
I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I tie Board Meeting 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

25
th 

October 2004 

TRS00018644_0001 



Item 
No. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 

Agenda for tie Board Meeting 
@ Dunedin Room, City Chambers, Edinburgh 

@ 10.30 hrs - 12.30 hrs on Monday 25th October 2004 

tie Board Meeting Agenda Item 

Minutes of Meeting of 2otn September 2004 
for approval and signing -

a) FOi (S) Act Protocol * 
b) Approve Full version of minutes 

Matters arising 

Chief Executive Report -

a) Chief Executive Board Report (C) * 
b) Risk Report and review of issues (C) * 

ITI-

a) Project Progress Report (C) * 
b) Look ahead at Year end - Trams/CC (C) 

c) CC Reporter's report * 
d) T1 & T2 Parliamentary Progress/ 

Objectors report (C) * 
e) Tram Funding and Implementation Update (C) * 
f) Service Integration -

• TEL 
• One -Ticket * 

g) WEBS Launch * 

Governance & Financial Matters -

a) Financial Report (C) * 
b) tie Business Plan FY05 Outturn Review (Cl 

Communications -
a) ITI communications - Information Programme 
b) Stakeholder report 

Heavy Rail -

a) EARL (C) * 
b) SAK (C) * 

AOB-

a) Future Meetings 2005 dates * 
b) Procurement Policy * 

End 
Date of next meeting - Monday 22nd November @ 
10.00 hrs. Venue: tie office, Verity House, Edinbun:1h 

Resp 

EB 

AM 

MH 

MH 

AM 

MH 

AM 

GB 

MH 

SC 

MH 
AM 

C = Commercially Confidential 

* = Paper enclosed 

Timing 

10.30 hrs 

12.30 hrs 
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Agenda for tie Board Meeting 
@ Dunedin Room, City Chambers, Edinburgh 

@ 10.30 hrs - 12.30 hrs on Monday 25th October 2004 

Minutes of Meeting of 20 September 2004 
for approval and signing -

a) FOi (S) Act Protocol * 
b A rove Full version of minutes 

2. Matters arising 

3. Chief Executive Report -
a) Chief Executive Board Report (C) * 
b) Risk Report and review of issues (C) * 

4. ITI -

a) Project Progress Report (C) * 
b) Look ahead at Year end - Trams/CC (C) 
c) CC Reporter's report * 
d) T1 & T2 Parliamentary Progress/ 

Objectors report (C) * 
e) Tram Funding and Implementation Update (C) * 
f) Service Integration -

• TEL 
• One -Ticket * 

g) WEBS Launch * 

5. Governance & Financial Matters -
a) Financial Report (C) * 
b tie Business Plan FY05 Outturn Review C 

6. Communications -
a) ITI communications - Information Programme 
b) Stakeholder report 

7. Heavy Rail -
a) EARL (C) * 
b) SAK (C) * 

8. AOB -
a) Future Meetings 2005 dates * 
b) Procurement Policy * 

9. End 
10. Date of next meeting - Monday 22n November @ 

10.00 hrs. Venue: tie office, Veri House, Edinbur h 

C = Commercially Confidential 
* = Paper enclosed 

AM 

MH 

MH 

AM 

MH 

AM 

GB 

MH 

SC 

MH 
AM 

12.30 hrs 
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Minutes of the Meeting 

held on 20
th 

September 2004 

a) FOi (S) Act Protocol 
b) Approve full version of minutes 

Item 1 
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tie limited 
Freedom of Information (Scotland) Act 2002 

Publication Scheme 
Update and Proposed Board Protocol 

1. Publication Scheme approval - Update 

Item 1a 

The tie Publication Scheme was approved on 1 ih September by the Scottish 
Information Commissioner 

2. Administration of the scheme 

The administration of the scheme will be the responsibility of Heather Manson and 
arrangements are already underway to establish procedures and processes in the 
handling of requests for information. 

Section 5 of the Publication Scheme refers to the availability of Information and 
Exemptions and as a consequence the tie Board are requested to review and 
approve the under noted proposed protocol in relation to public requests for sight of 
the tie Board Papers and Minutes. 

3. Proposed Protocol for approval and release of tie Board Papers and 
Minutes 

1. The Agenda Items and supporting papers prepared for each meeting will 
identify items materially regarded as "Commercially Confidential" marked with 
a (C) . 

2. At the end of each meeting the tie Board will agree which agenda items and 
papers are commercially confidential. 

3. One set of minutes will be prepared for approval at the following tie Board 
Meeting which will record the previous meeting in full. These minutes will be 
marked (C) against those items which are regarded as "commercially 
confidential" 

4. Item 1 on the Agenda of each tie Board meeting will be to approve the 
previous months full set of minutes. 

5. Subsequently another set of minutes, for public dissemination, will be 
prepared by tie omitting the items marked (C) 

6. This public version of the minutes will be made available under the provision 
of the FOl(S) Act via our Website, in an electronic file and in paper form if the 
requester has no access to a computer. 

Prepared By: Heather Manson 
25th October 2004 
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Iii Item 1b 

Note: FOl(S) Act - tie Board Minutes 

To ensure that tie governance practices are properly adapted to the need of the 
FOl(S) Act, we have identified the items in the attached minutes that we believe 
should be marked as Commercially Confidential (C). 

Please read the minutes, approve our recommendations and if appropriate 
suggest if there are additional items which should be identified as commercially 
confidential. 

Agenda Item 1 a provides more detail regarding the recommended protocol for 
future tie Board Meetings. 

A summary of the sections extracted from the final full minutes dated 20th 

September 2004, under Section 5, Clause 5. 1 of the tie Publication Scheme are 
noted below. Details are highlighted in italics in the minutes. 

HM. 
25th October 2004 

Extractions 

Item 3 c) - Trams:- first paragraph only 
Item 5 a) - Finance Report:- paragraph re billing 
Item 5 b) - Tram and congestion charging funding:- all content 

TRS00018644_0009 
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tie limited 
(Full Version) 

Minutes of tie BOARD MEETING 
@ Railway Procurement Agency, 

Parkgate Business Centre, Parkgate St., Dublin 
@ 13.00 hrs on Monday 20th September 2004 

Board Members: Gavin Gemmell (Chairman) 
Maureen Child 
Andrew Burns 
Jim Brown 

In  attendance: Michael Howell, tie Chief Executive 
Graeme Bissett, tie Finance Director 
Andrew Callander, tie Tram Programme Manager 
Jonathan Pryce, Scottish Executive 
Martin Buck, PUK 

Apologies: John Richards 
Ewan Brown 

Circulation: 

Item 

Bill Cunningham 
Alex Macaulay, tie Projects Director 
Paul Prescott, tie Heavy Rail Director 
Andrew Holmes, CEC, City Development Director 
Keith Rimmer, CEC, COD, Transport 

As above+ 
Ronnie Hinds, CEC, Head of Corporate Finance 
Ewan Kennedy, CEC, COD, Transport 
John Burns, CEC, Corporate Finance 
Andy Nichol, CEC, Leader's Office 
Damian Sharp, Scottish Executive 

1. MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 23rd AUGUST 2004 FOR APPROVAL AND 
SIGNING 

The minutes were approved. 

2. MA TIERS ARISING FROM MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 23rd AUGUST 
2004 

Item 4 (a) (i) Update on One-Ticket will be provided at the October Board meeting 

Item 6 (b) A date for Ken Livingstone's visit to Edinburgh has stil l to be confirmed. 
AB to progress. 

C = Commercially Confidential 
G:\09 Business Admin\09 TIE\Board Meetings\Board Papers - 25th October 2004\ltem 1 - Final Mins 200904.doc 

Action 
� 

GG 
MC 
AB 
JB 

MH 
GB 
AC 
JPr 
MB 

AB 
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Item 8 (b) MH reported that the meeting arranged with Adrian Colwell on 1st 

September went well. 

3. CHIEF EXECUTIVE'S REPORT 

General 

The board meeting took place in Dublin and was preceded by a series of 
informative presentations from representatives from the Railway Procurement 
Agency (RPA). This provided an overview of what Dublin has achieved in 
developing its transport infrastructure and an update and tour of the tram system 
(LUAS) which was launched in June 2004. 

The CE monthly report was tabled with the following comments: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

Scottish Executive 

(i) The public consultation on EARL had been due to start on 13th 

September but had been postponed at the request of the Executive. 
GG proposed that a joint SE/tie committee should be established to 
ensure that the programme for the project is not put at risk. 

(ii) The reconstitution of the PLG (SE/CEC/tie) information group was 
endorsed by the Board to ensure the timely progress of projects. 
MH/JPr to progress. 

Communications 

(i) The TransportEdinburgh information campaign had been launched 
and the brand name will be used for the publicity on Edinburgh's 
transport activities. 

Trams 

(i) 

(ii) 

The approval of the additional £4M funding from SE has not yet 
been received and if not concluded urgently will have an 
adverse affect on the delivery timetable of the project. A letter 
on the OBC had been sent to John Ewing, Head of Transport 
Group. JPr will follow up and endeavour to provide a response 
by the end of the week (CJ. 

GB highlighted that Transdev had made a valuable contribution to 
the preparation of the draft OBC. 

D & W will take a lead role on behalf of tie in the management of 
objections in the Parliamentary Process. 

a) Risk Report 
The Risk Report was tabled for discussion 

Action 
� 

MH 

JPR 
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4. ITI 

a) Project Progress Reports (Cl 

3 

The project progress reports were presented 

b) Service Integration 

AB advised that TEL had been incorporated, that the Board had met in shadow 
form and the initial structure of the Board has been agreed. Transdev and LB 
had both been invited to produce a paper outlining their views on the corporate 
structure and these papers were being evaluated by tie in advance of the next 
TEL board meeting. 

c) Tramline 3 - Final Route Alignment 

The route alignment was approved by the board. 

AB confirmed that the Parliamentary Bill for Tramline 3 would remain on the 
programmed schedule for bill submission by Christmas 2004. 

5. GOVERNANCE & FINANCIAL MATTERS 

a) Financial Report (C) 

The monthly Financial Report was reviewed. 

tie and CEC are to liaise as matter of urgency to review the timetable and 
process for 3'"d party billing in relation to payment and tie overdraft 
facilities. 

b) Tram and congestion charging funding (C) 

GB advised that the tram development budget will include expenditure 
incurred in the handling of detailed responses to tram objectors. The 
emerging approach adopted by the Committees of MSPs required full and 
comprehensive responses. While this was understandable, the work 
involved could be onerous and could result in increased consultancy costs. 
This will be clearer once the Committees' forward plans emerge during this 
month and October. 

Similar concerns apply to congestion charging. The action driven by the 
Public Inquiry Report could extend beyond that budgeted by tie. This will 
also be much clearer when the Report is received. 

tie is performing a review of its forecast for spending in the second half of 
the year and this will be reported with the September Monthly Financial 
Report. 

Action 
� 

GB/AH 

GB 
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6. COMMUNICATIONS 

a) ITI Communication 

4 

The lessons learned by RPA (Irish equivalent to tie) during tram construction 
were noted; MH remarked that they would prove useful. 

Monica Langa will be leaving tie at the end of October and Suzanne Bogie will 
start on 19th October as Communications Manager. 

b) Stakeholder Report 

Suzanne will take over from Monica in the management and administration of the 
stakeholder meeting programme with MH and AM taking an active external role. 

7. HEAVY RAIL 

a) EARL 

tie's would seek to become more involved in funding plans for EARL in meeting 
with SE and subsequently BAA. 

b) SAK 

The agreements with Network Rail and others are scheduled for completion on sth 

October. 

GB is scheduled to meet with Kenneth Hogg to discuss the Executive's overall 
funding plan for the principal projects. 

8. FREEDOM OF INFORMATION (SCOTLAND) ACT 

A protocol for the handling of future board minutes was discussed. Refinements 
will be made and presented at the next meeting. 

9. AOB 

a) Share Certificate 

A board minute for issuance of a Share Certificate was signed by Gavin Gemmell 
(acting as Chairman for the meeting) 

10.Date of Next Meeting 

The next meeting will be held on Monday 25th October at tie offices at 10.00 am. 

Action 
� 

pp 

MH/AM 
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Item 3a - Commercially Confidential 

• 

; ..... _....,,,,...,rtEdlnborgh 
making �netdons 

tie BOARD MEETING - 25TH OCTOBER 2004 

Chief Executive's Report 

This has been an eventfu l month with progress on many fronts : 

• Approval of required £4M tram funding from Scottish Executive for balance of 
financial year - a letter detail ing the terms has yet to arrive 

• Release of the Reporters' Report following the Public Inquiry held over the 
summer 

• Visit to Rome as guests of Transdev, and review of that city's congestion 
charging scheme 

• Visit of Transdev Chairman,  Phil ippe Segretain, to Edinburgh 
• Successful conference on congestion charging organised by TRANSform 

Scotland , and sponsored by tie 
• Major progress in the transformation of Transport Edinburgh Limited into a 

Single Economic Entity for the purpose of tram I bus integration 
• Date provisionally set for opening of WEBS on 1 st December 

Continuing chal lenges: 

• Visible impact of Transport Edinburgh information campaign 
• Management of the Parliamentary Committees 
• Efforts on the part of tram protestors to make life d ifficult both for tie and the 

Council 

A. Dublin 

We had a most interesting visit to Dubl in to hear about the work of the Railway 
Procurement Authority - an approximate I rish equivalent to tie, albeit at National rather 
than City level - and to view the local tram system, the second l ine of which started 
ope"ration shortly after our visit. 

tie l imited 
Verity House 1 9  Haymarket Yards Edinburgh EH12  5BH 
Tel: +44 (0) 1 3 1  Fax: +44 (0) 1 31 622 8301 
e-mail: michael.howell t,e.ltd.uk web: www.tie.ltd .uk 

Registered in Scotland No: 230949 at City Chambers, High Street, Edinburgh EH1 1 Y J 

delivering transport projects 

TRS00018644 0017 
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We rode the tram and were impressed by the technical quality of the system, 
epitomised by the tram depot, which was notably clean and spacious. There had been 
very significant improvements to the streetscapes as a result of the tram construction, 
particularly in the central city. 

We heard and saw some interesting things, many of which are cautionary tales for 
Edinburgh: 

• Due to an unexpected political decision, the planned single tram line had been 
"broken" in the city centre into two completely separate lines, with the result that 
there was significant additional cost and delay to the project, including an 
additional depot for the cut off section. 

• There are now no through services from one side of the city to the other. 
• There have been no serious efforts to integrate bus and tram operations, despite 

the fact that both companies are owned by the Irish state. We heard about 
incipient service and price competition which was likely to damage both entities. 

• The system had not met its target travel times because of difficulties in the 
configuration of junctions, and bottlenecks where the tram remained stuck in 
traffic; probably relevant that the contract deployed to build the infrastructure did 
not impose significant penalty on any failure to meet these targets. 

• There had been some safety incidents including a tram/tram accident on the day 
before our arrival which had caused disruption. 

• There were a number of interface issues than were troublesome: a) problems 
over the rail I vehicle interface due to noise and wear; b) problems between 
Alstom as the tram supplier, and suppliers of sub-systems; c) problems between 
Connex, the operator, and the construction consortium. e.g. the tram 
maintenance pit is too short for the trams in operation. 

• There was a significant effort deployed on communications, particularly during 
tram construction, yet the publicity during the process was uniformly bad. A 
building site with no-one actualiy working on it became a "provocation" to press 
and public alike. 

It is clear that a final check on these issues will need to be made before we finalise our 
own plans. 

B. Scottish Executive 

• The welcome commitment of the Scottish Executive to a greater level of 
transport funding was confirmed in the spending review. 

• After an exchange of correspondence with the Council concerning their share of 
the funding, authorisation of the £4M required for tram development was 
received, . This will be an issue for the new financial year when the sums 
involved will be bigger. 

2 
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c. 

• The required publ ic consultation on EARL is now scheduled to be launched on 
28th October. 

• The working interface between tie and the Scottish Executive, particularly for 
heavy rai l ,  is under d iscussion . An OJEU announcement has been published by 
the Scottish Executive requesting indications of interest from private compan ies 
who wish to programme manage Scottish rail projects. tie is oriented toward 
responding , certain ly to the request for a preliminary qual ification submission.  

Finance and Risk 

It will be understood from Graeme's report that there are some significant challenges 
related to forecasting the outturn for the financial year end . These relate primari ly to 
the trams,  but also to the budget for the Council 's information programme, which is held 
by tie. As the sums for which tie is responsible mount, stringent financial reporting and 
control becomes more necessary and will be an ongoing focus of attention. 

D. Trams 

• The Chairman of Transdev, Phil ippe Segretain ,  visited Edinburgh on 5th October. 
The occasion was a useful occasion for the interrelationship between tram/bus 
integration and street space planning to be aired with Donald Anderson .  The 
subsequent shadow board meeting of Transport Edinburgh Limited was 
constructive, with a clear acknowledgement on the part of Lothian Buses that it 
would bear the short term financial burden of the trams' introduction .  

The next steps are to start work i n  earnest to design a new integrated network 
on the premise of creating a system that wi l l  attract the largest number of fare 
paying passengers. 

• The members of the tram parl iamentary committees vis ited Nottingham to hear 
about the trams' recent launch, and try out the tram system for themselves. 
Their work is presently focussed upon objections in principle, wh ich are in 
practice few in  number. We do not yet have a view on when approval in 
principle, the first stage of parl iamentary consideration, may be forthcoming. 

• The final route for tramline 3 was published , with a d iversion around Inch Park. 
Press coverage about tie's wi l l ingness to l isten to publ ic opinion and change the 
routing was generally favourable. 

E. Congestion Charging 

• The Reporters' Report is broadly supportive of the City's plan, but did as 
expected suggest the lifting of the "outer Ed inburgh exemption". At the time of 
writing the press coverage of the City Council 's press conference has not 
appeared. This does seem to provide the green light that was hoped for. 

3 
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• Despite two personal approaches by David Begg to Ken Livingstone, we have 
had no encouragement that a visit is likely, and certainly not before the 
referendum. However, a well attended and co-ordinated conference was 
organised by TRANSform Scotland. Despite the fact that a representative of 
each opposition political party sat on a panel and demonstrated convincing ly that 
none had any alternative policy, the conference did not receive much press 
coverage. 

• Work progresses to define the forward plan which will ensure launch of the 
Congestion Charging scheme during first half 2006 , as is  requ ired politically. An 
element of parallel processing is  necessary and the details can be clarified by 
Alex Macaulay. 

F. Heavy rail 

G. 

• The role of tie in the context of the Transport Scotland Agency is under 
discussion. Issues are being defined. This matter will be discussed at the 
meeting. 

• Work continues on Stirling - Kincardine Alloa railway line and the first operating 
group meeting was held. The required suite of agreements with Network Rail is 
on the critical path and good progress in being made. 

WEBS and other ITI projects 

The off street guideway is complete, and the on street works are in progress. The 
opening is scheduled for the first of December. 

A sod-cutting ceremony at the l ng liston Park + Ride was held on 22"d September, and 
work is now well u nder way. 

A review of progress on One Ticket is included in the board papers. Critical future 
events are a) the accession of First Scotrail to the scheme, and b) a possible step to 
develop a smart card based system that could embrace not just One Ticket, but also a 
concessionary travel scheme for the East of Scotland, and cou ld in due course provide 
the framework for a national ticketing scheme. Since the Scottish E xecu tive provides 
the funding , merger of present disparate efforts to create the requ ired implementation 
team will demand active SE leadership. 

H. Communications 

MH and AM u ndertook several engagements during the month. There is no substitu te 
for face-to-face communication, and in the case of the Chartered Institu te of Personnel 
Directors, a room of doubters appeared to be instantly converted by the end of the 
meeting , even offering their own premises for direct meetings with employees. The 
lack of fai r  coverage in the press was a point of universal comment. 

4 
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The pupils of Stewart's Melvil le and Mary Erskine's were less easily swayed, with a 
healthy round of sceptical questions. 

Suzanne Wau gh, Stakeholder Commun ications Manager, will have joined us  on 19th 

October and we hope too to have engaged Stan Blackley, a stron g PR consu ltant, to 
advise on the progress of the information campaign . 

Michael Howell 181h October 2004 

5 
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tie Limited 
October 2004 Risk Report 

tie Limited 

Risk Report 

October 2004 

�·· --------

Prepared by: Mark Bourke 
Date: 1 3  September 2004 
Revision: 1 

Item 3b - Commercially Confidential 

File: 10.01 .02 tie BOARD Portfolio Reports to Board 
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1 .  Overview 

tie l im ited (tie) have placed risk management at the core of its service delivery to the Council . 
tie considers that the management of risk wil l  be measured in the abi lity to achieve tie's 
Corporate Targets. The fol lowing sections provide a general overview of progress. 

2. Procurement Policy 

tie have developed a Procurement Policy to capture the following areas to minimise the risk 
of challenge to tie's significant procurement portfolio. It is recommended that this Policy is 
approved by the Board. 

• Procurement Strategy; 
• Value for Money; 
• Competition; 
• Legal Obligations; 
• Secondees; 
• Contract Management; and 
• Sustainable Procurement. 

The Pol icy is attached in Appendix A for consideration. 

3. Insurance Advisory Services 

We have sought tenders for the provision of Insurance Advisory Services for our evolving 
transport portfolio, from the following advisors. 

Ref. Company 

1 .  AON 
2. Griffiths & Armour Insurance Brokers 
3.  
4. le 
5.  
6.  

Tender invitations were issued on 7 October 2004 with tender returns due on 28 October 
2004. The successful bidder will initially concentrate on scoping and pricing insurances for 
the EARL project and will be available on a 'on-cal l  basis' for our other schemes for an initial 
2-year period. 

It is recommended that the Board delegate the appropriate authority to allow award of 
contract on 9 November 2004. This date is subject to variation due to any necessary tender 
clarifications. 

4. Optimism Bias Values 

tie are tracking the progress in the management of risk for the fol lowing schemes and report 
current estimates of Optimism Bias as fol lows. The trends to reach these current values are 
presented in Appendix B, and demonstrate ongoing progress to reduce project risk as 
reported by tie's advisors and contractors. 

Scheme Optimism Bias Optimism Bias 
Capex (%) Works Duration (%) 

Congestion Charging 67* I 79** 1 6* I 1 7** 
EARL 33 1 4  
Line 1 25 1 0  
Line 2 25 1 0  
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Scheme Optimism Bias Optimism Bias 
Capex (%) Works Duration (%) 

Line 3 27 1 1  
lnql iston Park & Ride 8 1 1  
* = Capgemini ** = IBM 

5. Congestion Charging 

Business process designs have been completed by Capgemini and IBM. The project 
management team reports a 'gap' opening up between prototype developers in terms of the 
relative strengths of solutions. Work has commenced by tie on the development of 
procurement strategy for Operator. 

In addition, the following headl ine items are noted. 

• Awaiting report from Public Inquiry 
• Risk Review Meeting held with IBM to discuss lack of progress on risk identification, 

reporting and mitigation; 
• Currently reviewing Assumption Registers received from Capgemini and I BM; 
• Awaiting updates to IBM project risk register - due 22 October 2004; and 
• Awaiting updates to Capgemini project risk register - due 5 November 2004; 

It is anticipated that as we are entering the final stages of prototype development and costing 
for Stage 2 is commencing, that further detailed risks will be 'flushed out' into the open. This 
may be balanced against low reported progress in the mitigation of existing risks includ ing 
abil ity to develop cost estimates; l im itations of camera technology; potential financial 
governance irregularities; delays in del ivery of pre-CC schemes; and implementation of 
necessary legislation. 

6. EARL 

Formal consultation on the project is due to commence in early course for a 6-week period . 
tie will need to guard against claims of inadequate consultation and ensure that consultation 
process is rigorously monitored. Timetable modell ing is continuing with some option 
refinements. Legal review is ongoing to identify preferred contract features e.g. partnering 
and necessary additional clauses to standard forms to al low interfacing of packages e.g. 
novation. 

I n  addition, the following headline items are noted. 

• Technical advisor briefing on emerging scheme design and geotechnical/tunnel risks 
to tie's independent checker Donaldson Associates Limited (DAL) and tie. 

• Procurement strategy for main works is under development with consideration of 
assumptions, criteria, timetable, advantages and disadvantages, potential forms of 
contract, and history of procurement; 

• Discussions held with BAA on scope of areas requiring assurance, governance 
arrangements and requ irements for Construction Strategy Report; 

• Risk workshop scheduled for end of October 2004; and 
• Risk and contingencies meeting scheduled for start of November. 

No risk management input from tie has commenced on SAK - awaiting resolution of 
Contractual Arrangements. 

7. Line 1 & 2 

Funding for 2004/05 has been approved by the Scottish Executive to allow progress with 
immediate procurement issues including Technical and Financial Advisors and System 
Designers. Further discussions will be necessary to ensure release of 2005/06 funding. 
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I n  add ition, the following headl ine items are noted. 

• Evidence and responses to Parl iamentary questions - ongoing; 
• 3rd party checkers appointed by Parl iamentary Committees - ongoing information 

released and further queries anticipated; 
• Community Liaison Groups and key stakeholders - ongoing l iaison; and 
• Studies regarding influence of CETM have yet to commence. 

An update to the project risk register will be sought from the team in November 2004 to a l low 
'bedding in' to the Parl iamentary process in the committees' considerations of the general 
principles of the Bills and prel iminary consideration of objections. 

Development of a detailed scheme programme is underway to account for released funding. 
This programme wil l  account for the timing and party responsible (tie, lnfraCo, Operator and 
vehicle manufacturer) to deliver the key consents as outl ined below. 

Trial Hole1; 

Temporary Slllpping Up 

Safety Case Consultailons 
Design d Bridges or Tunnels 

Safeguard to Build"11gs 

Discharges 

Opening Up Sewer..Oram 

Works to listed buildings 

Sub stabons and Poles 

/lltachments to Buftdings 

Summary of Key Consents - Tram 

8. Line 3 

Following close review of the project risk register, in conjunction with tie's advisors Faber 
Maunsell, DLA, BOB and Grant Thronton, tie have seen a reduction in Optimism Bias to 
slightly less than that of Lines 1 and 2 (at simi lar stage of development). The 

A one-to-one session has been held with Faber Maunsell 's Project Manager to d iscuss risk 
matters (who are currently responsible for m itigating the majority of project risks}. tie have 
obtained 'final '  updates to the risk register from all of tie's advisors to al low estimation of 
Optimism Bias for inclusion in Financial and Economic scheme assessments. A risk review 
meeting scheduled for the end of October 2004. 

Key risks are present regarding abi l ity to submission of Private Bill to Parl iament prior to 
securing funding through congestion charging and justification of the scheme on economic 
and financial grounds. It is anticipated that these issues will be resolved by ongoing technical 
analysis and dialogue with the Scottish Executive. 

9. WEBS 

There has been no material change on risks to this scheme. A workshop is planned to 
discuss residual risks in November 2004. In add ition, tie wil l  seek to review the risks 
associated with the operational phase of the scheme due to their intended continuing role 
post-construction. 
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10.  lngliston Park & Ride 

Halcrow, tie's Project Managers and Technical Advisors are continuing to bring Borders 
Construction input to bear to the project. There has been no material change on risks 
reported for this scheme. An updated register is being sought for 1 2  November 2004. 

1 1 .  General 

tie are preparing for the Freedom of Information (Scotland) Act that comes into force at the 
start of next year and seeking legal advice on policy and emerging procedures. 

12.  Appendices 

This paper comprises the fol lowing attached elements. 

• tie's Procurement Pol icy (Appendix A); 
• A graphical summary of progress on the management of risk through reporting the 

current Optimism Bias values for Tram, Congestion Charging and lngliston Park & 
Ride schemes (Appendix B); 

• A summary of the key risks affecting the Projects (Appendix C); and 
• A summary of areas for management across the tie portfol io (Appendix D). 
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Appendix A 
Procurement Policy 
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The following 'very high' project risks have been identified as currently affecting the above 
schemes y the advisor team. 

Line 1 ,  2, 3 & Network 
Ref Project Risk Impact 

1 .  I nsufficient public sector capital available to meet contract price Approvabil ity 
resulting in additional cost charges 

2.  Shortfal l  in securing 'other funding' beyond SE funding for Approvabil ity 
schemes resulting in delay to programme 

3. Bil l authorisation prevented due to loss of political will due to Approvabil ity 
negative PR e.g. funding gap, influence of Holyrood, performance 
from other UK Tram Sector projects and Bil l Objections 

4. I ncreased capital costs due to third parties including Util ity Capital 
diversion costs; Land costs associated with acqu isition, temporary Expenditure 
disruption during construction and compensation; Tram vehicle 
costs; and Network Rail costs for immunisation of equipment, 
possessions, compensation costs to train operating companies, 
information suooly, l iaison and development of agreement; 

5. Cost increases or programme delays due to planning permission Capital 
requirements in complying with the design requirements of Expenditure 
Planning Authority or failure of the Council to del iver Section 75 & 
Land Programme 

6. The inclusion of CETM will impact the project Functional ity 
7. An overly optimistic runtime analysis feeds into the business Operating 

case resulting in revenue impacts e.g. the expected priority levels at Expenditure 
highway junctions not achieved . 

8 .  DPOFA Procurement delayed due to  lack of co-operation from Programme 
Lothian Buses 

9. Delay in construction programme due to delays in encountering Programme 
archaeological finds/burials and consequent exhumation. 

1 0. Outputs from the TRO Process are late resulting in a delay to Programme 
proqramme 

1 1 .  Lack of decision to undertake advance works results in delay to Programme 
scheme operations e.g. land acquisition, detailed design, util ity 
diversions 

1 2 . Inadequate preparation of Parl iamentary Evidence, poor handling of Programme 
Objections or influence of other Bil ls leads to delay in Parliamentary 
programme 

1 3. Passenger numbers lower than forecast resulting in a decrease in Revenue 
revenue 

1 4. Indecision regard ing the potential inclusion of terminus to Line 3 at Revenue 
Musselburgh leads to loss of oooortunity 

WEBS 
Ref Project Risk Impact 

1 .  Delay in programme due to unforeseen event outwith the control of Programme 
the Contractor 

2. Operators do not buy in to scheme due to;- Short term nature of Revenue 
project does not give time for pay back 

3 .  Operators do not buy in  to scheme due to; Specialist equipment Revenue 
required does not give time for payback 
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EARL 

Ref Project Risk 

Influence of BAA on the scheme with potential uncomprom ising 
1 .  position on objections related to qual ity, their acceptance processes, 

their development bliqht, 2nd Runway and asset protection. 

2. Disruption to air traffic due to excessive settlement from tunneling 

3. Objections in Parliament 
4. Project cost estimate too high (tenders breach affordability) 
5. Cost escalation 
6. Failure to meet predicted passenger levels 
7. Insufficient time allowed in programme for the passage of the Bill 

through Parliament 
8. Bill is submitted late to Parliament 

9. Failure to achieve resolution of tunnel methodology work package 
1 timescales 

1 0. Boulders delay construction of tunnel 
1 1 .  Watercourses become polluted durinq construction 
1 2. Util ity companies fai l  to implement agreed service diversions 

timeously. 
1 3. Procurinq unreliable ticket machines 
1 4. Lack of definition in Revenue Protection/management methods 

delay or lead to changes in station design 

lngl iston Park & Ride 

Ref Project Risk 

1 .  Lack of development of operational functions and facilities 
management leads to delay in opening of facility 

2. Lack of development of funding of operating expenditure leads to 
delay to scheme 
Insufficient knowledge about PUs on site leading to cost and 

3. programme over-runs for diversion, protection, use for the scheme 
and extension 

4. Outcome and impact on design of safety audit results in significant 
scheme re-design 

5. Design fails to comply with missives associated with land 
acquisition resultinq in delay in oroqress due to challenoe. 

Impact 

Application 
for Powers 

Capital 
Expenditure 

Proqramme 
Application 
for Powers 

Planninq 
Construction 

Operation 
Application 
for Powers 
Application 
for Powers 

Planning 
Construction 
Construction 
Construction 
Procurement 
Procurement 

Impact 

Operation 

Appl ication 
for Powers 

Construction 

Planning 

Planning 
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Congestion Charging 

Ref Project Risk 

1 .  Insufficient public sector capital available in 'short to medium-
term' to meet contract price resulting in additional cost charges or 
delays to initiating key workstreams e.g. operator procurement and 
other suooortinq contracts to April 2005 

2. Progress of scheme prevented due to loss of pol itical will due to 
negative PR e.g. funding gap, influence of London performance and 
quantum of Objections 

3. Referendum result is negative 

4. Guidance not in place in time for public inquiry 

5. Failure to predict set-up and operating costs 

6. Insufficient interim budget available in 'short-term' to adopt dual 
pilot approach resulting in amendment to procurement strategy or 
curtailment of prototype and consequential risk of cost increases and 
delays to main implementation phase 

7. I nquiry based concerted challenge 

8. Judicial review of Council's decision 

9. Court based attempted human rights challenge 

1 0. Lack of resource to manage the decision making and develop 
procurement strateov to April 2005 

1 1 .  Need for private financing to scheme and subsequent due 
dil iqence causes delay to proqramme 

Impact 

Approvabil ity 

Approvability 

Approvabil ity 

Approvabil ity 
Capital & 
Operating 

Expenditure 
Capital 

Expenditure 
& 

Programme 
Programme 
Programme 

Programme 

Programme 

Programme 
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D. Key Areas for Management 

In undertaking an assessment of the key risks affecting the scheme, a number of 'very high' 
risks have been identified. These key risks have been summarised for a number of projects 
within Appendix C. These risks represent, in some instances, those considered as most 
serious to the development of the ongoing progress of the schemes, and will requ ire 
management as the project progresses. Recurring themes have been identified in a number 
of our schemes are summarised below. 

D. 1 .  Capital Costs - Third Party Costs 

tie anticipates that the fol lowing elements of capital expenditure have associated risks, 
which are largely dictated by third parties, and may significantly impact the final outturn 
cost of the scheme. It is considered that these risks have been significantly mitigated 
through the considerable amount of work undertaken to date by tie's Technical and Land 
& Property Advisers and contingencies al lowed . 

• Utility diversion costs; 
• Land costs associated with acquisition, temporary disruption during construction 

and compensation; 
• Vehicle costs; 
• Design modifications required to moll ify objections; 
• Network Rai l  costs for immunisation of equipment, possessions, compensation 

costs to train operating companies, information supply, l iaison and development 
of agreement; 

• I ncreased cost due to additional environmental protection measures; 
• Unforeseen ground conditions; and 
• Counci l/tie instructed change. 

D.2. Operating Expenditure - Increased Operating Costs 

tie anticipates that the fol lowing elements of operating expenditure have associated risks 
which have been identified . It is noted that these have been significantly mitigated on the 
Tram schemes through proceeding with a DPOF Procurement process and through the 
formation of Operating and Maintenance Working Groups for the WEBS and lngliston 
Park and Ride schemes. It is anticipated that the following issues will require to be 
managed with the support of the Counci l .  

• Development and responsibil ities for operation and maintenance; 
• Variabil ity of market conditions impacting on insurance costs; 
• Increased run-times than anticipated; 
• Lack of priority to schemes in road/rail network; 
• Long term increases in operating costs; 
• Specification issues including staffing levels; and 
• Council/tie instructed change. 

0.3. Revenue - Passenger Forecast 

tie a d their advisors have establ ished and wil l develop conservative and credible base 
models and reviewed the factors affecting revenue through assessment of assumptions 
and sensitivities. Further comfort will be gained on the tram schemes through early 
involvement of an experienced Operator. It is considered that the fol lowing risks will need 
to be managed. 

• Competitive stance taken by existing operators; 
• Passenger numbers are lower than forecast; and 
• Influence of proposed schemes to current parking and bus operation revenues. 

TRS00018644_ 0041 
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D.4. Programme - Delays 

tie have identified a number of key areas where there are risk of delays to programme 
which are each being mitigated. 

• Approval of tie's Business Plan/Funding Appl ications resulting in delay to 
implementation plans; 

• Resolution of funding matters resulting in scheme delays; 
• Statutory process delays includ ing Parliamentary/Public Inquiry, Planning and 

approval to necessary scheme TROs; 
• Objections; 
• Lack of co-operation from external bodies including Lothian Buses, HMRI ,  

Network Rail and Environmental Bodies; 
• Development of requirements and responsibi l ities for scheme operation and 

maintenance; 
• Bidder fatigue during negotiation; 
• Change of Transport Minister; 
• Parliamentary time with other Bi l ls under consideration; 
• Lack of market appetite in the scheme; 
• Lack of co-operation by BAA; 
• Late delivery of vehicles from suppliers; and 
• Competing projects cause increased construction periods. 

D.5. Quality - Statutory Planning 

tie have significantly mitigated risks affecting the qual ity of the scheme through 
consultation with the Planning Authority on all schemes. This work has been co-ordinated 
through the a Planning and Environment Working Group that has included developed of a 
Design Manual 1 for the Tram schemes to account for Edinburgh's status of a World 
Heritage Site. 

• Delay and cost increases due to Planning requirements; and 
• BAA's view of qual ity of finishes and materials. 

The ram Design Manual identifies Principles of Design, provides supporting guidance 
and states Design Requirements for the main tram components. 

D.6. Functionality - System Operation 

tie have held significant pro-active consultation with transport operators. An extensive 
portion of mitigation has been commenced with the procurement of a tram Operator, 
whose objectives include bringing about integration with local bus operators. tie and their 
advisors have considered the influence of other transport initiatives including CETM and 
discussed these with the Counci l .  tie are continuing to take a significant involvement and 
interest in other strategies including two potential city centre underground multi-storey car 
park schemes and strategies for the development of Haymarket and St. Andrew Square. 

• Passenger Transport integration; and 
• I nclusion of CETM. 

I Transport Initiatives Edinburgh (2004) Edinburgh Tram Network: Design Manual 
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D.7. Approvabil ity - Referendum and Funding 

tie considers that the single biggest issue affecting the approvabil ity of a number of 
their schemes relates to funding, as ind icated below. tie have mitigated this risk 
thrnugh development of robust cost estimates and on-going review of alternative 
fu ding options by tie's financial advisers. 

• Limited Scottish Executive funding is available; 
• Delays are incurred in securing other funding sources beyond SE funding; 
• Referendum prevents schemes proceeding; 
• BM's contribution fails to material ise or is insufficient; 
• Schemes fail to pass Statutory Processes including Parl iamentary/Public 

Inquiry and/or Planning; and 
• HMRI refuses to al low operation of services. 
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Agenda Item 4 

ITI -

a) Project Progress Report (C) * 
b) Look ahead at Year end - Trams/CC (C) 
c) CC Reporter's report (C) * 
d) T1 & T2 Parl iamentary 

Progress/Objectors report (C) * 
e) Tram Funding and Implementation 

Update (C) * 
f) Service Integration -

• TEL 

• One -Ticket * 
g) WEBS Lau nch * 

C = Commercially Confidential 
* = Paper enclosed 

TRS0001 8644_0044 

I 



I 

I 
I •••• 

: II I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
Agenda Item 4a 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
TRS0001 8644_0045 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Project: ITI Development 

Report for Month Ending: 30-Sep-04 

Start Date: 
Overall Progress Status 

Issues have arisen which will delay completion. 

