
Response 19         13 January 2005 
 

Edinburgh Tram (Line Two) Bill Committee 
 

Introduction 
 
1 To assist the Committee with its function at this stage of the parliamentary 

process, the promoter and tie thought that it would be useful to summarise the 
evidence given to the Committee on certain key issues which the Committee 
will be considering at this stage.  

 
2 In particular there appear to be 4 key issues which have caused the 

Committee concern.  The promoter's and tie's position on these issues, which 
are discussed in more detail below, as supported by the evidence is:- 

 
• Tram is essential to enable sustainable economic growth and whilst 

there will be continued investment in the bus system, economic growth 
and the wider benefits of such growth can only take place with a step 
change in public transport. 

• The patronage figures are robust and are conservative. 
• Having carried out various sensitivity tests on the impact of EARL, the 

economic and financial case for tram line 2 remains positive and 
robust even where only a modest premium fare is charged for EARL.  

• Newbridge is an integral part of the Bill and is essential to ensure that 
the structure plan aspirations can be delivered.    

 
 
Promoter's understanding of the Role of the Committee 

 
3 At the preliminary stage the promoter understands that the Committee must 

produce a report on two main issues [Committee papers ED2/S2/04/3/1 and 
ED2/S2/04/5/1]:- 

 
• whether to recommend to the Parliament that the general principles of 

the Bill should be agreed to (Issue 1) and;  
 
• whether to recommend to Parliament that the Bill should proceed as a 

Private Bill (Issue 2) i.e. (a) is the purpose of the Bill to obtain for the 
promoter particular powers or benefits in excess of or in conflict with 
the general law and (b) do the accompanying documents to the Bill 
satisfy the technical criteria that are set down in the Standing Orders 
and are they adequate to allow proper scrutiny of the Bill?   

 
 

General Principle of the Bill 
 
4 The principle objective of the Bill is to authorise the construction and operation 

of a tram line in Edinburgh.  Tram line 2 will go from St Andrew Square to 
Newbridge via Princes Street, Haymarket Station, South Gyle,  the airport and 
the Ingliston Park and Ride site [see Promoters Memorandum paragraph 4].    
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5 The broad policy objective of the Bill is to help to create the transport 

infrastructure necessary to promote and support a growing local economy and 
create a healthy, safe and sustainable environment.  [Promoter's 
Memorandum paragraph 5].  The local, regional and national economic, 
social, transport and environmental benefits of tram line 2 and how these 
benefits fit with relevant objectives of national, regional and local transport 
and planning policies are set out in Response 5, 22 October 2004, Questions 
1 and 5. 

 
 
Issue 1 - whether to recommend to the Parliament that the general principles 
of the Bill should be agreed to. 
 
6 It appears to the promoter and tie that, in deciding whether to recommend to 

the Parliament that the general principles of the Bill should be agreed to, there 
are 4 key issues which have caused the Committee concern:- 

 
(i) Why tram? 
(ii) Are the patronage figures robust? 
(iii) What is the impact of EARL? 
(iv) Will the Newbridge section be dropped? 
 

(i) Why tram? 
 
7 A tram system is essential for many reasons.  It will enable new development 

and continued growth of existing development in a sustainable way.  Without 
it, growing traffic congestion and lack of access to development sites will curb 
future growth and threaten the economic prosperity of the city.  Only by 
permitting continued development will we support the city's economy and help 
it expand further which is not only good for Edinburgh, but for the region and 
the country.  Tram provides a high quality, high capacity, frequent, reliable 
and fast public transport system that has environmental benefits over 
traditional public transport modes.  Combine these facts with its positive 
image with the public and tram is an attractive alternative to the private car 
and an effective quality public transport system which can facilitate growth in 
Edinburgh and the surrounding region.  If we want to achieve a step change in 
travel behaviour, which is the key to being able to sustain new development, 
and thus meet the objectives of the structure plan, we must provide a step 
change in public transport provisions.  A tram system can achieve this.  
[evidence of Andrew Holmes, Director of City Development, The City of 
Edinburgh Council, Official Report, 24 November 2004, evidence of Barry 
Cross,  Transport Manager, The City of Edinburgh Council, Official Report 24 
November 2004, evidence of Jim McFarlane, Scottish Enterprise Edinburgh 
and Lothian, Official Report, 24 November 2004; Response 5, Questions 1,2, 
5 and 8.] 

