matter to be dealt with later in the day. SuYce to say,
as you will hear, the case against that alternative is a
very powerful one.

6331. Sir, turning to the one matter that was raised
which relates to local issues, “rstly the question of
security. Sir, you will not be surprised to hear that
the Promoter is very alive to the need to ensure that
security issues„the question of terrorism was
raised„are taken into account properly and

20 Committee Ref: A73, Correspondence from Leo Walters
Paras 1 to 9 (SCN20060330-002 to -005).

appropriately during the construction phase and
that measures are taken to ensure that the prospect
of those with the fairest motive seeking to take
advantage of Crossrail are controlled and guarded
against as appropriate.

6332. Sir, I refer you simply to the proposed
Crossrail Construction Code. You will recall
that that is before the Committee attached to
information paper D1 and one of the provisions of
that document relating to public access and
highways is a general requirement that, amongst
other things, the Promoter and the nominated
undertaker prepare traYc management plans which
are produced and implemented, prepared in
consultation with highway and traYc authorities
and with„this is the important point„the
emergency services and obviously that will enable
concerns about risks associated with lorry routes. I
think the particular concern raised by this Petitioner
is lorry routing through the northern section of
Mayfair in the vicinity of the American Embassy in
Grosvenor Square. That is something that will
plainly be taken into account within the embrace of
that group requirement of the code and appropriate
consultation and appropriate measures taken to
ensure that the routes are not such as to give rise to
risk to the security of the Embassy and indeed wider
security issues wherever they may arise within the
construction area of the route. I hope that gives the
Committee suYcient comfort to know that that
point is taken into account.

6333. Finally, as to the question of the impact of the
construction phase on the Mayfair conservation
area and the area of Mayfair generally. We make the
point repeatedly, of course we accept that the
construction of a major railway project such as
Crossrail is going to have impact on the environment
and impact on local people whilst the work is being
carried out. It is precisely for that reason that the
Promoter is taking all reasonable practical measures
to ensure that that impact is limited and to provide
appropriate package of mitigation. You have heard
a great deal about that already and you will, I fear,
hear more about it as the weeks of this Committee
sitting go on, it is right that you should do.

6334. In relation to settlement, you will have heard
from Professor Mair, who has provided you with a
presentation on day 8 of the Committee, he explains
how the settlement process works and unless there is
any more you would like to hear from me now on
that, I simply remind you of that and refer you to
that and raise that point on the record. SuYce to say
that settlement has been taken into account in great
detail and will continue to be so through the
document process as the design moves towards its
detailed stage and to implementation.

6335. Finally, in relation to disruption, again we
have given a range of commitments about dealing
with noise, disturbance, air quality, dust, all those
things that were touched on by the Petitioner, the
Construction Code deals with those in detail, we
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6359. Insofar as the road hierarchy is concerned, can
you just explain what the status of the roads is,
please?
(Mr Anderson): Upper Brook Street is a local
distributor road, unde“ned as such, and these roads
that are generally used to distribute traYc through
an area, they are generally well signed local routes,
•bus routes, or routes which carry reasonably high
volumes of traYc.

6360. And Mr Greene raised the concern about the
impact of lorries in terms of vibration impact on
properties on the north and south side of Brook
Street. Can you give an idea, please of the character,
level of traYc on Upper Brook Street, have we
carried out surveys to measure that?
(Mr Anderson): We based our assessment on a
survey undertaken in 2003 and that shows over
10,000 vehicles during the working day, including a
number of police vehicles.

6361. Can you give us a “gure for the number of
heavy lorries shown on that survey passing down
Brook Street?
(Mr Anderson): It was 240.

6362. 240 during the working day. Have we an idea
of how many heavy goods vehicles would be used
that street during the construction phase of
Crossrail?
(Mr Anderson): Yes, during the peak of the
construction, it would be up to 90.

6363. And what role does the Westminster City
Council have to play under Schedule 7 to the
Crossrail Bill in relation to the determination and
control of lorry routing during the construction
phase?
(Mr Anderson): Lorry routing is one of the matters
set out in Schedule 7 as being for later determination
by the planning authority and that would be
undertaken in consultation with the police and
emergency services.

6364. Does that embrace consideration of
alternatives in deciding whether on further detailed
analysis the route shown in the environment
statement merits some revision or re“nement?
(Mr Anderson): Yes, it does, and indeed matters
which may arise between now and the construction
stage.

6365. As things stand at the present time this is the
route, in consultation with the City Council, which
has been proposed and assessed as being appropriate
to serve the Bond Street work site?
(Mr Anderson): That is correct, yes.

6366. In relation to the petition presented by the
previous petitioner, I said little to the Committee
about the involvement of the emergency services in
consideration of traYc management and lorry
routes from the security perspective and I referred to
a paragraph in the Construction Code. Did I get
that right?

(Mr Anderson): Yes, you did.

6367.Chairman: Mr Greene, do you want to ask any
questions of the witness?

6368.Mr Greene: No.

The witness withdrew

6369.Mr Mould: Not really very much to say by way
of closing, I am not going to repeat what has just
been said to you by Mr Anderson, but perhaps I
ought to touch, just brie”y, on the question of
compensation in deference to the Petitioners•
concerns.

6370. As you know, our case to you is that the
statutory provisions which we describe as the
national compensation code, ought properly to he
applied to Crossrail as they do to any other scheme
of public works. Under those statutory provisions
compensation is available in principle to those who
have no land taken from them as a result of the
works, but only in certain circumstances and it
would be necessary for them to show that the works
have been carried out in a way which was consistent
with all reasonable care, but that some private
proprietary rate of theirs had, nevertheless, been
interfered with and the obvious example of that is in
relation to access, if someone•s access is impeded or
obstructed as a result of the carrying out of the
works and there may be a right of compensation.
You heard that from Mr Elvin, I think, earlier in the
proceedings. I make that point just to illustrate why
it is most unlikely that any right of compensation
would arise in relation to these Petitioners given
where they are located in relation to the works. Most
of them, one might expect, that they would suVer
and I understand their concerns on this square is that
there may be some additional disturbance as a result
of an increased number of HGV vehicles along the
route. That would not be the subject of a legitimate
compensation claim on the part of these Petitioners.

6371. Sir, the other concern that was raised, not I
think in relation to these particular properties, but
more generally in relation to residents of Mayfair,
was the question of the impact of the works in
relation to settlement and so forth, I think you heard
Mr Greene make that point. On a number of
occasions I have explained that we have a process in
relation to settlement and that process is, put
shortly, designed to ensure that the impact of the
scheme in terms of ground movements and so forth,
such that it is, is controlled, mitigated and thereby
any signi“cant damage is avoided, although if any
damages does occur it is remedied and that
responsibility is with the Promoter. The reason why
that scheme is in place, just to tie it in to the legal
framework is that if you carry out works which have
a potential to undermine somebody•s land and it
does so, you plainly have a right of redress in law and
you would be able to claim compensation for any
damage that ”owed from that activity. That explains
why we have a settlement policy and a settlement
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degree in Microelectronics and Software
Engineering. I then went on to work for British
Telecom and from there I went on to work for
Reuters, and in 1997 I joined Mintel as Director of
IT. I have been a member of the executive team since
that time. When I joined there were 70 people in the
oYces in Long Lane. There are now considerably
more. In my position as IT Director I have overseen
from an IT perspective four expansions overseas in
America and several expansions in our oYce in
Long Lane.

6394. Just looking at your presentation, can you
take us through these points?

6395.Chairman: For the record, this is A74.25

6396. Mr Newberry: Just take the Committee
through these points. First of all, tell the Committee
who Mintel are.
(Mr Thomson) Mintel International are a global
provider of market research. We cover 98 per cent of
consumer markets. A consumer market is an
industry where the businesses are selling to
consumers, so things like toothpaste, shoes, cars,
credit cards, bank accounts, insurance. In any
business transaction between a business and a
consumer we cover 98 per cent of those industries.
We have global coverage in some of the products
and services that we provide. We have oYces in
London, Chicago, Sydney and Shanghai. The
Shanghai oYce is a relatively new oYce. We opened
that earlier this year. There are only two people there
at the moment but we are anticipating signi“cant
growth there. We have over 400 directly employed
staV at Mintel. In addition to that we have a network
of “eld associates around the world whom we sub-
contract to do surveys for us, to do audits, to pick up
products from supermarkets and so on. We also
have a team of freelance experts, freelance writers,
that we use to help us with our report writing. We
have repeatedly been voted a business superbrand by
peers within the business community, and if I can
just read you the criteria for being voted a business
superbrand, •A business superbrand has established
the “nest reputation in its “eld. It o Vers customers
signi“cant emotional and/or tangible advantages
over its competitors which consciously or
subconsciously customers want, recognise and are
con“dent about investing inŽ. We consider that we
oVer tangible bene“ts rather than just emotional
bene“ts. We are the “rst market research company
to be awarded this. To give you an idea of the other
people who have been given these awards, they are
people like IBM, KPMG, Microsoft„Microsoft are
on the opposite page to us. We have a daily presence
in the press. Yesterday there was an article on
the BBC website talking about exploitation of
immigrants in domestic help, and they used some of
our research to back up that report. They took some
information from our British Lifestyles Report
2005, and that report told them that one in 10
households in the UK have some form of domestic

25 Committee Ref: A74, Mintel Presentation.

help, whether it is gardeners, cleaners, things like
that, and that the market is worth three billion
pounds. Another article that you may have seen
recently, which has been extensively covered in the
press, is about the Impact of Terrorism and Natural
Disasters Report that we put out a couple of weeks
ago, and the thing that people were picking up there
was that two-thirds of Britons, two-thirds of
consumers in the UK, are not deterred by terrorism
from travelling abroad. That is the kind of
information that we provide. We were given an
award by the British and American Business Council
for our work in Chicago and they gave us an award
in 2004 for •our enviable customer focus and
innovationŽ and our ability to provide a unique
overview of a market•s dynamics and prospects. We
were numbered six in last year•sMarketing
magazine•s league table of research companies in the
UK and we are still experiencing signi“cant growth,
so we are a very successful company.

6397. Just on that point about signi“cant growth
and its relevance to the impact of Crossrail, what is
your average level of expansion in terms of staV?
(Mr Thomson) It depends on which location. In the
US we are expanding more quickly than we are in the
UK because it is a bigger market and our focus for
making money is in the US. In the UK it is currently
running at approximately “ve to 10 per cent a year.

6398. You have 400 directly employed staV?
(Mr Thomson) Yes. There are 200 employed in the
UK.

6399. So you are looking at adding between 20 and
30 jobs a year?
(Mr Thomson) Worldwide, yes.

6400. The next presentation tells us what you do.
You have indicated that to some extent already. Is
there anything there you need to expand on?
(Mr Thomson) If it is okay I will just colour in some
of the things we do. One of the main things that we
do is consumer market research, of course, on which
we are considered consumer experts. We are
renowned throughout the UK and the US for the
information we provide on consumers, so if we do a
recent report on make-up, for example, we will
commission research, we will take that research in-
house, and the research will tell us things like, in the
case of make-up, that 17 per cent of women wear no
make-up and 25 per cent of women are in”uenced by
make-up that has not been tested on animals. We
understand why people buy things, what they buy
and so what in”uences what they buy. We then layer
our analysis on top of that research so we add value
to that research by providing analysis and insight. It
is that analysis and insight that takes the real skill
and experience that we bring to it. Another product
that we have is the global new products database and
that is a database of new products that have been
launched throughout the world. We have “eld
associates in 50 countries throughout the world
monitoring supermarkets and retail outlets for new
products that have been launched on the shelf. For
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6426. Could you put up number 8 please?29 That is
looking down Hayne Street. There we can see its
width and the building to be demolished. On your
own building there where is the video-conference
room and board room on that elevation? It is “rst,
second or third ”oor?
(Mr Thomson) What you can see immediately in
front of you with the big yellow Mintel sign is the
reception, the main entrance. Immediately behind
the reception and the main entrance is the board
room. Immediately above the reception on the
fourth ”oor is the video-conference room.

6427. Number 9 is the direction from which the van
would come if it is delivering, is it?30

(Mr Thomson) That is correct. That is from the
other end of the street. That is the direction from
which the van would arrive.

6428. We can see the full extent of the building to be
demolished.
(Mr Thomson) Can I point out that everything you
see there, apart from our building and the pub in the
background, is going to be demolished as part of the
Crossrail works. There is a small house that abuts
our building and that is going to be demolished and
everything else there to the right is being demolished.

6429. Is that the one with the blue shutters?
(Mr Thomson) Yes, that is correct.

6430. Number 10.31You identify the areas of concern
that you have. They are listed: vibration, noise,
access, power supply and dust. Technical evidence
will follow but what is your concern abut vibration?
(Mr Thomson) The levels of vibration which we
have been given to understand are going to be
prevalent, or at least prevalent for part of the
process, are going to be so disruptive that it will be
impossible to work in the oYce, as I have been led to
understand. That will aVect every part of the oYce,
certainly in 18-19 Long Lane. My understanding is
that desks would be jumping, things would be falling
over, and it would be a very unpleasant and scary
place to work. That is my understanding. We have
some slides to illustrate some particular areas. I do
not know if you want to look at them.

6431. What have you got in mind?
(Mr Thomson) If you look at slide 11, these are the
people who are gathering the information about the
products that we collect.32 They need intense
concentration in order to accurately enter data from
these products, and also they take pictures of the
products from multiple angles, and so they carefully
line up products to take photos of them. With
random vibrations occurring throughout the

29 Committee Ref: A74, Petitioner Mintel International Group
Ltd Presentation Slide 8 (LONDLB-505-032).

30 Committee Ref: A74, Petitioner Mintel International Group
Ltd Presentation Slide 9 (LONDLB-505-033).

31 Committee Ref: A74, Petitioner Mintel International Group
Ltd Presentation Slide 10 (LONDLB-505-034).

32 Committee Ref: A74, Petitioner Mintel International Group
Ltd Presentation Slide 11 (LONDLB-505-035).

building we do not feel that it will be possible to take
those pictures because they will be falling over. It
will make it very diYcult to do that.

6432. If we put up slide 14, you have had experience
of a similar problem in your American oYces?33

(Mr Thomson) Yes, that is right.

6433. Tell the Committee about that.
(Mr Thomson) In Chicago in early 2004 there was a
smaller sized project to this undertaken on a
building opposite a building we occupied in
Chicago, so it was approximately 20 metres away
from where we were. They demolished that building
and then started reconstruction. It made it an almost
impossible environment for our sales people to work
in and for our people to concentrate. At one point
there were polystyrene ceiling tiles falling from the
ceiling and we were getting comments from the
people we were speaking to on the phone asking
where we were working, was there something wrong.
In this particular instance we were fortunate in that
we were already planning to relocate before the
construction started, and in fact we managed to
relocate two months after the disruption started, so
in that case we were relocating because we were
expanding; we were relocating because we were
moving to diVerent oYces.

6434. You suVered the impact of vibration and so
on?
(Mr Thomson) Absolutely.

6435. On the subject of vibration, you have told the
Committee you are IT Director. At photograph 20
what does that show?34

(Mr Thomson) This is our server room. This room
contains over 40 computer systems that we use to
run our business. It is the nerve centre of everything
we do. Everything within Mintel worldwide relies on
some of these servers and we have back-up power
supplies, we have redundant systems to ensure that
things do not go wrong, we have dual redundant air
conditioning. We take great steps to ensure that
nothing goes wrong with this. If we were to have a
single failure of something in this room we could
deal with it, but if we were to have multiple failures
of systems in this room it would interrupt our
business for a period of days or even weeks.

6436. Chairman: I think everybody has got the
message that this company is going to be aVected.
What we need to know is what you want us to do,
what you want us to consider.

6437. Mr Newberry: That will come from the
technical witness, sir. I have got the point, sir.

6438. Chairman: It is just that we have been 58
minutes.

33 Committee Ref: A74, Petitioner Mintel International Group
Ltd Presentation Slide 14 (LONDLB-505-038).

34 Committee Ref: A74, Petitioner Mintel International Group
Ltd Presentation Slide 20 (LONDLB-505-044).
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6439. Mr Newberry: It is an important matter to
them, sir. That is the reason it is taking the time. I
just want you to explain to the Committee, and I
think you have tried to look at your speci“cations
for equipment that you have, and you have tried to
ask whether or not the vibration levels that we know
might happen would or would adversely aVect those
pieces of equipment.
(Mr Thomson) That is correct.

6440. Have you got a de“nitive answer from your
suppliers yet?
(Mr Thomson) Our suppliers told us that they did
not have any data on this kind of vibration, so they
would not be able to tell us whether or not it was
going to be aVected.

6441. So it is an unanswered question in that area.
All right. Finally, could you go to number 21?35That
is quite a graphic photograph because that shows the
building to be demolished in relation to your roof
terrace. Is that just a recreation area where the staV
go and enjoy themselves?
(Mr Thomson) Everyone can use that at lunchtime
but we often hold informal internal and external
meetings out on the roof terrace because it is a nice
environment to work in.

6442.Mr Newberry: We will hear from Mr Gri Yths
as to what eVect that will have on the matter.
Thank you.

Cross-examined byMr Taylor

6443. Mr Thomson, the oYces that you occupy are
open-plan, as I understand it. Is that right?
(Mr Thomson) That is correct.

6444. You mentioned in your evidence that there
were a large number of phone calls made and
presumably received during the day.
(Mr Thomson) That is correct.

6445. We can see from page 41 of the documentation
that you have presented, slide 17, four people face to
face in the open-plan oYce, all of whom are on the
phone.36

(Mr Thomson) Yes.

6446. That is a common occurrence, is it?
(Mr Thomson) Yes, it is. Their job is to liaise with
our “eld associates throughout the world, so they are
managing 1,000 “eld associates throughout the
world on various diVerent jobs for our clients.

6447. And these people sitting within feet of one
another are able to speak on the phone in various
foreign languages notwithstanding that they might
be speaking diVerent foreign languages sitting feet
apart from one another?
(Mr Thomson) That is correct.

35 Committee Ref: A74, Petitioner Mintel International Group
Ltd Presentation Slide 21 (LONDLB-505-045).

36 Committee Ref: A74, Petitioner Mintel International Group
Ltd Presentation Slide 17 (LONDLB-505-041).

6448. And they can do their job with the phones
ringing around them?
(Mr Thomson) Yes.

6449. So far as dust is concerned, your premises are
fully air-conditioned, are they not?
(Mr Thomson) That is correct.

6450. And you are aware that you have been oVered
the tier three mitigation to be provided along with
mitigative works?
(Mr Thomson) That is my understanding, yes.

6451. And that represents the highest standard of
dust control which can reasonably be achieved; do
you understand that?
(Mr Thomson) Yes, I do.

6452. And you understand that on the other side of
the Lyndsey Street site there is Smith“eld Meat
Market?
(Mr Thomson) Yes, I do.

6453. Can you explain why the commitment to tier
three mitigation is not suYcient for your purposes?
(Mr Thomson) I do not know whether it is
insuYcient. It is a serious concern of ours. We feel
that it will make the terrace unusable and we have
concerns about the dust, because inevitably there
will be some dust, clogging up our air-conditioning
units and our server.

6454. So far as access to Hayne Street is concerned,
have you seen the information paper C7 that has
been provided to the Committee?
(Mr Thomson) I am not sure if I have seen that.

6455. Perhaps we can “nd that. I am looking for the
“rst page of C7, paragraph 1.3 in particular.37 This
indicates that where a highway is identi“ed in the Bill
which is to be aVected, where powers are to be
exercised in relation to that highway consent has to
be obtained from the local highway authority and
the nominated undertaker must ensure that
pedestrians have reasonable access to any premises
aVected by the interference in paragraph 5 of
Schedule 3 to the Bill, so that is one aspect of control
in relation to pedestrian access to your premises, is
it not?
(Mr Thomson) Okay.

6456. If we look further down the page at paragraph
2.2, there is a commitment to provide a reasonable
level of access to all property and land that will be
maintained throughout the period of construction of
Crossrail, although it may involve diversions,
temporary traYc controls and the use of temporary
footways and roadworks. Do you see that?

37 Crossrail Information Paper C7 Access to Residential
and Commercial Property during Construction, http://
billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk
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in terms of hearing damage for people at work, the
lower level is 80, at which time you need to wear
some sort of protection, and 85 is the level on a daily
basis when you need to protect your hearing. So it is
very signi“cant levels that we are looking at here on
a daily basis.

6480. This is an external level.
(Mr GriYths) This is the external level just one
metre outside the fac¸ade of the Mintel building and
these predictions are those which have been
produced by Crossrail.

6481.Mr Hopkins: As these are averages, the noise
levels might be considerably higher than even those
levels. For example, if you are pile driving, when it
hits, that is an intense noise.
(Mr GriYths) Absolutely.

6482. Do these levels take account of that? Do they
represent the peaks?
(Mr GriYths) These do not represent the peaks. The
LAeQ is the average, although it does take into
account the peaks. It is an energy average, but the
peaks would probably be about 10 dBA above that
if you are measuring the peak noise.

6483. So that is double„10 dBA is double.
(Mr GriYths) Yes. But just for very short durations.
The good thing about LAeQ is that it does at least
take some of that energy into account more than just
an arithmetic average. But if you are looking at the
time level history, as I am talking now, the peaks
would be probably 5 dBA to 10 dBA above these
very high noise levels.

6484. Mr Newberry: Is that what is known as the
LAmaxS.
(Mr GriYths) It is. Similarly, I think we have heard
today about the LAmaxS for groundbourne noise,
which is the standard 35/40 dBA argument which
you have probably come across.

6485. To round that point oV about the LAmaxS, if
something is 10 dBA above 85, what does that mean
in the real world?
(Mr GriYths) In subjective terms, just in terms of
loudness„and we have to be a little bit careful about
mixing units up„a 10 dBA change is a doubling of
loudness, or a halving of loudness if you go down
10 decibels.

6486. We go on then to slide 13.44 Does that add
anything to what you have just said?
(Mr GriYths) Again, I am trying to convey as many
diVerent things as I can in terms of what these levels
mean. In terms of Crossrail•s Environmental
Statement for housing„and obviously this is not
housing but is a sensitive commercial development,
as you have heard„if the LAeQ ten-hour is
established at 85 for 18 months, that would trigger
the rehousing threshold. There is a certain time limit.
You have to be above it for so many days, but this

44 Committee Ref: A75, Comparison with Crossrail ES for
housing (LONLB-05-059).

exceeds it because it is above it for 18 months. In
terms of the mitigation for sound insulation, which
is 10 dBA below the 85, 75, throughout the whole
four and a half years we are above the 75. Again,
these are Crossrail•s predictions.

6487. Would you look at slide 14.45 You then ask
yourself, as it were, what these noise levels mean.
(Mr GriYths) Yes, now asking what they mean
moving inside the building. British Standard BS8233
recommends for oYces that a good environment
would be about 40 dBA and 50 dBA would be a
reasonable standard. It is called Sound Insulation
and Noise Reduction for Buildings„it is a code of
practice. The levels we currently measure„and I
measured them with the consultant from Crossrail in
those oYces„is round about 48 dBA LAeQ . It
varies from oYce to oYce, as you can imagine: in the
quietest oYce, which was for video conferencing, it
was about 45, and it went up to about 52 in other
areas. The average environment was typically 48
dBA inside the oYce, as people were working:
people on the phone, people having meetings. The
existing glazing at the moment is a single glazed unit.
You can open them, but they keep them closed
because they have some mechanical ventilation
there. With a single window, you get about 25 dBA
reduction, but the current level in there is 48 dBA
typically, as you move along the area.

6488. So 48 dBA is between the good and
reasonable.
(Mr GriYths) Yes, it coincides with the standard as
it exists.

6489. Would you put up slide 15, please.46 Having
ascertained what the external levels are from the
works, you then look at how they are going to
impact on the building internally.
(Mr GriYths) That is correct. One of the predictions
shows 88 dBA for one month. So if you take the level
of 88 dBA with the 25 dBA reduction„which is the
standard for a closed window, and the Crossrail
scoping report says that 25 dBA is a reasonable
reduction„you would get to a level of 63 dBA
inside, and 63 dBA inside is 15 dBA oV what is there
at the present time. Also, it is some 13 dBA above the
50 dBA reasonable standard. So it is quite a
considerable increase. Coming back to the 10 dBA
change being a doubling of loudness, it would be a
very signi“cant obstruction inside the building.

6490. Could we go on to slide 16, please.47 That is
from noise. Then you ask yourself the question:
What do these noise levels mean?
(Mr GriYths) Yes. This is assuming we have added
in secondary glazing.

45 Committee Ref: A75, Increased internal noise levels caused
by construction part 1 (Single glazing) (LONLB-505-060).

46 Committee Ref: A75, Increased internal noise levels caused
by construction part 2 (LONLB-505-061).

47 Committee Ref: A75, Increased internal noise levels caused
by construction (Single glazing & secondary window pane)
(LONLB-505-062).
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6507. That looks as though it is a four-month
period„somewhere within that sort of period.
(Mr GriYths) Yes, and, again, some of the piles
would be some distance away, at the other end of the
site to the west, and the ones of most concern would
be the ones that are within, say, four metres from
the site.

6508. Could you go forward to slide 19.52

(Mr GriYths) Again, this is looking to try to give the
Committee a feel for what these levels mean.
Crossrail produced a human response criteria in
their scoping report, table 8.5. That gives a
relationship of his VDV which I was telling you
about, this vibration dose value, which is a low
probability of starting to get complaints, and
compare it to PPV, speci“cally because they realise
that sometimes PPV is a better unit to use for
construction, for example. They have produced
what they call the threshold of signi“cant impacts,
again PPV, on the ”oor of the building. They are
saying for oYce/retail/recreation 1.12 millimetres
per second. As I say, that is the level where people•s
threshold is somewhere between 0.1 and 0.3, and
here we have what they are calling the threshold of
signi“cant impact as being 1.1. Of course the
predictions they are saying is somewhere between
1.5 to 7 millimetres per second.

6509. What is the concern about 1.2 which translates
into the VDV?
(Mr GriYths) The 1.12 is the threshold of signi“cant
impact as assessed by Crossrail. The levels that they
are predicting are somewhere between 1.5 and 7
millimetres per second.

6510. Turn over to slide 20, please.53

(Mr GriYths) Crossrail also have a building and
structures• criteria in their scoping report, following
on from that, table 8.6. Again, people are much
more sensitive to vibration than compared to levels
that are likely to damage a building. You would
expect the levels for damaging a building to be much
higher. Usually that is quite good, inasmuch as
people would alert themselves before a building gets
any structural damage because they would evacuate
the building. There the vibration limits in that
scoping report are saying that for standard buildings
the peak particle velocity should not exceed 5
millimetres per second. That is also stated in
BS5228, part 4, which is the construction vibration
standard. The predicted levels there, as we have said
before, are somewhere between 1.5-7 millimetres per
second. I think 5 millimetres per second is quite a
cautious approach. Quite often in standards we see
levels much higher than that, but that is certainly the
responsible approach that Crossrail have taken.

52 Committee Ref: A75, Crossrail•s building and structures
criteria„Vibration levels (LONLB-505-066).

53 Committee Ref: A75, Crossrail•s building and structures
criteria„Vibration levels (LONLB-505-066).

6511. When you experienced this “gure of 3
millimetres per second to which you referred earlier,
did the construction work that was causing that level
of vibration continue or was it stopped?
(Mr GriYths) It had to be stopped immediately. I
was working for a client, a publisher, and we then
immediately contacted LDDC and the local
authority, Tower Hamlets, and the work had to be
stopped. The remedy at the time was to reduce the
height of the hammer and various other
techniques„working outside of o Yce hours„to
reduce the vibration.

6512. At 21 are your conclusions.54 Just take us
through these.
(Mr GriYths) I would just really bring out the point
from my “rst slides, that my conclusions really are
that the distance to the Mintel building is 5 metres
and it is a very important point. There is lots of
mitigation that one might be able to look at here, lots
of options, but with 5 metres, you cannot change the
laws of physics and there is a high risk that there will
be signi“cant vibration and noise from the building
site that is going to last for 4° years. The predicted
construction noise is above Crossrail•s trigger limit
for the provision of sound insulation and that is for
the entire 4°-year period, the construction noise is
above Crossrail•s trigger level for rehousing for a
period of about 18 months, again using Crossrail•s
“gures, the vibration level is above Crossrail•s
acceptable limit for people working in oYces, in
their Scoping Report, and the vibration level is so
high that it is predicted to be above Crossrail•s
building damage limit. I suppose, in short, it is too
near the construction site for people to be there and
it is going on for too long. It has excessive levels both
in terms of noise and vibration next to what can be
described as a •sensitive building•, and I think it is
recognised that it is a sensitive building by Crossrail.
I have to, from my client•s point of view, give
extreme caution in respect of the potential noise and
vibration impact, and certainly relocation would be
a very strong option on that basis.

6513. Mr Taylor may ask you about the oVer that is
going to be put forward by Crossrail. I would like to
ask you about that against this background. The
Committee has heard on many occasions various
levels of dB which Crossrail are oVering, 25dB for a
recording studio, 30dB for this and 40dB for
housing. Those “gures are quite well known. Have
Crossrail oVered a “gure to adhere to in relation to
vibration?
(Mr GriYths) No, they have not. They have said
they will be looking into it, but they have not come
up with a “gure that they say is acceptable. The only
“gure is in the Scoping Report which quotes the level
of 1.12 as the threshold of signi“cance, but that has
not been put to me as, •This is what•s going to be
used for this buildingŽ. We have an undertaking
which says, •We will look at the category of the
building. We will look at the useŽ, and there are
about seven or eight categories, but there is nothing

54 Committee Ref: A75, Conclusions (LONLB-505-067).
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(Mr GriYths) Yes, I am.