Critical Path I Milestone Items 
! .  U date business Case 
2. Pre are Draft Char in Order and associated 
3. Develo and assemble back round material 

Referendum 

Funding 
Previous Years £2,85 1 ,571  
2004/5 £ 1 , 1 3 1 ,21  
2005/6 £0 
2006/7 £0 
Future Years £0 
Total for Project Life Cycle £3,982,784 

£1 ,400,000 
£1 ,200,000 
£1 ,000,000 

£800,000 -
£600,000 -----£400,000 ----£200,000 -

£0 
Apr-04 May-04 Jun-04 Jul-04 Aug-04 

£5,000,000 
£4,500,000 

Original Start 
Date 

I -Feb-03 
l -Feb-03 

24-Mar-03 
22-Se -03 
2-0ct-03 
3-0ct-03 
6-Jan-03 

1 5-Au -03 
1 2-Nov-04 
1 6-Dec-04 
I -Ma -03 
21 -Jan-04 

Budget 
£2,85 1 ,571  
£ 1 , 1 3 1 ,2 1 �  

£358,97t 

£4,341,760 

2004/5 

-

Sep-04 Oct-04 

Proiect Life -£4,000,000 - - - - - -
£3,500,000 -
£3,000,000 -� 
£2,500,000 
£2,000,000 
£1 ,500,000 
£1 ,000,000 

£500,000 
£0 

- - - - - -

Project Manager: John Saunders 

Original 
Completion 

3 I -Jan-04 
1 5-Se -03 
26-Se -03 
30-Se -03 
28-Feb-04 
2-Jul-04 

1 1 -Nov-04 
1 5-Nov-04 
1 5-Dec-04 

Original Cost 
Estimate 

£2,85 1 ,571  
£ 1 , 1 3 1 ,2 1 '  

£358,97t 
£0 
£0 

£4,341,760 

�- -
-

Nov-04 Dec-04 

End Date: 

>20% outside estimate 
Revised Progress Progress Status 

Completion (NS,IP,C) (G,Y,R) 
c 
c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

IP 

NS 
NS 
NS 
IP 

Start of Year Current 
Cost Estimate Forecast Variance 

£2,85 1 ,571  £2,85 1 ,571  £0 
£ 1 , 1 3 1,21 £ 1 , 1 56,20( -£24,987 

£359,33_ £359,34, -£ 1 4  
£0 £0 £0 
£0 £0 £0 

£4,342,117 £4,367,118 -£25,001 

---- Actual/Fore 
- cast Cost 

(Cum) 

...,._ Current 
Year Budge 
(Cum) 

Jan-05 Feb-05 Mar-05 

� � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � �� � � � �� � � � �� �? � � � �? � �  
� �� , #�� ��� ,� � �� , #�� ��� ,� # �� , � �� ��� ,� �� ·O �V 

</#' I --+-- Lifetime Budget (Cum) I '<-s 

--- Actual I Forecast Cost (Cum) 

Summary of Key Points and suggested course of action: 

e report on the Public Inquiry is due from the Reporters by the end of October and tie will then report to City Development on the implications of the 
ndings to enable a report to be put before the Council. As preparation for the report for City Development technical advisors are considering the likley 

mpact of making changes to the configuration of the scheme. Advisors are also re-commencing work on the STAG II assessment. 
larification is being sought on the coverage and meaning of particular clauses of the final draft charging order and consideration is being given to how 
reas can be simplified both from a clarity to the user and from an operational aspect. Minor textual amendments may be recommended to enhance 
e clarity of the text and the ease of operation. 
he report on the economic impact that the congestion charging proposals could have in relation to retail activity in the city centre is being finalised and 
nee approved by the City Centre Management Group will be reported to the Council. 

e predicted ITI Development expenditure included in the business case is at variance with that submitted by the Project Manager during April. This 
results in a predicted overspend of approximately £25,000, but this can be a=mmodated through savings of a similar scale which have been identified 
n the ITI Procurement budget. 

programme Is currently being developed to identify the various milestones and tasks requiring implementation to ensure that the Congestion Charging 
cheme could become operational in Spring 2006. Once the programme is developed the cost implications will be assessed. As budgets stand at 
resent it would not be possible to fund any additional development work during this current financial year. 

Details relating to the City of Edinburgh Council Information Campaign are, as of 1 '1 July, subject to a separate Operating Committee report. 

"I confirm that this report provides an accurate overview of the project progress and finance." 

Project Manager's signature: 
,, \,o\c:n ... Date: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  :1 . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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Project: ITI Procurement 
Report for Month Ending: 30-Sep-04 Project Manager: Seamus Healy 

Start Date: End Date: 
Overall Progress Status Project Life Funding 

81% 
Finance Ke : 
Within 1 0% of estimate 

uire discussion/direction. IO - 20% outside estimate 

Original Start 
Critical Path I Milestone Items Date 

8-A r-04 

14-Jun-04 
5-Jul-04 

6-Au -04 

lete 9-Au -04 
28-0ct-04 
20-Dec-04 
24-Jan-05 

1 1 . Exercise Sta e 2 0 tion with Chosen SI 2 1 -Feb-05 

Funding Budget 
Previous Years £694, 1 5  £694, 1 5  
2004/5 £2,048,701 £2,048,701 
2005/6 £ £663,35 
2006n £0 £ 
Future Years £ £ 
Total for Project Life Cycle 

2004/5 

Original 
Com letion 
14-Ma -04 
1 4-Jun-04 
5-Jul-04 

1 6-Au -04 
8-Nov-04 
6-Dec-04 
28-0ct-04 
8-Dec-04 
21 -Jan-05 
1 8-Feb-05 
1 8-Mar-05 

Original Cost 
Estimate 

£694, 1 5  
£2,048,701 

£663,35 
£ 
£ 

>20% outside estimate 
Revised Progress Progress Status 

Com letion (NS,IP,C) (G,Y,R) 
c 
c 
c 
c 
IP 
NS 
IP 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

Start of Year Current 
Cost Estimate 

£694,1 5  
£2,048,701 

£663,35 
£0 
£ 

£2,500,000 �--------------------------------------� ---- Actual/F 
orecast 
Cost 
(Cum) 

£2,000,000 r----- --------------------------===---==-·---1 

£1,500,000 1------------------------:::::..=�-'t""=------------j 

£1 ,000,000 -1-----------------="--==-=-=...-e=-----------------1 

Apr-04 May-04 Jun-04 Jul-04 Aug-04 Sep-04 Oct-04 Nov-04 Dec-04 Jan-05 Feb-05 Mar-05 

-.- current 
Year 
Budget 
(Cum) 

r4.
ooo.ooo .-------------------P_r_o�,ie_c_t_L_if_e ______________________ -, 

£3,500,000 �===========����i�;��������==================j £3,000,000 + _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
£2,500,000 

� � £2,000,000 +--------�--=--
.._,,.
-s:-=-----------------------------------1 

£1,500,000 -1-------=:=---"'===F-------------------------------------1 
£1 ,000.000 r.::::ii..,;;F=-5_,,,..-__.""�"'----------------------------------------j 

£500,000 -i---- ------------------------------------------------1 
£0 -t----,--r--,.-.--�--,--,---,-,---,----,--,---,-,---,----,--,---,-,---,----,--,---,-,---,----,--,---,-,---,----,-�--,-.---,----,-�---1 

Summary of Key Points and suggested course of action: 

Operations 

I Business Process designs complete for both contractors. Technical and prototype designs are progressing. 

inancial 

I 

I 

I 

I 

pend profile for August was approximately as expected across most spend areas with the exception that a major milestone payment for one of the 
ntractors will now be realised in September due to acceptance criteria timetable. 

of the project progress and finance." 

Project Manager's signature: Project Director.ls signature: 
Date: . . .  Date: . . .  · . . . . . . . .  J9. . .  
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Project: ITI Information Programme 
Report for Month Ending: 30-Sep-04 Project Manager: Sue Campbell 

Start Date: End Date: 
Overall Progress Status 

Pro ress Ke : On track for successful com Issues have arisen which ma uire discussion/direction. I O  - 20% outside estimate Issues have arisen which will delay completion. >20% outside estimate 
Critical Path I Milestone Items Original Start Date Original Com letion Progress Status (G,Y,R) 
I .Information Programme development and implementatio l -Apr-04 Date of Referendum IP 

Original Cost Start of Year Current Funding Budget Estimate Cost Estimate Forecast Variance 
Previous Years £0 £C £( £0 £0 £0 2004/5 £600,00C £600,00( £600,00( £600,00C £600,00C £0 2005/6 £0 £C £C £0 £0 £0 2006/7 £0 £C £( £0 £0 Future Years £0 £C £( £0 £0 Total for Project Life Cycle £600,000 £600,000 £600,000 £600,000 £600,000 £0 

2004/5 
£700,000 ---- Actual/Fore - -£600,000 � cast Cost 
£500,000 (Cum} --- .,,.. £400,000 --- .,,...-£300,000 .--- � £200,000 

� --- -- current 
£100,000 

� ----- Year Budge 
£0 

£700,000 
£600,000 
£500,000 
£400,000 
£300,000 
£200,000 
£100,000 

£0 

-
Apr-04 

� � -- - - -

- -- -
May-04 Jun-04 Jul-04 

-
� 

,.,,.- ./ 
..K' / ,,. __.. 

(Cum} 
Aug-04 Sep-04 Oct-04 Nov-04 Dec-04 Jan-05 Feb-05 Mar-05 

Proiect Life 

- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

� � � � � �� � � � �� � � � � � � � � ���� ff ff ff ff ff �� ff ff/?� � �  
��# # ��� ��� ,� � �# # ##� ��Q � � � �# # ##� ��Q � � � �  # # <lu.., I -- Lifetime Budget (Cum} 

I 
'<-s 

---- Actual I Forecast Cost (Cum) 
Summary of Key Points and suggested course of action: 

peratlonal 

number of initiatives are underway within Transport Edinburgh's Communications Strategy. These include a Transport Edinburgh which will be available by 18/19 
ctober. The next edition of Outlook will feature a 12 page supplement on Transport Edinburgh and three schematic maps of Transport Edinburgh. A general leaflet is in 
reduction and will carry details on TE and "How to have your say• in the forthcoming referendum. A referendum programme to include the drafting of a ballot information 
heet, question, timeline and management of communications activity is underway. Bus Rears Advertising is progressing with the next tranche displayed throughout 
ovember and further displays thoughout December. A public transport map is being developed and features a public transport network map and the three schematic 
aps of TE. This will be distributed freely to the Edinburgh public. A full communications programme has been devised to launch the Public Inquiry report. An invitation 

o attend the WEBS launch on 1 December has been sent to the First Minister's Office. A communications plan is being drafted. 

Market Research Into the voting Intentions of the Edinburgh Public is at brief stage and three market research agents are being invited to pitch. 

ew photography is being commissioned for use by Transport Edinburgh. 

n going media relations for Transport Edinburgh and Transport continues. 

ost committed expenditure has come in under budget 
roject Director's signature: 
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Project: Line 1 North Edinburgh Tram Parliamentary Order 
Report for Month Ending: 30-Sep-04 Project Mana er: Kevin Murray 

Start Date: End Date: 
Overall Progress Status 

10 - 20% outside estimate 

Critical Path I Milestone I tems 

Previous Years 2004/5 2005/6 2006/7 Future Years Total for Project Life Cycle 
£1 ,600,000 
£1 ,400,000 
£1 .200,000 
£1 ,000,000 

£800.000 
£600,000 
£400,000 
£200,000 

£0 

__... 
__.......----- --

Apr-04 May-04 Jun-04 

Original Start Date l -Jul-02 l -Jan-04 2-Jul-03 5-Jan-04 6-Jan-04 

Funding Budget £4,952,23 £4,952,23 £1 ,072,76 £1 ,072,76 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £6,025,000 £6,025,000 
2004/5 

----- ---
Jul-04 Aug-04 Sep-04 Oct-04 

Original Completion 23-Dec-03 24-Dec-05 29-A r-04 20-Dec-05 l -Jul-06 

Original Cost Estimate £4,952,23 £1 ,072,76 £0 £0 £0 £6,025,000 

-

Nov-04 Dec-04 

>20% outside estimate Revised Completion 

Start of Year Cost Estimate £4,952,23 £1 ,072,76 £0 £0 £0 £6,025,000 

Progress (NS,IP,C) 
c 

IP 

c 
IP 

IP 

Current Forecast 

-

__. 

Jan-05 Feb-05 Mar-05 

Variance 

----- Actual/F orecast Cost (Cum) 
-.- current Year Budget (Cum) 

I £7.000.000 
£6,000,000 - - - - - p rorect I e - -

\ � 

I 
£5,000,000 
£4,000,000 
£3,000,000 

--
\ 

I 
£2,000,000 
£1 .000,000 

£0 I. - -- -
� � � � � � � � � � � � -1,"' �,Ii )� c.J"<r �o_, )'I>"' �� �'I>"", )� e;,0"< �o"' )'I><:' 

�.s,V<:> 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -

,/' -+- Lifetime Budget (Cum) 
I ----- Actual/Forecast Cost (Cum) 

Summary of Key Points and suggested course of action: 

I 

I 

I 

I 

rational issues: he ETLl Bill was introduced to the Scottish Parliament on 29 January 2004. 197 objections . The parliamentary conunittee has held 6 eetings and will reconvene after the autumn recess. The committee. has asked for clarification and comments on a number of subjects and ie has submitted five responses on behalf of the promoter. A further response of written evidence answering fourteen questions will be ubmitted by 22•d October. It is anticipated the committee will then start to take evidence from a range of witnesses including the promoter. 
e programme for the development and making of the Traffic Regulation Orders (TROs) is currently on hold pending the development of integrated transport proposal, which is being developed by the tram operator in conjunction with bus operators. A strategy for the future "nteraction of CETM with the tram still has to be agreed with the Council .  Additional design development work, for example liaison and evelopment with Public Utilities and with Interfacing Projects (CETM, Capital Streets Project, etc.), is on hold pending release of the levant budgets .. inancial issues: e parliamentary process has lasted longer and required more detailed information that anticipated. In order to satisfy the parliament information generated and resources used in the development of procurement and operator involvement will be required. Additional evelopment funding will also be required for 2004/5 . The ETLl costing for 2004/5 including an element of cross funding from ETL2, which reflects work carried out on the common section d the significant issues requiring resolution in the city centre. Elements of project implementation work valued at £325,000 have been earned out in addition to the develo ment wor re · d to su ort the arliament rocess 

I 
Date: . . . . . . .  J.�. V� . . . Cl.�L . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

"I confinn that this report provides an accurate t progress and finance." ·t:.�· . 

Date: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Project Manager's signature: . . .. . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Project Director's signablre: 
I 

Date: Date: · · · · i-tt-·( rof�· . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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£325,247 

£0£0 

£0£0 
£6,350,247 -025,247 
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Project: Line 2 West Edinburgh Tram Parliamentary Order 

Report for Month Ending: 30-Sep-04 Project Manager: Geoff Duke 

I O  - 20% outside estimate 

I Issues have arisen which will delay completion. 

Critical Path I Mil.estone Items 

>20% outside estimate 
Original Start Original Revised Progress Progress Status 

Date Completion Completion (NS,IP,C) (G,Y,R) 1--------------------+--
4
-
-
0-ct_

-0
_
2
--+--

2
-
4
-
-D
�e-c-

-0
-
3
--t---�--+-��

C
�-'--

I 
5. Publication & Makin ofTROs 

5-Jan-04 20-Dec-05 IP 
6-Jan-04 l -Jul-06 IP 

I 
Current 
Forecast Variance - ---- -- ------1 

Original Cost Start of Year 
Funding Budget Estimate Cost Estimate 

Previous Years £2,940,3 1 6  £2,940,3 16  £2,940,3 1 6  £2,940,3 1 6  £2,940,3 1 6  £0 

I 
2004/5 
2005/6 
2006/7 

£1 ,838,360 
£22 1 ,324 

£0 

£ 1 ,838,360 
£22 1 ,324 

£0 

£ 1 ,838,360 
£22 1 ,324 

£0 

£ 1 ,838,360 
£221 ,324 

£0 

£ 1 ,838,360 £0 
£22 1 ,324 £0 

£0 £0 
Future Years £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 

£5,000,000 £5,000,000 £5,000,000 £5,000,000 

2004/5 I Total for Project Life Cycle £5,000,000 £0 

£2,000,000 -,---------------------------------------------, 

I 

I 
Apr-04 May-04 Jun-04 Jul-04 Aug-04 Sep-04 Oct-04 Nov-04 Dec-04 Jan-05 Feb-05 Mar-05 

-.- Actual/F 
ore cast 
Cost 
(Cum) 

-+- Current 
Year 
Budget 
(Cum) 

I £s.ooo.ooo -,--------------------=-P-'--ro"',j"'e-=c=t-=L=it
:
-=e'------------------------, 

£5,000,000 r------------=��;::::.=:�=IF=F==t_P-.. _ l--i---t,,------------------------1 

I 
£4,000,000 t=�;;��!:�����=:=

;;,,/

======J\\===================J £3,000,000 

£2,000,000 +-- --------------------�
\
-----------------------l 

I 
£, .ooo

.
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:� +
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-

�

--

�
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�

-
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/�# # ���#� ,� �## , #�,��� ,� ��# � ��, ���# � �� p � 
I q�

0 -- Lifetime Budget (Cum) «."' 
--- Actual/Forecast Cost (Cum) 

L---- �======--- -----J 

I 
Summary of Key Points and suggested course of action: 

rational issues: 
e ETL2 Bill was introduced to the Scottish Parliament on 29 January 2004 and 82 objections were received. The parliamentary cornminee has held 6 meetings 
d will reconvene on 27 October after the autumn recess. The committee has asked for clarification and comments on a number of subjects and tie has submitted 
responses on behalf of the promoter. A further response of written evidence answering 15 questions, including the interrelationship ofLine 2 and EARL, will be 

ubmitted by 22 October. It is anticipated the committee will then start to take evidence from a range of witnesses including the promoter. Negotiations are 

I ngoing with objectors. 
e programme for the development and making of the TROs is currently on hold pending the development ofan integrated transport proposal, which is being 

eveloped by the tram operator in conjunction with bus operators. A strategy for the future interaction of CETM with the tram still has to be agreed with the 
ouncil. Additional design development work, for example liaison and development with Public Utilities, is on hold pending release of the relevant budgets. 

I inancial issues: 
he parliamentary process has lasted longer and required more detailed information than anticipated. In order to satisfy the parliament, it is likely that information 
enerated in the development of procurement and operator involvement will be used. Additional development funding will also be required for 2004/5. 
he original budget for this tranche of work developed with tie's advisors has been managed down and is being closely monitored. £163,220 has been transferred 

o the Line 1 budget. This reflects work carried out on the common section and the significant issues requiring resolution in the city centre. 

I FM have submined a claim for £175k for additional work incurred in meetin the ro rarnme for Bill submission. tie does not consider that this claim is ·ustified. 

I ·ect progress and finance." 

Project Manager's signature: . Project Director's signature: 

I 
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Project: Line 3 South East Tram Parliamentary Order 
Report for Month Ending: 30-Sep-04 Project Manager: Willie Fraser 

Start Date: End Date: 
Overall Progress Status 

Issues have arisen which will delay completio 

Critical Path I Milestone Items 

Financial Case 

Previous Years 
2004/5 
2005/6 
2006/7 Future Years Total for Project Life Cycle 

£2,500,000 

£2,000,000 

al Assent 

Funding 
£790,62 

£ 1 ,983,98 
£725,38 

£ 

£3,500,000 

Original Start Date 
1 9-Dec-03 
1 -S -04 

24-Mar-04 
1 -Dec-03 
1 -Jan-05 
5-Jan-04 

Budget 
£790,62 

£1 ,983,98 
£725,38 

£ 
£ 

£3,500,000 

2004/5 

Original Com letion 
1 -Jul-03 

20-Jan-04 
1 5-0ct-04 
1 8-Ma -04 
8-0ct-04 

1 5-Nov-04 
1 3-Dec-04 

Original Cost Estimate 
£790,62 

£1 ,983,98 
£725,38 

£ 
. £ 

£3,500,000 

£1 ,500,000 -------------- -
£1 ,000,000 

£500,000 

£0 

� 

Revised Com letion 
20-Feb-04 

1 2-Nov-04 

17/12/2004 

Start of Year Cost Estimate 
£790,62 

£1 ,983,98 
£725,38 

£ 
£ 

£3,500,000 

--

1 0  - 20% outside estimate 
at Progress (NS,IP,C) 

c 
c 
IP 
c 
IP 
NS 
IP 
NS 

Current Forecast Variance 

....... Actual/F 
orecast 
Cost 
(Cum) 

Apr-04 May-04 Jun-04 Jul-04 Aug-04 Sep-04 Oct-04 Nov-04 Dec-04 Jan-05 Feb-05 Mar-05 

........- Current 
year 
Budget 
(Cum) 

£4,000,000 
£3,500,000 
£3,000,000 
£2,500,000 
£2,000,000 
£1 ,s�.000 
£1 ,000,000 

£500,000 
£0 

-

p ro1ec 

-�-

Summary of Key Points and su ested course of action: 

Operational Issues 

t L"f 1 e  -
,: 
\ 
\ 

\ 
l. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

he milestone date on the immediate project programme is to submit the Parliamentary Bill prior to Christmas. The project is progressing as per 
programme. The Final Route Alignment (FRA) was approved by the tie board in September. It will now progress through CEC approval, as outlined 

elow: 
1 9/1 0/04: Report to CEC Executive on Final Route Alignment (FRA) 
05/1 1 /04: Report to CEC Planning Committee on FRA 
1 1 /1 1 /04: Approval of FRA by Full Council 
09/1 2/04: Approval of Parliamentary Bill & Supporting Documents by Full Council. 

Financial Issues 
Line 3 has forecasted an £1 30k under-spend for this financial year, due to efficiencies against the agreed deliverables. This will be re-directed into the 

005 / 06 budget. The available spend for 2005/06 is anticipated to be circa £0.9M. The required level of spend will be based on actual spend on TL 1 & 2 
s TL3 will follow the same process. Initial benchmarking indicates that the required spend for the Parliamentary stage is significanUy greater than 
llowed for in the budget. Work is underway to determine where efficiencies can be realised, and the board will be updated in due course. 

Current s end forecasts do not include DPOF & Edinbur h Trans ort Holdin s Limited. 

Project Manager's signature: Project DirectorJs signature: 

Date: .I.� . . .  ��  . .  '1 . . .  �.�.1-::: . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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Issues have arisen which ma uire discussion/direction. 
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[ programme 

[ cost manager l 

[ system Integration commissioning l 
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[ design l 
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detailed design novated from tie l 
[ approvals J 

[ tram project manager l 
J 

[ nelwori< rail project manager I 
J 

[ quality and safety managers 
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Project: West Edinburgh Busways 
Report for Month Ending: 30-Se -04 Project Manager: Lindsay Mur h 

Start Date: 
Overall Progress Status 

Issues have arisen which ma dela com letion or re uire discussion/direction. 
Issues have arisen which will delay completion. Original Start Original Date Com letion 20-Jan-03 27-Jun-03 27-Jun-03 1 1 -Jul-03 l 1 -Jul-03 24-Mar-05 5-Au -02 7-Feb-03 7-Feb-03 6-Feb-04 7-Feb-03 l -Oct-03 
8. A oint On Street Contractor 10-Mar-03 1 -0ct-03 1 3-0ct-03 24-Mar-05 l l -Nov-04 24-Mar-05 24-Mar-05 24-Mar-05 

Original Cost 

End Date: 

l O - 20% outside estimate 
>20% outside estimate 

3-Nov-03 C l 9-0ct-04 JP 
c 25-0ct-04 c 
c 22-A r-04 c 19-0ct-04 IP 22-Nov-04 JP 29-Nov-04 NS 

Start of Year Current Funding Budget Estimate Cost Estimate Forecast Variance Previous Years 
2004/5 
2005/6 
2006/7 Future Years Total for Project Life Cycle 

E9,000,000 

ES,000,000 

£7,000,000 
£6,000,000 

£5,000,000 
£4,000,000 

£3,000.000 

£2.000.000 
£1,000,000 

£0 

Apr-04 

-
May-04 Jun-04 

.,...-

£12,000,000 

£1 0,000,000 

£8,000,000 

£6,000,000 

£4,000,000 

£2,000,000 

�/ .,,,. 
/ _.,,...--� 

£0 

£2,273,022 £2,273,022 £2,273,022 £7,77 1 ,578 £7,77 1 ,578 £7,77 1 ,578 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 
£10,044,600 £10,044,600 £10,044,600 

2004/5 

----
--

Jul-04 

--
-----

Aug-04 Sep-04 

_,, 

Oct-04 

ro1ec 1 e  P . t L"f 
- --

- - - - - -

Nov-04 

- - -

Dec-04 

- -

£2,273,022 £2,273,022 £0 £7,77 1 ,578 £7,77 1 ,578 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 
£10,044,600 £!0,044,600 £0 

Jan-05 Feb-05 Mar-05 

- - - - - - - - - -

-e- ActuaVF 
orecast 
Cost 
(Cum) 

-- current 
Year 
Budget 
(Cum) 

- - -
� � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � �� � � � � � � � � � �?� � �  

� �# # ��� ��� ,,� �# # ��� ��� ,� � �# # ��# ��� � � �� 
q</ -- Lifetime Budget (Cum) ,._.§i' 

� Actual/Forecast Cost (Cum) 

of Ke Points and su ested course of action: 
onstruction of the Guideway is nearing completion. The Final Inspection by the HMRI has been rescheduled for early November. Following the last 
perations and Maintenance meeting the Council were sent a letter of permission to test. ERDC are continuing with the on street bus priority measures 
ntract with the widening of Stevenson Drive to accommodate a new bus lane. The programme has been revised to align completion with the 

uideway works. Some difficulties arose requiring design changes due to Fibre optic ducts hence some further costs have been incurred. TRO's were 
pproved by the Council Executive on the 27"' of July 04 reviewed at scrutiny on the 1 •1 September 04 then referred to full Council on the 1 6"' of 
eptember 04. Orders should be in place for the 1 •1 of November. 

n assessment of the remaining risks was undertaken and it was demonstrated that some contingency should be retained. In conjunction with 
ransport Planning, elements have been prioritised that were required to be added back in to the contract to deliver a fully configured and operational 

cheme. These considerable additional works are underway they include surfacing areas of Carriageway which were demonstrated to be sub standard 
efore being painted for bus lanes. CCTV, Real time, further transport study work, network improvements to traffic signals which arose from the TRO 
nd Safety Audit process and were highlighted as essential. These costs and contingencies are reflected in the revised profile. 

Lothian have taken delivery of the first of their new fleet. Both the guideway and the on street bus priority measures contracts will be complete including 
HMRI approvals and considerable additional works in advance of the Launch'. Discussions are underway with CEC and Lothian to define an operational 
tart date, this will require a period of 4 to 6 weeks for driver training. 

"I confirm that this report provides an accurate overview. of the project progress and finance." 
Project Manager's signature: Project DirectorJs signature: 

TRS00018644_0055 
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Project: Ingliston Park and Ride 
Report for Month Ending: 30-Sep-04 Project Manager: Lindsay Murphy 

Start Date: End Date: 
Overall Progress Status 

uire discussion/direction. 1 0  - 20% outside estimate 

Work 
1 2  weeks 

Pr are Tender Documentation 
Tender Period 
Construction 

Funding 
Previous Years £ 1 06,4 1 
2004/5 £2,469,46 
2005/6 £ 
2006n £0 
Future Years £0 
Total for Project Life Cycle £2,575,882 

£3,000,000 

£2,500,000 

£2,000,000 

£1 ,500,000 

£1 ,000,000 

£500,000 

£0 
Apr-04 May-04 Jun-04 Jul-04 Aug-04 

£3,000,000 

£2,500,000 

£2,000,000 

£1 ,500,000 

£1 ,000,000 

£500,000 

£0 - / 
_/ 

// 
/./ 

/ I 
.,I "" 

\ 
\ 
\ 

Original Start 
Date 

1 5-Au -03 

2-Jan-04 
l -Dec-03 
1 0-Mar-04 
2 1 -Ma -04 

Budget 
£ 10C,:4! 

£2,469,46 
£0 
£ 
£ 

£2,575,882 

2004/5 

Sep-04 Oct-04 

P . t L"J roiec 1 e  

Summary of Key Points and suggested course of action: 

2-Jan-04 
26-Mar-04 
5-Mar-04 

20-Ma -04 
3-Jan-05 

Original Cost 
Estimate 

£1 06,4 1 
£2,469,46 

£ 
£ 
£ 

£2,575,882 

Nov-04 Oec-04 

>20% outside estimate 
Revised Progress Progress Status 

Com letion (NS,IP,C) (G,Y,R) 

30-A r-04 
1 2-Mar-04 
1 2-Jul-04 
30-Jan-OO 

Start of Year 
Cost Estimate 

£ 1 06,4 1 
£2,469,46 

£ 
£ 
£ 

£2,575,882 

Jan-05 

- -

Feb-05 

- -

c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
IP 

Current 
Forecast Variance 

-- Actual/F 
orecast 
Cost 
(Cum) 

-- current 
Year 
Budget 

Mar-05 (Cum) 

- - - - - - - · -

Halcrow are supporting tie on this project under work package 4 of the NTI Technical and Transportation Consultancy Advisory Services Commission. 

The Application to planning was passed by the Develo�ment Quality Sub-Committee of the Planning Committee on 2nd June 2004 and was sent to the 
Scottish Executive. Notification was received on the 7 July that the planning Permission has been granted by the Scottish Ministers. 

The initial stage of the Archaelogical investigation is complete. Construction is underway. In addition Border Construction value engineering workshop 
has been held and minor design amendments are being prepared by Border for consideration. Representatives from CEC have been involved in this 
process to ensure delivery of their aspirations. In line with the original programme Construction is planned for completion in early 2005 

Consultation documents are being produced for TROs for the enforcement of the bus lanes proposed for Eastfield Road as part of the further detailed 
design. 

"I confirm that this report provides an accurate overview of the project progress and finance." 

Project Manager's signature: Project Director's signature: 

Date: . _  . . . . . .  /1 

TRS00018644_0056 
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Project: " One Ticket" 
Report for Month Ending: 30-Sep-04 Project Manager: Stuart Lockhart 

Start Date: 
Overall Progress Status 

Critical Path I Milestone Items 
1 .  Distribution & Marketin Strate 

Previous Years 
2004/5 
2005/6 
2006/7 
Future Years 
Total for Project Life Cycle 

End Date: 

uire discussion/direction. 

Funding 
£36,36 
£49,98 
£5 1 ,98 

Original Start 
Date 

1 -Jan-03 
1 -A r-03 
14-Feb-03 

1 -Jul-03 
6-Jan-04 
l -Jan-04 
1 -A r-04 

Budget 
£36,365 
£49,98 

£80,74 
£26,67 

2004/5 

Original 
Com letioo 
28-Feb-03 

28-A r-03 

5-Nov-03 
1 -A r-04 
6-Jan-04 

3 1 -Mar-04 
1 -A r-04 

Revised 
Com letioo 

I -Jan-OS 

1 -A r-05 

Original Cost Start of Year 
Estimate Cost Estimate 

£36,36 
£49,98 
£5 1 ,98 

£192,390 

Progress 
(NS,IP,C) 

c 

IP 
c 

IP 

s 
c 

c 

NS 

Current 
Forecast 

£60,000 ....------------------------------------------, 

£50,000 -j--- -- -- ---- --------------------------:::;:;:aa-..---j 

£40,000 +------------- ----------------.::=:-a-_ _,,.,::...._ ______ --l 

£30,000 +-------------- ---------=:::;:a,---==-==----------------l 

£20,000 

l=i��:==��==��;��;;;:=�==��========���;=j £10,000 

£0 . 
Apr--04 May--04 Jun--04 Jul--04 Aug--04 Sep--04 Oct--04 Nov--04 Dec--04 Jan--05 Feb--05 Mar-05 

Variance 

- Actual/F 
orecast 
Cost 
(Cum) 

-.- current 
Year 
Budget 
(Cum) 

£2so,ooo ,-------------------�P�r�o�1·e�c�t�L=if�e-----------------------, 

£200,000

§���� 

- - ;._.a 
£150,000 

£100,000 

£50.000 - - - - -

Summary of Key Points and suggested course of action: 

No material change to financial prospects compared to June report 

• The only costs incurred by tie are those relating to the employment of a Marketing AssistanVAdministrator. The current incumbent, Ian 
Carter became a member of ties staff on 1•1 July 2004. 

The TAS Partnership carried out a fully funded business review and their final report is now available. 

"I confirm that this report prov 

Project Manager's signature Project Director's signature: 

TRS00018644_0057 

£36,36 0 
£49,98 26,679 

£51,98 0 

0 

£0 
£192,390 

- ......,........ 

£0+-------------------------------------------� 
I' � � ?'. s1' ft � s1' � .s1' »" s,'> 

>)
., »" »" /"., »'> ,?., � »'> �., � s§> -s?"" s§> � � i§' .ft &> cP � � � <$- -sf',., <$- I' .,..,., ,{I' �,,,..i:. '>-s '>� � ,lr df-'<!-IS' ef' -F' ,,_eP � ,!' �'I,.,,, ')V '>� � c/'� di"�� '>� '<qi �� ,!' �1,< '>""' )V �({' cJ-� efl' '<!-Ii-� ),,,,;; ,,_0- �� 4.e. 

# r---------,-:--,------, � 
q� -+- Lifetime Budget (Cum) '<-s 

-- ActuaVForecast Cost Cum) 

.. 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Project: Edinbur h Airport Rail Link 
Report for Month Ending: 30-Sep-04 

Start Date: 
Overall Progress Status 

Issues have arisen which will delay completion. 
Original Start Original 

Project Manager: Susan Clark 
End Date: 

IO - 20% outside estimate 
>20% outside estimate 

Revised Progress Progress Status 

t-�����������������----1�����-,....�����--t-�C_o_m-p_le_ti_·o_n----ti----(N�S,�IP�,�C�)- (G,Y,R) Critical Path I Milestone Items Date Completion 
I .  Com lete WPl ! 9-Jan-04 3 1 -Ma -04 
2. Receive Marketin Tenders 27-Ma -04 27-Ma -04 
3. Receive Finance EOrs 25-Ma -04 25-Ma -04 
4. Award Marketin Contract 22-Jun-04 22-Jun-04 
5. Award Finance Contract 27-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 
6. Consultation Phase & Media Launch 1 3 -Se -04 

Original Cost 
Funding Budget Estimate 

Previous Years £744,204 £744,204 £744,204 
2004/5 £4 255,796 £4,255,796 £4,255,796 
2005/6 £0 £0 £0 
2006/7 £0 £0 £0 
Future Years £0 £0 £0 
Total for Project Life Cycle £5,000,000 £5,000,000 

2004/5 
£4,500,000 
£4,000,000 
£3

.500.000 
£3,000.000 -£2,500.000 ----
£2,000,000 
£1 ,500,000 
£1 ,000,000 

£500,000 
£0 . 

Apr-04 May-04 Jun-04 Jul-04 Aug-04 Sep-04 Oct-04 Nov-04 Dec-04 

Project Life 

Summary of Key Points and suggested course of action: 
Update for month of September 

Operational 

3 1 -Ma -04 C 
27-Ma -04 C 
25-Ma -04 C 
22-Jun-04 C 
27-Jul-04 C 

Dela ed 

Start of Year Current 
Cost Estimate Forecast 

£744,204 £744,204 
£4,255,796 £4,255,796 

£0 £0 
£0 £0 
£0 £0 

£5,000,000 £5,000,000 

------

Jan-05 Feb-05 Mar-05 

Variance 
£0 
£0 
£0 
£0 
£0 
£0 

__.. ActuaUForecast 
Cost (Cum) 

-- Current Year 
Budget (Cum) 

The Minster has now agreed to the launch of Public consultation for EARL. A date for this is now being fixed and following this the programme 
will be reviewed to ascertain the full impact of this delay. 

"I 

Technically, work has been progressing on production of engineering drawings and review sessions for these are being set up during November. 
Meetings have been held with HMRI and a letter of no objection to the concept has been received from HMRI. Meetings with the Fire Brigade arranged 
to discuss ventilation & evacuation measures for the tunnel. In addition a further contract for demand modelling has been awarded to review the work 
done by SKM. This will feed Into the business case. 

Procurement strategy work progresses with ideas now developing about early works. These will include further GI, potential minework stabilisation, 
utility diversions, tender preparation, land acquisition and environmental monitoring. A paper is with SE about some advance works required to allo 
the construction of the BAA East Pier. 

Finally, there is s1ill no word from SE concerning who is to promote the bill. This must be resolved to ensure the correct approvals are in place prior to 
the bill being lodged. 

Financial 
Project spend has increased due to all EARL advisors now being on board. 
2003 Spend - £744,204. 
Sept 2004 Spend - £328,583. 
2004 Spend to Date - £1 , 328,601 .  
Projected spend for the year end £4,255, 796. 

Project Manager's signature: Project Directo(s sign.a 
Date: . . . . .  . 
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Project: Stirlin Alloa Rail Link 
Report for Month Ending: 30-Sep-04 

Start Date: 
Overall Progress Status 

Issues have arisen which will delay completion. 

Critical Path I Milestone Items 
I .  Parliarnenta A roval 

8. Com letion - Phase I 
9. Commencement - Phase 2 
I 0. Line enin 

Previous Years 
2004/5 
2005/6 
2006/7 Future Years Total for Project Life Cycle 

Apr-04 May-04 Jun-04 Jul-04 Aug-04 

Original Start 
Date 

l -Jul-04 
10-Au -04 
3 l -Jul-04 
23-Jul-04 

27-Au -04 
25-0ct-04 
10-Dec-04 
10-Dec-04 

3-Jan-05 

Sep-04 Oct-04 

Project Manager: Richard Hudson 

Original Completion 
I -Jul-04 

10-Au -04 
3 l -Jul-04 
23-Jul-04 

27-Au -04 
25-0ct-04 
10-Dec-04 
10-Dec-04 

Nov-04 Dec--04 

End Date: 30-Apr-06 

IO - 20% outside estimate 
>20% outside estimate Revised Progress Progress Status Completion (NS,IP,C) (G,Y,R) 

Jan-05 Feb-05 

c 
c 
c 
c 
IP 

IP 

NS 
IP 

NS 
NS 

Current Forecast Variance 
£0 £0 

£ 1 62,958 £0 
£0 £0 
£0 £0 
£0 £0 

. £162,958 £0 

Mar-05 

- Actual/F 
orecast 
Cost 
(Cum) 

___. Current 
Year 
Budget 
(Cum) 

t1so.ooo -r-__________________ P_r_o_1·e_c_t_L_i_fe _____________________ __, 
£160.000 +- ------------- ...-=.a=-=--=11----=-=-==111=11=11=--=-------=--=11----=-=-==11-
£140.000 t--------------.«=--- - -------- --------------------l 
£120.000 +----------.,-::a.-C-...-----------------------------------1 
£100.000 ·l-----------.r-""""------------------------------------1 

£80,000 +-------.,r-::aF�------------------ --------------------1 
£60.000 +-------?---------------------------------------1 
£40,000 +-- -.r-=-.r-:-:_........-,. ...... _______________________________________ --1 
£20.000 t--..�,......,,r""-------- ------------------------------------1 

£0 -Ht,:;...::'-,-��-�����-������-�����-����������-�-�����-,--4 

# � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � @ � � � � � � � � � � � t � t # 
/ �# # #�F�#� ##� �# # #�, �#� ��� �# # #�,�#� ##�� 

</''� -- Original Cost Estimate (Cum) <,:i' 

- Actual/Forecast Cost (Cum) 

Summary of Key Points and suggested course of action: 

This project is currently under review. 

"I confirm that this report provides roject progress and finance." 
Project Manager's signature: ... �ject Directo 's signature: 

Date: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : . . .  � . .  � . . . . . . .  . Date: . 
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Item 4c 

Congestion Charging Reporters' Report 

The report of the Reporters' findings and conclusions from the Public Inquiry 
has now been received by the Council and in parallel with a Press Briefing 
held on Monday 18th October the findings have now been made public. 

The report is fully supportive of both the proposal to introduce congestion 
charging in Edinburgh and all of the majo r elements of the proposal. The 
report concludes that there is a congestion problem that needs to be resolved 
and supports the concept of introducing a twin cordon based charging 
scheme, where motorists would be required to pay a £2.00 per day charge if 
they wished to cross any cordon during a charging period. They also concur 
with tie and the Council's view that the charge should be applicable Monday 
to Friday and that the outer cordon should operate during the morning peak 
period, whereas the inner cordon should operate from 7 .00am until 6 .30pm. 

The Reporters do however make some recommendations relating to 
amendments that th ey feel should be made in relation to the exemptions, 
some of  the cordon crossing point locations, the range of payment methods 
and arrangements, etc. 

They recommend that, if the fair treatment criterion is  to be met, it would be 
essential that the proposed exemption from outer co rdon charges for those 
Edinburgh residents who live outwith the outer cordon should be removed. 
They also have suggested that the catego ries o f  exempt vehicles should be 
reduced to the minimum level that are prescribed in the as yet to be published 
SE Exemption Regulations. In relation to the detail of the proposal they have 
recommended changes to the locations of  8 cordon crossing points; some 
changes result from matters raised by objecto rs at the Inq uiry and others are 
as the Reporters feel that moving the locations will produce a more equitable 
solution. Also regarding the proposed payment methods and arrangements 
they recommend that the time allowed for payment of  the charge should be 
extended by 24 hours and they have also suggested that the practicality 
should be investigated of  introducing a process of  pu rchasing pre-paid 
licences that could then be  used "as and when" required by the purchaser. 

The Reporters' findings and recommendations, which feature as Sections 4 
and 5 of  their Report, are both appended for info rmation to this report. 

The Reporters should be thanked for conducting the Inq uiry and throughout 
adopting a professional manner that ensured that they were able to adhere to 
the Inquiry timetable and also fo r the fact that they have subsequently been 
able to complete and present the report of their findings and 
recommendations in such a timely manner. 

