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STIRLING-ALLOA-KINCARDINE RAILWAY AND LINKED IMPROVEMENTS BILL 

COMMITTEE 
 

AGENDA 
 

7th Meeting, 2004 (Session 2) 
 

Thursday 29 April 2004 
 
The Committee will meet at 12.45 pm in Committee Room 3. 

 
1. Item in private: The Committee will consider whether to take item 3 in private 
and also whether to consider its draft Consideration Stage report in private at future 
meetings. 
 
2. Balfour Street level crossing: The Committee will give preliminary 
consideration to the objection and the promoter’s revised accompanying documents 
lodged in respect of the proposed amendment to the Bill. 
 
3. Balfour Street level crossing: The Committee will consider its approach to the 
objection to the proposed amendment to the Bill. 
 
4. Stirling-Alloa-Kincardine Railway and Linked Improvements Bill (in 
private): The Committee will consider the evidence taken on the Bill at 
Consideration Stage. 

 
 
 
 

Callum Thomson 
Clerk to the Committee 

Room G7, Committee Chambers  
callum.thomson@scottish.parliament.uk 
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The following papers are attached for this meeting— 
 
 
Agenda item 2 
Preliminary consideration of objection to proposed amendment 
and revised/supplementary accompanying documents 
Objection of Ian Brydie and Ronald Anderson to Balfour Street 
level crossing amendment 
Balfour Street level crossing: Proposed amendment and 
promoter’s Explanatory memorandum 
Balfour Street level crossing: Revised sheet 18 of maps, plans 
and sections 
 
Agenda item 3 
Possible timetable for remaining consideration of Bill (private 
paper) 
 
Agenda item 4 
Cover paper on further evidence relating to group 9 (private 
paper) 
Promoter’s written evidence on group 9 
Scottish Power written evidence on group 9 
Kincardine Railway Concern Group written evidence 
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STIRLING-ALLOA-KINCARDINE RAILWAY AND LINKED 

IMPROVEMENTS BILL COMMITTEE 
 

PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATION OF OBJECTION TO PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT AND REVISED/SUPPLEMENTARY ACCOMPANYING 

DOCUMENTS 
 

 
1. Following an earlier decision by the Committee in relation to a 

proposed amendment to the Bill concerning the Balfour Street level 
crossing in Alloa, an objection period was held between 2 April and 22 
April. 

 
2. One objection has been received from Mr Ian Brydie and Mr Ronald 

Anderson, partners in Hamilton and Brydie.  The objection is attached 
(SAK/S2/02/7/X). An explanatory note and a revised Sheet 18 was 
produced by the promoter (SAK/S2/02/7/X and X). 

 
3. It is now appropriate – in accordance with paragraph 5.44 of the 

Guidance on Private Bills – that the Committee should give preliminary 
consideration to this objection as well as considering the draft revised 
or supplementary accompanying documents produced by the promoter 
in connection with the proposed amendment to the Bill.  

 
4. Preliminary consideration of the objection means that the Committee 

shall reject any objection where the objector’s interests are not, in the 
opinion of the Committee, clearly adversely affected by the Bill (or in 
this case the proposed amendment to the Bill). That is to say the 
Committee must satisfy itself that objection is made on a reasonable 
basis.   

 
5. In the case of the objection from Messrs Brydie and Anderson, these 

individuals were the two people previously identified by the promoter as 
being the persons in which rights are vested to use the level crossing. 

 
6. On the face of it, it would appear that the objector’s rights would be 

clearly adversely affected by the proposed amendment to close the 
level crossing at Balfour Street.   If the Committee is content that the 
objection is made on a reasonable basis, the Committee will consider 
the detail of the objection at a future meeting, following the receipt of 
written evidence from the promoter and the objector.   
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Recommendation 
 

7. The Committee is invited to give preliminary consideration to the 
objection from Mr Brydie and Mr Anderson. 

 
 
 
Private Bills Unit 
27 April 2004 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STIRLING-ALLOA-KINCARDINE RAILWAY AND LINKED 
IMPROVEMENTS BILL 

CONSIDERATION STAGE 

BALFOUR STREET LEVEL CROSSING 

 

AMENDMENT 
to be tabled on behalf of the Promoter 

 

In schedule 5, Part 2, page 24, after line 7 insert 

 

<Clackmannanshire Sheet 
18 

Balfour Street level crossing, 
Alloa> 

 

 

EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM 

 
Amendment no. 17, when taken with section 9 of the Bill, provides for the 
closure of Balfour Street level crossing, Alloa.  The Bill does not at present 
refer to this crossing in the list of private crossing closures because it had 
been thought that this was no longer a crossing of the railway to which rights 
of way attached.  It having come to light that there are existing rights to use 
the crossing, it is necessary to amend the Bill so as to provide for the closure 
of a crossing that cannot be accommodated in the context of a modern 
railway.   