6543. I think the passage that you are quoting from
is in volume 4 at paragraph 2.3.11, which is at page
70.60 If we look at that, we can see that you have
actually quoted partially from the paragraph, Mr
Gri Yths, because it begins: •Vibration levels due to
the use of the hydraulic breaker have been predicted
at the foundations of unattached buildings for the
worst-case situation, but the breaker works at
ground level at the boundary of the site closest to
each receptorŽ, and then it goes on to produce the
“gures you have used.
(Mr GriYths) Yes.

6544. So the “gures represent the use of a hydraulic
breaker, but where the breaker is operating at
ground level at the boundary of the site closest to the
receptor?
(Mr GriYths) Yes.

6545. So these “gures do not relate to oscillatory
bored piling, do they?
(Mr GriYths) They relate to the hydraulic breaking,
yes, absolutely.

6546. It is right to say, is it not, in relation to bored
piling that that is a low-vibration technique?
(Mr GriYths) Yes, it is.

6547. You would accept, would you not, that the use
of that technique is not going to give rise to any
signi“cant vibration eVect upon the Petitioner•s
premises?
(Mr GriYths) Well, my concern, as I stated during
evidence, is that there are 6 or 7 metres of gravel
which it has to get through and one tends to have to
shake the casing in for that, otherwise everything
just falls in, and there could well be some levels of
vibration. I would not expect them to be anywhere
near the 7, but they certainly could well be around
the 1 millimetre or so because, looking at the piling
plan, the piling is coming somewhere between 2 to 3
metres, maybe 4 metres, from the building.

6548. It is possible to programme that sort of work
out of oYce hours, is it not?
(Mr GriYths) It could well be.

6549. In relation to the hydraulic breaker, have you
seen the correspondence from Crossrail, explaining
that the maximum use of that is likely to be two to
three weeks?
(Mr GriYths) I did see a letter, but I thought it was
saying more like six weeks, but again it was early
days, I think, when we had the meeting at Stage C on
a RIBA contract.

60 Crossrail Environmental Statement Technical Report,
Assessment of Noise and Vibration Impacts, Volume 4 of 8,
Central Section, Noise & Vibration, para 2.311, http://
billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk (LINEWD-STR112-074).

6550. I will get Mr Thornely-Taylor to explain that.
(Mr GriYths) Thank you.

6551. So far as the use of a hydraulic breaker is
concerned, there are alternative methods of
breaking, are there not, the use of a cruncher, for
example?
(Mr GriYths) You could use that, yes.

6552. And that would not be as noisy, would it, or as
vibratory?
(Mr GriYths) I would have to check that. It
probably would not be.

6553. There is also the possibility, is there not, of
detaching continuity between buildings? We can see
that from the page in front of us at 2.3.12 where you
can use diamond sawing, for example, to alter the
structure of continuity between buildings so as to
mitigate vibration?61

(Mr GriYths) You can do that, but, remember, the
vibration will still come around in the ground. These
vibration levels are opposite Hayne Street which is
not directly attached anyway.

6554. The “gures at 2.3.11 are “gures produced, are
they not, without taking into account that sort of
mitigation? They are pre-mitigation “gures, are
they not?
(Mr GriYths) Yes, I am aware they are.

6555. So far as the undertakings are concerned, I
would just like to draw the Committee•s attention
and your attention to what is proposed in relation to
this particular Petitioner and noise vibration. It is
section 4, •Noise and Vibration•.62 Here we have the
undertaking which is being proposed. At 4.1 there is
a commitment •to carry out the works in a manner
which will mitigate the emission of noise as far as
reasonably practicableŽ. In fact there is another
undertaking which has been provided which is the
same thing in relation to vibration.
(Mr GriYths) Absolutely, yes.

6556. Then we see at 4.2, •The Promoter will prepare
a mitigation package in respect of noise generated
and will assign appropriate noise limits in relation to
the property and in identifying such limits factors to
be considered will include our commitment to the
following . . . Ž and then we see the criteria set out,
yes?
(Mr GriYths) Yes, we see a number of factors there.

6557. And again a similar approach is adopted in
relation to vibration?

61 Crossrail Environmental Statement Technical Report,
Assessment of Noise and Vibration Impacts, Volume 4 of 8,
Central Section, Noise & Vibration, para 2.312, http://
billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk (LINEWD-STR112-074).

62 Crossrail Ref: P73, Method Statement and Programme,
Para 4 Noise & Vibration (LONLB-504-003).
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about seven millimetres per second people would be
very, very frightened and to not have a standard
when you are predicting those sort of levels, I think
anyone would accept if you have got levels of seven
millimetres per second no one in this room would be
here. As I say it is a very frightening experience at
that sort of level, so I am surprised there is not a
value being installed for oYces.

The witness withdrew

6590.Mr Taylor: Sir, I have got Mr Thornely-Taylor
here who can give evidence re”ecting the points I
have put in cross-examination if you would “nd that
of assistance.

6591.Chairman: I think, Mr Taylor, we have heard
such evidence before and I do not think there is any
need to recall in that respect and I think we have
heard enough today to cover noise to get a view on it.

6592. Mr Taylor: In closing, can I just say a few
words? We say that Mintel is not a particularly noise
sensitive user. The levels of noise within their
premises is similar to any oYce base use and in terms
of being accepted as a special case because of the
particular proximity of the Lindsey Street work site
and the substandard nature of the attenuation
provided by the premises, the Promoters oVered an
appropriate undertaking to carry out the works in a
manner that will mitigate the in”uence of noise and
vibration as far as reasonably practicable. It has
oVered a noise and vibration mitigation act which,
based upon limits which would be identi“ed, taking
into account a number of factors, a mitigation act
which can be identi“ed which will ensure that the
noise and vibration from the construction will not
signi“cantly aVect the business operation of the
premises. There are a number of mitigation
techniques available that will ensure that airborne
noise will not cause signi“cant problems, for
example, with the potential use of secondary glazing.

6593. When it comes to vibration it is piling and
demolition work that is of particular concern, but
the total duration of piling has been identi“ed six
weeks and I mention that on instructions. It is
proposed to used oscillatory bore piling. This is a
low vibration technique. With that piling technique
signi“cant vibration acts upon the Petitioner•s
property are unlikely. It is the use of the hydraulic
breaker that is of particular concern in relation to
vibration. This activity would only occur at the
points closest to the Petitioner•s property for a
period of some two to three weeks in total, and again
I put that “gure on instructions. It may be possible
to use alternative methods of demolition, for
example, a cruncher to reduce this period
signi“cantly, but make it possible to limit vibration
caused or emitted during particular hours of the day.
It may be that works could be done to reduce the
structural interface between the work site and the
building.

6594. It is not appropriate at this stage to identify
speci“c noise or vibration limits to apply at the
Petitioner•s property, these should be identi“ed at
the detailed design stage. In any event, these take
into account a number of factors that are unknown
at present, such as the particular use of particular
rooms and the attenuation provided by the building
within those rooms. Nor is it appropriate to identify
the particular mitigation that needs to be adopted at
this stage. The proposed undertaking will give rise to
a dispute, a solution procedure will be invoked if it
is unhappy with the measures adopted.

6595. As far as dust is concerned, the premises are
already fully air conditioned, tier three dust
mitigation is proposed for the Lindsey Street work
site due to the proximity of the Smith“eld Market.
That involves the provision of a high standard of
dust control needs to be achievable.

6596. So far as access is concerned, the policy with
regard to retaining access during construction is set
out in IPC7.64 The Bill contains a requirement to
ensure that pedestrians have a reasonable access to
any premises aVected by the interference with the
highway and that is C7, paragraph 1.43, schedule 3,
paragraph 5 of the Bill. Paragraph 2.2 provides that
a reasonable level of access will be maintained for
both vehicles and pedestrians. The undertaking
oVered re”ects this policy. The works aVecting
Hayne Street is to retain access to the car parks so
far as practicable and again I am putting that on
instructions.

6597. As far as power supply is concerned, the policy
regarding maintenance of public utilities during
construction is set out in information paper D7.65

The construction arrangements have been designed
to keep disruption to as low a level as reasonably
practicable, that is in information paper D7
paragraph 1.3. The undertaking oVered does this.
Indeed, bearing in mind that the Mintel Company
has no guarantee of uninterrupted power and has
arrangements in place to cater for this.

6598. In conclusion these undertakings will be
suYcient to ensure that an appropriate environment
can be retained during the construction activity that
will enable the business to continue and there is no
reasonable basis for requiring the Promoter to fund
the permanent re-location.

6599. Mr Newberry: I would ask you to conclude
that this is an operation which is a sensitive
operation in terms of having to undertake detailed
and painstaking research and therefore requires the
appropriate environment. I therefore would ask you
to conclude that it is such.

64 Crossrail Information Paper C7 Access to Residential
and Commercial Property during Construction, http://
billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk

65 Crossrail Information Paper D7 Maintenance of Public
Utilities, http://billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk
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6600. So far as noise is concerned, we take the view
that it would be diYcult to attenuate the noise levels
that are generated, you have seen the bar chart and
we are looking at 80-85, very high levels of noise
indeed. Mr Gri Yths, practically experienced, is that
you can achieve 34. That practical experience is
borne out by Crossrail•s own “gures, not Mr
Taylor•s “gures, but Crossrail•s own “gures, they
correspond, and at the end of the day does
not provide the appropriate level of technical
attenuation. If you take an average through the
building, which is what he has done, it is well over it,
so it is not going to work on that particular point.

6601. So far as vibration is concerned, the document
that Mr Taylor referred to speci“cally refers to a
hydraulic breaker. I have not seen any document
which indicates a switch of equipment, so on the
assumption that the documentation that they are
relying upon is correct, there is absolutely no doubt
that that particular piece of equipment generates
vibration levels that are not much short of horri“c
and to dismiss it that it is only going to be for two
or three weeks, I “nd an interesting proposition. The
building will eVectively be sterilised. You cannot
work or expect them to work when there is that level
of vibration running through the building and I
would also ask you to bear in mind that Mr Gri Yths
was unchallenged on the point that in buildings you
get ampli“cation, so the 7.5 is not the maximum
here, he told you it can go to 2.5 above that because
of this ampli“cation feature. That building
eVectively would be incapable of use. On that
premise alone this company should be re-located.
What are they going to do for three weeks whilst this
work is going on? They cannot work and they have
either got to be temporarily re-located, and that is
quite a detailed business re-locating a company of
this size, or they have got to be compensated for the
period of time when they cannot use their building,
one or the other, and I would ask you to look at
that issue.

6602. So far as the access is concerned, what we have
learnt today is that Hayne Street is going to be shut
oV at one end, I am not sure which end, but
eVectively it is a cul-de-sac and that particular street
is critical for deliveries to the company, you saw
photographs where stuV has to be unloaded. I
cannot get my mind round a major construction site
and a major work site which has to utilise Hayne
Street for the purposes of lorries and all the vehicles
that are going to use that site, and I expect because
it is a cul-de-sac park there, how it is possibly going
to be run in a way which permits multiple deliveries
to this site; they get 8,000 packages a week. If the
vans cannot park there or the lorries cannot park
there, they cannot get their packages into the
business, unless they go to a reception and stack it all
up there, which in itself is a hazard, so there is a
major problem there. Secondly, the point of access,
there is a major problem in relation to the emergency
exit which I drew attention with Mr Thomson in-
chief, you may remember. There has been no
comment on that and no challenge to the point and

so the issue there is a serious one, that there is every
likelihood of the emergency exit being blocked by
Crossrail•s lorries and vans in a cul-de-sac and that
seems to be a very potential serious matter.

6603. So far as dust is concerned, I notice the
expression is that it is a tier three level and I thought
what an appropriate expression, I can imagine many
tears on the terrace while the dust is swimming
around. I am sure they will make every eVort to keep
it as contained as best they can, but we have an open
terrace “ve metres from a construction site.
Commonsense dictates that area is going to be
sterilised for large periods of time.

6604. So far as power supplies are concerned, it is not
an answer to say they do not have a guaranteed
power supply now. This is an additional problem
and, as I understand it, and I put this on the record
because I have spoken to Mr Taylor about it, what
Mintel want of course is a continuous power supply
i.e. not one that is disrupted by Crossrail. If there is
going to be dislocation they would have to be
noti“ed about it and there has to be an alternative
supply provided, so there is not a period of time
when they cannot function, because as Mr Thomson
was telling you if you do get the computers going
down and the server is going down, eVectively
because it is wholly dependent upon the servers and
computers, it cannot be rendered impotent for
however long it is going to be without power because
it takes a long time to get things back in operation.

6605. Sir, we feel that the combination of all these
factors does warrant in this case, particularly
because of the vibration and noise factors due to the
proximity, and I doubt in your deliberations
whether you are going to “nd a site closer to major
construction work than this„it is separated by a
mediaeval lane„you are not going to “nd, I
suspect, much closer and in these very unusual
circumstances, we feel that this world class company
should not have to have this level of in”iction upon
it and it is better that they are re-located so that they
can function as they are now and I would ask for a
direction in that way.

6606. Chairman: Thank you very much indeed
Mr Newberry. We will now move on to our next
hearing which is the Residents• Association of
Mayfair and St James and the Grosvenor Mayfair
Residents• Association.

Ms Nathalie Lieven appeared on behalf of the
Promoter.

The Petition of the Residents• Association of
Mayfair and St James.

Mr John Pugh-Smith appeared on behalf of the
Petitioner.
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which are the streets where social housing is very
much in evidence. They are all concentrated south of
Oxford Street along North Row, Balderton Street,
George Yard, Lumley Street, Binney Street, Gilbert
Street, Weighhouse Street, Providence Court,
Brown Hart Gardens and Dukes Yard. All these
streets lie above the proposed Crossrail tunnels and
are situated close to Bond Street station. The
residents of these properties will be severely aVected
by the proposed Crossrail Bill and the scheme of
works should the scheme be approved. They will
have to be relocated and they are very worried about
it. They are losing all their facilities and they are very
vulnerable residents, most of them, and will require
protection and we want to stand up for them. There
is also a very good state school in the area, St
George•s Hanover Square Primary School, which
has 200 pupils. There is a medical centre in
Weighhouse Street and the relocation of the Mayfair
Medical Centre will mean that a large and
vulnerable population will lose access to this facility.
There is also something called the London Institute,
which is an educational and cultural centre of
excellence which bene“ts the whole community, and
there are various art galleries and hundreds of
people will need, again, as I said, to be relocated.
There are also many beautiful buildings and three
fragile churches which need protecting„St Mark•s
in North Audley Street, the Ukrainian Church in
Duke Street and St George•s in Hanover Square.

6628.Mr Pugh-Smith: What I would like to do now
is to ask you to outline brie”y the Society•s concerns.

6629.Chairman: Before we do that, could I mention
that this document is A76 for the record?68

6630. Mr Pugh-Smith: Could we have up on the
screen the two slides that summarise the speci“c
matters that the Society wishes to seek protection
for?69

(Mrs Morrisson-Atwater) Because you have heard
before about the American Embassy and all the
things that concern us greatly and are all around us,
our “rst point is proper security checks to be carried
out on the drivers, the contractors, the builders and
all the people that are going to be used on the
scheme. We would also like an assurance that
further environmental impact assessments will be
carried out with respect to the properties located in
all the streets which I have just mentioned. I will
repeat them. They are the properties located in
Binney Street, Gilbert Street, Green Street, St
Anselms Place, Duraven Street, North Audley
Street, Balderton Street, Brown Hart Gardens,

68 Committee Ref: A76, Presentation of The Residents Society
of Mayfair and St James•

69 Committee Ref: A76, Speci“c protection that the society
seeks (WESTCC-32605-036).

Dukes Yard, George Yard, Upper Brook Street,
Lumley Street and Duke Street.

6631.Mr Pugh-Smith: Chairman, we will provide a
list.

6632. Chairman: A copy of the notes afterwards
would be helpful.

6633.Mr Pugh-Smith: By all means.
(Mrs Morrisson-Atwater) We would like an
undertaking from the Promoter to prepare a noise
and vibration mitigation package to satisfy us
as regards to noise, vibration, disruption and
disturbance during the construction of Crossrail and
the running of trains after the completion. We would
also like an undertaking from the Promoter that the
residents will be noti“ed in advance when the time
the boring machine is to pass under our properties.

6634. Slide number 5.70

(Mrs Morrisson-Atwater) We would like an
undertaking that the Promoter will contact aVected
residents to ensure that they will receive the
appropriate protection provided for in the
settlement deed. We would also like an undertaking
from the Promoter that a small claims procedure will
be incorporated into the Bill.

6635. Thank you very much, Mrs Morrisson-
Atwater. By way of concluding remarks, is there
anything you want to say to the Committee about
why the Society is so concerned and that is why it has
been here?
(Mrs Morrisson-Atwater) Yes. One of our greatest
worries was the fact that we “nd ourselves forced to
“ght a Bill for a scheme that is not funded. We just
do not understand how long this will take or why we
are being blighted for all these years for something
for which there are no funds.

6636.Mr Pugh-Smith: Thank you very much, Mrs
Morrisson-Atwater.

6637.Ms Lieven: I have no questions, sir.

6638.Chairman: Do you want to give a summary of
your witness•s evidence?

6639.Mr Pugh-Smith: That is very kind but I think
we have said what we need to say.

The witness withdrew

6640.Chairman: And your next witness is going to
take at least an hour?

6641. Mr Pugh-Smith: Indeed, sir. It is up to you
whether you wish to start his evidence today.

6642.Chairman: I really do not think it is relevant to
go any further this afternoon because we are not
going to conclude the witness and I feel that if we

70 Committee Ref: A76, Speci“c protection that the society
seeks (WESTCC-32605-037).
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was promoting to build an expensive underground
terminal for the Channel Tunnel Rail Link at a cost
of about £1 billion. I suggested that instead you
could come round the back and use the St Pancras
station, which was mostly empty at the time. I have
to say the Committee did not appear to take much
notice of what I said„it was a Lords Committee,
though, so that might explain some of it. British
Rail, at the top level, did not take any notice but the
Department for Transport took a great deal of
interest and John Prideaux who was in charge of the
project took a great deal of interest, and I worked
with him inside, eVectively, British Rail„Union
Railways„I should say with people like Bernard
Gambrill, over there, looking at alternatives and I
think you know that it is St Pancras that is now being
built as the new terminus.

6652. Mr Schabas, what I would like you to do, if
you would, is explain brie”y how, in your own
words, the safeguarded route came to be identi“ed.
(Mr Schabas) Sure. I go back to 1988, actually when
I “rst came to this country„when I “rst came to live
permanently, the economy was booming and the
Government established a Central London rail
study. They said •Find a route across London for a
railwayŽ. Halcrow was given the job and identi“ed
in about six weeks the route that pretty much you
have before you now, from Paddington to Liverpool
Street. They were very proud of it because they said
they had found a route from Paddington to
Liverpool Street that avoided deep pile foundations,
and being engineers that was a very important
requirement for them. It is a very important
requirement, but it was a quick study„they did it in
six weeks and for a pretty small amount of money.
They showed that there was one feasible route. They
did not say that it was the best route or the only
route, and I think they would admit that, Halcrow
would agree even that engineering and missing deep
pile foundations are not the only requirements that
you should take into account when planning a route
across London, especially one that is going to cost
£10 billion and disrupt the City for years. It is not an
ideal route, I have to say, and my background
extends beyond deep pile foundations and
tunnelling (although I do know a bit about that). It
has some serious shortcomings. It has no
interchange with the Victoria Line or the Piccadilly
Line which are the two busiest tube lines across
Central London. It has no connections to Oxford
Circus station because of the way Oxford Circus is
con“gured. It swings south under Hyde Park in
order to provide for a connection on to the
Marylebone Line, but there is no plan now to do that
connection ever. It runs along past the American
Embassy, which I guess in 1988 was not seen as a
security issue the way it maybe should be seen now.
The main reason for staying south of Oxford Street,
I have been told by the engineers, was they did not
want to con”ict with the Post OYce tube, which as
you may know runs from Paddington to Liverpool
Street as well, along the north side of Oxford Street.
The Post OYce railway is, unfortunately, closed and
has been for a few years now. So to go south of

Oxford Street under Mayfair because of a junction
that you are not ever going to build and to miss the
Post OYce tube, which is closed, it seems you have
lost two of the main reasons for doing it. Then not
having a good interchange. If one looks at the
stations and walks around Central London, if one
walks around Tottenham Court Road or Oxford
Circus or Bond Street, it is hard to imagine also
another 100,000 passengers being put on to the
pavement, but that is what Crossrail is supposed to
do: it is supposed to put another 100,000 people on
to the street. If it does not put another 100,000
people on to the street, then it has not accomplished
its objective. I think if you look at the passenger
numbers, in fact, it does not accomplish the
objective; they are not expecting to put 100,000 more
people on the streets, they are going to be the same
people on diVerent trains„but that is another story.
To put this line right through the most crowded and
congested places, which are already so crowded,
seems to me to be maybe not the right answer; that
other factors should be thought about.

6653. Mr Schabas, how do you come to look at
alternatives?
(Mr Schabas) As I said, I did the review in 1992
and that was just a review of the current scheme
and we basically gave it a pretty lukewarm
recommendation. I think the Committee then read
our report as part of their deliberations and rejected
the Bill. They never looked in detail at the alignment.
At the time I had not thought much about the
alignment either. Around late 1999 the Strategic
Rail Authority, as it then was, asked train operators,
including GB Railway, which I was part of, if we had
any ideas how to relieve congestion at Liverpool
Street, Paddington and Waterloo. I got out some
maps and started scratching my head and thinking
about it and said: •Well, London has changed a lot
since 1988. It has now got Stansted in the East„
a big airport„Heathrow is getting bigger still,
Crossrail does not serve either of them really„it still
does not„you have got Canary Wharf which did
not exist in 1988 (we were just starting the “rst piles
there) and now it is another city and it is a third
major centre. So I thought, •How can you build a
railway from Paddington via Canary Wharf and on
to the east with the least problems, frankly, getting
the powersŽ„whether it is using Transport and
Works or Parliament because this and the funding
are the two major problems of getting any railway
across London built. The statutory approvals and
the funding. I looked at the map and I thought„it
was not quite this quick„•Actually, there is at least
one other route that has been safeguarded through
Central London, from east to west, which does not
have a lot of deep pile foundationsŽ, and that is the
river. It was not safeguarded by the Department for
Transport, it was safeguarded by a higher authority,
shall we say.

6654. If we could have that up.4
(Mr Schabas) There we are. Maybe I should walk
through this and explain. It serves the West End in a
diVerent way. It does not serve Bond Street and

4 Committee Ref: A80, Alternative River Route (WESTCC-
32605-041).
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Tottenham Court Road, it does not go to John
Lewis; it is a bit closer to the Army & Navy and,
frankly, a bit closer to Westminster where we are
here. It would come down under the Royal Parks, so
no foundations, there are a few security tunnels to
worry about„remember I was involved in the
Jubilee Line which goes under Green Park, so I have
got a bit of experience. Interchange with other tube
lines and within walking distance of the heart of the
West End but the station itself would be under the
river. A second station probably in front of the Tate
Modern, Blackfriars Bridge, where you can have an
excellent interchange with Thameslink. One of the
problems with Crossrail, the safeguarded route, is
the interchange with •Thameslink is up at
Farringdon. Anyone who has been on the
Thameslink Farringdon platforms in the rush hour
knows they are very narrow and constrained
platforms. They cannot be widened without
demolishing some pretty expensive buildings and
they are not proposing to do that, so there is a real
problem in the current scheme of going through
Farringdon. At Blackfriars Station you can build a
proper interchange. Another station at London
Bridge„it is actually in front of the Mayor•s o Yce,
in front of City Hall„and again interchanges with
the tube lines. Yes, you can interchange with the
major Tube lines, and then through to Canary
Wharf. The whole alignment follows the river. You
can do the construction„this is how the Tubes were
built at the turn of the last century„from the river
using barges and therefore reducing truck traYc
through Central London. Next slide, please.5 That is
a cross-sectional drawing. We commissioned Mott
MacDonald who engineered about half the Tube
network, I think, and are working on Crossrail too,
but they were not back in 1999, so they did this for
us, and they did the drawing. You can see the Tubes
there; they are deep under the river; they are in the
London Clay, and you would have escalators and
stairs and lifts and so on up to either side of the river
and you can actually add pedestrian subways
through so you can get people up on to the
embankments on either side. They wrote us a letter
which I think is in your evidence, exhibit 3, which
says they found no fatal ”aws from an engineering
point of view on the proposal. We presented this all
to the SRA in January 2000.

6655. There is a summary slide to go in at this stage.6

(Mr Schabas) We suggested it to them. It avoids
deep pile foundations. It serves the City, the West
End and Docklands. It provides better interchange
with the tubes and the other railways. Stations are in
much less congested areas; better places for these
100,000 more pedestrians to distribute, and the
construction impacts should be less severe. The
second-last point I will come back to and explain
because it is a bit out of sequence. The SRA took a
year to respond to us. It was a rather long wait for a

5 Committee Ref: A80, Mott MacDonald commissioned
cross-section„Stations under the river (WESTCC-32605-
042).

6 Committee Ref: A80, Summary of River Route presentation
to Strategic Rail Authority (WESTCC-32605-043).

meeting because we put quite a bit of work into it,
and it was at their request actually, and I had a
meeting “rst of all with Keith Berryman. Keith had
already been appointed to do the London East/West
Study for the Strategic Rail Authority, and he
actually did a presentation in December 2000 about
eleven months after we put forward our proposal.
He did a presentation to London First, stating that
they had already made the recommendations to the
Secretary of State and he made no mention of
looking at any alternative routes through Central
London. I asked for a meeting. I said •Keith, what
happened to our proposal?Ž •Oh, I guess it will be
okayŽ. So we had a meeting on 17 January and he
said that they were not looking at alternative routes
because that would add two years• delay and
they were under strong political pressure to get
something under way, and there really was not time
to start looking at alternatives. Any change from the
safeguarded route would delay things for two years.
They had already then submitted the London East/
West Study to the Government and con“rmed that
to me, and that was eventually released. Before that
came out I wrote another letter back and said, •I
think you are making a mistake. You are rushing
this process and you are going to regret it later.Ž
Richard Morris, who is now Operations Director of
Crossrail, wrote a letter saying he had taken over
running the project in the SRA and he wrote me this
letter saying, •We examined this last yearŽ. I do not
believe they really did; I think the word •examinedŽ
means they looked at it. •We are not as sanguine as
you regarding the engineering diYculties, although
these could no doubt be overcome. The main
diYculty is the amount of interchange required
would be substantially increasedŽ.7 Essentially he
was saying if you put it under the river everybody
has to walk further because nobody works on top of
it, and I think that is true, but there is analysis there:
how important is that? Everyone knows Waterloo
Station is on the wrong side of the river but many
people use it and we have lived with that over 150
years and there have been proposals to take the
railway across the river and those have always been
rejected for pretty good reasons. Mr Morris was
using a planning argument now, not an engineering
one, to say that they should take up the safeguarded
route, and not using a political argument. They then
published the London East-West Study Report
which you can still “nd, I think, on the website
somewhere. It is an interesting document because it
is used in the Environmental Statement for Crossrail
as the key foundation for their route selection
process. Chapter 6 of the Environmental Statement
refers to the London East-West Study as basically
the study with which they decided where to go with
Crossrail. The funny thing about it is the London
East-West Study•s Crossrail is not very much like the
one we have got now. They actually say in London
East-West that it should not go to Heathrow. They
do not go to Reading. They do not go to Abbey
Wood. They have not apparently heard of the East
Thames corridor. They did not go to Canary Wharf,

7 Committee Ref: A80, Strategic Rail Authority response to
the River Route Scheme (WESTCC-32605-044).
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without subsidy in 1990, you may recall. If Crossrail
is truly to cross the capital and connect the UK„
which I think Mr Gambrill uses in his slogan, and it
is a great slogan but it is not true in this current
scheme„it has to go via King•s Cross, Euston and
St Pancras. We do not know the engineering from
Cavendish Square up to King•s Cross, you can do
anything for a price, it might require moving some
deep pile foundation. We do know there is a station
location safeguarded right in front of King•s Cross
for Crossrail Line 2, Chelsea-Hackney it used to be
called. There is a place for a station. We also know
one of the main reasons they want to build Chelsea-
Hackney in Crossrail Line 2 is because there is
massive congestion, some of the worst congestion on
the tube, from King•s Cross and Euston down to the
West End.

6662. If you swung Crossrail up there and back
down again you might not have this problem„you
would not have this problem. Given the diYculties
in funding Crossrail Line 1 it might be a good idea
to solve some of the problems of Crossrail Line 2
while you are at it. The line could then swing back
down and rejoin the safeguarded route through
Liverpool Street. It is a bit of detour but I am not
sure it is no more of a detour than they are doing to
go to Whitechapel and back into Canary Wharf.
Why they are going to Whitechapel is a bit of a
mystery for some people. The business case for going
to Shen“eld has evaporated. Chris Stokes, part of
the Superlink team, was involved in the original
selection of Shen“eld. We have taken apart Cross
London Rail Link•s business case for it. We have
done quantitative analysis with numbers we got
from Freedom of Information and the business case
does not stack up so they should just dropt the
Shen“eld branch and then you do not need to go to
Whitechapel. The money you would save from that
would„This might not be any more expensive than
the safeguarded route and would certainly generate
masses of extra revenue on the Intercity network.

6663. The Cross London Rail Link is a London-led
project and their models do not take account of the
Intercity revenues, I think that is correct. They take
account of commuter rail revenues but they take no
account of generation on the national rail system
and to me that is a major ”aw in the methodology.
As I said, as far as I know they have never bothered
to model pedestrian passenger circulation. The
statement that the stations in front of Charing
Cross, Blackfriars and London Bridge are not
convenient without any analysis to back it up is a
worthless statement to me.

