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6 Balance Sheet- Month End and Year to Date Progress 
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7 Cash Flow - Year to Date and Forecast 
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1 Executive Summary 

Edinburgh has one of the fastest growing economtes of any major city in 
Europe and is facing significant expansion in employment and housing. In 
order to cope with this , a number of transport schemes have been identified in 
Edinburgh's Local Transport Strategy. These fall within a comprehensive 
programme of related schemes collectively labelled the Integrated Transport 
Initiative for Edinburgh and South East Scotland (the "ITI"). In addition to the 
Edinburgh-based schemes, tie is charged with delivering two key heavy rail 
projects for the Scottish Executive. The time-scale for delivery of these 
schemes ranges over many years ahead. 

tie is a private limited company wholly owned by the City of Edinburgh Council 
(CEC). The operating agreement between tie and CEC requires tie to submit 
a business plan in draft to CEC in this case for the year to 31 March 2006 
(FY06). 

During 2004/5 to date, tie has managed the following projects: 

• Development and procurement of the Congestion Charging (CC) 
scheme; 

• Tram schemes - parliamentary process supporting two lines and 
preparation of the Bill for the 3rc1 line, early tram operator 
involvement, service integration and commencement of system 
procurement; 

• Construction of Edinburgh Fastlink (formerly WEBS) ; 

• Construction of Park and Ride site at lngliston; 

• Preparation of the Bill and scheme development for the Edinburgh 
Airport Rail Link (EARL); 

• Planning for procurement and construction of the 
Stirling/Alloa/Kincardine railway (SAK); and 

• "One Ticket" public transport integrated ticketing system. 

Total outturn expenditure in the 04/05 financial year (hereinafter referred to as 
FY05) is forecast at £24m. 

WEBS and the lngliston Park and Ride will be largely completed this year, 
although tie will have some continuing responsibilities. The remaining 
projects will form the core programme for the next three years and represent 
the basis of this business plan 

Section 2 of this plan describes tie's Corporate Governance processes and 
Section 3 sets out tie's approach to financial management. Section 4 
describes the progress made on the projects for which tie has responsibility. 
Section 5 describes the initiatives undertaken by tie to develop and 
strengthen its internal processes. Section 6 provides a detailed analysis of 
the resource requirements, planned expenditure and sources of funding for 
tie's projects. 

2 
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The appendices provide further detail. 

Of the outturn forecast for FY05 of £24m, some £1 Om relates to actual 
construction of the WEBS and lngliston projects. The majority of the balance 
of expenditure relates to the development and procurement of the congestion 
charging, tram and EARL projects. 

tie's internal costs (people and overhead) are c12% of total expenditure and 
are allocated to projects on an equitable basis. 

The plan for FY06 is prepared on the following basis: 

• Congestion charging scheme 

This scheme has been terminated 

• Tram project - parliamentary process 

The actual expenditure will depend upon a number of variables which will 
drive the depth of work required by tie, principally the requirements of the 
Committees of MSPs and the need to respond to objectors. This is presently 
estimated at £3.4m for both lines 1 and 2, although as explained in the plan 
this is a highly subjective estimate. It is assumed some limited work on Line 3 
is continued but this ceases in Q1 FY06 

• Tram Outline Business Case and Implementation 

Project implementation stage has now commenced following the grant award 
earlier this year. This programme is initially focussed on the development of 
the Outline Business Case ("OBC") which encompasses the involvement of 
Transdev, the procurement strategy and tender process, s~rvice integration 
planning and detailed system design. The total costs in FY06 are estimated 
at £21.9m, allowing for some slippage of FY05 spend into FY06, £2m of 
expenditure on third party contracts, the estimated £1.2m cost of detailed 
revenue forecasting in relation to a fully integrated bus and tram system and a 
placemarker sum of £3m relating to advance utility diversion work. Further 
detail is provided in Section 4. The Executive anticipate that approval for this 
funding will be confirmed as part of the evaluation of the Outline Business 
Case in spring 2005, dependent on the demonstration of tangible progress. A 
dialogue is underway between the Council and the Executive on funding 
contribution by the Council toward this activity in FY06. 

This plan does not address full-scale advance construction costs, which are 
under discussion with the Executive. These costs include the investment 
required to plan work on utility diversions, Network Rail interfaces, land and 
property acquisition; followed by spend on actual operational work in these 
areas. The timing and quantum of this expenditure will drive the overall 
programme. It is anticipated that all such work would be funded by the 
Executive as part of the overall construction cost. This will be assessed as 
part of the planned preparation of the OBC in Spring 2005. 

3 
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• EARL 

Support to parliamentary process of the EARL Bill is estimated at £2.3m and a 
further sum of £3.3m is proposed for procurement and enabling works related 
to the project to accommodate stakeholder requirements and to maintain 
programme but which is not directly related to the parliamentary process. As 
with the Tram Bills, the actual parliamentary expenditure will depend upon the 
requirements of the Scottish Parliament. t ie is in discussions with the 
Executive about the EARL Promoter role. No costs have been reflected for 
this role in the Plan as the scope remains uncertain. 

• SAK 

SAK is a key project, but as presently structured will not involve tie in 
significant funding issues since these flow from Scottish Executive to the 
Promoter. 

• FETA - Development of A Charging Order 

t ie submitted a proposal to the Forth Estuary Transport Authority (FETA) to 
assist them with the implementation of a Charging Order for the bridge. 

tie wilr project manage the process and will assist FETA staff, including the 
Treasurer, by preparing briefs and contract documents as appropriate for 
the external services covering legal, financial and technical advice. External 
consultants would be engaged by FETA directly and tie would project 
manage and certify payments in accordance with the contract documentation. 
t ie may also offer to use its own resources and consultants where specialised 
services were required and where insufficient time was available for 
procurement. 

The personnel involved are existing members of staff and will normally be 
based in tie's office for the duration of the commission. 

Progress on t ie's projects in FYOS is set out in Section 4, together with a 
description of the challenges faced by each project in FY06 and the outline 
funding requirements. tie has skills in UK and European procurement, 
programme and project management, financial structuring and management 
and the management of specialist advisers on transport planning, project 
finance, engineering and legal issues. These skills will be brought to bear in 
predicting and controlling expenditure in the most cost-effective way. 

tie has a unique position as a company with public sector ownership, ethos 
and objectives but a private sector approach to delivery. tie is not established 
for profit, and its goals are completely aligned with its public sector 
stakeholders in the delivery of transport projects. Since tie was established in 
April 2002, considerable progress has been made on these large-scale, 
complex and high profile projects against a background of new and 
developing parliamentary requirements. The proposals in this plan represent 
tie's best estimate of the resources required to maintain the momentum on 
these projects. 
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Principal matters which will follow on from Plan approval 

There are a number of key issues which will require to be addressed prior to 
the commencement of the new financial year or which will be addressed as 
the year proceeds. 

• Ratification by tie Board of Corporate Objectives set out in Section 5 
of this Plan and approval of the Plan by the Board. 

• Final determination of plans to recover value from the investment in 
the ITI Business System. 

• Agreement from Scottish Executive on funding to continue Tram 
lines 1 & 2 parliamentary process. 

• Final determination of Tram Line 3 Bill. 

• Development of the tram project OBC and dialogue with the 
Executive on funding support. This will include Line 1 & 2 advance 
construction work programme and expenditure. 

• Submission date for EARL Bill to be finalised, potential subsequent 
re-programming, expenditure re-profiling and new funding confirmed. 

• t ie's role as Promoter of EARL Bill and funding requirement to be 
determined. 