 

 

 

Private Bills Unit 

27 April 2004 
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If calling, please ask for:    Alastair McKie 
Direct Dial:   0131 625 7257 
Fax:  0131 625 8030 
Email:   alastair.mckie@ 
 andersonstrathern.co.uk 
 
Our Ref:        
Your Ref: WIN29.1 

Callum Thomson 
Clerk to the Committee 
Stirling-Alloa-Kincardine Railway and Linked 
Improvements Committee 
The Scottish Parliament 
Room G7, Committee Chambers 
Edinburgh 
EH99 1SP 

Date:  14 April 2004 

 
Dear Mr Thomson 
 
Stirling-Alloa-Kincardine Railway and Linked Improvements Bill 
Consideration Stage Evidence –Group 9

 

 
I refer to Mr Butler MSP’s letter dated 2 April 2004 and enclose the Promoter’s 
written response. Kindly acknowledge safe receipt and should you require any 
further clarification do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
I should also be obliged to receive the written responses from Group 9 and 
Scottish Power. 
 

 
Yours sincerely 
 
Alastair McKie 
Partner  
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Clackmannan Council (“Promoter”) 
 
Stirling-Alloa-Kincardine Railway and Linked Improvements Bill (“Bill”) 

 
Consideration Stage 

 
Further Clarifications for the Stirling-Alloa-Kincardine Railway and 

Linked Improvements Bill Committee (“Committee”) 
 

On behalf of the Promoter 
In response to letter from Committee Convener, Bill Butler MSP, dated 2 

April 2004 concerning Kincardine Bypass Option B 
 

In relation to 
 

Group 9 
Kincardine Railway Concern Group – Objection No. 28 (“the Objectors”) 
 
Introduction 

 
1. The Committee has considered evidence from Group 9 objectors 

concerning the Kincardine Bypass Option B1 (Kincardine Bypass) and 
supplementary evidence from the Promoter on this matter. As 
requested by the Committee Convener, Bill Butler MSP, in his letter of 
2 April 2004, the Promoter has provided specific information below 
concerning the Kincardine Bypass in relation to: 

 
a. the likelihood that either of the pylons referred to in the section 

“Technical Review of Proposal” will have to be moved, together 
with the necessary information to enable the Committee to 
consider the Kincardine Bypass in its legal context in relation to 
the Bill; and 

b. the difference in noise levels between the Promoter’s preferred 
route and the Kincardine Bypass as it would affect the residents 
of Ochilview. 

 
2. The Kincardine Bypass proposal takes a route west of the existing 

trackbed to pass further away from the objectors’ properties in 
Ochilview, Kincardine, diverting the existing route over a 750 metres 
length, constrained by a fixed point to the north where the existing 
railway line passes under Hawkhill Road Bridge. The Kincardine 
Bypass would traverse a low lying wetland area on a low embankment 
of up to 2 metres high, passing over an existing football pitch2 and very 
close to three overhead electricity pylons.  

 

                                            
1 Stirling-Alloa-Kincardine Route Re-Opening: Kincardine Bypass Option Appraisal, Babtie Group, 12 

December 2002. 
2 Additional Information to SAK Bill Committee on Planning Issues relevant to playing field lying to 
the West of Kincardine, submitted 19 March 2004 



3. In very general terms, the Kincardine Bypass would involve the 
construction of a new length of railway commencing at or near the 
southern termination of Work No. 1 and passing in a southerly direction 
towards Longannet but running west of the existing Kincardine-
Longannet Railway (the “operational freight line”).  Once past 
Kincardine village, the Kincardine Bypass would rejoin that operational 
freight line. Attention should be drawn to three particular features of the 
scheme, namely –  

 
(a) The Kincardine Bypass railway would be additional to the 

railway (Work No. 1) proposed by the Bill; 
 
(b) In order to serve its intended purpose of moving freight 

traffic further away from Kincardine village, the Kincardine 
Bypass would not only have to be built, but would also 
require to be used in place of the operational freight line; 
and 

 
(c) If the Kincardine Bypass required the removal of the 

electricity pylon(s) about which the Committee has heard, 
so that the pylon(s) were moved closer to the operational 
freight line, this raises the possibility of the moved 
pylon(s) preventing the operation of that line. 

 
Impact of Kincardine Bypass  

 
4. The Promoter has been asked3 by the Convener to indicate how likely 

it is that either of the pylons referred to in the section “Technical 
Review of Proposal” in the Additional Information for the Committee in 
respect of Kincardine Bypass Option B4 would have to be moved 
should the Kincardine Bypass proceed. 

