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EH3 8BL      21 December 2006 
 
 
Dear Mr Mackenzie, 
 
NOISE AND VIBRATION POLICY: DRAFT VERSION 2 
 
I refer to the draft Noise and Vibration Policy (version 2) submitted by the promoter 
on 20 December 2006.  
 
I have the following comments on that version. Some of these were made to the 
promoter’s consultants at our meeting on 28 November 2006. 
 

o the ‘Table of Contents’ page is incorrect. There is no text in the document on 
compensation (section 4.4). Further, section 5 (Train Horn Noise) is 4.4 in the 
document and section 6 (Operational Public Station Address System Noise) is 
4.5 in the document. Sections 7 (Vibration) and 8 (Maintenance and 
Monitoring) should be 5 and 6 respectively 

o in section 1, consideration should be given to indicating that compliance with 
the NVP will be a statutory requirement (as per the Committee’s Preliminary 
Stage report) 

o again in section 1, does the NVP cover noise and vibration during 
construction (line 3)? (in which case, paragraph 2 should be clarified) 

o in para.3 of section 1, consideration should be given to defining ‘impact 
assessment criteria’ 

o in para.4 of section 1, consideration should be given to stating what is 
proposed where it is not possible to mitigate 

o consideration should be given to indicating how complaints relating to noise 
levels, e.g. from passing trains, train horn noise, stations pa systems, may be 
made and to whom  
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o in section 2, line 6, how often is ‘regularly’? 
o in section 2, third bullet, should ‘would exceed’ not read ‘is predicted to 

exceed’ (this would address concerns about when insulation was provided 
e.g. before or after operations commence) 

o in section 2, there is no commitment by the promoter on financial 
compensation as per paragraph 18 of the Glasgow Airport Rail Link (GARL) 
Noise and Vibration Policy (NVP) of 7 November 2006 

o where in the accompanying documents to the Bill is information on the 
timetable for trains as stated in section 3 (second paragraph). This should be 
clearly stated 

o in the table in section 3, please clarify how the levels for <55 and 55<60 in 
columns 5<10 and >10 are ‘minor’ and ‘moderate’ respectively 

o there is no explanation of how the promoter has arrived at the 82 dB LAmax 
figure for mitigation as stated in the third paragraph of section 3 and on what 
justification this figure has been set (it appears to be higher than that set for 
GARL). Also, is this the night time figure? 

o in section 4.1, consideration should be given to providing examples of how 
track alignment, materials, ballast compaction and track cant i.e. its slope, can 
‘design out’ noise at source 

o in section 4.2, consideration should be given to indicating that, where 
possible, the use of natural screening can be considered to mitigate the visual 
impact of noise barriers 

o again in section 4.2, consideration should be given to indicating where noise 
barriers may not be appropriate (as per GARL, para.23). The six bullets in 
section 2 appear to be applicable and should be expanded 

o in section 4.3, again there is no explanation of how the promoter has arrived 
at the noise insulation qualifying levels indicated and on what justification 
these figures have been set 

o in section 4.3, what does ‘it is understood’ mean? Is this a commitment? 
o in section 4.3, para.2 on p7, it is unclear as to exactly what is meant here. 

Please clarify in easier terms 
o the GARL NVP provides more information (paras. 17-22) relating to, for 

example, the provision of a secondary door, the time limit for when insulation 
measure offers will be made (within 21 days) however, section 4.3 appears to 
provide no such information 

o in sections 4.4 and 4.5, consideration should be given to specifying what the 
policy is with regards the provision of remedies/mitigation on excessive train 
horn and station PA noise 

o there is no explanation of what vibration is in either section 5 or the glossary 
o consideration should be given to indicating how the authorised undertaker will 

seek to ‘design out’ vibration at source 
o in section 6, consideration should be given to clarifying what Networks Rail’s 

current standards are with regards noise and vibration monitoring (first bullet) 
o in section 6, reference is made to the promoter’s Standard Maintenance 

Procedure ‘Noise and Vibration Management from Maintenance Activities’. 
However, there is no explanation as to what this document says or its specific 
purpose within the context of the Airdrie-Bathgate railway and how it will 
impact on local residents 



 

 

o again in section 6 (third bullet), there is no indication of how local residents 
will be consulted or notified of any amendments to the promoter’s Standard 
Maintenance Procedure 

o while the provision of the glossary is welcome, consideration should be given 
to simplifying, where possible, the definitions given e.g. for the LAeq,T, 
LAmax, LA10,T and LA90,T noise levels 

o the noise and vibration monitoring procedures remain inconsistent with 
Waverley, Edinburgh trams and GARL e.g. inspections within 6 months of 
operation and not 12 months, annual inspections. The promoter should 
consider why this scheme should differ from other schemes and what 
justification there is for the policy as set out in the Appendix 

o reference is made to para.28 of the GARL NVP on publishing the monitoring 
scheme which has not been replicated in the Appendix 

o again in the Appendix, consideration should be given to explaining how the 
agreed monitoring locations will be identified, with whom will these be agreed 
and when will this take place 

 
In view of the above comments and the clear position of the Committee on the 
importance of this document and its role in settling objections (the Convener’s letter 
of 14 November 2006 refers), a revised NVP or an explanation in relation to each of 
these points should be submitted directly to the Clerk to the Committee no later 
than noon on 12 January 2007. 
 
A copy of this letter is being posted on to the Committee’s website to inform 
objectors of the questions raised. Should you have any queries arising from this 
letter, these should be raised directly with the Clerk 
 
 
     Yours sincerely  
      
     Phil Gallie  
 
     PHIL GALLIE MSP 
     Convener of the Committee 
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