 
8 Whilst it is the intention to continue to invest in buses, trams are the only 

method of transport which is likely to encourage a modal shift from car to 
public transport [NAO briefing, Official Report, 23 September 2004, Col 3].  
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Growth in traffic and the consequential disproportionate increase in 
congestion mean that continued large scale investment in buses is 
unsustainable.  Sustainable economic growth can only take place with a step 
change in public transport.  Road space must be created (by modal shift away 
from cars) to enable economic growth to take place without aggravating 
congestion.  

 
9 Tram line 2 has been appraised using the methodology in the Scottish 

Transport Appraisal Guidance.  This includes an assessment of the options, 
including mode choice [Response 5, 22 October 2004, Question 3] and route 
choice.  It demonstrates that the costs and impacts are justified by the 
economic and environmental benefits which the scheme will bring.  It should 
be noted that the availability of funding is not a factor when appraising a 
scheme. 

 
10 From the appraisal, the following headline benefits have been identified, 

assuming that only tram line 2 is built:- 
 

• 5.38 million trips will be made in 2011 rising to 6.94 million trips in 
2026.   

 
• 992,000 extra public transport trips will be made in 2011 rising to 

1,233,000 trips in 2026. 
 

• There will be a reduction in congestion.  The precise amount of this 
reduction will depend upon the rate of new development and the rate of 
growth in new trips both by private and public transport. However in a 
highly congested road network, even small changes can have a more 
than proportional benefit to journey times.  In addition, as the NAO 
recognises, [Official Report 23 September 2004, Col 3] the overall 
impact of tram on congestion has been limited - tram must be one of a 
package of measures used to reduce congestion as tram in itself may 
not result in a substantial reduction in congestion. The promoter's 
memorandum makes it clear that this is only one of several initiatives 
being brought forward by the Council [See paragraph 5 of the 
promoter's memorandum.  See also Response 5, 22 October Question 
8] 

 
• There is a positive economic case with £1.40 in benefits for every £1 in 

costs and it will operate without the need for on-going subsidy [Official 
report 15 December 2004 Col 218] 

 
11 STAG is intended to compare proposed transport schemes on a level playing 

field - it is in essence an important aid to decision making [evidence of Simon 
Temple, Faber Maunsell, Official Report 15 December 2004 Col 218]. 
However there is a concern that the STAG process does not capture the full 
range of benefits, a concern which is also shared by the Minister for Transport 
[evidence of Simon Temple, Faber Maunsell, Official Report  15 December 
2004, Col 218; evidence of the Minister for Transport to the Edinburgh Tram 
(Line One) Bill Committee, Official Report,14 December, Col 241] 
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12 Thus Simon Temple concluded [Official Report 15 December 2004 Col 218]:- 
 
 "We consider that the case for tram line 2 scheme is very robust in terms of 

the STAG process.  The wider issues that Barry Cross mentioned serve only 
to make that case even stronger." 

 
13 Response 12 sets out the wider benefits which "are based on prudent, 

conservative assumptions, not on foolish optimism" [evidence of Barry Cross, 
Transport Manager, The City of Edinburgh Council, Official Report, 15 
December 2004, Col 218].  These are supported by national, regional and 
local planning and transport objectives [See Response 5 Question 1].   

 
(ii)  Are the patronage figures robust? 
 
14 Evidence from Simon Temple [Official Report 8 December 2004, Col 193-194] 

outlines why tie and the promoter have confidence in the patronage 
projections.  The model used for the Edinburgh scheme is a comprehensive 
modelling system which has been designed to capture all of the effects on 
travel caused by the introduction of the tram to ensure that the promoter 
understands fully the impact of the tram on all elements of the transport 
system and economic functioning of the city.     