5 
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ii Agenda Item 6 

Heavy Rail 

a) EARL - Project and Financial Progress 
Report 

b) EARL- Promoter Role 
c) SAK - Project and Financial Progress 

Report 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie 's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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I Agenda Item 6a&b 

Heavy Rail 

a) EARL - Project and Financial Progress 
Report 

b) EARL- Promoter Role 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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Paper to: 

Subject: 

From: 

Date: 

tie Board, 21st March 2005 
Commercial & in Confidence 
Edinburgh Airport Rai l Link 
(Project Manager - Susan Clark) 

Pa u I Prescott 

16th March 2005 

Project Governance 
Work is ongoing to confirm t ie as the Promoter for EARL. A separate paper 
will be tabled at the meeting outlining progress and action and decisions 
required. 

Bill Progress 
Good progress is being made with the Bill Documents. Skeletons are already 
in place for the Bill itself and the Explanatory Notes, with drafts due at the end 
of March. Drafts of maps, plans & sections are also in place, as are first 
drafts of the Promoter's Memorandum and Statement. A draft Environmental 
Statement is being reviewed within tie. 

We have written to SE to enquire about the ability of the Private Bills Unit to 
process another Bill, as four are already listed as being in the system. The 
letter of response confirms that we should proceed with introduction of the Bill 
during June. 

Costs & Preliminary Financial Case 
The cost report has now been produced, and indicates that costs are close to 
(and within) the previous SKM costs. The STAG appraisal is now underway to 
ensure that the business case still stands. The Preliminary Financial Case is 
being developed in parallel. 

Planning 
We are in discussion with West Lothian Council to agree the scope for the 
timetabling exercise for Winchburgh Station. WLC are seeking developer 
funding for this. 

Feedback from TRANSCO in relation to the diversion of the high pressure 
pipeline has indicated that the previous route can be altered to accommodate 
EARL. 
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3rd Parties 
Assurance protocols being developed with both BAA & NR. Protective 
provisions are also being discussed with NR to prevent an objection to the 
Bill. A Basic Services Agreement extension with NR has been agreed and 
signed. 

SC/PGP 16.03.05 

TRS00018615_0091 





. ~-· 
Iii Agenda Item 6b 

Heavy Rail 

b) EARL- Promoter Role 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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DRAFT 

Legally Privileged 
Not for Distribution to or Reliance by any Party other than tie Limited 

EARL BILL PROMOTION 

Advice to tie Limited 

Introduction 

This note reviews the position reached as at 11 March 2005. We are aware that discussions have 

taken place between tie and DEC and tie and the Scottish Executive concerning matters covered in 

our earlier February and March 2005 advice notes to tie. We have been asked by tie Project 

Management to focus on the option involving tie as Promoter of the EARL bill and to identify risks 

and mitigation measures. We have advised tie on these matters in June and August 2004. 

Scottish Executive (" SE 11
) Position on Promotion 

l . The SE position can be summarised as follows: 

• SE is focused on the short term issue of formally identifying a Promoter for EARL; 

• SE is not able to give any assurance that tie will continue to implement EARL as 

Authorised Undertaker post Royal Assent; 

• SE is not receptive at present to a block shift of either promotion or delivery 

responsibility for EARL, SAK, Borders and Airdrie-Bathgate to tie or TIS, as envisaged 

under the tie TIS proposal; 

• SE wishes to settle upon a Promoter selection for EARL as soon as possible; 

• Beyond stating what is not acceptable regarding Promoter identity options, SE has made 

it clear that they are unable to share the views of their legal and procurement advisers 

with tle. 

2. There are a number of constraints which we understand the Scottish Executive perceives. 
These are: 

AF/LED/3 1029917/4500914 
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Legally Privileged 
Not for Distribution to or Reliance by any Party other than tie Limited 

2.1 SE cannot have a stake1 in any new entity created to promote EARL. This is because 

the SE considers that ownership would result in any bill being taken as a hybrid bill, 

needing new (but as yet unwritten) parliamentary process. This will not be 

sanctioned by Ministers for policy reasons.2 

2.2 SE is concerned that a promoter entity owned by someone other than SE could be 

instructed to stop work on EARL without the Scottish Executive having any say in 

the matter. 

2.3 SE is concerned to achieve clear transfer of risk as to responsibility for EARL 

promotion and implementation. 

Preliminary Recommendation 

Before tie Board takes any final decision, tie obtains a written statement from the Scottish Executive 

as to how it views the issues raised by the Scottish Executive's requirements for tie's function as 

Promoter. This will enable a measured review of SE's official position. We do not consider it is 

correct for the tie Board to assume responsibility for promotion of EARL and management of grant 

funding without a description from SE of what its immediate and longer term expectations as to the 

EARL promotion are. Without this, we do not see that (a) tie can advise its sole shareholder with 

confidence on commercial issues (b) tie will not receive legal advice based on best information and 

clear guidance from the funder of EARL (c) there is an appreciable risk that solutions are devised 

which do not address all known facts, intentions and exposure. 

The Preferred Option for EARL Promoter 

3. Based upon known requirements, the following options for the identity of the formal 

Promoter of the EARL Bill exist: 

• CBC 

• tie (in its current form) 

I This appears to cover de m.i.oim.is or non-ooonolling interest 

2 It should be noted that the advice of parliamentary counsel to tie is tbat this process is achievable at risk of some cost and delay; 
this course of action would not, however, suit current EARL timetable requiring bill submission in early May. 
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• Network Rail 

• a new single purpose entity (public or private company) 

• a non-departmental public body. 

Of these five options, the Scottish Executive has (a) indicated informally that using tie within the 

status quo is its preferred option (b) rejected the case for a non-departmental public body (NDPB) as 

promoter. This option3 would answer many of the legal and practical difficulties which attach to the 

other four options but we are instructed not to explore the NDPB route as a platform for EARL bill 

promotion and project implementation on account of SE policy reasons. The table below indicates the 

key risks and benefits for each of the remaining four options: 

Promoter Benefits Risks 

CEC as • 
Promoter 

• 
• 

no issue in relation to a hybrid bill • lapse of political will 
requirement 

clear public accountability 

limited action necessary 
formalise mandate 

• not resourced to promote and no 
natural sponsor within CEC 

to • legal authority to promote heavy rail 
bill requires CEC full Council 
Section 82 resolution to mitigate 
vires risk 

• decision-making, communication 
and scope of authority between CEC, 
tie and SE cumbersome and ill 
defined 

• tie ends up remaining 11 de facto 11 

·promoter without direct authority 

NR 
Promoter 

as • no issue as to hybrid bill • likely to cause lengthy delay 

• some English 
promoter 

experience as • tie role uncertain or non-existent 

• 

• 

logical due to position as ultimate 
asset owner and operator 

EARL commissioning and project 
acceptance facilitated 

3 We understand this rejection is for policy reasons. 

AF/LED/310299/7/4500914 

• serious doubt over NR corporate 
delivery capacity 

• negative impact on project credibility 
in market 

• BAA unlikely to accept 

• departure from stated SE stance in 

3 
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Promoter Benefits Risks 

tie 
Promoter 

as • 

EARL 
Promoter 
Entity (EPE 
I) (private) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

AF/LED/310299n/4500914 

continuity and private bill process 

expertise in place with planned 
resource 

enhancement of tie viability as 
implementer on other rail projects 
in Scotland 

decision-making simplified and 
control of information, negotiations 
and process under one roof 

tie's authority as a counter party for 
private sector reinforced 

preserves EARL programme and 
momentum 

communication 
established 

channels 

EARL consultation 

• interface with SE remains fragile and 
SE ability to oversee NR limited 

• EARL unsuitable in size and profile 
as a NR pilot project 

• EARL relegated by other priorities 

• potentially stricter proof as to tie's 
ability to deliver post Royal Assent 
since tie is subsidiary of local 
authority 