6664.Mr Pugh-Smith: Mr Schabas, if we have on
the screen to assist you, the three identi“ed
alternatives„the northern route, the river route and
safeguarded route„could you explain to the
Committee the way in which you understand these
alternatives being treated?13

13 Committee Ref: A80, Three identi“ed alternative routes
(WESTCC-32605-053).

(Mr Schabas) We presented, as Superlink, our
proposals to the Department for Transport in July
2004 with a lot of proposals from Superlink but also
saying there seemed to be three routes through the
centre that needed to be evaluated and that had not
been done. Initially we had quite a cordial, even
friendly, reception from the Department for
Transport but clearly there was a political will to
move forward regardless of the process and about
two weeks later the so-called Montague Report was
published.

6665. I should just back up. The thing about the
alternatives analysis is it is not rocket science. Mr
Gambrill was involved in the Channel Tunnel Rail
Link project with me and John Prideaux and
we looked at hundreds of alternatives between
Folkestone and London, including many diVerent
alternative locations. It took two years and it
probably did cost £50 million but we ended up with
a scheme that although it did not sail through, it got
a pretty smooth ride through Parliament and it has
now been funded and built. I could not understand
why they had skipped this process and I could not
understand when, indeed, the civil servants, some of
the ones involved in Crossrail were involved in the
Channel Tunnel Rail Link. It was a surprise to me
when they decided to release the Montague Report
with a statement that the Montague Report
endorsed the scheme and they were now going to put
a Hybrid Bill in before the end of the current
parliamentary session.

6666. That seemed to be a very hasty way to move,
also because the Montague Report did not exactly
give a resounding endorsement of the project. If we
go to the next slide Montague, in his report, said:
•. . . while there are no pivotal problems, the
aggregation of the concerns noted . . . creates
signi“cant uncertainty.14 Some of these concerns
re”ect the still preliminary development of the
scheme, and could be expected to be resolved in time,
but others are and will remain more enduring
objections . . . . Accordingly, as matters stand, the
Review cannot con“rm the deliverability of the
CLRL Business Case.Ž This was very surprising
because this was released at the same time that they
announced, •That•s great, let•s go on and build itŽ,
because clearly he is not saying that you can do that,
he is saying, •There•s lots to “gure out still, guysŽ.

6667. Superlink wrote to Mike Fuhr at the
Department for Transport who was the person in
charge of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link Bill as well,
as Bernard knows him well, and we said there were
a lot of questions in the Montague Report, and I
have only touched on them here but there were many
questions that his report raised about the business
case, about the feasibility, the engineering, even
down to how many trains an hour you could run
through the middle of it. We got no response. We
sent the letter 20 October and we got no response.
We did get a response from Adrian Montague very

14 Committee Ref: A80, Montague Conclusions, July 2004
(WESTCC-32605-055).
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other half are going all over the place and they do
not want to go to Liverpool Street and Superlink
relieves Liverpool Street in a diVerent way.

6686. On the Liverpool Street one, I need to
understand whether you had heard the initial
arguments about Liverpool Street where it was felt
that the additional capacity, whilst it needed some
change, could in the main be taken by the present
ticket halls and so forth. Crudely, that was the
argument, as I saw it, and yet if this is about
Liverpool Street, Mr Berryman is now arguing, or
the argument in 2.2 is, that your scheme does not
relieve the most grossly overcrowded sections, and
that is why I am speci“cally concerned about
Liverpool Street.
(Mr Schabas) I have not read all of the testimony on
Liverpool Street, but what we did “nd under
freedom of information was the generation of traYc
that Crossrail will bring and what is amazing is that
it was much less than they like to claim. Under
the Department for Transport•s own numbers,
Crossrail will increase commuting into central
London by 2.5per cent because, frankly, it is not
going to make the journey from Romford or
Shen“eld much nicer than it is now, so I think it is
probably true that at Liverpool Street they will not
have a more severe crowding problem because,
having spent £10 billion, they will not have many
more passengers. It is, therefore, probably right, but
in a kind of way which to me damns the whole
project and, if that is the case, what is the point?

6687. Early on in 2001 you were told that delay
was not required and government pressure was
suggesting there should be no delay and that was the
inference of the statement you made to us.
(Mr Schabas) Absolutely.

6688. Then in October 2004 Mr Prideaux said, •I
really have no locus to consider alternativesŽ.
(Mr Schabas) Mr Montague.

6689. Sorry, yes.
(Mr Schabas) Mr Prideaux is with us.

6690. Yes, Prideaux is your man, my apologies. It is
quite confusing stuV, is it not? He says, •I really have
no locus to consider alternativesŽ. I will ask later on,
but do you think that is the same pressure, that those
statements arose from the same pressure to drive this
along and your view seems to be that that drive was
so important as to suggest that they would not
properly look at any alternatives? Is that what your
evidence suggests?
(Mr Schabas) Yes, minister!

6691. Not quite! In fact, quite a long way oV!
(Mr Schabas) But I think that is exactly what they
said.

6692. Chairman: Mr Pugh-Smith, before your
witness goes, it might be unsatisfactory, the route
which has been chosen, but actually it is the
instructions you have been given and, in that respect,

counsel is correct. We really cannot approve this in
any way, we are not authorised to do that and it is
not within our powers.

6693. Mr Pugh-Smith: We are not inviting you to
do that.

6694.Chairman: But the discussion we have had here
has been useful because it has informed members of
the Committee perhaps why the route which has
been chosen is so central to the instructions you have
been given, so, in that respect, I am grateful.

6695.Mr Pugh-Smith: I am glad it is helpful in that
regard, but, as I mentioned in opening on 30 March,
there is a more fundamental legal point as well to
which I will return in closing and that is the
requirement in the Environmental Statement to
consider alternatives adequately and we have called
Mr Schabas to demonstrate that, in our
submission„

6696. Chairman: It is well within your remit to
challenge that.

6697.Mr Pugh-Smith: That is right.

6698. Mrs James: From what you are saying, the
plan you have been telling us about with all of your
rail experience appears to be one that takes in a
wider perspective and a longer-term future for rail,
because you are talking about the Reading end of
things and with us knowing what we poor, long-
suVering travellers to south Wales experience on a
regular basis, that is a particular pinch-point, so
would you see that on the back of this the problems
could be addressed with the plan that you are
taking?
(Mr Schabas) Yes, it has no diVerence which route
you use through central London, but I think that
Reading is another example that it is symptomatic
because they were going to terminate at
Maidenhead. I asked Cross London Rail because I
have some friends in the organisation, •Why are you
terminating at Maidenhead? Why don•t you go to
Reading?Ž They said, •We have to pay to resignal
Reading which will cost £150 millionŽ. I said, •If you
look on their website, Network Rail are actually
planning to do that in 2011 anyway, so you don•t
have to pay for thatŽ. It was too late for them to
realise this. Instead, if they do terminate at
Maidenhead, it will cause real operational
diYculties because they will have to run shuttle
services as well on the diesel line. They will actually
be adding more trains. There is no one solution to
trains coming through to Reading and there is no
simple solution, but it is symptomatic of them, as I
said at the very beginning, being in too much of a
hurry, haste makes waste, and they rushed ahead
without thinking through all the issues.

6699.Sir Peter Soulsby: Mr Schabas, what you have
told us, as Ms Lieven has pointed out, does strike at
the principle of the Bill and it is clearly beyond the
remit of this Committee as given to us by the
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Commons, and I think in the circumstances it is
quite right that Ms Lieven chose not to respond to
it. Can I just, without putting words in your mouth,
try and summarise what it is you have said to us. I
think I am right in saying that you are saying to us
that we are wasting our time, looking at a particular
route, when in a broader sense it is probably not the
best value for money, being based on an inadequate
consideration of alternatives. I think perhaps you
are also saying to us that it is most unlikely that it
will ever be funded or built.
(Mr Schabas) Yes, absolutely. It is a great tragedy
really.

6700.Kelvin Hopkins: I am quite staggered by what
we have heard this afternoon. I had made the
assumption, naš£ve though it may be, that all of this
is sorted out before and that every possible mind is
concentrated on all the alternatives and we come up
with the best alternative. What you are suggesting is
that this has not been done and this may not be the
best alternative.
(Mr Schabas) Correct.

6701. I know a bit about railways myself and I know
the Reading argument. Could we not even now say
to Network Rail, •It is your job to sort out the
signalling at ReadingŽ? I know that Reading is a
problem, but are you suggesting also that the reason
why the scheme does not go to Reading is because of
the cost of resignalling Reading?
(Mr Schabas) Reading is going to be resignalled.
The reason it does not go to Reading is because the
Cross London Rail Link team has so little
understanding of railway operations and the
national rail network that they did not know that it
was going to be resignalled, so when they went to
Network Rail and said, •We want to run to
ReadingŽ, Network Rail, which is a diVerent
organisation, tried it on and said, •Okay, “ne, you
can run to Reading, but you will have to pay to
resignal it and that will cost £150 millionŽ. •Well,
then we•ll stop at MaidenheadŽ. Of course Network
Rail was just kidding because they are going to do it
anyway, but it is symptomatic of the whole process,
that they have not understood the big picture and
they have been in too much of a hurry, so they
rushed the Bill in terminating at Maidenhead and
they found out later that of course Network Rail has
got to resignal Reading anyway and once you are
resignalling it, it does not make much diVerence
which you will be resignalling it for, so it is not the
cost, but just their own inability to understand the
network.

6702. If one wants to build the best scheme which is
what the country needs, it may just be that it will cost
a bit more than an alternative scheme which is not
what the country needs. Reading is a major junction
and a commuter town and Heathrow Airport, as it
would, is linked to CTRL„
(Mr Schabas) Except it does not. They say it does,
but it does not. It does in words and they hoped it
would, but it never will. It is another thing that does
not work.

6703. But Canary Wharf clearly is an international
hub. All of these things have not been properly
considered, in your view?
(Mr Schabas) That is correct. You have the same on
the Shen“eld branch where they have never
addressed how trains would interact with the freight,
with the longer-distance trains, possibly making
services worse on both branches. There are ways to
“nd solutions to these problems, but they have only
belatedly become aware of them, so instead of
seizing opportunities, they are trying to overcome
mistakes they have already locked themselves into.
There is one point on Reading which is worth
mentioning. Crossrail, I think, still have on their
website something called the •outline business case•
from about two and a half years ago which was what
Montague reviewed. They had no branch to
Maidenhead either at that point and it went to
Kingston-upon-Thames, the Richmond branch,
Kingston and Acton. Montague dropped that
branch because it cost a lot of money and brought
no extra revenue. It was a “nancial black hole.
He added the Reading branch, or rather the
Maidenhead branch back in in his study as a kind of
last-minute thing and said, •Maybe you should put
this one in instead because it makes moneyŽ, and
indeed running to Reading should make the business
case better and would probably cost less money and
require less subsidy, but that is not something that
they have understood. They have always been in a
hurry as engineers to “nd something they could
build. With some of these additions, going up to
King•s Cross will pay for itself quite probably and
certainly the one to Reading pays for itself and you
get extra money. Those people pay real money. This
is not something in the case of the United States and
most of Europe where, when you build a railway, it
loses money. In Britain, because it costs so much to
drive, sometimes you do something that makes
money and the Superlink argument was that it
would cost 25 per cent more to build to go to all these
places, but the subsidy net would be much, much
less.

6704. There is a phrase that, •If one wanted to get
there, one would not start from hereŽ, but we are
where we are.
(Mr Schabas) That is true.

6705.Chairman: Would you accept that, in the same
way you have said that people have not fully
examined all the issues, you yourself are not the
expert on revenues and it is just an opinion that you
are giving today?
(Mr Schabas) No, there is no one person who is an
expert, but I have looked at the business case and
quite a lot of numbers have now been released from
Montague•s analysis of diVerent branches.

6706. But you personally have not studied or written
that up to say that that should apply and, therefore,
it is your opinion that that could make a diVerence?
(Mr Schabas) That is correct, but the rail industry
is actually quite an open organisation once you are
inside it. We have passenger and revenue data from
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6728. Mr Pugh-Smith: Mr Winbourne, you have
looked at the information paper the Promoters have
provided, C2, on compensation. Have you some
comments to make on that?
(Mr Winbourne) I have reviewed information paper
CT2 contained in the Promoters• rebuttal document
which purports to explain to lay people the
existing system for providing compensation for
expropriation. That is what it is and that is what it
is called in other countries. All in all, the C2 paper
obfuscates the grim realities, instead of explaining
them straightforwardly. I cannot possibly agree with
the bland statement in the paper that •in general the
Compensation Code is appropriate for application
to the Crossrail projectŽ. It is poor enough for any
surface railway project within its published limits of
deviation, let alone Crossrail below ground, which is
the very worst, as it is oVered now.

6729. Consultations have been con“ned to
hypothetical surface limits of deviation, as shown on
the plans of the •safeguarded route• since 1991. What
are not shown on plans are much wider outer zones
of subterranean caution, as contained in an
unpublished annex. Taken together, those zones are
up to a quarter of a mile wide under central London
and likely to aVect countless building insurance
policies. I do not exaggerate, Chairman. At stations,
that is the width we are looking at, on their own
“gures. They talk of 144 metres either side in this
annex to the safeguarded route which is, I am sure,
in the library of this House.

6730. There is no written-down •Compensation
Code•, as the rebuttal document suggests. The
general compensation system is an arcane one based
upon legislation well over 150 years old and a large
body of complex case law since then. Indeed in
document C2, quoted compensation cases are
referred to in footnotes, but without recent update.
Under Victorian rules, as re-enacted in the
Compulsory Purchase Act 1965, so that is 40 years
old, there is an unfair disparity in treatment even for
general, non-railway compensation, as between
ordinary compensation for a road, a housing
scheme, what-have-you, but not a railway scheme,
as between those whose land is being compulsorily
purchased where they take your property, Section 7
claims, and certain others where no land interest is
taken from them, Section 10 claims, but I have sat in
this room and heard the CBI worrying about this,
and I just refer to that in passing. Sir Digby Jones
was quite eloquent, I listened to what he had to say
and I agreed with every word.

6731. Where any land interest whatsoever is taken
from the claimant, fuller compensation is payable,
not only for the value of the interest in land as such,
but also for contingent claims, such as for
consequential business or residential disturbance,
the cost of moving or whatever, and sometimes for
collateral losses incurred at other properties of the
claimant, and in the trade that is called •lands held
with•, where you might have a house here and your
garage is aVected or the other way around.

6732. However, during public works where no land
interest is taken from the claimant, compensation is
restricted in scope to provable injurious aVection,
eVectively limited to otherwise actionable nuisances
arising from the actual construction of the public
works, and those are Section 10 claims.
Furthermore, Section 10 con“nes any compensation
to reductions of property values. In other words, you
will get whatever it costs in the lowering of your
property value, but you will not get anything else, no
consequential losses. It cuts out any claims for
residential or business disturbance as •parasiticŽ,
and that is in the judgment of Lord HoVman in
Wildtree Hotels v Harrow, House of Lords 2001,
which is in the footnotes of C2 and it is the leading
case on this matter and, as you will appreciate, it is
recent. He quotes all the Victorian railway cases as
precedent in connection with that particular hotel
which was to do with a road next door to it, but
precedents are all railway precedents and this is quite
important. The doctrine was con“rmed and slightly
extended by the President of the Lands Tribunal and
upheld by Lord Justice Carnwath and the other
judges inOcean Leisure v Westminster City Council,
Court of Appeal 2005, where my “rm advised the
successful claimant, and that was my son James
Winbourne whom you saw on a previous Petition.

6733. After a scheme is completed, such as an
airport, road or railway, claims for noise and other
nuisances from its later use may lie under Part 1 of
the Land Compensation Act 1973. If part only of a
property is taken, the ordinary surface claimant may
opt for •material detriment• protection. Suppose
they are widening the road and taking your front
garden, you can claim that they should take the
entire house. You can do that by notifying in
advance and demanding that the acquiring authority
should take the whole property with all attendant
claim items, which comes under Section 8.
Unfortunately, where subsoil is to be taken, ie for
Crossrail, the claimant may not be alert enough to
notify in advance, and that is the position I have in
a current sewerage case in Hull. Meanwhile and
singularly for rail tunnelling and other rail works in
subsoil, material detriment cases are ruled out and,
in particular, so are contingent business and
residential disturbance claims, as being parasitic.

6734.Mr Pugh-Smith: Can we turn speci“cally to the
way in which the compensation system applies to
underground railways?
(Mr Winbourne) As to underground railways, the
compensation system has always been more
restrictive and oppressive. With tunnelling and for
stations, subterranean engineering and manual
mining work, and stations are all dug out by hand by
the way, compensation for structural settlements, et
cetera, is payable only for consequential building
repairs, and that is all you get, of provable building
damage, and I stress •provable•, but nothing more.
It resembles repairs payments for coal mining
subsidence, and I have written an article on this
called •Blight in the Tunnel• in 2002 and I have some
copies here if anyone wants them. That incidentally
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well. We had two “rms involved, Mott MacDonald
and another “rm called Parsons which is a very
respected engineering consultancy. We spent about
four or “ve months looking at each of these routes
and spent on consultants over a quarter of a million
on each route, and my own staV time (I do not mean
me personally, I mean people who work for me)
probably another quarter of a million on each route.
So there have been substantial pieces of work done
to evaluate if they could be built. The river route is
clear of buildings, obviously. It is not clear of
bridges„there are a number of obstructions in the
way which are rather more intrusive than you might
expect„and there are also a number of existing
underground tunnels which cross the river, so we
have to look below in order to “nd a suitable
alignment. The diYculties with the river route, from
a construction perspective, really depend on the
stations and the intervention shafts which are
required. As you have heard in evidence already, we
need to provide interventions shafts for the “re
brigade at one kilometre intervals and if you are
under the river it is quite diYcult to provide an easy,
accessible direct entrance into the tunnels. It is
possible but it is not easy and it closes the centres of
the shafts that you have to put in because you have
to allow the distance for the “remen to get from the
surface to the tunnel before they can start going
along the tunnel. It means you have to put the shafts
a bit closer together. Having said that, the cost of the
river route would probably not be very much
diVerent from the cost of the route that we have
chosen. In fact, it might be cheaper because there are
fewer stations. But if you carry that argument to its
logical extreme, the cheapest line of all would have
no stations. The stations are essential for people to
get on and oV the trains. The problem with the river
route in terms of passenger numbers is that the
corridor on which you will be relying for your walk-
on passengers, which is perhaps half a kilometre
wide, or half a kilometre on each side of the station,
half of that space is taken up by the river because
there are obviously no buildings, and the buildings
to the north of the river back on to the river rather
than facing it. So there are issues there around how
people will be distributed from the stations. The
other site that was suggested was in Park Lane for a
possible station with access to the West End. Park
Lane is very non-central to the West End and all the
space on one side of the station would be park, Hyde
Park, and so there would be no walk-on catchment
from that side of that station. The walk-on
catchment from all stations on this proposed route
would be very signi“cantly reduced from that which
has been adopted. On the northern alignment, as I
say, the alignment we examined was slightly
diVerent from the one Mr Schabas put up on the
board. We examined walk-through to Baker Street
rather than coming down further south towards
Bond Street. We found that that alignment “rst of all
was no simpler to construct. In fact, I think there
were environmental problems, but performed very
much less well in terms of passenger numbers simply
because the areas that people are really wanting
to get to are in that Oxford Street, Tottenham

Court Road, Bond Street area. There are many
destinations for leisure as well as for employment in
that area which people need to get to. We came to the
conclusion that the route selected in the early
nineties was still probably the most appropriate
route of the ones that we had examined. We had a
look around for variations on these routes. You very
quickly get into problems with tall buildings which
have deep foundations, particularly in the City area.
The way that we have got over that to get to the City
is from Liverpool Street to Farringdon we propose
to go underneath the existing railway line and the
corridor is already occupied by Thameslink and the
Metropolitan line. What the northern route does is
follow that alignment round all the way up to King•s
Cross. It is diYcult to “nd another route which
would be able to do that so easily. It is not
impossible, but it takes people away from the areas
where the biggest walk-on catchments exist and it is
really walk-on catchment we are looking at for the
stations there. The alignment proposed, alignment B
on there, brought further south to Cavendish
Square, which Mr Schabas proposed, was a late
entry, you might say. We had in this case, I have to
say, a fairly brief examination of it and decided that
we could not really see what the advantages were in
terms of getting people to their places of work and
entertainment and therefore we did not take it any
further.

6749.Chairman: What you are saying is that there
has been examination of a number of diVerent
options?
(Mr Berryman) Oh yes.

6750. Which is contrary to what we heard a little
earlier.
(Mr Berryman) Yes. I can tell you that there has
been a lot of examination of options.

6751. What about the particular route? There is
some cross-matching of what is here and what was
in the new proposal. Clearly, you have had a look at
those also, but it was largely on the evidence which
we have previously taken that you stick with the
route which was agreed? Is that a fair summary?
(Mr Berryman) That is a reasonably fair summary,
yes. There are always local variations that are
possible but you need also to bear in mind that some
of the sites on the route have been reserved for
occupation for Crossrail for a number of years. The
landowners are well aware of those sites. It would be
quite diYcult to come at a late stage and say, •We
were going to take that building out but we are going
to take this building out insteadŽ, particularly if the
developer had based his plans on what we had
originally proposed, and, of course, what we had
originally proposed was covered by the safeguarding
direction.

6752.Ms Lieven: Going back to the generality of the
appraisal, Mr Berryman, were the alternatives
appraised in a manner consistent with the appraisal
of the Crossrail preferred route?
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(Mr Berryman) Yes, they were. They used the
approach to appraisal, the name of which escapes
me but which has been used for all alternatives
considered in the scheme. I have to say that we are
only talking about the central section. Many
diVerent alternatives were considered for the outer
sections of the railway but it is considerably diVerent
from that which was brought forward in 1992.

6753. Can we just stay with the two central section
alternatives for the moment and I will come to one
question about the other alternatives? So far as the
river route is concerned, were there any particular
engineering problems with constructing stations in
the river?
(Mr Berryman) Yes. There are two or three
particular issues that it is worth bearing in mind. It
is true that if you go deep below the river the clay or
ground is just as competent as it is on either side of
the river, but there are obviously special problems in
making shafts and things like that in a river which do
not occur when you are on dry land, and in
particular constructing stations, the entrances to the
stations and the ventilation structures would require
signi“cant coVerdams to be in the river. CoVerdams
in the river are not impossible if you remember the
Millennium Bridge which was constructed recently.
The foundations of that were in coVerdams, but the
size of coVerdams that we would need for the kinds
of structures we are talking about here would be very
substantial. We took it as far as having discussions
with the appropriate authority, which I think is the
Environment Agency, although one of my staV had
them and he unfortunately is not here today. The
Environment Agency were not terribly supportive of
this proposal, in particular the possibility of building
coVerdams under the river. In fact, when I say they
were not particularly supportive, they were quite
strongly opposed to it.

6754. So far as the transport case for the river option
is concerned, what would the river option do “rst of
all in terms of reducing overcrowding on the Central
line, and secondly in terms of the Northern line?
(Mr Berryman) First of all, it does not reduce
congestion on the Central line for obvious reasons.
It is going to a diVerent place. The other thing it did
was increase the amount of traYc on the north-south
links. People•s ultimate destinations are generally
further north than the river and to get from the river
line to their ultimate destination they would have to
use a north-south Underground link.

6755. Turning then to the northern alignment, in
terms of the transport bene“ts, what was the balance
of advantage between that and the preferred route in
terms of passengers and overcrowding relief?
(Mr Berryman) Here again, of course, it does not go
to the areas where the biggest demand lies. It goes
around the Intercity stations, that is true, but there
already is an existing line from the Euston/King•s
Cross area to the Barbican, the Metropolitan line,
which is a relatively uncrowded section of the
Underground. For anyone who uses it, I am using

the word •relativelyŽ. It is nowhere near the same
level of congestion as one gets on the Central line
between, say, Stratford and Liverpool Street.

6756. One of the complaints that the Residents•
Association have made about our route is the lack of
interchange with the Victoria line. What does the
northern alignment do to passenger ”ows on the
Victoria line between King•s Cross and Oxford
Circus?
(Mr Berryman) On this alignment that we examined
at the time when we were doing this comparison it
would make it very much worse and the Victoria line
is already extremely crowded. I have the unfortunate
pleasure of using it every day. It is not a pleasant
experience. The suggestion Mr Schabas made later
of an alignment that came further south towards
Bond Street, towards Cavendish Square, may to
some extent ameliorate that and that would be a
slight improvement on option B that we looked at
but not in terms of tipping the balance.

6757. Staying on overcrowding relief, a particular
point was made by Mr Schabas in relation to the
letter that you wrote to him on 30 September 2002.
The letter is exhibit 7 of his exhibits, and a particular
point was raised about what you meant in paragraph
three. Perhaps you would explain that.
(Mr Berryman) When we were looking at what
Crossrail should do we were looking at the relief of
overcrowding. Most rail services into and through
London are, of course, overcrowded, so it is a
question of degree. The central line, particularly
between Stratford and Liverpool Street, is one of the
most overcrowded sections of the rail network if
one considers the Underground and the surface rail
as a whole network rather than considering them
individually.

6758. Finally, Mr Berryman, exhibit 10 in that
bundle sets out some comparative costs. This is for
a much wider scheme that was described as
SuperCrossrail. The central section is the same as we
are proposing but it has a lot more arms to the
octopus, if I can put it like that. Could you just
explain brie”y what the problem is as you see it with
having a scheme that serves this number of outer
locations?
(Mr Berryman) There are two signi“cant problems.
The “rst is the cost. I think it would be fair comment
to say that a scheme like this with longer tentacles
may bring in more revenue but not enough to
compensate for the very much increased costs. The
problem with this project is really the aVordability.
It is a very expensive project, however you look at it,
and making it more expensive would make it less
likely to be built. The second point is really an
operational problem which is the fact that you have
lots of trains in the central area going to a diverse
range of other destinations. If you have, say, four or
“ve destination points at remote ends of the line, that
means that only every fourth or “fth train can go to
that remote end. In turn that means that passengers
for that fourth or “fth train are standing on the
platform waiting for their next train and platforms
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6792. With the greatest respect, you just told the
Committee a few minutes ago that you have not
actually looked into Cavendish Square so how can
you express an informed view?
(Mr Berryman) You can express an informed view
simply by looking at an A-Z . You do not need to
take it any further than that.

6793. Not even a land ownership map the
investigation of land registry titles, and things like
that?
(Mr Berryman) Generally speaking, the
distribution of the di Verent kinds of property across
the area immediately to the north of Oxford Street
and immediately to the south of Oxford Street is not
much diVerent.

6794. I see. Of course, one of the bene“ts also of
having an alignment north of Oxford Street is there
are commercial opportunities, are there not, as well?
You can link in other shops as they have done at
Bond Street. Have you looked at that?
(Mr Berryman) You certainly could do that if you
came fairly close to Oxford Street. I do not think you
could do it at Cavendish Square, you would be
too far back. The answer is no. Our Bill is
about promoting the railway. Any commercial
opportunities which arise incidentally to that can
be considered but we are speci“cally precluded
from promoting matters relating to commercial
development, as I think you know.

6795. I see. Mr Berryman, the evidence to this
Committee is that no commercial opportunities are
being considered as part of the funding of the
railway?
(Mr Berryman) No, that is not what I said. I said we
are only allowed to consider taking powers for
building the railway. If there are commercial
opportunities as a result of taking those powers, of
course they will be considered, but that is diVerent
from what you just said.

6796. Of course, commercial opportunities again are
re”ected in the extent to which a scheme is
commercially attractive and capable of funding;
agreed?
(Mr Berryman) They are but they are a very minor
consideration.

6797. I will move to one other matter and that
is operational issues. You were talking to the
Committee about concerns about platform
waiting and the potential for overcrowding. My
understanding, and indeed it remained unchallenged
when Mr Schabas raised it, is that only one in six
trains is going to go to Heathrow. Is that right?
(Mr Berryman) Only one in six trains is going to go
to Heathrow, that is correct, yes.

6798. So as “ve trains go by there will be a growing
number of people on the platform waiting to go to
Heathrow, will there not, by way of example?

(Mr Berryman) There may be and that is probably
not a very desirable feature of our scheme, but 10 of
those 24 trains will be going to Ealing Broadway and
other intermediate stations on the way, so most of
the passengers for that branch will be able to get on
the “rst train that comes along.

6799. If so directed?
(Mr Berryman) Yes, if so directed, but the majority
of them will not be going to Heathrow. Perhaps it is
worth just pointing out that the actual passenger
numbers going to Heathrow will be relatively low for
a railway of this type. The demand at Heathrow is
really not enough to “ll Crossrail trains on anything
more than four trains an hour.

6800. Again, that is further work you have
undertaken, is it?
(Mr Berryman) It is indeed. We have done a very
considerable amount of work on this.

6801. So in terms of the modelling exercise, in terms
of passenger origin and destination there is survey
material, is there, that is available to be inspected?
(Mr Berryman) There is a huge amount of back-up
material to this Environmental Statement which I
think is available in the form of CDs and the like.

6802. So amongst that will be of course such matters
as construction disruption as well, would there?
(Mr Berryman) Yes, indeed.

6803. I see and that is all available, is it?
(Mr Berryman) That is all available, yes.

6804. And where does one “nd it, Mr Berryman?
(Mr Berryman) I cannot tell you oV the top of my
head. I was not expecting to give evidence this
afternoon.

6805. Well, you have that pleasure.
(Mr Berryman) But we will certainly write to you
and tell you where it is.

6806.Mr Pugh-Smith: That will be very helpful to
know because again, as I say, the Environmental
Assessment does lead one up a few cul-de-sacs in
that regard. Thank you very much.

