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Dear Mr Aitken 
 
Edinburgh Tram (Line Two) Bill 
Whether objections demonstrate clear adverse effect 
 
Thank you for your letter of 27th August 2004 to our parliamentary agents Bircham 
Dyson Bell.   
 
On behalf of tie and the promoter, City of Edinburgh Council, I write to convey our 
regrets that the letter to objectors has caused such concern.  I would assure you that 
there was no intention to usurp the role of your Committee and apologise for having 
given this impression.  
 
The purpose of the August letters was to provide a substantive response to the 
objectors to the whole of the Bill in good time before the Committee came to consider 
the matter.  It was hoped that an individual objector would feel sufficiently reassured by 
the response given to be able to withdraw his or her objection. It was also designed to 
ensure that the objectors had adequate time to consider the Council’s response before 
they might be called by the Committee.   
 
tie did write to every objector to the whole Bill, in most cases at considerable length, in 
order to address their concerns.  The single initial paragraph informing objectors of the 
Council’s earlier submission to the Private Bills Unit was included solely in the interests 
of openness.  It was included on our agent’s advice because they thought it wrong to 
communicate with objectors without telling them of the submission that had been 
made.  Otherwise objectors might feel that the Council had been going to the 
Parliament behind their backs.  As well being potentially unfair, this would completely 
contradict the Council’s general policy of openness. 
 
With the /…. 
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With the wisdom of hindsight, though, I acknowledge that the wording of the first 
paragraph of the letter to objectors was open to being misconstrued.  We acknowledge 
without reservation that decisions on the admissibility of objections are for the 
Committee alone to take.  I had hoped that Bircham Dyson Bell’s earlier letter to the 
Private Bills Unit reflected this when they expressed “…the hope that you will consider 
it appropriate to put these views to the Committee when they reach this stage”. I had 
also hoped that the reference to that earlier submission would make it clear to 
objectors what actions had been taken by the Council in this context. 
 
I repeat my earlier apology, emphasising that we regret the way that this paragraph 
was construed by some objectors and the concern it caused them.  In the light of their 
reaction, we quite understand why you considered the letters to be unhelpful. 
 
Following this explanation, however, I do hope you will accept that, notwithstanding the 
reaction to the letters, the Council’s sole motive in acting as it did was to do the right 
thing in being open with objectors. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 

Michael Howell 
Chief Executive 
 