The Board is asked to note the position. 
D Burns 19th October 2004 
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Sections 4 and 5 from the 

Reporters ' Report 

of the Findings and Conclusions 

from the Public Inquiry into the 
\ 

proposed Congestion Charging Scheme 
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SECTION 4 :  OVERALL ASSESS1\1ENT OF THE CONGESTION CHARGING 
SCHE:ME 

Introduction 

4. 1 This section culminates _with an assessment of the scheme against the policies and criteria set 
out or summarised in Appendix A. As a necessary stage towards those crucial conclusions, we have 
considered the practical effects of the scheme, as put to us by CEC/tie, objectors, and the smaller 
number of supporters of the scheme. It may be useful to explain that, with regard to the inquisitorial 
nature of the procedure and to practicalities where there is such a large number of objections, we 
have concentrated on topics that could have a material bearing on the ultimate recommendations. 
We have thus not seen it as necessary or appropriate to refer to every point in every representation, or 
on each issue to explain with elaborate reasoning why a particular point of view is accepted or 
rejected. However, in order to give fair consideration to all involved, in reviewing our conclusions 
we have had regard not only to the summaries of cases in sections 2 and 3 but to the whole body of 
evidence, written submissions and documentation, besides observations made on our tours of 
inspection within the city and its adjoining areas. We are satisfied that there is nothing, in all the 
material not specifically addressed in this section, whether or not touched upon in previous sections, 
that could materially affect the ensuing recommendations. 

4.2 We have found it useful, and trust that it may be equally so for users of the report, to set out 
conclusions on preliminary issues as answers to a series of 20 questions, leading to overall 
assessment against relevant policies and criteria Where reference is needed in these conclusions to 
an objective measurement of congestion, that regarded as most useful, from those available to us, is 
"observed vehicular flow at peak periods compared with nominal design, physical or environmental 
capacity of the highway link, expressed as a percentage". 

(1) Is the Congestion Charge nothing more than a "tax" on motorists? 

4.3 The Objection that the ECCS would be nothing more than a tax on road users passing 
inbound one of the inner or outer cordon of charging points strikes at the heart of the congestion 
charging scheme. It is no part of our task to review the current method of charging for the use of 
roads in the United Kingdom. However, the ECCS is clearly an addition to what is currently in 
place, and its relationship to the generality of charging arrangements was a matter of concern to both 
supporters of, and objectors to, the scheme. The essence of the objection is that the introduction of 
the charge would amount to double taxation because vehicle owners already pay for road usage by 
means of vehicle excise duty and fuel tax. The former is a fixed cost payable regardless of vehicle 
use; and the latter varies roughly in proportion to the number of vehicle miles travelled. 

4.4 At the inquiry it was put to us by objectors to the ECCS, including the AA Motoring Trust, 
that for many years road users as a class have, through the levying of taxes, paid substantially more 
than has been spent on the provision and maintenance of the road network, all to the detriment of the 
economy in general and the interests of road users in particular. On the other hand supporters of the 
charge (Transform Scotland) drew on a variety of research to demonstrate: first, that road users as a 
class are not particularly heavily charged for road use when compared with those in other European 
countries; and, second, that when the social costs imposed by road users are taken into account motor 
vehicles as a class are under, rather than over, charged for their use of the road network. 

4.5 Under the present system there is no direct relationship between the revenues generated by 
taxation and the capital cost of provision and the operating costs of maintaining the road network. 
Taxes on fuel and vehicle excise tax are not charges for road use; they are charges on road users 
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which it would be an offence not to pay. Road user charges, including congestion charges, differ 
from road taxes because what is paid is tied directly to what routes are being used and when and how 
they are being used. 

4.6 We are aware of the current interest in developing a scheme of road charging to be introduced 
nationwide. This would be designed to ensure that road users pay the actual costs of their journey 
including the environmental costs (e.g. noise, carbon emissions) and social costs (e.g. accidents, time 
delays) that they impose on society. The underlying thinking is that if the individual road user has to 
pay to cover the costs of making a trip, this will enable informed judgments about which journey 
choice is the most efficient. Although the principles are clear, it seems that their practical application 
in a UK context is still a considerable way off. In the meantime the Scottish Executive has indicated 
its policy support for road user charging implemented by local authorities and the legislative 
framework has been put in place within which initiatives can be promoted in order to address local 
issues such as those which h�ve been identified in Edinburgh. 

4.7 There appears to be a prevailing consensus amongst those living and working in Edinburgh 
that traffic congestion on particular links of the road network, and at some times, presents a problem 
which has to be addressed. Although there is disagreement about the extent of the problem and, 
related to that, the appropriate forms of intervention which should be introduced, it is also widely 
accepted that the problem arises from an excess of demand from motorists for scarce road space at 
peak periods of traffic flow. The solution favoured by th� Council is a policy package which has at 
its heart demand management in the form of a congestion charge designed to reduce congestion. The 
net revenues generated by the charge would be applied to the provision of alternative means of 
transport to the private car and the mitigation of any environmental impacts concomitant on the 
introduction of the charge. At the inquiry we received an assurance from the Council that the 
scheme which it proposes could be readily dovetailed technically and without excessive cost with 
any scheme which might be introduced nationwide within the life of the proposed ECCS. 

4.8 Drawing these matters together, we are in no doubt that the proposed ECCS can be properly 
referred to as the form of road user pricing commonly called a congestion charge, and it would not be 
proper to refer to it as a tax. 

(2) Has the problem of current and forecast traffic congestion in Edinburgh been 
exaggerated? 

4.9 There was no dispute at the inquiry that congestion is caused by a lack of sufficient road 
space when compared to the demand for it. It results from a deficiency of road capacity relative to 
the number of trips that road users wish to make. It follows that the basic cause of congestion is not 
buses, accidents or road works. Traffic management schemes may ease or exacerbate particular 
problems as they arise. The underlying difficulty is trying to operate with traffic flows too close to 
the capacity of the network so that any transient incidents will have a disproportionate effect on 
traffic flows. 

4. 1 0  There is undoubtedly a strand of opinion, within the objections, that congestion in Edinburgh 
is not serious enough to warrant major efforts to deal with it. Tb.is is often associated with the 
observation that matters are certainly worse in many other cities, and with the view that any 
problems for car drivers in Edinburgh have largely been caused by the authorities' unjustified 
meddling with the roads in the interest of minority users. In that regard this second question relates 
closely to the third. 

4. 1 1  Wf!, have no difficulty in agreeing that on the vast majority of roads and streets within 
Edinburgh there is spare physical capacity at all times. However, problems arise on certain well 
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trafficked routes but, even then, only at particular times. Accordingly, what has to be dealt with is 
the well known "problem of the peak"; and small increases/decreases in traffic flow can have a 
disproportionate increase/decrease in congestion. On this basis there is much that can be achieved by 
encouraging those making trips simply to travel at other times when demand can be more closely 
related to supply. Where that is not possible (notably for the journey to work) then attractive 
alternatives to space expensive modes of travel (notably the private motor car) should be available 
(e.g. in the form ofbuses, heavy rail or LRT trams). 

4.0 Looking to the future, the forecasts of future traffic flows in Edinburgh which were brought 
to our attention showed that these and the concomitant congestion will continue to increase over the 
next two decades. There is no serious dispute, apart from a few unconvincing suggestions that car 
use has already reached its 'natural' limits, that the volumes of motor traffic in and around Edinburgh 
can be expected to continue increasing, in the absence of measures to manage demand and at the 
same time provide attractive alternatives to the motor car and encourage their use. The CCRG 
suggested that a lack of urgency was indicated by predictions from the TEMPRO suite of traffic 
models that volumes of Edinburgh-bound car traffic would, without intervention, increase by less 
than 14% in the period 2001 -202 1 .  Even if that figure is accepted as reliable, it would indicate a 
growth in congestion, on important routes, of well over 14%. One consequence of continued growth 
of population and economic activity in outer parts of the city region, including parts of Fife, would 
be relatively greater car dependency in travel between those areas and Edinburgh, and concomitant 
further pressure on the road network, especially in west Edinburgh and its approaches. 

4.0 We have found it useful to C<?nsider congestion as "observed vehicular flow at peak periods 
compared with nominal design, physical or environmental capacity of the highway link, expressed as 
a percentage". However, there is no generally agreed criterion for when congestion, even if 
measured as objectively as possible with the use of traffic data, is severe enough to warrant demand 
management to limit road use. Thus, we cannot make an objective calculation of whether conditions 
in Edinburgh have passed some externally set threshold justifying the introduction of the ECCS. It 
follows that, if current and likely future traffic conditions at peak times on many links of the road 
network in Edinburgh are held to justify a search for means of alleviating them, precision about 
traffic flows and travel times is of less importance than confidence in the proportionate effects on 
those flows and travel times, of the actions contemplated. (This matter is taken up again when we 
consider whether the modelling suite is fit for purpose.) 

4.0 From all the material before us, and from numerous observations on various dates and at 
different hours of day, we are in no doubt that a complacent view of existing, and likely future, 
traffic conditions is not soundly based. Indeed that view is held by only a minority of private car 
drivers, and it is not generally shared by the business community for which efficient and reliable 
movement of people and goods is vital. Increasing car ownership and usage will lead to more 
congestion, by whatever reasonable measure or definition, once free flow capacity is exceeded. 

4.0 Edinburgh is a city of European stature and it is perfectly understandable that the Council 
should seek to be in the forefront of efforts to limit congestion and the damage that it causes to 
business efficiency and quality of the environment. Since we see it as a reasonable judgement that 
action is needed to deal with present conditions, the justification for trying to avert an otherwise 
inevitable worsening of those conditions must be all the stronger. Accordingly the major issues that 
arise, and are implicit in questions addressed below, are whether the particular measures proposed 
would be effective in achieving their aims, and whether there would be significant undesirable side 
effects that would need to be taken into account. 

Section 4.doc 4-4 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
TRS00018644_0066 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

(3) Are there viable alternative strategies for dealing with congestion? 

4. 1 6  From the evidence before us, it would appear that, in principle there are three ways in which 
the problem of current and forecast future congestion in Edinburgh could be addressed. These are: 
by redesigning the city, including the World Heritage site, to accommodate all those who wish to 
enter using their chosen form of transport (predominantly the private motor car); . to allow traffic 
congestion to ration the allocation of scarce road space; or to try to devise a simple,. fair, cost 
effective, reliable and enforceable set of measures which would make more effective use of existing 
road space while making provision for the greater use of vehicles (including buses and LR T) which 
provide alternatives to the space expensive motor car. At the inquiry it was repeatedly stated for the. 
Council that "doing nothing is not an option". This almost self-evident proposition was not 
challenged by any organised body of objection, though it appears not to have been accepted by all 
individual objectors. The main matters of dispute emerged from the Council 's  preference for the 
ECCS and the associated ITI rather than some other package of measures designed to deal with the 
challenges of local transport strategy in Edinburgh. 

4. 1 7  We are in no doubt that the Council has given lengthy and detailed consideration to how best 
to deal with the problems presented by current, and likely future, levels of traffic congestion. While 
some addition to the supply of road space through the building of new and improved links in the 
network is not ruled out, demand management has emerged as the preferred way forward. The 
decision to work up a draft congestion charge was based on the conviction that this would be a potent 
means of meeting twin challenges: the high and rising demand for road space on certain routes in 
Edinburgh, and the funding of an adequate and suitably attractive array of alternatives to the use of 
the private motor car. There is a substantial body of objections which take issue with this approach. 
These can be usefully considered as falling into two main groups. First, there are those who 
acknowledge that traffic congestion is likely to increase, but consider that, at least for the medium 
term, there are other means available for funding the infrastructure needed to meet the problem. 
Second and, often related to the first, are those who consider that there is a raft of traffic management 
initiatives which, if implemented with sufficient expertise and vigour, would be sufficient in 
themselves to deal with current and foreseeable difficulties. 

4. 1 8  Turning to the first group, closer inspection reveals that the position is underpinned by an 
expectation that funding made available to the Council out of the Scottish Executive's block grant 
would be adequate, largely or entirely, to deal with the emerging difficulties. That expectation 
typically factors in recent allocations to Edinburgh including those for the proposed tram network. 
We can readily appreciate the reluctance of objectors, even if they accept that traffic congestion 
requires positive policy intervention, to accede to the view that the policy package requires to 
incorporate within it an additional source of funding. However, there is no guarantee of the level of 
Executive funding which will be allocated to Edinburgh in the future. In these circumstances, we 
agree with the Council that, in making its plans, it would be unwise to rely on a simple projection 
forward of past trends. We think that it is perfectly understandable that the potential for fund raising 
from other sources is considered worthy of examination 

4. 1 9  From the evidence brought to the inquiry, we find that the prospects ofrelying on commercial 
borrowing or on Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) appear to be limited, particularly in the case of 
transport infrastructure based on public roads and paths. Despite the arguments for levelling the 
playing field between city centre retailing and out-of-town and edge-of-town retail parks, the local 
taxation of private non-residential parking is not at present a possibility in _Scotland. 

4.20 Subject to safeguards, the principle of requiring developers' contributions fo transport 
infrastructure is endorsed in: national statements of planning policy, Policy TRAN 5(c) of the 
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structure plan, and in the LTS. However, there is nothing in the material presented to the inquiry, to 
indicate that this source of funding could be more than a useful but relatively small supplement to the 
funds needed for comprehensive improvement of the city region's transport operations and 
infrastructure. 

4.2 1 Some of the suggested alternatives could singly, or in combination, contribute to the funding 
of transport infrastructure in the city region. However, of the other methods of raising revenue for 
transport investments, none seems to us sufficiently secure and practicable, and of sufficient scale to 
be a credible alternative to the stream of net revenue from congestion charging, envisaged by the 
promoting authority. 

4.22 Moving on to the second group, it was suggested that bus lanes should be modified into 
'HOT lanes' made available, at a charge, to drivers willing to pay for faster movement, as well as to 
multi-occupied vehicles. However, we find it clear from the information provided (principally by the 
AA Motoring Trust) that such facilities have been devised for, and may be appropriate in, 
circumstances of widely dispersed suburban development, multi-lane expressways and very limited 
public transport. They seem to have little to commend them by way of practicality or likely 
effectiveness in a historic and relatively compact European city such as Edinburgh, characterised by 
rather narrow roads with tight frontage development, and served by a dense network of bus services 
that would have to contend for HOT lane space with other users. 

4.23 Several objectors were worried about bottlenecks within the city and suggested precision.
targeting of investment in tunnels and local diversionary routes.. For the most part they were 
vague as to location, although a tunnel under Princes Street and west to Haymarket was proposed. 
These various propositions have not been backed by any analysis of costs and benefits, or of effects 
on the city's sensitive heritage of buildings and open spaces. The commended exemplars tend to be 
schemes too different in character to be clearly relevant to Edinburgh .. 

4.24 We recognise that the continued reservation of lanes for buses and taxis on several principal 
routes, and for movements at some junctions, might be a cause of annoyance for car drivers who 
would not, or could not, contemplate using public transport. However, there was no serious dispute 
�t the inquiry that for those travelling by bus at peak times, such reserved lanes and privileged 
movements at junctions have provided improvements in speed, timetable reliability and even 
comfort. It is reasonable to assume that these benefits have attracted some road-users from their 
cars, thus limiting the growth in congestion for remaining drivers including those of heavy goods and 
local delivery vehicles. Cycle lanes ih central areas linked to effective control of on-street parking 
are a significant advantage to experienced cyclists, though too intimidating to attract cycling novices. 
Dedicated phases at traffic lights, pelican crossings and footway build-outs have made a contribution 
to the safety and convenience of pedestrians. 

4 .25 Amongst the objectors are those who are convinced that the Council has deliberately 
contributed to traffic congestion by traffic management schemes designed to impede the passage of 
the private motor car, to give unwarranted preference to buses and thereby provide an excuse for 
road user charging. However, they have been unable to underpin their views by .objective 
calculations of the results of returning the road space to car drivers. We find that these objectors 
have not made a convincing case that reversing the changes already made would do much to assist in 
making more effective use of road space. 

4.26 We are in no doubt that buses contribute to traffic congestion, and can understand the 
arguments of those who suggest that ·.the contribution is disproportionate. We reject the notion that 
their removal from the streets of Edinburgh would cure, or even substantially ameliorate, the city's 
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traffic problems. However, this leaves unresolved the contentious issue for some objectors that the 
reservation of particular lanes for specific users improves conditions for them b1:1t this is inevitably at 
the expense of other road users for whom the available road space is reduced. 

4.27 At the opposite end of the spectrum of representations is the suggestion that massive 
reductions in car traffic could be achieved through the re-regulation of bus operators; this would 
provide the 'carrot' of much improved public transport without the need to resort to the 'stick' of 
congestion _charging. The regulation of transport operators is a legislative matter not within the 
scope of this inquiry. Although the merits of Bus Quality Contracts within present legislation were 
convincingly explained, their contribution must be expected to be locally useful in better co
ordinating existing public transport, rather than able to bring about major investment in new links. 

4.28 There is a considerable body of objectors who focus on the relationship between trip 
generation and the availability of car parking at or near the desired destination. Some of these 
advocate changes to the provision of parking, particularly in Central Edinburgh, as an alternative to 
the introduction of a the ECCS; others argue that the provision of more space (by implication at 
public expense) is the prerequisite of maintaining the viability and vitality of the city centre if the 
congestion charge were to go ahead in its present form. Once again, although these arguments were 
put with some force, there was little in the way of convincing factual evidence to support the views 
expressed. r 

4.29 We were told at the inquiry, and our own observations confirm, that relatively severe 
congestion can occur in central Edinburgh on Saturdays and Sundays - and on other proposed non 
charging days. On these days there are fewer commuting to work, there are fewer buses 
( concentrations of which according to some representations are a prime cause of congestion), and 
regulation of on-street parking is relatively relaxed. Given that conditions in central Edinburgh have 
not yet reached gridlock on week days when pressures are even greater, we can readily accept that 
strongly enforced parking controls, and relatively high parking charges, albeit unpopular with 
some motorists and of concern to businesses in the city centre, have made an important contribution 
to limiting congestion. 

4.30 Further evidence of the deterrent effect of parking charges and limits on parking time is 
provided by the availability of on-street parking spaces in the city centre, particularly in George 
Street and the squares at either ·end, even at the busier weekday shopping times. On the other hand, 
there appears to be difficulty in finding parking in a wide band outside the Controlled Parking 
Zones (CPZs), especially in the vicinity of major places of employment. On this evidence, we doubt 

· that raising charges or cutting the number of on-street spaces in the city centre would have much 
effect in limiting the attraction of traffic to inner Edinburgh. In any event the potential for raising 
revenue for major investment in transport infrastructure by increasing charges, extending inner city 
CPZs or providing further large-scale inner city parking would be much more limited than some 
objectors have appreciated, given that revenue from CPZs is currently relatively modest, while 
schemes such as underground or multi-storey car parks are very expensive. 

4.3 1 Although it would make no difference for those from outside the City Bypass who would 
already have incurred a charge on entering the outer cordon, it is a fair assumption, built into the 
modelling done for tie, that the inner cordon of charging points would increase the tendency, already 
associated with the existing CPZs, for commuters from within Edinburgh to park outside the CPZs 
and walk or take a bus to city centre destinations. It is not difficult to see that adjustment to the 
CPZs would be a useful concomitant of an inner cordon, but it would not be appropriate for this 
report to suggest what particular changes there ought to be, as this matter would be dealt with under a 
separate statutory procedure with opportunities to object. We note in passing that suggestions to 
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discourage the use of cars by charging for on-street parking anywhere in Edinburgh run up against 
foreseeable difficulties of enforcement, besides problems of public acceptance and harm to 
businesses. 

4.32 In considering the weight to be given to the various objections that there are viable 
alternatives to the propose introduction of the ECCS, it is important to recall that the charge would 
be introduced within' the policy framework set by the L TS in association within the package of 
measures described in the ITI. Experience in Edinburgh suggests that there is much that can be 
achieved by conventional traffic management measures. Considered within that overall context, 
many of the strongly held objections can be seen in perspective and their constructive elements as 
capable of modified accommodation within an evolving transport strategy for Edinburgh. On the 
other hand, none of the matters raised persuade us that any alternative approach to the ECCS is 
realistic. 

( 4) Is the Scheme Belated or Premature? 

4.33 The economic basis of congestion charging has been the subject of studies and official reports 
since at least the 1 960s and the ECCS has been in gestation since the days of Lothian Regional 
Council. However, the required permissive legislation was only introduced in 2001 ; and proven 
technology for automated charging only become available with the introduction of the Central 
London scheme in 2003 . Accordingly, it would be hard to fault CBC for being dilatory in 
introducing a congestion charging scheme in Edinburgh. 

4.34 The question whether the scheme is premature in relation to a need to tackle congestion has 
been covered under question 2. Objectors have also argued that the promotion of the scheme is 
premature in terms of incomplete subordinate legislation on charging schemes, co-ordination of 
efforts with other authorities, impending reform of arrangements for transport planning and spatial 
planning, reliable technology for automated charging, changes to CPZs, measures to limit the effects 
of increased traffic on some streets that would be used to avoid charges on traditional routes, and 
availability of public transport improvements before the start of charging. 

4.35 It would have provided greater certainty if all the subordinate legislation on detailed matters 
such as minimum categories of exempt vehicle had been in place. However, the absence of the 
promised Regulations (which are currently the subject of a consultation exercise) does not affect the 
principle of the scheme, nor is the final content of subordinate legislation likely to have more than a 
marginal effect on actual traffic volumes or the net revenues forecast to be generated from the 
proposed scheme. 

4.36 That there is dispute between the Council as traffic authority and neighbour Councils, over 
the m in which is embedded the ECCS, is a much more serious concern. It would certainly have 
been more favourable to the scheme if - subject to any legal consider:ations referred to in Appendix E 
- arrangements had already been in place for the SESTRAN authorities to share revenue from the 
scheme equitably, and if there had been agreement over any concessions relating to the Edinburgh 
congestion charges and any congestion charge element of tolls at the Forth Road Bridge. It may be 
noted that this matter appeared to have been settled by the SESTRAN Steering Group on 22 June 
200 1 ,  when a recommendation "(4) To agree that if congestion charges were to be introduced on the 
Forth Road Bridge, these should be offset against an Edinburgh charging scheme" was unanimously 
accepted (as reported on p 12  of document T2 1). However, even if this particular matter remains 
unsettled it does not seem to us that agreements of the necessary kind are unattainable (tho:ugh again 
we have to make due reference to legal submissions), given the kind of goodwill and co-operation 
that generally apply between the disputing parties. Moreover, in the situation where since the last 
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local government reform in 1 996 responsibilities for transport planning in the city region have been 
relatively fragmented, it would seem unreasonable to give overriding importance to the po.ssibility 
that unanimity might not be reached. 

4.37 The Scottish Executive has indicated a strong prospect of future change to the administrative 
and institutional arrangements for city region-wide spatial planning and greater co-ordination of 
transport planning for the whole of Scotland. However, we are not persuaded that the ECCS can 
thereby be considered to be premature. These prospects are not yet in place and we can see no 
decisive bearing on the justification for a charging scheme to deal with traffic congestion in 
Edinburgh. Nor has there been any suggestion from the Scottish Executive that charging schemes 
should not be promoted until the new arrangements are in place. 

4.38 We have already noted our acceptance of the view that a UK-wide road user charging 
scheme, whenever that is introduced, will not necessarily render entirely redundant what is now 
proposed to meet local difficulties in Edinburgh. On the other hand, we think it highly unlikely that 
the ANPR equipment to be used to assist in the implementation of the ECCS will remain in place for 
the full 20 year life of the scheme. There is ample evidence that superior technology, an interesting 
example of which was described to us by Professor Salter, will become available in a cost effective 
form to enable the implementation of refined forms of charging more directly related to the 
contribution made to congestion by particular vehicles, at particular times, and on particular routes. 
Although objectors have made many criticisms of the ANPR technology drawing on the experience 
in London, we have not found convincing reasons to defer any charging scheme for the emergence of 
more sophisticated and reliable technology enabling a more precise targeting of charges to actual 
congestion. 

4.39 Valid points have been made by inner city residents about the need for the start of charging at 
any inner cordon to be co-ordinated with changes to CPZs to pre-empt problems for residents and 
businesses caused by use of streets outside the cordon and existing CPZs as unofficial park-and-ride 
car parks. However, we have received no evidence form which we could conclude that reasonably 
close co-ordination of timing could not be achieved. Similarly there may be significant tasks in 
preparing and carrying out the most essential traffic mitigation schemes before charging began at the 
intended date in 2006, but we cannot fairly conclude that this would be impossible. 

4.40 We see much cause for scepticism about whether the minimum of improvements to public 
transport, and in particular provision of park and ride facilities outside the outer cordon, can be 
completed and tested beyond the inevitable stage of 'teething problems' ,  so as to be fully functioning 
at the intended start of charging and able to provide an attractive service for additional users 
prompted to modal shift by the charge. It is understood, in particular, that the important park and 
ride site at Straiton would require the unusual procedure of a Compulsory Purchase Order by CEC, 
over land in Midlothian, and not at all clear that an alternative site within the CBC area could not 
suffer delays and obstacles. Whilst we accept that for reasons of financial practicality only a fairly 
modest .amount of improvements can take place by the intended start date, it is all the more important 
for that reason that they be targeted most effectively at those bus and rail routes where additional 
demand would be likely to be greatest, particularly orbital bus routes within the city and radial routes 
from the areas outside the city, with suitable interchange points and probably further measures to 
enable efficient running of buses. This precision targeting of limited funds may require more 
detailed work on origins and destinations, and modes currently serving them. 

4.41 Whilst the timetable is thus very tight indeed, and may indeed prove to be unrealistic, this is a 
matter to which the promoting authority would have to give very serious attention in progressing the 
scheme, rather than amounting to sufficient reason for an unfavourable recommendation at this stage. 
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Moreover, since the inquiry could not be a forum for detailed examination of for instance, signalling 
constraints on train traffic on the Forth Rail Bridge or the state of preparations for new park and ride 
facilities, there is no sound basis for going beyond scepticism about the timetable to certainty about 
insurmountable obstacles. 

(5) Is the Modelling an adequate basis on which to proceed? 

4.42 Throughout the development of the ECCS there was extensive use made of a suite of 
transport, land use and economic models. These were of assistance to the Council and tie in the 
design of the scheme and in the appraisal of its evolving stages. The modelling work has particular 
relevance for an understanding of the likely impacts of the ECCS at various geographical scales and 
on particular groups. This in turn has bearing on the assessment of the scheme's compliance with 
national, regional and local policy and with the 4 policy criteria set out by the Scottish Ministers. 

4.43 We note in passing that the modelling suite did not include any attempt to forecast in money 
terms the stream of benefits to be forth.coming from the scheme and relate these, suitably discounted, 
to the costs of its introduction and operation. We understand that such an exercise was undertaken 
before the introduction of the congestion charge in London, and there is no reason, in principle, why 
such an exercise should not have been conducted in this case. We also note that the modelling suite 
is focussed on the strategic scale and was admitted to be less reliable at the finer scales of individual 
links on the Edinburgh road network. 

4.44 The modelling suite was the subject of considerable criticism from objectors who appeared at 
the inquiry. We have sympathy with those who found difficulty in understanding the explanations of 
the workings of the suite which were presented by the Council 's  witnesses. Our review of the 
precognitions, and the relevant documents, reveals that the internal workings of the models, the detail 
of their inter-relationships and the assumptions on which their inputs were based were never spelled 
out in the clear and coherent fashion which is the norm for the presentation of technical matters at 
public inquiries. The transcript of the answers given to the extensive questioning undertaken by the 
Reporters, and by those representing the objectors, reveals that the inquisitorial process was not 
entirely successful in remedying these deficiencies. In short, we can well understand the evident 
irritation of some objectors at the difficulty they have experienced in getting behind the fragmented 
description of what has been a complex, lengthy and expensive process for the Council. 

4.45 It is our understanding that at the heart of the modelling suite is the LUTI model (which uses 
the DELTA computer package) to which was later attached the LEI model (which uses the TRAM 
computer package). The combined LUTI/LEI component of the suite models at the strategic scale. 
However, the LUTI model is capable of disaggregation by means of Detailed Assignment Models to 
provide forecasts of transport impact at a more detailed scale (T3 7, T3 8). The output from the 
LUTI/LEI was used as input to a financial model devised to contribute to the preparation of a 
Business Case and, in particular, to test the financial viability of implementing the Preferred 
Strategy as set out in the L TS. 

4.46 As we understand it, the assessment of the impact of the ECCS and the associated ITI on 
traffic, the economy and land use is . based on modelling the situation without that form of 
intervention and the situation after the package has been implemented. Accordingly, it is the 
difference between these two forecasts which is important in 'establishing the effectiveness of the 
policy package in achieving its objectives. It follows that the forecasts themselves should not be the 
focus of attention and it should come as no surprise that they differ from for instance the forecasts 
prepared for structure plan purposes. If our understanding is correct, then this is a reputable and well 
established approach to policy evaluation. However, it carries with it presentational difficulties 
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which the Council has apparently not overcome either in its consultation with neighbouring 
authorities or in its presentation of evidence to their expert witnesses at the inquiry. 

4.47 The Council's position is that at each stage in the modelling process which it adopted, and for 
· each component of the modelling suite, it has had sufficient in the way of further independent 

validation of the approach adopted by its consultants to justify continuing with the approach adopted 
by them. On that basis, and lacking convincing evidence to the contrary, we must accept that the 
internal integrity of the models which make up the suite and the relationships between them are 
adequate and fit for the purpose for which they have been devised. Accordingly, with that in mind, 
we must set to one side the argument of those objectors whose position is that the modelling suite as 
a whole and its component parts are so fundamentally flawed that the suite cannot form a sound basis 
for the appraisal of the scheme or support for its proceeding. 

4.48 Nevertheless, within that general context, there are a number of matters which cause us 
concern. First, we are in no doubt that the LUTI/LEI modelling was undertaken by the consultants 
without taking full advantage of the local knowledge and understanding of officials in Edinburgh and 
the neighbouring Councils most likely to be affected by the introduction of the charge. This has led 
to misunderstandings and difficulties some of which have emerged as objections to the introduction 
of the charge. 

4.49 Second, the complexity of the models and the inter-relationships between the component 
elements of the modelling suite were presented as a strength of the approach adopted. However, on 
the basis of the evidence which was brought to the inquiry we are left wondering whether it has 
emerged as a weakness: the elaborate modelling exercise has simultaneously attempted too little and 
too much. The complicated forecasts of post-ECCS traffic changes, economic impacts and 
population and employment levels throughout what is effectively a city region are ambitious and 
apparently difficult to describe let alone explain. The modelling has generated some outputs which 
are counterintuitive, and it has attracted cogent criticisms. Thus, for instance, no convincing 
explanation has been provided to aid an understanding of why the model runs continue to use 
population data updated from the 1 99 1  census now that the 2001 census data are available. If the 
reason for this obvious deficiency is no more than the time and expense involved then the complexity 
of the model has emerged as a hindrance rather than a help in decision making. Then again, if the 
assumptions built into the DELTA and TRAM packages are open to doubt, the errors generated by 
one sub-model will be transferred to, and perpetuated in, the others. If these errors are large the 
outputs from the system as a whole become unreliable for policy purposes : the outputs will be exact 
but exactly wrong: 

4.50 Third, the ECCS is, at root, a traffic management scheme, albeit on a considerable scale. 
Seen in that light, we are left wondering whether the focus on strategic level by the LUTI/LEI model 
was sufficient to deal with the matters of detailed traffic allocation at street level within Edinburgh. 
Rather more modest survey, analysis and projection procedures might have sufficed and provided not 
only adequate forecasts of future traffic on the various links of the network, with and without the 
ECCS, but also sufficient in the way of forecasts of the net revenues from the charge which would 
fund the Additional Investment Package. A simpler approach might be more readily and less 
expensively updated. 

4.5 1  While we have reservations about the modelling we note that the Council takes the view that 
it is no more than a sophisticated tool to assist appraisal and even a suite of this complexity is a 
considerable simplification of reality. Its outputs will contribute to its decision making but they will 
not be a substitute for it. We note also that the Council is committed through work currently in 
progress to refine the modelling process. If the scheme is progressed to introduction in 2006, the 
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Council has also committed to monitor the effects of the charge and will propose changes if its actual 
effects m-e not as forecast by the models. On this basis we conclude that the deficiencies in the 
modelling revealed by the inquiry process are not so deep seated or incapable of remedy that they 
preclude the outputs from the suite as forming a helpful contribution to the assessment of the merits 
of introducing the ECCS. 

(6) Is the ANPR technology the appropriate choice? 

4.52 Congestion charging could be implemented with a variety of technologies: the ideal system 
would have the ability to vary the charge by the individual link on the road network, the time of day, 
the type of vehicle and the degree of congestion, and even to detect when air quality is poor. At the 
inquiry we heard that Global Positioning System (GPS) might perform these and related functions 
for a road user charge introduced nationwide sometime in the future; and there are other technologies 
still at the trial stage which might emerge as attractive alternatives, one of which is being developed 
at Edinburgh University. However, until these have been proven in use we can well understand the 
Council 's decision to proceed with a technology which has a track record in London. Although its 
adoption necessarily constrains the choices readily available for relating the level of charge to the 
level of congestion on the road network, and the result is a set of arrangements which fall short of the 
ideal, we are satisfied that the technology is fit for the purpose for which it is intended. Since ANPR 
requires no equipment on vehicles except valid number plates, it seems likely to avoid problems of 
technical incompatibility with any UK-wide scheme that may emerge. 

4.53 Notwithstanding the problem that has emerged in London with number plate cloning, and is 
shared with enforcement of speed limits through speed cameras, the experience of this technology 
thus seems, on the evidence available to us, to have established that it is sufficiently robust and 
accurate for the intended job of recording vehicles that enter cordons during charging hours. 

(7) Is a licensing or a zonal scheme preferable to a double cordon? 

4.54 A damaging criticism to the credibility of the charging scheme is that it would leave a 
majority of journeys within Edinburgh uncharged and would allow unlimited driving on orbital and 
radial routes, at all hours, in the area between the cordons. Consequently it would do nothing to limit 
the contribution of such journeys to congestion, air pollution, and harm to the local environment 
from noise and severance by busy traffic; arguably it would even tend to encourage them by reducing 
traffic from outside Edinburgh on the radial routes, although it is difficult to see that as a major 
effect. Because of the limitations of a cordon scheme it is in our view unlikely to be a satisfactory · 
form of congestion charging for the intended duration of 20 years. 

4.55 Accordingly there are attractions in the idea of a more intricate, 'zonal' scheme, with the city 
divided up by screen lines on radial routes in order to record chargeable journeys on orbital routes 
within the bypass. However, there are also major drawbacks, which effectively rule out this option at 
present. The additional investment in ANPR equipment for a reasonably fine-grain zonal scheme, 
together with administration costs for a more elaborate scheme than is now proposed, would have an 
adverse impact, perhaps very considerable, on the net revenue available for application in the 
Additional Investment Package. This would have consequences not only in Edinburgh but also for 
the other SESTRAN partners. The concerns expressed by the Council about local severance of 
communities by charging for the crossing of radial routes are less convincing, given that an 
important aim in reducing congestion and encouraging modal shift from cars must be to persuade 
able-bodied people to walk, cycle or take buses for short journeys, or at least to use cars at less busy 
periods, instead of driving at the more congested times. However, a valid and compelling 
consideration, in view of the need for a charging scheme to have public acceptance, is that many 
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people not opposed in principle to congestion charging are likely to be repelled by the relative 
complexity and apparently Draconian nature of a zonal scheme, and resulting fears of being caught 
out unexpectedly with liability for charges. 

4.56 Our attention has been drawn to the supposed merits of area licensing schemes, as in London, 
where charges are triggered by the presence of a vehicle on a public road within the scheme area, 
within charging hours. Without a system of personal discounts for residents who keep cars on-street, 
such a scheme bears heavily on residents regardless of how little they contribute to pollution, noise, 
and hindrance to traffic flow by driving their cars. Such discounts are expensive to administer, and 
the charging of parked cars tends to duplicate established arrangements for residents' parking permits 
in inner city areas. The proposed. system for Edinburgh of having charges triggered solely by passing 
a cordon has the merits of both conceptual and administrative simplicity. Whatever may have been 
the reasons for adopting the area licensing principle in London, we find no persuasive reason for 
preferring it in Edinburgh. Despite its limitations, the cordon basis of charging is the only 
practicable one at present. 

4.57 Drawing these matters together, we accept that in several years' time technology enabling 
more precise charging in proportion to contributions to congestion might well be worthy of 
consideration as the basis of a revised scheme for better managing road space for orbital journeys. 
However, we are satisfied that for the time being any advantages in principle of an area licensing 
scheme do not overwhelm the administrative, cost and other considerations which have convinced 
the Council that cordons of charging points are a satisfactory way forward for the ECCS. 

(8) Is a single cordon of charging points preferable to a double cordon? 

4.58 Some objectors have argued that one or other cordon would be acceptable, but not both, and 
it is notable that the idea of the outer cordon came into the picture relatively late in the scheme's 
evolution. However, this is a reasonable response to changes in traffic patterns within recent years, 
not least the growth in traffic volumes and congestion in suburban areas, especially west Edinburgh. 
Even if a wide margin of error is assumed as to absolute figures, the greater growth in traffic in outer 
than in central Edinburgh is tellingly indicated in Table l a  of document T12 1 .  Whilst objectors have 
pointed out that predominantly car-oriented retail and office developments in outer suburban 
Edinburgh have resulted from decisions by the planning authorities since the 1 980s, that would not 
be a valid reason for drawing back from action to mitigate _their effects on transport efficiency and 
the environment, and to improve transport choice retrospectively. 

4.59 Notwithstanding that relief of congestion must be the primary aim of any charging scheme, it 
is also necessary to consider the effect on sharing of revenue with neighbouring Council areas if the 
outer cordon were deleted. With both cordons the proportion of revenue returning to areas outside 
CEC would, on the best figures available to us, be over 40%. After the removal of all journeys by 
vehicles registered outside CEC's area, which would have incurred a charge at the outer cordon but 
would not pass the inner cordon, this would be reduced to a much smaller proportion of revenues that 
would, on the assumption of the same intended level of charge, be themselves greatly reduced. 

4.60 We conclude that, for reasons of both principle and pragmatism, there is a strong case for a 
cordon at the inner side of the City Bypass. At the same time the city centre remains a strong 
generator of traffic and congestion can be seen to be locally variable in time and place, but to occur 
frequently. The city centre is also of course of international importance· for its built heritage, as well 
as in many parts a densely populated residential area. It would be inconsistent to propose congestion 
charging for any part of the city, without paying special attention to the sensitivity of the city centre 
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to the effects of congested motor traffic. Accordingly we find the two-cordon basis of the scheme to 
be soundly established, if a scheme is to proceed at all. 

(9) Are the charging points appropriately sited? 

4.0 Taking first the most radical specific suggestion for altering a cordon boundary, we can 
appreciate the concerns of Historic Scotland about traffic diversion through Holyrood Park (Queen's 
Park); however, to include within the inner cordon this large area of open land would be anomalous 
and confusing when the cordon would otherwise be quite closely aligned, with fair logic, on the 
tightly developed city centre as defined for the status of World Heritage Site. The positioning of 
charging points would also be unduly complex because they cannot be placed within the royal park, 
as Crown land. The exclusion of Edinburgh Park from the outer cordon would similarly detract from 
the simplicity of the City Bypass as a boundary to the charging scheme, and it would fail to 
discourage car use in an area where traffic congestion is growing. 

4.0 The more detailed requests for changes to boundaries are considered as follows (numbered as 
in paragraph 3 .26 in section 3):-

(1) The principle of including the whole of the historic Old Town within the inner cordon is 
compelling. However, it seems to us to be technically impossible to include the new 
Parliament for the simple reason that to extend charging control to intercept any journeys 
from the Queens Drive to the new building would require ANPR equipment to be set up at 
two points, either within Crown Land on the approaches to Holyroodhouse or within 
Holyrood Gait, such that charging would be imposed on roads over which the City Council 
has no jurisdiction and over which there is no provision in the relevant Regulations. 

(2) There is a strong case for moving the Melville Drive cordon point I-1 8 further northwest 
to Brougham Place northwest of Drumdryan Street, thus avoiding a disproportionately heavy 
impact of charging on residents of a number of dwellings on a one-way system south of 
Brougham Place, who could not make any out-and-back journeys wholly within or outside 
the inner cordon. It is recognised, however, that this could have implications in encouraging 
rat-running for cordon avoidance. An additional cordon point would also be needed at the 
entrance to Panmure Place off the north-eastern side of Brougham Place. (Lonsdale Terrace, 
farther to the south-east and next to the Meadows, is one-way into Brougham Place, so would 
not need a charging point.) An alternative solution would be an area-specific concession 
using a similar drafting device to the Outer West Edinburgh exemption in the draft Order. 

