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The Committee will meet at 10.30 am in Committee Room 3 
 
1. Edinburgh Tram (Line One) Bill: The Committee will consider its approach to 

the additional written evidence submitted by the promoter in response to 
Committee requests at Consideration Stage. 

2. Draft Appropriate Assessment report (in private): The Committee will 
consider the draft Appropriate Assessment report. 

3. Draft Consideration Stage report (in private): The Committee will consider 
Consideration Stage report issues papers. 
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The following papers are attached for this meeting— 
 
Agenda item 1  
Consideration Stage – additional written information ED1/S2/06/1/1 
  
Agenda item 2  
Draft Appropriate Assessment report (PRIVATE PAPER) ED1/S2/06/1/2 
  
Agenda item 3  
Consideration Stage – issues paper (PRIVATE PAPER) ED1/S2/06/1/3 
Consideration Stage – issues paper (PRIVATE PAPER) ED1/S2/06/1/4 
Consideration Stage – issues paper (PRIVATE PAPER) ED1/S2/06/1/5 
Consideration Stage – issues paper (PRIVATE PAPER) ED1/S2/06/1/6 
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EDINBURGH TRAM (LINE ONE) BILL COMMITTEE 
 

TUESDAY 10 JANUARY 2006 
 

CONSIDERATION STAGE – ADDITIONAL WRITTEN EVIDENCE 
 

Background 
 

1. The Committee commenced oral evidence taking at phase one of 
Consideration Stage on 14 June 2005 and completed its oral evidence 
taking on objections on 5 December. 

 
2. During oral evidence, the promoter’s witnesses gave commitments to 

provide additional written evidence on a range of issues in response to 
requests from the Committee.  

 
3. Additional written evidence on maximum gradients for tramcars, 

Response 15C which covers several issues and an updated version of 
the Noise and Vibration Policy has been received from the promoter 
and are contained in the Annexes to this paper. 

 
4. This paper seeks the Committee’s views on whether, having 

considered and noted the content of the Annexes, any further written 
evidence is required from the promoter. 

 
Maximum gradients for tramcars 
 

5. At its meetings on 19 and 27 September and 3 October, the Committee 
took evidence from promoter and objector witnesses on alternative 
routes to the promoter’s proposed route along the Roseburn Railway 
Corridor. 

 
6. In relation to the alternative route proposed by Group 34, the 

Committee heard evidence about the impact of steep gradients such as 
at Douglas Gardens where the gradient is in excess of 8%.  

 
7. Attached in Annexe A of this paper is further information from the 

promoter which explains that as the general overall design case has 
been developed using a generic car to achieve the best overall value 
for money, the promoter has set the design limit on gradients at 8%. 

 
8. The promoter explains that if the tramcar has to climb steeper 

gradients than 8%, it is necessary to motorise all axles.  This increases 
the weight and cost of the car (there are fewer trams designs to choose 
from) and its operating costs.  It also necessitates changes in floor 
level which could hinder those with mobility problems.   
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Park and Ride at Groathill 
 

9. At its meeting on 5 December the Committee took evidence from the 
promoter on street parking issues and requested the promoter provide 
further information on whether a park and ride had been considered by 
the promoter as suggested by the objector witness. 

 
10. In response 15C (see Annexe B) the promoter outlines the reasons 

why using the land at Groathill for park and ride (P&R) has not been 
given any detailed consideration. 

 
11. The principle reasons given are that–– 

 
• the proposed location for the P&R site would be contrary to 

Council policy (of locating P & R sites at the edge of urban areas 
on main radial routes). 

• it is unlikely to ease congestion (given car users who would 
travel through other heavily congested areas to reach the P&R 
would probably travel to their destination); 

• given that the proposed site can only hold a small number of 
cars, there is a risk of overspill into surrounding streets; 

• the tram stop would require to be relocated and as such the 
opportunity to create an interchange with buses in Queensferry 
Road would be lost. 

 
Confirmation of the minimum stopping distance of trams travelling at 20, 
30, 40, 50, 60 and 70 kph 
 

12. Following evidence on 5 December on the speeds attainable along the 
Roseburn Railway Corridor (RRC) the Committee sought further 
clarification of the stopping distances of trams. 

 
13. Appendix A (of Promoter Response 15 C) sets out tram stopping 

distances.  However the promoter states that there are a number of 
factors which can impact on the maximum speed permitable along the 
RRC and Appendix B demonstrates the speed profile resulting from 
these constraints.  