Examined by the Committee

6807.Chairman: Mr Berryman, can I bring you back
to the Environmental Statement and what you said
in relation to the alignment proposed by the
previous witness, the loop line from Bond Street up
to King•s Cross-Euston-St Pancras. You said that
would alleviate the Victoria Line. I am not sure
because, as you know, the Euston-St Pancras-King•s
Cross loop has the Piccadilly, the District, the Circle
and the Victoria Line, and it strikes me that the outer
alignment would distribute more people on to those
already overcrowded lines signi“cantly?
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Re-examined byMs Lieven

6835.Ms Lieven: Just on Sir Peter•s question “rst.
Can you look„I will hand you my copy„at volume
“ve of the Environmental Statement, table 1.1. We
will put it up on the screen.23 If we look at paragraph
two, table 1.1 is setting out the contents of an
Environmental Statement as required by the EIA
regulations. The “rst column on the left is the legal
requirement: •The legal requirement in terms of
alternatives as set out at paragraph two is an outline
of the main alternatives studied by the applicant or
appellant and an indication of the main reasons for
this choice taking into account the environmental
eVectŽ and then there is a summary in the right-hand
column of what we have done. In the ES “rst: in
terms of what was done in the ES do you consider
that it meets the legal requirement to provide an
outline of the main alternative study?
(Mr Berryman) Yes, it certainly provides an outline
of the main alternative study.

6836. So far as further information in the public
domain is concerned, we heard reference from
Mr Schabas to a report on Super Crossrail and
Superlink which was produced, I believe, by CLRL
in May 2005, is that correct?
(Mr Berryman) That is correct, yes.

6837. I think that is the report?
(Mr Berryman) That is the one, yes.

6838. It obviously postdates the ES, there is no
doubt about that, but is that document in the
public domain?
(Mr Berryman) My recollection is that it is posted
on our website and if it is not it is certainly posted on
Mr Schabas• website.

6839. Just one other question in response to a
question asked by Mr Binley. That was about the
suggestion made by Mr Schabas that there was
political pressure, although it was not clear placed
upon whom, to maintain the original safeguarded
route and not go elsewhere. My notes of Mr
Schabas• evidence give a reference to a meeting of
17 January, although I have not managed to note the
year, in which you were reported as saying that you
were not looking into alternative routes because
political pressure had been placed and there was no
time. To what degree are you conscious, on your
own primary evidence, of political pressure to
pursue a particular route?
(Mr Berryman) I have never been under any
political pressure to pursue any route, this one or
any other route. There has occasionally been
concern about time but never any particular route
speci“ed. As far as the people employing me are
concerned, they have been most supportive of the
approach we have taken. When we have suggested
looking at alternatives, and I am talking mainly

23 Table 1.1„Content of Environmental Statements as
Required by Schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations (Part 1),
Environmental Statement, Volume 5, p2 (LINEWD-ES18-
002).

about the outer area, we have never had anybody
saying, •You cannot do that, there is not enough
timeŽ.

6840. Ms Lieven: Thank you very much, Mr
Berryman.

6841. Chairman: Just one question before you go,
Mr Berryman. You mentioned that you had
had some liaison on the river route with the
Environment Agency.
(Mr Berryman) That is right.

6842. I presume also the Port of London Authority
because it has responsibility in part for that route.
(Mr Berryman) Yes, that is why I said one of my
colleagues who dealt with that is not here today so I
could not ask him but it was the relevant authorities.

6843. I do know on most of that the Environment
Agency has full environmental rights, but there is the
other authority. I wonder if you could write us a note
on their objections to the river route.
(Mr Berryman) Yes, certainly. I can tell you brie”y
about that. They were suggesting that it would
increase the risk of ”ooding upstream and that was
the issue they were very concerned about.

6844.Chairman: Thank you very much. Mr Pugh-
Smith, how long do you think you will need for
summary?

6845.Mr Pugh-Smith: I will be under “ve minutes,
sir. I have a logistical problem: I have to be in CardiV
later on this evening and if it is possible to get
completed by “ve o•clock or thereabouts I would be
very grateful.

6846.Chairman: That is entirely in your hands!

6847.Mr Pugh-Smith: I appreciate that and I will be
very brief.

6848.Chairman: Ms Lieven?

6849.Ms Lieven: I will do my best, sir, two minutes.

6850.Chairman: We have the most important people
in the building here, the stenographers, and we have
only got agreement until “ve.

6851.Ms Lieven: I appreciate that, sir. I will keep it
extremely brief. As I understand it there are three
principal issues raised by the Residents• Association:
failure to consider alternative alignments; the EIA
requirements; and compensation.

6852. So far as the issue of alternative alignments is
concerned, you have just heard the evidence of
Mr Berryman. It is important to focus on the legal
requirement, which is not to set out in the ES every
alternative but to deal with an outline of the main
alternatives. That is done in the Environmental
Statement.
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6853. So far as our consideration of alternatives is
concerned, we have over the past years considered
alternatives in very considerable detail and at the
end of the day it comes down to a professional
appraisal that the alternative schemes do not
provide suYcient additional bene“ts, and in most
cases provide no additional bene“t and, indeed,
additional disbene“t. In particular, they do not
believe the overcrowding on the Central Line, they
produced other problems on other lines, and in
terms of the river route they produced signi“cant
construction problems as well. You have heard
Mr Berryman•s evidence on it and we also dealt with
it brie”y in opening at Day 1, paragraphs 58…60. Sir,
can I suggest that we have this report which deals
with the alternatives in much more detail copied and
circulated to the Committee so that if Members do
have any concerns about more detailed points they
can look at the report.

6854. So far as the EIA requirements are concerned,
we dealt with that in opening at Day 1, paragraph
137. The ES at volume one, chapter six, pages
112…127 does meet the legal requirements to
consider the main alternatives in outline.
Importantly, as Mr Elvin made clear in opening, the
fact that an ES does not provide the level of detail on
a particular point that a particular objector wants
does not make it an invalid ES. We say we have
entirely met the legal requirements.

6855. Finally, sir, on compensation, the evidence
that Mr Winborne gave, as Mr Winborne very freely
accepted in evidence-in-chief, comes back to an
attack on the National Compensation Code. We call
it a code but, of course, it is made up of diVerent
legislative pieces, we all know that by now, but
Mr Winborne quite freely accepts what he is seeking
is a change in the national law at this point and, as
we have said again and again in our submission, it is
not appropriate for this Committee to do that, it
would be quite wrong to change the law in relation
to those aVected by Crossrail and not those aVected
by other schemes elsewhere. It is right that
compensation should be provided consistently
across the United Kingdom in accordance with
the will of Parliament. Can I just refer you to Mr
Elvin•s closing on Smith“eld Traders at Day 14,
paragraphs 4041…4049 where we dealt with that
comprehensively.

6856.Chairman: I think that is a fair summary but
may I remind you also the Committee has the right
to look at all evidence that is presented before it and
to have a view. Whether or not it is a direction is
another matter, but we can certainly give a view.

6857. Ms Lieven: So far as compensation is
concerned, it has been raised by a lot of Petitioners
and I suspect it will be one of those points that we
will come back to brie”y in our “nal closing at the
end of this process, whenever that should be, so we
can pull together all the points that have been made.
I do not want to keep repeating the same point every
couple of days, it is going to get tedious.

6858.Chairman: Thank you, Ms Lieven. Mr Pugh-
Smith?

6859. Mr Pugh-Smith: Thank you very much.
Chairman, as I explained when I opened the case on
behalf of the Residents• Society on 30 March, the
issue that was in front of you was an issue of
alternatives and so I raise the same point in closing
and put matters in their appropriate context starting
with the requirements of the environmental
assessment directive and the EIA regulations for
England. Parliament is the decision-maker. You can
form a view as to whether or not alternatives have
been adequately considered. We point to the fact
that the consideration of the Environmental
Statement is sketchy, to put it at its most benign, and
inadequate substantively, to put it at its most
precise. The very information you were told blandly
by Mr Berryman this afternoon which could be
available is not available, or if it is available it is
hidden away in such a form that it is not readily
accessed. You were promised a document that was a
response to the Superlink proposal and in fact we
have provided it for you already, it is exhibit 15 in
your bundle, the 25 pages that Mr Schabas said did
not actually provide substantive answers to the
points that he had raised.

6860. Members, I have to put it to you that really
what you are being faced with today is a stark
reality: of a scheme that has not been adequately
considered. There are questions as to the legality of
the Environmental Statement. I simply raise this
because they are capable of cure. As Mr Elvin
pointed out on Day One, there have already been
two supplementary addenda to the Environmental
Statement and all my clients seek today is for you to
suggest to the Promoters, in somewhat more forceful
terms than we can, that they look at these
alternatives properly before this Bill is allowed to
proceed further„certainly before it comes to the
third reading, if necessary (in response to Mr
Binley•s point).

6861. The reason why we raise the question of
compensation is it is not just how the system is going
to operate, it is its impact upon those residents and
businesses which are going to be aVected day-on-day
for the future life of this railway. If the compensation
bill can be less, as Mr Winbourne has indicated,
simply by appropriate measures being taken, why
not take them? Why not study them now? Why leave
this all till later to “nd there are disadvantaged
people not having suYcient money even though the
compensation code is being applied which may be
one that is nationally based but, nonetheless, is one
which has been recognised by the Law Commission
as being in such need of reform that it has produced
two volumes of very detailed work which will await
Parliamentary time for consideration in terms of the
substantive Bill.

6862. Members, that is the position in which my
clients wish to place this matter in this context at this
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Before:

Mr Alan Meale, in the Chair

Ms Katy Clark Dr John Pugh
Kelvin Hopkins Mrs Linda Riordan
Mrs Sia� n C James Sir Peter Soulsby
Mr Ian Liddell-Grainger

Ordered that Counsel and Parties be called in.

6864.Chairman: Ladies and gentlemen, I was going
to start with the Regent Street Association, but I
suspect that the security systems have caused a delay
to the presenter arriving. Normally I would break at
11.30 during the day for people to get refreshments,
but what I will do today is to leave that until 11.45
and then suspend until the afternoon. That will give
Members of the Committee time to get down to
Prime Minister•s Questions, if they are so minded to
do that, and it will also give them an opportunity to
have a cup of tea before they enter the Chamber, like
everybody else. So I will start with the Havering
Petition, but before that would counsel like to say
anything?

6865.Mr Mould: Yes. Could I pick up one point on
some un“nished business from yesterday? You will
recall that Ms Lieven mentioned we would circulate
the Super Crossrail and Super Link update report
that was referred to yesterday by Mr Berryman.
Might I do that now? This will be document P74.

6866. Chairman: Yes. Mr Taylor, are you dealing
with anything?

6867.Mr Taylor: I was going to deal with the “rst
aspect of the Havering Petition.

6868.Chairman: Do you want to inform us about
anything before we proceed?

6869.Mr Taylor: I think it is probably best if I leave
the explanation of the issue to Mr Methold.

6870.Chairman: Mr Straker.

The Petition of the London Borough of Havering.

Mr Timothy Straker appeared on behalf of the
Petitioner

Sharpe Pritchard appeared as Agent

6871.Mr Straker: Thank you very much, sir. As you
know, Havering have three matters and it has been
agreed that the “rst matter to be considered before
this Committee should be the question of noise, and
the essential area of dispute is capable of being put
in quite short form„and I will call the evidence in a
moment to reveal that, but if I just state it at the
moment in these terms. Sir, the Promoters have
proceeded by reference to a standard called BS 4142

and have provided for an assessment which allows
for what I shall call very crudely at the moment„but
it will of course be explained in a moment or two„
the background plus 5dBA for their installations„
and we are talking here in particular about
ventilations shafts. Sir the local authorities, on
behalf of which the London Borough of Havering
is presenting a generic case, say that that is
inappropriate, especially bearing in mind that what
that allows for is what has been called by the relevant
experts as •creepŽ in background noise levels; so
that we all suVer from an increasing level of noise in
our day to day lives rather than„as the present
policy suggests„as put forward by the local
authorities that one should aim for and should
achieve a lower noise level from the equipment
which is put in place so as to achieve a better result
all round. That is the essence, crudely put, of the
dispute which has arisen. There is a subsidiary point
which may be moving away, and that is to say
certain elements of the measurements which have
been undertaken on behalf of the Promoter. But
what I would now propose to do, sir, with your
leave, is to call my witness to deal with this particular
matter, and who has prepared a set of slides which
are capable of being shown, and they are also in
documentary form, which I think has been
distributed to the Committee. Sir, can I call
Mr Richard Methold to give evidence before the
Committee. Sir, as I understand matters, Mr
Methold has given evidence before so he will have
been introduced to the Committee, but I will do that
again, if I may.

Mr Richard Hugh Methold Recalled

Examined byMr Straker

6872. Mr Straker: Mr Methold, you are Richard
Hugh Methold?
(Mr Methold) That is correct.

6873. You have a Bachelor of Engineering Degree
with Honours in Electro Acoustics from the
University of Salford.
(Mr Methold) That is correct.

6874. I think you have been a member of the
Institute of Acoustics and working in that “eld for
over 14 years in the assessment of environmental
noise from industrial, commercial and
transportation schemes.
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(Mr Methold) That is correct.

6875. You are a director of Southdowns
Environmental Consultants Limited, being an
independent “rm of noise and vibration consultants?
(Mr Methold) Yes.

6876. I am going to ask you to turn to the material
which has just been put in front of the Committee so
that we can see from LBH 1 what it is that they are
concerned with at the moment through your
evidence: that is to say, operation of airborne noise
from “xed installations, and those “xed installations
are recorded, are they, on LBH 2?1
(Mr Methold) They are indeed, yes. It is probably
worth explaining a little more about what these “xed
noise sources are exactly. This is why LBH 2 has
been prepared, just to give a list really of the major
“xed noise sources. It may be appropriate to go
through each of these?

6877. Please do. I mentioned in my very brief
opening that ventilation was one of the matters of
principal concern„that is the second item listed„
but would you go through these items, please?
(Mr Methold) It is the matter of principal concern
but also let us remember that there are many other
“xed noise sources.

6878.Chairman: Just for the record, this is A81.

6879.Mr Straker: Thank you.
(Mr Methold) At the top of the list on LBH 2 we
have maintenance depots and of course we are really
only concerned with one major maintenance depot
on Crossrail, and that is the one proposed at
Romford. Although this is located within the
London Borough of Havering I believe that we are
dealing with this speci“c local issue later on in the
Select Committee hearing, and I do not intend,
therefore, to be discussing this in any great detail
today. The second one on the list is ventilation
shafts. These are spread across the route over
the tunnelled sections and I believe we have
approximately 26 of these shafts located across the
tunnel sections. The third element on this list is
public address systems. Anywhere where we have a
station upgrade or an extension occurring the
likelihood is that we will have a modi“ed or new
public address system included. What I can say is
that we have had discussion with the Promoter on
this particular noise source and I understand, having
looked at a commitment this morning from the
Promoter, that we may well have reached agreement
on dealing with this issue outside of the main generic
noise concern. The fourth item is stabling sidings.
These are likely to contain some form of public
address system but also will have the stable rolling
stock themselves kept in the various sidings, and we
know from previous experience that electric trains
do have their particular noise sources associated
with them. Lineside electri“cation equipment
includes feeder stations, transformers and these are

1 Committee Ref: A81, Crossrail Fixed Noise Sources
(HAVGLB…14705-002).

notorious for generating low frequency hums in the
middle of the night and also various other features
like buzzes, et cetera. The “nal one at the bottom is
building services. Anywhere where Crossrail is
proposing to build a new building of some sort it is
likely to have some form of building services„air
conditioning units, et cetera. If we move on to LBH
3, this provides a list of the supporting local
authorities on this generic issue: Brentwood
Borough council, Westminster City Council,
London Borough of Camden, London Borough of
Islington, the City of London, London Borough
Tower Hamlets, Royal Borough of Kensington &
Chelsea and London Borough of Newham.2 This
includes all of the local authorities that will be
aVected by ventilation shaft noise. If we move on to
LBH 4, this is a basic overview of what we believe the
problem and the solution is„the disagreement
between ourselves and the Promoter.3 If I read the
problem: •Promoter•s Design Aim is based solely on
the likelihood of complaint and does not provide
suYcient protection to nearby residents nor
contribute to a sustainable environment.Ž

6880. If I could ask you to pause there, does that
reference there to •likelihood of complaintŽ derive
from BS 4142?

6881. (Mr Methold) It does indeed, yes, and the
Committee will be well aware, I am sure from my
previous appearance on groundborne noise, of my
personal opinion about the use of a threshold of
complaint for design purposes.

6882. That is the problem, and then the solution,
please?
(Mr Methold) The solution is: •To design according
to local circumstances and more contemporary
guidance, where reasonably practicable to do so,
recognising that many more people can be annoyed
by noise than actually complain.Ž

6883. Then we go to LBH 5, where you have simply
produced diagrammatically the noise and pressure
scale with some indication by the drawings of the
sorts of things happening by reference to the decibel
scale on the right hand side, which is logarithmic,
and then the sound pressure scale on the left hand
side, which is micro pascal, where one secures very
large numbers as one goes up the scale.4

(Mr Methold) That is correct, yes. Excuse the
phrasing. I was hoping not to subject the Committee
to any more thermometers of noise, but this one is
really just trying to demonstrate why we use a
decibel scale. The ear responds to pressure
”uctuations, which is on the left hand side of that
thermometer and you can see that the range between
20 and 100,000,000 micro pascals is clearly
unmanageable and that is why we use the

2 Committee Ref: A81, Supporting Local Authorities
(HAVGLB-14705-003).

3 Committee Ref: A81, Petition Overview„Problem and
Solution (HAVGLB-14705-004).

4 Committee Ref: A81, Noise and Pressure Scale
(HAVGLB…14705-005).
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17.16 This is commonly referred to as •creeping
backgroundŽ or •creeping ambientŽ. I have there a
quotation from the London Mayors• Ambient Noise
Strategy: •A new noise source, or an increase in the
noise intensity of an existing activity, might typically
be considered not to make a readily perceptible
contribution to noise levels in areas which are
already, at least to some extent, •noisy•„where one
noise would tend to be masked by another.
However, an accumulation of such additional noise
may, over time, lead to a deterioration.Ž This is an
important description because it is actually saying
that perceptibility of a noise change is not
necessarily the main issue here, it is the gradual
deterioration of noise levels in already noisy areas
that is the consideration. This is not a new concept;
this was “rst introduced in the Wilson Committee
Report in 1963. It then became planning policy on
the part of the government in 1973 with the issue
of Circular 10/73. All of a sudden in 1994 PPG
24, Planning Policy Guidance Note 24, had
disappeared, so currently national policy does not
include any guidance on creeping noise levels. In
1996 the review of PPG 24 revealed certain
recommendations, one of which being that creeping
noise levels should be considered, and the net eVect
that that has on absolute noise levels. Just for the
record, that review was undertaken by the
Promoter•s specialist. LBH 18, Strategic Trends and
Guidance, we have here a list of documentation
which I believe shapes the way that Environmental
Noise Impact Assessment should be undertaken for
“xed installation in industrial noise.17 I want to go
through each of these very quickly, just pulling out
some key pointers and hopefully showing a theme
that emerges. Moving straight on to LBH 19.18 The
British Government Panel on Sustainability 1999
had the remit of considering a number of
environmental topics but on the issue of noise it
concluded that: •An area where UK noise policy is
particularly weak is a failure to tackle a gradual
deterioration in noise climate.Ž LBH 20, in 1999 the
World Health Organisation revised its guidelines for
community noise.19 We have already heard about
these guideline levels, both during the groundborne
noise evidence and also in subsequent Petitions. This
document represents some of the most recent
research in critical health eVects from noise, and the
noise levels we have presented here are described as
guideline levels really avoiding the onset of critical
health eVect in the majority of the population. These
are external noise levels. At the bottom there I am
making reference to British Standard 8233, Sound
Insulation and Noise Reduction for Buildings„
Code of Practice 1999. This is a British Standard
that is widely used for determining a suitable
internal noise climate for buildings and is very

16 Committee Ref: A81, Creeping Noise Levels (HAVGLB-
14705-017).

17 Committee Ref: A81, Strategic Trends and Guidance
(HAVGLB-14705-018).

18 Committee Ref: A81, The British Government Panel on
Sustainability 1999 (HAVGLB-14705-019).

19 Committee Ref: A81, World Health Organisation
Guidelines for Community Noise 1999 (HAVGLB-14705-
020).

consistent with the external noise levels that we have
provided in front of us from the WHO. These are
widely used as absolute guideline noise levels in
many assessments. LBH 21, Pollution Prevention
and Control Regulations.20 These were updated in
the year 2000 for the “rst time to include noise, and
they apply to major industrial installations. The
regulations require permits to be sought to operate
from the Environment Agency, and they also require
consultation with the local authorities to determine
what noise standards should be used. The principal
requirement of any permitting requires that the
installation can demonstrate that it has adopted best
available techniques, which is essentially a cost
bene“t exercise. The last three bullets there on the
PPC Regulations, as you can see, are very common
with the previous documentation, from both
absolute noise levels and creeping noise levels in
conjunction with it being a BS 4142 type assessment.
LBH 22, in the year 2000 the government announced
that it was consulting on a National Ambient
Noise Strategy and in 2001 issued a consultation
document.21 The theme on this document was quite
clearly to establish techniques to take action to
improve the situation where ambient noise is bad or
preserve it where it is good. LBH 23, the Institute of
Environmental Management and Assessment set up
a joint working party with the Institute of Acoustics
and drafted some guidelines for noise impact
assessment.22Thisdocumenthasbeennearly10years
in the making and is intended to provide guidance to
both those undertaking impact assessments and
those criticising impact assessments. Importantly in
this document it indicates that consideration of
noise changes should not just be limited to LAeq it is
quite clear that L90 is to be taken into account and it
is consistent with our understanding of background
creep. It refers to the use of absolute and creeping
noise levels again and there is a quotation from that
document. •A proposal which would cause an
increase on an existing level which is already well
above the existing guideline should probably be
regarded as worse than if the existing level were
below the guideline. If the existing noise
environment is regarded as so unsatisfactory that
ideally every eVort should be made to reduce it, then
almost any increase regardless how small is an
impact which should be considered.Ž LBH 24, in
2002 the European Parliament agreed to what we
call the Environmental Noise Directive„END„
which had a stated aim: •To de“ne a common
approach across the EU with the intention of
avoiding, preventing or reducing on a prioritised
basis the harmful eVects, including annoyance, of
exposure to environmental noise.Ž23 LBH 25, the

20 Committee Ref: A81, Pollution Prevention and Control
Regulations 2000 (HAVGLB-14705-021).

21 Committee Ref: A81, Defra„Towards a National Ambient
Noise Strategy 2001 (HAVGLB-14705-022).

22 Committee Ref: A81, Institute of Environmental
Management and Assessment/Institute of Acoustics„Draft
Guidelines for Noise Impact Assessment 2002 (HAVGLB-
14705-023).

23 Committee Ref: A81, Directive 2002·49·EC Assessment and
Management of Environmental Noise (HAVGLB-14705-
024).
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they make no reference to Thameslink 2000 in their
review of criteria and we will come on to talk about
that a little bit later on.

6897. To anticipate, if I may: what approach has
Thameslink 2000 followed in connection with this
debate?
(Mr Methold) It has “rstly taken the approach of
discussing “xed noise source criteria with the local
authority up front and has agreed a set of criteria up
front. Their criterion is L90 "5 for “xed
installations.

6898. Thank you. Could you go to your next bullet
point, please.
(Mr Methold) Yes. I think we can probably tell by
now that I do not believe the approach that the
Promoter is taking does constitute best practice. In
dealing with their third bullet point, their assertion
that L90!5 provides better protection, we would
have to remember that the local authority policies
and guidance are aimed at being applied to
combined noise from each individual development.
If a developer comes along, I think it highly unusual
that he would be trying to seek planning permission
for an individual noise source. The idea in the “nal
bullet point is that one development operated to the
Crossrail standard is equivalent to 10 developments
operated to the local authority preferred standard.
That is assuming a steady noise source„again which
we know is the case with ventilation shafts and
transformers

6899. That is because of the additive eVect, is it, of
noise sources coming along? The local authority
preferred standard producing less of an additive
eVect than the development from the Crossrail
standard.
(Mr Methold) That is correct, yes. Slide LBH 36
shows us graphically what could happen in
situations where we have consecutive developments
designed to the diVerent criteria.34 The red is
representing Crossrail•s design of L90!5 and shows
that after “ve developments we could have an
increase in our background noise level of around 15
dB. The green shows a much smaller increase
associated with consecutive developments for the
Petitioner•s preferred design aim.

6900. One still gets an element of creep on the minus
5 approach L90, but it is conspicuously diVerent
from that if one is adopting L90!5.
(Mr Methold) Yes, it is considerably diVerent.

6901. That I think reaches the position where at that
point we can pause, so to speak, because that deals
with your views of the approach on BS4142.
(Mr Methold) It does, yes. This is the “rst part of the
evidence, if you like, to deal with the design aim.

34 Committee Ref: A81, Subsequent development background
creep (HAVGLB-14705-036).

6902. There we see on our last slide, therefore, the
eVect of the Promoter•s approach. We turn in the
slides to LBH37, where we are concerned with the
way in which the Promoter has secured background
noise levels.35

(Mr Methold) That is correct. We have undertaken
some fairly in-depth analysis of the background
noise level derivation process and we have revealed
what we believe to be some major ”aws. I would like
to take the Committee through exactly what that is,
because, as I have explained earlier, it does have
quite a bearing on how a 4142 assessment has been
done by the Promoter for the Environmental
Statement.

6903. We can remind ourselves that that signi“cance
is revealed by one of the earlier slides to which
you drew particular attention, that graphic
representation on LBH11.36 Where one sees that the
background noise level moves, then plainly the eVect
is going to be very signi“cant as far as the rating
levels there recorded.
(Mr Methold) Yes, that is correct I gave an example.
We now know that the Promoter wants to design
to a rating level of L90!5. Therefore, if the
background noise level that has been used for the
assessment at this time is higher than it should be,
say, for example, the background noise level should
be at least 5 dB higher than has been assumed, then
all of a sudden we are into a situation where the
equipment could have been designed to something
which we know will now give or is likely to give rise
to complaint. It is a very key element. If we turn back
to LBH37, there is fairly limited guidance provided
in 4142 on what background noise level we should
use for assessments, but I have listed what we do
know, that it should be based upon a typical quiet
period of the day.37 That is a statement in the
Planning Policy Guidance, note 24, which is the
national government policy on planning and noise.
It should be for the time of day when the new noise
source will be operating„clearly there is no point
using a background noise level in the middle of the
night if your equipment is never likely to be
operating at that time. Monitoring must be
undertaken over a suitable period and day and night
operations should be assessed separately.

6904. Then you come to a place where the
measurements have taken place, and you have
chosen 30 Hyde Park Gardens, LBH38.38

(Mr Methold) Yes. This graphic shows a week•s
worth of measured background noise levels at 30
Hyde Park Gardens in Westminster. The graph runs
from midnight to midnight, and we have had each of
the days overlaid on top of each other in diVerent
colours. The “rst thing to note is that, again, we had

35 Committee Ref: A81, Selection of background noise levels
(HAVGLB-14705-037).

36 Committee Ref: A81, British Standard 4142„Graphical
Representation (HAVGLB-14705-011).

37 Committee Ref: A81, Selection of background noise levels
(HAVGLB-14705-037).

38 Committee Ref: A81, Background noise levels measured by
Promoter over one week at 30 Hyde Park Gardens
(HAVGLB-14705-038).
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this drop-oV in background noise levels around
about three or four o•clock in the morning mark.
There are some other interesting features. As you
might expect, on Friday night and Saturday night
the noise levels are higher than a week-day night,
and during the day on Sunday the background noise
levels are lower than the rest of the days in the week,
so there are some intuitive features there. It shows
that there is variability in the lowest area of L90s
there between three and four o•clock in the morning,
depending upon which day you look at Moving on
to LBH39 and how the Promoter has dealt with
selecting an appropriate background noise level.39

6905. The Promoter had to select a “gure from what
is there revealed at 30 Hyde Park Gardens, or
wherever else that may be, and then you ask the
question what has he done to “nd that “gure.
(Mr Methold) That is right, yes. He has used what
is called the statistical mode of all the measurements.
This is de“ned as the most frequently occurring
value from a sample of values. I have a table of six
numbers in there, highlighting fairly simply that the
number 4 is the only one that has been repeated and
therefore it constitutes the mode of those six
numbers.

6906. The mean is a diVerent “gure, of course, and
one can readily imagine further examples.
(Mr Methold) That is correct, but that, in essence, is
how the mode works . If we have a sample of several
hundred noise measurements, it is looking for the
most frequently occurring noise level. What does
this mean? In the example we have just looked at,
LBH40 shows us that.40

6907. So we are back to 30 Hyde Park Gardens and
you are recording what the Promoter has done in
respect of that address to identify the mode.
(Mr Methold) That is correct. We have here a
period that has been selected from the previous
measurements. Between nine o•clock in the evening
and seven o•clock in the morning is the period that
the Promoter in this particular instance has said is
the most sensitive for the operation of ventilation
shafts. The other point to note here is that the
Promoter is saying that between 1.30 and 5.30 in the
morning he will not be operating the ventilation
shafts, and, as such, the background noise levels for
that period are not included in this assessment.

6908. That is why you have put the little box with the
minimum, mean and mode in that area of the page,
with the dashed lines running perpendicularly so
that one can see that that area is not counted.
(Mr Methold) That is correct. The coloured lines are
not shown through that zone. The horizontal red
lines are the interesting results from this analysis.
The bottom dashed line represents the minimum
measured L90 from all that data

39 Committee Ref: A81, What has the Promoter done?
(HAVGLB-14705-039).

40 Committee Ref: A81, Analysis of Modal Value„30 Hyde
Park Gardens (HAVGLB-14705-040).

6909. It is just below 47.
(Mr Methold) That is right, just over 46. The next
dashed line up represents the arithmetic mean of all
of these samples of noise measurements, and then
our solid red line across the top is our modal value
of all the measurements. In this situation,
understandably, the line is pitched around where all
the squiggly lines are the most ”at (that is, where
those noise levels will be most frequently
reoccurring). In this situation we have a modal value
up at 57, which is some 11 dB higher than the most
sensitive period measured during that period.