 
5. Babtie Group Ltd, on behalf of the Promoter, has carried out a desk-

based assessment (it should be noted that no detailed topographical 
site surveys have been carried out by the promoter in this area) of the 
Kincardine Bypass under four possible scenarios, using available 
Ordnance Survey data, to investigate the likelihood that Scottish Power 
(SP) Power Systems’ overhead electricity pylons, namely 16YG and 14 
YG, would require to be moved: 

 

• Scenario 1: Maintain the existing bridges and operational freight 
line; 

                                            
3 Letter to the Promoter dated 2 April 2004 from the Bill Committee. 
4 Additional Information for the Stirling-Alloa-Kincardine Railway and Linked Improvements Bill 

Committee on behalf of the Promoter in respect of Kincardine Bypass Option B (Evidence of 12 
March 2004 of David Reid) in relation to Group 9 – Kincardine Railway Concern Group Objection 
No. 28. 



• Scenario 2: Maintain the existing bridges and close the operational 
freight line; 

• Scenario 3: Rebuild the bridges and maintain operational freight 
line; and 

• Scenario 4: Rebuild the bridges and close the operational freight 
line. 

 
6. In each of the scenarios considered the pylons remain in situ however, 

movement of the pylons cannot be ruled out as a possibility due to 
uncertainty regarding local ground conditions and the exact position of 
the pylons. Based on information provided by Scottish Power, the 
Promoter has already provided evidence to the Committee that the cost 
of relocating a pylon would be approximately £1 million (additional 
information submitted for SAK Bill Committee in respect of Kincardine 
Bypass on 19 March 2004) . Even if the pylons are to remain in situ, 
significant financial and legal consequences will follow if the Kincardine 
Bypass proceeds.  

 

7. Another significant issue is the treatment of the operational freight line 
should the Kincardine Bypass be promoted. It is not certain that 
Network Rail would accept closing the operational freight line under 
these circumstances, nor is it the Promoter’s understanding that the 
Scottish Parliament has the powers to close the operational freight line. 
This issue is dealt with separately below in the section  ‘Legal Context 
in Relation to the Bill’. The impact of having to maintain the operational 
freight line in addition to the bypass would be that it would become 
necessary to provide a junction from the bypass to the operational 
freight line. 

 

8. Each of the four scenarios considered on behalf of the Promoter is set 
out below in detail. 

 
Scenario 1:  Maintain the existing bridges and operational freight line 

and construct the Option B line over the football pitch.  

 
9. This option presents the most challenging engineering case. The 

clearances for the railway through the Hawkhill Road Bridge (OB 
119/21) prevent any change of alignment for the line until the south 
side of the bridge. The new alignment would then have to link up with 
the existing operational alignment and the siding into the Kincardine 
Power Station by means of new connections. The alignment of the 
siding line would also be constrained by the Kincardine Power Station 
Bridge (OB_/_). The formation for the new connection to Kincardine 
Power Station would have to be constructed out over the low-lying area 
south of the existing formation on a new embankment. The alignment 
into the operational freight line would have to be slewed for a length of 
100 metres from the new connection. To facilitate this new connection, 



the line speed would be limited to 30 mph onto the operational freight 
line.  

 
10. The Option B line then takes a 400-metre radius curve to pass over the 

football ground, passing close to the overhead electricity tower 16YG. 
This tower is owned by SP Power Systems who have confirmed they 
will not allow any construction within 15.9 metres from the centre line of 
the tower. The ground level at this location is approximately 2 metres 
below the proposed track level so the new alignment would have to be 
carried on a raised embankment. Therefore allowing for the width of 
the track and the cess, there is insufficient width to retain the 
embankment width away from the tower base. 

 
11. However, this could be overcome by the construction of a 30 metres 

long retaining wall between the railway and the tower base to reduce 
the width of the railway embankment.  The 400 metre radius curve 
around the tower would limit the line speed to 30 mph.  

 
12. The alignment at the southern end of the bypass passes closer to the 

overhead electricity tower 14YG to allow a connection to the 
operational freight line. This would also require a 30 metre long 
retaining wall between the tower and the railway. This connection 
would limit the speed onto the operational freight line to 20mph and 
require the operational freight line to be slewed over a length of 200 
metres onto a more southern alignment to connect with the new 
alignment. This would include repositioning the operational freight line 
at the existing Kincardine Station Road level crossing.  In addition the 
bypass alignment would require a new level crossing. 

