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Edinburgh Tram (Line One) Bill 
Consideration Stage - Phase 1 

 

Response to the request for follow-up evidence at the committee meeting of 13 
September 2005 in relation to maintenance and operating costs 

 
At the Committee meeting on 13 September the Committee requested a written 
response on the maintenance and operating costs (Col 602, Official Report) 

1 It should be noted that for the purposes of assessing the route options, no 
additional trams were assumed.   

2 The total run time for a tram to complete one circuit of the Line One loop was 
estimated as 40.5 minutes.  To this run time must be added a layover time of 
4.5 minutes.  This layover time allows the tram crews to take physical needs 
breaks, inspect the condition and cleanliness of the car saloons, check for lost 
property, make security checks etc.  The total proportion of each tram driver’s 
working time to be allocated to breaks will be subject to statutory regulation by 
the Health and Safety Executive and to Trade Union agreements.  This 
layover time also allows for regulation of the service, helping to ensure that 
any tram that completes a trip late will have a good chance of being ready to 
begin the next trip on time.  It is general practice – based on practical 
operating experience - to allow for a layover equal to approximately 10% of 
the trip time, as has been done in this case.   

3 A run time of 40.5 minutes, plus a layover of 4.5 minutes means that a tram is 
ready to begin its second circuit of Line 1 at 45 minutes after it commenced its 
first trip.  Given that it is planned to operate a tram every 7.5 minutes [i.e. 8 
trams per hour, per direction] this means that 6 trams are needed to operate 
the line in each direction, giving a total requirement of 12 trams in service on 
Line 1. 

4 The tables overleaf set out a comparison of operating cost estimates for the 
whole of Line 1: 

• following the promoter’s route at column A   
• following the railway route at column B.   

 

5 In this comparison it is assumed that the additional route length of the railway 
option can be compensated for by a faster running speed over this section 
and therefore the overall run time for the route will not exceed 40.5 minutes.  
It should be emphasised that the existing run times are tight and that the 
layover allowance of 4.5 minutes is the minimum recommended for reliable 
running and timetable adherence.  Any additional run time is likely to require a 
reorganisation of the tram operating schedule and an additional requirement 
for trams and operating staff. 
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6 The second table shows the effect of an increase in overall route run time to a 
figure above 40.5 minutes.  Any increase in run time would mean that a tram 
would not be ready to commence its second trip 45 minutes after it had 
commenced its first and would only be available to commence its second run 
at a later time [i.e. the next 7.5 minute slot after the 45 minutes, e.g. 52.5 
minutes after its first trip].  The effect of this would be that an additional tram 
would be required for each direction of travel, making a total requirement of 
14 trams in service on Line 1. 

7 There is some risk of a series of seemingly minor increases in run times at 
various points along the route leading to an overall deterioration in the 
performance of the system.  This cumulative effect can have deleterious 
effects upon the overall economic performance of the system and its long 
term viability.  It is vitally important to resist this ‘run time creep’, unless a 
compelling case can be made for a local, increase in run times to 
accommodate a particularly beneficial modification to the route.  It is also 
desirable to seek savings in run time wherever possible.  Run time creep can 
have knock-on effects upon the working timetable for the system, including 
the requirement for trams and crews to cover the desired service pattern.  
This can lead to a requirement for an increased number of trams being 
allocated to the service, with consequent increases in capital and operating 
costs not to mention reduction in patronage. 
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Operating Cost Estimates 

Component Sub-
component 

Operating Costs (£m p.a.) 

 

 B 
Loop 

incorporating 
the Railway 

Route 

 
 

A 
Loop 

incorporating 
the Promoter’s 

Route (as 
STAG2 Report, 

Table 6.6) 
No additional 

trams 

Staff  3.96 3.96 
  of which Drivers 0.81 0.81 
 Conductors 0.63 0.63 

 Other operations 
staff 0.97 0.97 

 Management and 
administration staff 0.48 0.48 

 Maintenance and 
engineering staff 1.07 1.07 

Power  0.28 0.29 
Maintenance 
materials 

 0.66 0.68 

Insurance  0.27 0.28 
Policing  0.20 0.20 
Overheads  0.27 0.27 
Rates  0.19 0.20 
Total 
Operating 
Cost 

 
5.82 5.88 

Increase over Promoter’s 
Route - +0.06 (1%) 

 

8 Under the first scenario, the change in operating costs is very small, relating 
mainly to the difference in route length.  In view of the small magnitude of the 
difference, and the fact that the type of track would be different on the two 
routes (so that the unit costs of maintenance would differ slightly), the options 
can be considered to have virtually identical operating. 
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Operating Cost Estimates: With 2 Additional Trams 

Component Sub-
component

Operating Costs (£m 
p.a.) 

  Loop incorporating the 
Railway Route 

  Two additional trams* 
Staff  4.38 
  of which Drivers 1.01 
 Conductors 0.78 

 Other operations 
staff 0.99 

 
Management and 
administration 
staff 

0.48 

 Maintenance and 
engineering staff 1.11 

Power  0.29 
Maintenance 
materials 

 0.68 

Insurance  0.28 
Policing  0.20 
Overheads  0.29 
Rates  0.20 
Total 
Operating 
Cost 

 
6.32 

Increase over Loop 
incorporating the 
Promoter’s Route 

+0.50 (8.6%) 

* one per direction around the loop 

9 If additional trams are required there is an increase in maintenance and 
operating costs of around £0.5 million per annum. Most of this increase is 
attributable to the cost of salaries and related overheads for additional drivers 
and conductors. However operational costs are only part of the total cost of 
this option - an additional two trams will incur an additional capital cost of circa 
£2m (2nd Quarter 2003) for each tram including associated works (e.g. 
expansion of depot to house larger fleet). 

 

 

 