 
14. The graph demonstrates that tram speeds of 80 km/hr will be 

achievable along a few parts of the corridor although there are speed 
constraints when the tram is travelling along a curve (60 kph) or where 
sightlines are constrained (50 kph) as well as the slowing down for 
tram stops. The promoter notes that the tram will be operating at or 
below 50 kph (or 31 miles) for about 42% of the route length. 

 
15. The evidence given on the process used to set the maximum speed of 

trams is reproduced at Appendix C. 
 

16. The modelling for run time and tram speed will be continuously 
developed as the tram system design progresses.  The tram used 
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currently in the modelling process is generic and will change once the 
procurement of the tram is finalised. 

 
17. The promoter has provided a table which summarises the run times for 

the Crewe Toll to Roseburn Junction – outer and inner circle and the 
impact of maximum speeds of 80 kph and 50 kph on such rut times.   

 
18. In evidence the promoter explained how critical run time is to the 

overall performance and success of the tram.  The promoter maintains 
that any reduction in speed could affect the viability of the tram and 
points out there is an established process involving HMRI as well as 
the operator’s obligations to safety when setting speeds. 

 
Reclaiming Roseburn Railway Corridor Land 
 

19. In oral evidence on 5 December, objector witnesses expressed 
concern that where a resident may have inadvertently extended their 
garden boundary onto the RRC, infrastructure such as sheds and 
fences may be destroyed by the promoter when this land is ‘reclaimed’. 

 
20. In Response 15C, the promoter explains that they have written to 

objectors, where there is ambiguity over ownership, offering to 
measure their land and compare this to their title. Additionally, the 
promoter will undertake a small topographical survey of the affected 
properties (subject to access).  

 
21. Once completed the promoter will be able to establish which land is 

critical to the construction and operation of the tram. 
 

22. If the land is required the promoter will consult with the resident and 
would negotiate a suitable timescale for removal of plants, garden 
furniture, etc.  Under the LHMP the promoter would replace any 
boundary fences or plants on a like for like basis. 

 
Telford College Tram Stop 
 

23.  Telford College is due to open in summer 2006.   The promoter has 
provided a map showing the walking distance from the college to the 
nearest tram stop, a distance of 400m. 

 
Noise and Vibration Policy – December 2005 
 

24. The promoter has provided an updated version of the Noise and 
Vibration Policy for information. 
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Recommendation 
 

25. The Committee invited to consider the attached information and 
agree whether to note it as part of the evidence on objections. 

 
 
Private Bills Unit 
December 2005 
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Annexe A 
 
Maximum gradients for tramcars 
 
The most common form of modern tram is an articulated car, approximately 30m long. These cars 
usually run on 6 axles, grouped into 3 two-axle bogies.  The usual way to power these cars is to have 
motors driving the wheels on the end bogies with the middle bogie unpowered.  Naturally, all wheels are 
fitted with brakes.  This layout of powered and unpowered wheels can require a small, single step up 
over the motorised bogies, but a level – largely uncluttered – floor throughout the rest of the car. 
 

 
Side elevation of a typical part low floor tram;  the red line shows the floor level within the car and shows 
that all doors are in one continuous low floor area with full disabled accessibility to and between all doors.  
 
This type of car will have approximately 70% of its weight available over the motor bogies and will be 
able to climb gradients of up to 8% [approximately 1 in 12]. 
 
If the tramcar has to climb steeper gradients than 8%, it will be necessary to motorise all axles. This will 
increase the weight and cost of the car and its operating costs.  Additional motor bogies in the car may 
necessitate additional changes in floor level, hindering the free movement of passengers – particularly 
those with mobility impairments.  Requiring the bogies to be motorised also reduces the number of 
trams available in the market place and therefore has potential cost implications for the whole fleet.  
This general type of car is in use in Sheffield, where the maximum gradient is 10% [approximately 1 
in 10]. Steeper gradients than this cannot be used by conventional trams.  The promoters must 
demonstrate to HMRI that the system is safe and reliable and it is unlikely that gradients steeper than 
those indicated above would be acceptable in a new system. 
 

                    
Sheffield tram showing raised sections at the end of the car and through the centre section of the car, low 
floor sections are at the doors. 
 
The general outline design for the Edinburgh Tram has been developed assuming that the best overall 
value for money can be achieved by using the usual generic type of car, thus setting the design limit 
on gradients at 8%. 
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