• direct responsibility for costs of 
promotion and liabilities incurred in 
obtaining and preparing for use of 
powers (ie CPO compensation, 
discharge of third party obligations) 

• need for CEC position on support for 
EARL to be formalised clearly 

• no commitment for SE to tie's role 
post Royal Assent 

• condition attached to grant funding 
may create (a) hybrid bill or (b) 
procurement issue on any transfer of 
authorised undertaker role as 
instructed by SE 

• possible VAT consequences for CBC 

Bill can remain Private Bill since • 
EPE entity unconnected to SE 

EPE not subject 
accountability regime 

to public 

dedicated project delivery vehicle • 
created for EARL 

potential procurement and increased 
state aid risk issues with selection of 
private sector party for promoter role 
and grant funding receipt tie can direct and influence 

establishment of EPE and supply of 
EPE resources 

removal of CEC link to national 
project 

assures S~ that change of priority 
by CEC could not .influence EPE 
capacity to service EARL 

• .EPE unusual status for party 
promoting £500m public 
infrastructure project 

• conditions imposed on grant funding 
from SE may create (a) hybrid bill 
(b) procurement issue on transfer of 
authorised undertaker role as 
instructed by SE 

4 
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Promoter Benefits Risks 

EARL • 
Promoter 
Entity (EPE 

• Il) (public) 

no hybrid bill issue provided • 
guarantor is not SE 

removal of CEC link to national 
project, assuring guarantor is not 
CEC 

conditions attaching to grant funding 
create (a) hybrid bill (b) procurement 
issue on delegation of authorised 
undertaker role as instructed by SE 
after Royal Assent 

• no obvious public sector owner for 
EPE subject to public EPE II • 
accountability regime (ie the 
procurement/regime, project • time required to authorise 
preparation guidelines, freedom of 
information obligations) 

• as forEPEI 

• less risk of procurement issue 
selecting EPE II as promoter 

tie as formal Promoter of EARL 

4. We are instructed to develop this option in terms of (a) the actions/issues requiring legal input 

and (b) analysis of assessable risk borne by tie in its capacity of Promoter. There are several 

issues we have advised previously are necessary in order to make the transition to tie 

becoming formal Promoter. Each of these is tabled below, alongside the action currently 

recommended: 

c= 

ISSUE ACTION 

l. With tie as Promoter of EARL, CEC is not CEC to confirm that it shares this view and to 

actively involved in promotion of EARL so inform tie accordingly in writing. 

that no resolution pursuant to Section 82 of 

the Local Government (Scotland) Act 1973 

is required 
-

AF ILED/310299n/45009 I 4 5 
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ISSUE ACTION 

2. Amendment to tie's Operating Agreement Revisions to the Operating Agreement to be agreed 

with CEC. Advices of June and August between tie and CBC and approved by tie Board 

2004 stated how the agreement requires and by CEC (by full Council Resolution)4. 

revision to safeguard tie's activity on tie Board to resolve that assumption of EARL 
EARL being within the contractual Promoter role is in best interests of tie and that the 
mandate. We understand tie is revising the Op ...:~g Agre t h uld b d cl eraw..u emerr s o e amen e 
agreement to reflect cessation of activity on 

congestion charging. 

3. Provision to underwrite tie's liabilities as Document (with CBC and SE) how tie is to 

Promoter of EARL. Since tie is required to undertake EARL Promoter responsibilities without 

indemnify CEC in respect of liabilities and recourse to CEC budget, in order that tie Board 

to third parties, this will be of interest to can be satisfied that tie., will be in a position to 

CEC, unless the Operating Agreement is discharge :financial obligations incurred for the 

amended to remove this obligation. promotion of EARL. This will entail discussion 

with SE as to the precise terms of continued grant 

funding. 

5. RISKS 

1. 

The assumption of the EARL Promoter's role carries exposure to risk. The following 

represent those legal and commercial risks we have identified. We have previously 

highlighted to tie project management adverse impact on tie project delivery capability. 

Risk Mitigation 

Scottish Executive asserts influence during Continual information flow between tie and 

promotion of EARL bill which is not SE. Clear decision making process at tie 

4 We consider that tie's authority to promote EARL should be supported by a Council resolution so that due 

diligence on this matter can be answered in the future. 

AF/LED/310299n/4500914 6 
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Risk Mitigation 

consistent with tie's position and tie's Board level. Reliance on governance structure 

credibility damaged. and properly documented stakeholder 

commitment. 

2. Scottish Executive wishes to retain full Advise Scottish Executive as to potential risks 

discretion to instruct tie to transfer authorised of retaining discretion over the grant of powers 

undertaker authority post Royal Assent, under the bill. Risk of procurement challenge 

creating exposure to bill being challenged as sits with Scottish Executive. 

hybrid (at Final Stage) or appointment of 

authorised undertaker being subject to 

procurement regulations. 

Ensure tie's ability to fund defence against 

either legal objection to bill or challenge 

regarding procurement is underwritten by the 

Scottish Executive. 

Budget for (time and cost) and factor into 

promotion workable arrangements which 

permit tie to step out of contractual 

commitments continuing post Royal Assent 

with minimum commercial exposure. 

Advise Scottish Executive of potential e:ff ect 

on overall deliverability of EARL. 

3. tie enters commitment with third party in Consult with Scottish Executive and develop 

order to promote EARL but Scottish decision-making boundaries recognising this 

Executive unable to make decision to support creates "captive" Promoter risk. 

the commitment or delays the decision 

resulting m increased cost or unplanned 

liability. 

4. Since tie has no long term interest, tie project tie to be suitably protected from incurring 

implementation strategy not fully developed residual liabilities arising from the requirement 

AF/LED/310299n/4500914 7 
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Risk Mitigdion 

and Parliament requrres close scrutiny of for change of Authorised Undertaker. 

implementation and funding of delivery. 

5. tie responsible for primary investigation tie to obtain comprehensive advice on the issue 

regarding availability of SE funding for and clearance from SE to take further action as 

EARL and to Article 87 of the Treaty of necessary, including referral to UK authorities. 

Rome (State Aid). 

6. Toe formal role as EARL Promoter highlights tie prepares its evidence for the further stages 

the direct interaction between EARL and of Tram Line 2 in close co-ordination with 

Edinburgh Tram Line 2 and tie's EARL. 

responsibility for dovetailing the economic 

cases. 

The issue is discussed in detail by CEC and SE 

so that tie is not caught representing 

conflicting aims. 

tie's mandate from CEC reconciles tie's role 

on both projects. 

7. tie as Promoter impacts invoicing We understand that this issue has been 

arrangements with CEC, so as to create considered by CEC following initial advice 

irrecoverable VAT risk. from DLA Piper/John Kennedy & Co in June 

last year. We have no further information on 

this matter. 

8. tie 8:t arm's length from CEC planning and Clear agreement on how EARL {through tie) 

roads functions. continues to have access to and support from 

CEC at working level. 

9. Procurement challenge by third party or Understanding of the legal risk and, so far as 

spontaneous objection by EU Commission possible, structuring of arrangements to 

stimulated either by assumption of Promoter minimise eventuality. Acceptance by SE that 

role or the change of authorised undertaker. the risk is theirs. 

AF/LED/310299n /4500914 8 
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-
Risk Mitigation 

10. Claims are made against tie with regard to tie authorised to settle claims made and is 

compensation payments by parties affected indemnified by any authorised undertaker. 

by EARL. 

11. Project curtailed for financial or political tie to be held harmless by SE. through grant 

reasons. funding to meet any liabilities. 

12. Change of CEC administration affects tie's Ability for tie to resign as Promoter 

ability to act as effective Promoter. 