6910. And also higher than the arithmetical mean,
which some people might describe as the average.
(Mr Methold) That is right; just to show that it is
erring towards the higher noise levels in this
example.

6911. Erring towards the higher means that the
whole exercise is ratcheted up. Is that right?
(Mr Methold) Exactly„the point we were making
earlier on. We have a diVerence here of, say, 11 dB,
and you can imagine what that means in terms of a
4142 assessment. It is the diVerence, from the
Promoter•s point of view, designed to L90!5, of
being of •marginal signi“canceŽ and of complaints
being •very likelyŽ.

6912. We can pass from LBH40, having seen what
that does as far as the mode, mean and minimum
“gures, and go to LBH41 and why it is wrong.41

(Mr Methold) This is a summary of the points we
have just discussed, that the mode only relies on the
repetition of a particular value, which is a random
coincidence, in my view, rather than any systematic
approach. It ignores the typically quiet periods of
the day, which is the guidance we are given by
national policy. As we have seen in the example
before, it is biased towards higher noise levels. I
believe this is a major ”aw in the Promoter•s
assessment methodology and importantly could
conceal some impacts that should have been
identi“ed in the environmental statement. We know
of at least one situation where that is the case. Of
course the importance of the Environmental
Statement is to identify those impacts and provide
additional mitigation. The use of this mode is
inconsistent with other recent projects. I have never
seen this approach used before, which is why I have
paid particular attention to the eVects of it, and all
the other railway projects that we know about have
used a minimum value of L90 instead of this modal
value Quite clearly we do not believe this can be
permitted for Crossrail on that basis. LBH42 is a
summary of the other railway projects.42 In relation
to the Jubilee Line Extension, the extract that I was
provided with by the Promoter on request has
indicated that the reported background noise levels
for “xed plant design were based on the minimum
one hour L90. In relation to Crossrail, back in 1991,

41 Committee Ref: A81, Why is this wrong? (HAVGLB-
14705-041).

42 Committee Ref: A81, What others have done? (HAVGLB-
14705-042).
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The Promoter has issued a draft information paper
which I believe it wants to work on further after
these particular hearings This is really setting out
our initial position, which is the use of best
practicable means, but we also want to achieve a
rating level below the background of more than 5, so
L90"5. In (b) we are introducing some absolute
noise level limits. In this day and age, it should not
be too diYcult to design to those types of noise levels
They are in fact the ones that the PPC regulations for
major industrial installations advocate as an
opening series of noise levels and setting these noise
levels protects creep at the very high noise levels. so
we have got two strands, really, to our own position
on this. The second undertaking relates speci“cally
to public address systems, which we believe is much
more of a local issue and station managers do have
their own powers to control public address systems.51

Also, we are mindful that in the majority of cases
where this is an issue for Crossrail these systems are
already in existence and it may be that they are an
issue already or are not an issue. I think it is much
more appropriate that each local authority is
involved in the particular public address systems. I
think, from the wording I have seen this morning
proposed as an undertaking from the Promoter, that
has been achieved.

6927. Mr Straker: Thank you very much, Mr
Methold. Thank you very much, sir.

Cross-examined byMr Taylor

6928.Mr Taylor: Good morning, Mr Methold.
(Mr Methold) Good morning.

6929. I want to start by asking you some questions
about the national planning policy. The Promoter
has prepared a bundle of documentation in the blue
folder, which hopefully the Committee has before it.
I think that should be P75. If we turn within the blue
folder to PPG24, page 70, the last few digits at
the top right-hand side, we see Planning Policy
Guidance Note 24 •Planning and NoiseŽ and that
represents current national planning policy on the
planning of noise. Does it not, Mr Methold?
(Mr Methold) It does, yes.

6930. That policy is applied to all applications for
new noise-generating development.
(Mr Methold) It is, yes.

6931. If we turn within the document to paragraph
10, which is on page 72 of the folder I have got, at
the bottom of that page, under the heading
•Development Control Noisy DevelopmentŽ we
see paragraph 10 which states: Much of the
development which is necessary for the creation of
jobs and the construction and improvement of
essential infrastructure will generate noise. The
planning system should not place unjusti“able
obstacles in the way of such development.

51 Committee Ref: A81, Undertakings Sought„Noise from
Fixed Sources (HAVGLB-14705-051).

Nevertheless, local planning authorities must ensure
that development does not cause an unacceptable
degree of disturbance.Ž52 Do you see those words?
(Mr Methold) I do.

6932. It is plain from that, is it not, that the objective
of national planning policy is that development
should not cause an unacceptable degree of
disturbance due to noise?
(Mr Methold) Correct.

6933. That is the test which it is appropriate to apply
when considering noise from “xed installations in
relation to Crossrail. Is it not?
(Mr Methold) Yes.

6934. You have referred in passing in your evidence
to the Mayor•s strategy on ambient noise. I think if
we turn in A81 to LBH25, you have set out some
extracts from the Mayor•s ambient noise strategy for
2004, and we can see that the stated aim is to
minimise the adverse impacts of noise on people
living and working in and visiting London. 53 Yes?
(Mr Methold) Yes.

6935. That abstract is prepared in the context of the
national planning policy PPG24, is it not?
(Mr Methold) It is. I believe it is also moving
onwards towards a diVerent view. I think there are
diVerent aspects. We are talking about adverse
impacts here; I think that is diVerent to
•unacceptable degree of disturbanceŽ.

6936. I see. So your evidence to the Committee is
that the Mayor•s strategy does not re”ect national
planning laws.
(Mr Methold) I am sure it does re”ect national
planning policy but I think it moves further than
national planning policy.

6937. If it re”ects national planning policy,
Mr Methold, we have to interpret the word
•adverseŽ in relation to •adverse impactsŽ as
meaning impacts which cause an unacceptable
degree of disturbance. Do we not? In order for the
two documents to be consistent.
(Mr Methold) I do not see the link. I am sorry.

6938. If we turn, in your document A81, to LBH18,
you have got the heading •Strategic Trends &
GuidanceŽ.54Yousetout here references toanumber
of documents, which as I understand it you are
saying, essentially, suggest that existing noise levels
should be reduced. Is that right? Is that the trend you
are identifying from the strategic documents?
(Mr Methold) I think, in the longer term, the targets
are that noise should be reduced, not increased.

52 Crossrail Ref: P75, Planning Policy Guidance 24: Planning
and Noise, Development Control, Noisy Development
(HAVGLB-14704-072).

53 Committee Ref: A81, London Mayors Ambient Noise
Strategy •Sounder City•„2004 (HAVGLB-14705-025).

54 Committee Ref: A81, Strategic Trends and Guidance
(HAVGLB-14705-018).
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6966. That indicates that the Promoter is already
adopting the approach set out in the draft IP.
(Mr Methold) I think it shows that the Promoter„
and this was actually stated at the meeting we had
recently„has really just used the Environmental
Statement to identify whether their design standard
of L90!5 can be achieved. I do not think there is
any commitment at all to reducing below that. I am
concerned about the use of •reasonable endeavoursŽ
and what that actually means in practice. My view is
that you can use reasonable endeavours and still
only have to meet L90!5, but this is a draft
information paper and I would like to explore that
further.

6967. That is why it is in draft, so that we can
continue discussions and, hopefully, achieve a
measure of agreement in the future. Let us move on
to deal with your point about background noise
levels, if I may, brie”y. Am I right in thinking that
the background ambient noise levels change over
time?
(Mr Methold) Yes, they do.

6968. So it would be right, would it, to carry out
measurements of background in the future prior to
the design process starting in order to take into
account those sorts of changes?
(Mr Methold) Absolutely expected, yes.

6969. So the right approach to the design process for
“xed installations, in relation to Crossrail, would be
to establish at an appropriate time in the future what
the background noise levels are in each location.
(Mr Methold) Correct.

6970. The draft IP that has been produced indicates,
does it not, at paragraph 2.14, page 120 again: •The
nominated undertaker will be required to determine
the relevant LA90 levels to be jointly established
with the relevant local authorities.Ž61 Now, if that is
the approach that is adopted that meets your
concerns about the identi“cation of the appropriate
background level.
(Mr Methold) It meets my concerns at the design
stage; it does not meet my concerns about the
information that has been presented in the
Environmental Statement, which is still based upon
this modal value of background noise level. As I said
in my evidence, I believe that is has serious
and signi“cant impacts which the Environmental
Statement has a duty to report at this stage or to
present to the decision-maker.

6971. So you are saying there will be circumstances
where the plus “ve criterion cannot be met?
(Mr Methold) I believe there is, yes. Well, where the
plus “ve criterion would not be met according to the
Promoter•s calculated levels at present without
further mitigation applied.

6972. So with further mitigation plus “ve levels can
be met in all locations.

61 Crossrail Ref: P75, draft Information Paper, Noise from
Fixed Installations (HAVGLB-14704-120).

(Mr Methold) It may well be but we do not know
that. The Environmental Statement does not tell us
that.

6973. If the plus “ve level is adopted as the level of
signi“cance (and I do not disagree with that), on that
assumption that would mean there would be
no signi“cant impacts arising from “xed cost
installations.
(Mr Methold) With a mystery level of mitigation
incorporated.

6974. Let us deal with Thameslink 2000. That
project does not involve any new tunnelling.
(Mr Methold) It does not.

6975. It does not involve the creation of any new
vent shafts that are ventilated by fan, as I understand
it. Is that correct?
(Mr Methold) As far as I understand, yes.

6976. It does not involve the provision of new
maintenance depots.
(Mr Methold) No, it does not.

6977. It does not involve the provision of new
stations.
(Mr Methold) I do not think so, no.

6978. It would be right, given those diVerences, to
recall that the “xed installations involved in the
Thameslink 2000 project are of a diVerent kind to
those provided in relation to Crossrail.
(Mr Methold) I think that what we have to be very
clear about is that Thameslink have, essentially,
justi“ed L90"5 on acoustical grounds. They have
agreed this with the local authorities, they have done
their own review of the guidance that I have taken
you through today and they have concluded that
L90"5 is an appropriate acoustical target to meet.
That is important. That is why I have a problem with
the Promoter suggesting that they need to go into
something else than ventilation shafts because it
con”icts with the whole premise that the acoustical
target should be moved.

6979. Did the promoter of Thameslink 2000 form
that view in relation to all forms of “xed
installations, or did they form a view in relation to„
(Mr Methold) I do not know. I was not party to
those discussions, I am afraid.

6980. Let us turn to part b) of your proposed
undertaking which relates to the absolute levels. I
have already identi“ed in that aspect of your draft
undertaking that you advocate design criteria of 45
dBA L Aeq,5minat night and 50 dBA LAeq,1hr for the day
time. As I understand it, those “gures are drawn
from the guidelines for community noise. Is that
correct?
(Mr Methold) Not directly, no; they are drawn from
the PPC regulations, the technical guidance that
goes along with the PPC regulations, which
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recommend that rating levels to those values are
used for absolute noise levels from industrial
installations.

6981. I see. You have not produced the PPC
guidance here.
(Mr Methold) I have not, no.

6982. The reason I believe that the “gures were
drawn from the guidelines for community noise
becomes apparent if we look at LBH20.62 We see
there •Outdoor living area: moderate annoyance,
daytime and eveningŽ, 50 LAeq and •Outside
bedrooms, sleep disturbance, window openŽ 45
LAeq. Those are the same “gures.
(Mr Methold) They are the same “gures.

6983. I just wanted to draw your attention, if I
might, to some passages within the Crossrail
technical report assessment of noise and vibration
impacts, volume 1 of 8. It is page 20.63 If we look at
page 20 (this is under the heading of the World
Health Organisation) this part of the technical
report is examining the implications of the guideline
levels that we have just looked at. At paragraph 4.15
there is reference to the National Noise Incidence
Study 2000, which found a number of things, but at
4.16 we see that 55!3per cent of the population of
England and Wales live in dwellings exposed to day-
time noise levels above the 55 dBA LAeq.
(Mr Methold) Yes.

6984. If we look at 4.17 we see, in relation to the
night time level, that 68!3per cent of the population
in England and Wales live in dwellings exposed to
night-time noise levels above the 45 dBA LAeq

level. Yes?
(Mr Methold) Yes.

6985. We then go on to 4.18 to see reference to a
review of the health eVects based noise assessment
methods, undertaken for the DETR in 1998. The
conclusions of that review are set out in 4.18, which
says that: •Perhaps the main weakness of both
WHO-inspired documents is that they fail to
consider the practicality of actually being able to
achieve any of the stated guideline values.Ž Turn
over the page to page 21: •The percentages exposed
above the WHO guideline values could not be
signi“cantly reduced without drastic action to
virtually eliminate road traYc noise and other forms
of transportation noise (including public transport)
from the vicinity of houses. The social and economic
consequences of such action would be likely to be far
greater than any environmental advantages of
reducing the proportion of the population annoyed
by noise. In addition, there is no evidence that
anything other than a small minority of the

62 Committee Ref: A81, World Health Organisation
Guidelines for Community Noise 1999 (HAVGLB-14705-
020).

63 Crossrail Ref: P75, Specialist technical reports, Assessment
of noise & vibration impacts, Volume 1 of 8 Introduction,
scope & methodology, World Health Organisation,
billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk (LINEWD-STR109-024).

population exposed at such noise levels “nd them to
be particularly onerous in the context of their daily
lives.Ž64 That was the conclusion of the review
conducted for the DETR. In the light of that, is it the
case that you are seeking to use criteria that could
not be met generally without the consequences
identi“ed in that report?
(Mr Methold) No, I do not believe so. The situation
where this applies is for vent shaft locations
predominantly, and here we already have noise
levels far in excess of these guideline levels already.
The purpose of putting absolute levels of 45 and 50
is to control any creep whatsoever at the higher noise
levels. If you limit your emissions from, say, a vent
shaft to the 45 at night it means you do not get an
increase in LAeq or L90 for the situations where the
noise levels are already high. Also, I have made the
point already, those noise levels are taken from
Environment Agency guidance from the PPC regs.

6986. It is not national planning policy to reduce
ambient noise levels to the guideline values that you
referred to in your draft undertaking, is it?
(Mr Methold) No, it is not, but a review of PPG24
undertaken by the Promoter•s specialists indicated,
or recognised, that noise levels based upon the then
WHO guidelines should be used as absolute noise
limits.

6987. It is not part of the Mayor•s strategy to reduce
ambient noise levels to the guideline levels set out in
your draft undertaking.
(Mr Methold) To the WHO guideline levels?

6988. Yes.
(Mr Methold) No. I think I have made the point
they are not actually based on the WHO guideline
levels. They happen to be, coincidentally, the same.

6989. They are the same “gures, are they not?
(Mr Methold) They are the same “gures.

6990. If we turn to LBH29 and 30, where you set out
various design criteria that local authorities utilise,
and look through those, I am right, am I not, that it
is not part of any of the local authorities• design
criteria that the levels of 50 by day and 45 for night
should be met within their areas?65

(Mr Methold) No, it is not.

6991. So the criteria that you are putting forward in
part b) is criteria which is not based upon national
planning policy, it is not based upon regional
planning policy for London, it is not based on any
planning policy that you can refer to for any of the
local authorities that are you here representing. That
is right.

64 Crossrail Ref: P75, Specialist technical reports, Assessment
of noise & vibration impacts, Volume 1 of 8 Introduction,
scope & methodology, World Health Organisation,
billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk (LINEWD-STR109-025).

65 Committee Ref: A81, Local Authority Standards and
Guidance„Part 1 (HAVGLB-14705-029 and -030).
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7025. The development of the policies and standards
by the local authorities, is that subject to control by
the Secretary of State?
(Mr Methold) I do not know.

7026. Very well. Can we look on, please, in PPG24
to annex 4, which begins at page 87 of 125, and then
we see in annex 4, do we, examples of planning
conditions which can come to be imposed pursuant
to the planning policy guidance 24?68

(Mr Methold) Yes.

7027. If you look on, please, to page 89 of 125, we see
condition number 17 there on that page which refers
to •the rating level of noise omitted from the site
shall [not exceed] [be lower than] the existing
background noise levelŽ and so forth.69Then it reads
on, I do not need to read out the balance of the text.
It refers to the measurements and •assessments shall
be made according to BS 4142Ž. My question of you
is this, please, does this document, PPG24, suggest
or recommend any particular “gure to be imposed in
such a condition?
(Mr Methold) No, it does not.

7028. If you look on in the document, please, page
90 of 125 specifying noise limits, •Type of Limit:
depending on circumstances, it may be appropriate
to set eitherŽ, I do not need to read on.70 In this case,
we know what is being suggested by the promoter, is
such a suggestion carried through or made in
PPG24?
(Mr Methold) Sorry, can you repeat the question.

7029. We know the suggestion by the promoter
LA90!5 and my query of you, please, is whether
such a suggestion is made within PPG24?
(Mr Methold) No, it does not.

7030. Thank you. I want to ask you next, please,
putting PPG24 to one side, a question or two, if I
may, about the undertakings recorded as being
sought on LBH50 contained within that set of slides
which was put in this morning.71If you remember, on
LBH50 at 1b there is a reference to the rating level
not exceeding a given “gure at a position one metre
from the window of any residential or noise sensitive
property and 50dB measured or predicted at a free-
“eld external position. You were asked questions
about this which proceeded upon the basis that the
World Health Organisation “gures, if carried
through to eVect, would secure or require a heavy
diminution in tra Yc. Do you remember that line of
questioning?
(Mr Methold) Yes, I do.

68 Crossrail Ref: P75, Planning Policy Guidance 24: Planning
and Noise, Annex 4„Examples of Planning Conditions
(HAVGLB-14704-087).

69 Crossrail Ref: P75, Planning Policy Guidance 24: Planning
and Noise, Annex 4„Examples of Planning Conditions
(HAVGLB-14704-089).

70 Crossrail Ref: P75, Planning Policy Guidance 24: Planning
and Noise, Annex 5„Specifying Noise Limits (HAVGLB-
14704-090).

71 Committee Ref: A81, Undertakings Sought„Noise from
Fixed Sources (HAVGLB-14705-050).

7031. Does the imposition of a rating level carry the
consequence that existing traYc is required to be
removed from the roads?
(Mr Methold) No, it does no. The rating is quite
speci“cally related to the noise from the new
source that is being introduced, it is not the all
encompassing noise, everything.

7032. Does the rating level imposed here have any
eVect upon the existing activities in terms of
reducing or aVecting those existing activities?
(Mr Methold) No, it does not.

7033. Thank you. Can you go within the same
bundle of slides, please, to LBH15.72You were asked
questions as to whether or not you could say how
many people would be advantaged by the
circumstances of having a basis other than dB90!5.
Do you remember that line of questioning?
(Mr Methold) Yes.

7034. If we look at LBH15, the report of the Wilson
Committee records that many people who are
annoyed do not complain for one reason or another,
although they may be disturbed as much as those
who do complain. 4142, the British standard is
concerned with complainers, is that right?
(Mr Methold) That is a method of containing that
British standard relating solely to the likelihood of
complaints, yes.

7035. It is concerned with those who have either
written in or telephoned or however they have
carried through their complaint?
(Mr Methold) Yes.

7036. Does that re”ect the number of people who are
disturbed or annoyed?
(Mr Methold) I think this passage is making it clear
that it does not necessarily form a robust method of
identifying those people who have been disturbed or
annoyed.

7037. I think in your document you have produced
an illustration in graphic terms, and we have got
the LBH11 out, where we see there a graphical
representation of the BS4142 position, complaint
marginalL90!5,complaintunlikelyL90-10.73Ifone
looks at the background noise level line there which
is graphically represented, it was being asked of you,
are there people who, if I can put it this way, are
below the rating level L90!5 complaint marginal
who are going to be advantaged by the approach of
the Petitioners over the approach of the Promoters.
Help the Committee, if you can, please, as to
whether there are people within that range whose
amenity will be aVected?
(Mr Methold) Certainly the rating of the L90!5 as
this graphic shows still indicates the marginal
signi“cance of complaint, so on the basis that our
preferred design aim is aiming to go below that is

72 Committee Ref: A81, Design Aim Philosophy (HAVGLB-
14705-015).

73 Committee Ref: A81, British Standard 4142„Graphical
Representation (HAVGLB-14705-011).
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achieve at every single site. It will be a limit that we
need to meet at the severe engineering constraints at
a few of the most diYcult sites.

7057. Chairman: Mr Taylor, we have to do our duty.
We will return in 20 minutes.

The Committee suspended from 2.59 pm to 3.12 pm
for a division in the House

7058. Mr Taylor: Mr Thornely-Taylor, what
scienti“c evidence is there that a minus 5 dB criterion
would result in material bene“t to the amenity of
those who might otherwise be aVected by noise from
“xed installations compared to a plus 5 dB criterion?
(Mr Thornely-Taylor) On this particular topic I
already mentioned the fact that most noise targets
are about transportation noise for which there is
information about the relationship between the
number of people, a noise and the levels, but for
“xed plant we do not have that kind of scienti“c
evidence. In general, one can say if noise levels are
suYciently satisfactory to avoid an unacceptable
eVect, then there is no advantage in going below a
noise level.

7059. If the plus 5 dB design criterion is adopted,
what can you tell the Committee about the prospects
of meeting that criterion in terms of the mitigation
that is available?
(Mr Thornely-Taylor) It does present some severe
engineering challenges. The Committee did receive a
slightly over-favourable impression from Mr
Methold•s evidence. The noise levels we are talking
about are low and after incorporation of the fan
noise attenuators that were referred to, the
dominant noise source is just aerodynamic noise of
the air coming out of the louvres of the ventilation
shaft. Mr Methold talked about bolting another
metre of attenuator on but you cannot bolt an
attenuator on the outside of the louvres of a vent
shaft and that is the kind of thing which is the reason
why there are engineering diYculties, which
admittedly can be reduced at a cost somewhere
along the line, but they are the top-line concern that
we must take into account when considering this
policy.

7060. Bearing in mind the evidence that we have
heard from Mr Methold today about the likely costs
of meeting a minus 5 dB design criterion, what
comments do you have to say about the cost estimate
he produced in the light of the evidence you have just
given about the air ”ow over the louvres?
(Mr Thornely-Taylor) His cost estimate I think was
prices from attenuator manufacturers for extra
lengths of fan noise attenuator, but in fact we would
need to increase the area of vent shaft outlets which
would mean bigger buildings to house the vent
shafts, possible diYculties with what has been
assessed hitherto in the Environmental Statement
but apart from anything else major engineering
diYculties in reducing face velocities, the air speed,
through the louvres and the bird screens that have to
go on these outlets. I do not think, from listening to

Mr Methold•s evidence, that he has costed the
changes to the building and to the layouts of the
ducting that will be required to achieve these things.

7061. Chairman: When I get the note from Mr
Methold, I will write to you and ask you for a
response to the document, so that I can use your
estimates alongside. Then the Committee members
will have them both.

7062. Mr Taylor: I am obliged.
(Mr Thornely-Taylor) Thank you, sir.

7063. What relevance does the criterion adopted in
the Thameslink 2000 project have to Crossrail?
(Mr Thornely-Taylor) It is very relevant to
Crossrail. It is saying that with regard to the minor
ventilation plant and minor equipment that
Thameslink 2000 has in their specialist technical
report, they give speci“c examples of power supply
infrastructure and signalling equipment and passage
ventilation shafts without fans. But because
Thameslink 2000 has no major plant of the kind that
Crossrail has, it is possible to agree to the kind of
policies that the local authorities have. In practice,
Crossrail will be able to achieve everything the local
authorities would wish for the minor plant, but that
would come out of the application of the procedures
set out in the draft IP on noise from “xed
installations. If Thameslink 2000 were anything like
Crossrail in having major new station development
and signi“cant fan installations for tunnel
ventilation, it would be in the same position that we
are. I am pleased to be able to say that because I am
the Thameslink 2000•s advisor as well as Crossrail•s.

7064. Mr Methold explained that one of the reasons
why he was advocating the minus 5 dB design
criterion was a concern about background creep.
What eVect will Crossrail have on background
creep?
(Mr Thornely-Taylor) The most important feature
of background creep, as Mr Methold explained, is
what happens with sequential applications for new
plant. It has given rise to problems in the past, where
a new restaurant owner wants a new piece of air-
conditioning equipment, measures the background
that was caused by the last one, a little bit higher, and
so it all creeps up. The central feature of the tunnel
ventilation fans for Crossrail„which are really the
installations which are driving this policy because of
the engineering diYculties I have mentioned„is that
they do not normally run. A future developer,
wanting to get permission for some plant near to a
Crossrail vent shaft, when he is applying his BS4142
procedures or if the local authority are applying
them and measuring the background L90, if they
follow the standard correctly they will measure
without Crossrail fans running because they do not
normally run, so they would have no eVect
whatsoever on the creeping background problem.

7065. What approach to the selection design
criterion was adopted for the Jubilee Line
Extension?
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(Mr Thornely-Taylor) Exactly the same one that is
proposed for Crossrail.

7066. Following the construction of the Jubilee Line
Extension, what complaints have there been about
noise from “xed installations?
(Mr Thornely-Taylor) I am completely unaware of
any.

7067. At page 123 of document 75, there is a cover
page of a report to the First Secretary of State for
Transport from an inspector appointed to examine
an application for the development of Camden
Town Underground Station. If we turn on to page
124, we see an extract from appendix 8 of the
inspector•s report, headed •ConditionsŽ. Under the
heading •Conditions that should be attached to any
grant of Planning PermissionŽ condition 8 indicates
that a plus 5 dB approach was to be adopted in
relation to that development.77

(Mr Thornely-Taylor) Yes.

7068. Is it right to say that the Camden Town
application was refused permission?
(Mr Thornely-Taylor) It was.

7069. But, in making his recommendations to the
Secretary of State, what approach is the inspector
advocating?
(Mr Thornely-Taylor) He has advocated precisely
the approach that Crossrail is advocating now. It
was agreed with Camden beforehand as an agreed
condition„in fact it was one of the few inquiries
where I have given evidence and not been cross-
examined at all.

7070. So Camden, who are supporting Mr
Methold•s approach before the Committee, in
relation to the Camden Town Underground
application adopted a diVerent approach. Is that
correct?
(Mr Thornely-Taylor) They accepted the
appropriateness of the arguments and the policy that
Transport for London were putting forward.

7071. Mr Taylor: Thank you very much, Mr
Thornely-Taylor. Those are all the questions I have.

7072. Chairman: When you answered the query
about complaints on the Jubilee Line Extension,
could you get us a bit more information. It may be
small or medium but there will be some complaints
of some kind, and I wonder if you could give us the
more up-to-date position on that which maybe
helpful to the Committee.
(Mr Thornely-Taylor) Certainly, sir. We are making
renewed enquiries of the public health authorities
concerned.

77 Crossrail Ref: P75, London Underground (Camden Town
Station) Orders Inspector•s Report, Conditions that should
be attached to any grant of Planning Permission
(HAVGLB-14704-125).

7073. Chairman: Thank you very much. We are
going to bring forward Mr Buckingham now, so we
will suspend your evidence.

The witness withdrew

The Petition of Antique Hypermarket Limited.

Mr John Buckingham appeared as Agent.

7074. Mr Mould: Sir, in the usual way, I will
orientate us, if I may. In this case, the petitioner
holds a leasehold interest in a property at 58 Davies
Street in the West End which lies opposite Bond
Street Station western ticket hall and above the
station platform. You will see the relevant plan
from the Environmental Statement, showing the
construction phase, impacts and proposals.78 You
can see the property not far from the junction with
the South Molton Street.

7075.Chairman: Mr Mould, when we went on one of
our visits, we stood opposite it.

7076.Mr Mould: That is very helpful. You will be
aware that the Davies Street worksite, which is
shown on this plan, is adjacent to the building in the
location there shown. Under the Bill powers are
provided to acquire a service interest at the property
because the escalator from the proposed new ticket
hall at 65 Davies Street passes beneath number 58.
The works associated with the provision of this
escalator could be at a depth of less than nine metres,
and, as a result of sub-surface powers within the Bill,
would not be suYcient. The building is used as an
antiques market and the Petitioner concern is to
mitigate any impact on the market; indeed, he
raises concerns regarding compensation. We have
indicated to the Petitioner that, notwithstanding the
powers set out in the Bill, it would not be our
intention to demolish or to acquire the building,
provided that appropriate arrangements can be
agreed with the Petitioner to enable inspection to be
carried out within the basement in relation to the
engineering works for the purposes of the escalator
provision and for the purposes of adequate
protection, both to the building itself and to the
escalator shaft. That position has been indicated to
the Petitioner in advance of this hearing. Without
further ado, I will give way to Mr Buckingham.

7077.Chairman: Can I just apologise? You have had
to come on a number of occasions so far and been
prepared to make your Petition. You have been a
persistent person in that respect and we are grateful
for the time you have set aside in continuing to come
here. Please give your Petition.

7078.Mr Buckingham: Thank you. My name is John
Buckingham. I am a Chartered Surveyor by
quali“cation and a Fellow of the Royal Institution
of Chartered Surveyors and a Member of the

78 Crossrail Ref: P75, Environmental Statement, Bond Street
Station, Construction Works and Impacts Map C5(iii),
billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk (LINEWD-ES16-023).
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10522.Mr Galloway: I honestly do, yes.

10523.Sir Peter Soulsby: You said the number of
people whose houses would have to be knocked
down was going to be the same whichever site was
chosen for the ventilation shaft. That is news to me.
I wondered how many such houses you understood
would have to be cleared in order to make way for
the sites.