 
13. This option would not allow trains using the operational freight line to 

gain access to Kincardine Power Station. Access to the power station 
would only be possible by using the connection from the new Option B 
alignment. 

 
14. In order to avoid having to move the pylons under this scenario, there 

would be an additional cost of 2 new junctions with the main line, 300 
metres of slewed track on the operational freight line, a newly 
positioned level crossing and 60 metres of retaining wall. The 
estimated additional cost over and above Option B would be in the 
order of £700,000, making the total capital cost £2.74 million. 

 
15. It is unlikely that this scenario would be acceptable to Network Rail and 

Her Majesty’s Railway Inspectors (HMRI), given the junction 
arrangements and the slow speed alignment of the bypass. 

 
 
 
 



Scenario 2: Maintain the existing bridges, close the operational freight 
line and construct the Option B line across the football 
pitch.  

 
16. The engineering constraints for Scenario 2 at the Hawkhill Road end 

are similar to Scenario 1. The removal of the connection into the 
operational freight line would not change the alignment significantly. 
Therefore a retaining wall would be required between the tower 16YG 
and the proposed alignment and the line speed would be limited to 
30mph. 

 
17. At the southern end of the bypass, since there is no requirement to link 

in with the operational freight line, the proposed alignment could 
achieve adequate clearance to tower 14YG and no retaining wall would 
be required. The additional cost of this scenario over and above Option 
B would be approximately £100,000, making a total capital cost of 
£2.14 million. 

 
18. It is unlikely that this scenario would be acceptable to Network Rail 

given the proposal would be to close their operational freight line and 
adopt a new alignment which maintains slow speeds. 

 
Scenario 3: Rebuild the Hawkhill Road Bridge and the Kincardine Power 

Station Road Bridge, construct the Option B line across the 
football pitch and connect into the operational freight line at 
both ends of the bypass. 

 
19. The rebuilding of the Hawkhill Road Bridge (OB 119/21) and the 

adjacent Kincardine Power Station Road Bridge (OB 119/21A) offers 
the possibility of realigning the new alignment under the bridge(s). 
However the constraints of having to make a connection with the 
operational freight line do not offer any significant improvements to the 
new alignment across the football pitch. This would still require a 
retaining wall between the tower 16YG and the railway. The 
operational freight line would have to be slewed at the northern end for 
a length of 100 metres to connect with the new alignment. 

 
20. The alignment at the southern end of the bypass passes closer to 

tower 14YG to allow a connection to the operational freight line. This 
would also require a 30 metre long retaining wall between the tower 
and the railway. This connection will limit the speed onto the 
operational freight line to 20 mph and require the current line to be 
slewed over a length of 200 metres onto a more southern alignment to 
connect with the new alignment. This would include repositioning the 
operational freight line at the existing level crossing.  In addition the 
bypass alignment would require a new level crossing. 

 
21. This option would not allow trains using the operational freight line to 

gain access to Kincardine Power Station. Access to the power station 



would only be possible by using the connection from the new 
alignment.  

 
22. This alignment does not offer any great additional benefit from 

Scenario 1 but would be more expensive as the estimated additional 
cost for rebuilding the Hawkhill Road Bridge alone is in the order of 
£350,000. This scenario would therefore cost at least £1,000,000 over 
and above Option B, making the total capital cost £3.04 million. 

 
 

Scenario 4:  Rebuild Hawkhill Road Bridge and the Kincardine Power 
Station Road Bridge and construct the Option B alignment 
over the football pitch. Abandon the operational freight line 
alignment. 

 
23. This option allows the alignment of the track under Hawkhill Road 

Bridge to be altered slightly, and as for Scenario 3 above might also 
require rebuilding of the adjacent Kincardine Power Station Road 
Bridge. This would permit the new alignment to give either a greater 
clearance to the electricity tower 16YG and avoid the need for a 
retaining wall, or to utilise a 700 metre radius curve allowing a higher 
line speed of 50 mph with the retaining wall. 

 
24. With no requirement to link into the operational freight line at the 

eastern end, the alignment could pass tower 14YG without a retaining 
wall. The level crossing will require repositioning onto the new 
alignment. 

 
25. This scenario would cost at least £600,000 more than the base Option 

B bypass cost, making a total capital cost of £2.64 million. Despite the 
Promoter’s belief that Network Rail would object to the loss of an 
existing operational freight line, this would appear to be the most viable 
scenario for the Kincardine Bypass that may avoid relocation of the 
pylons, although relocation cannot be ruled out for the reasons 
explained above. 