DLA Piper 
16 March 2005 

AF/LED/310299nt4500914 9 
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Heavy Rail 

c) SAK - Project and Financial 
Progress Report 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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Paper to: 

Subject: 

From: 

Date: 

tie Board 
21st March 2005 
Commercial & in Confidence 
Stirling-Alloa-Kincardine 
(Project Manger - Richard Hudson) 

Paul Prescott 

16th March 2005 

Project Governance 
The suite of contracts between tie, Clackmannanshire Council and Jacobs 
Babtie has now been signed. 

Asset Protection Agreement 
A revised draft of the APA was sent to NR on the 11th March 2005 reflecting 
the output from our meeting with them on the 1st March 2005 and subsequent 
discussions between NR and the Scottish Executive. Some technical matters 
remain to be resolved, plus the significant issue of specific implement. 

We are targeting agreement on all of these by the end of this month, so that 
the APA can go to NR's Third Party Enhancement Panel in London on the 4th 
May 2005. 

Project Cost 
There have been a number of useful meetings with Network Rail's engineers, 
and much progress in the understanding of the assumptions and derogations 
contained within the project scope and their implications on project risk. In 
addition, tie have separately been negotiating with FNJV regarding their 
management fees. 

The output from both these initiatives will materialise in the form of a revised 
target cost which is expected by 23rd March 2005. 

The agents of Diageo have been instructed to commence the preliminary 
design and planning applications for their proposed new site at Bonnybridge. 
This will enable more meaningful discussions with them regarding the level of 
compensation in connection with their Carsbridge site. This is still currently 
estimated at £3.6m but it expected that this will be reduced to circa £2m. 

TRS00018615_0104 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

The issue of shallow mineworkings remediation has been further developed 
and a strategy agreed. This involves further investigation to provide the NR 
Mining Engineer with sufficient data to evaluate the project team's proposals. 
The likely solution will involve a combination of speed limit reduction on the 
freight section of the route and some form of consequential risk management, 
plus a degree of discrete grouting. 

Site Progress 
Devegetation works is in progress. We plan to have all the trees on the route 
felled by' the 18th March and all the stumps either removed or ground down 
by the end of the month. Public reaction has been very positive now that 
there is at last physical evidence of activity. 

Programme 
Subject to satisfactory resolution of the above issues, we expect to have 
Scottish Executive approval by the end of March 2005, Council Approval 
during April and Network Rail Approval on the 4th May. This will allow the 
contract for Phase 2 to be awarded early in May. 

RH/PGP 16.3.05 
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ii Agenda Item 7 

Tram 

a) Project Progress Reports* 
b) Procurement* 
c) OBC Status 
d) Parliamentary Process * 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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Tram 

a) Project Progress Reports* 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 

TRS00018615_0108 











I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Tram 

b) Procurement* 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 

TRS00018615_0113 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Tram 

c) OBC Status 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section 5b of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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Tram 

d) Parliamentary Process * 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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tie Board 
4 March 2005 

Edinburgh Tram - Statutory Processes - Line 1 & 2 Status Report 

Private Bills for Edinburgh Tram Line 1 and 2 are currently under consideration by 
their respective Parliamentary Committees. Both Committees submitted their 
Preliminary Stage Reports to the Scottish Parliament and the recommendations 
to proceed to the Consideration Stage were each approved unanimously. 

During the Consideration Stage, the detail of the proposals will be considered. 
The Committees have now each held a meeting to consider how to manage the 
Consideration Stage. They have proposed groupings of objectors so that similar 
issues can be dealt with at the one time. They have written to all objectors 
notifying them of their proposals and inviting them to a meeting to explain and 
discuss them. The PBU will meet with tie separately to discuss the proposed 
procedures. 

The Committees do not intend to meet again until June. Before that, lists of 
witnesses and the scope of evidence will be submitted, followed by detailed 
evidence. The evidence statements will be exchanged between tie and the 
objectors and will be taken as read at the Committees. There will be no leading 
of evidence at the Committees - it will go straight to cross-examination. The PBU 
has outlined a very demanding work schedule to get through all the objection 
hearings, with Committees each having all day sessions once a week during June 
and recommencing in September. 

tie is still budgeting on completion of the Consideration Stage and the Final 
Stage, and achieving Royal Assent to the Bills by the end of December 2005 
although this depends entirely on the progress of considering the Bills by the 
Committees. 

Meanwhile, there is considerable work ongoing in seeking to resolve the concerns 
of formal objectors to the Bills. It is intended to try to achieve resolution with as 
many as possible to avoid the need to appear before the Committees. There are 
a number of objections on each line where it is unlikely that agreement will be 
reached and the issues will have to be examined at the Committee hearings. 

For Tram Line 1, 196 objections were lodged through the formal objection period 
following the lodging of the Bill. The Committee considered 10 late objections and 
found that 9 demonstrated good reason for lateness and were therefore deemed 
admissible. 7 objections have since been removed and 198 objections remain to 
the Bill with the following proportions; approximately 

• 34 objections have been raised by commercial entities 
• 137 objections have been raised on the Roseburn Corridor 
• 27 objections have been raised along the waterfront. 

In addition to managing and resolving such objection matters it has become 
necessary to redevelop and negotiate two s75 Agreements through the key 
waterfront areas. This is being progressed simultaneously through the resolution 

Prepared ?Y: Kevin Murray and Geoff Duke 
Date: 25/02/2005 
Board Mtg 22March05 Item X 1 ffi1+2 Status Report 
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4 March 2005 

of the technical issues and would preferably be concluded legally in the same 
timeframe. 

For Tram Line 2, 82 objections were lodged through the formal objection period 
following the lodging of the Bill. The Committee considered 3 late objections and 
found that they demonstrated good reason for lateness and were therefore also 
deemed admissible. 9 objections to the Whole Bill have been rejected by the 
Committee and therefore 76 objections. These can broadly be classified as: 

• 2 environmental/heritage 
• 5 transport 
• 13 residential 
• 56 commercial 

In parallel with this, the preparation of evidence and consideration of the case to 
be presented through the Consideration Stage is underway. Key witnesses have 
been identified and consultations with the QC are reviewing the strategy to be 
adopted and developing the case to be made. Supporting work is also being 
prepared to address the key areas of concern raised by the Committee which are 
summarised below; 

• non-user benefits may have been overstated in economic case. 
• Design Manual has no formal status in the approvals process. 
• not convinced that spirit of full co-operation between Lothian Buses and 

those parties involved in the promotion has always existed. 
• concerns that the social inclusion benefits will not be fully realised unless 

the Concessionary Fares Scheme is available to tram users. 
• concerns about the consultation exercise which with hindsight could have 

been improved. 
• more detailed information on utility diversion costs to be provided . 
• main reservations relate to the scale of economic benefits whTch have 

been attributed to non tram users and also the need for further 
reassurarrces as to the robustness of the patronage forecasts. 

Two route alignment changes outwith the LOO are being considered - one on the 
common section at Haymarket Yards and one at the Gyle. The purpose of the 
changes is to reach resolution with objectors. However, by going outside the 
LODs, a "Bill within a Bill" procedure is triggered that, for the area affected, will 
involve consultation, notification ~nd an objectioh period. Technical work is 
progressing as well as an assessment of the pros and cons of making the 
amendment. 

Detailed consideration of the impact of any of the early design work by the Tram 
Implementation Team is being undertaken. This includes a detailed review of 
property impacts and potential compensation implications which will inform the 
Outline Business Case. 