 
15 Whilst both the promoter and tie have confidence in the model, they are both 

aware from the NAO report that on other tram schemes there have been over-
optimistic patronage forecasts [NAO Report, paragraph 8, Official Report 23 
September Col 3, 13-14]].  The modelling for this scheme is conservative - the 
inputs reflect this approach, for example in relation to the information inputted 
to forecast the patronage both from the airport and the Royal Bank of 
Scotland [Response 7, 12 November 2004, Official Report 8 December 2004, 
Cols 194 and 202, Official Report 15 December 2004, Col 222].  In addition 
various sensitivities have been carried out for example to assess the impact of 
EARL on revenue and patronage projections, to assess the impact of 
congestion charging  

 
16 Response 12 [Response 12, 7 December 2004] sets out a useful table which 

compares the demand forecast in the Edinburgh scheme to the actual usage 
of other UK light rail systems and demonstrates this conservative approach to 
the modelling.  Response 12 concludes at para 8:- 

 
 "The tram line 2 forecasts appear to be conservative in relation to experience 

elsewhere… The forecasts for boardings per route kilometre are 71% of the 
average for existing systems outside London while the forecasts for 
passenger kilometres per route kilometre are 76% the national average." 

 
17 Mark Bourke, Risk Manager, tie, also gave the Committee additional comfort 

on the robustness of the model [Official Report 15 December 2004, Col 226]:- 
 

::ODMA\PCDOCS\DMEDINBURGH\139277\6 4



 "The comfort to the Committee is that the company that has been involved in 
developing the model is the company that was also involved in one of the 
most successful tram schemes in the UK, in Manchester." 

 
18 Neil Renilson of Lothian Buses agreed that the promoter's estimate of 80% of 

the patronage coming from buses was "totally consistent"  with his own views 
on the likely transfer from buses and he went on to endorse tie's figures 
[Official Report 1 December 2004 Col 141].  In addition, Alistair Richards also 
of Lothian Buses, stated that Lothian Buses "do not see any particular 
problem with the patronage estimated that [they] have seen of the number of 
people who will use public transport to and from the airport." [Official Report 1 
December 2004 Col 142]. 

 
19 Finally David Humphrey of Transdev, the operator appointed by tie to inform 

the development of the tram scheme in Edinburgh confirmed that the base 
case for tram line 2 "stacks up and is a good starting point that we can take 
comfort from." [Official Report 1 December 2004 Col 166].   

 
20 The promoter and tie have learned from the mistakes of previous schemes. 

[See the tie report on the NAO report, The City of Edinburgh Council Report 
(E/643/03-04/CD) on the NAO Report on light rail, 18 May 2004, tie's 
background information on the NAO report, 15 September 2004, evidence of 
Simon Temple, Official Report 8 December 2004, Col 194.  See also 
Response 7, 12 November which also highlights how tie and the promoter 
have dealt with the findings of the Audit Scotland Report into the Holyrood 
Building].   

 
21 In particular, in addition to the modelling which has been carried out 

conservatively [Official Report 8 December 2004, Col 202, Official Report 15 
December 2004, Col 222], there are various measures which the promoter 
has already taken which should increase patronage above the estimated 
levels:- 

•  the operator, Transdev, has been appointed to ensure that it can 
inform the development of the tram scheme from an early stage; 

•  there is work underway with the two main bus operators to achieve 
integration of bus and tram services;  

• there is integration of land-use and transport planning; and   
• the one-ticket system is being implemented and heads of terms have 

been agreed with the two main bus operators which have established 
the principles of through ticketing [Official Report 1 December 2004 Col 
163, Official Report 8 December 2004, Col 209, Official Report 15 
December 2004, Col 228].   

 
(iii) What is the impact of EARL? 
 
22 In essence and most importantly, as Simon Temple advised the Committee 

[Official Report 15 December 2004 Col 221]:- 
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 "Even if EARL had been proposed first, the STAG appraisal and the economic 
case for line 2 would stack up.  The sensitivity tests that we have performed 
suggest that that is the case." 

 
23 The impact of EARL is shown in the following tables [Response 14 

paragraphs 6 and 9 and also the Executive Summary, Response 17]:- 
 
  
Comparison of Tram Patronage, Revenue and Operating Costs (OPEX) for Four EARL Scenarios 
 2011 2026 Annual 

OPEX 
PV Rev/ 

PV OPEX 
Economic 
Benefit: 

Cost 
Ratio 

Operating 
Benefit: 

Cost 
Ratio 

 Patronage Revenue Patronage Revenue 2003 
prices 

 Line 2 
(lines 1 
and 2) 

Line 2 
(lines 1 
and 2) 

