[image: image1.emf]


[image: image1.emf]

Date: 24th July (7:30pm); Venue: Cumberland Tenants Hall

Chair: Dick Booth; Secretary: Jackson Toms-Limb

CCG Attendees: Dick Booth (“DB”); Jackson Toms-Limb (“JTL”); Robert Latham (“RLa”); Steve Martin (“SM”); Mike Dowd (“MD”); Roger Low (“RLo”); Luisa Auletta (“LA”); Catherine Colley (“CC”); Louisa Beard (“LB”); Dorothea Hackman (“DH”);

Additional Attendees (Q&A session only): Savannah Saunders (“SS”, HS2 Community Liaison); Robert Young (“RY”, HS2 Engineer); Martin Sheppard (“MS”, GAA observer);
Apologies: Alex Challoner (“AC”)
Questions & Answers as discussed with HS2 Ltd:

	
	Questions regarding demolition of central retaining wall in Camden cutting

	1
	Please describe in detail the options considered (with drawings to refer to) as we are all only partially aware of these during discussions and they seem to have changed as time progressed.

	
	In March’12 consultants started looking at the alignment and the classic vs. HS rail lines, leading to a change in the alignment in Aug’12 for operational modelling (to the 6+6 tracks in lead-in to HS Euston station). In Nov’12 a further change (deeper tunnel) was released called “B1”, which informed the Draft ES. Neither the Aug’12 nor Nov’12 B1 designs required the removal of the central retaining wall. In Jan’13 “B3” was released as a further refinement which went into the Draft ES for consultation. On 10th May’13 the latest “Interim Preliminary Design” was released, which will feed the formal ES. In this, tracks are moved east by 5m, which straightens the ‘throat’, but requires the central retaining wall to be removed. The central retaining wall is deemed ‘semi-redundant’ as it is 6m long and 12m high, with only 4m in height change of the ground along the length (i.e. 8m of this height is not required to allow for this height change).

	2
	Please describe in detail the proposal from HS2 that was announced at recent GAA meeting.

	
	[See answer to question 1]

	3
	How has this proposal been reached? What is the comparison of the costs/benefits from this and also the impact this will have on local residents?

	
	Current status (as at 24th July meeting with CCG) is not approved. RY has written a paper which is being sent to a decision panel (1 level down from the HS2 Exec Board), for decision on afternoon of 25th July.

RY states that the formal ES gives powers to remove the central retaining wall, however if the cost benefit case is not proven later…. [sentence unfinished]

RY confirms that the alignment could change again through further design refinement. The hybrid bill will lead to a reference design, then to a detailed design, then to tender at which point the contractors may also suggest design changes.

RY says removal could either be done as 2 weekend possessions (2 x 48hr periods) or as 3-4hr night-time possessions over 7-8 weeks. RY states that the central retaining wall will be removed before the PVE retaining wall work begins. 

[Re costs/benefits, see question 4, also]: RY states that the removal will cost millions, and also that it could be replaced.

	4
	Is there train speed, or passenger comfort, advantage from realigning the tracks at Parkway which require demolishing the central retaining wall? If so by how much time?  Would there be speed advantage for both trains out of Euston and into Euston, Upline and Downline trains being on different levels and with different curvatures at Parkway.

	
	The current proposal straightens the alignment allowing faster approach speeds on upline and downline by 10km (speed up to 80km at this point on tracks), meaning a benefit of ~6 seconds saved in journey time. There are also maintenance benefits on the track from larger radius curves (although these have not been quantified).

RY notes that the wall is over 100 years old so is a risk to operation of the line if left in place. LA notes that the wall is not listed but is still part of the railway heritage – the Cutting is now facing losing both retaining walls which give history and context to the area, the central retaining wall being linked to the old station, and also between two conservation areas.

	5
	What are the reasons for announcing the proposed track realignment now, the realignment coming too late for comment in the recent Design Refinement Consultation?