(3) Although the Hermiston Retail Park served by Hermiston Gait is a relatively small 
commercial enclave, it is in principle no different from neighbouring industrial and 
commercial destinations within the outer cordon. As with the Gyle Centre, impacts on trade 
from inclusion within the outer cordon would be minimal, since the dropping of the proposal 
for evening charging on the outer cordon. It would be simple to remove the anomaly by 
inserting an additional charging point 0-1 Ob just off the public roundabout, as with the 
existing proposal for point 0- l Oa at the 'Edinburgh Park Southern Access' (which we also 
see as reasonable, subject to avoidance of private ground for the placing of ANPR equipment 
or sign.age, as was a concern of the owners). However, that would not be sufficient to 
provide for the charging of buses entering WEBS, off the same roundabout. Moving 
charging point 0-14a to a position before the entrance to the Hermiston Gait roundabout off 
the M8/ A 720 junction would bring within the charging scheme the Edinburgh Park Southern 
Access, an access currently fenced off and potentially serving a development site, WEBS, 
and the retail park. 
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(4) Excising Maybury Road (A902) from the outer cordon would necessitate moving points 
0- 1 6  and 0-1 7. This would create several anomalies. One would be the need to impose 
charging at the entrance to Maybury Drive which would accordingly result in all car journeys 
having origins or destinations within a very substantial residential enclave west of Drum Brae 
being liable to charging on entry during charging hours, such is the discontinuous network of 
roads between orbital routes A902 and B70 1 .  There is no obvious candidate for a 
replacem�nt site for point 0-1 7. A further difficulty would be the necessity of imposing 
additional charging points at several places in Cramond and Barnton. A valid consideration 
is the possibility of temporary and unforeseen blockage of the A8000 which performs a 
roughly complementary orbital traffic function. However, we conclude that the provisions of 
the Order make adequate allowance for the temporary lifting of charging functions in such 
circumstances. 

(5) The effect of excluding the Stockbridge Colonies from the inner cordon would probably 
be to divert some orbital movements from Henderson Row (B900) on to the far less suitable 
Glen.ogle Road. However, we were made aware of proposals for traffic calming of this street, 
which at a site inspection we could see carrying relatively high traffic volumes for its low 
environmental capacity. The balance of advantage may in future, therefore, move towards 
adjusting cordon points in this area. Our overall conclusion is that the extent of the inner 
cordon and positioning of charging points 1-0 1 ,  1-02 and 1-04 (see later comments) should be 
reviewed in the Stockbridge EH3 area, possibly in further consultation with local residents. 

(6) The positioning of charging points 0-1 5  and 0-1 6  is necessitated by the ECCS design 
requirement to exclude the A 720 City Bypass from the outer cordon and the fact that 
congestion charging cannot be legally imposed on it in any case. Our conclusion is that this 
unfortunate anomaly, whereby returning eastbound on Glasgow Road from the Comet store 
or the Gyle Shopping Centre would be chargeable but return by more devious routes would 
not be, is created by the local layout design of the Maybury Junction (A8-A902) and the 
resulting access arrangements of frontage property. We see no way of rectifying the situation 
without considerable expense to the local highway authority. In view of the limited, and 
early, hours of charging at the cordon in this location, no alteration to the charging points 
would be justified. 

(7) There is a serious anomaly in relation to passage between the A 70 and the A 720, which 
could be addressed by the relocation of points 0- 1 2  and 0-1 3 .  This measure should also 
rectify the anomalous position of the Baberton Mains estate in relation to local facilities at 
Juniper Green. A solution requires five charging points instead of two, and would mean that 
addresses in the triangle bounded by the A70 Lanark Road, B701 Wester Hailes Road and the 
A720 City Bypass, and on the opposite side of Lanark Road from that triangle, would be 
treated as if they were outside the Bypass. We do not consider that this anomaly would be as 
significant as those created by the draft scheme. The replacement charging points would be: 
facing south-west o.n Lanark Road northeast of the B701 junction; facing north-west on 
Gillespie Road southeast of that junction; facing south-west on Clovenstone Road north-east 
of the roundabout junction with Wester Hailes Road; facing south-east on Wester Hailes 
Road north-west of that junction; and facing south-west on the bridge of Westburn Avenue 
over the City Bypass. 

(8) It is undoubtedly a disadvantage that charging point 0- 1 1  would be a deterrent to use of 
the Dreghorn Link services, by City Bypass traffic, between 7 :00 and 1 0:00 on weekdays. 
Moving the charging point north of the roundabout on Dreghorn Link would avoid that 

_ problem but introduce another, in that (if the OWE exemption were dropped and subject to a 
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possible amendment ansmg from the previous finding) households living in the recent 
substantial developments served by roads off that roundabout would be the only city residents 
within the City Bypass to have to pay a charge for passing the outer cordon in charging hours. 
A balance has to be struck between these conflicting considerations; in our view the existing 
proposal is preferable. 

(9) The anomaly at Eyre Place Lane would be avoided if Eyre Place could revert to two-way 
traffic. Setting aside such a solution, which would not be within the scope of the Order, the 
small number of badly affected residents would have a strong case for favourable treatment 
as in item 2. 

4.63 There remains the matter of the request of the Dean Village Association (DV A) regarding the 
anomalous effects of the CETM scheme which would force returning daytime trips to cross the inner 
cordon. In many ways, this is comparable to the Eyre Place and Brougham :Place anomalies reported 
above. The anomaly may be capable of being addressed by the making of appropriate traffic orders, 
but it is not within our remit to make conclusions on what these might be. We accordingly cannot 
find that any particular change should be made to charging point 1-27 or 1-28. With regard to the 
DV A objection about the visual impact of ANPR equipment within the UNESCO World Heritage 
Site, we would make two comments: the experimental equipment illustrated in documents T l33 
(Dean Bridge) and T134 (Home Street) appears rather crudely functional and in need of some 
attention to aesthetics, but is not widely different in character from customary street furniture; and it 
would be for CBC as planning authority to consider whether such installations would be 'permitted 
development' under planning legislation or would require planning permission. 

(10) Is £2 an appropriate charge? 

4.64 The standard economic theory upon which the Council relies for its justification for the 
introduction of the proposed ECCS provides that for road space to be used efficiently it must be 
charged at marginal social cost. It is intuitively easy to accept that in making the decision to 
undertake a journey only the private costs of the trip maker are taken into account; and it is equally 
easy to see that, in congested conditions, each vehicle imposes delays on all others. These delays are 
social costs of congestion borne by the occupants of other vehicles; and, under the current 
arrangements for road user charging in the UK, the trip maker is not obliged to factor them in whe� 
deciding when to travel, where to travel, and by what means. The basic theory to which the Council 
subscribes requires that for effective use of scarce resources in the general interest, these external 
costs imposed by trip makers (predominantly the drivers of private cars) should be internalised by the 
application of a charge equal to the costs imposed. That charge would encourage the driver to 
reconsider the time, place and mode of the trip, and also provide a stream of net revenues 
hypothecated, if deemed appropriate, to fund alternative forms of transport sufficiently attractive to 
encourage mode shift. 

4.65 While the Council has been able to draw on a general consensus about the principles 
involved, there is less help readily available from the world of theory about matters of detail and 
their practical application. In these circumstances we can well understand the Council 's commitment 
to a pragmatic approach guided by what is possible rather than what is ideal. As in many other 
aspects of devising a satisfactory approach to the ECCS, the best should not be allowed to emerge as 
the enemy of the good. Although we can accept that the application of a second best solution may be 
better than no solution at all, we do not underestimate the importance of setting the congestion 
charge at an appropriate level. 
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4.66 The Council has indicated that in Edinburgh during periods of congestion the charge required 
to cover marginal social costs might be· as high as £8. Leaving aside how that estimate was arrived 
at, this is considerably above the £2 proposed in the draft Order. There are powerful arguments to be 
deployed in favour of imposing a higher charge. As we have seen, it is the preference of the trip 
maker for space expensive personal transport which is a key target for policy intervention designed 
to make more effective use of the existing road network. Without doubt, the advantages of the motor 
car, including door to door conveyance in privacy, in comfortable and congenial surroundings, are a 
formidable obstacle to change. Accordingly, if the charge is set too low there would be insufficient 
incentive for car users to reappraise their habitual patt�ms of behaviour. There would also be 
insufficient in the way of net revenue to fund improvements in alternative forms of transport. These 
twin deficiencies would strike at the heart of the viability of the scheme, and they would destroy the 
"stick and carrot" approach adopted by the Council. If the strategy is to be successful then the 
charge must be sufficiently high to ensure that car users at least consider alternative means of 
transport. It must also fund improvements in these alternatives sufficient that they are attractive in 
terms of the generalised costs incurred and a further package of quality factors including comfort, 
safety and convenience. On the other hand the charge cannot be set so high that it is seen to be 
unreasonable and by that test unacceptable by those who will be affected by it. 

4.67 Turning to the practicalities, the Council's assessment suggests that with a charge of £2 the 
revenue collected from chargeable vehicles over the 20 year life of the project would comfortably 
exceed the capital expenditure and running costs incurred in setting up and operating the scheme. 
Taking the revenue side first, everything depends on the adequacy of the forecasts of traffic passing 
the charging points, upon which the Council has pinned its faith. These were the subject of 
considerable questioning at the inquiry. While we are satisfied that the modelling on which they are 
based is not fatally flawed for the purposes of deciding whether the scheme is worthy of progression, 
we have made clear our reservations and the need for further work. In the light of our reservations, it 
will be appreciated that we cannot endorse the detail of the Council 's projection of the revenues 
likely to be forthcoming from the scheme. They may be higher or lower depending on 
circumstances. 

4.68 With the difficulties of forecasting future revenues firmly in focus we turn to the cost side. 
We were disappointed that the Council decided, apparently for reasons of commercial 
confidentiality, that the inquiry should hear only limited information on this aspect of the scheme. 
There is plainly much scope for unexpected events to influence costs; and the experience of the 
London scheme confirms that substantial over runs cannot be excluded. This presents a further 
difficulty for those whose task it is to set a charge which will ensure that all costs are covered with a 
sufficient surplus to fund the improvements to transport infrastructure considered necessary to secure 
the desired package of transport improvements whose prime purpose is to achieve modal shift. 
Drawing these matters together, on the evidence before us, we must accept that the scheme is 
fundable and that revenues will exceed costs. However, we cannot say by how much. 

4.69 -With that concern stated, we can consider the related matter of the level of charge likely to be 
. acceptable to those on whom it will impact. We understand that acceptability was a key determinant 

in the Council' s  decision to set the charge at £2. Representations on the level of charge vary between 
a wish to see an initial daily charge of at least £5 (as for cars in London), and the view that £2 a day 
would already be punitive for regular payers on low incomes with no real option but to use cars. We 
note that the Road Haulage Association (2850)

° 
doubted whether a £2 charge would reduce car traffic 

enough to make movement around Edinburgh significantly more efficient for the Association's 
members. 
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4. 70 We can readily accept that a charge of £8 would meet with such stiff resistance that the ECCS 
would be unacceptable to the citizens of Edinburgh. On pragmatic grounds alone we think that there 
is merit in pitching the charge for this pioneering initiative at the lower end of the scale. On the other 
hand, when compared with the price of even a short journey by bus or train, a charge of £1  would be 
too low to have a radical effect on modal shift. Whilst regular payment of £2 a day (slightly less 
with bulk licences) could impinge significantly on the finances of some low-paid car users and could 
even affect decisions as to whether paid work was worthwhile, it has to be borne in mind that £2 
does not go far in terms of the public transport fares which have to be paid by non-car users. The 
main hospitals in Edinburgh do not provide free parking for staff (however low paid), patients or 
visitors (Tl 62). A comparison with purchases related to trip making, including hourly parking 
charges or even a cup of coffee, suggests that an addition of £2 to a journey to work or to shop would 
not be disproportionate. 

4.71 In principle a congestion charge should be varied to reflect (ideally anticipate) the traffic 
conditions which it has been introduced to ameliorate. In. that context, we accept as the correct 
approach the Council 's preference for subsidising cleaner engines rather than contributing to 
congestion by offering a discount to vehicles using them. We have already accepted that the 
technology which the Council has decided to adopt, while not ideal, . is adequate for the purpose 
intended. That decision has narrowed the options open to the Council for varying the charges to be 
imposed as vehicles pass the charging points inbound. As we have already stated, we would be 
surprised if the current approach to charging were to last unaltered for the lifetime of the scheme; and 
technical advances can be expected to facilitate the application of variable charges. In the meantime, 
a £2 charge applied "on/off' at particular times is relatively crude but it has the overwhelming merits 
of simplicity and operational efficiency. We note in passing that varying charges with respect to 
vehicle occupancy or engine size would make monitoring and enforcement unduly complicated and 
expensive. 

4.72 When we review the evidence, we note that there is no suggestion by the Council that the 
introduction of a £2 charge would remove congestion from the streets of Edinburgh or that it would 
internalise in their entirety the external costs imposed on others by road users. We cannot be . 
confident that a £2 charge would provide the ideal balance between the primary aim of congestion 
reduction, and the secondary of raising revenue. Equally, however, we have no basis for concluding 
that the £2 charge would produce results so divergent from those intended, that the scheme should 
not be progressed. We recognise the concern of those who see the charge as an "anti-motorist" 
device which might in the future escalate in an unpredictable and unreasonable fashion. With that in 
mind we welcome the Council's  assurance that the operation of the scheme as a whole, including the 
level of charge applied and its method of application, would be continuously and closely monitored. 
By our reading, any increase apart from the percentage uplift in accord with changes in the retail 
price index would have to be the subject of a new charging order. Any proposals for variation of the 
Order, concerning this or any other matter, which the Council might bring forward would have to 
satisfy the consultation and decision making requirements set out in the relevant Scottish Executive 
Regulations in place at the time. 

(1 1) Are the methods of payment sufficiently customer friendly? 

4.73 Article 7(6) of the draft Order requires any one-day licence to be paid for by the end of the 
day when the charging event takes place. At the inquiry we heard evidence to the effect that, with 
inner cordon charging hours up to 1 8 :30, this could mean considerable inconvenience especially for 
those who saw no practicable alternative other than to pay at an approved retail outlet or machine. 
Thus, for example, during the winter months, for those unable or reluctant to use online, text 
message or telephone payment options, the need to pay within a few hours of an earl)' evening return 
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home to within the inner cordon could mean being out in the dark in any weather, with cash or bank 
card, to pay at a retail outlet or a self-service machine. We can appreciate that, for vulnerable groups 
including the elderly, this could be a source of considerable anxiety and discomfort. Also carrying 
weight in our considerations is the likelihood that some persons responsible for chargeable vehicles 
might simply forget to pay the charge before the stipulated deadline, but remember on the next day. 
Over zealous enforcement in cases where there was no intention to evade payment would not only be 
unfortunate; it would be counterproductive insofar as it would bring the whole scheme into disrepute. 

4.74 A reasonable, readily understood and cost effective way of dealing with these and related 
matters would be to extend the period allowed for proper payment by one chargeable day. Thus, for 
instance, a charge incurred on a Tuesday would normally have to be paid by the end of the 
Wednesday, and a charge incurred on a Friday by the end of the following Monday. An intervening 
'free day', as specified in the Order, would also extend the period accordingly. These adjustments, 
which would render the scheme more customer friendly and avoid ·unnecessary antagonism amongst 
otherwise law abiding citizens, would not in our opinion add significantly add to the complexity or 
costs of the scheme. Our reasoning applies to the inner cordon rather than to the outer cordon where 
morning charging only is proposed. However, it could cause confusion to have different payment 
periods for the two cordons. 

4.75 The draft Order, in article 7(8) and (9), provides for payment in nearly every feasible way 
that could be envisaged, including use of credit and debit cards. With one minor exception there is 
no evident way in which further options could be added to the methods of payment, to make the 
scheme more customer friendly. The exception is in relation to recurrent 258 day, effectively yearly, 
licences, where there is no obvious reason why an option of direct debit should not be offered. 
Allowing the extra day in a leap year could be regarded as a very small discount for using this 
method of payment. 

4.76 There is, however, cause for concern about the rigidity of the proposed pre-purchased 
licences for 5 ,  20 and 258 days, in that these days must according to article 8 of the draft Order be 
consecutive, whether or not the vehicle licensed actually passes a cordon at a chargeable time on a 
given day. Once such a licence had been purchased, it would in principle be an incentive to use the 
vehicle at chargeable times, contrary to the scheme's prime aim of reducing congestion. However, 
the discount for bulk licences is so low (£480 as against £5 1 6  at £2/day for 258 days) that it would 
probably only be attractive to those regularly using vehicles in the city. The proposed arrangements 
would not be attractive to individuals or other irregular users who might wish, for convenience, to 
pay in advance for a number of journeys. We therefore see merit in suggestions that pre-payment 
should also be possible for numbers of days, to be 'spent' as and when the licence-holder finds the 
cost of a chargeable journey justified. There are counter-arguments: that licences without fixed 
expiry dates might make administration more complex and increase costs, and that licence-holders 
would be more likely to lose track of when they needed a new licence. However, the latter point 
would be for potential customers to balance against the convenience of not having to pay separately 
for every chargeable event, whilst the tracking of 'spending' on flexible multi-day licences may be 
well within the capabilities of the technology to be used in the charging scheme. 

4.77 Under article 1 2(3)(c) of the draft Order penalty charges are to be set by CEC in accordance 
with guidance to be provided by the Scottish Ministers. Since the level of penalty charges is thus not 
known, no comment can be made on whether they would be proportionate to failure to pay a charge 
timeously. However, they would have to be high enough to be a real incentive to pay charges on 
time. The need to avoid impressions of harshness and injustice, if persons who would not have 
deliberately tried to evade payment are caught by penalty charges, adds to the reasons given above 
for extending the period for payment. There might also be advantages, both for public acceptance 
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and as an incentive to payment, if there were substantial discounts to penalty charges paid within, 
say, 7 days rather than 28 days from the serving of a notice; but this matter would be within the 
scope of advice from the Scottish Ministers. Other than these points, and to observe that proposed 
powers to immobilise �d to remove vehicles are no doubt regrettably necessary, no further 
conclusions can be drawn under question 1 1 . 

(12) Are the Charge times set appropriately? 

4.78 There was persuasive evidence brought to the inquiry that traffic, notably but not exclusively 
in the city centre, does not now peak around the traditional times of starting and finishing work. An 
investigation into peak flows in Edinburgh (T145) found notably little variation in inner Edinburgh 
during weekdays and even the presence of midday peaks in several areas, including Leith Walk and 
Queen Street; this is consistent with our own observations. Whilst some objectors have suggested 
much restricted charging hours, to limit traffic in the very busiest periods, the obvious effect would 
be to redistribute traffic and congestion to periods that are at present not dramatically less busy. A 
soundly devised charging scheme thus has to pre-empt that effect by charging within the whole 
period when significant congestion would occur in the absence of any scheme or as a result of 
displacement of traffic by a scheme covering shorter periods. 

4.79 In principle, therefore, we find justification for an all-day inner cordon. Given our 
understanding of typical trip making behaviour on weekdays, a start time of 7 :00 is not unreasonable. 
We are persuaded that a 7:30 start would be likely to prompt a new peak before that time and any 
later would miss a significant part of the currently busy period.· For the inner cordon the council now 
propose a finishing time of 1 8 :30 in the light of concern that 1 9:00 would deter patronage of cultural 
and entertainment venues in the evening. We have heard no overwhelming objection to what 
appears to be a reasonable compromise, avoiding unnecessary harm to important aspects of the city 
centre's character and economy while still discouraging car travel at the most congested times. 

4 .80 There are attractions in outward charging during the evening peak at an outer cordon, to deal 
with tidal flows. However, we accept that with the currently available technology 'tidal' charging 
would be significantly more costly to set up, administer and maintain, besides having more visual 
impact than equipment and signage for inbound-only charging. Charging inbound at the outer 
cordon during the early evening peak, despite the predominant flows being generally in the other 
direction, was a feature of the earlier publicised draft scheme. To judge from objections still before 
us, although no longer directly relevant to the present scheme, that proposal aroused considerable 
resentment. It was seen as perverse and was contributory to the belief, apparently widely held, that 
the scheme's prime aim is to extort money from motorists. 

4 .8 1  We note that limiting the chargeable hours to the morning would limit the number of trips 
diverting to orbital routes within the outer cordon in order to avoid paying for use of the A 720 City 
Bypass in travel from one part of the city to another. Additional, induced traffic in suburban areas 
would generally be more objectionable later in the day, when residents or others with reason to be in 
a particular area would be more likely to be out of doors or using local roads. Environmental 
impacts of noise and air pollution are considered in more detail below, but we conclude provisionally 
that inbound-only and morning-only outer cordon charging has a reasonable basis, given the 
charact�stics of the available technology for recording cordon crossings. As with the inner cordon 
7:00 commends itself as a reasonable start time, while 1 0:00 may seem rather late but would take 
account of displacement from earlier journey to work times if the finish time were set at 9 :30. Any 
earlier time than that would miss much of the busiest commuter traffic. 
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4.82 In recent years there has been a remarkable rise in leisure and shopping trips made at 
weekends, including Sundays, when severe local congestion can occur in central Edinburgh and on 
routes serving main suburban shopping centres. Thus we are not surprised that some objectors seek 
an extension of charging to weekends. We agree that, in principle, a congestion charge should be 
applied wherever and whenever congestion arises; and with a charging scheme in place it is for the 
trip maker to decide what amounts to an essential or non-essential journey and when it is made. We 
find that the council ' s  stated position that there should be "charging holidays" and that charging 
should be restricted to weekdays and normal working hours owes more to a judgement on what is 
likely to be acceptable to Edinburgh residents than any other reasoned justification. No doubt this is 
a matter which could be kept under review in the light of changing patterns of road use and the 
incidence of, and tolerance to, daily congestion in Edinburgh over the 20 year life of the scheme. 

4.83 The suggestion that fixed starting hours for charging could prompt a dangerous 'mad dash' 
by drivers to avoid charging, just before the start time, seems plausible. However, there is nothing in 
any of the literature about existing charging schemes that has been brought to our attention, or in 
comments on the London experience, to suggest that a significant safety problem of this kind is 
likely in practice. 

(13) Are the non-chargeable vehicles/exemptions correctly identified? 

4.84 The Council proposes that the exemption from the ECCS should include emergency vehicle.s 
and disabled persons' vehicles including blue badge holders' .  To these are added motor cycles, 
buses, licensed taxis, registered City Car Club vehicles, and vehicles owned by residents of 
Edinburgh domiciled outwith the outer cordon of charging points. There are a very large number of 
objections to these proposals. One group consists of individuals and organisations in the private, 
public and voluntary sectors who argued variously that th� particulars of their situation merited a 
special exemption from the general application of the charge. The other objected to what was seen 
as favourable treatment for Edinburgh residents outside the outer cordon when compared with that of 
those of residents of neighbouring authorities also resident outside of the outer cordon and in some 
cases closer to the centre of Edinburgh. It was notable that this 'Outer West Edinburgh exemption' 
alsq attracted much resentment from Edinburgh residents within the outer cordon, a number of whom 
pointed out, for instance, that this exempt class would be able to travel in and out of the outer cordon 
at will during charging hours, whilst residents between the ·cordons would in effect have to pay to 
use the A 720 City Bypass as part of an orbital journey between a home and a workplace in the city. 

4.85 The exemption of emergency vehicles and blue badge holders is proposed iri the Draft 
Regulations to be made under Section 54 of the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 and the Council must 
ensure that the final draft Order will be in accordance with the Regulations when they come into 
force. The Council ' s  current position is based on three propositions: all vehicles which accommodate 
road users may contribute to congestion; exemptions to the charge should be kept to a minimum in 
order to constrain the cost of administrating the scheme and of enforcing violations; and the test for 
the identification of non-chargeable vehicles should be "whether there is an overwhelming reason 
justifying exemption on the ground of common sense/ public acceptability/ public support". We 
consider that the Council 's approach is reasonable and have adopted it in our considerati.on of the 
merits of the objections. 

4.86 We take as our starting point the principle that it is vehicles rather than people who are non
chargeable. Of course disabled persons who are blue badge holders are an exception to this rule. We 
can accept that this is reasonable and commands public support. We are also sympathetic to the 
suggestions made that trips made by other persons such as voluntary workers, ministers of religion in 
the course of their duties, hospital out patients and public service workers such as nurses should also 
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be exempt from the charge. However, we understand that personal exemptions as a class are very 
costly to administer and their use cannot readily be monitored in order to prevent the sort of abuses 
which could bring the scheme into disrepute. Accordingly, on these grounds alone, we could not 
recommend the extension of personal exemptions to other groups beyond blue badge holders. 
Similar practical considerations would apply at least as strongly to car-sharing, even if that could be 
regarded as justifying an exemption in principle. 

4.0 Turning now to proposed exemptions for vehicles we return to the fact that all means of 
transport can contribute to congestion at periods of peak traffic flow. We can readily accept that 
motorcycles use less road space than cars, so that there is some justification for exempting them, in 
addition to a specific policy on powered two wheelers (PTWs) in the LTS. However, it seems to us a 
matter of common sense that all other motor vehicles, with the exception of emergency vehicles as 
may be defined in Regulations, should be subject to the charge if they make demands on road space 
when it is in short supply. We are in no doubt that, rightly or wrongly, there is a deep seated 
perception amongst private car owners in Edinburgh that the Council is "anti-motorist". From the 
evidence before us, we consider it likely that the exemptions for buses, taxis and even registered City 
Car Club vehicles will confirm for that large group that the primary objective of the Council in 
introducing the charge is not, after all, to constrain traffic congestion by constructive demand 
management but rather to pursue an agenda which is perceived as giving priority to ideological 
preferences. 

4.0 We can understand that, in the interests of making more effective use of scarce road space, 
the Council wishes public transport, and taxis, to emerge as an attractive alternative to the motor car. 
With this in mind we have considered what the impact of a £2 charge imposed once per day on a bus 
might be even if this were passed on in its entirety to fare paying passengers. We are driven to the 
conclusion that the impact would be insignificant. In the same vein we have considered the impact 
on taxi operators and we conclude that there would be little difficulty in accommodating the £2 daily 
charge within the fare structure. It is difficult to see why buses and taxis would become noticeably 
less attractive if they were charged in the same way as other vehicles; and, conversely they would not 
be any more attractive if they were not. In short, for practical purposes, the effect on the modal shift, 
which the Council states as its secondary objective in introducing the charge, would be 
imperceptible. 

4.0 We have given careful consideration to the carefully crafted evidence of the groups who 
believe that they would be disadvantaged by the application of the proposed charge. A common 
theme linking these objections is the conviction that the vep.icle user would have to bear the entire 
burden of the charge. In certain cases that may be so. However, in very many others the likely 
situation is much more complicated than that. We can think of numerous possible examples. Thus, 
for instance, as far as employees are concerned, it may be that the employer would absorb the charge 
by applying an "Edinburgh weighting" in pay and salary negotiations. Then again a road haulier or 
own account operator would as a matter of course, although with varying degrees of success, 
investigate the possibilities of passing on the charge to customers. Other organisations might 
examine work practices and find it possible to absorb the charge through efficiency gains. The 
incidence of the charge would depend on the particular circumstances of the user of the vehicle. In 
these circumstances we find considerable difficulty in distinguishing between a necessary journey 
and one which is unnecessary, between one trip which is worthy of exemption and another which is 
not, and between one vehicle and another all of which in congested conditions impose delays on each 
other. In the absence of a common sense criterion which would command public support and be 
capable of application and enforcement at reasonable cost we cannot recommend that the Council 
accede to any of the requests for special treatment which have been drawn to its attention through the 
objection process . 
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4.90 Drawing these matters together, and bearing in mind the test of public acceptability/support, 
we find in favour of the removal from the draft Order of the proposed exemptions for buses, trams, 
licensed taxis, breakdown or recovery vehicles and registered City Car Club vehicles. If the Council 
elected to reject such a recommendation then an anomaly could be avoided by extending the 
exemption for taxis to private hire vehicles. Although we understand that operators of these vehicles 
are subject to separate forms of regulation, from the point of view of their contribution to the 
congestion which the charge sets out to constrain they seem to us to be inseparable. 

4.9 1  The proposed exemption to apply to those residents of Edinburgh domiciled outwith the outer 
cordon involves about 1 6,000 cars and other vehicles and would involve a loss of revenue estimated 
at £20m over the 20 year life of the scheme. The exemption for citizens of Edinburgh who are 
resident outside the outer cordon is proposed to ensure equity of treatment for all Edinburgh 
residents. Councillor Bums summarised the Council 's  reasoning for the exemption as follows: 
"Thus, we believe, to be fair and equitable to all residents of Edinburgh, this "wedge " of residents 
(who number around 30, 000) should be exempted from any charge on the outer cordon only. This 
will treat all Edinburgh residents as fairly and equitably as feasible. " (Precognition paragraph 4. 7) 

4.92 We are not convinced by this reasoning. The Council has stated its primary purpose as being 
a reduction of forecast levels of congestion on well trafficked links on the road network Its chosen 
method is by means of twin cordons of charging points which will require a single payment per day 
when vehicles pass them inbound. This scheme falls far short of the theoretical ideal but we consider 
it to be a pragmatic approach to a difficult problem. It is a step in the right direction taken in a 
manner and direction of the Council ' s  own choosing. A secondary objective is to provide attractive, 
less space expensive modes of transport thereby achieving a modal shift which would make even 
more effective use of scarce road space. It is clear that providing an exemption for residents of 
Edinburgh would do nothing to reduce the congestion to which their trip making would contribute. It 
is also clear that there would be no contribution to the net revenues made available to fund transport 
improvements and mitigate the impact of the charge. Accordingly, the exemption runs contrary to 
the fundamental objectives of introducing the charge. 

4.93 We can accept that an exemption for Edinburgh residents passing the outer cordon inbound 
places them on an equal footing with those domiciled between the inner and outer cordons who are 
not charged for trips made on orbital routes. However, as it was explained to us, not charging for 
these trips is a matter of technical difficulty and administrative convenience rather than one of 
principle. No such considerations apply to the proposed exemptions. In these circumstances we 
·must give considerable weight to treating all those who live outside the outer cordon of charging 
points as fairly and equitably as feasible. We can see no justification for differential treatment on the 
basis of which local authority area the trip maker happens to live in. The crucial question is simply 
''has the trip maker chosen to pass the charging point and thereby contribute to the problem which 
the ECCS and its associated investment package is designed to solve?" If so the charge must be paid 
and it is unfair to exempt some and not others. We consider that these considerations are of such 
importance that the proposed exemption must be removed. Otherwise we are driven to the 
conclusion that the proposed scheme would be unfair and inequitable not because of characteristics 
endemic in an otherwise acceptable set of arrangements but because the Council had deliberately 
made it so. 

4.94 There have been a number of requests for (usually) 90% exemptions for residents inside the 
inner cordon, for which objectors point to a similar concession in the Lori.don scheme. The 
justification for that in London clearly relates to the nature of that scheme, which charges for the 
presence of a vehicle in the chargeable area whether or not it has been driven past an entry point, or 
is in use at all. This does not apply in the Edinburgh scheme. Whilst it a recurrent point in 
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objections that any journey to a superstore from within the inner cordon, for typical weekly 
shopping, would have to pass a cordon point on the return, charges would be avoidable by doing 
such trips after 1 8 :30 on weekdays, or at weekends. City centre residents also have access to the 
densest network of bus services in the city, besides, in many parts, access to varied local shops 
within short distances of their homes. By deflecting some weekday shopping trips by city centre 
residents. away from suburban or out-of-town locations to city centre department stores and other 
shops within the area, the inner cordon might indirectly make some contribution to maintaining the 
vitality and viability of the city centre's shopping function, partly offsetting adverse effects. 

4.95 Although central area residents who own cars already have to pay for use of on-road parking 
space in CPZs, and charging of numerous recreational or more urgent journeys would doubtless be 
unavoidable, we do not consider that the charge imposed on individuals would be disproportionate to 
the marginal social costs of the use of cars during the relatively congested charging hours. A 
remarkable number of representations (also concerning the outer cordon, particularly before CEC's 
decision to drop evening charging) opposed in particular the liability to pay a charge on the way 
home by car. It is possible to understand that for some this could seem to be an infringement of the 
sanctity of the home; yet it would be inconsistent to give such considerations any weight when there 
is no practice or custom of providing free bus or taxi rides for those nearing the end of homeward 
Journeys. 

(14) Are the amount and content of the Pre-Charging Investment Package adequate? 

4.96 The Pre-Charging Investment Package is set out in Table 5 . 1  of CEC's LTS 2004 
(reproduced for convenient reference at pages 1 9-20 of Appendix A). In total it amounts to intended 
capital spending of approximately £ 127.4 million in 2002-06, besides unspecified revenue spending 
on bus improvements and road maintenance. Some of the items are described as already under way 
or complete. We have already noted, under question 4, and made conclusions on our scepticism 
about timeous completion particularly of park and ride sites, for which estimated completion dates of 
'Spring 2005 ' ,  '2004 subject to planning consent' and 'for phase 1 :  late 2004/ early 2005 ' ,  for sites 
south of the Forth, seem optimistic. However we have no particular reason to doubt completion of 
the West Edinburgh Bus System (WEBS) by about Christmas 2004, or other more diffuse projects by 
the approximate dates given, though it is notable that no completion date is given for 'Cross-Forth 
[rail] improvements (capacity, rolling stock, access)' .  It is understood, however, that the lengthening 
of station platforms in Fife to take 6-coach trains, as part of this project, is already well advanced. 

4.97 Taking Table 1 as an apparently well integrated series of projects, we find that it is sensibly 
targeted at increasing options for public transport, and making public transport more COI).venient and 
secure, in anticipation of congestion charging. Given that many of the projects are not site-specific, 
there may yet be time for fine-tuning details and locations in response to more detailed information 
than hitherto available, on travel patterns. We note that the projects include variously funded 
substantial investments in Fife, West Lothian and Midlothian, and we cannot agree that the package 
is unduly dominated by projects which would benefit Edinburgh residents. 

4.98 The constraints on capital spending by CEC and other councils are well known and cannot be 
wished away, and we have no reason to suggest that the funding of the package could realistically 
have been more generous. The real test of the Pre-charging Investment Package could only come on 
Day One of charging when it would become clear whether there was sufficient capacity within the 
integrated network to accommodate whatever modal shifts were induced by the introduction of the 
charge. We expect that the arrangements would be the subject of close scrutiny during the 'STAG 2'  
process (see paragraph A.2.8 in Appendix A) in  the light of all the information available at that time. · 
Whilst we have reported on some relevant evidence heard at the inquiry and made comment upon it, 
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it would be rash and unjustified of us to offer a firm opinion on the adequacy of the Pre-charging 
Investment Package. 

(15) Is the amount of the Additional Investment Package adequate and is it sufficiently 
defined and genuinely additional? 

4.99 For the purposes of this report we have been required to pay attention to the views of those 
who have conflated their concerns about the introdµction of the ECCS with wider issues more 
relevant to the associated array of policies contained in the LTS and the contents of the indicative 
array of projects packaged in the Additional Investment Package. A considerable part of the inquiry 
was spent dealing with these matters. Under this heading and the one which follows we have drawn 
together our views on some of the more relevant issues. 

4. 1 00 The Additional Investment Package (AIP), as set out in the Statement of Case, Appendix 5 
and in the LTS 2004 (with a more detailed and updated statement in Appendix B of document T1 02), 
depends upon estimates of net revenue with unavoidably wide, but not readily quantifiable margins 
of error. The greatest of these must. be in the gross revenue from charging, in advance of experience 
of how much of a deterrent to vehicle use a £2 charge would be. The ratio of charges paid between 
CBC and the rest of SES TRAN would only emerge with precision from experience of the scheme in 
action. However, since public transport alternatives to use of cars are less developed than in central 
London, there is less scope in Edinburgh for an unexpectedly great modal shift from cars as occurred 
when congestion charging began in London; and hence less scope for CBC/tie's  expectations of 
gross revenue to be massively over-estimated. 

4. 1 01 Similar uncertainty applies to the costs of operating the scheme. It is also an implicit 
assumption, but not necessarily a reliable one, that no dramatic change would take place, during the 
life of the scheme, to the availability and cost of fuels to power motor vehicles. 

4. i 02 Hence the total AIP figure of £780 million (L TS and SoC) during the life of the scheme, split 
£43 1 million to CBC and £349 million to the rest of SESTRAN, can only be regarded as a very 
rough indication of what would be likely to happen. For this reason and since circumstances and 
opportunities would inevitably change over the two decades of the scheme, it would be unsound to 
expect precision about intended spending, especially in the scheme's later years. In all the 
circumstances a 25% 'downside', in regard to revenues, as used by financial consultants in testing 
the scheme's robustness (Tl 02), seems to us prudent and not_excessive. 

4. 1 03 Of the projects listed in the AIP, most appear to be ' scalable' according to variations of net 
revenue from the figu,re presented in the documents. Those which would be least scalable are the 
'South Edinburgh Tram' (£1 77 million, CBC) and 'Tram Extensions and Rail Projects' £ 144 million, 
SESTRAN), followed, at a much lower spending level, by 'Park and Ride Sites (£1 3  million, 
SESTRAN). The largest projects depend not only on net charging revenue being somewhere near 
expectations but on approval and implementation of tram lines 1 and 2 unde� separate procedures, 
and - to be realistic - their proven success after implementation. These are the kind of unforeseeable 
circumstances because of which it would be unwise to demand much precision or unwavering 
commitment in the AIP. In the meantime it is not unreasonable to envisage that tram lines 1 and 2 
will be implemented and will be successful in attracting car users, so that the extension of line 2 west 
of Edinburgh and creation of a further line to the south-east are proper matters for inclusion in the 
AIP. In principle the use of charging revenues for revenue support for trams would be no different 
from revenue support for buses. 

4. 1 04 The inclusion of £8 million in 'Grants to reduce pollution from buses and taxis' ,  through use 
of more modem engines, is a subject of objection on the basis that this would be a subsidy for private 
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commercial interests in competition with other forms of transport. There is some validity to this 
point, but we accept that it is outweighed by the need to deal with the problem that increased use of 
buses and taxis, as a result of congestion charging, would result in increased emissions of pollutants 
from these vehicles if this step were not taken as part of the scheme. 

4. 1 05 The 'City centre improvements to street environment' ,  £6 million, and especially 'City 
Centre Marketing measures', £1 5 million, may also seem at first sight to be strange items to find in a 
list of transport improvements to be funded by congestion charging. However, the former is only 
half the amount for the same purpose in the Base Investment Package (BIA). Both items have a 
direct relationship with the charging scheme since they are intended to counteract an expected 
tendency of the charges to discourage residents outside the inner cordon from coming to central 
Edinburgh by car for shopping or other activities. 

4. 1 06 Two other items also raise questions about their appropriateness in the AIP: '20 mph zones' ,  
within the category '20 mph zones, improvements for pedestrians and road safety schemes' 
(£1 3  million, CEC, with £8 million in the BIP); and 'Additional Maintenance on Main Routes' 
(£50 million C�C and £59 million SESTRAN). 20 mph zones are being set up gradually around the 
city already, while maintenance has to be carried out constantly so that it is not immediately plain 
how maintenance could be genuinely additional to what would happen without the charging scheme. 

4. 1 07 These are ac.cordingly matters to which close attention was paid at the inquiry. As a result we 
accept CEC's  explanations that because of the need to balance funding priorities the introduction of 
20 mph zones could only be relatively slow and intermittent without the use of congestion charging 
revenues; that such additional zones would have a genuine relationship with the prime purpose of the 
charging scheme in that they would serve to enhance the choice of cycling and walking, including 
walking to public transport pick-up points, as alternatives to use of cars; and the proposed additional 
spending on maintenance would reflect in particular the need to prepare roads for increased use by 
buses, particularly where reserved inside lanes had in the past received relatively little use. We are 
thus satisfied that the 'obvious' inappropriateness of these items is not borne out by closer 
examination. 

4. 1 08 The promoting authority for a congestion charging scheme is obliged by the Transport 
(Scotland) Act 2001 to ring-fence the revenues for the purpose of policies in the authority's  LTS (see 
Appendix A, paragraph A. 1 .5). Spending thus must be additional to what would otherwise have 
been available. Given the uncertainty about the net revenue from congestion charging and to a lesser 
extent about the split between CEC and the rest of SESTRAN, besides the need for continued good 
faith by central government in regard to the additionality of investments to be funded from 
congestion charging, it has to be concluded that the scheme broadly passes the tests posed by 
question 1 5  as well as any scheme could, at this preparatory stage. Some concerns about particular 
categories of transport investment are noted under the next question. 

(16) In particular has sufficient thought been given to cycling, walking, car parking, park 
and ride, and heavy rail? 

