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To the Petitions Committee 
 
I would like to thank the Committee for carrying my petition along this far, but there 
are still a great number of unanswered questions.  I don't see anything new here in any 
of these letters, just the usual hiding behind the rules and regulations, and their aim is 
to make money to the detriment of the health of residents along the line. 
 
These large companies are taking advantage of residents by using their considerable 
facilities to answer any comments made by residents.  We do not have vast resources, 
nor legal agents to advise us.  The Committee is being strung along – every time another 
batch of questions is asked the replies are exactly the same but in different words. 
 
Anne Massie, a very tired, irate, and frustrated petitioner. 
 
I asked for general comments from fellow residents, these are what I received, including my 
own: 
 

Can all the companies involved not simply sit down together and informally agree a way to 
minimise the trains at night by taking the following actions: 
  
1. Scottish Power must be able to stock pile some more coal, they must surely have 

contingency plans in place for emergency supplies, particularly since the need for a new 
carbon capture building has now dissipated! 

 
2. Network Rail, must know when normal maintenance work is to be carried out on the lines 

and should therefore be able to inform the line users the most efficient daytime both 
weekday and weekend dates to move supplies. 

 
3. Network Rail must also be able to direct trains over Forth Rail bridge line since empty 

trains have been seen going through Culross.  If the burden is shared over this route the 
problem would be lessened for line side residents 

 
4. D B Schenker and Freightliner must improve their rolling stock, particularly the carriage 

linkagess to alleviate clanking and scraping. 
 
5. Transport Scotland must ensure that noise levels recommended by WHO are adhered to 

in order to prevent claims against them for health being damaged.  Action on this is being 
considered even now. 

 
The people involved in all these different organisations do not appear to be very effective in 
solving this issue; should we perhaps decide to take more direct action? Or perhaps they 
would like to take up the various offers of B & B for a night, so they can experience first 
hand what we have endured for nigh on three years. 
 
We would like to know how the effect of the proposed half hourly passenger trains to Alloa 
will affect the night-time freight trains.  Will we have to put up with more night time trains? 
 
If so, is there anyway permits etc might be restricted? 
  
We are thinking even further ahead to when the line is electrified.  That would mean further 
congestion during the day, meaning less coal runs, hence more night trains. 
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The whole thing has unsettled people, and some of the older folk are upset, as they are happy 
in their own homes. It’s not a good time to move, and who would buy our homes 
anyway. We've spent a small fortune on our houses, never thinking this would happen. None 
of us want to move, nor do we want to live beside these coal trains thundering through the 
night at random times. 
   
If the daytime trains were less random we could see the point of night running, but sometimes 
there are just tow or three day trains, and at no specific time, and sometimes a good number 
more. 
 
 

Now we have some specific points:  This diagram should be sent to each of Transport 
Scotland, D B Schenker, Network Rail, and Keith Brown as an addendum to any letters 
asking our questions about the noise levels. 

 

To the Transport Minister 
 
Please refer to the diagram SAK- 60dB-82dB-Democratic process SAK-NN1-MD1: 
 
This depicts stages in the approval for night noise limits and mitigation criteria for 
operational noise from night traffic on the SAK line. 
 
Background: 
A Freedom of Information (FOISA) was placed with Transport Scotland querying the 
replacement of 60dB LAmax with +82dB LAmax. Transport Scotland stated that they have 
no minutes for the nine meetings where mitigation and noise levels were discussed (this 
FOISA is under review). Other FOISA requests have been placed. As yet, no documentation 
has been provided to show authorization of the +82dB criteria. 
 
Request for Clarification 
Can the Minister confirm as to whether or not the implementation of the +82dB criteria of the 
attached diagram has ministerial approval. 
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Your response to this point would be greatly appreciated. 
 
 
 
 

To Network Rail 
 
You mention in your letter of 10th October 2011 that: 
'The volume of coal required and, therefore, the timing or frequency of delivery, is not a 

matter for Network Rail. If DB Schenker and/or Scottish Power propose or require deliveries 

on Sundays, or indeed at any other time, and train paths are available then Network Rail is 

required to permit access.' 
 