 
Legal Context in Relation to the Bill 

 
26. The construction of an additional railway line falls outside the scope of 

either the principal purpose of the Bill or any of the ancillary powers. 
For the reasons explained below, an amendment to authorise the new 
railway required for the Kincardine Bypass is not an amendment that 
can be made to this Bill. Authorisation of the Kincardine Bypass would 
require to be made the subject of a new and separate Bill.  Closure of 
the operational freight line could not be authorised by the Parliament. 

 
27. If the Kincardine Bypass were authorised by a further Bill then, self-

evidently, it could not serve its purpose unless it were built. The 
authorisation of both Work No. 1 and the Bypass would not in itself 
guarantee that both of them were constructed.  



28. Equally obviously, the Kincardine Bypass would not serve any useful 
purpose unless it was used.  There could be no guarantee about that, 
either.  As the Committee knows, the operational freight line is in use 
as an operational railway.  As the Committee will be aware, there is no 
procedure for closing a freight railway.  It would not be possible to 
oblige Network Rail to cease to use it or to route part of its freight traffic 
along the Kincardine Bypass.  The Committee has heard about the 
requirements of railway regulation, including in particular the need for a 
railway to be licensed and for the operator to hold a safety case.  
Network Rail could not be compelled to bring the bypass within its 
licensed rail network covered by its safety case.   

 
29. The Committee has also heard about the minimum clearances 

between railway lines and pylons and that this may give rise to a need 
to move one or more pylons to make way for the Kincardine Bypass. 
Paragraphs 4 to 25 above explain possible clearance difficulties and 
circumstances in which the construction of the Kincardine Bypass 
could only be done in a way that would make the operational freight 
line unusable.   

 
30. Network Rail can be expected to have fundamental objections to their 

railway asset (in the shape of the operational freight line) being 
rendered useless, and hence valueless.  That, of course, is a practical 
matter.  From the legal point of view, the Committee will wish to bear in 
mind that, whether expressly or otherwise, provision of this sort would 
effectively amount to legislation for the closure of the operational freight 
line.   

 
 

31. The Committee will have in mind the terms of its remit in relation to 
railways5, which is: 

 
“The promotion and construction of railways which start, end and 
remain in Scotland.” 

 
The closure of an existing railway does not fall within this remit.  The 
Committee has heard that (in contrast to passenger railways where 
there is a closure procedure), there is no procedure for the closure of 
freight railways and this, accordingly, is an issue that has been 
reserved to Westminster.  

 
32. Finally, the Committee will need to consider the scope of the 

amendment in relation to the Bill itself. The Committee has had 
occasion to consider the scope of the amendments to the Bill that it 
may make.  There is no doubt that the Committee has scope to amend 
the railway proposed by the Bill, including its detailed alignment.  
Amendments can also extend to incidental issues, of which the closure 
of the Balfour Street level crossing is an example.  The incidental 

                                            
5 The Scotland Act 1998 (Modifications of Schedule 5) Order 2002 (SI 2002 No. 1629) S.5, article 2. 



powers sought in relation to Stirling Station and the operational freight 
line could also be amended as powers incidental to the construction of 
Work No. 1, the authorised railway.  The test is whether any 
amendment is within the scope of the Bill as approved in principle by 
the Parliament at the Preliminary Stage. 
 

33. As Counsel for the Promoter (Roy Martin QC) pointed out in his closing 
remarks on 22 March 2004 (col 451), the Bill, the principle of which has 
been approved by the Parliament, is a Bill to authorise, in terms of the 
long title, “the reconstruction of a railway from Stirling to Kincardine”.  
As Counsel said: 

 
“…the word is “reconstruction” and, without being unduly literal 
about that, it is clearly consistent with all the evidence that the 
committee has heard.  The promoter’s intention all along has 
been to investigate, and thereafter to promote, the reopening of 
the former railway between Stirling and Kincardine – that is, its 
reconstruction.” 

 
34. In short, the railway to be authorised, and which the Parliament has 

approved in principle, is the reconstructed railway from Stirling to 
Kincardine.  It is not any further railway, in particular not a railway to 
replace an existing operational railway line. Authorisation of the 
Kincardine Bypass would require to be made the subject of a new and 
separate Bill.  Closure of the operational freight line could not be 
authorised by the Parliament.  

 
Comparison of noise levels for residents of Ochilview from Option A and 
Option B routes through Kincardine  
 

35. Ground floor and first floor façade noise levels at properties in 
Ochilview and Hawkhill Road have been calculated by Scott Wilson 
Railways on behalf of the Promoter for Option A (as considered in the 
Environmental Statement) and Option B. The two options are shown in 
Figure 1 (see below). Mitigation has been assumed for both options in 
the form of a 2 metre high reflective barrier at lineside. 

