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Private Bills Unit (T2.60) 
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Dear Sir  

AIRDRIE – BATHGATE RAILWAY AND LINKED IMPROVEMENTS BILL - 
REQUEST FOR WRITTEN EVIDENCE ON CODE OF CONSTRUCTION PRACTICE and 
NOISE AND VIBRATION POLICY 

I refer to the Bill Committee’s initial request, 15 January, for evidence on the code of 
construction practice and noise vibration policy. The comments made are in relation to Network 
Rail’s CoCP version 2.3 which was submitted to the private bills unit on the 6 February.  
 
The council would like to record that it did not submit evidence for the 6 February deadline in 
the knowledge of the impending changes to the CoCP, being made by Network Rail, for the 
submission date. The council was aware of these impending changes through its regular liaison 
meetings and discussed delaying evidence with you.   
 
Unfortunately, due to the tight response time it has not been possible for the council to make 
any comment on the most recent version of the noise vibration policy (version 4). 
 
The council has been working closely with the promoter on various aspects of the developing 
CoCP and submitted comments to the promoter in advance of the submission of version 2.0 to 
the committee prior to Christmas. The council’s comments to Network Rail are attached in 
appendix 1 for the committee’s information. 
 
The council’s main comments on version 2.3 are noted below. 
 
Section 1.11 
 
This section sets out the provisions of the compliance with the COCP. The final paragraph 
makes reference to enforcement. The council consider that the appointment of a compliance 
officer reporting directly to the council would go a long way to ensuring the success of the 
CoCP. The council feels that a commitment should be made as part of the Rail Bill to the 
appointment of an independent compliance officer(s) or additional council support to 
allow the content of the code of construction practice, particularly planning, noise and traffic 
issues, to be fully enforced for the benefit of its citizens.  
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Section 2.2 
 
It is considered that much of the work on the existing railway will be subject to control of 
construction noise under COPA 1974. Clarification is still sought on what the process for work 
on existing railways, including noise limits, will be with regards to liaison with the local 
authorities.  
 
The council would welcome a thorough discussion on construction works on the existing 
railway. In particular, what noise limits would be a trigger level for consideration of any action 
for adversely affected residential receptors at night. The council is concerned that there is 
currently no suggestion of any noise limit for night time construction noise on the existing 
railway.  
 
Section 7.5 
 
Para 1. 
 
The council would reinforce its concerns over what consideration has been given to noise levels 
for the proposed work on the existing railway. (See Section 2.2 above.) 
 
The council considers the tabled noise limits and working times to be confusing.  Section 4.1 
Specifies hours of operation are 07.00 – 19.00 Monday to Friday and 08.00 – 18.00 Saturday.  
 
The table in section 7.5 refers to Monday to Saturday 08.00 – 18.00. This should be clarified or  
the table amended. 
 
The noise limit in the table should be related to the hours of operation i.e. LAeq (12 hours)  
Monday to Friday 07.00 – 19.00 and Saturday LAeq (10 hours) 08.00 – 18.00. 
 
LAeq 3 hours limit quoted in the table for the period Monday to Saturday 07.00 – 08.00 and 
18.00 – 22.00 does not make any sense and requires detailed discussion.  

 
LAeq period must reflect the longer working hours, for example 08.00 – 22.00 should have and 
LAeq (14 hours) 
 
Para 3. (also relates to committee question 22 of email 7 February) 
 
The 10 dB above ambient noise levels may not be acceptable to the council. There is no  
reference to different time periods i.e. a level of 5dB above ambient may be more appropriate 
for evening and night time. The council does not consider it appropriate to have a blanket 10dB 
above the ambient noise limit. 
   
Section 7.7 
 
The council would recommend that consideration be given to the use of semi-permanent noise 
monitoring equipment for those locations where noise limits may be exceeded. This would 
allow the contractor to demonstrate compliance with the 10 days out of 15 or the 40 days out of 
6 months.   
 
Waste Management (committee question 22 of email 7 February) 
 
The council confirms it is happy with the waste management proposals. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



     
 

I trust the above is helpful to the Bill Committee. Should you require further information please 
contact myself. 
  
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
Graeme Malcolm 
Transportation Manager 
 
 
 



          
           APPENDIX 1 
 
 
 
Note on Code of Construction Practice for the Bathgate – Airdrie Railway 
 
In response to Network Rail’s request for comments on the Code of Construction 
Practice Version 2, issued on the 12 December 2006, I now enclose the council’s 
comments. 
 
The detail of the response reflects the short time scale available for input but it is hoped 
that it will be sufficient at this time. The council will continue to work with Network Rail 
as the code evolves in advance of the tendering of the works. 
 
The council’s overall view on the document is that it is very good. 
 
Comments from Development Control  
 
Definitions 
 
1. Environmental Management Plans (EMP) should be approved by Network Rail in 

conjunction with the planning authorities. 
 