Prepared By: Kevin Murray and Geoff Duke 
Date: 25/02/2005 
Board Mtg 22March05 Item X 1 ETL 1+2 Status Repon 
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II Agenda Item 8 

Other Projects 

a) Project Progress Reports* 
b) lngliston Park & Ride - Lessons 

Learnt* 
c) ITIBS * 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section 5b of tie 's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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Other Projects 

a) Project Progress Reports* 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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Other Projects 

b) lngliston Park & Ride - Lessons 
Learnt* 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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tie board meeting 21st March 2005 
lngliston Park and Ride Lessons Learnt 

Steering Group 

A steering group meeting has been arranged for the 17th of March to discuss 
and progress all aspects of the delivery of the project. This will be attended 
by representatives from Transport, tie, Halcrow, and bus operators. 

Construction 

Construction work is generally progressing well and to a good standard Utility 
Diversions have now been arranged and in the mean time work has been 
rearranged around the area to minimise delay. The building is taking shape 
with the roof at an advanced stage and the blockwork complete. The recent 
inclement weather has caused some disruption however this is being 
managed. Surfacing of the car park commences this week. 

Scottish Power have caused some further problems as they had initially 
intimated that they would supply the site from cables in Eastfteld Road. They 
have now intimated that this will not be the case and the contractor is awaiting 
their proposal for an alternative source. The contractor is preparing a plan to 
mitigate any further delay that this would cause to the delivery of the site. 

In addition Street Lighting have caused some delay in responding with 
requests for further information. 

Fitting Out 

A schedule of colour and fitting choices has been received which will require 
instruction. In addition provision of equipment not supplied by the contractor 
e.g. Vending Machines, computer terminals and telephones requires 
consideration. 

Traffic Regulation Orders and Parking Places Order 

Traffic Regulation Orders and a Parking Places Order are required to enforce 
bus lanes, waiting restrictions, turning restrictions and the regulation of the car 
park. The formal consultation period for these will commence this week 
following which the orders will be advertised. If objections are received then a 
report will be required to go to the 7th June Council Executive Committee. 

Operation 

The City's officers are at an advanced stage in the preparation of operating 
agreements with bus operators who have stated an interest in serving the site 
this includes staffing the building and light maintenance. tie will continue to 
provide support. 
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tie Limited 

Training 

Near the end of the construction period staff will require to be trained in the 
use of any equipment provided for the operation of the site and building. This 
has been added to the overall programme. 

Launch 

The date for completion of the Construction is presently the 10th of June. It 
has been suggested that the P.R. Launch be aligned to the completion of 
Hermiston Park and Ride and the Royal Bank of Scotland opening in July 
However cognisance needs to be taken of the G8 conference which is taking 
place in the first two weeks in July. 

This will be discussed at the Steering Group. Some thought has been given 
to two options for the opening of the lngliston site. One invitation only and 
one for members of the public (the Bouncy castle approach) these have been 
costed and a draft programme for delivery produced. 

Project Management and Control 

The form of contract with the contractor for lngliston is the Engineering and 
Construction contract option A which is design and build with a priced activity 
schedule. The reference design was prepared by our client's representative 
pre tender and the client's representative is responsible for all quality 
assurance issues and cost certification. The contractor is responsible for the 
delivery of a robust product with the design being certified by the contractor's 
designer. In the case of lngliston, the client's representative is Halcrow, the 
contractor is Borders Construction and the contractor's designer is Goodson 
Associates. 

The role of the tie project manager in this context is very much one of 
monitoring the client's representative and providing the necessary interface 
with the city council and other third parties to provide a total project. 

Lessons from WEBS 

The board will recollect a paper presented to the meeting on 20th December 
that addressed lessons to be learned from the procurement of WEBS with a 
view to ensuring that those lessons are imported into other tie projects. The 
process for capturing the lessons that was outlined to the Board in December 
is as follows. 

The process of capturing the lessons to be learned involves four stages. 
Stage 1 was a first stage issues review involving the projects director and the 
two project managers that were involved in the scheme. Some headline 
results of that exercise are included later in this paper. 

TRS00018615_0129 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

11; tie LimiMd 

The second stage will involve sessions with the two main construction 
contractors Balfour Beatty and ERDC. There are a number of significant 
contractual issues to be resolved with the contractors regarding quality of 
product, outstanding work to be completed, programme to final completion 
and financial issues. 

The third stage will involve a similar review with our client representatives, 
Halcrow. Again there are a number of issues to be resolved with them 
including quality of service, financial issues and programme to completion. 

The fourth stage will involve a review with Lothian Buses and CEC regarding 
the interface between these parties and tie and how, with the benefit of 
hindsight, we could have improved. 

Finally the results of this will be fed into the business improvement work that is 
ongoing to ensure that our project management procedures benefit from the 
experience. 

At present stages 1 and 4 are complete and stages 2 and 3 are ongoing with 
continued work to resolve outstanding contractual issues. However there are 
some conclusions of the review that are directly applicable to the lngliston 
context and that have been implemented. The relevant conclusions are as 
follows. 

• The level of interface with CEC and other bodies such as Lothian 
Buses involves a greater degree of commitment than originally envisaged 
• The degree of supervision of the client's representative in technical 
areas like quality, programme and price has proven to be greater than 
expected. The incentive for tie staff to look after the interests of tie is greater 
than that of the client's representative. 
• The degree of site supervision required directly by tie to ensure a 
quality product has proven to be greater than expected. 
• It is essential to have a tight control over the contractual issues related 
to the client's representative as well as the contractor. There is always 
potential for disputes between the two parties as to liability when defects are 
discovered. 
• As a result of the above the level of project management resources we 
need on projects at the construction stage needs to be increased. 

Actions taken on lngliston 

As a result of the review of WEBS a number of actions have been taken to 
ensure that lngliston goes as smoothly as possible. 

• An additional project manager has been redeployed to lngliston on a 
part time basis to assist 
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• Input has been provided from our QS and tram programme manager 
to assist with valuations, contract negotiations and programme 
• Input has been provided from the tram PU manager to assist the 
contractor in negotiations with PU undertakers. 
• An experienced clerk of works has been deployed to ensure that the 
client's representative site supervision is adequate. 

As a result of these actions considerable progress has been made in clarity of 
programme, valuation of early warning notices for compensation events, PU 
diversions and traffic regulation orders, all of which are potentially significant 
issues for this contract. It is important to recognise that these additional 
resources are deployed to safeguard tie's interests and provide the necessary 
clarity in the event of a dispute arising with either the contractor or the client's 
representative. In the context of potential settlement levels for compensation 
events, the contingency allowance for which currently stands in the business 
plan at £500,000, this level of input is expected to deliver value for money. 

Report by 
Lindsay Murphy/Alex Macaulay 
March 2005 
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~ t !!!! I Agenda Item 8c 

Other Projects 

c) ITIBS * 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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Introduction 

tie has undertaken innovative work in developing a congestion charging 
scheme for Edinburgh, including procuring and partnering the development of 
IT systems required to implement such a scheme. 

This paper examines areas where the experience and expertise gained by tie 
in the IT aspects of this project could potentially be exploited following the 'no' 
referendum vote. It examines how the ITI Business System ('ITIBS') 
developed to run the charging scheme could be used for alternative 
appropriate applications in Edinburgh or elsewhere in the UK, ensuring that 
the inherent value built up for the charging scheme is not lost. 

A separate note deals with potential opportunities in supporting other aspects 
of congestion charging scheme design and statutory processes at other 
locations. 

The ITI Business system - ITIBS 

As part of the development stage for the congestion charging scheme, 
detailed design work was undertaken on systems to operate the scheme, 
following an innovative procurement strategy. The approach used for this 
work, the systems developed and the experience gained are relevant to the 
wider use of IT systems for transport applications, and potentially in other 
public sector areas. 