 
36. Noise levels have been calculated using the SOUNDPlan suite of 

programs, which implements exactly the procedures given in 
Calculation of Railway Noise (CRN). The calculations were based on 
30 freight movements per day (15 each way), each train consisting of 
19 Type HTA coal wagons pulled by one Type 60 diesel locomotive. 
Trains were assumed to run between the hours of 07:00 to 23:00, with 
no trains during the night-time period. The results are given in Table 1 
below. Noise levels are presented in terms of façade LAeq,18 hour values 
(06:00 to 24:00), as specified in CRN. 

 
37. For this work, the receptor buildings in Ochilview and Hawkhill Road 

were redefined in more detail and supplemented with additional 
buildings. Additionally, the correction method employed to deal with 
Type HTA wagons (data for which is not available in CRN) was revised 



for greater accuracy. These factors have led to slight differences 
between the noise levels reported here for Option A and those in the 
Environmental Statement. However, in terms of comparing noise levels 
between Option A and Option B, this is not significant. 

 
38. As the Committee will be aware, there are no specific absolute limits 

for railway noise as it effects existing residential properties. Guidance 
on acceptable noise levels can be sought elsewhere, for example in 
Planning Advice Note PAN56. PAN56 defines noise exposure 
categories (NEC’s) for new residential developments. It states that 'for 
a site to fall within NEC A, noise should not be a determining factor 
when granting planning permission' and defines the upper limit of NEC 
A in terms of a daytime free-field noise level of 55 dB LAeq (07:00 to 
23:00).  

 

39. The daytime level is based on guidance provided by the World Health 
Organization (WHO) which states that 'general daytime outdoor noise 
levels of less than 55 dB(A) are desirable to prevent any significant 
community annoyance'.  

 

40. Thus, PAN56 and WHO Guidance suggest that free-field daytime noise 
levels less than 55 dB(A) external to properties should not result in 
significant annoyance to residents. This view is supported by 
GoMMMS (Guidance on the Methodology for Multi-Modal Studies, 
DETR, March 2000) which states in paragraph 4.3.14 of Volume 2, for 
the long-term impact of infrastructure schemes ‘…. Therefore 55 dB 
LAeq,18 hour (58 dB LA10,18 hour) is the recommended cut-off level to use in 
estimating the total population annoyed ‘. 

 
41. For comparison with the noise levels quoted in PAN56, the noise levels 

given in Table 1 can be converted to free-field LAeq,16 hour values by the 
subtraction of 2 dB. Making this adjustment, it can be seen that all 
ground floor receptors experience free-field noise levels well below 55 
dB LAeq,16 hour  for both Option A and Option B. Most first floor receptors 
also experience free-field noise levels well below 55 dB LAeq,16 hour  for 
both Option A and Option B, except for numbers 16, 17 and 25 
Ochilview for Option A, where the predicted LAeq,16 hour  noise levels are 
slightly above the 55 dB criterion. 

 
 
 
 
 



TABLE 1: COMPARISON OF OPTION A AND OPTION B NOISE LEVELS 

LAeq,18 hour 

RECEPTOR FLOOR 
OPTION A OPTION B 

10 OCHILVIEW GROUND FLOOR 41.7 37.4 
 FIRST FLOOR 44 37.9 
11 OCHILVIEW GROUND FLOOR 42.1 37.8 
 FIRST FLOOR 44.3 38.2 
12 OCHILVIEW GROUND FLOOR 42.4 38.1 
 FIRST FLOOR 44.7 38.7 
13 OCHILVIEW GROUND FLOOR 41.9 37.3 
 FIRST FLOOR 44.2 38.1 
16 OCHILVIEW GROUND FLOOR 42.8 41.4 
 FIRST FLOOR 58.9 42.3 
17 OCHILVIEW GROUND FLOOR 40.8 38.7 
 FIRST FLOOR 58.2 39.2 
18 OCHILVIEW GROUND FLOOR 42.4 37.8 
 FIRST FLOOR 51.2 38.2 
19 OCHILVIEW GROUND FLOOR 42.3 37.5 
 FIRST FLOOR 50.2 37.8 
20 OCHILVIEW GROUND FLOOR 42.2 37.3 
 FIRST FLOOR 49.3 37.6 
21 OCHILVIEW GROUND FLOOR 42 37 
 FIRST FLOOR 48.3 37.3 
22 OCHILVIEW GROUND FLOOR 41.8 36.7 
 FIRST FLOOR 47.1 37 
23 OCHILVIEW GROUND FLOOR 41.6 36.1 
 FIRST FLOOR 46.6 36.5 
24 OCHILVIEW GROUND FLOOR 41.6 36.8 
 FIRST FLOOR 50.5 37.2 
25 OCHILVIEW GROUND FLOOR 39.9 36.9 
 FIRST FLOOR 57.1 37.3 
31 HAWKHILL ROAD GROUND FLOOR 41.6 37.8 
 FIRST FLOOR 45.5 38.2 
33 HAWKHILL ROAD GROUND FLOOR 41.7 37.9 
 FIRST FLOOR 45.5 38.3 
35 HAWKHILL ROAD GROUND FLOOR 41.7 38 
 FIRST FLOOR 45.6 38.5 
37 HAWKHILL ROAD GROUND FLOOR 41.8 38.2 
 FIRST FLOOR 45.8 38.6 
39 HAWKHILL ROAD GROUND FLOOR 41.9 38.4 
 FIRST FLOOR 45.9 38.8 
41 HAWKHILL ROAD GROUND FLOOR 42 38.6 
 FIRST FLOOR 46.1 39.1 
43 HAWKHILL ROAD GROUND FLOOR 42.3 38.8 
 FIRST FLOOR 46.4 39.3 
45 HAWKHILL ROAD GROUND FLOOR 42.8 39 