4. 1 09 A number of objections to the charging scheme consider that any special provision for 
cycling is a waste of money and road space. This view runs contrary to national planning guidance 
and long established policy in Edinburgh. Accordingly, on those grounds alone, we would have to 
reject this viewpoint. However, that leaves open the question of whether the current and likely future 
configuration and condition of the cycle network is adequate to fulfil its potential in encouraging 
modal shift. in accordance with the objectives of congestion charging. 
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4. 1 1 0  The North Edinburgh Cycle Network is clearly a remarkable facility for leisure and 
functional journeys and, provided it receives enough revenue spending on maintenance, compares 
well with the best off-road urban routes on the mainland of North-West Europe. Despite the fears of 
some objectors, its value for cycling does not appear to be seriously threatened by the proposed tram 
line 1 ,  beyond some loss of amenity over about 3 km between Roseburn and Blackhall, provided the 
cycle path retained the use of existing bridges. Elsewhere in the city and its environs, we have found 
that provision for safe and pleasant strategic cycling routes with smooth surfaces is much more 
sparse, patchy and disjointed, limiting the potential for cycling to become a common mode of 
transport for regular daily journeys between about 2 km and 1 0  km each way. The lack of a 
continuous and attractive east-west route through Leith east of the Water of Leith is particularly 
notable, with the river marking an abrupt end to the North Edinburgh Cycle Network; while 
connections between north-west Edinburgh and the Forth Road Bridge include sections that are 
makeshift, indirect, or of hazardously low specification. This absence of attractive linkage for 
regular journeys of cyclable length between the major employment venues in the north-west of 
CEC's area and the 'Bridgehead' area of Fife means that the potential of cycling to make a 
contribution to relieving pressure of motor traffic on the Forth Road Bridge is not at present realised. 

4.0 Despite the benefits which might have accrued from even modest additional investment, such 
as provision .�f proper drainage and tarmac surfaces on some existing paths, the potential for cycling 
to become a common mode of transport for regular daily journeys remains unfulfilled. Accordingly, 
it is not surprising that some objectors were concerned that cycling might not receive due recognition 
in the allocation of congestion charging revenues. To a degree this is borne out by the figures for the 
CEC area in the AIP: The indicative figure of £ 1 3  million for 'Cycling networks and promotion·· for 
Edinburgh is very small compared with the planned expenditure on other forms of infrastructure and 
there is no specific provision made for improved cycling facilities elsewhere in the SESTRAN area. 
The absence of any stated intention to contribute to improving cycling links beyond the CEC area is 
surprising since there is potential for some substitution of cycling for car usage in semi-rural areas 
where the provision of frequent bus services may not be commercially viable. There is also potential 
for cycle paths to act as feeders to park and ride sites on the edge of the city, or to railway stations 
and tram stops more generally. 

4.0 It is recognised that cyclists benefit from signalling and layout changes on roads, which come 
under other budget headings, and that some facilities may be provided or improved through 
developers' contributions or as part of other transport investments. We are also well aware that the 
content of the investment packages is not our primary concern in forming conclusions on the draft 
Order. However, the representations on cycling were part of the array on which we are required to 
comment. We conclude that they appear to have raised valid concerns that will need attention in due 
course if the charging scheme proceeds further. 

4.0 Most urban walking routes run alongside public roads, or are off-road and shared with 
cyclists - an arrangement that can work reasonably well provided the paths are wide enough. It is 
thus fair to expect that pedestrians would also benefit from many improvements in provision for 
cycling; while the BIP and AIP contain measures that would directly or indirectly improve 
conditions for pedestrians - as would a reduction in overall levels of motor traffic through the 
charging scheme. At the small-scale level of light-controlled crossings and other features to aid 
pedestrians, our travels around Edinburgh did not suggest that pedestrians are by any means 
neglected, although there remains ample scope for area improvements such as additional 20 mph 
zones proposed in the AIP. We understand that many trips by motor car are over small distances and 
of short duration. Clearly, for these trips, modal shift will be encouraged if journeys on foot can be 
made more attrac_tive and congenial. 
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4. 1 14 Views on city centre car parking, in representations, have varied between a wish to have 
existing numbers of parking spaces reduced and a suggestion of a ring of new multi-storey car parks 
around the central area. It was argued by those in favour of the provision of further centrally located 
spaces that the aims of reducing congestion largely caused by use of private cars, and of maintaining 
a commercially strong and vibrant city centre, tend to pull in different directions. We accept that in 
the medium to longer term public transport improvements paid for through congestion charging 
revenue, on top of those in the BIP, should make alternatives to the private car more attractive and 
more practicable for some suburban and outer areas of the city region that are not now well served by 
public transport. Accordingly the need for parking spaces might in due course decline, but not 
immediately. In . the meantime we note that further more detailed studies about the impact of the 
charging scheme on the most sensitive sectors of the city's economy are under way, and it would be 
premature to anticipate what recommendations might result as regards city centre parking. 

4. 1 1 5 The existing impact on residential amenity and daily life from commuter parking outside the 
existing CPZs has been noted by many objectors, often with the fear that such conditions would 
become more severe and widespread as a result of inner cordon charging. We accept from evidence 
at the inquiry that the Council is well aware of the potential problem and that it is a contributory 
reason for considering extension of the CPZs. Because the operational details of the proposed 
changes which follow approval of the Central Edinburgh Traffic Management scheme (CETM) are 
subject to separate procedures, they are not matters on which we make further comment. 

4. 1 1 6 Only two of the proposed pre-charging ring of six park and ride sites outside the outer cordon 
are in operation; Ferrytoll in Fife is exceptional as lying well outside the city. The four remaining 
sites are an important part of the preparations for the charging scheme. Their strategic positions, for 
convenience to commuters and others using main roads from outlying areas, appear to be 
straightforward choices. An objection concerned about the environmental impact of the proposed 
Hermiston park and ride, and conversely a suggestion that there should be several multi-storey park 
and ride garages on what would very probably be green belt sites, serve to remind that park and ride 
installations are not without environmental impact, or always uncontroversial. It also has to be borne 
in mind that a journey partly by car and partly by public transport is, in policy terms, second best to 
one made entirely by public transport or by other means such as cycle. 

4. 1 1 7 With one eye on the opportunity costs of foregone improvements to other modes, we are in 
no doubt that investment in park and ride sites should be limited to what is necessary to attract car 
users for the part of their journeys where the external costs are clearly highest. Given the manifest 
under-usage of the Newcraighall site, and the lack of any compelling evidence that the promoting 
authority has under-estimated the likely demand for park and ride facilities on Day One, we cannot 
conclude that the proposals should have included more park and ride sites around the City Bypass. 
An objector has usefully pointed out that park and ride bus services should not be treated as catering 
only for outskirts-to-centre journeys but as serving intermediate destinations and interchanges, 
including stations on the South Suburban Railway if this were restored as a passenger line in 
accordance with CEC's stated intentions. It is also evident that the effectiveness of park and ride 
facilities will depend on their attractiveness to a wide range of potential users. Careful configuration 
(including, for example, cycle access and the secure all-weather cycle storage absent at 
Newcraighall) is the prerequisite for success along with provision of reliable, strictly enforced bus 
lanes within the city. However, these are operational matters beyond the scope of any 
recommendations in this report. 

4 . 1 1 8  The use of residential streets as unofficial park and ride car parks around the existing CPZs 
.has been a matter of much discontent in objections. However, organised park and ride sites around 
the inner cordon would have the disadvantage of encouraging use of cars for radial journeys within 
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the area between the cordons of charging points, thereby discouraging the use of public transport for 
the whole of journeys. A still more compelling obstacle is likely to be the physical shortage of 
potential sites outside but close to .the inner cordon, and the high land value of any such sites for 
commercial or residential use. 

4. 1 1 9  It is clear from the various LTSs and other material that all the neighbour Councils as well as 
CEC regard heavy rail as an important alternative to use of cars, but one limited sometimes by gaps 
in the availability of stations on existing lines and sometimes by the need to reinstate long 
discontinued rail lines. To a large extent such investments, dependent on major changes to track and 
signalling at Waverley station, also depend on funding from the Scottish Executive and from within 
the rail industry, and on approvals through separate statutory processes. Toe lead-in petj.od for such 
large infrastructure projects is inevitably long, and investments not already committed and under way 
would be unlikely to be completed before the intended start of congestion charging. They can 
therefore have practically no relevance to consideration of the transport improvements to be in place 
before charging. 

4. 1 20 The matter of heavy rail investments through revenue from the charging scheme cannot be of 
such direct interest to us. However, given the rather dismissive content of the recent consultants' 
report (Tl 73) on the South Suburban Railway, a possibly unique chance to reinstate for passenger 
trains a heavy rail link within Edinburgh, we are concerned that its potential to act as a fast orbital 
link in a system of orbital-radial links with main radial bus routes may have been under-estimated. 

(17) Would the scheme achieve its objectives in reducing congestion and/or noise and 
emissions? 

4. 1 2 1  Traffic congestion, however defined, is not directly an aspect of environmental impact. 
Strictly speaking, it is the effects of vehicular traffic congestion upon the urban environment that 
need to be considered. The main effects are noise pollution and the pollution of the atmosphere. 
These are respectively the function of the speed, volume and composition of vehicular traffic and the 
cumulative length and duration of vehicle movement. 

4. 122 Noise and atmospheric pollution adversely affect not only people on the move, by whatever 
mode, but also on occasion and to a greater extent, the resident and employed populations, in their 
housing and workplace�. Although they do not appear to have been the subject of much study in the 
preparatory work for the ECCS, from our reading of the objections increases in ambient noise, street 
by street, affecting the areas inside the outer cordon and outside the inner cordon are a matter of 
considerable public concern. 

4. 1 23 It appears to us that atmospheric pollution is a lesser problem than noise, the available 
evidence pointing to lower levels of conventional pollutants than is common within cities the size of 
Edinburgh. Moreover, it is a problem that is specifically addressed in the ECCS, through support for 
replacing older, more polluting diesel engines in public transport. Modelling results (Table 2b of 
T121 )  appear to show the kind of modest decrease in nitrogen oxides (NOX) that might be expected 
fr�m the concomitantly predicted reductions in traffic volumes; though it was not clear how far this 
table had taken into account the intended use of charging revenues to speed up the change to cleaner 
engines in public transport. 

4. 124 There was much discussion at the inquiry of the concept of 'margin of error' in the modelling 
of traffic and other effects of interventions. A figure of 'up to 30%' attracted attention. Such a 
figure has to be treated with great caution and does not imply that every output figure could be 3 0% 
higher or 30% lower than that calculated by a model; for instance +30% or -30% if the output figure 
is zero. We accept the explanation of a CEC/tie witness that, with the massive proviso of input data 
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being accurate, a 30% margin of error refers properly to a percentage of the output figure; hence 1 0% 
with a margin of error of 3 0% means a range of 7% to 1 3  %. 

4. 125 In the case of an intervention such as charging for use of certain road links at certain times, 
common sense also has to be applied to the concept of margin of error. Since the overall effect must 
be to reduce volumes of chargeable traffic on those links, not even a huge margin of error around 
calculated figures for traffic reduction could be interpreted as indicating an increase in chargeable 
traffic passing cordon points, caused by charging. As noted above, probably the greatest uncertainty 
before a charging scherrie came into operation would be the degree to which it would induce modal 
shift from cars and enable freer flow on congested roads for remaining vehicles. Tb.us even the most 
sophisticated and detailed traffic modelling, using the most accurate data possible on traffic volumes 
at a recent base date, would have to depend on untested assumptions about drivers' behaviour. 

4. 1 26 Accordingly, and taking into account criticisms of the level of accuracy and detail in the 
modelling, we can only regard the figures for 'time lost due to congestion',  in Table lb of document 
Tl21  (scenario T4 being most relevant), as being very rough estimates. However, they are almost 
incapable of being in the wrong direction, in aggregate. It is also notable, and an indication of the 
limitations of the present charging scheme based on two cordons, that the predictions are of a 
restraint on increases in congestion that would still occur, and not of progressive reductions in 
congestion during the life of the scheme. The restraint of overall traffic growth in the city would be 
even more modest. However, equally notable, and credible, is that the greatest restraint on traffic 
volumes and congestion would be in the city centre as defined by the inner cordon (Table 1 a in 
T12 1 ). 

4 . 127 Although we cannot conclude that the scheme in its present form is an ideal solution to the 
problems posed by the levels of congestion forecast for Edinburgh and its surrounding region we can 
readily accept that it is a step in the right direction. In sum, we see the scheme as likely to provide 
worthwhile alleviation of increasing congestion, especially in the environmentaliy and economically 
sensitive city centre. 

4. 1 28 The major reservation to this overall expectation of reduced traffic volumes and congestion 
must relate to the increases of traffic on some orbital routes that could be used to avoid passing 
cordon points at chargeable times. These have been among the most frequent, and valid, concerns in 
objections, besides being the object at the inquiry of technical criticism of the opaqueness of the 
modelling which produced figures for increased orbital traffic as in Table l a  of Tl  2 1 ,  and the lack of 
detailed attention to the capacities of roads, relative to flows. The problem of induced traffic on 
orbital routes has been recognised in the proposals for mitigation measures, set out in document 
T135 .  The inherent uncertainties about the size of this effect also reflect the lack of relevant 
experience of a similar two cordon scheme and how it changes drivers' behaviour. However, a 
major concern about the consequences of induced traffic increases on orbital roads inside the outer 
cordon has been much reduced by the restriction of outer cordon charging to the morning. 

4 . 129 On the basis of the mitigation proposals in T 135 and the traffic assignment figures underlying 
them, it is notable, and of some concern, that measures to prevent 'rat-running' would result in 
significantly increased peak hour traffic on two congested radial routes, the A 70 and A90, as well as 
on Peffermill Road which is classed as orbital but has some of the function of a radial route and can 
be very congested at peak times. There would also be some large absolute and proportionate 
increases on a small number of inner urban streets, of which the worst affected would be Annandale 
Street northwest of Leith Walk. There can be little doubt, therefore, that residents and other users of 
some streets in Edinburgh would suffer increased traffic and associated noise and local air pollution 
as a result of the charging scheme. In some areas around the inner cordon there could be further 
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pressure on on-street parking through use as unofficial park and ride sites, if care were not taken to 
coordinate the charging scheme with changes to CPZs. The scheme would thus have other ' losers' ,  
besides those who paid charges and any who might be affected by loss of car-borne business or staff. 

4. 130 Nevertheless it seems probable that most of the road network in the city would experience 
less traffic and associated noise and air pollution, and that those adversely affected would be a small 
minority. The study of noise impacts (T21 2), which was provided during the inquiry in response to 
our dissatisfaction with the information previously available, suggests an increase in noise levels 
(L10, 1 8  hr) at tlie partly residential Annandale Street of 8 .9dB(A) after mitigation (which would 
actually channel traffic through Annandale Street, for the benefit of other streets, rather than 
directing it away), and, in the second worst case, 7.4dB(A) at Bankhead Crossway North in an 
industrial/ commercial area. To keep the worst case in proportion, however, the resulting level of 
65.4dB(A) is shown as slightly less than the present level of 66.7dB(A) in the nearby Montgomery 
Street, and less than at present in many other residential streets in inner Edinburgh. We see such 
figures as giving a broad indication of the likely effects of the charging scheme for those worst 
affected, although derived from traffic flow information which ( even in the more detailed form 
provided late in the inquiry, in documents T208 and T2 1 2) received some telling criticism at the 
inquiry, on matters of technical detail. 

4. 1 3 1  We are thus satisfied that the most likely result of the scheme is useful though not necessarily 
dramatic overall reductions in traffic congestion and noise and air pollution from traffic, compared to 
what would happen in the absence of a charging scheme. There are, however, enough doubts about 
the quantification of effects generally, and in particular about the accuracy of predictions of local 
impacts on traffic flow and the environment on some streets, to justify the cautionary observation 
that these matters would need close attention before and during the ST AG 2 process. These doubts, 
and the need for closer scrutiny than was possible or appropriate in an inquiry focused on the draft 
Charging Order, are reinforced by the indications, from the detailed 'with and without charging 
scheme' traffic figures provided late in the inquiry (in T2 1 2),  primarily in relation to noise 
assessment, that measures to reserve traffic lanes for public transport would at some pinch points 
tend to cause new congestion by channelling other traffic into single lanes. 

I (18) What would be the impacts on local and regional economies and spatial planning? 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

4. 1 32 Conclusions under this question reflect our view of the modelling used .in preparation for the 
charging scheme, as discussed under question 5.  

4. 133  The modelling predicted modest restraint on total economic growth within Edinburgh, and 
some redistribution of population within Edinburgh and more significantly from Edinburgh to outer 
parts of the city region. It is entirely understandable that neighbouring Councils, which already have 
difficulty in accommodating overspill of Edinburgh's housing demand without strain on physical and 
social infrastructure and declining environmental quality, should be seriously concerned about the 
implications of such an effect. We would agree that a tendency to increase the dispersal of housing 
and employment growth around the most pressurised parts of the city region would be undesirable, 
not least because it would tend to increase car dependency and local traffic congestion, which is 
already not confined to Edinburgh, besides adding to the urban sprawl which affects parts of the 
region. However, the modelling suite, for all its complexity, depends on a limited selection of inputs 
and on generalised formulas for outputs; indeed, a claimed merit of these was greater robustness 
from the background of data sets from several areas as compared to using only local data 

4. 1 34 We share the suspicion of a senior CEC official that the indications that the £2 cordon 
charges would influence the pattern of regional development to a noticeable degree fail to take into 
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account the strength of the city's economy and the demand for housing and commercial land. A 
wish to avoid inbuilt 'optimism bias', seen to be common in strategic planning documents, appears to 
have been a main motive in rejecting existing structure plan data sets and models in favour of other 
sources and methods. However, in view of experience with the Lothian Structure Plan 1 994 and the 
demand for development which actually occurred and has been taken into account in the replacement 
structure plan, any fear of optimism bias was misplaced. Hence it is plausible that the modelling 
carried out for the charging scheme had, on these matters, an unnecessary degree of inbuilt 
'pessimism'.  Overall we do not consider that the modelling results can be held to indicate any 
significant adverse effects on the city region's economy. If, nevertheless, the congestion charging 
scheme tended indirectly to divert wealth and development to less economically strong areas outwith 
Edinburgh's pressurised commuter hinterland (including former mining areas in Fife and western 
West Lothian), this effect would be desirable in terms of intra- and inter-regional equity. Areas 
closer to Edinburgh are already under such development pressure that it is difficult to see an 
encouragement by the scheme to development outside the outer cordon as making much practical 
difference. 

4. 1 35  With the possible exception of a very few streets, it seems unlikely that traffic changes 
caused by the scheme would significantly restrain the general growth in property values in 
Edinburgh. The greatest likelihood of changes would relate to new development opportunities for 
commercial development around new public transport nodes created by investments from congestion 
charging revenue. 

4. 1 36 The consequences of cordon charging for the retail and related sectors within Edinburgh have 
to be a major concern, not least because the modelling identified these as the most vulnerable sectors, 
on the basis of quite generalised data. With the dropping of evening charging at the outer cordon, we 
are satisfied that charging at this cordon up to 1 0:00 on Monday to Friday only would have minimal 
effects on trade at outer suburban retail locations such as South Gyle, or at smaller local centres and 
freestanding stores within the area between the cordons. The concern is effectively limited to the 
city centre within the inner cordon, where shops, not least distinguished and distinctive department 
stores, are an indispensable contributor to the character as well as the economic viability and vitality 
of the area. 

4. 1 37  We are not entirely convinced by the evidence presented to us by the CCRG on loss of 
business at Oxford Street, a principal shopping street in central London, alleged to have been caused 
by the congestion charging scheme there. Not all department stores have complained of harm to 
trade due to congestion charging (T209, newspaper article on Selfridges' store, though we note that 
this was in the context of a possible takeover). A more academic study has provisionally concluded 
that there was very little impact (T21 0). Notwithstanding the integrity of studies (CCRG3) which 
concluded to the contrary, there is great difficulty in unravelling the effects of the scheme from other 
deterrents to visiting Oxford Street in the relevant period, including an extended closure of the 
Central underground line and security fears relating to terrorism and the invasion of Iraq, which 
approximately coincided with the start of charging. 

4. 1 3 8  We can easily.appreciate why the recent performance of Edinburgh city centre in competition 
with other shopping locations is a matter of local commercial concern. However, the recovery of 
Falkirk and Stirling and other sub-regional centres cannot be regarded as undesirable. Western parts 
of West Lothian are almost as near to the larger city centre of Glasgow, so it is unsurprising if that 
attracts significant expenditure from Lothian. 'Leakage' of comparison expenditure from Lothian to 
Newcastle/ Gateshead was recorded at 2 .9% in table 2 of the Lothian Shopping Survey (CCRG2), the 
same as the combined figure for Falkirk and Stirling. This figure is not unduly alarming, particularly 
when it is borne in mind that the figures were compiled in the 1 990s when Gateshead had the most 
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northerly IKEA store in the UK and a large modern covered centre, whose relative attractiveness will 
have declined with recent enlargement of the Gyle Centre, expansion of retail parks in and around 
Edinburgh, and additions and refurbishments to the modern shopping complex north of the east end 
of Princes Street. In the longer · term, though not instantly, improved public transport through 
congestion charging revenue could markedly enhance the attractiveness of the city centre for travel 
by public transport. 

4. 1 39 However, the apprehensions of experienced traders in the city centre, about its continued 
attractiveness to shoppers at least in the shorter term, are worthy of respect. Before taking the 
charging scheme further it would be essential for CBC to consider the results of the more detailed 
work on sectoral economic impact now being carried out. In this context we note that it is the 
footfall of potential purchasers along with their spending power which is crucial rather than the 
number of trips made to the centre by whatever means of travel. 

(19) Has the process of.consultation been inadequate? 

4. 140 Consultation relates in different ways to public bodies and to the wider public, but complaints 
about its adequacy have come from both. At the inquiry they were put most forcefully by the three 
Councils who took part as objectors. Having considered the conflicting evidence and relevant 
documents, we can see that the Councils felt they were being hurried along by CBC with unseemly 
haste, while CBC and tie may have had the impression that the Councils' lack of enthusiasm for the 

· emerging scheme was tending towards entrenched opposition and delaying tactics. The choice of 
background data for the modelling for the scheme, different from those generally used by the 
Councils in spatial and transport planning, was also presentationally inept, even if it seemed 
technically sound, as it was always likely to be seen as implying a lack of trust and unwillingness to 
share information. It is thus unfortunate that the usually co-operative relations between the 
neighbouring authorities became more confrontational, though witnesses at the inquiry clearly made 
it known that they regarded this as likely to be a passing phase. 

4. 14 1  From the information before us there is one detailed matter on which it appears that 
consultation with a neighbouring Council was not of the full and open kind expected: namely the 
manner in which previous indications that tram line 3 might extend into Midlothian were dropped in 
favour of an extension to Musselburgh in East Lothian, without adequate opportunity for Midlothian 
Council to influence the selection process. This, however, is only tenuously related to consultation 
on the Order itself, and concerns a scheme that in any form is at best several years away. The 
urgency of the timetable for the charging scheme, including the inquiry, was such that approval of 
the final draft Order by CBC coincided with approval of a revised LTS whose policies the scheme 
would have to further; there was no opportunity taken for consultation with the other Councils 
specifically on the LTS beforehand. We can only assume that this timetable was driven by other 
considerations within the City of Edinburgh Council, rather than by a need to deal with extreme 
congestion as an emergency situation. However there has been no serious suggestion that the L TS is 
thereby invalid, and the ample documentation of meetings and correspondence, at officer and 
organisational level, satisfies us that previous consultation on the substance of the LTS and the Order 
was comprehensive and not unduly curtailed. 

4. 142 As regards consultation with the general public, we accept that great efforts were made to 
disseminate information and invite comment widely in the city region. However, we are in no doubt 
that the results were patchy both geographically and· to a lesser extent in quality. We do not find the 
leaflets brought to our attention to have been factually misleading, although their tone is clearly 
favourable to the idea of congestion charging, particularly as a way to raise revenue for transport 
improvements. Conversely a representation (2042) complains about inaccurate information about 
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the scheme from West Lothian Council, giving the impression that West Lothian charge payers 
would be supporting transport investments only in Edinburgh. We find no evidence to support 
claims that the public consultation was deliberately obscure in content and :fragmented in delivery, in 
order to distort the public reaction to congestion charging. Overall, the problems experienced appear 
to have resulted from the size of the leaflettng exercises, and reliance on actual delivery and on a 
presumption that the material would not be thrown out as junk mail. It may be that a less elaborate 
exercise, more akin to publicity for a proposed structure plan, would more successfully have 
achieved more lirriited targets, but doubtless this would have attracted complaints that CEC was not 
fully informing the regional public about the scheme. 

4. 1 43 We note that the power to hold a referendum on a matter such as congestion charging appears 
to be limited to within a Council ' s  own boundaries. If that is correct, it would therefore require the 
co-operation of CEC's neighbours if the intended referendum were to cover those residents outwith 
CEC's area, who would be most affected by liability to pay charges and the prospect of better public 
transport. In principle that would be desirable, although there could be a practical difficulty in 
identifying a cut-off boundary for eligibility to vote within Fife. In any event, we have no remit to 
make recommendations to any authority other than CEC. Any difficulties over the adequacy of 
electoral registers available for use in a congestion charging referendum (as suggested in 
representations) are not matters on which we could usefully comment. 

4. 1 44 Drawing these matters together, with some reservations about the compressed timetable of 
events just before publication of the final draft Order and the LTS 2004, but bearing in mind the 
practical impossibility of perfection in such a novel and complex matter as a congestion charging 
scheme, we consider that CEC could not have done a great deal more to meet the expectations for 
consultation, in paragraphs 20-22 of the current Scottish Executive Guidance (T8 1 ) .  

(20) What effects would there be on the problem of social exclusion? 

4. 1 45 As the primary aim of a congestion charging scheme must be to reduce congestion, it would 
contradict that aim if overriding attention were paid in a scheme to improving accessibility to jobs, 
education facilities, shopping and leisure for social groups and communities suffering 
disproportionately from the kind of problems that come under the term 'social exclusion' .  However, 
effects on social exclusion figure in LTS policies, and they have to be considered during STAG 2 
appraisal. They are therefore relevant for generalised comment at the present stage. 

4. 1 46 Individuals who do not use cars, including disproportionately those with the lowest incomes, 
cannot be adversely affected by congestion charging, except insofar as they may be less likely to 
receive lifts in the cars of others, whose use of cars is reduced in response to charging. Those drivers 
who have disabilities resulting in eligibility for blue badges would not be affected, except favourably 
by having less traffic congestion to contend with. Improvements to public transport, accelerated at 
the pre-charging stage and thereafter only achievable through revenues from charging, would tend to 
improve accessibility between less advantaged areas and potential workplaces and other destinations, 
particularly for non-car users. The same would be true for improvements to the network of safe and 
pleasant routes for cycling and walking. 

4. 147 The worst effects in regard to social exclusion would be felt by those who had no reasonable 
alternative to use of a car, but who were at the margins of being able to afford to run it. These could 
include both low paid workers living in areas relatively remote from public transport and persons 
with some physical discomfort or limitation in mobility, but not enough to be eligible for a blue 
badge. In the short term these categories would be among the most significant losers from the 
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charging scheme. In the longer term many of these should benefit from a closer network of 
reasonably frequent public transport, with buses easier to board for those with restricted movement. 

4. 1 48 While not belittling the significance for some of having to pay £2 daily charges, overall we 
have to conclude that, unless revenues fell far short of reasonable expectations, the transport 
improvements achievable· by congestion charging would tend to reduce rather than increase problems 
of social exclusion. 

COMPLIANCE OF THE CHARGING SCHEME WITH THE RELEVANT NATIONAL, 
REGIONAL AND LOCAL POLICY FRAMEWORK 

Section 49(3) of the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 and Consistency of the Charging Scheme 
with CEC's Local Transport Strategy (2004) 

4. 1 49 As noted at the beginning of Appendix A, the LTS has a special importance under 
section 49(3) of the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 . CEC passes the low hurdle of subsection (3)( a) 
simply because it has an LTS.  Since the present LTS was appro:ved at the same time as the charging 
scheme and in part virtually used that as a template, it would be remarkable if there were significant 
disparities between the intentions of the two. The important task for us is therefore, under sub
se.ction (3)(b), to assess whether the likely results of the charging scheme would be "desirable . . .  for 
the purpose of directly or indirectly facilitating the achievement of policies in that strategy". We 
have assumed that this wording requires an overall assessment of whether the effects in practice 
would broadly serve to achieve the policies, rather than a search for even marginal failure under any 
single policy, which would be fatal to the scheme. Realistically, unless the likely effects of the 
scheme would actually be at odds with the intentions of the policies, there could be no reason for 
finding inconsistency with them. The requirement that the scheme be "desirable", however, goes 
beyond a merely neutral consistency with the policies. 

4. 1 50 On that basis, there can be no difficulty for the scheme under policies (set out in paragraph 
A.3 .4 in Appendix A) TNl ,  PTI to PT1 5, CAI ,  CA2, CF I to CF4, P l  to P8, WI ,  W2, W8, W l l ,  
W12, C l ,  C2, C6, C7, C l  1 ,  MCI to MC3 (note that congestion charges for PTWs would be 
inconsistent with this policy), RNl to RN3, Ml ,  SRI ,  TAI ,  TA2, FRl to FR4 (even if many freight 
operators would prefer matters left as they are), LDl ,  Al  to A4, S3, COl ,  C02, LUPI and AQPl ,  
besides those policies of too little possible relevance to be listed in Appendix A. Of more 
significance is assessment under the policies marked in the margins in paragraph A.3.4: DMl ,  DM2, 
Rl and R2. 

4. 1 5 1  In terms of the introduction to policy DMl a charging scheme has been developed, and 
consultation with the public and relevant authorities has taken place, albeit imperfect. Parts ( a) and 
(b) of the policy are prospective, and there is no compelling evidence that the net revenue of the 
scheme would not be ring-fenced as required by (a), or that net revenue would not be treated as 
additional, in the way required by (b ). Insofar as much of the capital funding that would be expected 
in any circumstances would ·be provided by way of the Scottish Executive, this would not be within 
the control of CEC; although fears of objectors that the Executive would take advantage of 
congestion charge funding to reduce its contributions are understandable, they would not be a 
substantial basis for concluding that part (b) of the policy could not be complied with. 

4. 1 52 Part (c) sets no qualitative or quantitative criterion for the range of public transport 
improvements to be in place before charges are introduced. With reservatio�s particularly about the 
prospects for achieving sufficient park and ride and orbital bus route improvements by the intended 
start of charging in 2006, we are satisfied that significant improvements should be in place before 
charging began. It is important to appreciate that such pre-charging improvements would inevitably 

Section 4.doc 4-35 

TRS00018644_0097 



be limited compared to what should over the following two decades be achieved by investment that 
could not talce place without charging revenues. 

4. 1 53 The requirement under part (d) for transparency in accounting is again prospective, and there 
is no evidence that the charging authority intends to, or is likely to, or would lawfully be able to if it 
wished, be less than transparent with regard either to neighbouring authorities or to the public. 
Likewise the requirement of a referendum under part (e) is prospective, and there is no reason to 
suppose that CEC intends to renege on its undertalcing to hold a referendum of the Edinburgh 
population. On this ·point we would note that a referendum of registered electors resident within 
CEC's boundaries appears to be the minimum requirement. · 

4. 1 54 Under part (e) we acknowledge that there is a certain logic in trying to treat residents �thin 
CEC's boundaries outside the city bypass the same as those living within it. However, our 
considered view is that this is vastly outweighed by the inconsistency of treatment between residents 
of places which functionally, and in terms of traffic movements, are similarly related to the city, but 
for historic reasons are in different local authority areas. We are not convinced that this feature of 
administrative geography is of compelling importance. Obvious examples are Queensferry and 
Dalkeith, or Kirkliston and Loan.head, but the principle applies to the whole of the 'Rural West 
Edinburgh' area as compared to commuter areas of Fife, East Lothian, Midlothian and West Lothian. 
On this basis the draft scheme cannot meet the requirement in part (t) of policy DMl ,  for fair 
treatment. There are also a few small areas on the margins of the inner cordon, where some groups 
of households would be affected unduly severely as a result of cordon-passing enforced by one-way 
street systems, and remedies should be sought: In other respects, and with regard to the impossibility 
of charging anyone precisely in accordance with benefits received in a public scheme of this nature, 
we do not find that the scheme would create any anomalies so severe that it could not meet the 
requirement of part (t). Recommendations for adjustments to the list of exemptions are made below 
in an effort to refine the scheme if it is to proceed, rather than because policy DMl (t) would be failed 
without those adjustments. It may be noted that the policy does not require a precise balancing or 
ranking exercise between potential categories of exemption from the scheme, to assess their fairness 
as against one another. 

4. 1 55 Policy DM2 acknowledges the role of spending outwith CEC's area. Part (a) presupposes 
that there would be agreement between CEC and other SESTRAN authorities about the 
apportionment of revenue according to relevant proportions of charged journeys, and hence that an 
adequate and agreed monitoring regime would be in place. Clearly such an agreement is not in place 
already, as would have been far preferable, but there is no reason to suppose that, with the kind of 
co-operation that has been evident in the past, it could not be devised in such a way that it would 
equitably reflect the needs of the other SES TRAN authorities for improved alternatives to the private 
car, not least in areas of new development. Although there is no suggested mechanism whereby 
existing authorities beyond the SESTRAN area could influence spending on "schemes relevant to 
longer distance travel in the appropriate corridor", there is no evident reason why, with transparent 
accounting of revenue and expenditure and monitoring 0f traffic, this aspect of equitable allocation 
of revenues could not also be assured. 

. 4 . 1 56 With regard to the two points in part (b) of policy DM2, the packages so far promoted (i) are 
consistent with Scottish Executive guidance and statements on transport, and (ii) would facilitate the 
other policies in the LTS. Indeed, given their common background, they could scarcely do 
otherwise. Part (c) simply gives a discretion to set aside funding for strategic regional projects, and 
is not a requirement against which prospective spending could be assessed. 
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4. 1 57 Policy R1 is no more than an undertaking to work with SESTRAN and other bodies to 
deliver transport projects. There is no reason to doubt the good faith in this regard, of those currently 
involved at CEC and tie. 

4. 1 5 8  Policy R2 adopts the ''RTS in place from time to time", in relation to spending of net 
revenues on schemes in the "SESTRAN region outwith Edinburgh". The implication is that 
investment packages might need to be adjusted if the terms of the RTS changed significantly. Such 
future compliance is not a matter on which any conclusion can be drawn now. It is concluded below 
that the scheme is consistent with the present draft R TS . 

4. 1 59 Accordingly, and subject to further study on some of the side-effects of the proposed scheme 
and to adjustments of which removal of the 'Rural West Edinburgh exemption' would be far the 
most significant, we conclude that it is reasonable for CEC to treat the charging scheme as "desirable 
. . . for the purpose of facilitating the achievement of policies" in the L TS, in terms of 
section 49(3). 

Consistency with Draft SESTRAN Regional Transport Strategy 2003 

4. 1 60 Subject to the observation that safety must depend on detailed design as well as broad 
principles, the charging scheme and in particular the pattern of proposed investment would serve all 
the stated objectives of the RTS. Since the wording of the draft RTS strongly reflects the terms of 
the charging scheme and is ·written partly as a justification for it, it is unsurprising that they are 
consistent with one another. 

Consistency with Local Transport Strategies of Adjoining Authorities 

4. 1 6 1  This is not a requirement of statute or otherwise, but it would doubtless be a matter of some 
interest if there were significant discrepancies in approach. Unlike CEC, the contiguous authorities 
have not updated their LTSs in 2003/2004, apparently, and not unreasonably, preferring to await 
revised formal guidance from the Scottish Executive. The L TSs that are in place are varied in style. 
However, they share with each other and with CEC's as well as with the charging scheme a concern 
for reducing traffic congestion and improving the availability and attractiveness of alternatives to the 
priv�te car. East Lothian Council ' s  LTS is hardly less than enthusiastic about the principle of 
congestion charging in Edinburgh, and Fife Council 's supports the principle. West Lothian's treats 
congestion charging revenues as a possible source of funding, and only Midlothian's LTS is 
particularly cautious about the effects on residents of its area. In general, and given that detailed 
transport investment programmes are always subject to fairly frequent revision, the char�g scheme 
is not in conflict with these LTSs. Its intention to charge private hire cars but not taxis is, however, 
at odds with the equally favourable, 'public transport' role accorded to private hire cars in the 
Midlothian and East Lothian strategies. 

Consistency with Development Plans and National Planning Policy 

4. 1 62 It is important to note that, unlike the case with planning applications, development plans 
have no special status in relation to a congestion charging scheme. This is not to say by any means 
that the implications of the present scheme for spatial planning and future development control are 
unimportant. 

4. 1 63 Failure to conform to the letter of local plans several years old is thus of negligible 
significance. The charging scheme is reflected in the terms of the recently approved structure plan 
and the associated non-statutory Action Plan, while the scheme's investment proposals in West 

Section 4.doc 4-37 

TRS00018644_0099 



Edinburgh are broadly consistent with the emerging local plan and the Scottish Executive's West 
Edinburgh Planning Framework. 

4.0 Given that national planning policy is much concerned wi.th avoiding car dependency and 
improving effective choice in personal transport, but not with the operational detail of schemes 
authorised by the Transport (Scotland) Act 200 1 ,  it can only be concluded that the charging scheme 
would tend to serve those aims. 

4.0 A proviso to the last two conclusions is that the scheme should not have side-effects that 
would undermine planning policies at national, regional or local level. It is therefore necessary to 
consider the broader economic and land use effects as predicted in the modelling work for the 
promoting authority. Insofar as there might be a tendency to divert a small proportion of growth in 
economic activity and population from the Edinburgh city region to other parts of Scotland which are 
generally less prosperous and may have declining populations, but without loss to Scotland as a 
whole, this could actually be seen as a redistributional benefit. It would also reduce severe pressure 
on the environment of areas close to Edinburgh. A tendency to more dispersed development around 
the city region would, however, encourage car dependency and conflict with the aim of achieving 
more sustainable patterns of movement. Given the strengths of the city's  economy and its attractions 
as a place to live, and assuming a continuation of strong controls on greenfield development, we are 
not convinced that the dispersal effects predicted by the modelling would be as strong even as the 
rather modest levels predicted. 

4.0 On a more detailed point of economic impact, we would however stress the potential 
importance of work, to be carried out after the inquiry, on impacts on city centre retailing and related 
activities. Any finding of likely significant impact on the city centre's retail vitality and viability, 
even after measures such as environmental improvements, would be contrary to the intentions of 
NPPG 8. We are aware that CEC will give the results of such studies consideration alongside this 
report. 

Consistency with National Policy and Guidance on Transport 

4.0 Current UK and Scottish transport policy statements favour measures to improve transport 
choice, tackle car dependency, and reduce emissions that contribute to global warming. Both now 
specifically envisage the use of congestion charging. Of more specific relevance than the various 
general statements of policy is the Scottish Executive's guidance on 'Delivering Integrated 
Transport Initiatives Through Road User Charging' (T8 1 - extracts in paragraphs A.2 . 1  to A.2.5 
of Appendix A to this report). 

4.0 The advice on consultation, in paragraphs 1 1  to 1 3  of the guidance, is particularly apt, not 
least in the comment (in paragraph 12) that "any consultation process will have to strike a balance 
between being as inclusive and open as possible and manageability". Looking at the requirements 
set out in paragraphs 1 3  and 20, we find that these have been adequately observed by the promoting 
authority, and we are satisfied that the relatively small number of objections, out of the potentially 
affected population, is more likely to reflect relative public apathy or resignation about the need for 
congestion charging, rather than ignorance of the charging proposals through a failure by CEC to 
consult thoroughly or widely enough. In view of the uneven effectiveness of the public consultation 
process through mass leafleting, it may be that the ambitious effort can be more fairly accused of 
unmanageability than lack of openness and inclusiveness. This view is qualified by the observation 
that the manner of presentation in leaflets (FCP1 9, FCP20) could ha:"e been more impartial and with 
less resemblance to commercial 'junk mail' ,  but we are not convinced by suggestions that there was 
deliberate distortion of facts. 
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4.0 As regards the 'detail' of the proposed ITI, the consultation was clear on the length of the 
charging scheme, exemptions and concessions, the level of charge, timing of charges and the area or 
roads covered. On 'transport improvements and timings' we do not regard �precision as possible, 
because of the inevitable uncertainties about charging revenue and other sources of funding, and 
about the proportion of congestion charge funding due to other Council areas, besides changes that 
might occur over the years in what is seen as the best ways to use them. In the run-up to charging 
and in the earlier years of the scheme, if implemented, much of the detail would relate to bus 
improvements where service changes would have to be negotiated with deregulated operators. Given 
the practical limitations on the detail that could realisticalJy be given, we accept that the requirement 
in relation to transport improvements and timings has been met in the public consultation. Despite 
difficulties and imperfections in consultations with neighbouring local authorities, we do not 
consider that any more laborious and time-consuming approach would have been likely to bring any 
different result. 