They have the capability to underpin the delivery of major advances in 
integration, efficient traffic management, user-friendliness and quality for 
transport users of all kinds - objectives set out in the Scottish Executive's 
2004 White Paper and reinforced by Alastair Darling in his Scotsman article of 
23 February 2005. In England, a substantial 'Transport Innovation Fund' has 
been established to support new approaches to tackling these objectives. 
These issues will be critical in reporting on alternative approaches to 
controlling increasing congestion as required by the City of Edinburgh Council 
in their decision of 24 February. 

The evidence 

The system procurement for ITIBS was driven by a number of objectives: 
• Minimising 'total cost of ownership' - total capital and operating costs 
• Minimising delivery programme risks 
• Avoiding long-term reliance on a single supplier 
• Maximising opportunities to add value. 
The key to achieving these was a focus on business processes. 

Contracts were let to two suppliers, stage 1 of which was to undertake 
detailed design work for the charging system based on the objectives above. 

1 
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This work was successfully completed and prototypes demonstrated by the 
contractors on time and to budget. Proven features are: 

The system developed for tie is very substantially cheaper than that in 
place for London's charging scheme and is within the constrained budget 
allowed for in the charging scheme business case. 

The system relies on standard components, minimising interface issues 
and avoiding the use of bespoke software that only a single supplier would 
be able to support. 

The system is fully flexible and scalable and can easily allow for additional 
modules to provide additional functionality. 

Business processes and technology principles reflecting best practice in 
the private sector have been designed into all areas of transaction, 
analysis, and reporting covering the entire operational spectrum of a 
business operation. 

The core of the system is a 'back office' using industry standard software 
(Oracle, SAP) that can handle any financial and/or data management 
requirement and can be readily updated and adapted. 

The business system 

The ITIBS concept is based on the design of business processes that can 
then be used for detailed technical specification - particularly for the 
configuration of standard software such as Oracle, and the incorporation of 
any interfaces with external applications. The framework is set out in the 
diagram below: 

~' . . . ,; . ' . : . ' ' 
• , • f 

· POLICY . · 
. . ' . 

... : ~ • • _._: :_. 'J :.. • .. :- • • ., 
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The business processes, while required for congestion charging, are generic 
and can be applied to other uses. Looking at each of these in turn: 
• Registration: account information, eg blue badge issue, residential parking 

permits. 
• Work flow: management, programming and allocation of incoming 

workstreams, eg customer care, mail management, telephone calls. 
• Escalation: conditional follow-up action based for example on performance 

standards or service level agreements, eg debt management, penalty 
notices, customer care. 

• Matching processes: for reconciliations /comparisons, eg parking offenders 
• Channel management: sales processes including web, sms and interfaces 

with retail outlets. 
• Financial management: self explanatory 
• Public and Management information: based on all the information held by 

the system, with significant ability to cross reference, eg real time 
information, parking guidance. 

The features of the system developed would be best exploited in promoting 
integrated systems where data exchange between differing applications can 
add significant value beyond that provided by applications in isolation (in other 
words situations where the whole is more than the sum of the parts). 

In the transport field, UTMC aims to facilitate such integration for traffic 
control, information and management application. It specifies standards for 
applications in this field to allow for the possibility of such integration to take 
place. 

The tie approach is not inconsistent with this, but starts with a central 
processing platform that will give powerful analysis and management of 
information, including the ability to share it in various forms (eg web, SMS) 
and the possibility to run entire operations (including channel offerings and full 
financial management). A whole range of applications can be supported by 
using such core business engine, not simply transport-related ones. 

The difference is illustrated in the diagram below: 
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of projects 
and 
Information 

The experience gained could be applied to IT procurement for other transport 
or related public sector projects. tie could act as either: 

• 'Intelligent client' acting in partnership with a public sector project promoter 
(similar to tie's role with FETA on the statutory processes); or 

• Consultant advising a public sector project promoter on a commercial 
basis. 

As 'intelligent client', tie would provide unique experience of best practice 
from both public and private sectors with a small team able to engage directly 
with IT delivery organisations. The NAO report on "Improving IT procurement", 
5 November 2004, specifically recommends such an "intelligent customer'' 
approach in realising success and value from IT enabled projects 

As adviser, tie would be able to offer specialist advice on all aspects of 
procurement ranging from selection of tenderers to end user acceptance 
programmes. 

Of these, the role of 'intelligent client' is preferred, on the grounds that the 
experience gained and the skills available within tie are most suited to 
providing the bridge between supplier and promoter and ensuring project 
delivery is focused on promoter needs. 

There is a further possibility, which is that tie could provide an IT service to 
Councils in relation to some of the areas described below. This would be a 
modest parallel to a Danish organisation that provides IT services to local 
authorities on a very large scale: KMD pie. This company is owned by a 
consortium of Danish public authorities. 
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Potential applications 

The ITIBS business system lends itself to a wide range of applications in both 
the transport field and the wider public sector. Indeed the more applications 
are linked to the system, the greater are the opportunities to benefit from 
synergies in information management, customer payment channels, and 
customer relationship management tools that they may be unlikely to be able 
to support on an individual basis. Most importantly, the consolidation of 
information into one central engine allows wide scope to achieve integration 
and other key service objectives that would otherwise be very difficult or 
impossible to realise. 

The key to delivering the benefits is to realise the synergies from this 'shared 
service' supporting a wide range of projects. The costs would be similarly 
shared over a range of projects. However, it is likely that a project of a 
significant size will be needed to support initial implementation. This could 
then be extended into other, possibly smaller, applications at relatively low 
marginal cost. 

In the Edinburgh context, it is anticipated that the most likely core applications 
would be focused around traffic management and control systems as a tool 
for congestion management. These systems will also be required for effective 
management of the tram system, and even more importantly for the tram 
construction period. Initial work on developing an integrated urban traffic 
management and control (UTMC) strategy has been carried out for CEC by 
Halcrow, and the Council is seeking funding to develop this further, part of 
which may come from the tram implementation funding package. 

The ITI business system could potentially provide a significant contribution to 
such a strategy. It could link traffic signal control over a wide area with public 
transport real time information, the provision of timetable information and 
personalised journey planning, parking information systems and real time 
roadside information about travel delays etc. This is potentially a very large 
area with substantial opportunities for innovation and demonstration of best 
practice. 

To a core application such as this could then be added a whole range of 
additional uses supporting Council activities. These might include: 

• Parking 

The whole range of parking management activities including payment 
processes, enforcement activities, permit and exemption registration, contract 
management and user information systems could be covered by ITIBS. This 
operation is already a self-contained activity within CEC which is currently 
dependent on bespoke IT processes that are now outdated and not capable 
of direct upgrading. Incorporating parking management into ITJBS would allow 
parking information to be applied for wider traffic management and control 
purposes. 
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• Tram Back Office 
The tram system will need a back office providing financial control , 
management of payment channels and ticketing, etc. ITIBS has again got the 
potential to provide this facility. While initial discussions with Transdev 
suggest that the requirement in this respect will be quite limited , it might still 
make a viable marginal application for ITIBS, particularly if linked with 
integrated ticketjng (see below). 

• Road network asset management 
CEC aspires to a more strategic approach to managing the maintenance of 
the road network, while the Scottish Executive is including powers for the 
coordination and management of roadworks by utilities in the current 
Transport Bill. Systems allowing the prioritisation of maintenance works 
against predetermined criteria, information provision to road users and local 
authorities, and coordination issues could be very effectively handled by 
ITIBS. There may well be further areas under this heading that could also 
benefit. 