 FIRST FLOOR 46.8 39.6 
47 HAWKHILL ROAD GROUND FLOOR 43.2 39.1 
 FIRST FLOOR 47 39.8 
49 HAWKHILL ROAD GROUND FLOOR 44.2 39.6 
 FIRST FLOOR 48 40.3 
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STIRLING-ALLOA-KINCARDINE RAILWAY AND LINKED IMPROVEMENTS BILL 
 

EVIDENCE OF SCOTTISH POWER IN RELATION TO KINCARDINE BYPASS 
OPTION B: E-MAIL FROM SCOTTISH POWER TO PRIVATE BILLS UNIT 19 APRIL 

2004 
 
 
 
Fergus 
  
Please see attached costs re proposed relocation of towers at Kincardine, following the 
option B proposal, as prepared by SP PowerSystems Limited. 
 
To facilitate the Option B proposal, SPPS would propose that towers YG 12 to 15 are 
dismantled and a diversion of 3 or 4 towers put up. This will then allows the Option B rail 
route to follow its projected course with out impinging on any OHL equipment (i.e. it moves 
the OHL in a westerly direction away from Kincardine and the proposed route.) 
 
The budget costs are outlined below. 
 
Kincardine YG12 to 16 tower relocation (Option B) 
  
Total Estimated Cost: £2,395,485.38 
  
The total estimated cost can be broken down into percentage terms as follows: - 
  
1  Environmental Engineering   9.38 
2  Technical Consultants    0.73 
3  Servitude / Legal Fees    1.02 
4  OHL Contract     86.72 
5  Other Contracts     1.55 
6  Land Access per Grantors Charter  0.14 
7  Land Damage Compensation   N/A 
8  Others      0.46 
TOTAL      100% 
  
In addition to the above, I would also comment that SP Generation are the owners of the 
land affected and they would have to give consent for the route to utilised together with 

Agenda item 4 
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29 April 2004 



granting rights of access and maintenance. If the proposals do not fit in with SPG’s 
proposed use of the site in the future then a new Compulsory Purchase Order would have 
to be granted and this would delay the Bill significantly. 
  
Should you have any questions of a technical nature relating to these costs then please 
contact Richard Crosse direct.  If there are any other queries then please do not hesitate 
to contact me on the stated number. 
  
Regards 
 
Kevin 
Kevin McGinley 
BSc (Hons) MRICS 
Estates Surveyor 
ScottishPower UK 
01698 396152 
 

 
Private Bills Unit 
27 April 2004 
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The Clerk to the Committee 
Stirling Alloa Kincardine Railway and 
Linked Improvements Bill Committee          20 April 2004  
Private Bills Unit 
The Scottish Parliament  
Edinburgh 
EH99 1SP 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
We refer to your letter of 15 April 2004 and reply as follows: - 
 
We have read the additional information supplied by David Reid on behalf of the promoter:   
 
Technical review of proposal 
 
We suggest that as Babties offered the bypass in their original option appraisal report.  
Consideration must have been given that Option B, the proposal to move the alignment of 
the railway westwards, would be viable and figures would be put in place to finance this 
option.     
 
We have also read the promoters further response with regard to objection 28: 
 
Impact of Kincardine Bypass 
 
We note that only a desk-based assessment by Babtie’s has been carried out for the four 
possible scenarios.        
 
The pylons referred to in the technical review are quite obvious on the plans and would not 
have been overlooked by a surveyor on site.    
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We know that the pylon tower bases have piled foundations due to the poor ground 
conditions.   As pointed out in our objections, our houses are built on raft foundations for the 
exact same reason. 
 