	
	Noted that there was no mention of a decision (i.e. a proposal based on a single option) to remove central retaining wall at the CCG AGM (21st May’13), despite being attended by Clinton Leeks, RY and SS, and this being a key issue for the CCG. Indeed that CCG has only known of the proposal to remove the central retaining wall as of the GAA meeting on 11th July – aware only that options were being discussed up until this point.

RY/SS suggest they will request the decision panel to be delayed a week to allow CCG to feed in their views.

	6
	Was the decision to change the realignment mainly to appease the concerns of Gloucester Avenue residents? If not why are GA buildings the only buildings to be highlighted on the track realignment drawing?

	
	RY states that the drawings were done by London Met and were tailored for GAA as stakeholders, HS2 has alternative drawings that do not show GAA buildings.

Minuted that GAA was informed first and separately to CCG.

	7
	A Method Study is required from HS2 for demolishing the wall.  The study to include assurances that no night time or weekend work will be allowed on this work.

	
	RY states his recommendations are based on best practice. SS reiterates that the CoCP makes commitments to follow best practice.

LA asks what negotiations have taken place with Network Rail over this? (i.e. could daytime possession requiring one track to be closed be possible instead of disruption to local residents) RY states he is not involved in these discussions but assumes them to be ongoing. However if he were to include this as a suggestion in his paper it would be rejected. RY also comments that Network Rail are part of the team working on HS2 designs so there is close engagement already.

RY comments that WCML actually want 5 lines in future not the 4 currently planned. MD responds that if there is a major change to the number of lines like this it would have a big impact again on local residents. SS states there would definitely be another conversation with CCG if this were to happen, with RY suggesting that visualisations of the current layout have been shared already [and these would need changing and republishing with any changes such as this].

	8
	Electrical power lines to both lower level conventional trains and upper level WCML trains at Parkway are currently supported by the central retaining wall. These are not indicated on HS2 visualization drawings. What temporary support for these power lines will be necessary during dismantling of the wall? What disruption to ALL train services will occur and over what period of time?

	
	RY: There is a signal going through too, as well as two overhead lines. On the lower level, the two lines closest will have been decommissioned (Lines E and X), while lines A to D will still be active. Demolition would require closing line D (closest to wall on upper level), which would disrupt services if done in core hours.
Question not answered fully - ACTION – HS2 to provide more information please

	9
	What mitigation measures are proposed to help local residents if this proposal is accepted?

	
	RLa states that the wall helps reduce noise in the area, RY claims this is not proven as it would both shelter houses from the far tracks (i.e. those beyond the wall) and bounce noise back towards houses from the near tracks.

RY notes that no mitigating actions are suggested in his paper, but suggests the wall could be replaced by a modern sound barrier if requested. Also that modern demolition methods have been recommended [in his paper] to reduce noise during removal, including Rapidly Expanding Chemicals (REC) and/or hydraulic drilling bursts.

SS says that mitigation measures both during and post-construction can be discussed ongoing with CCG.

	10
	When was the decision taken to recommend the demolition of the wall? When will the recommendation be passed up the chain of decision-making?

	
	[See Question 3 on timings]

RLa notes there has been limited discussion with the most affected local group with no real consultation at this stage – a potential issue to raise with Parliament in future. SS refutes this claim saying there has been “extensive engagement” by email and with 3 meetings. CCG note that these meetings have only ever been to discuss potential options, not the single proposal, so it has been hard to respond to options. Therefore there is a need now for CCG to compose a response to this proposal and time should be allowed for this before a decision is made. SS reiterates the promise to push the decision back a week to allow for this.

	11
	Please describe the process by which this proposal will be discussed and (potentially) accepted into the final design, including points in the process to which local residents can submit their questions/concerns for input into the decision.

	
	CC asks how the decision can be taken on the proposal before the costs and benefits have been quantified? RY responds that designs have to be frozen to feed into other design and environment surveys.

SS confirms that the discussions of tonight’s meeting will be included going into the decision panel. 