• Air quality 
Without congestion charging, alternative approaches may be needed to meet 
the targets of the Council's statutory air quality action plan. Linking air quality 
monitoring into ITIBS could allow automatic initiation of mitigation measures 
during episodes of poor air quality. This might for example include alternative 
signal plans and variable message signs at appropriate locations -
applications that would also be part of the overall ITIBS package. 

• Integrated ticketing 

The system would provide the facilities required if the One-ticket 
arrangements were to be scaled up into a major operation (and including the 
tram ticketing arrangements). The business processes for this would be very 
similar to congestion charging in terms of purchasing of tickets/licences 
through a wide range of payment channels, payments to operators and other 
creditors, with secure accounting and management information processes. 

There are also likely to be opportunities in some of the above applications with 
other Councils, or, in future, Regional Transport Partnerships. However, a 
strong core application is still likely to be needed to form the basis of such a 
shared service. There are further applications that could be relevant at a 
national level: 

• Smartcard and/or concessionary travel arrangements 

The Scottish Executive are developing national concessionary travel 
arrangements, which will be based on smartcards held by eligible users. Such 
smartcard arrangements could be extended to other types of users. These 
could include for example other travel concessions, integrated ticketing for 
any traveller, or even payments for other goods as is now being considered 
for the London Oystercard system. ITIBS would be able to provide all the back 
office management systems for such an arrangement. 
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• Blue badge registration and management 

Registration of blue badges is currently undertaken by individual local 
authorities with no compatibility or standards for databases, or even of criteria 
for issue. However, the ability to check the validity of badges is likely to be 
increasingly required on a national basis. ITIBS could provide a service to 
local authorities throughout Scotland for issuing badges and maintaining a 
comprehensive database. 

• Speed limit enforcement 
Speed cameras based on measuring vehicle times over a significant length of 
road ('SPECS') are being proposed in Scotland (Scotsman 3 March), in 
addition to the 'single point' speed cameras already in place. The business 
processes required for these systems to process enforcement action closely 
match those required for congestion charging , and are therefore well within 
the scope of ITIBS. 

• Congestion charging application elsewhere in the UK 

This would supplement the wider role that tie could provide to authorities 
considering charging schemes discussed in a separate paper. It is therefore 
proposed that this be packaged with the other aspects of charging scheme 
development as part of a 'tie offer'. Discussions should be held with those 
authorities seriously considering charging, and with London which is seeking 
to extend and develop its existing scheme, to identify potential areas for IT 
collaboration. 

The 'shared service' approach would allow for a structure where local councils 
would only need to deploy on-street technology, and the resources required 
for front and back office processes could be shared. Such an approach would 
lower total costs through economies of scale. 

The tie team believe there is potential for ITIBS to provide benefits in both 
financial and cost-benefit terms for Edinburgh - and potentially on an even 
larger scale if applied Scotland-wide. However, a quantitative evaluation of 
such benefits has not been carried out at this stage, nor have funding sources 
been examined. tie recognise that a satisfactory business case would have to 
be made in proposing to take any further proposals forward. 

Next steps 

tie propose: 

1) To supplement the major investment to date in development of the 
ITIBS Business System by preparing a preliminary business case for its 
further application. This would aim to identify where value could be 
realised from the investment made despite the rejection of Edinburgh's 
congestion charging proposals in the referendum. It would include the 
role of tie in this process and would cover: 
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• Scoping of potential uses with particular focus on Edinburgh, using 
traffic control and management as the starting point; 

• Examining the potential for regional applications in SESTRAN 
context; 

• Examining the potential for supporting a national strategy for 
transport IT development and application; 

• Outline costing of applying the system to such uses; 
• Examining opportunities for establishing a 'shared service provider', 

including the relevance of the Danish KMD model; 
• Initial assessment of potential benefits in both financial and cost-

benefit terms; 
• Identification of funding options for implementation; 
• Risk assessment; 
• Comparison with existing standards or 'conventional' methods (eg 

UTMC); 
• Relationships with the existing Council IT contract. 

2) To seek opportunities to support this and other IT activity by acting as 
'intelligent client' with public sector bodies. 

This work would be carried out by existing tie staff, with minimal third party 
support. If the approach is agreed, an interim report would be produced for the 
Board and CEC in May, with this stage of work being completed by 
September. Close liaison with the Scottish Executive will also be necessary. It 
is proposed that this should be funded from the residual budget for congestion 
charging development unspent as a result of the referendum result. This 
amounted to £160,000. 
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Introduction 

tie has undertaken innovative work in designing a congestion charging 
scheme for Edinburgh and taking it through all the consultative and statutory 
procedures. 

This paper examines where the experience and expertise gained by tie in the 
development of the scheme could potentially be exploited following the 'no' 
referendum vote. A separate note deals with the potential opportunities 
arising from IT and business systems design. 

Scheme design and statutory processes 

Edinburgh's congestion charging scheme was ready for implementation 
subject to final confirmation and approval by Scottish Ministers. tie has 
successfully steered this scheme through the preliminary and detailed design, 
extensive informal consultation, Council decisions and the formal statutory 
procedures including a public inquiry. 

The public inquiry - with a successful outcome - is the only one to have been 
held on a congestion charging scheme in the UK. 

The experience gained could be used in two ways. Firstly tie could provide 
advice to other traffic authorities considering a charging scheme. The 
company has already been appointed by FETA to assist the project 
management of the replacement of tolls on the Forth Road Bridge with a road 
user charge under the 2001 Transport Act. This activity is likely to continue 
into 2007. tie could provide assistance to government(s) in developing 
regulatory frameworks for charging schemes elsewhere. Secondly, tie can 
contribute towards the review of transport strategy agreed by the Council on 
24 February, including whether any consensus exists for alternative 
approaches to congestion management in Edinburgh. 

Supporting schemes elsewhere 

Outside Scotland the development of congestion charging in the UK will 
depend on the uncertain political appetite for such schemes both by Councils 
and by national government. In addition, legislation and approval 
requirements are different from those in Scotland. There may however be 
opportunities to provide an advisory role in cities considering congestion 
charging. Manchester and Cardiff, for example, are known to be examining 
charging options. There may also be opportunities outside the UK, although 
the details of statutory processes etc will have some differences from those in 
Scotland. 

tie therefore should identify in some detail the areas in which it could provide 
information, support or advice to local authorities and national government. At 
the very least, a comprehensive analysis of the lessons learnt from the 
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Edinburgh experience should be undertaken. In summary, areas that could be 
examined include: 
• Strategic considerations in designing a charging scheme; 
• Using consultation and market research to assist design; 
• Promoting acceptance; 
• Stakeholder relationships; 
• Decision-making processes; 
• Forecasting and appraisal of impacts at appropriate levels of detail; 
• Managing the statutory procedures, including public inquiry; 
• The role of government guidance; 
• Technology issues including procurement (dealt with in a separate paper) 
• In relation to all these - potential risks/barriers to success 

It is proposed that a short analysis of what tie could offer in each of these 
(and any other relevant) areas should be prepared, together with a marketing 
strategy for exploiting this experience. This could for example involve tie 
seeking to identify and approach key senior officials within major UK cities and 
the Department for Transport with a tie proposal. 

Edinburgh 

The second way of using the experience gained would be to support any 
proposals for an alternative future charging scheme, or other methods of 
tackling congestion, for Edinburgh. Recent events have shown that there is 
serious concern about congestion in the city; and that for certain groups, an 
alternative charging scheme might be acceptable. Retailers groups and the 
Liberal Democrats for example have both indicated they are not against 
charging in principle. Clearly there is no possibility that any scheme could be 
considered prior to the 2007 elections, but it may be that third parties could 
put forward proposals for the longer term. The Council in its decision of 24 
February agreed to receive reports from community groups on proposals for 
tackling congestion. 

tie would be available to support any informal discussions with retailers 
groups or any other interested bodies to explore options for the future, but 
would not initiate such discussion. 

