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Dear Alison 
 
CONSIDERATION OF PETITIONS PE1273 AND PE1302 
 
Thank you for your letter dated 26 September 2011, inviting Transport Scotland to provide the 
Public Petitions Committee with a response to queries raised by the Committee during its review 
of Petitions PE1273 and PE1302, held on 20 September 2011. As Sponsor for this Project, your 
correspondence has been passed to me to reply. 
   
The Committee requested: 
 

 What progress are you making in relation to your consideration of options to make 
Scottish regulations to alleviate the effect and impact of noise from railway operations as 
mentioned in your letter of 04 August 2011? 

 

 What information have you received from Scottish Power in relation to their undertaking 
to you to review the potential for stock piling coal to reduce the number of night time 
journeys? 

 

 Has DB Schenker, as the train operator, confirmed to you that they have undertaken the 
work they had committed to do in educating their drivers in techniques to minimise noise 
and vibration? 

 

 Has Network Rail or Clackmannanshire Council provided you with an update on the 
progress of the mitigation works? Can you provide a timetable for the work being 
undertaken? 

 

 What are your views of the issues raised by the petitioner in PE1273/R in relation to noise 
levels? 

 
1.  Progress in Relation to your Consideration of options to make Scottish Regulations? 
 
Transport Scotland has now determined the legality by which to progress the formal introduction 
of the Noise Insulation (Scotland) Regulations. Conversation is underway with the UK 
Government and other administrations to progress this issue. The subject will be further 
discussed at the cross government Noise Working Policy Group later in October 2011.    
 



 

 

  

   

 

 
 
2.  Scottish Power in relation to coal piling  
 
Scottish Power have advised Transport Scotland that having considered its options, stockpiling 
additional quantities of coal at Longannet over and above its normal forecast needs, is not 
commercially viable. 
 
3.  DB Schenker in relation to educating drivers on techniques 
 
DB Schenker has re-briefed drivers on how they can help reduce noise and vibration by driving 
trains in a controlled fuel efficient manner.  They advise that their records indicate that this is 
occurring, and that there are no issues with driver technique on the line. 
 
4.  Progress of Mitigation Works 
 
Transport Scotland and Clackmannanshire Council are progressing the mitigation works with 
Network Rail.  Earlier this year, it was hoped the works would have commenced by autumn 
2011, this will now not be the case due to design complications and procurement issues.  
Network Rail are preparing a revised delivery programme and all parties understand the 
requirement for the works to be delivered as soon as practicable.   I will ensure the Petitions 
Committee are informed of the timescales, once they are advised to Transport Scotland. 
  

5. What are your views of the issues raised by the petitioner in PE1273/R in relation to 
noise levels?   
 
It has been advised by the Petitions Clerk, this question relates to PE1273/T.  Letter T is 
attached at the end of our response for your reference. 
 
Response to Correspondent’s Point 1:  Stirling Council sought legal advice on the potential to 
challenge the SAK operational noise issues legally as ‘statutory noise’ .  The local authority 
recently explained to Clackmannanshire Council that their legal advice was that noise from an 
operational railway is very unlikely be found to be a statutory nuisance.  
 
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.  
 
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.  
 
In order for a comparison to be made, a logarithmic 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.  
 
It should be noted that although an increase of 6dB in the sound pressure level represents a 
doubling of the sound pressure, a doubling of the sound pressure level is equal to a 3dB 
increase in the sound pressure level.  Also, an increase of 10dB is a subjective doubling of the 
loudness.  Therefore, an increase of 20dB means that the noise will appear approximately four 
times louder. So it is not true to say that an increase of 22dB (even if it was a comparison of the 
same metric) will be 100 times louder.  So, for example, 63 dB(A) is energetically twice as 
intense as 60dB(A). However, due to the way we hear sound a person with normal hearing will, 
generally, only perceive a sound as having doubled in loudness when it is ten times more 
intense. 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 
 
 

Response to Correspondent’s Point 2:   Consultants were employed by Clackmannanshire 
Council and Transport Scotland to ensure the subject was given the benefit of address by 
qualified, competent experts with practical knowledge and experience of railway noise and 
vibration.  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.   
 
The corresponder mentions that no sound insulation has been offered.  The assessment for 
mitigation provision and insulation provision are two separate criteria.  The criteria which would 
determine the provision of sound insulation, comes from the Noise Insulation (Railways and 
Other Guided Transport Systems) Regulations 1996. Although these regulations are in place in 
England and Wales, they do not apply in Scotland, but are being followed voluntarily by 
Transport Scotland and Clackmannanshire Council for the SAK project. Following AECOM’s 
measurement and assessment of noise on the SAK route, they have confirmed that no 
properties qualify for noise insulation. 
 
The criteria for noise insulation are: 
 
 the combined expected maximum rail traffic noise level (i.e. the relevant noise level from the 

new or altered railway) must not be less than the specified noise levels (68 dB LAeq,18h 
daytime (06:00-24:00) and 63 dB LAeq,6h night-time (24:00- 06:00). 

 the relevant noise level is at least 1.0 dB(A) more than the prevailing noise level. 
 the contribution to the increase in the relevant noise level from the new or altered railway must 

be at least 1.0 dB(A). 
 

 
I hope this is helpful. 
 
 
Dawn Macklin 
Project Sponsor - Stirling Alloa Kincardine Railway Project 



 

 

  

   

 

 
 
PE1273/T  
Not having attended the petitions meeting and not, at the moment having time to reread it, I can't 
comment on whether these are the relevant topics raised and questions that Transport Scotland is 
responding to. Frankly, the issues they are responding to seem to be geared towards building 
bureaucratic mazes rather than dealing with real-life situations. It might have its place in due course, 
but this talk about future regulations and adoption of standards is sheer procrastination. The problem 
exists today, it should have been dealt with years ago, the solution does not require that we wait for 
some planning-regulated nirvana.  
 
There are two issues: legality and democratic process.  
1. The line is running now, we have Scottish legislation now. In Scots law noise is classed as 
nuisance; we should be insisting that the current legislation be enforced. No specific noise level is 
defined in Scottish Law, but the criteria is that the noise should be 'reasonable'. There isn't a specific 
value but that does not, especially in clear-cut cases, mean it isn't enforceable.  
Since the night Lamax noise levels as measured by AECOM are close to 80dB Lamax for most of 
the 10 properties surveyed (one as high as 86dB, the lowest 70dB) then we are talking, typically, 
about 20dB higher than the 60dB level indentified in the Environmental Statement as the level at 
which sleep disturbance would occur (p189, vol 2). This 60dB level is also the level above which the 
World Health Organization identifies harm starts to occur. Because noise is measured on a 
logarithmic scale, an increase in 20dB is in fact an increase in noise pressure levels of 100.  
To sum up: noise levels are typically 100 times higher than what the Environmental Statement 
identified as a sleep disturbance level and 100 times higher than the level at which the WHO says 
significant health problems occur. It seems improbable in the extreme that such night noise levels 
could be deemed 'reasonable'.  
 
2. We should also be asking about what happened to the democratic process. The consultation 
process was based on a 60dB Lamax night level. That's what was presented to the public and to 
parliament, yet, commercial operators have been given a permit to exceed 82dB twice an hour. Talk 
of future noise-level legislation is pointless if we let consultants and commercial interests ignore the 
democratically-agreed levels we have today.  

 
 By the way, excessive night noise requires houses to have sound insulation, excessive day-time 
noise requires mitigation barriers. As far as I'm aware, no one on the line had been allocated sound 
insulation despite. or is it because, 100% of those measured being well over the 60dB limit 