Other factors such as safety and legality may require consideration when permitting access. 
 
Please refer to the diagram  SAK- 60dB-82dB-Democratic process SAK-NN1-MD1 
This depicts stages in the approval for night noise limits and mitigation criteria for 
operational noise from night traffic on the SAK line. 
 
Background: 
A Freedom of Information (FOISA) was placed with Transport Scotland querying the 
replacement of  60dB LAmax with +82dB LAmax . Transport Scotland stated that they have 
no minutes for the nine meetings where mitigation and noise levels were discussed (this 
FOISA is under review). Other FOISA requests have been placed. As yet, no documentation 
has been provided to show authorization of the +82dB criteria. If the +82dB criteria has been 
authorized, the authorization will be contested. 
 
Relevance to Network Rail 
Night running of freight creates noise pressure levels that greatly exceed the 60dB LAmax 
approved by Parliament [AECOM SAK Noise Assessment 2009]. Noise levels are typically 
10dB to 20dB higher; this  equates to noise pressure levels 10 to 100 times greater on a linear 
scale. No mitigation has been provided to allow for night noise  pressure levels above 60dB.  
Without mitigation the track has not met the 60dB LAmax sleep disturbance level approved 
by the Scottish Parliament, for night traffic.  
 
Request for Clarification 
1. Can you advise as to whether you have formal authorization for the night operation of 

trains at noise levels above that presented to and approved by the Scottish Parliament? 
 

2. If 'yes', to the above, can you advise by whom and at what level? 
 

3. Have you advised train operators that it is 'safe' to operate freight traffic at night on the 
SAK line? 
 

4. Have you, through contract or other communication, indicated that the track has been 
constructed and is being run within the limits and parameters presented to and agreed in 
the Scottish Parliament? 

 
Your response to these points would be greatly appreciated 
 
To D B Schenker/Freightliner 
 
You mention that 'these operations do not remove the need for services at night . . .' 
 
Commercial or logistical need should not be the only factor in your consideration. 
 
Please refer to the diagram SAK- 60dB-82dB-Democratic process SAK-NN1-MD1: 
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This depicts stages in the approval for night noise limits and mitigation criteria for 
operational noise from night traffic on the SAK line. 
Background: 
A Freedom of Information (FOISA) was placed with Transport Scotland querying the 
replacement of  60dB LAmax with +82dB LAmax . Transport Scotland stated that they have 
no minutes for the nine meetings where mitigation and noise levels were discussed (this 
FOISA is under review). Other FOISA requests have been placed. As yet, no documentation 
has been provided to show authorization of the +82dB criteria. If the +82dB criteria has been 
authorized, the authorization will be contested. 
 
Relevance to D B Schenker 
The current night running of D B Schenker night freight creates noise pressure levels that 
greatly exceed the 60dB LAmax approved by Parliament [AECOM SAK Noise Assessment 
2009]. Noise levels are typically 10dB to 20dB higher; this equates to noise pressure levels 
10 to 100 times greater on a linear scale. No mitigation has been provided to allow for night 
noise pressure levels above 60dB.   
 
Request for Clarification 
1. Can you advise as to whether you have been provided with formal authorization for the 

night operation of trains? 
 

2. If 'yes', to the above, can you advise by whom and at what level? 
 
Your response to these points would be greatly appreciated 
 
 

To Transport Scotland 
 
Please refer to the diagram SAK- 60dB-82dB-Democratic process SAK-NN1-MD1: 
 
This depicts stages in the approval for LAmax night noise limits and mitigation criteria for 
operational noise from night traffic on the SAK line. 
 
Background: 
A Freedom of Information (FOISA) was placed with Transport Scotland querying mitigation 
and the replacement of 60dB LAmax with +82dB LAmax . Transport Scotland stated that 
they have no minutes for the nine meetings where mitigation and noise levels were discussed 
(this FOISA request is under review). Other FOISA requests have been placed. As yet, no 
documentation has been provided to show authorization of the +82dB criteria. 
 