4.0 It is implicit in paragraph 1 7  of the guidance that preparation and completion of the LTS is 
expected to precede final preparations for a charging scheme, rather than be simultaneous. This was 
not the process in this case, but there does not appear to have been any actual prejudice to the public 
or to other Councils as consultees. In accordance with paragraph 2 1  of the guidance, the process of 
formal notice - objection - inquiry has taken place after the consultation stage. Clearly the inquiry 
has been held in advance of any submission to the Scottish Ministers for in-detail approval, as 
envisaged in paragraph 22 of the guidance. 

4.0 Turning to the requirements in paragraph 23 of the guidance, we note that these are for an in
detail submission to the Scottish Ministers. It is evident that CEC's Statement of Case and other 
material f�r the inquiry have been closely modelled on this list of requirements, though a few 
matters, notably effects on the retail and related sectors of the local economy, and methods of 
monitoring and accounting in concert with SESTRAN partner authorities, would still have to be 
resolved before any in-detail submission. 

4.0 ·Above any other content in the guidance are the Four Ministerial Criteria in paragraph 4. 
As the culmination of this section of the _report we now turn to these. Our views are presented in 
summary form, drawing on the conclusions formed above on more detailed matters:-

( 1 )  "That the scheme will reduce congestion and/or noise and emissions" 

We are persuaded that the scheme would be likely to have beneficial effects overall in all 
these categories, mainly by reducing traffic flow on the more affected radial routes and in the 
city centre, although the nature of the two-cordon scheme would mean little total reduction in 
car travel and would require mitigation measures to deal with cordon-avoidance traffic on 
some orbital routes, arid with induced car parking in some areas round the inner cordon. 
Even with mitigation measures, a few streets would have worse environmental conditions as 
a result of the scheme, but these would be greatly outweighed by benefits elsewhere and even 
the worst case would remain similar to residential streets in its vicinity. It is important to 
note that, on the evidence presented to us, 'reduction' of congestion would not be shown in 
any absolute decrease, except initially, but would be relative to the expected increase in 
congestion, over time, due largely to increased car ownership. Moreover, the generally 
favourable scenario, which we have found broadly credible though with substantial 
qualifications, would still require to be confirmed by the more detailed and technical scrutiny 
of STAG 2 appraisal before the scheme could be implemented. 
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(2) "That the net revenues from charging will be additional" 

We are satisfied that CEC has a genuine intention, as well as a legal obligation, to ensure that 
revenue from congestion charging would be used for transport investments not achievable in 
its absence. The indicative contents of the Additional Investment Package are intended to 
achieve what would otherwise not be possible. However, for all the reasons outlined above, 
in regard to this criterion it is not possible to form any conclusions on future facts rather than 
present intentions. 

(3) "That there is fair treatment of those who pay the charge (and/or suffer the 
congestion or environmental problem) and those who benefit from the scheme" 

Clearly a perfect balance of costs and benefits among all individuals affected by the 
introduction of the ECCS would be as unattainable in the matter of charging for use of roads 
as in any other area of public administration. In this case beneficiaries would include those 
who never or seldom use private motor vehicles, but who would receive improvements to 
their alternative forms of transport. The arguable unfairness of this is mitigated by the 
consideration that such people suffer the environmental effects of traffic congestion, while 
contributing less than others to its causation. Whilst there would be a minority of losers in 
terms of residential environment, the degree of loss would be too moderate to be regarded as 
unfair in view of the overall benefits. One of the least satisfactory aspects of the scheme is 
the relative unfairness of charging for even short radial journeys through cordon points, while 
those living between the cordons would be free to drive at will in the area between the 
cordons. We have accepted, however, that there is no practicable alternative at present to the 
two-cordon approach, and do not consider that this degree of unfairness need be fatal to the 
scheme. What ought to be fatal to the scheme in its present draft form is the exemption for 
residents of the CEC area outwith the outer cordon. We can see no justification for basing 
any exemption on a class of persons rather than classes of vehicles, except in the special case 
of disabled blue badge holders. The exemption makes an unjustifiable and unfair distinction 
between residents of areas which in all respects, except local authority boundaries which are a 
historic legacy, are very similar in relation to the city within the Bypass. With the reversal of 
this exemption, the scheine could meet criterion 3 .  

( 4) "That a range of  public transport improvements are in place before charging is 
introduced, with further improvements to follow" 

We have expressed strong reservations about the achievability of the timetable for the Pre
charging Investment Package (PIP), without being able to conclude that it definitely cannot 
be met. It may be that by the time of a formal application to the Scottish Ministers for in
detail approval there would be. further information to confirm that the timetable was realistic; 
otherwise it is difficult to see that such an application could usefully be made. Whilst the PIP 
is limited in scope, this is inevitable in advance of any revenue flow from charging, and we 
would take it that it is from recognition of this limitation that the criterion demands only "a 
range of . . .  improvements" and not comprehensive improvement of public transport, before 
the start of charging. The scheme meets the first part of this criterion, in that it includes 
proposals, of several kinds, for pre-charging improvements to public transport. Since it also 
includes more far-reaching proposals for improvements thereafter, it also meets the second 
part of this criterion. 
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SECTION 5 :  RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.0 From the foregoing conclusions we make the recommendations set out below. 

General 

5.0 Subject to consideration of studies of sectoral economic impact, which we understand should 
be complete in late 2004, the City of Edinburgh Council should 'proceed with caution' with a 
Charging Order amended in regard to exemptions, arrangements for payment of charges, and detailed 
charging points. This caution should also relate to any adverse findings in preparations for the 
detailed and comprehensive ' STAG 2'  appraisal of the congestion charging scheme as a large scale 
traffic management project; to any setbacks in implementation of the Pre-charging Investment 
Package; and to a continuing need to revise and refine the Additional Investment Package in the light 
of changing circumstances, and in order to ensure that the potential of all alternatives to use of the 
private car is realised, including non-motorised transport modes. 

Exemptions 

5.0 As an essential measure in order to achieve fair treatment of those paying the charges, the 
exemption from outer cordon charges of residents of the Council 's  area outside the outer cordon (as 
described in Annex 2 Part I of the draft Order) should be abandoned. 

5.0 The categories of motor vehicle exempt from charging should be reduced to the minimum as 
may be prescribed in Regulations by the Scottish Executive, together with Powered Two Wheelers 
should these not be included in such Regulations. In particular, unless their exemption is prescribed 
by Regulations, .buses (Public Service Vehicles) and taxis should not be exempted. 

5 .0 If the exemption of taxis is prescribed by Regulations or the Council is not minded to accept 
our recommendation in regard to taxis, private hire cars licensed by local authorities should also be 
exempted. 

Arrangements for Payment of Charges 

5.0 The time allowed for payment for a daily licence should be extended to the end of the day 
following the date of the chargeable event, not counting any intervening 'free day' or days. 

5 .0 The Council should investigate the practicability of pre-paid licences for numbers of days, to 
be 'spent' as and when required by the licence holder; and, if the indications are favourable, so 
amend the Order. 

5 .0 The Council should investigate the practicability of direct debit payment for recurrent 
payments for one year (258 chargeable day) licences, with validity extended to any additional 
chargeable day that may occur in a leap year; and, if the indications are favourable, so amend the 
Order. 

Details of Charging Points 

5.0 The following changes should be made:-

(a) The Melville Drive charging point 1-1 8 should be moved to Brougham Place north-west of 
Drumdryan Street (to be ' I- 1 8a'), and a new charging point ('I- 1 8b' )  should be placed at the 
entrance from Brougham Place to Panmure Place; or, if this should be considered �practicable 
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because of implications for cordon-avoidance traffic through residential streets or encouragement 
to enter the one-way Lonsdale Terrace illegally, a concession based on the 'qualifying address' 
concept in the draft Order should be considered in regard to those addresses in the one-way street 
system south of Brougham Street, from or to which no out-and-back trip could be made without 
passing through cordon point I- 1 8  or I-2 1 .  

(b) A similar concession should be considered for the small number of addresses with journeys 
through a charging point enforced by the one-way system at Eyre Place. 

(c) (i) As a consequence of the recommendation not to exempt buses, which would use WEBS, as 
well as the conclusion that the Hermiston Gait Retail Park should be included in the charging 
scheme, it is recommended that charging point 0-1 4a be moved to Hermiston Gait between the exit 
from the A 720/M8 junction roundabout and the entrance to the roundabout on Hermiston Gait. 
(ii) Should the Council be minded nevertheless to retain the exemption for buses, it is 
recommended that an additional charging point '0- 14b'  be placed at the entrance into the retail 
park from the Hermiston Gait roundabout. 

( d) The position of charging points in the vicinity of the Stockbridge Colonies should be reviewed 
in the light of local consultations and of proposals for traffic calming on Glenogle Road. 

(e) (i) Charging points 0-12 and 0-1 3  should be replaced by five new charging points: facing 
south-west on Lanark Road northeast of the B701 junction; facing north-west on Gillespie Road 
southeast of that junction; facing south-west on Clovenstone Road north-east of the roundabout 
junction with Wester Hailes Road; facing south-east on Wester Hailes Road north-west of that 
junction; and facing south-west on the bridge of Westbum Avenue over the City Bypass. (ii) As a 
consequence if that recommendation is accepted, consideration should be given to a 'qualifying 
address' concession for those who as a result would be the only residents within the City Bypass 
who would have to pass a charging point in order to travel in a chargeable vehicle in the area 
between the City Bypass and the inner cordon. 

(f) Further consideration should be given to the relationship between the inner cordon charging 
points and the Central Edinburgh Traffic Management (CETM) scheme in the vicinity of the Dean 
Village. 

Appearance of Equipment at Charging Points 

5.0 Before the installation of any ANPR equipment at charging points, efforts should be made to 
refine its visual appearance by comparison with the previous experimental installations. 
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ask. It is anticipated that evidence will be given on behalf of the promoter by 
the Council , tie and a series of expert witnesses drawn from tie's advisers . tie 
has retained the same legal team as used in the Congestion Charging Inquiry 
namely Malcolm Thomson QC supported by Trudi Craggs of Dundas & 
Wilson and in this case also supported by Bircham Dyson Bell , the 
parl iamentary agents, to advise and support on the preparation and 
presentation of evidence. 

The Board is asked to note the position. 

Andrew Callander 
1 9th October 2004 

G:\09 Business Admin\09 TIE\Board Meetings\Board Papers - 25th October 2004\Item 4d - tI & t2 
Parliamentary Progress&Objectors Report.doc 

TRS00018644_0108 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
1
1 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

TRS00018644_0109 



I 

I 

.I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

Agenda Item 4e 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

.I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

TRS00018644_0110 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,1 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Item 4e - Commercially Confidential 

Tram Funding and Implementation Update 

This report follows on from the submission of the Outline Business Case in 
July 2004 (Reported on at the August Board) , which supported th e release of 
initial tranche of  funding to support the procurement and design phase of the 
tram project over the next two financial years of  £4 million for 04/05 and £13.2 
million for 05/06. 

As reported at the September Board there was a continu ing clarification 
process with the Scottish Executive in support o f  the funding application, this 
has been concluded. 

It is u nderstood that there is an agreement in principal at least on the initial 
tranche of £4 million, bu t as yet tie has not received a letter to this affect. 
Equally at present tie is u naware what (if any) constraints or  caveats may be 
attached to the release o f  fu nding. 

Once the final letter is received, subject to any constraints, tie proposes to 
commence the procurement of advisors for the Design Client Technical 
Representative, Finance and I nsurance (Legal and property are already in 
place). The preparation of contract documentation for these is well advanced 
and can be released as son as clearance of  funding has been received. The 
existing advisors will be used to progress work meantime until the new 
advisors are in place. A search for additional staff to support the 
implementation phase has commenced and agreement has been reached 
with Ian Kendall on  fu lfi lling the role of tram Procurement Director. The other 
sources and application of  funds are outline below : 

TRAM PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 
BUDGET: OPENING 

2004/5 

Previously Approved Funding 
(Net) £1 ,542,000 
Committed Expenditure 03/04 & 
04/05 -£800,430 
Incremental SE Funding 04/05 £4,000,000 
Total £4,741 ,570 

Operational 
DPOFA - Main Tasks £538,203 
DPOFA - Legal Costs £269, 1 02 
DPOFA - Finance Costs £1 07,641 
Ticketing agreements £80,731 
LITL -(Staffing and Advisors) £247,573 
tie procurement team (Inc 
overheads) £586,641 
PUK £96,877 

TRS00018644_0111 
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;/£1 ,926., 7'68 DPOFA 

INFRACO: Construction 
Expenditure 
PUK 
l nfraco contract budget 
tram contract budget (Vehicles) 
th ird party agreements (Network 
Rail/Utilities) 
TTRO & TRO 
Tram Technical Advisors (tie 
continuity) 
DESIGN - emerging technology 
report 
DESIGN - site investigation 
DESIGN COSTS 
Land consultants 

lnfr.aco rocurement costs 

Total 

£1 93,753 
£322,922 
£21 5,281 

£322,922 
£269, 1 02 

£ 1 89,705 

£1 07,641 
£ 322,922 

£493,81 3 
£1 07,641 

£2,545 701 

£269, 1 02 

£4 741 570 

The funding application was net of already committed expenditure of £800 k 
hence the application for £4 M illion. The contingency of £269 k is considered 
to be prudent given the nature of the development being undertaken. 

It should also be reiterated that the application for funding was to support the 
procurement of the tram network and that any additional parliamentary 
support through 05/06 would be subject to a separate funding req uest. 

The Board is asked to note the position. 

Pat Diamond 
19th October 2004 
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Executive Summary 

This paper sets out details of the One-Ticket Limited (formerly SESTRAN Traveltickets 
Ltd) "One-Ticket" project 

It covers the development of the "One-Ticket" project from inception to where it is now 
and where it hopes to be in the future. This includes embracing technology both in its 
distribution of tickets and in their usage. 

The impact of various Scottish Executive i nitiatives and their view on "Integrated 
Transport and Ticketing in Scotland" has potential for expanding the project beyond the 
SESTRAN area. The move towards a "Transport Scotland" agency may also impact on 
the business. 

The background to "One-Ticket" is summarised in Section 1 .  Section 2 deals with 
Integrated Ticketing in SESTRAN and Section 3 on the One-Ticket Limited Company 
Structure. 

An overview of what tie provides to the project is in Section 4, while the development of a 
Distribution & Marketing Strategy is set out in Section 5. Section 6 outl ines the Current 
Issues and Initiatives and how these will provide future challenges for the business. The 
"Areas of Focus" and the issues needing addressed are detailed in Section 7. 
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1 Background 

1 .  ONE-TICKET is the multi-modal multi-operator Travelticket for South East Scotland. Full 
details of the customer offering are outlined on the website www.one-ticket.co.uk . 

2. The scheme was established in May 2001 and has been developed with financial support 
from the Scottish Executive. In the medium term, the business is intended to be 
commercially self-sufficient on a stand-alone basis. 

3. The main objective of ONE-TICKET is to increase the use of public transport and achieve 
modal transfer from car use to public transport within the SESTRAN area. The 
Memorandum of Association clearly states "The Company's objects are to promote, 
develop and implement a multi-modal, multi-operator scheme or schemes of fares and 
tickets on public transport operations in partnership with those transport undertakings and 
transport procurers which are members of the Company". It is NOT the intention of the 
scheme to transfer current public transport users to ONE-TICKET but rather to use the 
customer benefits of the integrated ticket (value for money and convenience) to 
encourage new public transport use, unless users are already using more than one 
operator's services for their journey. Marketing initiatives since tie became involved in 
April 2003 have focused heavily on reaching car drivers, for example through advertising 
on bus backs and on the reverse of parking vouchers issued from parking ticket 
machines, and the use of road facing posters to promote ONE-TICKET. 

4. Sales of ONE-TICKET are growing and are currently running at around £12,500 per 
week, equivalent to £650,000 per annum on an annualised basis (the years ended 31 st 

March 2003 and 2004 are reporting sales of £1 52k and £508k respectively). 

5. The current bus market for the SESTRAN area is estimated at around £120 mil lion 
(Lothian Buses recently reported annual turnover of £60m and patronage of 100 mil l ion 
passengers). Given the strong single operator products available and the price premium 
of 20-30% for One-Ticket, it is not anticipated that One-Ticket wil l  capture a huge share 
of this market. One-Ticket will attract those customers who value convenience, choice 
and ease of use. These benefits should appeal not only to current bus users but to a 
whole new set of customers. A market penetration for One-Ticket of between 2% and 
5% ought to be achievable based on experience elsewhere in the UK. 

6. One-Ticket must provide real growth to the public transport market rather than 
substitutional growth from other public transport products. The primary target segments 
for One-Ticket are regular car drivers commuting into Edinburgh, usually either non-users 
of public transport or occasional users. regular public transport commuters for whom the 
One-Ticket proposition provides value and tourists and visitors to the city. 

7. ONE-TICKET is currently heavily focused on Bus travel, with only l imited i nvolvement of 
Rail. It is intended that Rail should become an integral part of the offering during 2005, 
now that the new franchise agreement is in place. It is also envisaged that trams will be 
included in the longer term (2009 onwards). 

8. An initial Distribution and Marketing Strategy for ONE-TICKET was produced in the early 
part of 2003, and has been implemented during this past year. The strategy involves the 
business becoming more customer focused and getting best value for money for the 
limited marketing budget available. The distribution network has been expanded to 
include direct sales via the internet and by debiUcredit card over the phone. PayPoint 
were appointed as a sales agent in September 2003 and, following a trial within West 
Lothian, Midlothian and Scottish Borders at 103 sites, is currently in the process of rolling 
out the distribution of ONE-TICKET to approx. 500 sales locations across the SESTRAN 
area. 
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2 Integrated Ticketing in SESTRAN 

The SESTRAN partnership of nine local authorities in South East Scotland (population 1 .5m) 
agreed with the major public transport operators in its area in 1 998 to attempt to establish a 
Travelticket scheme as a major step towards public transport integration. It was agreed that the 
Travelticket scheme be managed as a partnership between the public and private sectors under 
the aegis of a company structure. 

In 1 999/2000 there was a basic fact-finding process and initial scheme definition. However 
unforeseen problems related to the Competition Act 1 998 caused the initial implementation of the 
scheme to be postponed from 2000 to 2001 . 

A set of Travelticket products, using the ONE-TICKET identity, was established . These cover 
travel by 'Bus-only' by day, week, 4-week or year. They are now configured as broadly 
geographic 'Travelareas'. 'Rail+Bus' travel is also available on the same basis within Edinburgh 
and East Lothian only. 

A reimbursement process was subsequently establ ished which ought to meet the requirements of 
the 'The Competition Act 1 998 (Public Transport Ticketing Schemes Block Exemption) Order 
2001 ' and the OFT Guideline 439. 

At the start, one of the major disincentives to buy ONE-TICKET was the large price premium over 
equivalent single operator products. It is now felt that the maximum price premium for ONE
TICKET products over equivalent single operator products which is acceptable in the market 
varies but is unl ikely to be greater than about 35% (and preferably no more than 1 5% to 25%). 

• Tyroum �· 

·-
·-

Edinburgh Travelareas 
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FARE TABLE 

Travelarea Mode Adult Adult Adult 4- Adult Annual 
Day Week Week 

Edinburoh 1 Bus only 3 . 1 0  1 5.00 44.50 480.00 
Edinburoh 1 Rail+Bus 5.50 23.00 75.00 785.00 
Edinburqh 2 Bus only 4.70 1 7.50 62.00 61 6.00 
Edinburoh 2 Rail+Bus 8.50 34.00 1 1 2 .00 1 , 1 76.00 

Edinburoh 3a Rail+Bus 1 0.00 41 .00 1 36.00 1 .430.00 
EdinburQh 3 Bus onlv 7 .00 28.00 98.00 1 ,060.00 
Edinburoh 3 Rail+Bus 1 1 .50 48.00 1 59.00 1 ,670.00 
Edinburoh 4 Bus only 9.80 33.60 1 1 5 .00 1 ,250.00 

Edinburah 5+6 Bus only 10 .80 33.60 1 1 5.00 1 ,250.00 
West Lothian Bus only 4 . 1 0  1 7.20 61 .00 630.00 

Central 11 ) Bus on/v 5.50 23.50 84.00 810.00 

Fife Bus on/v 6.00 24.00 95.00 1 000.00 

Scottish Borders f2\ Bus on/v 5. 75 25.00 85.00 825.00 

There is now in place a basic integrated ticketing scheme, to provide a jumping-off point for 
further development. There is a public transport network across the SESTRAN area, instead of a 
set of routes. A foundation has been established for the development of new integrated public 
transport schemes in South East Scotland - be that Edinburgh Tram Schemes, the reopening of 
the Waverley and Alloa lines, rail access to Edinburgh Airport, new park-and-ride schemes, 
enhanced bus schemes, etc. - to offer alternatives to the private car (whether with road charging 
or not). 
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3 Company Structure 

HITRANS 

Member 
Councils 

WESTRA NS 

Member 
Councils 

C1ac1cnwt1111ns111n East 
Lothian 

Scottish Executive 

SES TRAN 
(South East Scotland Transportation Consortium) 

F1lklrll 

Member 
Councils 

Stlr11ng W..t City of Edinburgh 
L.olhiln 

The Company is a "partnership" between the member Councils of SESTRAN and the transport 
operators who operate within the SESTRAN area. 

The Company's share capital is divided into Ordinary shares, "A" Ordinary shares and Deferred 
shares. Only the Ord inary shares have a right to participate in any profits of the company 
available for distribution. The Ordinary shares are owned by Don Prentice Coaches, E&M 
Horsburgh, Stagecoach, First Group, EVE Cars & Coaches, Alexander Wait & Sons, Lothian 
Buses, Munro's of Jedburgh and Perryman Coaches. The "A" Ordinary shares are owned by City 
of Edinburgh,  Clackmannanshire, East Lothian, Fife, Midlothian, Scottish Borders and West 
Lothian Councils. Falkirk and Stirling have yet to subscribe. 

Participating Transport Operators 

In addition to those owning shares, Bryans of Denny, Bulldog, BusKers, Davidson Buses, GNER, 
HAD Coaches, Henderson Travel, Houstoun Travel. MacTours. Myles Mini Bus Hire, Royal Mail 
Post Bus, ScotRai l ,  Scottish Borders Counci l ,  SD Travel , Swans and Telford's Coaches 
participate in the scheme. An invitation to participate has sti ll to be accepted by Scottish Citylink. 
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Board of Directors 

J Ell iot (Chairman) 
RG Andrew 
WW Campbell 
P Coupar 
N Hampshire 
SJ Lockhart 
NJ Renilson 
GH Torrance 

Traveline Scotland 
Stagecoach Scotland 
Lothian Buses pie 
First Group 
East Lothian Council 
tie l imited 
Lothian Buses pie 
First Group 

Chief Executive 
Deputy Managing Director - Scotland 
Operations Director 
Commercial Projects Director - Scotland 
Councillor 
Finance Manager 
Chief Executive 
Managing Director - East of Scotland 
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4 Administrative Services 

An operating agreement was entered into between tie and One-Ticket to enable tie to provide 
administrative services from 1 st April 2003. This service includes dea ling with ticket agents, 
acting as a travelticket agent, dealing with participating operators, dealing with overal l  functional 
matters and deal ing with company matters. 

Resource 

tie appointed a Marketing AssistanUAdministrator in April 2003. This position is currently filled by 
Ian Carter on a part-time basis. Ian became a member of tie's staff in July of this year. 

The tie Finance Manager's costs are not charged to One-Ticket. 

tie's approved Business Plan for 2004-2005 has also al lowed for the appointment of a full-time 
commercial manager. Th is appointment however is subject to One-Ticket Board approval and 
approval wi l l ,  most l ikely, not be g iven until ScotRai l are fully involved in the scheme. This is 
likely to be Spring 2005. 

Budgetary Considerations 

tie's approved Business Plan for 2004-2005 has also al lowed for the aforementioned two full-time 
positions This equates to an annual cost of £49,982. tie overhead costs have not been allocated 
to the One-Ticket project. 

One-Ticket agreed a budget for 2004-2005 at their AGM on 30th June. 

Risks & Mitigations 

Mark Bourke has previously identified the following for consideration of the One-Ticket Board: 

• Intel lectual Property Rights - confirm ownership for system design including web-site 

• Data Protection- verify use and handling of databases complies with Act including proposed 
Company Name change 

• Qual ity Assurance & Audit -actions from Audit implemented e.g. Agent Returns 
• Traditional Agents - need to get further evidence and develop systems 

• Potential Fraud - need to move towards photograph ID and/or laminated cards/tickets 

• Funding - review of a lternative funding sources 
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5 Distribution & Marketing Strategy 

An independent consultant, Declan Lannon, was appointed by tie in January 2003 to assist the 
company to fully launch the product and achieve its sales potential. In support of this objective 
it was necessary to put in place an effective distribution network supported by effective marketing 
and promotional activity. A l imited distribution network existed, consisting of both agents (mainly 
transport operators and local authorities) and direct sales (by post). A certain amount of 
promotion had taken place during the various phases of the product's development, however little 
marketing was undertaken due to budget constraints. 

Distribution Strategy 

The key consideration was to make it easier for customers to find out about One-Ticket and to 
purchase the product. The advantages over the local authority/bus operator agency agreements 
include a lower overal l  distribution cost, easier administration and a wider coverage throughout 
the SESTRAN area. The main channels are: 

• Internet sales (supported by ticketingsolutions (ts.com) who provide both an internet sales 
capabil ity and also a mechanism to accept payment direct to tie for sales via a Call Centre). 
The debiUcredit card transactions are processed by RBS/Streamline. 

• Sales through a call centre (some of the benefits include 7 day coverage and extended 
opening hours, communication with customers can be optimised and standardised so that the 
customer receives a more uniform purchase experience, ticket purchase reminder calls can 
be initiated and a low cost base). An 0845 rather than 01 31  phone number was initiated in 
order to help communicate One-Ticket as a product with wider coverage than just Edinburgh. 
Abtel in Dunfermline started to handle these calls in September. 

• Physical distribution outlets at 500+ PayPoint locations across the SESTRAN area. (The 
service went live on 2nd September 2003 on a "pi lot" basis in West Lothian, Midlothian and 
Scottish Borders, and is currently available from 1 03 PayPoint agents. Agreement has been 
reached to expand the service across the entire SESTRAN operating area. A major re
launch is scheduled for late October/early November). 

PayPoint locations tend to be in medium footfall retai l  outlets such as Co-op and Scotmid 
supermarkets. The fol lowing extract from their website (paypoint.com) summarises their 
offering: 

"PayPoint is the UK's leading branded national network for collecting payments 'over the counter'. 

There are already over 10 ,000 PayPoint outlets located in newsagents, convenience stores, 
supermarkets, forecourts and off licences across the UK. All are conveniently located close to 
customers' homes and many outlets are open for extended hours. 

The PayPoint service is free of charge to the customer. 

Over 2 million customers use PayPoint regularly every week and the number is growing by the day. 

Over £1 billion worth of payments are collected by PayPoint each year on behalf of over 200 Client 
companies including BT, British Gas, Vodafone, T-Mobile and London Electricity." 

There were a number of advantages to using the PayPoint network as a distribution channel 
for One-Ticket rather than the traditional local authority/bus operator distribution channel. 
These include good coverage within the SESTRAN area, a lower rate of commission than the 
current 8% (2%), low administrative cost to tie, improved cash flow and credit risk, possible 
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improved ticket security and production cost, easy to communicate to customers and 
customer data capture may be possible. 

• A small number of traditional agents at locations not covered by PayPoint, including mobi le 
coffee and newspaper kiosks in the city centre of Edinburgh (these kiosks are located in high 
footfall areas of the city centre This channel would target tourists and office/retail workers 
who may have commuted into Edinburgh from outlying areas, perhaps by car) Thus far this 
channel has been unsuccessful. 

• Ticket machines (given the relatively high capital cost, the diverse product range and the 
high cost of cash collection, they are unl ikely to prove cost effective on a stand alone basis. 
A l imited range of tickets (Day Tickets only) could be considered by local authorities in 
conjunction with their plans for other ticketing machines, e.g. parking meters, where the cost 
of cash collection and other administration could be shared. Key locations for consideration 
would include Edinburgh Airport, Bus and Rail Stations and major bus interchange areas. 
Given the investment required, this is considered to be a longer- term initiative). 

Marketing Strategy 

The key elements within the marketing strategy include: 

• Direct targeting of regular car commuters into Edinburgh. 

• Indirect targeting of potential customers through intermediaries (key intermediaries include 
endorsement by a senior figure, transport related groups, council initiatives, Edinburgh City 
Centre Management Company, Edinburgh Chamber of Commerce, Traveline, major 
employers and employer organisations, guide book publishers, Tourist Boards and hotel 
owners). 

• Achieving best value for money for marketing spend (includes point of sale & advertising 
messages, sales promotions & offers, local radio, local press, other targeted press 
advertising, shopping til l receipts, parking meters, bus stop information panels, bus back 
advertising, direct mail, website including l inks, leaflets & other promotional material for 
agents and sheet posters). 

• An easy-to-communicate message to potential customers. 

• A strong focus on sales. 
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6 Current Issues and Initiatives 

Development of Rail Participation in One-Ticket 

The Directions and Guidance issued by the Scottish Ministers to the Strategic Rai l  Authority on 
281h June 2002 emphasised the central importance of better co-ordination and integration of 
different forms of transport. One-Ticket falls very definitely into this category within the 
commercial bidding process. 

The l imited inclusion of rail services in the One-Ticket scheme has been recognised as severely 
restricting potential sales. 

First Group, National Express (the previous incumbent operator) and Arriva were involved in 
negotiations to win the ScotRail franchise. The SRA and Scottish Executive announced a 
preferred bidder on 1 1 1h June, and subsequently confirmed that First Group were successful and 
the new contract would begin on 1 ih October. This will run for seven years with a possible 
extension for an extra three. 
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SESTR A N  A R E A · R A I L  S T A T I O N S  b y  LO C A L  C O U N C IL A U T HO R I T Y  

City of Edinburgh Brunstane Falkirk Larbert Scottish Borders -- --
Cily of Edinburgh Curriem/1 Falkirk Polmont Slirllng Bridge of Allan 

Clly of Edinburgh Dalmeny Fife Aberdour Slirling Crianlarich 

Cily of Edinburgh Edinburgh Park Fife Burntlsland Slirllng Dunblane 

City of Edinburgh Edinburgh Waverley Fife Card end en Sllrllng Slirllng 

City of Edinburgh l-9ymarkef Fife Cowdenbealh Stirling Tyndrum Lower 

Cily of Edinburgh Kir,gsknowe Fife Cupar Slirling Upper Tyndrum 

Clly of Edinburgh Newcralghall Fife Dalgety Bay Wesl Lolhian Addlewell 

Clly of Edinburgh Slateford Fife Dunfermline Queen M argarer Wesl Lolhian Balhgale 

City of Edinburgh South Gyfe Fife Ounferl'liine Town West Lolhian Breich 

Cily of Edinburgh Wester 1-91/es Fife Glenrothes with Thornton West Lolhian Fauldhouse 

Clackmannanshire Fife lnverkeilhing West Lothian Kirknewton 

East Lothian Orem Fife Kinghorn West Lolhian Linlilhgow 

Easl Lt>thian Dunbar Fife Kirkcaldy West Lothian Livingston North 

East Lothian LDngniddry Fife Lady bank Wesl Lolhian Livingston South 

East lt>thlan M usselburgh Fife Leuchars for SI Andrews Wes! Lothian Up hall 

East Lothian North Berwick Fife Lochgelly West Lothian West Calder 

East Lot hlan Prestonpans Fife M arkinch 

East Lothian Wa/lyford Fife North Queensferry 

Falkirk Camelon Fife Rosyth Olher Berwick Upon Tweed 

Falkirk Falkirk Grahams! on Fife Springfield Olher Dundee 

Falkirk Falkirk High M idlothian Other Perth 

There are 61 rai l  stations "within" the SESTRAN area. Only 1 8  ( 1 1 are within the City of 
Edinburgh area) currently allows rai l  passenger usage of "One-Ticket". 

It is recommended that the successful rail franchise operator will be expected to become a key 
stakeholder in the One-Ticket scheme. Specifically, the successful rail franchisee wi l l  be required 
to: 

• Subscribe for participating shares (at a nominal value). 

• Provide a representative to act as a director of the company and attend regular stakeholder 
meetings and board meetings. 

• Enter into a joint venture agreement with other stakeholders of the company. 

• Support the continued development and growth of One-Ticket 
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Opportunities for integrated Smart Card developments within SESTRAN 

The legislative framework in Scotland has placed a requirement on Local Authorities to provide 
concessionary public transport travel schemes for a prescribed range of people. Payment to the 
bus and rail transport operators for forgone revenue are made by staged payments from 
Authorities on the basis of locally negotiated arrangements. The current arrangements are 
regarded as administratively time-consuming and complex by both Local Authorities and transport 
operators. 

The Scottish Executive has £9 mil lion available to be phased over the next three years to 
support the creation of infrastructure to enable smartcards to be used for concessionary fares in 
Scotland. While concessionary travel wi l l  be the reason for introducing the infrastructure, once 
deployed, opportunities to utilise it for other applications are to be explored. A separate fund of 
£6 million is available for multi-modal integrated ticketing type applications. 

The ITSO standard is regarded as a crucial element in the development of an effective multi
application transport smart card application. 

Existing paper based systems are administratively time consuming for both Councils and 
transport operators. Paper cards are liable to fraud through counterfeiting or un-authorised use of 
a lost card and complicated formulae are used for calculating payments to operators. 

An ITSO based smart card system brings with it a very high level of security backed up by a 
national infrastructure and accreditation process. The installation of ITSO compliant equipment in 
buses and trains would significantly enhance the business case for other transportation related 
smart card ticketing products (or products with ticketing or transport related elements). 

The City of Dundee, on behalf of the transport group, have proposed that a full time Project 
Director be appointed to lead the project. 

The proposed concept is for an East Coast Corridor from the Lothians to Aberdeenshire. ITSO 
compliant smart card reading equipment wi l l  be installed on the main operators bus fleets and a 
central ,  independent ITSO based back office system wil l  be created to manage and distribute the 
recorded transaction data. This ITSO based infrastructure would then be available for use by 
transport related smart card applications from other organisations (e.g. One-Ticket, Edinburgh 
and Lothian Tourist Board visitor card, Forth Bridge, Bus operator commercial ticket products, 
etc). 

A fully integrated East Coast Corridor for bus travel could be a precursor to a full national 
scheme. The inclusion of First Scotrai l  should also be seen as a key priority to support a move 
towards a full multi-modal smart concessionary travel scheme. 

The approach to deployment wi l l  revolve around the degree of centralisation versus 
decentral isation adopted in relation to four key elements:-

card production and card management (a bureau arrangement would avoid the 
need for individual Councils to setup the necessary infrastructure to handle large 
volume production). 
concessionary fare data processing (a back office system (HOPS) is required 
where details of all concessionary trips are processed and passed back from the 
Bus Operator HOPS to the appropriate Council. A centralised HOPS would be 
set up on behalf of al l  the participating Councils. Data would be collected from 
the bus operators' HOPs and from the various card administration schemes and 
reports forwarded to each of the Councils for verification prior to payment. 
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settlement systems and operator payment (an ITSO based smart card scheme 
potentially allows this to be based on the actual number of journeys undertaken, 
due to the accuracy and timeous provision of statistics. This is of direct 
advantage to both operators and Councils. The development of a central ised 
HOPS for collecting and processing information on al l concessionary journeys 
within a scheme would also facilitate the development of a centralised system for 
issuing payments to operators. This could offer efficiency savings in comparison 
to individual Councils carrying out this function, particularly if done by the same 
organisation managing the centralised HOPS for travel data referred to above). 

customer support services (it would also be beneficial during the development 
and implementation phase of any large scale, ITSO based, concessionary travel 
smart card project to put in place a central support and advisory mechanism for 
the participating authorities and organisations). 

The success of One-Ticket is seen as important to the future developments involving trams, 
a irport and other new rail f inks, and park and ride schemes being taken forward by tie. All of 
these are being developed to provide a viable, public transport alternative to car travel in the city, 
and there is an expectation that passengers may utilise more than one method of transport during 
trips. An effective multi-modal travel smart card scheme would greatly facilitate this. 

A successful "pilot" scheme in SESTRAN would lead to a Scotland wide implementation. 

PayPoint 

Lothian Buses recently entered into an agreement with PayPoint which has resulted in their 
customers being able to purchase and update GoSmart at an additional 1 30+ PayPoint outlets in 
the City. 

Their new payment terminal is an ITSO compliant contactless smart card reader/writer. 
Edinburgh has been chosen as the first area for the new termina ls because of the contract with 
Lothian Buses. 

PayPoint are also working with First Bus to provide a retail network for their Smart Card products 
being implemented as part of the Yorcard Smart Card Scheme. 

It is likely the PayPoint would respond to an increase in the availabi l ity of Smart Card products 
within the SESTRAN area by accelerating the replacement of the remaining 397 terminals. 

The investment by PayPoint in ITSO compliant equipment wil l  ensure compatib ility with Lothian 
Buses ticketing products, should it require to be changed following the introduction of a Scottish 
Executive funded concessionary card scheme. It could also al low the PayPoint network to be 
used as a retail outlet for other ITSO compliant Smart Card. 
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Grant Funded Project - "One Ticket" Pilot Integrated Ticketing Scheme 

At the instigation of the Scottish Executive, and the award of funding by the SE, the TAS 
Partnership were awarded a contract to carry out: 

a) Evaluation of ONE-TICKET to date, to include: 

• The appropriateness of the initial targets set for the scheme and how far these targets have 
been met. 

• Examination of the extent to which the l imited participation of rail services has constrained 
sales. 

• Examination of the management structure of the scheme, in particular the partnership aspect 
and how effective this has been. Recommendations for improvement should be made where 
appropriate. 

• Examination of ticket pricing structures, how these were predicated, and an indication of how 
pricing policies can be developed and built upon in future to establish a viable scheme in the 
medium to long term. 

• Evaluation of the existing and planned distribution and marketing plans for the scheme, with 
recommendations for change and improvement where appropriate. 

• Assessment of the potential for the scheme to grow (i) on the basis of the current modal 
involvement, ( i i ) on the basis of participation of all Scotrail services in the scheme area, ( i i i )  
on the basis of the participation of al l Scotrai l ,  Virgin and GNER services in the scheme area. 

• Assessment of any additional qualitative benefits which the scheme has provided. 
• Recommendations on future performance targets for the scheme. 
• An analysis of the key learning points from operating the scheme to date and which may have 

wider relevance to possible schemes in other parts of Scotland in the future. 

b) Recommended Marketing Strategy for ONE-TICKET 

The current marketing strategy is based on in itial work carried out in January 2003. The 
scope of that initial work covered 2 of the 4 P's of Marketing, namely Promotion and Place 
(distribution). An independent evaluation of these 2 elements of the marketing strategy is 
required, along with recommendations for strategies to be pursued in the other 2 areas of 
marketing, i .e. Pricing and Product. 
The following areas are to be addressed specifically: 

• Identify the strengths and weaknesses of the current marketing strategy in the areas of 
Promotion and Place (distribution), as outlined in the current Distribution and Marketing 
Strategy. 

• Recommend additional future strategies in the areas of Promotion and Place, where 
appropriate. The key objective is to increase awareness of ONE-TICKET amongst target 
groups, and to make the product easy for customers to purchase. The cost of undertaking 
such activities should be estimated, along with targets against which success can be 
measured. 

• Outline possible pricing scenarios and recommend an appropriate Pricing strategy, including 
an appropriate pricing level for ONE-TICKET versus single operator products. 

• Examine the current Product l ine-up and recommend how the product offering could be 
improved from a customer perspective. 
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• Estimate the total size of the market, identify target markets, and recommend an appropriate 
market share target for ONE-TICKET. 

c) Business Plan 

A Business Plan for the period 2004/05 to 2006/07 is required, to be prepared on the basis of 
the recommendations made within  a) and b} above. The Business Plan should include full 
supporting financial information. 

This work has been completed (Supplementary papers are available). 

Plus Bus 

"PLUSBUS gives you unl imited travel on most buses at either or both ends of your rail journey. It 
can be bought as an add-on to any rai l  journey that starts or finishes at participating stations, and 
gives you access to most of the bus network in that area for the whole day. 

Since October 2002, 1 35 stations currently have a PLUSBUS scheme, and PLUSBUS wil l  be 
progressively rolled out across the country to every significant town in England, Scotland and 
Wales. 