10524. Mr Galloway: I understand only that the
numbers involved would be similar whichever street
was chosen.

10525.Sir Peter Soulsby: I understood the number
would be zero in both cases.

10526.Mr Galloway: There will be re-housing of a
signi“cant number of people in both cases.

10527.Sir Peter Soulsby: Perhaps counsel for the
Promoters will be able to clarify that later. I
understood that was to be the case, it would be the
same either way and the number is zero.

10528.Mr Galloway: I do not think that is right.

10529.Chairman: Just two other points on that. In
relation to the timescale: the timescale which you
referred to of seven years in relation to Hanbury
Street we questioned last week and it is just over two
years. The perception of seven years is work that will
commence somewhere in the borough but in the
evidence which was given on Hanbury Street it is a
maximum of just over two years. Was that a
reference to the earlier calculations or predictions?

10530.Mr Galloway: My advice is that the seven
years might be cut to six years and that, of course,
there will be a period of the most intense, disruption,
traYc, noise and pollution and that might be a “gure
of two to three years. Either way, that is still a hell of
a lot of noise and disruption and danger.

10531.Chairman: I accept that. What we are saying
is some other evidence which we have received in
relation to Hanbury Street in particular. We did go
there and accept an invitation by a load of residents
to traverse the route which the lorries would leave
from on whichever site given the options being
proposed.

10532.Mr Galloway: And they are very glad you
took them up on that.

10533.Chairman: We came back and went into the
question of timescale because of the diVerence
between seven years and one year, we did not know
which the true fact there was. All I can say is we have
been told that area in particular will be just over
two years.

10534. The “nal thing is I was very interested in your
request for a special observation zone for measuring
pollution. Do you have anything written up on that?

10535.Mr Galloway: Again, I can write to you with
a speci“c proposal.

10536.Chairman: I personally, and I know Members
of the Committee, would be very grateful for your
idea on that, if we could get that an early
opportunity.

10537.Mr Galloway: Yes. The asthma problem in
the borough is particularly acute, but there are other
pollutants that will be ”ying around and well able to
travel indoors and well able to travel long distances
which will undoubtedly exacerbate pre-existing
health problems. A special observation zone
speci“cally for that part of the area would be a very
valuable thing that you could insist upon.

10538. Chairman: I am grateful for that. I am
advised that this afternoon evidence was given in
respect of that particular element. I was not aware of
that because I was not here this afternoon. I was not
in the bookmaker•s either, I was on the way back
from Amsterdam.

10539. Mr Galloway: I am sorry if I hurt your
feelings on that. I know you are not a gambling man.

10540. Chairman: I was at the Annual General
Meeting of the War Graves Commission. Mr Elvin,
would you like to enter the frame?

10541.Mr Galloway: If my learned friend„I should
not say that, I do not have his quali“cation„would
just let me read this inspiration which has reached
me on the issue of the race relations question. •The
Spital“elds Society was in constant touch with the
CRE, Trevor PhillipsŽ, a good friend of the
Government, •and the legal requirement on a
project like this is for a racial impact assessment to
be carried outŽ and that is a legal requirement,
•Crossrail only carried out the racial impact
assessment after the CRE pointed this out and after
round two of the consultation. Further, there were
no lea”ets in Bengali in round one, only in Chinese
and some other languagesŽ. That is the reference
that I made to •unlawfulŽ.

10542.Chairman: Mr Elvin, would you like to get up
a bit more quietly this time!

10543.Mr Elvin: I will try not to throw everything on
the ”oor! I was not trying to upstage Mr Galloway
and I do not think I would be eVective to do that,
even if I did.

10544. Can I deal with the racial equality issues. We
presented, in fact, to the Committee as P92 this
afternoon a complete run of the correspondence
there has been between Crossrail and the
Commission. As we made clear this afternoon, racial
equality impact assessment has been carried out and
it is now being kept under review, as there is a
requirement to do so. The reason it was late was
there was initially some question about whether it
applied to Crossrail. It was accepted later that it did
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example, the running of construction traYc at
certain key times of the day which will have to be
applied in the case of speci“c schools dependent on
what time those schools have children leaving and
entering. So there will be special measures to ensure
that children will not be placed at risk from
construction traYc at the times when they are
arriving and leaving school. There are other
measures which are close to being agreed or agreed
with Swanlea. I do not have them all at my “ngertips,
but I am sure I can produce more information if it is
necessary.

10563. If the Committee will just give me a moment,
I may be able to “nd the letter to Tower Hamlets.
Yes, if Mr Fry could put it up, it is exhibit 21804C-
OO5.64It is our letter to Tower Hamlets of 6 June and
it is the section really dealing with Swanlea School.
There are a number of issues which are raised in the
case of Swanlea School. You will see reference is
made to the response to the head teacher; noise
mitigation measures to assist the school; the
Promoter arranging, in co-operation with the
school, to carry out surveys of the structure; the case
for meeting reasonable technical support costs;
meeting costs in terms of ventilation and like;
meeting direct support costs for having to move
examinations oV-site; the issue of passengers
discharging into the school playground during an
emergency, as that is an emergency access point, but
that is not expected to be a regular usage; and then
an agreed co-operative approach with the school
and the Council.

10564. There is a further section, if I can “nd it. It is
page 2 please.65You will see under section 7, where it
is proposed lorries pass a school not currently
subject to heavy goods traYc the Promoter will
restrict the hours. That is setting out the point that I
have just made, that there will be special restrictions
put in place and a strategy for lorry routes will be
developed with Tower Hamlets to take into account
such sensitive usage. Under the requirements of
Schedule 7 of the Bill„and the Committee will
remember this and the letter refers to it„lorry
routing arrangement have to be dealt with in
consultation with the local planning authority and
approved by them in any event.

10565. On the question of local labour and use of
local employment, the Committee will recall that
this was an issue raised by the lead authority,
Newham, and agreement was reached with Newham
which is repeated in the case of Tower Hamlets,
slightly elaborated. You will forgive me if I just “nd
the reference, yes, it is page 4.66In our letter to Tower
Hamlets we refer to the undertaking to Newham,

64 Crossrail Ref: P90, Correspondence from CLRL to London
Borough of Tower Hamlets„Swanlea School (TOWHLB-
21804C-005 and -006).

65 Crossrail Ref: P90, Correspondence from CLRL to London
Borough of Tower Hamlets„Highways and Tra Yc Issues
(TOWHLB-21804C-002).

66 Crossrail Ref: P90, Correspondence from CLRL to London
Borough of Tower Hamlets„Use of Local Labour
(TOWHLB-21804C-004).

which we can have supplied to Mr Galloway if he
would like a copy of that undertaking. We have
agreed to take forward discussions with regard to
possible enlargement of that undertaking to use
local labour along the lines of Newham•s agreement
with the DLR.

10566. Our only concern is that we make sure that
any agreements to use and to assist local workforces
to compete are compliant with the law. Subject to
that, undertakings have been given for the use of
local labour.

10567. Kelvin Hopkins: Mr Galloway•s objections
where layered in a number of ways, the “rst of which
was an objection in principle to Crossrail, which is
beyond our purview so we cannot discuss that. The
next layer down I think was whether or not there is
really a need for a new Whitechapel Station, given
that there is a Whitechapel Station already which is
linked to the Hammersmith and City Line and the
District line and linked to the East London Line. Mr
Galloway also said that London Underground was
in any case going to modernise the station
presumably with disabled access and better
communication between the platforms and that kind
thing in time so it may just be that the inadequacies
of Whitechapel Station at the moment were going to
be addressed by London Underground and that it
would not necessarily be an argument for having a
Whitechapel Station for Crossrail. I can understand
also local authorities being keen on a station for
status and whatever. Mr Galloway made what
seemed to be a reasonably strong point that there
would not be much passenger demand from Tower
Hamlets or from Whitechapel for the use of
Crossrail and, in any case, there is a fairly quick link
to Liverpool Street Station which would mean
people coming on the East London Line,
transferring to Hammersmith and City and going
straight to Crossrail at Liverpool Street, and they
could get through that way in any case. Have we had
detailed passenger forecasts for Whitechapel and
Crossrail and are they compelling in terms of cost-
bene“ts?

10568. Mr Elvin: Can I take instructions, Mr
Berryman is whispering in my ear. I am not sure I
can put my “nger on them oVhand. I was going to
call Mr Anderson yesterday to deal with the bene“ts
but because of the shortage of time I did not. Would
it be a matter which would assist the Committee if I
call evidence on it tomorrow? What I can say to the
Committee at the moment is that a station would not
be being proposed at Whitechapel if there were not
likely to be substantial passengers using the trains
there. I recall that when we were dealing with the
petition of the London Borough of Greenwich, some
comparisons were made, when looking at the
analysis of the Woolwich contentions, that
Whitechapel was one of the comparators that was
used to show in terms of bene“ts of numbers of
passengers and regeneration. Mr Hopkins, I will do
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my best, but unfortunately I have not got the
Greenwich material with me to hand. Would it help
if we reproduce that tomorrow?

10569.Kelvin Hopkins: Yes, indeed. Just a little more
on that if I may. If there were no Whitechapel
Station would this aVect the overall viability of
Crossrail or could indeed Crossrail be regarded as a
viable project without Whitechapel Station?

10570.Mr Elvin: I will provide a proper answer to
that when I produce the passenger numbers
tomorrow. Can I remind the Committee that what
Mr Whalley said from Tower Hamlets last week was
that the provision of a station at Whitechapel,
because of the need for interchange and because of
the regeneration bene“ts, was fundamental to Tower
Hamlets• support for the scheme. Can I also remind
the Committee that the GLA and the Mayor•s plan
targets Whitechapel as an area of opportunity for
further growth in homes and jobs linked to
improvements in public transport, and the areas of
opportunity in the London Plan are tied to
regeneration initiatives in closely allied areas. Again,
if the Committee would “nd it helpful, I can have
reproduced for tomorrow the relevant two or three
pages from the London Plan.

10571.Chairman: That would be helpful, Mr Elvin,
but I am not sure if that is satisfactory and I will tell
you why. The point we are discussing now, although
Mr Hopkins raised it, is Mr Galloway•s point as to
whether or not due work had been done to show that
we need a station at Whitechapel. Because it is his
point the fact that Mr Anderson is not here today
and may have to come tomorrow to do it, what I
have got to bear in mind is Mr Galloway is unlikely
to be available tomorrow and I think he should have
the opportunity to cross-examine. What may be the
case is that we might be able to arrive at an
agreement with Mr Galloway in that if he was
available he could question the witness and if he was
not available he could read the transcript and
respond to the Committee in writing about that
particular point. Mr Galloway, would that be a
satisfactory solution for you to have the capacity to
cross-example that evidence if it is given and either
to do it verbally or to do it in writing after the
transcript has been made available.

10572.Mr Galloway: Yes, Chairman, I am grateful
for that.

10573. Mr Elvin: I am quite happy to call Mr
Berryman now. I am not sure he can give you the
precise “gures.

10574.Chairman: That is the point. I understand Mr
Berryman is very talented and very capable but the
person that has been suggested is Mr Anderson who
is the expert. I have asked Mr Galloway about his
position. He has agreed if that evidence is given at
this hearing and you examine that evidence, then he

can get the transcript from that and he can then
respond in writing to this Committee. I think that is
a good halfway house really.

10575.Mr Elvin: Sir, to be absolutely fair, it is not
just a question for Mr Anderson. All I said was that I
had proposed to call some evidence on Whitechapel
yesterday but lack of time required me to abort that.

10576. Chairman: You are going to call Mr
Anderson tomorrow?

10577.Mr Elvin: No, it may be Mr Berryman. Mr
Berryman can explain now the railway case for a
station at Whitechapel, and I am more than happy
he should do so if it would assist the Committee.

10578.Chairman: Mr Galloway, are you happy for
Mr Berryman to come in now?

10579. Mr Galloway: If he is the man with the
answers.

10580.Mr Elvin: I am not promising he is going to
have the “gures at his “ngertips but„

Mr Keith Berryman, recalled

Further examined byMr Elvin

10581. Mr Elvin: The Committee knows Mr
Berryman; I do not introduce him further. Mr
Berryman, can I just ask you to explain brie”y to the
Committee the railway reasons for having a
Crossrail station at Whitechapel?
Mr Berryman: The primary reason for a station at
Whitechapel from our perspective is the inter-
connectivity it gives between the Crossrail route and
other signi“cant routes in East London. The East
London Line is a bit of a, what could one call it, lost
soul in terms of Underground lines in London but
after the modernisation which is currently taking
place it will be a long line running from Croydon in
the south up to Dalston in the north and will become
quite a major important traYc artery for London.
The District Line, as you will all know of course, is
already very busy. As I say, the East London Line
will become a very important artery in the
Underground network. The District Line and
Hammersmith and City Line already are. There will
be very signi“cant passenger numbers interchanging
between those lines. I do not have the “gures at my
“ngertips because, as you know, we were not
expecting to give evidence on this point this evening.
There will also be signi“cant numbers of people
entering and leaving the station. The Royal London
Hospital is nearby and it is quite a busy generator of
traYc. There are a lot of local residents in the area
which are good traYc generators. It will be quite a
busy station, both for interchange purposes and also
for people entering and leaving to the street. It is also
a good bus interchange particularly with all the
traYc going to the north towards Bethnal Green and
that way.
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10612.Mr Galloway: I would have hoped, given that
Mr Berryman has accepted that this little vignette is
unsatisfactory, Chairman, that at least in writing he
will provide the kind of answers that he has not been
able to give this evening because it is a tri”e amateur
for a Committee to be discussing matters of this
weight on phrases like a •a lot of peopleŽ, •a
signi“cant number of peopleŽ, and no cost-bene“t
analysis.

10613.Chairman: That, Mr Galloway, is the point I
raised earlier on upon which Mr Hopkins has
elaborated. Can I draw this to a conclusion because
I am very interested in what Mr Berryman said in the
course of the answer he gave to you in which he
implied that a sort of cost-bene“t analysis had been
carried out in relation to this. I would like to see
provision of that for members of this Committee, if
we could have a note on that.

10614. Mr Galloway: May I respond to that in
writing, Chairman?

10615. Chairman: When they supply it to the
members of the Committee we will also supply it to
you, Mr Galloway, and if you evidence given
tomorrow, from another person or Mr Berryman
indeed may be recalled again, we will send to you
copies of the minutes of that and you may then
respond again in writing to the Committee.

10616.Mr Galloway: Thank you very much.
Mr Berryman: We can provide the passenger
numbers certainly tomorrow morning. It may be
later in the day or even the next day before we can
get the bene“t cost ratio to you.

10617.Chairman: I am less concerned about whether
that is all available tomorrow in a note or anything
else than whether it is correct. I am trying to make is
having received it, it will go to Mr Galloway and Mr
Galloway will be allowed to put in writing his views
back to the Committee for our consideration. Is
there anything else, Mr Galloway?

10618. Mr Galloway: Thank you, Chairman. I
realise I am all that stands between everyone and a
World Cup match so I would like to just respond on
a few things that Mr Elvin said, if I may.

10619.Mr Elvin: Mr Berryman can therefore move
out of the hot seat.

The witness withdrew

10620. Chairman: I am very interested, Mr
Galloway, in your new interest in the English
football team, being Scottish!

10621.Mr Galloway: Unlike the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, I now fully support the England
football team.

10622.Mr Elvin: I am pleased to hear it.

10623.Mr Galloway: I said earlier, Chairman, that I
count my spoons when I hear talk of piazza and
plaza type developments. Another phrase that
makes me count my spoons is the phrase •area of
opportunityŽ. It is precisely that kind of opportunity
that they have in mind when they use it in relation to
Whitechapel that concerns the people there. You
see, we believe that what is underway is the building
of a corridor above and below ground connecting
the City to Canary Wharf, a corridor which will
eventually, socially and ethnically cleanse that part
of East London. There are already permissions for
tower block oYce developments in Aldgate, Canary
Wharf is bursting at the seams, the City of London
is bursting at the seams. Crossrail is their blue riband
idea and the big losers will be local people„black
and white, Asian, indigenously English„who live in
and call themselves Eastenders. It is precisely the
extent to which„it is quite a revealing phrase„this
is seen as an area of opportunity that we are worried
by because we like living there. The people who live
there, notwithstanding their poverty and the
cramped housing, they do not want to leave there.
They do not want to be driven east. They do not
want this juggernaught that is underway to cleanse
them and to drive them out of their area.

10624. Mr Elvin was right to reproach me„and he
did it in an elegant way but he reproached me
nonetheless for selectively quoting from transcripts.
Neither should he, with respect, selectively quote
from the correspondence with the Swanlea School.
The Swanlea School community is utterly opposed
to these proposals and remain utterly opposed to
them. The Swanlea School is going to lose part of its
garden, part of its playing area. We saw„although
it was hurried over and not quoted„from the letter
that was put up on the screen not only the things that
the Promoters have agreed with the Swanlea School
but also the things that they would not agree to.

10625. On the subject, Mr Elvin, of undertakings, I
respect the fact that you are here as Mr Solomon
Binding when you are talking for the Secretary of
State and when you give an undertaking, of course
that undertaking will be met, but there are so many
things, you see, which are not undertakings, there
are so many things that are assurances, so many
things which are warm words about the seeking of
agreement. For example, he said, and I am quoting
him because I wrote it down, •I cannot promise you,
Mr Galloway, that it will be between 8 and 6 pm.Ž
We will try and make it between 8 and 6 pm is really
what he is saying. That is no undertaking at all.

10626.Chairman: He said, Mr Galloway, that he
expected it would be, it is probable that it would be,
but I think the Members are getting your implication
about that.
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Before:

Mr Alan Meale, in the Chair

Mr Brian Binley Mrs Sia� n C James
Ms Katy Clark Dr John Pugh
Kelvin Hopkins Sir Peter Soulsby

Ordered: that Counsel and Parties be called in.

10658.Chairman: Can I draw your attention to the
fact that I will suspend the Committee at a
convening point around 11.30 so people can take the
opportunity to get tea or coVee in the corridor.

10659. Today the Committee will continue hearing
the petitions of The Spital“elds Festival Ltd, The
Spital“elds Centre, The Spital“elds Community
Association, The Spital“elds Housing Association
and Patricia Jones. There are many cases to hear
today and we will proceed in a similar manner to
yesterday. We want to hear every petitioner•s case
however as we all know we should not listen to the
same case being made more than once. There are
many people here today with similar concerns,
however, we would ask them to listen carefully to
one another and the cases which are made so they
may respond from the promoters and also try not to
repeat any of the petitioners• arguments and that
goes for the promoters as well as the petitioners. If
you agree with the case made by the petitioner you
can tell us which points you support, you do not
need to repeat the argument. In many cases points
regarding Hanbury Street and Whitechapel have
already been made on a number of occasions and of
course they have also been raised by the London
Borough of Tower Hamlets and by the petitioner
who appeared on Tuesday of this week. Can I “rst of
all call on Mr Elvin to summarise?

10660.Mr Elvin: Is this for the festival, Sir?

10661.Chairman: Yes.

10662. Mr Elvin: The concern of the Spital“elds
Festival, perhaps I can have ES, volume 4(a), Plan
C8(i), if you could take the bottom left corner
please.1 The concern of the Spital“elds festival, and
they were kind enough to let us have a note of what
they were going to say last night, is concern about
the festival and any impact in terms of noise and
vibration on the use of Christ Church, Spital“elds
which is one of the best known churches in the
capital and is a grade one listed building. You will
see it on the plan, it is in dark purple which indicates
it is a grade one listed building and the Committee
will recall Mr Berryman•s evidence two days ago on
day 39 that one of the reasons that care was needed

1 Crossrail Environmental Statement, Volume 4a,
Whitechapel Station, Key Environmental Features„Map
C8(i) http://billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk (LINEWD-
ES16-034).

with the alignment of the tunnels was to avoid Christ
Church, Spital“elds. The position on the church and
the concern about noise and vibration is easily dealt
with. It was in fact mentioned in the course of
discussion of the issues on day 39.

10663. Mr Thornley-Taylor and the team have
looked at Christ Church, Spital“elds and the noise
predictions based on the tunnel alignment as it
currently means the church will not be aVected. If
the Committee remembers, there is a general
standard and there is a more exacting, we call it a
concert hall standard, of below 25db(a), the church
will be below the 25db(a) standard and therefore we
consider there to be no cause for concern. Thank you
very much.

The Petition of The Spital“elds Festival Ltd

Ms Judith Serota appeared as Agent.

10664.Ms Serota: Thank you, I am very pleased to
be here as I said in the notes that some of you might
have seen and I do have copies of them here. I very
much welcome Crossrail as essential to the
continuing growth and vitality of London as a place
of culture, life and regeneration. The festival was
founded 30 years ago„we are not a new
organisation„to bring attention to Christ Church,
Spital“elds. If any of you have not seen it, this is
roughly what it looks like. 2 It includes here, which
you probably will not see, which was removed as
part of an almost £6 million restoration programme
almost entirely from public funding. If the festival
had not taken place and kept going in Christ
Church, there is a lot of reason to believe, but I
cannot prove it, that Christ Church would have
become completely derelict and closed and not been
saved by the nation. As you said it is one of the great
jewels in the crown of the UK. The acoustic is very
unusual in Christ Church, there are a number of
churches used as concert halls in London that have
been converted to be more like concert halls than
churches. They are deconsecrated like St. Johns,
Smith Square, around the corner, St. Lukes,
Shoreditch, but they do not sound like churches
inside and this is where Christ Church is so special.
Derek Sugden who co-founded and who is now
consultant for acoustics for Crossrail says it is the
best church in the world in which to hear music.

2 The witness referred to an image of Christ Church,
Spital“elds (for example www.christchurchspital“elds.org).





3709631001 Page Type [E] 11-11-07 12:33:15 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 1020 Select Committee on the Crossrail Bill: Evidence

The Petition of The Spital“elds Festival Ltd

10680.Chairman: How noisy would they be?

10681.Mr Elvin: Mr Paris from Crossrail tells me it
is diYcult to predict the noise at the time, I think one
should proceed on basis it will be audible.

10682. Chairman: Are you planning to call any
experts?

10683. Mr Elvin: No. I accept the tunnel boring
machine will be audible for a period of a week or two
weeks but there will be no audibility for the
operation of the tunnels.

10684.Chairman: We have had the opportunity in
the past to question an expert on how to mitigate
sound eVects. Can we not have a brief period where
we can do the same?

10685. Mr Elvin: Unfortunately Mr Thornley-
Taylor is in Edinburgh today.

10686.Mr Binley: Tell him to shout!

10687.Mr Elvin: Mr Paris who deals with some of
these matters within Crossrail, however he is not an
acoustics expert as Mr Thornely-Taylor is, would be
able to give the Committee some information, would
that be helpful?

10688.Chairman: Yes.

10689.Mr Elvin: I am quite happy for him to answer
questions if that helps.

Mr Robert Paris, sworn

Examined byMr Elvin

10690.Mr Elvin: Mr Paris, can you give your name
and explain what your position is?
(Mr Paris) My name is Robert Paris and I am the
Environment Manager for Crossrail.

10691. Can you explain the position to the
Committee with regard to the passage of the tunnel
boring machine along the tunnels in the vicinity of
Christ Church please, the duration of that passage?
(Mr Paris) Certainly, the tunnel boring machine
will be audible as it travels by, that will be a transient
eVect probably for a week or two weeks at most.

10692. Is it possible to mitigate against the noise
from the tunnel boring machine itself?
(Mr Paris) Unfortunately with the tunnel boring
machine, no. You can design the railway to mitigate
noise impact but you can imagine that tunnel boring
machine simply has to cut through the ground.

10693.Chairman: We have in the past had experts
here who talked about ”oating slabs and all kinds of
mitigation, would these be employed in respect of
this area once the tunnel has been bored?

(Mr Paris) The predictions as they are at the
moment indicated that we would not need
something like a ”oating slab or an enhanced trap
for this location but if during the detailed design it
was identi“ed that we could not meet the criteria we
have set out in our policy then those measures would
be implemented.

10694.Mr Binley: I recognise your diYculties with
regard to programming and where it should be at
any given time. I understand that however the time
at which the music festivals are on at Spital“elds are
relatively limited and there are some big holes in the
year. Does that not allow you to have some sort of
planning?
(Mr Paris) I am not really able to speak on that at
the moment.

10695. I can see Mr Berryman grimacing, I know it is
a problem but I think we have to deal with problems.
(Mr Paris) In terms of predicting the engineering of
the tunnel boring machine, that is not something I
feel I can advance the Committee on.

10696.Ms Serota: I really do not mind when the
tunnel boring machine happens if we can guarantee
that the insulation will we considerably above 25
decibels. We have moved out of Christ Church
before and I can see how complex the logistics are of
programming the tunnel because you cannot
suddenly go and do another bit but at this stage as
the design is not complete, I have not had the answer
from Crossrail that I asked by email a few days ago,
if the design is not con“rmed, I would hoped that it
could be changed at this stage to increase it very
signi“cantly.

10697.Mr Elvin: As I have already said we can start
at least two years in advance by giving a general
indication of which portion of the year it is likely to
be and progressively re“ne that. It means that we will
be able to say to the festival two years in advance at
least, •it is likely to be in this period of three monthsŽ
and we will be able to progressively re“ne that over
the time after that two years. It will not be a question
of telling the festival two days before hand or
anything like that, there will be a progressive
approach as the work begins to warn the festival,
“rstly by giving that wide indication of a three
month slot and then narrowing that down as time
goes on.

10698.Mr Binley: We have got to appreciate that the
festival planning and the spending for the
advertising and promotion of the festival takes place
sizeably in advance of the whole festival and I think
we have got to be a little more certain in a way than
you are saying. I understand your diYculty but are
you currently thinking we have got to do all we can
to protect this festival.

10699.Mr Elvin: As I said I can give the Committee
assurance, we will take such steps as we can to notify
as far in advance as possible. We are not talking
about days, we are talking about a signi“cant period
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of time to help with the festival planning. I am quite
happy to call Mr Berryman in a moment to explain
to you the diYculties, for example, of stopping the
machine or slowing it down, it has major
rami“cations for the programme and it also creates
diYculties in terms of settlement. The project is well
aware of the signi“cance of Christ Church as I have
acknowledged already and clearly we will do what
we can to work closely with the festival to make sure
that as much warning as possible is given and we can
do what we can to accommodate their needs. I
cannot be more precise than that because of the
logistics of such a project.

10700.Sir Peter Soulsby: The way I understand it,
the petitioners are obviously concerned about the
passing of tunnel boring machines but that is an
inconvenience that can be dealt with. I understand
the point that you are making that the particular
needs of the church are such that Ms Serota is not
convinced that a limit of 25 decibels will be inaudible
and is going to be one that will not prevent them
from continuing the work that they are doing there.

10701. As we have had explained to us in the past,
there are technologies available in the construction
of the track that will provide what she has very
helpful described as bubble-wrap. The one that we
have particularly focused on in the past is ”oating
track, which is the embodiment of that bubble-wrap
in terms of construction. We have had quite a lot of
evidence on this, and it is that 25 Db in a concert hall
is inaudible and would not, in fact, cause any
diminution of the quality or the silence which is
obviously so important to them.

10702. Mr Elvin: That is the level you must not
exceed if these sensitive locations are to function
without impact, bearing in mind their special needs
for quietness. Of course, it is much lower than the
normal standard of 40 or 35. Can I remind the
Committee that in our groundborne noise and
vibration IP D10 at paragraphs 2.7 and 2.8 we give
an assurance in relation to such sensitive properties,
and if there were to be an issue, and if the predictions
turned out to be wrong, then those mitigation
measures would have to be employed which are
listed in 2.8 and include matters such as a ”oating
slab.3 At the moment, it does not appear likely that
noise levels would be likely to cause problems to
such a sensitive location, but if there were the proper
mitigation measures would be employed in order to
keep it below the special level for such locations.

10703.Chairman: Ms Serota, if you think 25 is too
high, what do you think is the right level? How much
lower down would you want it?

10704.Ms Serota: I would like Arup Acoustics, who
presumably are involved in some way, to give their
expert advice because they are my favourite experts.
I have not been able to talk to them about this
because of a con”ict of interest.

3 Crossrail Information Paper D10„Groundborne Noise
and Vibration, http://billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk

10705.Mr Elvin: Would it help if I o Vered to get our
experts, and I will get Mr Thornely-Taylor when he
comes back from Edinburgh to write a letter to the
festival and explain the position?

10706.Chairman: And meet with them?

10707.Mr Elvin: Yes, and meet with the festival and
explain the position. I am quite happy to do that.

10708. Chairman: Would that be okay with you,
Ms Serota?

10709. Ms Serota: It depends if I agree with the
outcome.

10710.Chairman: Whatever the outcome would be
would be reported to us and we would have to make
a decision on the Petition anyway.

10711.Ms Serota: That sounds very fair.

10712.Chairman: I am wondering whether it would
help in the proceedings of that.

10713.Ms Serota: Certainly. Arup Acoustics are my
favourite acoustic consultants, they absolutely know
what they are doing and they are the best.

10714.Mr Elvin: I am sure we can “nd some way of
accommodating that.

10715.Chairman: I think that would be most helpful.
Again, I think there are very special circumstances
with this particular building, and if there are any
ways that can be found to help we should try and
“nd those. Is there anything else?

10716.Mr Elvin: I do not seek to disagree with that
at all. Mr Mould reminds me of evidence given on
day 8 by Mr Thornely-Taylor and, if you recall, it
was his general evidence on noise issues. If I can, for
the record, give you the transcript numbers, it is day
8, 2349 and 2350. You will recall that he explained
that the recommended level was 25 dB, and he told
you about hearing the tube rumbling when Mrs
Jones went to see Billy Elliot at the Palace Theatre.
Mr Thornely-Taylor•s view was that rumbling
would have been well above 40 Db and that 25 is not
audible within the auditorium.

