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To the Petitions Committee, Holyrood 

First of all, may I say on behalf of all the Residents along the SAK line and beyond, 
we very much appreciate the time and effort the Committee has put in to discussing 
and progressing this petition, but we also believe that this game of table tennis has 
gone on long enough.  Bill Butler said at an early meeting of the Committee that ‘they 
need their heads banging together’. We residents agree, and hope there is now a cross 
politics milieu strong enough to do so. 

I have been advised that residents in the UK may have a right to silence, perhaps 
the Committee might address this and give their considered opinion?   

It seems the various organisations have vast resources at their disposal and keep 
coming back with excuses in response to our questions.  The residents have no such 
resources. The letters we have received are pages long in every case, and seem to re-
iterate the same points over and over again. And still they cannot get together and 
offer us an answer to our sleep deprivation. 

We require a solution to the problem on an urgent basis.  As we see it there are a few 
solutions to this problem of coal trains running through the night past our bedrooms, 
and all of them will no doubt cost the organisations money, but any one of them 
would alleviate the stress caused to the thousands of residents along the line.  

It also seems that some of the organisations, if not all, are taking the attitude of ‘you 
can’t touch me I am protected by law’.  “Nemo me impune lacessit” as used on the 
Royal coat of arms of the United Kingdom used in Scotland is NOT appropriate in 
this scenario. 

Responses now follow to this latest round of letters. 

Clacks Council: Residents along the reopened section of railway line may be able to 
claim compensation under Part 1 of the Land Compensation (Scotland) Act 1973 if 
they can demonstrate that they have suffered financial loss due to the operation of the 
line. Claims under Part 1 should be made to the responsible authority. In the case of 
railways, the responsible authority is Network Rail and they will be responsible for 
administration of all such claims.  

Have Network Rail agreed to do this – none of their responses have yet indicated 
this is the case.  

CC: In an attempt to resolve these issues the Council, Transport Scotland and 
Network Rail have been discussing how we might best improve progress on the 
installation of the proposed noise barrier fencing. One option that is being explored is 
to erect the fencing along the boundary of the railway. I anticipate a final decision on 
this proposal being made imminently. If the decision is favourable then we would 
hope to progress the works as soon as resources and access to the railway are 
available. 
As well as faster implementation, a further benefit of this proposal is that there would 
be minimal intrusion and disruption to residents’ gardens 



This is appreciated and information to residents would be even more 
appreciated.  It is the Railway’s problem, any mitigation should be ont eh 
railway’s ground NOT residents.  Mrs Massie has formulated an email list over 
the last two years and would be happy to share this if requested for the purposes 
of better communication between the parties. 

CC At the Committee meeting on 25th January, Bill Butler MSP focussed on whether 
or not it was possible to unload 15 coal trains at Longannet during the day. I would 
like to point out to the Committee that the SAK project team at no point considered 
that it would be necessary to do so as it had been advised that Longannet could be 
adequately served by around 8 coal trains per day in normal circumstances. It was 
accepted that during periods of exceptionally high demand additional trains might, on 
occasion, be necessary. Others confirmed at the Committee meeting that there were 
currently 8 trains per day serving the power station 
 

Is the Council saying that it has been misled or can it now be clarified that in fact 
only 8 trains per day are required.   If so then there is NO REASON for them to 
run through the night – there have been as many as 7 trains between 7 am and 
11 pm on occasions so one more could be slotted in.  This would obviate the need 
for night trains. 

Scottish Power: Scottish power has previously explored options for the construction 
of a transhipment facility in the Firth if Forth and it was established that it would 
present significantly greater operational risk and cost to the Station versus delivery 
by rail. 

Residents would like to have sight of the details of any analysis exercise 
undertaken to ascertain these costs and risks, since it would appear to us to be 
one obvious solution.  The coal comes to the UK on ships, we are a seafaring 
nations, we have numerous ports, why not improve the Longannet facilities, take 
the coal off the line and put more passenger traffic on the railway. 

SP believes that gains in opening up the existing network for improved passenger 
services in Central Scotland along the Forth Bridge route would be lost as well as 
having cost impacts on coal deliveries if coal trains were to utilise paths via the Forth 
bridge 

Residents believe that the question of gains in passenger services is for Transport 
Scotland not Scottish Power to decide, and see that yet again the word COST is 
used.  When the trains ran over the Forth Bridge SP had a ‘Good neighbour 
Policy’ whereby no trains ran after 11.30pm – what has happened to that policy?   