 (M) (£M) (M) (£M) (£M)    
No EARL (Base 
Case) 

5.38 6.69 (6.36)* 6.94 8.31 6.10 1.15 1.40 
(1.61) 

1.15 
(1.25) 

EARL 
(£7.50 fare) 

5.01 6.09 (5.79)* 6.96 8.07 6.10 1.09 1.29 
(1.56) 

1.09 
(1.22) 

EARL 
(£5.00 fare) 

4.97 6.03 (5.72)* 6.89 7.98 6.10 1.07 
 

These 
figures are 

not yet 
available 

These 
figures not 

yet 
available 

EARL 
(£3.75 fare) 

4.92 5.88 (5.59)* 6.81 7.77 6.10 1.05 
 

These 
figures are 

not yet 
available 

These 
figures not 

yet 
available 

EARL 
(£2.50 fare) 

4.66 5.08 (4.83)* 6.63 7.13 6.10 0.94 1.24 
(1.53) 

0.94 
(1.13) 

*The figures in brackets include the impact of ramp up which reduces usage for the initial three years of operation while the 
public adjusts their travel to the new service.  This effect is insignificant from 2012 onwards. 
 
 
 
24 As this table shows, there is a robust economic case for line 2 in isolation.  

There is a positive financial case for line 2 in isolation if even only a modest 
premium fare is charged for EARL; the evidence to date suggested that a 
premium fare for EARL is most likely to be the case [evidence from Michael 
Howell, Chief Executive, tie, Official Report 1 December 2004, Col 171; 
evidence from Graeme Bissett, Finance Director, tie, Official Report 15 
December 2004 Col 220].   

 
25 Whilst it is recognised that there would be a small deficit in the early years of 

the scheme if line 2 only is built and where there is not even a modest 
premium fare charged for EARL, this is based on the conservative approach 
adopted by tie and would improve when:- 

 
• DfT air passenger forecasts are used rather that BAA [See Official 

Report, 8 December 2004, Col 201-202];  
• There is a modest premium fare on EARL; [See Official Report 1 

December 2004 Col 171, Official Report 15 December 2004, Col 220] 
• There is bus-tram integration which is already underway albeit at an 

early stage [evidence of Neil Renilson, Official Report 1 December 
2004 Col 145-146, evidence of David Humphrey, Official Report, 1 
December 2004, Col 167]; and 

• Line 1 is also constructed. 
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26 Should a deficit still exist (which is extremely unlikely), then other revenue 

enhancing opportunities exist, for example, non-passenger revenue from 
advertising and other additional sources. [See Response 14, 10 December 
2004, Appendix C] 

 
27 ETL2 and EARL can both be promoted and can co-exist.  EARL and tram line 

2 are proposed for very different purposes.  EARL is a nationally important 
transport project which will allow direct services from many parts of Scotland 
to the airport.  Tram line 2 is a local project which will provide access to and 
from the airport to key development areas including the core development 
area at Ratho/Newbridge/Kirkliston and Gyle/Sighthill, as identified in the 
Edinburgh and Lothians Structure Plan 2015 and also to the city centre.   

 
28 Both projects are supported by the West Edinburgh Planning Framework.  It 

does not indicate that these initiatives are alternatives but rather parts of an 
integrated step change in transport investment.   Barry Cross emphasised this 
- " the West Edinburgh Planning Framework makes it clear that we need not 
one or the other but both". [Official Report 15 December 2004 Col 217].  This 
is not unusual as many other airports are linked to cities by both rail and light 
rail links. For example, in the case of London and Heathrow Airport, the 
airport is linked to the city by both the Heathrow Express and the 
underground. [Evidence of Barry Cross, Transport Manager, the City of 
Edinburgh Council, Official Report 15 December 2004, Col 217, evidence of 
Michael Howell, chief executive, tie Col 171, evidence of Anne Follin, BAA 
(Edinburgh), Official Report, 1 December 2004, Col 153] 

 
29 The final point which has been raised is whether the promter should delay this 

project until the EARL project is developed further.  Both the promoter and tie 
believe that there is no justification to delay tram line 2.  Comfort was given by 
Graeme Bissett [Official Report 15 December 2004, Col 220]:- 

 
 "tie is comfortable with telling the Committee that it does not expect a severely 

adverse impact on the line 2 case from the work on the preliminary financial 
case for EARL.  From that point of view, there is no reason to delay a decision 
on the Bill" 

 
30 Finally as Barry Cross sums up [Official Report 15 December 2004 Col 217]:- 
 
 "Few people would argue that transport improvements in Edinburgh are 

premature; most would suggest that we have waited long enough." 
 