PLUSBUS offers you: 

• A combined bus-rai l  ticket to cover al l  legs of the journey bought in a single transaction 
• Unl imited access to bus services around participating stations for a full day 
• Good quality travel information about the local bus network at participating stations 

PLUSBUS gives you access to most of the bus network in that area for the whole day. ONE
TICKET's primary market is season tickets. 
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West Edinburgh Busways Launch 

1 .0 Programme 

Construction of the WEBS project will be completed during week beginning 22"d 
November 2004. 

Driver Training commences on the Guideway on the 8th November 2004 

I tem 4g 

The PR Launch has been pencilled in to the First Minister's diary for 1 st December 2004. 

Lothian Buses will commence operation of the Service 22 on the Guideway on Sunday 
5th December 2004 

2.0 P.R. Launch 

The main project management of this event is being carried out within the City's P.R. 
and Communications team. However both Lothian Buses and Balfour Beatty have 
intimated commitment to aiding in the management of the Launch. 

The format of the event is expected to follow the Edinburgh Crossrail and Edinburgh 
Park Station format with a Marquee on site and in this instance a ribbon cutting 
ceremony rather than an unveiling. 

Work is presently underway to define an invitation list 

3.0 Change of Name 

The Chief Executive of the Council has approved a change of name from the 
construction project tile "WEBS" to "Edinburgh Fastlink" pending the normal copyright 
checks. 

The Board is asked to note the position. 

Lindsay Murphy 
1 9th October 2004 
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Month ly Financia l Report 

September 2004 

Prepared by Stuart J Lockhart 

1 ath October 2004 
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1 .  Key Points Summary 

tie has reviewed its spend ing plans for the balance of the yea r  against p rog ress on the projects. The most 
sig nificant issues relate to the Tram p roject, d escribed below. All other projects have confirmed their existing 
budg ets. 

Tram Lines 1 and 2 

On · ·7 October tie was verba lly advised that the Minister had approved the request for additional fund ing of £4m in 
the cu rrent year  to support t ram procu rement. We awa it written confirmation. The delay since the end of August 
has necessitated a revised spend ing plan for the cu rrent year and tie is awa re that no commitment to fund ing for 
FY06 has been made by the Executive, which means that a ll work which is committed to now must be capab le of 
termination as of 31 Ma rch 2005 if the spending would exceed the new a llocation. It is expected that the FY06 
fu nd ing will be assessed as part of tie's FY06 Business Plan process and it wil l be necessary that this is 
approved well in advance of the year-�nd to avoid d isruption. 

This p roject is now in a period where there a re a nu mber of complex interactions which have implications for tie's 
spending p lans: 

• The pa rliamenta ry p rocess is underway but the depth of work required to support the Committees and deal  
with objectors is not yet clear. The timetable for tie or its advisors to appea r  before the Committees is 
uncertain as  is the scope of questioning . The Committees have appointed third party advisors to support 
their deliberations. The scope of the advisors' role is not clea r but it is likely there will be extensive 
i nteraction with tie and its advisers. 

• We a re p rog ressing service integ ration d ialogue between Lothian Buses and Transd ev. Althoug h there is 
a long way to go, the encou rag ing news is that both operators foresee substantial advantag e in developing 
a fu lly integ rated network. This will however create an increa sing level of work and in pa rticula r, the effect 
on Lothian Buses financia l  position will need to be fu lly factored in. Development of integ rated ticketing 
beyond a basic pap�r based system is being considered . 
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• Detailed sys tem design and site investiga tion work will commence soon. These are processes where the 
results will require evaluation on a real time basis with conseq uences for programme and work req uired to 
problem solve. 

• The process of appointing the technica l, design and financia l  advisers to support the procurement is 
underway. Actual costs will be influenced by the tenders submitted . 

• Recruitment of tie people to execute d esign and procurement can now proceed , although the timing is 
dependen t on availability of suitable cand idates. 

• The financia l underp inning has a number of features which req uire detailed work to ensure the OBC timed 
for Spring 2005 is robust, notably the funding s tructure (work is underwa y with the Executive on the PFI 
case ) ,  the issue of financia l  risk-sharing between CEC and the Executive, the effect of in tegration on the 
overall revenues and the support for add itional income from property and commercial  sources . 

The attached financial report identifies an estima ted overrun on the tram line 1 development budget of £325k in 
the current  year, but this should be regarded as a high level and very subjective assessment at this stage .  There 
is s ignificant  overlap between the work req uired to support the parliamentary process and the design and 
procurement work and the timelines for these various workstreams d o  not coincide neatly with the financial  year
end . 

In assessing the spend ing plan for the ba lance of this year  and in preparation for next year, it is likely that  two 
features will crysta llise. First that the activity under development and implementation will increasingly be shown 
as an overa ll picture against specific proj ect milestones . Second , there is likely to be under and over spend 
around the 31 March 2005 cut-off. tie will continue to spend only what is necessary but judgement is needed in 
d iscretionary areas such as the depth of work performed to support the parliamentary process. tie will a lso 
reforecast the current year spend again prior to the end of the ca lendar year  and then monthly as the year-end 
becomes c loser, in order that our funders are fully aware of the like ly outturn . 
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Other projects 

The in itial feedback from the Cong estion Charging Public Inqui ry seems supporti ve of the scope and objecti ves of 
the scheme, with the exception of the West Ed inburgh exemption .  The report need s to be scrutinised in d etai l, 
but if the in itial view i s  borne out, the risk to tie' s FY05 budget has lessened . Procurement for the scheme is  
prog ressing broad ly on plan i n  financial terms. 

On e area of concern is  the control of the Information Campaign budget of £600,000. Although the budget is  held 
by tie, the activit ies are d i rected by CEC through the TCOG and tie has . no abi lity to control and monitor the 
spending . tie has written to CEC highlighting the need to ensure that th i s  aspect gets proper focus and 
suggesting the following steps to ensure the budget is  adhered to: 

1 .  Each month Sue Campbell provides Stuart Lockhart with a note of the spend ing she is aware of, which 
gets reported in tie' s accounts. Since this  is  a memorandum entry tie has no way of verifying the spend.  
tie will en sure that the reported information is provid ed for tabling month ly at the TCOG meeting. 

2. The detai led budget supporting the £600k should be tabled at least month ly at the TCOG and that those 
· with the power to instigate spend sign on for the amounts therein and confirm the amount they have 
committed , to be compared to the reported spend . To ensure the baseline position is  clear, the next 
meeting should use the spend report as at 30 September. 

3.  TCOG confi rms exactly who can commit spend and establishes how this is  to be authorised and 
controlled . 

WEBS construction is nearing completion .  The contingency headroom h as been largely absorbed by addit ional 
work req uested by  CEC and care will be req ui red to ensure that ad equate conting ency is retained through to 
project completion. 

Two limited adjustments have been mad e to tie' s current year budget: 
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• An add i tional spend on WEBS of £ 1 48k was sanctioned by CEC and this is now reflected in the project 
budget 

• The p lanned spend - by tie on SAK of £1 63k which is und erwri tten by the E xecuti ve is now reflected in tie's 
budg et. The scope of work by tie remains under assessment. 

The d elays in payment by CEC of tie invoices, wi th no reason g iven , i mpacted on tie's overd raft li mi t and i ts 
abi li ty to pay suppliers wi thin agreed cred i� terms. A timetab le for submission and payment has been ag reed. 

No other material changes from last month . 



-I
 

,:,
 en 0
 

0
 

0
 

...ir.
 

00
 

en
 

.,::..
 

1.,::..
 

0
 

...ir.
 

.,::..
 

C1'I
 

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

Bo
ar

d 
M

ee
tin

g 
-

25
1h

 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

00
4 

2 
Pr

oj
ec

t 
Po

rt
fo

lio
 S

tr
uc

tu
re

 a
nd

 B
as

is
 o

f 
Pr

ep
ar

at
io

n 

tie
's

 p
ro

je
ct

 p
or

tfo
lio

 c
om

pr
is

es
: 

P
ro

je
ct

s 
P

ro
g

ra
m

m
e

 
P

ro
je

c
t 

Ite
m

 5
 a

 -
C

om
m

er
ci

al
ly

 C
on

fid
en

tia
l 

2
00

4
/0

5 
E

x
p

e
n

d
it

u
re

 
2

0
0

4
/5

 E
x

p
e

n
d

it
u

re
 V

a
ri

a
n

c
e

 
M

o
nt

h
ly

 
D

ir
e

c
to

r 
M

a
n

a
g

e
r 

M
a

n
a

g
e

r 
P

la
n

 
YT

D
 P

la
n

 YT
D

 A
ct

u
a

l 
YT

D
 D

e
lt

a 
C

o
nf

ir
m

 a
tl

o
ns

 
C

o
m

p
le

te
d

 

(£
'0

00
's

) 
(£

'0
00

's
) 

(£
'0

00
's

) 
(%

) 
pe

r 
T

im
e

ta
bl

e 

C
o

n
g

e
st

io
n

 C
h

a
rg

in
g

 P
ro

g
ra

m
m

e
 

1 
D

e
ve

lo
p

m
e

n
t 

&
 P

u
b

lic
 In

qu
iry

 P
ro

ce
ss

 
A

 M
a

c
a

ul
a

y
 

J 
S

a
un

d
e

rs
 

D
 B

u
rn

s 
1,

 13
1 

6
79

 
8

17
 

2
0

%
 

2 
S

y
s

te
m

 P
ro

c
ur

e
m

e
nt

 
A

 M
a

c
a

ul
a

y
 

J 
S

a
un

d
e

rs
 

S
 H

e
a

ly
 

2
,0

49
 

1
,0

0
3

 
58

5 
-4

2
%

 
3 

In
fo

rm
a

tio
n

 C
a

m
p

a
ig

n
 

A
 M

a
c

a
ul

a
y

 J
 S

a
un

d
e

rs
 

S
 C

a
m

p
b

e
ll 

6
00

 
4

10
 

16
8 

-5
9

%
 

T
ra

m
 P

ro
g

ra
m

m
e

 
3 

L
in

e
 1

 D
e

ve
lo

pm
e

nt
 &

 P
a

rl
ia

m
e

nt
a

ry
.P

ro
ce

ss
 

A
 M

a
c

a
ul

a
y

 A
 C

a
lla

n
d

e
r 

K
 M

ur
ra

y 
1

,0
73

 
5

9
0

 
1

,0
2

5
 

74
%

 
4

 L
in

e
 2

 D
e

ve
lo

pm
e

nt
 &

 P
a

rl
ia

m
e

nt
ar

y 
P

ro
ce

ss
 

A
 M

a
c

a
ul

a
y

 A
 C

a
lla

n
d

e
r 

G
 D

uk
e

 
1

,8
38

 
1,

0
0

3
 

54
8 

-4
5%

 
5 

D
P

O
F

 E
x

e
cu

tio
n 

A
 M

a
ca

ul
a

y 
A

 C
a

lla
n

d
e

r 
I K

e
n

d
a

ll 
5

,0
0

8
 

7
7

1 
8

3
7 

9
%

 
6

 I
N

F
R

A
C

O
 P

ro
cu

re
m

e
nt

 &
 F

un
d

in
g

 
A

 M
a

c
a

ul
a

y
 

A
 C

a
lla

n
d

e
r 

I K
e

n
d

a
ll 

0 
0 

o 
0

%
 

7 
L

in
e

 3
 D

e
ve

lo
pm

e
nt

 
A

 M
a

c
a

ul
a

y
 

A
 C

a
lla

n
d

e
r 

W
 F

ra
se

r 
1

,9
84

 
1,

3
36

 
95

4
 

-2
9

%
 

O
th

e
r 

IT
I 

P
ro

je
ct

s 
8 

W
E

B
S

 
A

 M
a

c
a

ul
a

y
 

-
L 

M
u

rp
hy

 
7

,7
72

 
6

,2
0

0
 

4
,2

59
 

-3
1%

 

9 
ln

g
lis

to
n 

P
a

rk
 &

 R
id

e
 

A
 M

a
c

a
ul

a
y

 
-

L 
M

u
rp

hy
 

2
,4

70
 

1
,2

4
5

 
13

5 
-8

9%
 

10
 O

ne
-T

ic
ke

t 
A

 M
a

c
a

ul
a

y
 

-
S

 L
o

ck
ha

rt
 

5
0

 
2

5
 

7 
-7

2%
 

H
e

a
v

y 
R

a
ll

 P
ro

je
c

ts
 

1
1

 E
A

R
L

 
P

 P
re

sc
o

tt
 

-
S

 C
la

rk
 

4
,2

5
6

 
1

,5
97

 
1

,2
7

1 
-2

0
%

 
12

 S
A

K
 

P
 P

re
sc

o
tt

 
-

R
 H

ud
so

n
 

16
3 

8
1 

79
 

2
8

,3
9

4
 

14
,9

4
0 

10
,6

8
5

 
·2

8
%

 

13
 O

ve
rh

e
ad

s 
M

 H
o

w
e

ll 
-

S
 L

o
ck

ha
rt

 
1

, 1
19

 
5

0
0

 
4

8
1 

-4
%

 

I V
a

ri
a

n
ce

 r
e

p
o

rt
e

d
 i

f
+

/-
5%

 d
e

lt
a 

o
n 

b
u

d
g

e
t 

Ea
ch

 o
f 

th
es

e 
12

 p
ro

je
ct

s 
is

 m
an

ag
ed

 a
nd

 f
in

an
ci

al
ly

 c
on

tr
ol

le
d 

by
 t

he
 t

ie
 m

an
ag

er
s 

no
te

d 
ab

ov
e.

 
T

he
 

un
de

rly
in

g 
bu

si
ne

ss
 r

ea
so

ns
 f

or
 t

he
 v

ar
ia

nc
es

 f
ro

m
 P

la
n 

ar
e

 e
xp

la
in

ed
 

in
 d

et
ai

l, 
to

ge
th

er
 

w
ith

 g
ra

ph
ic

al
 

pr
es

en
ta

tio
n,

 in
 S

ec
tio

n 
3 

be
lo

w
. 

Y
e

s 
Y

e
s 

N
o

 

Y
e

s 
Y

e
s 

N
o

 
N

o
 

Y
e

s 

Y
e

s 

Y
e

s 
Y

e
s 

Y
e

s 
N

o
 

N
/A

 

-

. I 

I I I I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I t 

j I I I 

I 

I 

i 
I I • I I 



-I 
,:, en 
0 
0 
0 
...ir. 
00 
en 
.,::.. 

1
.,::.. 

0 
...ir. 
.,::.. 
en 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Board Meeting - 251h qctober 2004 Item 5 a - Commercially Confidential 

3 Project Cost Commentary & Graphica l Presentation 

Congestion Charging Scheme - Development 

No material change to financial prospects compared to August report. 

i Curre nt Month (Se pt'04) Y e a r  to D a te (6mths to 30/9/04' Y e a r  E nd ( 1 2  mths e nd ing 3 1 / 3/05) 
Actua l Budget  Va ria nce Actua l Budget  Va ria nce Forecast  Budget  V a ria nce 

I 
! P roje ct  Costs {T ota l  incl .  OH)  
I Congestion Charging - Dewlopment 44,565i 26,300 1 8,265 816,580 679,278 1 37,302 1 ,  1 56,200 1 ,  1 31 ,201 24,999 

The report on the Public I nquiry has just been published and tie wil l  report to CEC on the impl ications of the 
find ings to enable a report to be put before the Counci l .  Technical advisors are considering the l ikely impact of 
making changes to the configuration of the scheme. Advisors are a lso re-commencing work on the STAG I I  
assessment. 

Clarification is being sought on the coverage and mean ing of particular clauses of the final d raft charg ing order  
and consideration is being g iven to how areas can be simplified for the user and from an operational aspect. 

The report on the economic impact that the congestion charging proposals could have in relation to retai l  activity 
in the city centre is being finalised and once approved by the C ity Centre Management Group will be reported to 
the Counci l .  

A programme is currently being developed to identify the various mi lestones and tasks requiring implementation 
to ensure that the Congestion Charging scheme could become operational in Spring 2006. Once the programme 
is developed the cost implications wil l be assessed . As budgets presently stand it would not be possib le to fund 
any additional development work during this current financial year. 
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Congestion Charging Scheme - Procurement 

No material change to financial prospects compared to August report. 

Curra nt Month (Se pt'04) Y e a r  to D a te (6mths to 30/9/04) Y e a r  E nd ( 1 2  mths e nding 3 1 /3/05) 
Actua l Budget  Va ria nce Actua l Budget  V a ria nce Fore c a st! Budge t Va ria nce 

I 
!!_�e ct Costs .(T ota l  incl .  OH)  I 
Congestion Charging - Procurement 1 23,583 31 5,822 -192,239 585, 1 27 1 ,003,461 --::;r1 8, 334 2,023,701 1 2,048, 71 { -25,01 0 

Operations 

.Business Process d esigns  complete for both contractors. Technical and prototype designs are progressing . 

Financial 

Spend profi le  for S eptember was approximately as expected across most spend areas  with the exception that a 
ma jor milestone payment for one of the contractors wi ll now be  real ised in October due to acceptance criteria 
timetable. 
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Congestion Charging Scheme - Information Programme 

No material change to financial prospects compared to August report. 

Curre nt M onth ( S e  pt'04) Y e a r  to D a te (6mths to 30/9/04) Y e a r  E nd ( 1 2  mths e nd ing 31 /3/05) 
Actua l B u d g e t  V a ria nce Actua l B ud g e t  V a ria nce Fore ca st B ud g e t  V a ria nce 

P roje ct Costs (Tota l  incl.  O H )  
Congestion Charging - Information Campaign 1 1 0,953 50,000 60,953 168,396 410,000 -241 ,604 600,000 600,000 

It should be noted that actual spend information is provided to tie by CEC. tie has no accounting involvement in 
th is spending .  
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Tram Lines  One & Two 

Important financial issues being addressed 

C urre nt M o nth (Se pt'04) Y e a r  to D a te (6mths to 30/9/04) Y e a r  E nd ( 1 2  mths e nd i ng 3 1 /3/05) 
Actua l Budget  V a ria nce Actua l B u d g e t  V a ria nce F o re cast  B ud g e t  Va ria nce 

P roje ct Costs (Tota l  Incl. O H )  
Tram 1 57,071 92,539 -35,468 1 ,024,890 589,526 435,364 1 ,398,010 1 ,072, 736 325,274 
Tram 2 53,534 1 84,675 -131 , 1 41 548,376 1 ,002,790 -454,413 1 ,838,361 1 ,838,320 41  

See Key Points Summary 

Line One 

The parliamenta ry process will last longer and looks like req uiring? more deta iled information than anticipated . In 
order to satisfy the parliament, further resources are required in the development of procurement a nd operator 
involvement. Add itional development fund ing will a lso be req uired? for 2004/5. 

Tram Line One costing for 2004/5 includes an  element of cross fund ing from Tram Line Two, which reflects work 
ca rried out on the common section and the significant issues requiring resolution in the city cent re. 

A 2003/4 DPOF cost for PUK and tie of £108 ,  162 was incurred and was recovered from the DPOF budget in 
September. 

The sum of £325m potentia l overrun is under deta iled assessment. 

Line Two 

A 2003/4 DPOF cost for PUK and tie of £108 , 162 was incurred and was recove red from the DPOF budget in 
September. 

- � 



-I 
,:, en 
0 
0 
0 
...ir. 
00 
en 
.,::.. 

1
.,::.. 

0 
...ir. 
C1I 
.,::.. 

- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Board Meeting - 251h October 2004 Item 5 a - Commercial ly Confidential 

FM have submitted a claim for £175k for additiona l work incurred in meeting the programme for Bill submission in 
2003. tie has not accepted this  and are resisting FM's claim. £80k has been provided for in the year end 
forecast .  
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DPOF Execution 

Important financial issues being addressed. Current year budget now approved. 

Curre nt Mo nth (Se  pt'04) Y e a r  to D a te (6mths to 30/9/04) Y e a r  E nd ( 1 2  mths e nd i ng 31 /3/05) 
Actua l Budg e t  V a ria nce Actua l Budget  V a ria nce Fore ca st! B u d g e t  V a ria nce 

P roje ct Costs (T ota l incl .  O H )  
Trams· - DPOF 343,898 1 28,500 215,398 836,709 771 ,000 65,709 5,008,000 5,008,000 0 

Work is und erway on a range of issues as set out in DPOF but, where necessary, priority is being g iven to the 
preparation of Scottish Executive answers regard ing line alignment, integration plans, interchanges and 
passenger transport growth through service integ ration. The Transd ev team is now d irectly interfacing at several 
levels with the tie team. 

Completion dates as above are reflected in the SE outline business case. 

The budget, in tandem with the lnfraco workstreams, is being re-visited. 

A 2003/4 DPOF cost for PUK and tie of £280 ,960 was incurred and split between the three tram line projects. 
This has now been recovered from the DPOF budget in September. 
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Tram Line Th ree 

No material change to financial prospects compared to August report. 

Curra nt Month ( S e p t'04) Y e a r  to D a te (6 mths to 30/9/04) Y e a r  E nd ( 1 2  mths e nd i ng 31 /3/05) 
Actua l Budge t  V a ria nce Actua l Budget  Va ria nce F o re ca st Budget  Va ria nce 

P roje ct Costs (T ota l Incl .  OH ) 
Tram 3 83,742 1 87,669 -1 03,927 954,317 1 ,336,433 -382, 1 1 6  1 ,853, 1 25 1 ,983,962 -1 30,837 

Operational Issues 

The mi lestone date on the immediate project p rog ramme is to submit the Pa rliamenta ry Bill p rior to Ch ristmas. 
The p roject is p rog ressing as per prog ramme. The Final Route Alignment (FRA) was app roved by the tie boa rd 
in Septembe r. It will now prog ress th rough CEC approval, as outlined below: 

• 1 9/1 0/04: Report to CEC Executive on Final Route Alignment (FRA) 
• 05/1 1 /04: Report to CEC Planning Commi ttee on FRA 
• 1 1  /1 1 /04: Approval of FRA by Full Council 
• 09/1 2/04: Approval of Pa rliamentary Bill & Supporting Documents by Full Council. 

Financial Issues 

Line 3 has fo recasted an £1 30k under-spend fo r this financial  yea r, d ue to efficiencies agains t the ag reed 
delive rables. This will be re-d i rected into the 2005/06 budget. The available spend for 2005/06 is anticipated to 
be ci rca £0.9M. The req uired level of spend will be based on actual spend on Lines One and Two as Line Th ree 
will follow the same process. Ini tial benchmark ing ind icates tha t the required spend for the Parliamentary stage 
may be significan tly g reater  than allowed fo r in the budget. Work is underway to dete rmine whe re efficiencies 
can be realised , and the Boa rd will be updated in d ue course. The impact will be in FY06, and potentia lly FY07, 
depending on the parliamenta ry timetable. 
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A 2003/4 DPOF cost for PUK and tie of £64,670 was incurred and was recovered from the DPOF budget Jn 
September. 
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WEBS development 

No material change to financial prospects compared to August report. 

Curre nt Mo nth ( S e pt'04) Y e a r  to D a te (6mths to 30/9/04) Y e a r E nd ( 1 2  mths e nd i ng 3 1 / 3/05)  
Actua l Budget  V a ria nce Actua l Budget  V a ria nce F o re ca st Budg e t  V a ria nce 

P roje ct Costs (T ota l  Incl. O H )  
WEBS 1 ,  164,763 855,014  309,748 4,259,212 6 ,199,628 -1 ,940,416 7,771 ,577 7,771 ,577 0 

Construction of the Guid ewa y is nearing completion. The Final Inspection by  the HMRI has been reschedu led for 
early November. Following the last Operations and Maintenance meeting the Counci l were sent a . letter of 
permission to test. ERDC are continuing with the on street bus priority measures contract with the wid ening of 
Stevenson Drive to accommodate a new bus lane. The prog ramme has been revised to a lign completion with 
the guid eway works. Some d ifficu lties arose requiring design changes due to Fibre optic ducts hence some 
further costs have been incurred . TRO' s were approved by the Council Executive on the 2?1h July reviewed at 
scrutiny on 1st September then referred to fu ll Council on the 16th September. Orders shou ld be in place for 1 st 

November. 

An assessment of the remain ing risks was und ertaken and it was demonstrated that some contingency shou ld be 
retained .  In conjunction with Transport Planning , elements have been prioritised that were requ ired to be add ed 
back in to the contract to d el iver a fu lly configured and operationa l scheme. These considerable add itional works 
are und e�ay they include su rfacing areas of Carriageway which were demonstrated to be sub standard before 
being painted for bus lanes. CCTV, Real time, further transport stud y work, network improvements to traffic 
signals which arose from the TRO and Safety Aud it process and were highlighted as essential. These costs and 
contingencies are reflected in the revised profile. 

Lothian have taken delivery of the first of their new fleet. Both the gu ideway and the on street bus priority 
measures contracts will be complete including HMRI approva ls and consid erable add itional works in advance of 
the Launch. Discussions are und erway with CEC and Lothian to define an operationa l start date. This will 
require a period of 4 to 6 weeks for d river train ing .  

-------111 I t I 1-1 1� 1 I I 
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Costs 2002/03 2003/04 2004/06 

Actuals ' Actuals .. Forecast -- Total 
WEBS 426,740 1 ,846,282 7,771 ,578 1 0,044,600 

Funding 
Original Budget 9,708,000 
Access to Growth Areas Funding - award 26 May 04 336,600 

1 0,044,600 

' " 
-

- -
·1 � 
I -

I 
' 

� ' 

' 
-

� i � I -• 



I 
I 

I 
1 1 
I 1 , 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

ca � c: 
Cl) � 

0 
(.) 

� ca 
·c3 ... 
Cl) 
E 
E 
0 

(.) 
I 
ca 

Lt) 

E 
Cl) 

0 
0 
('II ... 
(I) .a 
0 

0 
-Lt) 

('II 
I 

Cl c: 
Cl) 
Cl) 

:::!!: 
� 

cc 

� 
0 
0 
N 

• 

I 

I 

I 

\ 
� \ 

J \ 

\ \ 
\ \ 
\ 
\ \  
\ 

I 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Cl.l 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
0- 0- 0 0 0- 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
r::n- a:i ,..._- cr5 1l) �:f M- N- � 
(.J (.J (.J ""  "" (.J ""  (.J (.J 

"' 
0 

"' 
0 
i:: 
..!!J 

v 0 

v 
0 

Q) 
Cl) 

.... 0 
::, -, 

sJea A aJrqn :f 

LQ-JBlf,I 

Lo-qa:1 

Lo-uer 

90-�0 

9Q-I\ON 

90-PO 
go-das 

go-6nv 

90inr 

go-unr 

9Q-ABl,'J 

9Q-JdV 

9Q-JBlf,I 

90-qa:1 
go-uer 

so-oaa E 
:::, 

SQ-1\0N (.) -
so-Po E -:::, VI 

� so-das 
t) 0 _ o  
CD 1n ... so-6nv t) a, tll 

Cl) "C (.) 
so1nr :::, Q) 0 CD o 

Q) u. D.. so-unr E :::. 
tll 

SQ-ABlf,I :;::; :::, � 0 
SO-Jdv :::i <( 

SQ-Jelf,I t 1 
so-qa:1 

so-uer 

vo-�a 

vQ-1\0N 

vO-PO 

vo-das 

vo-6nv 

vo-1nr  

vo-unr 

vQ-ABlf,I 

vO-Jdv 
SJB8A SnCJ!l\8Jd 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N 0 o:S (0 ef j ..... 1:i "" "" 

TRS00018644_0166 

= � 

cl 

I 

! 

I 

I 

\ 

I 

..... 

111 

� 

•. 

I 



-I 
,:, en 
0 
0 
0 
...ir. 
00 en .,::.. 

1
.,::.. 

0 
...ir. 
en 
........ 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Board Meeting - 251h October 2004 Item 5 a - Commercially Confidential 

lngliston Pa rk & Ride 

No material change to financial prospects compared to August report. 

Curre nt Month (Sept'04) Yea r to D a te (6mths to 30/9/04) Y e a r E nd ( 1 2  mths e nd ing 3 1 / 3/05) 
Actua l Budget  V a ria nce Actua l B udget  V a ria nce Fore ca st Budge t V a ria nce 

P roje ct C osts (T ota l  Incl . OH)  
lngliston Park & Ride 89,963 407,259 -31 7,296 1 34,929 1 ,245,289 -1 , 1 1 0,360 2,433,371 2 ,469,539 -36, 168 

The i nitial  stage. of the Archaelogica l investigation is complete. Construction is underway. I n  add ition Border  
Construction va lue engineeri ng workshop has been held and minor design amendments a re being p repared by 
Border  fo r conside ration. Rep resentatives from CEC have been involved i n  th is p rocess to ensure de live ry of 
the ir aspirations. In line with the orig ina l prog ramme, Construction is planned for completion in ea rly 2005 

Consultation documents a re being prod uced for TROs for the enforcement of the bus lanes p roposed for 
Eastfield Road as part of the further deta i led design. 

- - -
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'One-Ticket' 

No material change to financial prospects compared to August report. 

Curre nt Month (Se  pt'04) Ye a r  to D a te (6mths to 30/9/04) Y e a r  E nd ( 1 2  mths e nd ing 3 1 /3/05) 
Actua l Budget  V a ria nce Actua l B ud g e t  V a ria nce F ore cast  B u d g e t  V a ria nce 

P roje ct Costs (Tota l  Incl. O H )  
One llckel 2, 798 4,216 -1 ,418 6,504 24,686 -1 8, 1 82 23,303 49,982 -26,679 

The only costs i ncurred by tie are those re lating to the employment of a Marketing Assistant/Ad ministrator. The 
current incumbent, Ian Carter became a member of t ies staff on 1 51 July 2004. 

The TAS Partnersh ip carried out a fully funded business review and their  fi na l  report i s  now avai lable. 

- -
I 
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EARL 

No material change to financial prospects compared to August report. 

Curra nt Month (Se pt'04) Y e a r  to D a te (6mths to 30/9/04) Yea r E nd ( 1 2  mths e nd i ng 31 /3/05) 
Actua l Budge t Va ria nce Actua l Budget  Va ria nce Fore ca st Budget  V a ria nce 

P roje ct Costs (Tota l  Incl.  OH) 
EARL 270,830 381 ,294 -1 1 0,464 1 ,270,849 1 ,597,009 -326, 1 59 4,255,797 4,255,797 

The Min ister has now agreed to the launch of Public consulta tion for EARL. A date for this is now being fixed 
and following this the programme will be reviewed to ascertain the full impact of this delay. 

0 

Technically, work has been progressing on production of eng ineering drawing s and review sessions for these are 
being set up during November. Meeting s have been held with HMRI and a letter of no objection to the concep t 
has been received from HMRI. Meetings  with the Fire Brigade arrang ed to d iscuss ventilation & evacuation 
measures for the tunnel. In add ition a fu rther contract for d emand modelling has been awarded to review the 
work done by SKM. This will feed into the business case. 

Procuremen t strateg y work progresses with id eas now developing abou t early works. These will include further 
geotechnical work, potential minework stabilisation , u tility d iversions, tender preparation, land acqu isition and 
environ menta l monito�ing . A paper is with S E  about some advance works requ ired to allow the con struction of 
the BAA East Pier. 

Fina lly, there is still no word from SE concerning who is to promote the bill. This must be resolved to ensure the 
correct approvals are in place prior to the bill being lodged .  

I 

1- - -
-
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Stirling Alloa Rail Link 

Important financial issues being addressed. 

I C urre nt M o nth ( S e pt'04) Y e a r  to D a te (6mths to 30/9/04) Ye a r  E nd ( 1 2  mths e nd ing 3 1 /3/05)  
Actua l Budge t V a ria nce Actua l B u d g e t  V a ria nce F o re ca st B ud g e t  V a ria nce 

P roje c t  Costs (Tota l  Incl. O H )  
SAK 1 3,773 1 3,580 193 78,959 81 ,479 -2,520 162,958 1 62,958 0 

This project Js currently under review. tie received a letter of comfort, dated gth August, from the Executive. A 
detailed budget is under preparation. 
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4 Overheads Commentary and Graph 

No material change to financial prospects compared to August report. 

Overheads are allocated , and charged to CEC on a monthly basis, to each p roject p ro rata as per business plan 
budget. 

The main reasons for the variances on budget are p rimarily as the budget anticipated major spend being incurred 
in  April due to office re-location. The actual spend was incurred in J uly. 

The office re-location was executed efficiently and within the cost budget in the tie Business Plan. 
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CEC have been issued with five invoices for September. CC - Information Campaig n, WEBS, EARL and 
lng liston Park & Ride are now being invoiced separate ly. These are d ue for payment by 28th October. The 
August invoices were paid on 1 1 th October. The "book" bank balance ( overd rawn) as at 30th Septembe r  totalled 
£1.896m. This delay in payme nt by CEC impacted on tie's overd raft limit and its ability to pay supplie rs within 
ag reed cred it te rms. Howeve r  an ag reed timetable has now been ag reed with CEC. An overd raft limit of £2m 
has been established . 
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Relationship with CEC 

tie has issued invoices to CEC to 301h September. Accrued costs and depreciation a re not included in these re
cha rges to CEC. A monthly  CEC/tie liaison meeting is held which involves representatives from CEC City 
Development, Finance and the Scottish Executive. 
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5 Detai led Expenditure Report for Period Ended 301h September 2004 

C u rre nt M o nth (S e ot'04) Y e a r  to D a te ( 6 mths to 30/9/04)  Y e a r  E nd ( 1 2 mths e nd ing 3 1 / 3/ 0 5 )  

P roje ct C o s ts ( S ta ff} 
Congestion Charging - Dewlopment 
Conaestion Charalna - Procurement 
Congestion Charging - lnfomiatlon Campaign 
W E B S  
One Ticket 
EARL 
SAK 
lngllston Park & Ride 
Trams - DPOF 
Trams - INFRACO 
Tram 1 
Tram 2 --- ------·----
Tram 3 
S ub-Total 

P roje ct C o s ts ( E xte rna I C o s ts )  
Congestion Charging - De1.elopment 
Congestion Charging - Procurement 
Congestion Charging - lnfomiatlon Campaign 
W E B S  
One Ticket 
EARL 
SAK 
lngllston Park & Ride 
Trams - DPOF 
Trams - INFRACO 
Tram 1 
Tram 2 
Tram 3 
Sub-Total 

P role ct C o s ts (T o ta l) 
Congestion Charglna - Dewlopment 
Con9_�s_t_lon Charging - Procurement 
Congestion Charging - lnfomiatlon CampalQn 
W E B S  One Ticket 
EARL 
SAK 
lngliston Park & Ride 
Trams - DPOF 
Trams - INFRACO 

'Tram 1 
··· 

Tram 2 
Tram 3 -----·-· Sub-Total 

Actua l 

1 2, 743 
1 7, 869 

5 ,335 
3,593 
2, 798 

1 9, 0 1 2  
1 3 , 773 

2,021 
1 3, 302 -· 

0 
1 0,438 
1 0,774 
1 0,599 

1 22,056 

23,254 
93, 159 

1 05,818 
1 ,  1 58,984 

0 
235,959 

0 
87,531 

3 1 4, 1 87 
0 

36,239 
32,3 1 3  
62, 749 

2 1 49,993 

35,997 
1 1 0,828 
1 1 0,953 

1 , 1 62,577 
2, 798 

254,972 
1 3, 773 
89,552 

327,489 
0 

46,677 --
--43,087 

73,347 
2,272,049 

Budge t V a ri a nce Actua l 

1 4, 7 1 8  - 1 . 973 97, 1 38 
2 1 ,9 1 2  -4,243 85,975 

0 5,335 21 ,237 
3,756 - 1 63 20, 4 1 6  
4,21 8 -1 .418 6,504 

27,245 -8,233 1 1 3, 1 25 
1 3,580 1 93 84,61 1 

893 1 ,328 1 1 ,408 
28, 1 8 1  -1 4,879 74,348 

0 0 0 
-17,864 -7.426 83, 860 

1 7,955 -7, 1 81  65; 1 86 
1 7,864 -7,265 ·a4,o58 

1 87 982 -45 928 687,864 

2,920 20,334 663,730 
281 ,01 1 -1 87,853 41 8,206 

50,000 55,8 1 8  1 47, 1 59 
849,048 309,938 4,224,582 

0 0 0 
338,0 1 3  -1 02,053 1 ,054,595 

0 0 14 ,347 
406, 1 50 -31 8,619 1 20,850 

83;725 230.462 655,850 
0 0 0 

64. 1 64 -27,925 893.433 
1 56, 1 55 - 1 23,842 41 5,253 
1 59,294 -96,545 822,683 

2 390 480 -240 487 9 428 488 

1 7  638 1 8,361 760,868 
302,923 -1 92,096 502. 1 80 

50,000 60,953 1 88,398 
852,804 309,773 4,244,999 

4 ,216 - 1 .4 1 8  6,504 
365,258 -1 1 0,286 1 ,  1 67, 720 

1 3,580 1 93 78,959 
408,843 -31 7,291 1 32,257 
1 1 1 ,908 2 1 5,583 729,998 

0 0 0 
82,028 

ir----·--
957,293 -35,351 

-----:=-fa1.024 1 74, 1 1 0  480,439 
1 77, 158 - 1 03, 8 1 1  886,720 

2,558,462 -286.413 1 0  1 1 6,332 

B ud g e t  V a ria nce 

86, 1 7 1  1 0,965 
1 1 8,389 -30,414 

0 2 1 ,237 
2 1 ,986 - 1 , 570 
24,686 - 1 8, 1 82 

1 59,490 -46,365 
8 1 , 479 - 1 6, 868 

4 ,073 7, 335 
1 65,001 -90,653 

0 0 
1 04,564 -40, 704 
1 05, 1 00 -39, 914 
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973 503 -285 639 

535,428 1 28,302 
801 ,201 -384,995 
4 1 0,000 -282,841 

6, 1 62, 928 -1 , 938,346 
0 0 

1 , 330,753 -276, 1 58 
0 1 4, 347 

1 ,238,450 - 1 ,  1 1 7, 601 
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0 0 
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621 , 599 1 39,287 
9 1 7, 590 -41 5,409 
4 1 0,000 -24 1 , 604 
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0 0 
5 1 9 , 546 .. -437, 748 
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14 352, 0 1 5  -4,235,683 

F o re ca s t  

1 84, 474 
1 9 1 , 990 

42, 577 
34, 790 
23, 303 

227, 197 
148, 8 1 1 

23,532 
334, 1 1 1  

0 
1 26,488 

T20.030 
1 27,653 

1 594 558 

862,064 
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557.423 
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0 
3,825,614 

1 4, 347 
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4,463,853 

0 
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1 ,574, 8 1 1 
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25 8 1 0  849 
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600,000 
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23, 303 
4,052,81 1 

1 62,958 
2,428, 1 1 2 
4,797,964 

270,000 

i,, 
1_,264,96_1 .. 
1 , 704,641 
1 , 720,076 

27,675 405 

B u d a  e t  

1 74,491 
247,849 

0 
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Interest on Overdraft 2,859' 1 , 360 1 606 6,270 B, 1 00 -2,830 1 6,000 1 6,200 -1 ,200 --- -- - -- - -- -----IT �r �! :I __ _ .:I :1 ° 1 °1 °1 ° 1 .• I .... LL..... 1 7,546( 20,000 0 20 000 .,..-,--------------·t-+1-----=-:::I :::1 :::1 ..:::::;::::1 :::1 ·-VI vi vi �..:>, ,cu.JI '-'I 63,780 5 1 , 000 0 5 1 , 000 
87 4241 8 8  4061 -962 568 5 1 61 SBB 5641 -20 048 1 1 1 8 998 1 1 1 8 998 0 

I I I I I -- --------______ ... .. .. _ .. __ ___ , 
o�-;;-;:i, .. a d •  ( A l l o c a te d  b ��e ct) 

I Congestion ChargJ:6ii-=Oeviiiopmeni (9.BOo/o "  I .,. c,,.o.,.,I """ --.Al ru,. l---==-c==l----,==-==11----:,--== g,-.n ... e> <g,uu- -t::O"-' 55, 7 1 5  67,679 -1 , 065 1 09,662 1 09 662 () 
lt.:OnQB!iiiOn·cherglng - PmoUrement ( 1 4. 6� 
Conges'iioncherglng - Information Campaign (O:CfOo/oJ 
W E B S (2. 50o/o ) 

1 2  755 1 2 ,896 -143 82 , 948 85,871 -2 925 1 63, 282 1 83 262 O 
o o o o o a o o O 

2, 1 66 2 , 2 1 0  -25 1 4 , 2 1 3  1 4 , 7 1 4  -501 27,976 �976 O 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ����r::.\���Oo/o 1--. 