SS asks to understand the views and concerns of the group regarding the proposal: 

SM says it is the disruption of construction – RY states that they will take onboard the suggestion of closing the line for 1 week for construction instead of non-core working hours;

RLo says it is that the cost/benefit analysis has not been proven – 6 seconds quicker for what cost?;

LA states it is the heritage impact; [see Question 4]

RLa notes the cumulative effect on the area – lots of additional disruptions to the same local area but with no clear mitigation or compensation offered for this and for seemingly little benefit;

DB states there is no feeling of a proper cost/benefit analysis or consideration of alternatives, also that CCG as the local group most affected has been informed last and behind GAA who will not be disrupted by this change, indeed benefit from it.

LB notes that HS2 needs to respect the environment, and share details with local groups most affected, also to make commitments on mitigation. RY responds that these are early plans, not exact, only engineering planning at this stage. SS notes that the formal ES will pick up on issues such as dust, noise and light and suggests a workshop session with CCG on mitigation actions, which CCG accepts.

	12
	Please describe the size and character of the “Emergency Exit Facility” located above the portal entrance in the new visuals for post-construction.

	
	Portal Headhouse is referenced as being on drawings but no further information given. ACTION – HS2 to provide more information please

	
	Questions regarding safeguarding instruction
(Answers provided by email from Savannah Saunders)

	13
	Why were we told Mornington Crescent gardens were to be removed from maps and definitely no longer needed if we are now told this is dependent on design refinement consultation and therefore still to be decided?

	
	We apologise if there has been confusion regarding the Mornington Crescent gardens.  Perhaps I could now provide greater clarity and understanding around the process of refining the safeguarding zone and maps, which is outlined below.  

The purpose of the safeguarding directions is to protect the railway from conflicting development to protect the route and save costs and it is therefore appropriate to safeguard now for these purposes. 

Safeguarding can only ever reflect a snap-shot of the position at a particular point in time. The development of the railway is necessarily an on-going process and there may be refinements as the process develops as a result of the draft ES, the design refinements and the Hybrid Bill process. 

The safeguarding directions issued on 9 July have been subject to public consultation and we have taken account of the comments received. However this is not yet the case with the draft ES and Design Refinement consultations, and any additional land identified in those documents is subject to on-going consultation at this stage.  As was the case on other major projects, such as HS1 and Crossrail, it is expected that the safeguarding boundaries will need to be updated to reflect latest thinking at appropriate junctures in future.

Some necessary modifications have been made at this stage from the safeguarding boundaries we consulted on, where a strong case for change has been established - for example as a result of safeguarding consultation responses relating to the land in question, the criticality of the land in question to delivery of the project (e.g. whether alternative sites or construction methods exist in the event that the land is ‘lost’ to a conflicting development), and the perceived risk of conflicting developments being proposed at that site. 

In respect of land affected by the Design Refinement consultation (such as Mornington Crescent), presumption has been in favour of retaining the existing draft safeguarding boundaries, many of which already anticipated, or otherwise allow for, the proposed design refinements. However, where the proposed design refinement has required a very significant change to safeguarding, that is, in the case of the two proposed new tunnels at Northolt and Bromford, those sections have been left out of this initial stage of safeguarding, pending the outcome of that consultation.

In light of the above, I should stress that being included in safeguarding at this stage does not in itself mean that your property will be subject to compulsory purchase later. The safeguarding maps issued on 9 July do not change the position at Euston station that is set out in the on-going Design Refinement consultation. We expect the outcome of that consultation to be announced in the autumn.

	14
	As this is the official instruction (and by implication is reflected in the property register with resultant blight on property prices and sale potential), does this mean any property in the zone will always be able to apply for blight from now on? Or is there a risk that maps will change and affect blight applications in future? When will this be ABSOLUTELY settled so that people can make plans accordingly and get on with their lives?

	
	In light of the above, being included in safeguarding at this stage does not in itself mean that your property will be subject to compulsory purchase later. The safeguarding maps issued on 9 July do not change the position at Euston station that is set out in the on-going Design Refinement consultation. We expect the outcome of that consultation to be announced in the autumn.  

In terms of properties that are partially inside and partially outside the safeguarding zone, any blight notices received would need to be looked at on a case by case basis, and with reference to the latest engineering thinking. Please consult the Guide to Statutory Blight on our website for an explanation of that process.