10717. You have then got at paragraphs 2350
through to 2351 the fact that the experience with the
Jubilee line has demonstrated his views on those
matters and that modern technology means we can
be certain that the levels which are predicted from
the usage of rail, which is a known quantity, can be
properly predicted. We are as con“dent as one can
be that those lower levels will be achieved and they
will not be audible. Having said that, we accept the
special position of Christ Church, and as a special
location if the levels look as if they are going to be
exceeded, then mitigation measures will be put in
place as are necessary to achieve the relevant
standards.
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in that way in any cost-bene“t analyses which may
or may not emerge. Obviously we reserve our
position with regard to those cost-bene“t analyses.

10742. Let us look at picture four and the
architectural structure.8 You are not seeing a 1719
house built of brick and wood or somewhat ”imsy
construction but you are seeing an 1869 edition
which occupies the entire would have been
substantial rear garden of the original 1719
property. It is a box built out the back, but it is quite
a complex sort of box. It has got a cast-iron
structure. You can see on the ground ”oor the white
lights hanging from below the balconies and you will
see that those balconies are held up by Victorian cast
iron poles. Picture “ve, please.9 Underneath this, this
is garden level, street level, and that is a coloured
glass lay-light on the very top storey of that box, that
cast iron framework built back over the garden.
When you look up„like this rather beautiful
ceiling„you will see the even more beautiful pastel
colour glass lay-light which is extremely fragile and
extremely vulnerable. Indeed, it was certainly missed
out completely from the listed building assessment
that was made. It is quite a complex construction
itself.

10743. Now we can go down and have a look in the
basement.10This was excavated below the garden, so
it is an 1869/1870 Victorian building. We have a
whole extra layer which was not part of the original
1719 construction, so all of the soil which would
have held up the garden has been dug out. You see
the brick walls to the right of the picture, on the
other side of those brick walls, that is soil holding up
the gardens of the other Georgian terraced houses
on either side. You have got soil on either sides of
those brick walls. You can see behind the gentleman
in the grey jumper„and he is absolutely wrapped in
attentive teenagers„some cast iron grey columns
stretching back into the distance. It is a diVerent
kind of column holding up the columns above on the
ground ”oor, that in their term hold up these
wooden balconies. Those of you who are familiar
with music halls or Methodist chapels will
understand that this is a galleried space with an iron
framework. The gentleman in the grey jumper„it
may interest you to know„is Andrew Feinstein now
living in Britain having taken refuge here himself
some years ago as an anti-apartheid campaigner
who was an ANC MP in South Africa„is talking to
this group of children, some of whom have come
especially from Cape Town, others of whom are
young Londoners, about Muslim, Jewish and wider
faith and cultural relations. It was quite a special
moment.

8 Committee Ref: A120, Photograph of 19 Princelet Street„
Interior view of architectural structure (TOWHLB-15605-
004).

9 Committee Ref: A120, Photograph of 19 Princelet Street„
Victorian glass roof (TOWHLB-15605-005).

10 Committee Ref: A120, Photograph of 19 Princelet Street„
Victorian Basement (TOWHLB-15605-006).

10744. One of the tunnels that is proposed on the
currently preferred route will cut under the far end
of this basement. When you look into the distance,
there will be a tunnel running underneath the far end
of this basement and the other tunnel, as I
understand the diagrams supplied to us, will cut
under the main house. We have tunnels coming
under diVerent parts of the property and in
somewhat diVerent ways, one cuts under a park and
cuts absolutely underneath.

10745. Finally, the penultimate picture, number
seven, takes us back outside onto the street because
this is a building located in an area, and you have
seen a little bit why on a random open day people
come and queue up for hours to come in.11 I should
say, it is actually closed at the moment because we
need to undertake some repairs and raise capital
funds so that building can both be repaired and
opened permanently on a sustainable basis to
everybody. In that sense, it is largely closed, though
it is about to open for an entire 8 days for refugee
week and it opens for other things.

10746. The important point about this is we deliver
a tremendous amount of education and civic
engagement even as a closed site. There are days
when we have had more visitors than the nationally
funded 400 staV Museum of London. You can see
why, for example, BBC•s national programme
Newsnightsaid it was a framed monument to our
cultural diversity. The New York Timessaid it was a
visible symbol of London and Britain. The diversity
of people who come here„I hope I do not need to
say anymore„are people of all cultures,
nationalities, shapes and colours, you see me even
letting in the green man by looking at the picture,
from all over the world as well as local people.

10747. It is a unique fusion of economic
regeneration, culture, diversity, education and of
course heritage. It is the only example of its kind, not
just the only example in London or in Britain, of an
international historic site of conscience which deals
with issues of heritige and diversity and the inclusion
in all of Europe. Finally, if we can look at picture
eight which is a cross-section looking at the side of
the building, so to the left-hand side, that is the street
frontage which we saw earlier that gives onto the
street with the attic shown at the very, very top and
the complicated cast iron box construction coming
out of the back.12

10748. You see we have two quite diVerent
constructions. We have got “ve stories at the front of
brick and timber, essentially a thin brick facia. We
have great big heavy chimney stacks stuck on top if
it. Stone ”ags, partly a stone staircase, unlike many
other buildings which have only wood, and partly a
wooden staircase, but the back is cast iron and

11 Committee Ref: A120, Photograph of 19 Princelet Street„
Exterior view (TOWHLB-15605-007).

12 Committee Ref: A120, Cross-section of 19 Princelet Street
(TOWHLB-15605-008).
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what perhaps the implications may be for the many
others, 30 or so, historic buildings on this alignment.
That moves me on, if I may, to the second heading
that I started with and that is the Environmental
Statement itself. Now the environmental assessment
does say no building scores a 3. Now it is a wonder,
it does. On the reassessment, which we saw last thing
on Friday night, it does. How does this change the
overall environmental assessment? I am certainly
not competent to tell you that on the time I have had
available to me. I have not even had the time
available to me to get my own advisers, experts and
my structural engineers to look at the Crossrail
response, short as that may have been. We got this
on Friday night. I did not have then available to me
to show them the original assessment which they
were commenting on; we needed the two documents
together. Now, let us remember, this is not an
unknown building. It has not just been discovered.
It is been around for a long time. The changes were
made in 1869, it is on a listed buildings register and
it is on the buildings at risk register. It has an
international reputation. If you go and switch on
your computer at home, you will “nd hundreds and
hundreds of mentions of it. You will go straight to
the 19 Princelet Street website and if you did not
know it, it could not be easier if you were looking for
it. It is www.19princeletstreet.org.uk. You look on
the website and straightaway you will “nd this cross-
section diagram on our website, freely and easily
available to you. I suppose I might add that I think
the awareness of 19 Princelet Street through the
media and word of mouth London-wide is perhaps
higher than local awareness of the proposed
tunneling and station strategy for our area. I have to
say that the experience we have had would
undermine, I am sorry to say that, the assessments of
all the historic buildings on this route aVected by this
route and it undermines not only the historic
buildings assessment but the environmental impact.
I think that is clearly demonstrated. I know we had
hand-waving statements there would be no more
than hairline cracks, but, frankly, hairline cracks are
serious in these fragile, historic buildings. That
statement about the hairline cracks was made in
blissful unawareness of the cast iron structure, which
you see so clearly demonstrated on this diagram,
which I downloaded from our website where it has
been for many years.

10760.Chairman: We have all got the point it is a
very “ne building indeed and the assessment is, in
your opinion, wrong. What do you want us to do?

10761.Ms Symes: I will come on at the end, if I may,
about what I want you to do, but I have some other
points about the environmental impact assessment
that I would like to make. It is not only that the
assessment is wrong, it is that this has implications
for the assessment of other buildings, it has
implications for the environmental impact
assessment upon which judgments of this route or
other routes need to be made. It is not just a self-
contained issue. It carries forward to all the analysis
of this route and other routes because when the

environmental impact conclusions are drawn, they
are being drawn on fundamentally ”awed
information.

10762.Chairman: I understand the point you are
making. We know this, we have had the evidence
already on this. What I want to move you to is your
case and your building.

10763.Ms Symes: That is exactly what I would like
to do. Having made that point that this is a general
issue as well as an individual one, I would like to then
say something about how we have seen here this one
case aVects the information that we have all had
provided to us about the economic impact in this
area of this proposed route. The implications of this
problem would be far less on the Woodseer 2 route,
as I know you have heard. This economic impact
analysis which has had to be done on this very large
project has to take into account the evidence that is
provided to you on the economic impact analysis
and provide evidence on the direct cost and the
indirect costs and bene“ts. That is what the impact
analysis is about and I know you understand that. It
looks not only costs to the Promoter but it looks very
rightly and properly at the costs and bene“ts to the
local area and the London economy. That is what all
the calculations about the jobs and regeneration and
so forth are about. What we have identi“ed in here,
in my opinion, is a set of extra costs that have not
been foreseen or included in those assessments.
Apart from us, these are costs that are likely to fall
on many individual buildings. Let me be very clear:
I am not making the point you might be expecting
me to make about compensation. That is not what I
am saying, I am not addressing that heading. I
completely understand that is not a matter for this
Committee. What I am making is a point about the
economic costs and bene“ts that an important
element in informing your deliberations and this
issue of public policy. As a former Treasury oYcial
myself, I would simply suggest to you that a rounded
economic assessment will always look carefully at
the economic costs and bene“ts to the many
individuals who are aggregated up to form an area
or a city. That is exactly what the Promoters• expert
consultants have done. I am not questioning that
basic methodology, not for one instant. That is the
exact basic methodology that the Promoters• expert
consultants have done. They have looked at
businesses and looked very properly and rightly at
black and minority ethic businesses as a special case,
at the visitor economy very carefully for very good
reasons. I am not commenting here on how well that
has been done; I would like to because I think there
are some doubtful assumptions knocking around,
but I am restraining myself from doing that. The
point I am making is within their methodology what
they seem to have redacted or some really large
forecast that will fall upon householders in the black
and ethnic minority community and in all
communities in this area. These are people who have
to spend many preventative measures or repairs or
both and though these will cost more privately, they
are costs that need to be taken into account in any
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proper assessment. That is the case whether it is a
balti house, a bagel shop, a Bengali business advice
centre or 19 Princelet Street. Some of those costs are
important to us because they make it more diYcult
to raise funds for the works we need to do and they
make it more diYcult to raise funds to spend on
things like surveys and monitoring and so forth. This
is true when you look at all costs to householders
who are aVected by this sort of issues, whether they
are Bengali families, Punjabi families, Palestinian-
Jewish, white-English, white-French, that is just to
name the handful of people who live on Princelet
Street. There is a much bigger, negative impact on
the current route of alignment than is included in the
assessments. I am not going to quote a lot of speci“c
evidence which I could quote from the technical note
of June 2006 which I read in the Crossrail exhibits
and the London Borough of Tower Hamlets exhibits
from their evidence. I think the counsel for the
Spital“elds Society, when he was looking very
carefully at those paragraphs, made a number of
extremely strong points on Tuesday. He picked up a
number of bullet points and said they appeared to
him or to the Spital“elds Society to be objective or
fair comparisons; I could not agree more. I think he
demonstrated when these comparisons, the impact
assessments, the economic environmental impact
assessments, of the two routes are made and
compared, they should be made on an objective
basis and compared on an objective and fair basis. I
agree with him very strongly. There are other
criticisms I could make about the accuracy of these
comparison between Woodseer 2 and Hanbury that
counsel did not make, but I know we are short of
time and the points he made are compelling in any
event. They are more. What struck me there was
what that Mr Berryman, under examination by
counsel for the Society, said very clearly, and I agree
with him, that there are diVerent kinds of listed
buildings. Christ Church has more sensitivity and a
more rigid structure. As the implication of what he
says there, and I note Mr Elvin made the point more
strongly and very explicitly this morning, was it was
important to avoid Christ Church. Mr Elvin said, if I
have him right, that there was a real concern to avoid
Christ Church, as a Grade I building, because it has,
presumably based on what Mr Berryman said,
sensitivity and a more rigid structure. That is equally
and clearly true in our view in of 19 Princelet Street.
Mr Berryman went on to say not all listed buildings
are the same. He is absolutely right, not all listed
buildings are the same. That is what I have been
seeking to demonstrate. The assessment of
settlement assumes that they are all the same. That
is completely inconsistent with Mr Berryman•s own
work. It is not just one special case, Grade I Listed
Christ Church, another special case, Grade II Listed
Brick Lane Mosque, another special case Grade II*
Listed 19 Princelet Street. I am sure they did not split
the diVerence between a Grade II and a Grade I,
•We will not go on then, so we will go on to a Grade
II*Ž, I am sure that did not happen. They are not just
individual structures, they are all diVerent and all the
other historic buildings on and aVected by this route
are diVerent, every other house on this terrace is

constructed diVerently and will react diVerently and
then they are joined up together and those reactions
will be diVerent. The implications of that for the
environment and the heritage and costs for the
economic impact are not adequately re”ected. Mr
Berryman also said in his evidence on Tuesday, the
listed building is clearly relevant and he said, I do
paraphrase him, there being a lot of time spent with
English Heritage on talking about this process. I
have been trying to get to the bottom of this process,
doing consultation with English Heritage, which is
what Mr Mantey referred to in a covering letter to
me on Friday night.

10764. I have been really pressing on it and trying
Mr Mantey•s patience and he has been very good
and very kind, and yesterday evening just before I
had to leave and ”y over here to hear your
deliberations last night, Mr Mantey very kindly
located for me Ms Myatt in Crossrail. I asked
speci“cally because Mr Mantey said to me that there
is a process developed in consultation with English
Heritage, and I absolutely appreciate what counsel
will say later, that this is set out very clearly in the
Information Paper at paragraph 7.5 of IP D12 on
ground settlement.16 I have got that now, I have
looked at it and I said to Ms Myatt, •I am not quite
sure and I just want to be quite clear I have
understood it. What exactly is this process?Ž

10765.Chairman: Ms Symes, I want to give you an
opportunity to refresh yourself because we are going
to pause for 15 minutes for refreshments and that
might give you a moment to re”ect. We will be back
at 11.45.

After a short break

10766.Chairman: Ms Symes?

10767. Ms Symes: I was just mentioning Mr
Berryman•s evidence on Tuesday which I was able to
hear on the webcast, sitting in Spital“elds. I will not
bang on about the process developed in consultation
with English Heritage, it is too long, but I was very
kindly told about paragraph 7.5 and that that was
the place in which this consultation with English
Heritage was recorded and there was not any other
document which explained how this assessment
process had been developed in consultation with
them; this is it. I would just say, looking at 7.5 of the
Information Paper D12 on ground settlement, that it
does seem to me to say no more than that Crossrail,
having worked out the process which they planned
to use, told English Heritage of the process that they
planned to use and then they applied it. Paragraph
7.5 does not seem to me then to say any more than
that, that •English Heritage will also be consulted in
relation to buildings where they would normally be
noti“ed or consulted on planning applications or
Listed building consent applicationsŽ. Now, that is
what 7.5 says, and I have tried my best to understand
what that means, whether they will only be consulted

16 Crossrail Information Paper D12 Ground Settlement„
Listed Buildings, http://billdocuments.crossrail.co.uk
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suggestion on the basis of the evidence that has been
put before you to date. That is may point, so I will
move on from that.

10783.Mr Binley: Mr Chairman, might I, through
you, say that I am becoming not less confused, quite
frankly, but slightly more confused and I do not
think that that helps your case and I genuinely want
to help your case. We have found over some
considerable time now that where we know what we
can do to alleviate or help with a problem, on
sizeable numbers of occasions that has been put to
the Promoter and the Promoter has tried very hard
to come up with a response to that which is positive
and helpful. Therefore, what I want to do is ensure
that you have that opportunity and it would be
helpful to us, I think, if you said that you recognise
the value of (a) the work, (b) the building and the
diYculties particularly of the place you work in, and
all of that background we recognise because we are
involved in that sort of argument every day of our
working lives as politicians, so we have great
sympathy with you. What we would like to do is to
help you continue to do that work by your telling us
what you would like the Promoter to do. If you can
genuinely come to that, I, for one, would be very
grateful.

10784.Ms Symes: I would like to do that. I want to
make some serious points about the quality of the
information. I will say quite clearly, and I am very
grateful for what you have said, that I do not think
that the alignment which is currently proposed is the
best alignment. I think there are very serious
consequences which have not been properly
considered. What I was not doing, very carefully not
doing, was saying that I am in a position to say that
my preferred alignment is this, this or this. The
reason I am not in a position to tell you my preferred
alignment, and my preferred alignment is very
certainly not the currently preferred option as I
think that is a very bad, improperly and not carefully
assessed option and it is not the option„

10785.Chairman: We are grateful because we have
now got to a point where, in line with some earlier
Petitioners this week, the case is being put about a re-
evaluation. Their case is that the re-evaluation will
have to be made to various routes which have been
discounted together with the present route. We
accept that and you have made that point along with
others, that re-evaluation perhaps should be made in
the light of evidence which has been given. Now, you
have made that point, as I say, and other Petitioners
have already made those points, including in part of
the presentation yesterday of another Petitioner
which has been referred to, so now can we move on.

10786. Ms Symes: Yes, I am about “ve to ten
minutes at the most away from “nishing completely.
I think these thorough evaluations and re-
evaluations to which you refer need to be very clearly
appraised, they will need to be based on assessments
of the environmental and the economic impacts as
well as the operational and engineering, and they

need also, and this is my “nal point before I
conclude, to be sensibly informed by the equality
impact assessment which is a Department for
Transport statutory requirement. Now, the race
impact assessment and the equality impact
assessment are still under way. I accept, and I
welcome, that these should be ongoing processes,
but what I criticise on those assessments is that it
looks as if the two assessments really have to date
been conducted in an inadequate manner and,
therefore, when re-evaluations of options are made,
careful appraisal, careful assessment and
cost:bene“t analyses are made of a range of options
in the future, then these need also to be informed by,
not determined by, properly conducted equality
impact and race impact assessments which I do not
think they have been to date, and those assessments
need also to have laid down for them principles of
monitoring and evaluation of the assessments
themselves, and I think that is very important.

10787. I think it is very important in continuing
work on those race impact and equality assessments,
because race impact is only one element of an
equality impact statement and they include other
things like gender and disability, and, as the work
continues and I think some urgent work needs to be
done to inform decisions about changes of options,
the Promoter consults not just more widely than the
local community as I know that point has been
made, but with organisations other than the CRE
which has been mentioned a lot. There are
organisations in the area with expertise. On the
proposed route itself, the Runnymede Trust, the
oldest institute for race relations in this country, I
would like to see them really actively involved in the
further deliberations under those headings.

10788. Looking at what has happened, and I very
much welcome that there has been a reassessment of
the Pedley Street waste removal option, it has
demonstrated to me at least that the work of this
Committee and the consultations which have
happened have really had an impact. It
demonstrates that supposedly immovable obstacles
have been overcome even after considerable
resistance and, therefore, it seems to me that if the
Committee in its work is well informed, as it deserves
to be, by experts and is resolute, then other
supposedly intractable obstacles could also go.

10789. So that is what I want. I want you to be well
informed, as you deserve to be, and as we, the
taxpayers, deserve to be. I want you to be resolute
and “rm. I want a fundamental back-to-basics
reconsideration of the route east from Liverpool
Street Station. There are much better alignments
and you have already seen some evidence on two of
them. You have seen a couple of them, not just
Woodseer 2, but there is the southern alignment as
well. There are better alignments.

10790. This is not an argument about compensation,
I am not making a point about compensation, but
we want the most basic of agreements from the
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identi“ed for the needs of the building in question. I
think I have probably overstayed my welcome on
this, unless there is anything else I can help you with.

10812.Chairman: No, thank you. You have the last
word, Ms Symes.

10813.Ms Symes: Well, I did want to come back on
that because I do not think it does not show the
process working, but it shows the process staggering
and stumbling. It was under a great deal of pressure
not from this Petitioner, but from other people that
“nally persuaded the Crossrail team to come and
look at the building. I have brought with me a copy
of the revised response, and I thought Crossrail
would have provided that to you before, but I have
copies for you. I do not think it is satisfactory. I do
think that we must not lose sight of what has really
gone on here which is that a great deal of
information which was freely and publicly available
over several years was not used in doing the original
assessment and I think that does demonstrate, apart
from the impacts on us, real ”aws because sending a
great pile of Listed building assessments out to busy,
busy, busy English Heritage people, simply saying,
•We•re sending them to youŽ, does not put any
obligation or duty on English Heritage to respond
by commenting on whether these have been
thoroughly, properly or adequately done.

10814.Chairman: I understand that, Ms Symes. You
have made your point and we have made it also in
support of you.

10815.Ms Symes: I did want just to clarify two extra
points. Therefore, English Heritage now have the
revised assessment as well? I have got one with me
for you if you want it. English Heritage have the
revised assessment?

10816.Mr Mould: Not as yet, no, but we will make
it available.

10817.Ms Symes: There is just a small point on this
deed. In a sense what you are saying is that we can,
at the Promoter•s cost, instruct our own independent
engineers and such other experts as we need to do to
make our independent assessment of the
consequences for this building of what is proposed
and that there is some agreement, as I have
understood what you have said about arbitrators if
there is a disagreement between experts, that that
arbitration is to come back to this Committee?

10818. Chairman: Ms Symes, what I have just
enabled, I think, a little bit earlier on is a similar
situation to what we had with Stepney Church,
which is that the two organisations, your
organisation and Crossrail, go away and consult and
you will have a new opportunity to look at the
signi“cant importance of your building. What you
requested earlier on, which was an engineering
impact assessment, and what Mr Mould was saying
is that that was already built within the structure of
the arbitration„

10819.Mr Mould: The deed.

10820. Chairman:—but what he was giving a
guarantee of is that yes, that could be done.

10821.Mr Mould: The deed procedure will apply in
this case. I am not going to burden the Committee
with the whys and wherefores, but it includes
appropriate provision for the arrangements that you
have just mentioned to me and which we mentioned
in relation to St Dunstan•s Church.

10822. While I am on my feet, forgive me for testing
the Committee•s patience yet further, but you asked
me about noise in the basement and I said I was
going to deal with that, but in fact, in my desire to sit
down as soon as possible, I did not mention it.

10823.Chairman: Before you do, we have revisited
this particular issue about lack of consultation time
and time again. We have returned to it today about
extra impact assessments, latest impact assessments,
renewed impact assessments and all the rest of it. I
really do think from listening today in this session,
you should take away the general consensus from
the Committee that we really do need not to come
back and revisit this time and time and time again.
We have had a policy that we should, with the
Petitioners, make contact. Ms Symes, perhaps you
would allow Mr Mould to come back just to give us
a sentence on that and then we will proceed to deal
with the matter which I asked him about which is the
noise impact assessment.

10824.Mr Mould: Certainly. What I think we will do
is we will have an audit of those Petitioners who are
coming in the next few weeks and any that raise
similar concerns in relation to the impact of the
proposals in terms of settlement on Listed buildings,
we will contact them in the way that you have
indicated.

10825.Chairman: I think that is great, but I think
you should do it for anybody. If they have got a
Petition and the assessments have been done, you
should just send them because it is my belief that if
we do not do that we are going to get people turning
up anyway and revisiting the whole of this issue and
I do not think we should do. We should get the
reports, if they are there, sent to them.

10826.Mr Mould: I can con“rm again that is what
we will do. All I wanted to say about noise was just
to remind you that we have heard from Mr
Thornely-Taylor on the issue which you mentioned
earlier and the simple proposition is this as he has
explained to you in evidence before, the design
criteria that we have adopted for groundborne noise
is one that we will build to and building to that
criteria, his evidence is that will avoid, on the basis
of experience, disturbing noise and vibration
impacts on the occupiers of the buildings over the
railway line, that is the position.
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10827.Chairman: What we did do in one or two of
the cases was to send somebody down to do an
assessment in the basement area of this particular
property, that might be advantageous. Do you think
that could be arranged?

10828.Mr Mould: You would like us to go and have
a look at this basement?

10829.Chairman: Yes.

10830.Mr Mould: If Mr Berryman says yes, that is
“ne. He is the man from Del Monte.

10831.Ms Symes: With respect to Mr Berryman I
want to be a little more careful if I may because going
out to have a look at the basement does not quite
reassure me about the care„

10832.Chairman: Let me reassure you. When I said
he should come out and have a look at the basement,
that is my language. I can assure you that Mr Taylor
who handles these matters is a bit more thorough
than that and be assured we will get that report to the
Committee and we will consider that.

10833.Ms Symes: I would like to go a little further
if I may not because I am not completely clear in my
own mind precisely what an Engineering Impact
Survey involves but I do know that there is a very
complex range of very diVerent specialists required
for this building because I have been in consultation
with them for some years. It is a very complex
combination of people who are experts in
construction, in structural engineers and then the
noise. I do think it is absolutely essential that we
have independent advice from the best possible
people. As counsel said, this is extremely important
building and it deserves the best possible experts
giving it independent reports on all these aspects
including the likely noise levels but not restricted to
that and I do need to see that happen. The “nal point
I would like to make and I am looking at Mr
Mantey•s response letter now is that words like
•appropriateŽ do not reassure me, they certainly do
not reassure me on the basis of what I have seen. For
the Promoter to be left to decide alone what is
•appropriateŽ does not seem to me to be
satisfactory, certainly not on the basis of all the
evidence that I have seen and read.

10834.Chairman: That is a factor which you have
stated throughout and repeated. We have taken that
into account. What I can say is that when this
Engineering Impact Assessment is done, if you still
at the end of that feel dissatis“ed then you have every
right to come back to this Committee, to write to this
Committee and say you are unsatis“ed.

10835. Ms Symes: It was clear from Ms Serota•s
evidence to you and there was, for example, an
agreement reached on the best possible site for the
sound engineer to be involved in making an
assessment for both parties. That seems to me to be
a very reasonable thing for us also to look to the

promoter to do and that might well apply. Rather
than doing a process of let us get the Engineering
Impact Survey done and then say we need something
else and perhaps we can have another little add on
and it does not look as if that really could fund this.
That seems to drag it out and make things painful.
Could we not on the basis of the experts that we have
currently been using, with English Heritage•s
agreement and approval, to advise us on all aspects
of our conservation that the promoter should pay
the costs of putting together for us and for you a full
and detailed careful report. I do think such reports
are also needed for many other buildings to compare
this alignment with the number of other alignments
which do not represent the same issues.

10836. Chairman: Mr Mould, do you want to
respond to that?

10837.Mr Mould: Sir, we have said what we will do
in response to your questions. I have indicated our
willingness to do what you have asked us to do and
I am not prepared to go any further than that. That
is adequate. Mr Thornely-Taylor is the Ronaldinho
of the noise assessment world and he will look at this
very carefully.

10838.Chairman: Thank you. Ms Symes, can I say
that we have heard your request and we will consider
it. Is that the conclusion of your contributions?

10839.Ms Symes: It is indeed.

10840.Chairman: Thank you very much for your
attendance today. We will now call the Spital“elds
Community Association, Jil Cove is the next
petitioner.

The Petition of The Spital“elds Community
Association.

Mrs Jil Cove appeared as Agent.

10841.Chairman: Good afternoon Mrs Cove. Can I
thank you because when we went to your area we
met you and you very kindly stressed to us the
importance of us traversing the route and that was
most advantageous and I am very grateful to you
because sometimes you miss things particularly
when you go out to new areas and your argument
that we should walk a small distance has been very
useful to Committee Members because you drew
light for us on all the arguments in your area so we
are very grateful. I thought I would make that point
again. Mr Mould, are you dealing with this?

10842.Mr Mould: I am, yes.

10843.Chairman: I wonder if you would like to give
us an outline.

10844.Mr Mould: Yes, the Community Association
was formed in April 1998 and its remit was to be
involved in and participate in public decision
making processes that aVect the quality of life and
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for Transport wrote back to the letters in which I
said we wanted to extend the period, they wrote back
and said that they understood our organisation was
previously not known to Crossrail, the Promoters,
but that we would now be on a database and
informed of future things.27 It is true that we were
informed of future things. I want to say to them and
exactly what I told Mr Stark when I wrote to him, I
found it di Ycult to believe we were not known
because on 7 October, less than a week before, in
fact, two weeks before the consultation process that
they so-called •took outŽ, I had the land registry
people coming to my oYce asking for details of
which properties we owned.28

11325. When they were asked what it was for, we
were told that they were simply doing a local search
and putting data together. For them to tell me that
they not know about us, I “nd that very di Ycult to
believe.

11326. I also “nd it diYcult to believe because we
actually petitioned around this area because of our
properties in Brick Lane in 1991. We were one of the
Petitioners putting in an objection but, nevertheless,
they told me that I and my organisation had not
heard about it because we were unknown to them.

11327. When we did our own survey of round one
consultation we found that most people had not
heard of them and had not received lea”ets. There
was no consultation and yet the round one
consultation was through and the position of the line
had been decided, as had the work site.