31 Due to years of under-investment in transport both schemes are needed and 

both schemes are needed now.  We should not delay and perpetuate the 
history of underinvestment.  There is political will, available national funding 
and the need for a step change in public transport in Edinburgh, all of which 
present an opportunity which must be seized.   
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(iv) Will the Newbridge section be dropped? 
 
32 The promoter's view is that in order to deliver structure plan aspirations for 

land use and development, population growth and economic well-being, 
development in the core areas, which include Ratho/Newbridge/Kirkliston and 
Gyle/Sighthill, is necessary.  Newbridge is an integral part of the project. 
[evidence of Barry Cross, Official Report 15 December 2004, Col 232].  
Andrew Holmes, Director of City Development, The City of Edinburgh Council, 
concluded in his opening statement to the Committee:- 

 
 "There is a clear national agenda for the development of west Edinburgh and 

the support that is required through the step changes in transport accessibility 
that will be brought about by, among other things, the construction of tram line 
2…[T]hat growth and those opportunities cannot be secured for Scotland 
without a range of transport measures, of which tram line 2 is the central 
spine around which much of the long-term development potential will be 
realised" 

 
33 It may be that the construction of the Newbridge section is phased.  This view 

is based on current estimates of the construction costs and the funding 
available to date.  However the construction costs estimated to date are 
conservative [evidence of Mark Bourke, Risk Manager, tie, Official Report 15 
December 2004 Cols 232-235]  

  
Issue 2(a) - whether to recommend to the Parliament that the Bill should 
proceed as a Private Bill ie is the purpose of the Bill to obtain for the promoter 
particular powers or benefits in excess of or in conflict with the general law? 

 
What is the purpose of the Bill 
 
34 The promoter needs a Private Bill in order to have the power to construct and 

operate a tram as these powers are in excess of the general law.  Likewise 
the promoter could not use its existing compulsory purchase powers as these 
powers would be invoked within the context of a specific transport system 
which is not already covered by existing powers.  [Official Report 3 November 
2004, Col 29] 

 
Issue 2(b) - whether to recommend to the Parliament that the Bill should 
proceed as a Private Bill ie do the accompanying documents to the Bill satisfy 
the technical criteria that are set down in the Standing Orders and are they 
adequate to allow proper scrutiny of the Bill? 
 
Accompanying Documents 
 
35 The promoter contends that the accompanying documents satisfy the 

technical criteria set down in Rule 9A.2 of the Standing Orders and are 
adequate to allow proper scrutiny of the Bill [Response 3 20 September 
2004].   
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36 In relation to the Environmental Statement, Bond Pierce stated that the 
promoter's responses were "extremely full and helpful" and "allows the 
Committee to move forward with the documents on environmental 
assessment. [Official Report 29 September 2004, Col 20] (See also 
Response 1, 5 August 2004, Response 3, 20 September 2004 and Response 
4 22 October 2004).  Cassella Stanger, who reviewed the chapters on noise 
and vibration, were also happy with the promoter's "comprehensive 
clarification" and "are satisfied that the environmental statement and the 
methodologies that were used are in line with the level of design that is 
currently available" [Official Report, 29 September 2004, Col 21]. (See also 
Response 2, 27 August 2004). 

 
37 SEPA confirmed the the Environmental Statement was what they would 

expect at this stage [Official Report 17 November 2004 Col 66].  SNH 
indicated that they thought that the "environmental statement was quite 
thorough" [Official Report 17 November 2004, Col 68].  Whilst Historic 
Scotland has some concerns these are really in relation to the Private Bills 
procedure, they did confirm that there is sufficient information to allow a full 
assessment of alignment impacts including consideration of alternative routes 
[See Response 11 6 December 2004]. 

 
Conclusion 
 
38 The promoter would therefore invite the Committee to recommend to 

Parliament that the general principles of the Bill should be agreed to and that 
the Bill should proceed as a Private Bill.   
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