As outlined in the Government response to the consultation on safeguarding HS2 (see section 6.2) - the plans for the railway will continue to be refined, both in response to engineering developments, the draft Environmental Statement consultation and the Parliamentary process. There are therefore likely to be some changes to the boundaries of the safeguarded area in future.  We anticipate that a full review of the extent of Phase One safeguarding will be carried out at around the time the hybrid Bill is introduced into Parliament. The plans for HS2 land usage submitted to Parliament at that stage will have been developed in light of public views, for example, those submitted in response to the draft Environmental Statement consultation. Any changes to the extents of safeguarding considered appropriate at that point, will therefore reflect wider decisions on the route design. Should we consider that the safeguarding directions need to be amended at that time, we will notify people affected.

	15
	Why have none of the suggestions we made re. safeguarding have been incorporated?

	
	All responses to the safeguarding consultations were considered and a summary of responses and the Government’s Response to the Consultation on Safeguarding are available on our website. The latter document, which sets out the Government’s decisions, can be read here: http://assets.hs2.org.uk/sites/default/files/consulation_library/pdf/Government%20response%20to%20the%20Consultation%20on%20Safeguarding.pdf
The Camden Cutting Group’s response was considered and changes have been made as a result of many of the points raised.

ACTION – HS2 to provide written response detailing the changes made as a result of CCG discussions please

	16
	Why does PVE remain with subsurface only when the demolition and major construction work is so close? How can this be justified?

	
	The purpose of the safeguarding zone – both surface and sub-surface – is to protect the land needed for the construction and operation of the new railway. We have identified land which we currently believe we may need to use to build or operate HS2 and which we therefore wish to protect from conflicting developments. The boundaries were therefore drawn with engineering and construction considerations in mind, rather than as a means of providing compensation to those close to those works. Wider impacts, where not already covered by statutory compensation, are a matter for the forthcoming consultation on property and compensation. It is expected that this will begin shortly.

	17
	117 Parkway is in the draft Safeguarded area with Advance Purchase Option. Why are we in this area and are there any plans to change this classification?

	
	As Above

[Discussion in Meeting]: Re. Safeguarding MD states that it is the uncertainty of whether we will be in or out of the safeguarding zone that is not helpful for people to make decisions with their lives.

	18
	As the safeguarding has been drawn so close to the track should there not be different boundaries for Compensation? Otherwise hardly anyone in the most blighted area will receive any form of compensation whatsoever...

	
	Properties at 117 Parkway are identified in the safeguarding area, however the advance purchase zone and option is a matter for the further consultation on the property compensation measures.  As stated above, the plans for the railway will continue to be refined, both in response to engineering developments, the draft Environmental Statement consultation and the Parliamentary process. There are therefore likely to be some changes to the boundaries of the safeguarded area in future.  We anticipate that a full review of the extent of Phase One safeguarding will be carried out at around the time the hybrid Bill is introduced into Parliament.

	
	Other Questions

	19
	What is the current thinking on replacement bridge(s) over cutting?
  a) exact replacement
  b) replace existing with footbridge & have motor vehicle lower
  c) replace existing lower
  d) other

	
	DB asks for answer in writing from HS2 ACTION

	20
	Can the existing bridge be used as a site for storage, clearing PVE, to allow for residents' access to their driveways?  (Replacement afterwards)

	
	DB asks for answer in writing from HS2 ACTION

	21
	Please provide an update on Noise monitoring. Also issue to be raised re timing of study – area is unusually noisy at present due to extra outdoors summer activity – monitoring should be completed at other times of year also to provide an average.

	
	[Prior to meeting DB received email from SS stating that she has been unable to locate any examples of noise and vibration protection given to listed buildings]

	22
	When will compensation consultation be released?

	
	SS states there has been no commitment made as to when this will be rerun, and gives no update on potential timing


Also discussed:

RLo and RY review drawings of the PVE retaining wall work. ACTION – HS2 to share drawings of the sequencing of the PVE work please

