
I wish to make a request for information under the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act or 
the Environmental Information Regulations, as applicable. 

In your freedom of information response FOI13-580, dated 2
nd

 April 2013, you advise, under 
item 2, that in respect of the sound demonstrations that were provided at public events held 
during the 2011 consultation: 

“The overall noise reduction provided by the barrier assumed in each demonstration was 
calculated using the Calculation of Railway Noise, 1995 (CRN) with the main noise source at rail 
level (rolling noise).” 

This assumption having been made, you advise in your response that: 

“CRN calculates a 17 dB reduction for a 3m high absorptive noise barrier (assuming the railway is 
at grade and the receptor is a standing person, 1.5m above ground).” 

This was corrected to 16 dB to “remove the effect of ground absorption”. 

In your document Noise Source Height of High Speed Trains for the Appraisal of Sustainability, 
which was attached to your freedom of information response FOI11-327 dated 5

th
 December 

2011, you advise, at the foot of the second page, that in respect of the “indicative” calculations 
employed for the Appraisal of Sustainability: 

“.. the effective noise source was set at 2m above the head of the near rail where HS2 speeds 
would be greater than 300 km/h and a 3m absorptive barrier was considered.” 

This approach, we are told in the same paragraph “… provides a noise reduction of 
approximately 10 dBA”. 

The document does not make clear whether this quoted 10 dB includes the ground absorption 
correction. 

Clearly, the two different assumed heights for the noise source produce markedly different results 
for the barrier noise reduction that the CRN calculates. 

My requests are as follows: 

1. Will you please explain and justify why two the different approaches to the source 
height assumed for the CRN were employed for the AoS and the sound 
demonstrations, bearing in mind that the two activities were approximately 
contemporaneous. 

2. Will you please provide copies of any internal or external correspondence, 
memoranda, reports, papers or notes that justify that an assumption that the main 
noise source is at ground level will result in the CRN calculations of noise barrier 
reductions being representative for train speeds in excess of 300kph. 

I will be happy to receive this information in electronic format, or on paper, whichever is 
convenient to you. 

Peter Delow 

 