Next steps 
1) To undertake an analysis of experience gained and expertise that could 

be used to assist local and national government in the UK (and 
potentially abroad) in developing congestion charging schemes and 
processes. This would then be linked to a scoping of marketing 
opportunities and a strategy for exploiting these. 

2) To participate as required in informal discussions with Edinburgh 
retailers groups and any other interested bodies to explore options for 
the future in tackling congestion in the city. 

J Saunders 
16 March 2005 
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Communications 

a) Information Programme * 
b) Stakeholder Report * 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section 5b of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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THE CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL 

Transport Edinburgh Communications Strategy in March 2005 

This note seeks to update the tie board of CEC's recent progress 

Voters in the Transport Edinburgh referendum voted against the council's 

preferred strategy, which included the introduction of a congestion 

charging scheme. This means that the council will now follow its base 

transport strategy. This strategy is an ambitious programme that includes, 

two tram lines, new park & ride facilities at lngliston, Hermiston, Straiton 

and Todhills, a record £28.4m in 2005 for road maintenance, the Central 

Edinburgh Traffic Management scheme (CETM) and the improvements for 

pedestrians in the city. 

With this programme in mind the council is seeking approval for a revised 

transport communications strategy and is currently preparing a 

communication plan to support these activities. 

The recent experience of the transport referendum has shown how crucial 

to the success of transport policy is a supportive body of public opinion. 

Interest in the council's transport policy will now focus on trams and the 

parking review. It is essential to the success of these projects that they 

enjoy a wide degree of public support. To this end the council , tie, and 

corporate communications is undertaking a planning exercise to formulate 

an integrated and coordinated strategy for transport. 

The next edition of Outlook with a four-page transport supplement on the 

outcome of the referendum is now completed. This issue will be 

distributed on 25 March. 

Sue Campbell 

Mar 2005 

CEC, Dec 04 
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I 
Board Update 
Stakeholder & Communication Management 
21 March 2005 

Stakeholder management: 
• Stakeholders 
• Newsletter 

Communication management: 
• Media enquiries 
• Website 
• Trams Communication Planning 
• One Ticket Marketing Plans 
• Communication strategy and partners 
• Events 

Stakeholders 
The following presentations were made in the last month: 

Strategic Programme Partnership 
Railway Industry Association 

9 March 2005 
1 O March 2005 

Following the result of the Congestion Charging referendum on 22 February 
communications are at a planning stage. Plans, including specifics on stakeholders, 
will be presented to Michael Howell and Alex Macaulay on 22 March for approval. 

Newsletter 
The Stakeholder Newsletter was issued on 28 February with updated information 
relating to the Congestion Charging result and project updates. An additional seven 
requests have been received to be added to distribution of the newsletter. 

Proposals to pull the newsletter into an on line e-news format sourced from the tie 
website, with a page for each tie project, have been documented showing costs and 
benefits. Proposals will be sent to Michael Howell and Alex Macaulay for approval. 

Media enquiries 
A proactive press release from tie was issued immediately following the Congestion 
Charging referendum result announcement. The press release offered both tie 
comment and a question and answer segment to help the media and to reduce the 
amount of individual requests for quote and comment. 

Interviews are planned with the following media: 

22 March 2005 
Michael Howell meets with Alistair Dalton of the Scotsman. 

24 March 2005 
Initial meeting to be held with the ESPC to look at the possibilities for a positive story 
relating to property prices around tram lines. 

Website 
The tie website was updated immediately to reflect the result of the Congestion 
Charging referendum result on 22 February. 
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Trams Communication Planning 
A meeting on 9 March started the communication planning for tram lines 1 and 2. 
Attended by Barry Cross, Trams Project Managers, Stakeholder Management, 
Weber Shandwick and Communications the following has been agreed for lines 1 
and 2: 

By 15 March 2005 
1. A positive story based on the work being progressed with businesses in Leith 
will be placed with the Evening News. 

2. That monthly meetings will be scheduled for attendance by tram line Project 
Managers, Stakeholder Relationship Manager, Communications Manager and Weber 
Shandwick. 

By 22 March 2005 
1. A communications work model showing the roles, responsibilities and 
interaction between tie, Weber Shandwick, Stakeholder Relationship Management 
and CEC will be documented and agreed by all parties. 

2. A proactive draft strategy for lines 1 and 2 will be developed and presented to 
Michael Howell, Alex Macaulay, Isabell Reid and Barry Cross on 22 March. The 
strategy will specifically address: 

• challenges faced over the coming year 
• gathering and motivating support for tram lines from all interested parties and 

stakeholders 
• involving and motivating the community 
• getting media on side and supportive stories printed 
• showing the benefits of integration 
• including interested groups such as environmental and heritage 
• addressing any possible changes to route 
• learning from Nottingham and Dublin communications experiences. 

3. That the budget proposal for the 2005 business plan should reflect the 
proactive approach to be tak~n and should be set at: 

Line 1 £146,000 
Line 2 £146,000 

In addition, recommendations for budgets of £24,000 for each of the DPOF and 
INFRACO work streams should be set and used when needed either in a proactive 
or reactionary manner. 

One Ticket Marketing Plans 
A marketing proposal for One Ticket has been drafted and passed to Stuart Lockhart 
and Ian Carter for thoughts and amendments prior to it going to the One Ticket 
Board. Additional work to secure definite costs for the options identified will be 
progressed over the coming weeks. 

Communication strategy and partners 
Work initially concentrated on plans for the announcement of the CC Referendum 
Result and the Tram Lines 1 and 2 Private Bill reports. 
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tie worked closely with CEC to ensure that we were 'on message', all plans 
dovetailed well and tie's proactive approach proved worthwhile. An internal 
communications plan for the result was followed within t ie, providing information as 
soon as it was available for tie staff. 

A Parliamentary briefing paper for Tram Lines 1 and 2 was approved and circulated 
to all MSPs prior to the hearing in parliament. tie comment was provided for press 
and CEC following the approval to move tram lines 1 and 2 on to the consideration 
stage. 

Work has now started with CEC to plan communication of the Edinburgh Transport 
Strategy for the coming year. tie's plans for trams, lngliston Park and Ride launch, 
EARL and One Ticket will dovetail together with CE C's plans for the other city 
transport initiatives to ensure a seamless approach. Partnership with CEC is vital to 
ensure that this is achieved. The overall plan will be presented on 11 April to the 
Transport Edinburgh Communications meeting. 

Events 
Tram Drivers Lunch 
A lunch for former tram drivers is planned for 4 April. Sixteen former drivers have 
contacted t ie following story in the Evening News and a more recent story in Outlook. 
Andrew Burns will represent CEC. Alistair Gunn and Alan Brotchie from Light Rail 
Scotland, will also attend. 

The lunch will be hosted by Michael Howell and Alex Macaulay who will be supported 
by the Tram Project Managers and Transdev. The event, held in the City Chambers, 
will include: 

• a presentation on the tram plans 
• photos and footage of the new generation of trams 
• lunch 
• an opportunity to relive memories. 

Former drivers who are keen to bring old photos and memorabilia to the event will be 
encouraged to do so. Travel expenses, within reason, will be refunded. 

Media will be invited to attend the final part of the event. We hope to secure positive 
press coverage for this event and future tram stories. 

lngliston Park & Ride Launch 
Two options for the lngliston Park & Ride launch event have been drafted, priced and 
passed to Lindsay Murphy for approval. A date has yet to be set for the event. 

The Board is asked to note the position. 

Suzanne Waugh 
15 March 2005 

TRS00018615_0151 