We would add at this time that we are disappointed with the reasons that Babties have 
raised in their further additional information.    Their objectivity seems to be to add more 
technical reasons for us to contend and contradict. 
     
 
In reading the description of the four scenarios, we feel we cannot comment on which of the 
scenarios would best be suited to the Hawkhill/Ochilview area and would bow to the 
Committees discretion in this respect. 
 
However, we would question why in the scenarios the line has to pass so close to the  
overhead electricity towers.    Perhaps an actual on site survey by Babties, or an 
independent surveyor, would be the solution to calculate the best possible route to miss the 
pylons for Option B. 
   
We note in paragraph 20 relating to the scenarios that ‘In addition the bypass alignment 
would require a new level crossing.’   We would refer you to Scott Wilson’s Environmental 
Statement Volume 1 Main Report, dated February 2003, Page 9, where it is stated that ‘ 
Level Crossing upgrade’ Kincardine Station Road level crossing is proposed for upgrading to 
an Automatic Half Barrier Crossing, Locally monitored (ABCL) style of level crossing. 
  
We would add that it is noted that ‘most of the scenarios would be unacceptable to Network 
Rail due to the limitation of slow speeds’.   At the moment, on the ‘operational’ railway, trains 
travel in the area of Ochilview at speeds of no more than 10/20mph.    In the Environmental 
Statement, Volume 1 Main Report, February 2003, Page 18 :Table 2.6 it is stated that ‘in the 
area of Kincardine, actual bypass speeds along Hawkhill Road, Kincardine to Longannet 
Power Station freight trains will be restricted to speeds of no more than 20mph and at the 
Kincardine level crossing there will be a speed restriction of 10mph’.   We assume therefore 
that these speed restrictions already known to Network Rail. 
 
In paragraph 28 it is stated that ‘the Kincardine Bypass would not serve any useful purpose 
unless it was used.’     We have to advise that the ‘operational’ railway has only been used 
twice in the last two/three months and that a train went up to Kincardine Power Station 
empty and came down empty.  
 
Before legislation is sought to move the alignment of the railway, or close the operational 
railway, and all that this will entail, we would respectfully ask the Committee to seriously 
consider whether or not this freight line is really required. A considerable amount of money 
may be spent on a railway/bypass that may not be required for the transportation of coal to 
Longannet. 
 
We note that Scott Wilson Railways have re-calculated and revised for greater accuracy the 
noise levels of the routes through Kincardine and have thrown up ‘slight’ differences of the 
noise levels between Option A and Option B.    Having read the comparison of noise levels 
(Table 1) it would seem there is a considerable difference in the noise levels reported 
between Option A and Option B.  It is perfectly obvious to us that, if the line was re-routed to 
Option B, the Groups objections with regard to the noise levels of one Type 60 diesel 
locomotive, 19 Type HTA wagons and 30 freight movements per day would dissolve. 
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Mitigation has also been assumed for both options as a 2mtr high reflective barrier at 
lineside.     We consider, if the line were not to be moved, this type of mitigation would be 
inadequate due to the closeness of the line to our boundaries. 
 
 We have also read the planning issues relevant to the playing field lying to the West of 
Kincardine supplied by the promoter: 
 
Reference is still being made ‘to the potential loss of the playing field’.   As already pointed 
out the playing field has been relocated.   An alternative and better playing facility has been 
provided for the Colts and others in the centre of the village.    The ‘playing field’ lying to the 
West of Kincardine is to be ploughed up after September 2004 to discourage persons from 
using the isolated Scottish Power land.   The changing facilities will be demolished.    
Although the old playing field is used occasionally for practice sessions on a Sunday, it will 
cease to exist in September 2004.    The new playing field in the centre of the village is 
presently being used and will be used after September 2004. 
The loss of the playing field has gained the provision of new sporting facilities through the 
generosity of Scottish Power and Fife Environment Trust, together with the help of 
Kincardine Community Council.   
 
We would add that the playing field is not being closed as a result of Option B, but by its 
owners Scottish Power on safety grounds. 
 
A further substantial playing field also exists within the village at Riverside Terrace.  
 
We have been asked to point out that members of our Group feel that the Promoters stance 
on the matter of the playing field is not out of concern for the leisure activities of the 
residents of Kincardine, but, to try to force their (the Promoter) preferred option.  
 
In our opinion, the option to re-route the railway line to the West of Kincardine is our 
preferred choice.  We consider it provides the best balance between protecting our 
environment and quality of life in years to come.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Isabel Marshall 
For an on behalf of Kincardine Railway Concern Group 