Request for comment: 
 
1. Please confirm as to whether or not the implementation of the +82dB criteria shown in 

the attached diagram has been given ministerial approval. 
 

2. Please confirm as to whether or not the implementation of the +82dB criteria shown in 
the attached diagram has Transport Scotland's approval. 

 
3. If the response to 2 above is affirmative, please provide the name(s) and level at which 

approval has been given. 
 
4. If the response to 1 and 2 above is negative, please advise as to who is giving the +82dB 

approval. 
 

Your response to this point would be greatly appreciated. 
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To Dawn Macklin  [Transport Scotland] with regard to her Response (17 October 2011) to 
the Petition Committee Query. 
 
Text in italics are original statements by Dawn Macklin of Transport Scotland . 
Text in bold is a request for Clarification, Corrections and Supporting Evidence. 
 
ITEM 1 
Dawn Macklin [Transport Scotland]: Studies have tentatively suggested to avoid sleep 
disturbance the façade noise level from railways should be no more than 60 dBA LAeq,T and 
the maximum noise level should be no more than 85 dBA LAmax, with the additional proviso 
that there should be no more than 20 ‘noise events’ per night.  
 
Corresponder: Request for a) Supporting Evidence   b)Clarification. 
 
a) Omission of author(s), title or date of the study. Please provide, thank you. 
b) There are many up-to-date, authoritative studies on noise and sleep disturbance by 
respected experts. Why are anonymous, tentative suggestions being cited? 
 
ITEM 2 
Dawn Macklin [Transport Scotland]: The 60dB figure the corresponder refers to as being a 
World Health Organisation figure, is related to the average noise levels over a period of time, 
8 hours.  This figure is known as the LAeq.   
To fully understand the effects of noise the maximum noise levels are recorded.  These are 
known as the LAmax, which is the noise from an event, rather than the average. 
Parliamentary precedence on other railway projects sets this at 82dBLamax.  
As the 60dB is an average noise level it is not comparable with the 82dB maximum level of a 
noise event.  
 
Corresponder: The 60dB figure referred to in the submission to parliament was not the 
average LAeq level but the LAmax level. Context, reference and application all related to 
LAmax levels. It hadn't been anticipated that there would be cause for confusion.  
The World Health Organisation (WHO) guideline cited stated is from 'World Health 
Organisation  Community Noise 1999, section 4.3.1.'  It states that 60dB LAmax façade 
night noise levels should not be exceeded. 
 
a) Correction and b) Clarification: 
 
a) Please respond to the original statement made to Parliament but with the correction 
that  60dB and 82dB are both LAmax levels and are, contrary to your response, directly 
comparable. 
 
b) Precedent has to be appropriate and applicable to a given situation. The Bill specified 
that the SAK railway should be constructed to modern standards. Clarification is requested 
as to the original source of the 82dB LAmax criteria with regard to whether it is of 
'modern' standard. The precedents have already been itemised by AECOM. Please provide 
the original source of the 82dB LAmax used in these precedents (date, author, title of 
study).  
        
ITEM 3 
D Macklin [Transport Scotland]: In order for a comparison to be made, a logarithmic 
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calculation is required to translate the 82dB LAmax figure into an average figure (using 
typical maximum pass by times for trains on the route).  
AECOM concluded that the average noise levels for triggering noise mitigation on SAK are 
predicted to be 43dB LAeq, in comparison to the 60dB to which the corresponder refers.  This 
means the average noise on the SAK route is within 3dB of the very precautionary World 
Health Organisation levels.  
 
Corresponder: AECOM may have carried out a logarithmic calculation but had no need to 
do so: they've already measured and recorded average LAeq levels in their SAK 2009 Noise 
Assessment.  This point has been made by Stirling Council Environmental Health and is still 
awaiting AECOM's response. The Council also pointed out that AECOM's measured LAeq 
values did not agree with their calculated LAeq  values and that AECOM's measured LAeq 
values were considerably higher than their calculated LAeq  values and considerably 
higher than those advised by the World Health Organisation. 
 
a) Why did AECOM, instead of using the LAeq they already have, go through a long series 
of estimates and calculations, a process that inevitably results in high uncertainties? 
 
b) Please clarify as to why AECOM's calculated LAeq and measured LAeq results do not 
agree. 
 