11328. Can I have slide 21, please.29 This slide is very
diYcult. At the bottom it says, •Limit of land subject
to consultationŽ. Because it says sheet number 13,
and most of preliminary sheets say 13, I am
assuming that the very thin dotted line, which seems
to be the lines of deviation, were also the lines of
consultation. Within that area there are some 32
tenants of the SsBA, 47 residential properties of the
Spital“elds Housing Association and three
properties in which my oYce has an organisational
basis, yet not one of those people received a lea”et or
knew anything about the round one consultation. In
fact, when I asked for, or somebody did on my
behalf, all the copies of the sheets of the display
boards which had gone up in the round one
consultation to get a better view of what was going
on„can you pull up slide 23, please„you will see on
this slide at the top it tells us that Crossrail will be the
largest civil engineering project in Europe, but the
bottom paragraph says, •Proposed temporary work
sites„and I expect we were one of those, although
we were a ventilation shaft as well„would be subject
to further consultation with the local authorities and

27 Committee Ref: A124, Correspondence from DfT to SsBA,
30 January 2004 (TOWHLB-32305A-019).

28 Committee Ref: A124, Correspondence from SsBA to DfT,
6 February 2004 (TOWHLB-32305A-021).

29 Committee Ref: A124, London Borough of Tower
Hamlets„Crossrail Safeguarding Directions Sheet No. 13
(TOWNHLB-32305A-024).

residents as our plans developŽ, yet they seemed to
have pretty clear plans for these when they were
writing to the gentleman who lived near there.30

11329. When I looked at these panels, 123
information sheets that were displayed during the
round one consultation across London, 116 of them
were about the design of stations and shafts,
basically the physical design of those particular
things, and only seven of those sheets covered
general topics. The topics covered were about the
Crossrail project itself, the service it would bring in
terms of trains, the journey times that it would
improve on, the relief of overcrowding it would
manage, its regenerative eVects for London, its
construction and the “nal one was about the
authorisation and the opportunity that I would be
able to come and talk to you today. Not one of these
sheets included any environmental information for
the people of London and I tell you that is wrong.
That is something they should have done and we will
be pursuing this.

11330. Can you put up 24(a), please?31 There was a
press release which Crossrail themselves put out
about a presentation of their tunnelling techniques
to a conference in 2003. Mr Torp-Peterson, a
gentleman who I have come to know very well and
have a lot of respect for, was telling us that engineers
never see problems, they only see challenges and that
their pre-planning challenge has been to ensure that
the scheme is technically feasible and can be built on
time and within a controlled budget.

11331. I am sure this is exactly what Mr Torp-
Peterson did along with his other engineers.

11332.Mr Liddell-Grainger: Ms Jordan, I think we
have got the idea.

11333.Ms Jordan: I have got one more comment to
make on this and then I will go into the detail.
Having told us that a great deal of work had already
been undertaken to devise a route of least resistance
and one which minimises disruption for London
Crossrail engineer, and this is what we were, we were
not about the considered best-placed position in
terms of the overall environmental impacts and
everything else, we were simply a route of least
resistance. In fact, he went on to say that they had
taken into account the existing tube networks.

11334.Mr Liddell-Grainger: Mr Jordan, I am going
to stop you. Can you please come to your point. We
have gone through all this and we have made it clear
as a Committee that you are just reiterating. If you
continue with this I will stop you.

11335.Ms Jordan: I am continuing because I believe
I want to bring these points out to you.

30 Committee Ref: A124, Crossrail„Construction
(TOWNHLB-32305A-026).

31 Committee Ref: A124, Crossrail•s tunnelling designs
impress at international conference, www.crossrail.co.uk
(TOWHLB-32305A-027 and -028).
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In the absence of the Chairman, Mr Ian Liddell-Grainger was called to the Chair.

Ordered: that Counsel and Parties be called in.

11365.Mr Liddell-Grainger: Ms Jordan, I think you
want to bring up a few points you have got left.
Would you like to continue?

11366.Ms Jordan: Before I sum up I would like to
make a few points about the southerly alignment.
Could I ask for my slide 40, please? Having looked
at the transcripts of the previous people speaking„
presumably I refer to these numbers„at 9799, which
is Mr Berryman speaking on Day 39, Mr Berryman
tells us that they developed four options for the
southerly alignment, and one of the problems of
other alignments is it is even more diYcult to locate
sites for the shaft along the proposed southern route.
That was particularly when they were considering a
site that they could extend the spoil tunnel to coming
up to Pedley Street. The problem with the one they
had identi“ed was it was quite near a school and
educational establishment, and also because it was
much closer to Mile End Road. I would like to point
out that Mile End Road is a mile and a half away
from where we are talking about, so I do not think
it is much to do with Mile End Road, but it is
Whitechapel Road that should be there instead. You
have got even more of a matrix of buildings and
traYc movements in the area. That was one of the
many problems of the southerly alignment that they
chose and, quite rightly, it was a long, long way from
Pedley Street and it would have cost a lot of money
to get the spoil shaft down to it. Now we have got rid
of the spoil shaft one would hope that we could re-
look at the southerly alignment.

11367. At 9509, page 24, Mr Berryman also tells us
that they spent a lot of time looking at other
alignments, a lot of time and money, and without
any doubt it is the most controversial issue. It is a
shame. We were not a controversial issue in round
one but clearly we have become a controversial issue
by the very nature that we were not in round one but
in round two we have let it be known that we are
controversial and we hope we will be listened to by
the Committee on that basis. They say they spent a
lot of time trying to optimise what they were doing
and to look at alternatives. That is probably true but
the alternatives were looking at holes they could put
in the immediate vicinity of the Hanbury Street
shaft. They looked at lots of options there and it
took them up north into Woodseer Street. I agree
they have spent a lot of time there but in my opinion
they wasted a lot of time there and if they listened to
us earlier we could have helped them save money.

11368. At 9901 Mr Berryman was talking about
listed buildings and telling us that to do detailed
appraisals of everything is very diYcult and he went
on to say for a linear route like this, like any railway,
it would be a monumental undertaking because
there are so many sites involved. To do detailed

35 Committee Ref: A124, Correspondence from Daryk
Arm“eld to the Secretary of State for Transport, 16 June
2006 (TOWHLB-32305A-035).

appraisal and analysis, I agree costs a whole lot, it is
monumental. So they have to pick on issues which
are likely to be signi“cant and focus on these in
making a route selection. In making that route
selection through Hanbury Street, one of the main
issues was how to get spoil out quickly and eYciently
and it was one of the things that the Montague
Report told them they should look at as well, that
they should consider their spoil removal
arrangements because they needed improving
because they may slow them up. Now that they have
considered that, they have considered it twice and it
is out of our area, we are extremely pleased about
that.

11369. Could you go back to number 40, please?36

You can see the loop at the bottom is the southerly
alignment. When trying to establish what had and
had not been done, you have to appreciate that
myself, colleagues and other organisations asked
Crossrail lots and lots of questions and as late as last
week, in fact, we were down there asking more
questions. On 14 June they replied to my colleagues,
who I think will be presenting their petition after me.
They requested plans relating to the Osborne site in
Spital“elds. I hope I have not lost the site plan. If you
look at the map where it says •eastbound and
westboundŽ you can see just below that it says
•intervention shaftŽ and there is a large blob there
which is the school and Toynbee Hall that they were
talking about. That was where they were proposing
the intervention shaft. You can see it is so ridiculous
taking it from way up here to down there that they
did not even bother joining it on, and I would not
have joined it on either because that was not a good
idea. Now we do not have the intervention shaft it is
not that bad an idea.

11370. In fact, when we requested these plans, in the
answer they told us that there were no site plans
available because they had never done them. They
never took that southern alignment past this plan
here, which is a pretty sketchy scheme to say that it
has been considered in all its aspects. If you look at
the line you will see the blobs that are on it, which
look pretty severe, are not actually buildings
indicated as having deep foundations but they are
simply signi“cant buildings. The lower one here is a
signi“cant site, as is this, and even my oYce is on
here as a signi“cant site, not because of me but the
fact that it was a synagogue. I think the reference to
signi“cant sites is, in fact, not to do with the fact that
these are signi“cant buildings or deep pile
foundations, I think the signi“cance is represented in
drawing 42, which is a drawing of the key aspects of
the city fringe area.37I have not written it on my copy
but I have put it on the bottom there, •Overall
Spatial Strategy: City FringeŽ. This is how the City

36 Committee Ref: A124, Hanbury Street Shaft, Alignment
Options„Option D (TOWHLB-32305A-044).

37 Committee Ref: A124, Overall Spatial Strategy: City Fringe
(TOWHLB-32305A-046).
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128 I think. If you like I would like to respond to that
in writing and I will do that if I think there are any
points there.

11392. As far as the housing association are
concerned, yes it is true they were here and they did
give a response. Most of the petition they read out
was what I helped them write because they had come
to me and in fact I think they oVered to do you a bit
of consultation in the future, never ones to miss an
opportunity for a bit on the side.

11393. Could I also say about the presentation of the
shaft, I am sorry if my photograph one was untrue
but I have not been down there with a measure so I
did not know, and I just happened to have that
photograph in my records. Certainly my
photograph on shaft two I believe is in fact a true
representation of the kind of thing we would be
having in Spital“elds, equally gross and totally
inappropriate for our tight knit area.

11394. From the point of view of working hours,
could I say that you have just stated that they are
working hours within the City of London. The City
of London does not contain the residential
community and population that we have, maybe I
misinterpreted that.

11395.Mr Mould: Greater London.

11396.Ms Jordan: Greater London. I would say that
these are totally inappropriate in the scale of
residential area that we are. We have put up with all
sorts of buildings but to be putting up with these
sorts of working hours for four years is too much.

11397.Mr Liddell-Grainger: Kay, you are winding
up.

11398. Ms Jordan: Just two more things. One is
about the Limehouse Link. Because I was rushed in
my evidence and actually ”ustered I was unable to
point out that I brought up the reference to the
Limehouse Link not because there were similarities
in the tunnel but the fact that the building that had
to be knocked down„In round one of the
consultation in the Limehouse Link they were told
us •Trust us, don•t worry, it will be all rightŽ and
when they went into the kind of detail, looking at the
building that you are telling me that they will be
doing now, the people were told •I am terribly sorry
but now we think it will come downŽ. I am saying
that sort of information should be available to the
people of Spital“elds now, not later when the line
has been settled.

11399. As far as the development site on the corner
is concerned, it is quite true it is one little plot but I
will point out that next to it in the blob that was on
your drawing is a major redevelopment that will be
going on at Guildhall University which has now
decided that its buildings are redundant and they
will be ”ogged oV for a great deal of money in order

to help the university carry on. Those developments,
as the spatial plans show you, will be happening
before 2016.

11400. Mr Liddell-Grainger: Have you “nished
your case?

11401.Ms Jordan: That is “ne.

11402.Mr Liddell-Grainger: Thank you very much.
I am very grateful to you. Could I now call Mr Guy
Carpenter.

The Petition of Mr Guy Carpenter.

The Petitioner appeared in person.

11403.Mr Liddell-Grainger: First of all, there will be
a division in the House in the next few minutes or so,
so when the bells go I will call •Order! Order!Ž and
suspend the Committee for 15 minutes. Mr Elvin?

11404. Mr Elvin: Mr Carpenter appears in his
personal capacity. He is the owner of the second
”oor ”at at 55 Hanbury Street. That property, as the
Committee will be aware, is above and adjacent to
the proposed eastbound running tunnel and is in the
vicinity of the proposed shaft at Hanbury Street.44

11405.Mr Liddell-Grainger: Mr Carpenter?

11406.Mr Carpenter: Yes. I am the secretary of the
Woodseer and Hanbury Residents• Association but
I am here to present my own petition, although a lot
of these things overlap so I have got certain things
which I will leave.

11407. I am a resident of Hanbury Street and have
been there for over 12 years. I have had the
Promoter•s response to my petition and I do not
consider that many of my concerns have been
addressed and therefore reserve my rights on all of
these points. If I do not refer to aspects of my
petition it is because I believe the Committee is
already well aware of these matters and do not wish
to go over issues already covered. I have listened to
the proceedings and read many of the transcripts so
I will have to touch on certain things but I will be as
brief as I possibly can be.

11408. I support many of the concerns and
objections that have been raised about the Crossrail
project and the impacts it will have on residents in
the community.

11409. Turning to the consultation “rst. I have been
personally involved in the matter of Crossrail in
Spital“elds. I went to the round one consultation
exhibition in Woodham Gardens in Whitechapel in
October 2003 and I know of only one other person
from Spital“elds who visited that exhibition. There
were exhibition boards but no lea”ets on Hanbury
Street to take away. I have noticed that the Pedley

44 Crossrail Ref: P97, Location of individual Petitioners based
in the Spital“elds Area (TOWHLB-30603-002).
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Street information that was put up just a moment
ago, that was in round two because at round one
consultation there was no mention of Pedley Street.
I do not think you have said that but there was no
mention of Pedley Street in round one.

11410. Just so I do not have to say too much more,
I have here a WHRA Consultation Report on the
Crossrail consultation in Spital“elds and it details
everything that we have come across. I have only got
one copy now but I would like to present that to you.

11411.Mr Liddell-Grainger: We will get it circulated
to everybody.

11412.Mr Carpenter: Okay.

11413.Mr Liddell-Grainger: That is basically your
case?

11414.Mr Elvin: I am quite happy with that but we
have had quite a lot of correspondence with Mr
Carpenter over the last two weeks answering his
questions and we have not been supplied with a copy
of this document so I do not know what it says.

11415.Mr Liddell-Grainger: Everybody will get a
copy and rest assured it will come out. This is
basically your case, Mr Carpenter?

11416.Mr Carpenter: Yes. It is not really my case for
the petition, we have produced that over the years
and it details the failure of consultation at
Spital“elds and what contacts we have had with
Crossrail. A lot of people have said a lot of things
and a lot of things have happened and it is down to
the detail whether you received a lea”et or whether
you did not. We did our own survey of residents•
groups on 20 February 2004 because we were so
concerned about whether people had got lea”ets and
information and what was going on. Out of 19
groups surveyed in Spital“elds, 15 had not had
lea”ets, so only four had had lea”ets. I have that
there with a few other comments about what
contacts people had. Generally some had lea”ets
delivered giving an afternoon•s notice and people
had registered interest with Crossrail on several
occasions. For example, WHRA only had a
response from Crossrail after complaining to the
Crossrail referee. It is just one sheet but I would like
that put in too. I am sorry; I did not make any
photocopies. That basically covers the consultation

11417. The reason I bring up the October 2003
round one consultation is because no alternative
alignments were shown at that exhibition. Crossrail
consultant, Dick Dunmore, advised me that I would
have an opportunity to comment on the plans when
they were presented to the council•s planning
committee. I presume that would have meant after
the Bill had been passed. I pointed out that the
exhibition was not actually in Spital“elds and there
were two suitable community centres on Hanbury
Street and that Crossrail could contact me and I
would be happy to give details. I left the email

address of the WHRA. I “lled in a response card and
I took others for WHRA residents to “ll in. I waited
but received nothing. To “nish with that part of it, I
question whether residents would have ever found
out about this plan if I had not stumbled across it
that evening on my way to a friend•s house in
Whitechapel. Whenever I talk to people in
Spital“elds about Crossrail everybody remembers
where they were when they found out about
Crossrail. It has been a signi“cant thing since
October, January as people have found out. It has
become a signi“cant moment when you “nd out
about that.

11418. I have looked into consultation and we have
looked at what should have happened. Crossrail is a
part of TfL„Transport for London. We have heard
the Promoter quote from the Code for the
Dissemination of Public Information but not the
guidelines set by the Transport for London
consultation toolkit. The Transport for London
consultation toolkit says consultation occurs if:
•you are seeking to inform any decisions which have
not yet been taken and if you are inviting comments,
views and responsesŽ. It goes on to say : •never ask
for comments, views or responses if all you want to
do is explain what is going to happen anyway and if
you have no intention of changing anything.Ž On its
legal obligations, it states: •consultation must be
undertaken at a time when proposals are still at a
formative stageŽ. Finally, it says: •it is important
that TfL has not closed its mind to alternativesŽ.
Crossrail has never exhibited for public consultation
alternative routes and never had any intention in my
mind of changing the tunnel alignment in the
Spital“elds area.

11419. As we have heard from the evidence of the
Spital“elds Society last Tuesday, Crossrail have
produced reports since then on diVerent alignments,
and we saw one just now, that on closer examination
appear to be about rubbishing any other proposed
route that anyone seems to suggest. I have the Mott
MacDonald feasibility study report, •Tunnel
Alignments East of Liverpool Street StationŽ dated
February 2002. It says: •Spital“elds is identi“ed as
being extremely sensitive environmentallyŽ. It says:
•English Heritage provided 4,000 pages of data over
the study area, which it was not possible to review
fullyŽ. There is only one alignment shown in that
document and since then the alignment has moved
only a few metres to the north to line up with the
Hanbury Street shaft. Basically only one alignment
is what you see today as the Hybrid Bill scheme.

11420. There are just a few points that I would like
to make as a lay person. I have no quali“cations in
anything other than I have got involved in Crossrail
by living in Spital“elds. They have told us that the
current alignment has a substandard curve coming
out of Liverpool Street. It goes under a building,
Dome House, that has 26 metre deep piling. Under
Britannia House it has 20-25 metre deep piles. They
say they do not know the depth of the Cutlers
Gardens• piling. That was the last contact I had



3709661001 Page Type [E] 11-11-07 12:34:35 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 1086 Select Committee on the Crossrail Bill: Evidence

The Petition of Mr Guy Carpenter

11440. From my own experience, I have had
problems with the council to enforce planning
conditions and noise nuisance for over “ve years.
The problem continues even though the local
government ombudsman has found in our favour.
We have absolutely no con“dence in our council
when it comes to things like enforcement on these
matters. What I suppose I am saying is residents
need clear evaluation and control of the noise and
vibration from the site which is something I am
really asking for.

11441. I am also concerned that my building with
deep basements and a brittle cast iron frame will act
as a very good transmitter of ground borne noise
and vibration. I have talked to Crossrail•s sound
expert in the break and he is coming to Spital“elds
so I am hoping he will come and I will be able to talk
to him when he comes to Spital“elds. We can talk
about that further.

11442. I wanted to talk about my own experience in
terms of all these dBs and values that you get with
sound. All sound is not equal and a sound meter
measures them in that way. It measures them
equally. Vibration is also even more of an
unquanti“able nuisance. I know that low frequency
vibrations can cause people to feel ill.

11443. Just as an example, we know the sound of a
dripping tap at night is not a loud event but it can
stop you sleeping, there is an irritation factor. It is
the same with a barely audible dull thump of bass
from neighbours, if someone is having a party. It
might not be X number of dB but it can cause
distress and anxiety and keep you awake. To have a
noisy neighbour move in for four years and however
many months is not something we want. We can see
that coming towards us, that Crossrail will be a bad
neighbour.

11444. For me noise does impact on my health. I am
particularly concerned about night time noise
aVecting my health and wellbeing. I have always
found it quite di Ycult to sleep, I am quite a light
sleeper. I was shocked to read the evidence given to
the CTRL planning appeal from the then director of
public health for Camden Primary Care Trust, Dr
Fiona Adshead. In her report in section 7„you were
introduced to that when Jill Cove of SCA gave
evidence„Dr Adshead mentions the primary eVects
of sleep disturbance. She states that the primary
physiological eVects can also be induced by noise
during sleep, noise events that happen while you are
asleep. That includes increased blood pressure,
increased heart rate, vasoconstriction, changes in
respiration and cardiac arrhythmias, and that is
irregular heart beat. This last point is a major
concern for me.

11445. Mr Liddell-Grainger: Can I ask you, Mr
Carpenter, what you actually want

11446.Mr Carpenter: I have this condition„

11447.Mr Liddell-Grainger: You have got a medical
condition.

11448.Mr Carpenter: Yes. Sorry I took a long time
but I wanted to quote her.

11449.Mr Liddell-Grainger: It is fascinating what
you are saying but I am just trying to get to the
bottom of what you are saying. You have a medical
condition.

11450. Mr Carpenter: I suVer from cardiac
arrhythmia which was diagnosed a few years ago. I
had not known about this connection with noise
until I started looking into it for the petition. It
occurs more when I am tired or stressed which is
common with this condition. I am concerned that
the works at Hanbury Street shaft will aVect not only
my health during the works for these four years ten
months but also may lead to a permanently
decreased quality of life for myself due to my
condition deteriorating over the years of the shaft
works.

11451. Because of this, and to avoid any uncertainty,
what I would like is an undertaking to be included in
the noise and vibration mitigation scheme and to be
provided with ground ”oor secondary glazing,
additional ventilation and blinds. I also have an
external door in my bedroom, facing east, facing
towards the site, for which the scheme oVers noise
insulation which I would also like as part of that. I
would like to talk to the Promoter about the
construction process because I would like to be
oVered temporary rehousing for the very noisiest
part of the construction process if that turns out with
the new scheme to be very noisy.

11452.Mr Liddell-Grainger: You need to have that
discussion with the Promoter. We hear what you
say.

11453. Mr Carpenter: Right. They have already
refused me in that way and I was wondering if they
would give me an undertaking or the Promoter
would respond to that now. That is really to
conclude on that. I would like the Committee to
consider each of my points: the noise and vibration
mitigation due to my health; the stage 3 impact
settlement, which you have discussed and that has
been agreed; the explanation of my position as a long
leaseholder with a deed of settlement and legal help
with that and also in the wider scheme of things a
proper consideration of alternative route
alignments, alternative to the shafts. On my “nal
point, with CTRL they looked at lots and lots of
diVerent areas for diVerent sections. I believe
Michael Schabas has made that point already. The
CTRL committee, when it was at that stage, made
the Promoter reduce the environmental harm and
impact of the health hazard by insisting the
Promoter follow rail lines and lines which did not
impact on built-up residential areas. Obviously they
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11481. Point number two is we want to explore the
protection measures that are available to residents.
You are aware of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link
experience of residents. That, it seems, is now a
success story in terms of the relationship between
residents aVected by the construction works of the
Channel Tunnel Rail Link, the contractors and the
promoters. There seem to us to be some real
practical examples there which the Committee could
seek to replicate as one success story to ensure that
Crossrail can proceed along the same lines.

11482. The third part of what I want to say will be
very brief. It is to support arguments on wider issues
made by others.

11483. The point about the need to look at the tunnel
strategy for Hanbury Street is my clients are grateful
for the changes that have been made to the tunnel
strategy so that we no longer need a tunnel boring
shaft. Because, as we now understand, there is
greater ”exibility in that, whereas before when you
were boring right down to the earth and bringing out
the tunnel spoil you needed a nearby railway line and
a nearby street to take the spoil out, that is no longer
taking place. There does seem to be a change of
circumstances. There seem to be implications from
that change of circumstances, ie greater ”exibility
about the location of the shaft. As far as we are
aware the Promoter has not demonstrated why the
Hanbury Street shaft is necessary or looked at
whether there are now better alternatives given these
change in circumstances. It may be that in this
particular area, we are not saying there are, there is
a better piece of land, derelict land, waste land,
abandoned buildings, we do not know. As far as we
are aware that assessment has not been carried out.
Given these change in circumstances, given the
impact and disruption that this Hanbury Street shaft
is going to cause for the next “ve years, it does seem
to be a matter of fairness that at the very least that
assessment is carried out and the residents I
represent receive the results of that assessment. That
is the “rst thing we ask for.

11484. The second point I want to make is a point
about trying to understand what the day-to-day
impacts are going to mean for life for residents. I am
picking up on some of the debate that has already
taken place this evening. If one is trying to
appreciate the concerns of residents and the
diYculties they face, one of the problems is it is very
diYcult to understand what this is going to mean on
a day-to-day basis for people. I say by way of
preliminary point, the Government has accepted in
the context of the Environmental Impact
Assessment that the general public, when faced with
a construction project of this sort of magnitude, feels
anxiety and concern. Much of that anxiety and
concern is about the fear of the unknown or the fear
of these unforeseen eVects. By providing proper
information it is widely recognised you help to allay
public anxiety; things may not be as bad as people
feel. It is unfortunately the case that the information

that is coming out in this project is not allaying
anxiety and concern. I will not go into the detail of
it because I think you have heard it before.

11485. Mr Elvin has already referred this evening to
generic documents when responding to individual
petitioners. It may be simply inevitable in a project
of this size that you have to rely on generic
documents but I think it needs to be recognised when
you are trying to understand the concerns of
residents that generic documents, very technical
documents, decibel limits, et cetera, when it is hard
to understand what that is going to mean for day-to-
day life, creates fear and anxiety. If you have got
those problems sometimes you can get round them
by consultation. You have heard about the problems
with consultation in the Spital“elds area and I do not
propose to repeat them, apart from making one
particular point that is a source of signi“cant anger
and frustration to those I represent, which is in the
round one consultation, which people now realise
was their only opportunity to talk about a route,
there was no explanation that there were alternative
routes that could have been considered in a round of
consideration. You have heard Mr Elvin•s response
tonight which is just because they were not in the
consultation document or made available, people
could have still commented on them. Quite frankly
that is unrealistic when you have got residents who
do not have the resources, who are acting on their
own initiative, to be presented with proposals which
do not refer to alternatives is to circumscribe what
we are going to talk about. It is only now that people
have realised they have lost the chance to talk about
a particular route. I mention that because that is a
point I have been asked to raise.

11486. Having said that you have got information
problems here, you have got consultation problems,
it therefore becomes very important that you move
to protection measures. There is a sense I am getting
from behind me, from those who are instructing me,
that there may be a sense of greater preparedness to
wait and see, to see if it is as bad as they fear, yet the
Promoter says it will not be as bad. If they feel that at
the point at which they have waited, they have seen it
and actually it is getting quite bad, and they raise
their head above the parapet and say, •Actually
things are getting bad. The noise is getting bad. The
lorry movements are getting badŽ, if at that point
they felt con“dent that there would be a responsive
resident focused sympathetic speedy dealing with
the problem then I think that would go a long way
to resolve some of the concerns.

11487. Those instructing me have tried to set out at
page four of the letter what the impacts are likely to
be for this particular part of Hanbury Street. Quite
frankly, having heard the debate tonight, I do not
think it is worth going down that route because what
I am hearing is there is just going to be a debate
about impact. •Yes, there is going to be an impactŽ.
•No, there is not going to be an impactŽ. •It is not
going to be as bad as you thinkŽ. It goes to the same
problem, there is a lack of proper speci“c
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information, for example there are no details yet of
where the lorries are going to go in the streets in
Spital“elds. I am hearing somebody saying to me
•Yes, there areŽ. Yesterday a letter was sent saying,
•No details yet of speci“c routes the lorries are
takingŽ. This came from Tom Mantey, who I
understand is the negotiator. The understanding of
those who instruct me is that detail is not available.

11488. Mr Elvin: It is in the Environmental
Statement.

11489.Ms Thornton: We can perhaps produce the
letter.

11490. Mr Liddell-Grainger: I think we will just
continue.

11491. Ms Thornton: Anyway, the point is
exempli“ed in a way by the dispute you have just
heard. It is not clear, there is an element of doubt,
there is an element of confusion about what these
impacts are going to be. That creates the
uncertainty, it creates the concern, it creates the
anxiety. If you cannot tie it down in advance you
have to provide proper protection measures to pick
up the pieces when they start to go wrong and that
is what I want to look at tonight and try and identify,
and I will do so brie”y as I am aware of the time.

11492. At page “ve I talk about what exactly can we
do to try and make people•s lives better. Just to say
here, this part of the letter comes from extensive
consultation with what I will call the Channel
Tunnel Rail Link a Vected residents. We cannot get
a better, clearer example of what it is like for
residents who are living through this day-to-day.
They have this experience, and it is to be relied upon.
There is a video available if you want to see what the
residents aVected by the Channel Tunnel Rail Link
are saying. I understand that is diYcult for the
Committee. That has not been provided but I do not
want you to think that we are not putting forward
any direct evidence tonight, it is available. What the
consultations with the Channel Tunnel Rail Link
aVected residents show is that there are four or “ve
very important principles which ensure the
protection for residents. We have set those out on
page “ve.

11493. The “rst, and it bears repeating, is it is no
good relying on assurances, it is no good relying on
expressions of commitment and goodwill that a
Promoter may make often at a stage when he or she
is trying to get the project approved. That is not
suYcient when one or two years down the line in the
dead of night you have got someone who has a real
problem. The legislative and regulatory spotlight
has gone, people need assistance. That comes from
legally enforceable binding undertakings, and that is
what we are seeking tonight. So far as we
understand, the Promoter has rejected the proposal
that there be undertakings. I do not have the speci“c

details but that is what I am instructed. I remain to
be corrected on that and I would be delighted if I was
corrected on that.

11494. Regular meetings with the contractor so
people understand in advance what work is going to
happen to them over the next few weeks. A clear
allocation of responsibilities so the Promoter, the
contractor and the local council cannot all shift the
problem. The procedures need to operate under the
principle of equal partnership between the residents
and the contractors. Residents should not have to
negotiate with the local authority because, quite
frankly, a local authority will never care as much as
residents do. What made the major diVerence in the
Channel Tunnel Rail Link was clear disciplinary
procedures and clear penalties if the Construction
Code was breached.

11495. Further additional points I make very brie”y
on how we best move the process forward given we
are where we are in this particular Bill and these
particular proceedings. You have heard evidence on
a lot of health impacts, vibration impacts, noise
impacts from petitioners. This generates additional
concern from those sitting behind me as they hear
more and more information being put forward
before you, new issues being raised that they feel
have not been adequately dealt with. If we are to
move forward from here we need, those instructing
me say, an independent assessment of the particular
issues that have been raised before you on noise,
vibration and sound with non-technical summaries
so that people receiving them, wherever they are, can
understand the outcome of those.

11496. You have already heard detail of the
settlement, I do not propose to repeat it but can I say
just on this point about the deed of settlement, the
response of the Promoter is apparently •you can pay
for your own legal adviceŽ. We hear that. It seems to
us one option would be for legal resources to be
made available for one lawyer on behalf of all the
residents to negotiate a pro forma deed of settlement
which residents could either sign up to or not. The
only reason these residents are in the situation they
are in is because of the Promoter and to hear that
they have to pay their own money to get legal advice
creates continuing frustration.

11497. I have talked about vehicle movements and
regular meetings to understand about vehicle
movements. On compensation, I simply refer you to
the evidence given by Norman Winbourne on behalf
of Mayfair Residents, a chartered surveyor with 50
years• experience who talked about the inadequacies
of the Compensation Code, and now we understand
it is not a code.

11498. Finally, on this„it is the point I made earlier,
and possibly it is the most important point„as and
when things go wrong having a resident focused
responsive procedure to deal with these impacts.
That means not just looking at whether people fall
under schedules or under thresholds at the highly