2. Landscape and Habitat Management Plans (LHMP) should be approved by Network 

Rail in conjunction with the planning authorities 
 
Text 
 
1. Para. 1.10:   Reference to the EMP should also include reference to the LHMP. 
 
2. Para 1.11: Reference to the EMP should also include reference to the LHMP. 
 
3. Reference should be made to the Development Control Manager in terms of 

agreeing monitoring arrangements. 
 
4.  Para 2.5: Community Forums should be established in conjunction with the local 

councils. 
 
5. Para 2.8: The local councils should have an involvement in mediation. 
 
6. Para. 4.2: Reference to the clearance of a site must include reference to a period of 

re establishment after removal of compounds. 
 
7. Para 5.1: Off site deposition of waste must be agreed with the planning authorities. 
 
8. Para 5.2: There should be a prohibition of the use of the unclassified road west of 

Stonerigg, Armadale for all but essential construction traffic. 
 

     
 

9. Para 6.8: Local authorities should have the right to direct where wheel washing 
facilities are installed. 



     
 

 
10. Para 10.1: The waste strategy must involve the local authorities and provide for 

verification that the waste is being tipped in accordance with a planning permission. 
 
11. Para 10.3: Local planning authorities should be involved with contaminated land. 
 
12.  Sect 14: Landscape and Visual Impact Soil storage should be in accordance with 

the relevant British Standard:- 
 
• With top soil and subsoil separated; 
 
• Injurious weeds should be removed; 
 
• Soils tips should be grassed; and 
 
• Reference should be made to reinstatement and aftercare. 
 
Comments from Environmental Health 
 
The following has been prepared extremely quickly due to the imposed tight time scales 
but hopefully covers the main concerns, although may not be totally comprehensive.  
 
The proposed blanket hours of operation and noise levels are a concern and the site 
specific details for compounds, additional working areas etc., once submitted shall 
require further consideration/negotiation.
  
1. Environmental Health confirm that it is still of the opinion that an equivalent process 

agreed with the local authorities would be more flexible and a better arrangement 
than a Section 61 consent. 

 
2. Sect 1.2 page 10: specifies noise levels. These levels and hours of operation 

require to be further considered in detail. Noise mitigation must include 
consideration of vehicle reversing alarms and early start times at noise sensitive 
locations. 

 
3. Sect 2.1- 2.6 page 17: A two day response for noise where there may well be sleep 

disturbance is considered too long. Noise complaints or enquiries should be 
communicated to as soon as possible after receiving complaints. 
 

4. Any correspondence to residents regarding operations and complaint procedures, 
should also detail environmental health contact if residents consider complaints are 
not being addressed. 
 
 

5. Sect 3.9 page 23: Main comment re blanket hours etc. Current policy states no 
Sunday working. Depending on the locality of works some flexibility on the hours of 
operation will be considered.  

 
6. Sect 4.1- 4.2 page 24: Main comment re blanket hours etc. 1/2 hour start up period 

on certain sites may be inappropriate due to close proximity of residential properties 
and vehicle movements, door slamming, shouting etc. Greater detail and 



     
 

discussions of the proposed 40 smaller working areas, locations, proposed working 
hours etc., will be necessary. 

 
7. Sect 5.2  page 31: Environmental Health foresee possible problems with vehicle 

movements, reversing bleepers, body slap etc. at some locations e.g. 7am on 
Saturday mornings may be inappropriate. 

 
8. Sect 6.10  page 39: Traffic management design should ensure limited use of 

reversing bleepers and some sites may require later start times, strict use white 
noise/smart alarms etc. (this can be discussed in the detail). 

 
9. Sect 7.5  page 43: Depots or working areas in relation to their location to noise 

sensitive receptors may warrant restricted hours of operation or noise limits. An 
explanation/discussion on the proposed limits would be required. 

 
10. The requirement to undertake works that are predicted to be above any agreed 

noise limits must be agreed with the local authorities.  
 

11. Clarification is sought on the last paragraph and we have concerns about accepting 
noise limits particularly at night, which exceeds any agreed limits. Works above 
agreed maximum noise limits would only be agreed where best practical means 
have been demonstrated. 

 
 Comments from Transportation 
 
A number of key additions have been include in version 2 of the code following recent 
discussions. This shows that the promoter is attempting even at this early stage to plan 
and mitigate against the impact on the public road network and local communities. As 
the detail of the construction works develops further discussions will be required with 
the council in terms of suitable lorry routing, diversion routes etc.  
 
1. Sect 1.2: Project costs should read £millions. 
 
2. Sec 4.1: The authorisation to extend operations outside normal working hours 

requires the permission of the local authority as well as the project manager. 
 
3. Sec 4.3: Access to construction compounds and wheel washing facilities shall be 

brushed frequently by means of a mechanical suction brushes or as directed by the 
local authority.  

 
4. Sec 6.8: This section should be supplemented with the need to use mechanical 

suction brushes on the public road where necessary or directed by the local 
authority. This is required because wheel washing facilities do not necessarily mean 
that there will be no mud on the road. 

  
Graeme Malcolm 
Transportation Manager 
 
14 December 2006 
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