ITEM 4 
Dawn Macklin [Transport Scotland]: For example, 80dB(A) will only appear twice as loud as 
70dB(A) despite actually having ten times as much energy, and , 60dB to 80 dB would appear 
four times as loud, and 60 to 90dB would sound eight times as loud.... 
 
AECOM, the consultants involved in the SAK noise and vibration assessment have remained 
impartial in their professional advice, and have ensured where there were roundings to be 
made in their calculations, they erred on the side of caution, in favour of residents.   
 
Corresponder: 
 
a)Clarification  b) Correction 
 
a) AECOM advised that the World Health Organization 60dB LAmax limit was 
'precautionary', and recommended as 'appropriate' an 82 dB LAmax level which has 100 
times more energy and sounds four times louder.  By allowing the residents to be exposed 
to these higher levels, their client's obligation to provide night noise mitigation fell from 
100% to 0% of the properties surveyed.   Would Ms Macklin comment on the actions 
itemised above with regard to her view that AECOM are  'impartial . . . professional . . . 
erring on the side of caution, in favour of residents.' 
 
b) AECOM advise that 82dB LAmax can be exceeded twice an hour and it's unlikely there 
will ever be more than two freight trains per hour.  Please explain the significance of 
rounding in favour of residents in view of the fact there's no upper limit to the noise level 
permitted. 

 
And lastly, I received this sad message from a retired couple who have moved OUT of 
their little flat beside Alloa Station  
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“Dear Anne   We are so glad you are fighting on our behalf.  We want you to continue with 
the petition. We want the night time trains stopped.  It should be all quiet between the hours 
of 11 pm and 7 am. I thought that was our legal right no matter who owns the trains and line. 
Its hard enough having the passenger trains idling at the station with the noise and the 
polluting of the air in a small area. Not getting a decent night’s sleep every day for years has 
been unbearable. We were not told in 2007 by the builders of our new flat that night time 
trains would be passing.  What a clever building company.  Yet again it is always hard to ask 
all questions, and get the truth from companies who want to make money.  
 Jane” 
 
And a message of support that echoes what we ALL feel  
 
“Speaking for myself and probably many, if not all, of the people on this list, I am happy 
with the passenger service Scotrail provides, and have no gripe with the normal running of 
freight services. 
 
What I do object to is 23 carriage coal trains trundling past my home in the middle of the 
night using the old containers with zero suspension. (They have the option of the freightliners 
which are much better) 
 
This has always been described as “vibration”.   I wouldn’t describe it as that; it is more like a 
small earthquake because everything in the house shakes. 
 
I object to the fact they intend to build a night cleaning facility in a heavily built up area, that 
will create noise, and make people think twice about moving into this area. 
 
I object to the fact that drivers continue to use horns at the whistle boards between 11pm and 
7am even after they were told four years ago that this is a night time quiet period, and horns 
should only be used in emergency. 
 
So yes most people are happy with the service, but we strongly object to the attitude of the 
management, and the fact that they are prepared to destroy peoples lives for financial gain. 
As for the use of horns, they just can’t be bothered enforcing the rule because the only people 
who benefit are the public within the area (It means nothing to them)” 
 
I do hope the Petitions Committee can assimilate all this new information – a lot of hard 
work has gone into it by one of the residents, and it appears to disprove  a great deal of 
what Ms Macklin says.  At least her statements require clarification if nothing else; and 
AECom’s motives as regards the differences between residents and Transport Scotland 
appear to require clarification also.  It seems to me there is overall a great deal of 
arrogance on the part of these big companies, putting money before people.  It is a 
common thing these days, and my fellow residents are wondering just what the Petitions 
Committee can do, if anything,  to help our desperate situation. 
 
Many thanks for your time spent reading this rather long paper. 
 
My best regards 
Anne Massie  
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Can this be given to the Petitions Committee? 
 
This is the type of noise barrier used in Holland and are very effective, not simply a wooden 
fence. 
  

 
  
 

 
 