Transport Scotland: Both TS and the Council as promoter want to act reasonably in 
relation to the SAK project and have agreed to apply the regulations (as in Engladn 
and Wales) The formal application of these regulations is currently being reviewed. 

 Although the Scottish Government has no legal powers to restrict night time traffic, 
and there is no single organisation that can prevent night time operations on the SAK 
route, in my new role as Minister for Transport ……. I will raise the issue of the 
requirement for consistency ...……. across Great Britain, with …. Westminster. 



Residents would also ask if more night-time passenger services have been 
introduced on the Forth bridge line since the opening of SAK, and if not or only 
a few, then can some of the coal trains not be routed over this line at night to 
alleviate the burden on SAK?  This is a compromise solution. 

Residents would be pleased to take sight of evidence of the agreement between 
Clyde Port Authorities and Longannet for the refusal to allow coal trains on the 
Forth bridge line at night if there is such an agreement. 

Network Rail: 

It is believed that at one time TS wished the SAK line to join up through 
Dunfermline to connect with the Ferries to Rosyth.  Since these are only freight 
ships now does this change the usage of this line for passenger traffic? 

Should residents living near the railway accept a decision made without 
consultation by the Council, who have consistently lied to them about the 
railway, and believe their assessment as to who requires mitigation, should that 
decision not be left to the residents who know best themselves how much 
disturbance they have to suffer? 
 
What plans are there to recompense residents who, having tolerated an 
unbearable situation over a lengthy period, mitigated some of the effect of the 
railway noise themselves by upgrading their double glazing at considerable 
personal expense?  Ron Macaulay, head of Network Rail Scotland, hinted at a 
compulsory purchase idea during a visit to one property.  Is this a possibility for  
all residents if they wished to take it up?  This question is for Clacks Council 
also. 
 
If close boarded fencing is installed will its ongoing maintenance be undertaken 
by the Council or by Network Rail?  Where will this fence be placed?  In at least 
one property Network Rail have suggested that a considerable number of mature 
trees are removed in order to install this fence.  Is this an eco friendly option?  It 
would appear not.  Can it be guaranteed 100% that removing these trees and 
putting in this 3 meter high fence will solve the noise problem.  10 feet is very 
high and very oppressive! 
 
Can the residents have a list of which properties have been identified for  
mitigation, and the reasons for each one, as well as the reasons for not offering 
fencing on the others.  Why was there only a 6 week period allowed for 
responding to the offer of this fence?  Have all residents now responded? 
 
TS: A follow up survey by Hardies … further vibration measurements ….. carried out 
in November 2010 
There was mention in one survey of water ingress into the garden of a property 
surveyed and that it should be monitored.  No further survey has yet been 
undertaken but the property owner has current photographs of 8 inches of water 
over an area of approximately 25 square metres.  Will this be investigated and 
rectified?  Are there any other water run-off problems reported on surveys? 
 



TS: The subject of compensation is a complex matter and people should seek 
professional advice. 10 appear to have some valid grounds for a claim. The 
remainder have been advised that their claim will not be progressed (this was 
duplicated, along with a number of other points, on the Clacks council letter – almost 
word for word !) 
 
Advice has been sought.  There is in fact a legal firm presently taking 
instructions from a number of residents.  We feel it may be best to have one 
solicitor representing a majority of residents. Have the above mentioned 10 
residents been informed that they may have a claim or is it to be assumed that, if 
a resident has NOT been informed that their claim will not be progressed, then 
they DO have a valid claim?  Surely a more positive approach is required? 
 
TS: The noise mitigation survey – a further analysis of the survey data resulted in a  
recommendation that 68 properties should be offered mitigation. 
 
Why was it necessary to revisit the survey data – was there a lack of accuracy in 
the data obtained, or was the initial analysis incorrect.  Either way it does not 
give confidence that this should be the final number of at risk properties. 

TS: I will be writing to DBS, SP, Clacks Council, NW to a round table discussion to 
explore the feasibility of practical steps to manage the noise and vibration of night 
running trains. 

Thank God for that!  Some sense at last! 

Finally, DBS and other freight companies have not been asked any further 
questions, but the residents still have some unanswered queries 

When is maintenance, if any, carried out on the EWS wagons; who 
regulates and verifies that checks and standards are maintained; and 
who authorises the use of any particular type of bogie.  The EWS 
wagons are noisy, screeching, squealing things compared to the 
Freightliner ones, which also seem to pass through residential areas 
much more slowly, thus contributing to a reduced noise level.  It is 
audibly possibly to determine the difference. 

 