1 s,aSQ --1 e:oa7 - 1 78 1 03, 1 2Q 1 06 766 -3 637 202 QB6 202 986 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - · 1 1� 4 1 e 1··· -s1 2 , 0 721 · 2 , 7e0

1
-94

1 
5 2s9� s:-2sg· o ·---i-·l--... -.. "'I A .d.nCII 1 F\ �O.d -

-
·---I R..d.Y- --,

nA 71 0  ··--
-

1· 1 0', 473 -3. 763 - 21�36 21 0, 036 0 

SAK �O.OOo/oL__ 
Tn'"gflston_Paik & Rid""

c-
e-_f"'o=-. 4-=-a

=

o,.
"".�) --------------+1- 11 

A •  
Trarns - D P O F  .. ..{1 6.77%)__ · -• ·--

1 ·
-,-- '

I · - ·,--�· -�-�· �-,--���-VI '-'I VJ O O a· 0 0 O Trams - INFRACO (0. 00°/o) ..... ,.... ,.... - - -

Tram 1 ( 1 1 . 69o/o l  __________ __ ________ _. Trern 2{1 1 .�ffi 
T�m 3 ( 1 1 . B9o/o) 
S"L � • • 

_..2.Q., 395 __ 1 0 ,51 1 1 -1 ·1 71 67,697 6_?,980 -2��-� 1 33, 049 1 3�04�. -o 
1 0,447 1 0, 664 1 - 1 1 7 1 67,Q38 70 333 -2.396 1 33, 720 1 33, 720 0 
1 0, 3951 1 0, 5 1 1 1 - 1 1 71 67,5Q7 69,980 -2,384 1 33, 049 1 33,049 O 
87,4241 13_8,4Q,!SI -9821 !:i!;S8,t;;16 t;;8Q,§64 -20,Q<!-"! _ _1,1"113_,Q98 1,1 1 8,QQ13_ Q 

P roje c t  C o e_ta {T o ta l  Incl.  O H }  �--- _ ____ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ _____ _ _ _ _ --- -� 
Congestion Charg.J..!!a - Development 44,565 26,300 .:!_8,265 8 1 6, 580 879 278 1 3r.i_™ ____ 1 , 1 56 1 29E.�!. L�Q"! 24 9�� 

�.!251�!!.!�£!:!£� - P rocurement 1 23,683 3 1 6 ,822 -1 02, 23Q 686, 1 27 1 0�3,461 -41 0 334 2, 0230 701 2,048i.71 1 -2 6  0 1 0  
Conqestlon Chaminc - Information Campa fan 1 1  O.t. 953 � 0 000 -----�.Q.!.�63 1 68 1 396 41 o, OOQ. �4 1 ,  604 600 000 600 , 000 0 
W E B S  1 1 84, 763 855,0 1 4  309,74_8 4, 259, 2 1 2 6 , 1 99,628 - 1 ,94014 1 6  7 , 7 7 1 , 577. 7, 77 1 , 577 D_ 
One Tlcket 2, 798 4,2 1 6  -1 , 4 1 8  6, 604 24,686 - 1 6 , 1 02 23, 303 4 9  982 -26, 679 

��L -·-------·· ·---··----·- ··-····-·· _ 2��
:��� ��:��· � 1�: -·�·�::· -·1:s���:--:a�:�� ---��:·;·:-:-� -4��:;:��� -----·-·----... � 

inAliston Perk & Ride 89 963 407,259 -3 1 7, 296 1 34 929 1 245,28Q - 1 , �1 ·1 0, 3·ao 2 , 433-:-afi �. 539 -30, ·1 e8 
Trams - OPOF 343 898 1 28 , 600 2 1 5, 398 836,709 771 , 000 65,70 9  6, 008 , 000 6, 00B, 000 O 
Trams - INFR.ACO O O O O O O O O O 
Tram 1 

1 1 67 071 1 1 0241890 689, 626 436 364

1 

1 3�!!,E_!.9_ 

:::�� � =�:�=� �:=.��� � :��;:�:� =:::.��-:--_--;_�::�. �-�� !�.-�-�-;--�--�--+-----=� 
Sub-Total I I 2,3?9,4 73[ 21B4_f:5,l;S��l- -=�B7&�_f?_l 1Q, 6B4,B4BI 1 4,940,6�'1L ·=':h�_f26,731 I 28, 624,4031 28,392,7831 1 31,620 

F.  
··-- - ------ ----- --

n=-----r I - I Sp•;;i�;;r. l-�-.::d�r�i------1 
_.( t f'.l_ C:: _ _ I_ 0/_ l:i_d_aTr;;-;:;;-;.�f V a  rl a nee 

F o ra c a s t  P roje c t  O u t-turn• 
Con eation Chiii-gH;., 

I 

4,367, 1 1 8

1 

3�QiB�J.!.!4

] 

384, 334 
Con.9�.!!!lon Chargln 3,381 2 1 7  2,742 1860 638, 357 
ConQeSilori-ChE'lrQirlQ--:··infOirnEitiOn-camJi&lgn eoo,ooo eoo,ooo o 
W E B S  1 0, 0441600 1 0, 044 600 0 

o�-Tick�----.. -----· _ . ...:!..?.:.r.i.?�.:! -··-.:! .. ?.:.�,.�.�:! ··------·-� .. «?. 
E.���-····- . --·-.. -- 5, 000 000 

-
-�.LQ.20,000 _q 

SAK 1 e2.g5e 1 62 , 068 0 
'T,,giiaton Park & Ride _ _: ·------=-·----- 2 , 539, 788 2t.�.?� .r.!!!!3 . -36::C,94 
Trams - DPOF 5 , 008, 000 6 008 000 O 
Trams - INFRACO O ci' 0 
Tram 1 * 6 360 ,247 6, 026_, 000 �5,247 
Tram 2 • 5,009_,000 -g;QOQ,Q()o O 
Tr arn 3 I I I I I I I 3,5Cl_b, oob) 3 , soo , obol o 

Sub-Total - - r· i- - I I I I I I .•rn.1 �"1_.92 1( 44,.!3_�().97Zl 1,31 1,644 
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�,---- -- - --- t-----------------------------1 
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6 Balance Sheet - Month End and Year to Date Progress 

Y e a r  E nde d 1 M onth E nd e d  2 M onths E nd e d  3 M onths E nd e d  4 M o nths E nd e d  5 M onths E nd e d  6 M o nths E nde d -
3 1 /03/2004 30/04/2004 3 1 /05/2004 30/06/2004 3 1 / 07/2004 3 1 / 08/2004 30/09/2004 -

F IXED A S S E T S  34,090 35,800 36,252 39,774 98,473 97, 1 22 94,634 
34,090 35,800 36,252 39,774 98,473 97, 1 22 94,634 

C U R R E N T  A S S E T S  
Trade Debtors 2,003,455 3,221 ,220 3,404,964 3,083,030 3,082,234 5, 1 88,900 5,357,348 -
Other Debtors 5,774 4,282 4,282 4,425 4,425 4,425 4,425 -
Prepayments & Accrued Income 20,788 20,304 20,009 1 ,  1 78 883 0 0 
CEC Loan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Petty Cash 424 62 1 1 2  69 319 25 18 

2,030,441 3,245,868 3,429,367 3,088,702 3,087,860 5, 1 93,350 5,361 ,791 . 
C U R R E N T  LIA BILI T I E S  
Trade Creditors 1 ,925, 102 1 ,251 ,205 1 ,388,699 1 ,862,376 2,460,584 2, 1 95,592 1 ,7 1 2,746 . 

J:mployee Creditor -209 577 523 53 721 169 32 -
Bank Account -229,479 1 ,21 8,285 1 ,  1 02,852 405,61 2 -46,864 2,326,045 1 ,895,795 -
Pension Creditor 1 1 ,985 1 2,615 1 3,245 1 0, 546 10,598 9,973 1 0,540 -
Lease Liabilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -
Accruals 273,948 749,828 888, 1 94 784,784 704,732 688,960 1 ,741 ,287 
VAT Payable/(Refundable) 56,514 19,465 38,960 29,879 1 8,870 32,401 56,643 -
PAYE/Nie 25,670 28,667 32,095 34,228 36,692 35, 1 78 37,236 
Corporation Tax 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Creditors 0 26 52 0 0 1 , 1 56 1 , 146 

2,063,531 3,280,668 3,464,61 9 3,1 27,476 3, 1 85,333 5,289,472 5,455,425 
N E T  CU R R E N T  A S S E T S / ( LIAB ILIT IE S )  -33,090 -34,800 -35,252 -38,775 -97,473 -96, 1 22 -93,635 . 

Liabilities > 1 Year 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 

N E
°
T A S S E T S  1 ,000 1 ,000 1 ,000  999 1 ,000 1 ,000  1 ,000  . 

. 
R e pre se nted b y :  

Share Capital . 1 ,000 1 ,000 1 ,000 1 , 000 1 ,000 1 ,000 1 ,000 -
Reser.es 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 
Profit & Loss Account 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
B a la nce a s  a t  P e riod E nd 1 ,000 

-
1 ,000  1 ,000  1 ,000  1 ,000  1 ,000  1 ,000 
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'7 Cash Flow - Year to Date and Forecast--
i---· ·---i--·-·-···T·--,·---

r·-, i 
r··· .... -·--r·-·--··-----r----· 

Sep-04 : I _ I I -+-t-- 1 I I I t---1 1--! .. ---·-�· .. =t=.----t-----....... �------ �
·
-,-""o

"'
,

..-
--,M�.--0

"'
•
"'

""--J""u-:""=_�r
UAL 

Jul-041 Aug-04 s;;;::i.i4 _
F
_O_R_E_5�,· N� Oac--041 Jan..06 Fab-05 �;:cs ---T-�W 

Bala
�

�d__ 1--==1--·-·--· 1-229,478.91 1 -1 ,21 8,284.50�1, 1 02,852.0°i-405,61 1 .62j 46,664. 12f::"2,326,044.501 ·1, 895, 794.49 1-1 ,1 33,741 .31 8�41 .311-1 , 133, 741 .3.i+-1 , 1 33,741 .31 1 -1 , 1 33, 741 .31 1.. 229,478.91 

Income 
1 1 7  ic.nl 1 7:� 2,137,105.871 

--- --·-·· ------- ----------------· 
S�les. Ledger 

I ' " 
.
...... , ''' ....... 

, 
....... Mlecellaneous ...... ... ... JU.VU! J.00 3,795.39 9,8 1 0.841 

1 ,921!.,69 2,447,497.79 3, 644,400.9 1 l 0.00 0.00 
943.74 2, 163.20 o.oo, 0.00 0.00 

.l 1 27.50 1 .762,365.26 2,555,42 1 .39j 2, 146,916.51j 2,672.43 2,449,660.99 3,644,400.9 1 ,  0.00 0.00 
I 

1 ,880,962.38 2;11 778. 73 0.00 
552.69 1,000.00 0.00 0.00 

1 26,895.93 168,689. 00 0.00 0.00 

"-"=-"-'"""-"""'-"'"'-'-==='-"2"'.0'"'1"'9'-.4"1"'0;.;.9'-C8'-='2."8"'8"'-2, 347. 73 0.00 
Nat Mo...,man

! 
In Month I I 1

-1,447,783.41
1 

115,432.50
1 

697,240.36
1 

452,475. 74j -2,372,908.62! 430,250.011 762,053. 181 0.001 0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.001 

0.00 0.00 12,545,039.04 
o.oo ---if.'"oo --16.126.1i1 
0.00 0.00 _12,561,765.01 

0.00 0.00 0.00 1 2,974,677.07 
0.00 0.00 0.00 9,820.15 
0.00 0.00 0.00 940,468.01 
0.00 0.00 0.00 13,924,965.23 
0.001 0.001 0.00, 

-
1 ,363,220.22 

Beiance Clforwerd -1 ,218,284.501 -1 , 102,652 .00 

I 
-405,611.62) 46,8640 1 2l ·2,326,044.50j ·1,895,794.49j-l, 133, 741.31J.:1, 1 33,7_4_1,31j-1, 1 33,741 .31 !-f;133,74f::jjj .1 ,1 33.741 .31 j-1 , 1 33, 741 .31j -1 ,1 33,741 ,31 

,NEXT MONJ FORECAsl Assumpiiori;---
-

-1 
----+-- - -.. ·± ·---·J--------[····-----·---1 -----1-----1----·-·1-------1----.. --

i I ====r I 
---1---.. -· . i1��!?-c1��---===: : : :=�=f==��==I-- --4 --- - -1 t . . -

- -----1=:t;;;.;�;�:� BF'.: ___ . ____ �;::� ��: �::�:1 :::: : : ::��: 
------ -�----· - ---- -- - - - -- - _ 2��:�::. �� ___ ·- -

--� ·--__ ---------- ---- 1 

t� ��':.�� --·-·-!l .. o,.'!�_Cl-��.E'.����1d 1 1110104 ! 938, 649.11 ____ ¥ �-� . _ .  � 
B'�::�:: :::�:::���'- -�:: :� ��� �� ---- -------- - ------ ------ 88�:;::�1------:--, · - .�. . ·-3 

molces lssued to CEO No. 44 Due 2811 0/04 262, 987.35 
I lmoices issued b CEC No. 45 Due 28/10/04 549, 738.03 

r-1nwlces Issued lo CEC No. 48 Due 28f10/04J 1 1, 730.48 

nwlces Issued lo CEC No. 48 Due 28/101041 J__ _____ _ 605, 882.4.3 

tjmoices issued lo CEC No. 47 Due 28110/04: l 31. 753.49 

"' _,_ "'"""""' -""'�� o� ,,,,,'1J>" MOOO ' ' ,,o,o>, . .  - - - - - ��� 
I t�:':�:: 1�:��*�:����-iiii�iik:::::�:: -------·--·- -·---- ----- ------L- H:�:;� ------ - -- ------ ------- ------ -----+-·--·-·-i----�-��------�� - I 

-
3, 844,400.91 

- -+ ----
!Accrued 1ncome etc. -, ·1 J 1, 712,947.23 1 -----

-
-- ---

------- ---------- -------------t- -·-- - --
I 
I 

Trade Debtors per Balance Sheet 6, 357,348.14 I j-
--

-
-

�.e_�-��!_i�_r�J 
Purchase Led.ier 

I Aged C,.edltors llst@ 3019104 J Trada Cradltont ar Balam:::a Shaet 1.712, nB. 731 ·-- ------ ------2 
1 

- -c;;;u·· ena;11 
--

1,000,000.00 I 
....... _._.,, .............. ------· --�-.. �-...... -----·-----+·-.. -----.. -· - 2, 712, 778. 73 _ --- -----

Conllgencle11 1�_1=1000.oo! ,----

Miscellaneous 
---- -- -

HMC&E - VAT RelUm ID 30/0/01 iQ."_O_ f<>rpo)<Tlont31/1 0/04/l____ ___ J_ I I I I I 56,843.00 

t= ____ L_,_ Octob�P#;-r.�-����:�g�����I-==�:.=--- _...:=-=::-_:___ I ___ ,, __ --·-.. --
- -

�:�t�t-
--- I I -i---·-----, 

�

Penslon:=:a
1n�:�

�
:;�e���:i�;���4

]

:

____ ----... - _ ·--·-----· --·---··-·--· ---·--·-· ... -.... ··------ ·········-----
-
·-· .... 

10
,

54

�:: --.,.; - ---·- -__________ ! 
I ----

L-·-- I Bank Charges br month · ------ 100.00_ -·---�-----1-------a' ____ .. ____ "i"""'''"----·-·t---
I I Patty Cash for month I 60.00 1 

I r 1 168,669.ao 
I J �  ___  J I 

Accrued E,q)endibJre, Capital Grentlflxed Ass_�t P"':rC�fJ,S� __ elc. l Accrnala per Balance Sheet 1,741,288.83 
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Edinburgh Airport Rall Link 
20/10/2004 

Paul Prescott 
Alan Somerville 
Other PM Costs (Susan, Karen & Mark) 
Overheads 
SWH 
CARs/Contlngency 
AEG via SWH - Geotech Inv 
Masons - Topo 
Andy Sloan/Donaldsons 

AEA 
DSK - Legal Adv 
PWC-Financlal Adv 
Media House 
HSE 
PUK 

Expenses 
Network Rail 
Colliers Cre (Carlowrle) 
Jeff Knight, Transport Modelltng, Halcrow 

Transport Modelling Consult 
Weber Shandwtck EARL website link 
Mott MacDonald for SKM mtg 

£1 , 328,601 .00 

Forecast for Oct 

£4, 500.00 
£4,600.00 

£14,500. 00 
£ 16,000.00 

£ 1 75,643 . 54 
£7,297.28 

£ 1 9,353.00 
L0.00 

L2,500.00 

L5,950.00 
£42,000.00 
£ 1 7, 1 1 5.00 
£23,005.00 

£300. 00 
£9,000.00 

£500.00 
£ 10,000.00 

£0.00 
£3,000.00 

L0.00 
£ 1 95.00 

£0.00 

£355,458 . 82 

- -

Forecast for Nov 

£4,500.00 
£4,600.00 

£ 14,500.00 
£ 1 6,000.00 

£ 142, 971 . 18 
£ 1 , 136.25 

£0.00 
L0.00 

£2, 500.00 

£ 12,500.00 
£41 ,000.00 
£25,620.00 

£ 15 1 ,028.00 
£300.00 

£9,000.00 

£500.00 
£ 1 ,000.00 

£0.00 
£3,000.00 

L 12,500.00 
£0.00 
£0.00 

£442,655.43 

- - - - - - -

Forecast for Dec Forecast for Jan Forecast for Feb Forecast for March 

£4,500.00 £4,500.00 £4,500.00 £4, 500.00 
£4,600.00 £4,600.00 £4,600.00 £4,600.00 

£ 14,500.00 £ 14,500.00 £ 14,500.00 £ 14,500.00 
£ 1 6,000.00 £ 1 6,000.00 £ 1 6,000.00 £ 1 6,000.00 
£60,312 .90 £58,758.64 £60,340.03 £36,320.23 
£ 12,500.00 £ 12,500.00 £5,000.00 £5,000.00 

L0.00 £0.00 L0.00 £0.00 
L0.00 L0.00 £0.00 L0.00 

£2,500.00 £2,500.00 £2,500.00 £2, 500.00 

£ 12,500.00 £7,000.00 £7,000.00 £7,000.00 
£46,200.00 £51 ,475.00 £47, 150.00 £57,000.00 
£31 ,600.00 £3 1 ,600.00 £31 ,600.00 £31 ,600.00 
£20,000.00 £20,000.00 £20,000.00 £20,000.00 

£300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 
£9,000.00 £9,000.00 £9,000.00 £9,000.00 

£500.00 £500.00 £500.00 £500.00 
£ 1 ,000.00 £ 1 ,000.00 £ 1 ,000.00 £ 1 ,000.00 

L0.00 LO.DO LO.DO £0.00 
£3,000.00 £3,000.00 L3,000.00 L3,000.00 

£ 12 ,500.00 £ 12,500.00 £ 12 ,500.00 £0.00 
£0.00 £0.00 £0.00 £0.00 
£0. 00 £0.00 £0.00 £0.00 

£25 1 , 5 1 2. 90 £249, 733.64 £239,490.03 £2 12,820. 23 
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Edinburgh Airport Rall Link 
20/1 0/2004 

Paul Prescott 
Alan Somervl lle 
Other PM Costs (Susan, Karen & Mark) 

Overheads 

SWH 

CARs/Contfngency 
AEG via SWH - Geotech Inv 

Masons - Topo 
Andy Sloan/Donaldsons 

AEA 

OSK - Legal Adv 

PWC-Flnancfal Adv 

Media House 
HSE 

PUK 

Expenses 

Network Rall 

Colliers Cre (Carlowrle) 

Jeff Knight, Transport Modelling, Halcrow 

Transport Modelling Consult 

Weber Shandwfck EARL website link 

Mott MacDonald for SKM mtg 

£1 , 328,601 . 00 

Forecast for Oct 

£4,500.00 
£4,600.00 

£14,500.00 
£16,000.00 

£ 1 75,643.54 
£7,297.28 

£19,353.00 
£0.00 

£2,500.00 

£5,950.00 
£42,000.00 
£ 17, 1 1 5.00 
£23,005.00 

£300.00 
£9,000.00 

£500.00 
£10,000.00 

£0.00 
£3,000.00 

£0.00 
£ 1 95.00 

£0.00 

£355,458.82 

- -
Forecast for Nov 

£4,500.00 
£4,600.00 

£ 14,500.00 
£ 16,000.00 

£ 142 ,971 . 18 
£ 1 , 1 36.25 

£0.00 
£0.00 

£2,500.00 

£ 12,500.00 
£41 ,000.00 
£25,620.00 

£ 1 5 1 ,028.00 
£300.00 

£9,000.00 

£500.00 
£1 ,000.00 

£0.00 

£3,000.00 

£ 12,500.00 
£0.00 

£0.00 

£442,655.43 

- - - - - - -

Forecast for Dec Forecast for Jan Forecast for Feb Forecast for March 

£4,500.00 £4,500.00 £4, 500.00 £4,500.00 
£4,600.00 £4,600.00 £4,600.00 £4,600.00 

£ 14,500.00 £ 14,500.00 £ 14,500.00 £ 14,500.00 
£16,000.00 £ 16,000.00 £ 1 6,000.00 £ 16,000.00 
£60,3 12 .90 £58,758.64 £60,340.03 £36,320.23 
£ 12,500.00 £ 12,500.00 £5,000.00 £5,000.00 

£0.00 £0.00 £0.00 £0.00 
£0.00 £0.00 £0.00 £0.00 

£2,500.00 £2, 500.00 £2,500.00 £2,500.00 

£ 12,500.00 £7,000.00 £7,000.00 £7,000.00 
£46,200.00 £51 ,475.00 £47, 150.00 £57,000.00 
£31 ,600.00 £31 ,600.00 £3 1 ,600.00 £31 ,600.00 
£20,000.00 £20,000.00 £20,000.00 £20,000.00 

£300.00 £300.00 £300.00 £300.00 

£9,000.00 £9,000.00 £9,000.00 £9,000.00 

£500.00 £500.00 £500.00 £500.00 
£ 1 ,000.00 £ 1 ,000.00 £ 1 , 000.00 £ 1 ,000.00 

£0.00 £0.00 £0.00 £0.00 
£3,000.00 £3,000.00 £3,000.00 £3,000.00 

£ 12,500.00 £ 12,500.00 £ 12,500.00 £0.00 
£0.00 £0.00 £0.00 £0.00 

£0.00 £0.00 £0.00 £0.00 

£25 1 , 5 12 . 90 £249, 733.64 £239,490.03 £212,820.23 

G:\05 Heavy Rail\05.0 1  Airport Rail Link\05.01 .08  Financial & contract lssues\Financial\Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb March Forecasts upd with PWC 

- - - - -

£3,080,272.05 
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Communications 

a) ITI Communications 
b) Stakeholder Report 

C = Commercially Confidential 
* = Paper enclosed 

Agenda Item 6 
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Heavy Rail 

a) EARL * 
b) SAK * 

C = Commercially Co nfidential 
* = Paper enclosed 

Agenda Item 7 

TRS00018644_0187 



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

Ite
m

 7
 a

 &
 b

 -
C

o
m

m
er

ci
al

ly
 C

on
fi

de
n

ti
al

 

P
ap

er
 t

o
: 

ti
e 

B
o

ar
d

 
2

5th
 O

ct
o

b
er

 2
00

4
 

S
u

bj
e

ct
: 

H
ea

vy
 R

a
il 

U
p

d
at

e 

F
ro

m
: 

P
a

u
l 

P
re

sc
o

tt
 

D
at

e
: 

18
t h 

O
ct

o
be

r 
2

00
4

 

Ed
in

bu
rg

h 
A

ir
po

rt
 R

ai
l L

in
k 

(S
us

an
 C

la
rk

) 

P
ub

lic
 C

on
su

lta
tio

n 
P

ub
lic

 C
on

su
lta

tio
n 

fo
r 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t w

ill
 b

e
 la

un
ch

ed
 o

n 
81h

 N
ov

em
be

r 
by

 N
ic

ol
 

S
te

ph
en

. 
T

he
 s

co
pe

 o
f 

th
e 

co
ns

ul
ta

tio
n 

ha
s 

al
so

 b
ee

n 
ag

re
ed

 b
y 

S
E

. 
T

hi
s 

m
ea

ns
 t

ha
t t

he
 c

on
su

lta
tio

n 
pr

oc
es

s 
w

ill
 b

e 
co

m
pl

et
ed

 b
y 

C
hr

is
tm

as
. 

D
at

es
 

fo
r 

S
ta

ke
ho

ld
er

 m
ee

tin
gs

 a
nd

 t
he

 P
ub

lic
 M

ee
tin

g 
ar

e 
be

in
g 

ar
ra

ng
ed

 a
t 

pr
es

en
t. 

T
he

 f
ul

l 
im

pa
ct

 
of

 
th

e 
de

la
y 

is
 

be
in

g 
as

se
ss

ed
 a

t 
pr

es
en

t 
to

 
un

de
rs

ta
nd

 th
e 

fin
al

 im
pa

ct
 o

n 
in

tro
du

ct
io

n 
of

 th
e 

B
ill 

to
 P

ar
lia

m
en

t. 

Pr
oj

ec
t G

ov
er

na
n

ce
 

N
o

 p
ro

gr
es

s 
ap

pe
ar

s 
to

 h
av

e 
be

en
 

m
ad

e 
w

ith
 t

he
 q

ue
st

io
n 

of
 w

ho
 w

ill
 

pr
om

ot
e 

th
e 

EA
R

L 
B

ill 
si

nc
e 

th
e 

la
st

 r
ep

or
t t

o
 B

oa
rd

. A
s 

H
yb

rid
 B

ill
 le

gi
sl

at
io

n 
do

es
 n

ot
 e

xi
st

 w
ith

in
 t

he
 S

co
tti

sh
 P

ar
lia

m
en

t, 
th

er
e 

is
 a

 p
ot

en
tia

l 
im

pa
ct

 o
n 

pr
og

ra
m

m
e 

if 
M

in
is

te
rs

 d
ec

id
e 

to
 p

ro
m

ot
e 

th
e 

B
ill

 t
he

m
se

lv
es

. 
T

he
 P

ro
je

ct
 

T
ea

m
 c

on
tin

ue
s 

to
 p

ro
vi

de
 a

dv
ic

e 
to

 S
E

 in
 r

el
at

io
n 

to
 p

ro
m

ot
io

n 
of

 th
e 

B
ill

 b
ut

 
pr

es
su

re
 f

ro
m

 B
oa

rd
 

le
ve

l 
co

nt
in

ue
s 

to
 b

e
 r

eq
ui

re
d 

un
til

 
th

is
 m

at
te

r 
is

 
re

so
lv

ed
. 

Pr
oc

ur
em

en
t 

D
et

ai
le

d 
w

or
k 

ha
s 

be
en

 
on

go
in

g 
to

 a
ss

es
s 

th
e 

be
st

 p
ro

cu
re

m
en

t 
ro

ut
e,

 
pa

ck
ag

in
g 

op
tim

is
at

io
n 

an
d 

co
nt

ra
ct

in
g

 
st

ra
te

gy
 

fo
r 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t. 

T
he

 
P

ro
cu

re
m

en
t 

w
or

ki
ng

 G
ro

up
 (

P
W

G
) 

se
es

 m
er

if 
in

 t
he

 b
un

dl
in

g 
of

 c
er

ta
in

 
as

pe
ct

s 
of

 t
he

 c
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
as

 e
ar

ly
 w

or
ks

 t
o 

fa
ci

lit
at

e 
de

-ri
sk

in
g 

th
e 

m
ai

n 
w

or
ks

 a
nd

 a
ch

ie
ve

 g
re

at
er

 c
os

t 
an

d 
pr

og
ra

m
m

e 
ce

rt
ai

nt
y.

 I
nd

ee
d 

a 
re

ce
nt

 
as

se
ss

m
en

t h
as

 in
di

ca
te

d 
th

at
 th

e 
pr

og
ra

m
m

e 
m

ay
 s

lip
 a

s· 
m

uc
h 

as
 2

-3
 y

ea
rs

 
if 

w
or

ks
 n

ot
 p

er
m

itt
ed

 in
 a

dv
an

ce
 o

f 
R

oy
al

 A
ss

en
t. 

T
he

se
 e

le
m

en
ts

 i
nc

lu
de

 
la

nd
 

ac
qu

is
iti

on
, 

gr
ou

nd
 

in
ve

st
ig

at
io

n,
 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l 
m

on
ito

rin
g,

 
ut

ili
ty

 
di

ve
rs

io
ns

, 
m

in
e 

w
or

k 
st

ab
ili

sa
tio

n 
(if

 r
eq

ui
re

d)
 a

nd
 o

ut
lin

e
 d

es
ig

n 
to

 te
nd

er
 

do
cu

m
en

ta
tio

n 
st

ag
e.

 
A

 
pa

pe
r 

on
 

th
is

 i
s 

be
in

g 
pr

es
en

te
d 

to
 

th
e 

EA
R

L 
O

pe
ra

tin
g 

G
ro

up
 o

n 
20

th
 O

ct
ob

er
 a

nd
 w

ill 
be

 d
is

cu
ss

ed
 w

ith
 S

E
 o

n 
th

e 
sa

m
e 

da
y.

 In
 p

ar
al

le
l t

he
 c

os
ts

 fo
r t

he
se

 a
re

 b
ei

ng
 d

ev
el

op
ed

. 

TR
S0

00
18

64
4_

01
88

 

II 
IJfrmm=
f/Wjft!)j 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Item 7 a & b - Commercially Confidential 
For the main works the most app ropriate contract types are being reviewed . 
Work so fa r has ind icated that there are 3 types that are aligned w ith tie' s 
requirements and these are being reviewed in further detail at p resent. 

Planning 
The p aper d ue to be  p resented t9 Planning Committee on 30th S eptember 
was pulled due to the consultation d elay. There is a special Planning 
committee on 3rd November and it has been recommend ed to CEC that a 
paper is p resented at this meeting . 

3rd Parties 
Discussions with BAA and Network Rail are continuing with the aim of 
ag reeing Head s of Terms in advance of introd uction of the Bill. 

TRS00018644_0189 
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Item 7 a & b - Commercially Confidential 

Stir ling-Alloa-Kincardine (Richard Hudson) 

The three workstreams of Technical, Operations & Contracts and Legal have 
been prog ressing in p arallel toward s the p reviously ag reed target d ates for 
phase 1 as follows: 

• 29/10/04 

• 17/11/04 

• 11/11/04 

• 10/1/05 

Agreement of Target Cost and Completion of Phase 1. 

Network Rail I nvestment Board Approval of Asset 
Protection Agreement. 

Council Approval to go to Phase 2. 

Commencement of Construction. 

The First N uttall team have prog ressed the outline d esign and ,  throug h  a 
series of risk and valu e workshops, have developed a g reater understanding 
of the project risks and id entified areas of potential added value. 

The in itial thoughts on the phase 2 programme have been issued and this has 
generated an approximate date for completion of construction works of April 
2006 .  However, more work is being undertaken to understand the implications 
of this date on opening of the l ine to take into consid eration d river training ,  
available d isruptive possession s and commissioning .  This d ate is obviously 
d ependant  on the above Phase1 d ates being achieved. 

The first review of the budget cost for phase 2 has been prepared and this is 
d iscussed in more d etail in Item 2. However, it is clear that, based on the level 
of detail p roduced to d ate and the current understand ing/perception of project 
risks, this cost is unacceptable. 

The Asset Protection Agreement (APA) with Network Rail has been d rafted 
and d iscussed at several meeting s. Several of the key issues have been 
agreed . H owever, key issues regarding Track Access Revenues, 
Performance Benefits and the funding of maintenance of the in frastructure 
prior to its entry into the Regu latory Asset Base remain to be agreed. It has 
also become clear that N etwork Rail requ ire to have ag reed a scope of works 
for the project, which will be  append ed to the APA. To this end ,  it has been 
agreed with NR that d ialogue with NR's asset engineers will be requ ired and 
this has been agreed. 

This will serve two purposes: 

(a) It will form the basis of an ag reement of the scope of' the works for 
inclusion in the APA. 

and 

(b ) It will clarify man y  of the d esign assumptions and remove several of the 
perceived project risks. 

TRS00018644 0190 
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Item 7 a & b - Commercially Confidential 
Conclusion 

The current understanding of project risks and their effect on the target cost 
fo r the project, especially in relation to mineworkings and sign alling issues is 
inad equate to take the project forward at this stage. Further investigatory 
works should be carried out to und erstand the extent of possible remed iation 
works. In  add ition, it is clear, now that th is has been agreed with Network Rail, 
that d ialogue is required with their Asset Engineers to understand and ag ree 
the scope of the engineering works. 

Add itionally, the status of the negotiations with Network Rail over certain key 
issues in the Asset Protection Ag reement will make it very unlikely that an 
agreed document could be submitted to their Third Party Enhancement Panel 
on 1 th November. 

This strategy was agreed at the Operating Group of 1 4th October 2004. 

TRS00018644_0191 
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AOB -

a)  Future Meetings 2005 dates * 
b) Procurement Pol icy * 

C = Commercially Confidential 
* = Paper enclosed 
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2005 PROPOSED tie OPCOM & BOARD MEETING DATES 

PROPOSED 
DAY DATE MEETING 

Mondav 1 7th Januarv OPCOM 
Friday 21st January tie BOARD MEETING 
Monday 1 4th Februarv OPCOM 
Monday 21st February tie BOARD MEETING 
Monday 1 4th March OPCOM 
Monday 21 st March tie BOARD MEETING 
Monday 1 1 th Aoril OPCOM 

Tuesday* 1 9th April tie BOARD MEETING 
Monday 1 6th May OPCOM 
Tuesday** 24th May tie BOARD MEETING 
Monday 1 3th June OPCOM 
Monday 20th June tie BOARD MEETING 
Monday 1 8th July OP COM 
Monday 25th July tie BOARD MEETING 
Monday 1 5th Auoust OPCOM 
Monday 22nd August tie BOARD MEETING 
Monday 1 2th Seotember OPCOM 
Tuesday*** 20th September tie BOARD MEETING 
Monday 1 7th October OPCOM 
Monday 24th October tie BOARD MEETING 
Monday 1 4th November OPCOM 

Tuesday 22nd November tie BOARD MEETING 
Monday 1 2th December OPCOM 
Monday 1 9th December tie BOARD MEETING 

* = Alternative Dates for: 
* 1 8/4/05 Easter Monday 
**Monday 23/5/05 Bank Holiday 
***Monday 1 9/9/05 Public Holiday 

TIME 
1 0.00 - 12 .00 
10.00 - 1 2.00 
1 0.00 - 12 .00 
1 0.00 • 1 2.00 
1 0.00 - 1 2.00 
10.00 - 12.00 
10.00 - 1 2.00 
1 0.00 - 1 2.00 
1 0.00 - 1 2.00 
10.00 - 12.00 
10.00 - 1 2.00 
1 0.00 - 12.00 
1 0.00 - 12 .00 
1 0.00 - 1 2.00 
1 0.00 - 1 2 .00 
1 0.00 - 12.00 
1 0.00 - 1 2.00 
1 0.00 - 1 2.00 
10.00 - 1 2.00 
10.00 • 1 2.00 
1 0.00 - 1 2.00 
10.00 - 1 2.00 
1 0.00 - 1 2.00 
10.00 - 1 2.00 

G:\09 Business Admin\Office Admin\Future OPCOM and BOARD Meeting schedule - 2005 

LOCATION 
Labour Grouo Room CEC 

tie Board Room, Verity House 
Labour Grouo Room, CEC 

tie Board Room, Verity House 
Labour Grouo Room, CEC 

tie Board Room, Verity House 
Labour Grouo Room CEC 

tie Board Room, Verity House 
Labour Grouo Room CEC 

tie Board Room, Verity House 
Labour Group Room CEC 

tie Board Room, Verity House 
Labour Grouo Room CEC 

tie Board Room, Verity House 
Labour Grouo Room. CEC 

tie Board Room, Verity House 
Labour Group Room CEC 

tie Board Room, Verity House 
Labour Group Room CEC 

tie Board Room, Verity House 
Labour Grouo Room, CEC 

tie Board Room, Verity House 
Labour Group Room CEC 

tie Board Room, Verity House 

1 3:5619/1 0/2004 

TRS00018644_0194 
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ii Agenda Item 8b 

Note: Procurement Pol icy 

As part of the continuing Business Improvement Programme attached is the 
proposed Procurement Policy for Board approval. 

M. Bourke 
19th October 2004 

TRS00018644_0197 
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Item 8b 

Procurement Pol icy 

1 . 1  

1 . 2  

1 . 3  

1 .4 

1 . 5  

1 .6  

tie l im ited employs approximately 30 staff and has budgeted expenditure i n  
excess of  £24 mi l l ion for 2004/5. tie are responsible for the procurement, project 
management and  del ivery of approximately £1 .4  bi l l ion of transport schemes 
incl uding congestion charging, tram, heavy ra i l ,  parking, bus and ticketing related 
proiects over the next 5-10 years.  
As with other del ivery organisations, our normal practice is to award business 
throuqh competition which supports the key elements of tie's procurement Policv. 
tie's prime objective of procurement is to select the most economica l ly 
advantageous tender and achieve value  for money (VFM ) .  tie seek the optimum 
combination of whole l ife costs and qual ity to meet the Project Sponsor's 
requ irements through procurement of professional ,  contracting, supply and 
operational  services. 
tie wil l  review the procurement options avai lable to ensure that su itable delivery 
mechan isms are adopted that are fit for purpose and appropriate for the ind ividual 
project needs. Th is Pol icy is supported by tie's procedures for the Development 
of a Procurement Strategy. 
An important part of this approach has been the introduction of this Procurement 
Pol icy which was approved by tie's Board on [25 October 2004] . This Policy is 
supported by procedures for the Preparation of Tender Documentation and 
Evaluation of Pre-Qualifications and Tenders for use on al l  schemes which 
provides detai led guidance on how procurement wi l l  be dea lt with. 
The Pol icy set out in this document covers the fol lowing areas : -

• Procurement Strategy; 
• Value for Money; 
• Competition ; 
• Lega l Ob l igations; 
• Secondees; 
• Contract Management; and 
• Susta inable Procurement. 

2 . 1  tie undertake t o  identify the most appropriate procurement strategy that 
transfers and shares design, development, supply, construction and operational 
risks with the Private Sector. tie plan to undertake this decision making process 
through involvement of Project Sponsors and by taking due account of supporting 
professiona l  advice from legal, financia l ,  technical and other advisors as 
necessary. 

2 .2  tie wi l l  select procurement strategies with clear  understanding of  risks reta ined 
(and shared) by the publ ic sector and potentia l  grounds for cla im under the 
Contract. tie's Project Managers should  additional ly have a clear understanding 
of the a dvantages and disadvantages of the preferred procurement route. This 
Pol icy is supported by tie's procedures for the Development of a Procurement 
Strateqy. 

2.3  tie aim to ensure that the preferred procurement strategy can del iver overal l  
scheme oual itv cost and orooramme obiectives .  
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2.4 

2.5 

2.6 

2.7 

2 .8 

Item Sb 

Procurement Pol icy 

tie wil l  review the need for the incl usion of incentives for performance against 
clear tar ets and where a ro riate enalties for oar erformance. 
tie wil l  consider the a lternative fee arrangements to secure VFM in planned and 
additional  services. tie wi l l  avoid uncapped sca leable fees l inked to overal l  project 
ca ital costs where oss ible. 
tie wil l  engage advisors, suppl iers, contractors and operators who are su itably 
experienced with the procurement method selected. tie wi l l  assess staff tra in ing 
needs to ensure staff awareness in emer in forms of rocurement. 
tie wi l l  review security and safety considerations as an integral  part of the 
procurement. tie's Project Managers wi l l  seek early design freeze to obviate risks 
of loss of ua l i  cost cree and ro ramme sl i  a e .  
tie wil l . assess the need for guarantees, co l lateral warranties and performance 
bonds, in conjunction with Project Sponsors, at the outset to protect the publ ic 
I 

i � ·}�1T��G �c-�� �:£�:t;\-< -����:- -�-:::_�-��. �.:: � �.����:·:�;- ___ .:::�-:�-;·- . - _ . -� - � . -
3 . 1  

3 .2  

3 .3  

3.4 

3.5 

3.6 

4. 1 

4.2  

tie consider that an understanding of the Project Sponsor's requirements i s  
fundamenta l .  To ensure best VFM in procurement the relevant factor is whole l ife 
cost, not lowest short term price . Whole l ife cost takes i nto account a l l  aspects of 
cost over time, including capita l ,  maintenance, management and operating costs, 
whenever the fa l l .  
A l l  Project Managers, not only those directly procuring services, are responsible 
for ensuring that most economical ly advantageous tender is selected through the 
procurement process. This assurance shou ld consider tie's costs for the 

rocurement rocess itself. 
tie's pol icy is that Project Managers should a lso use their com mercial  
understanding and experience in  designing any procurement process to maximise 
the opportunities for service providers to submit cost effective and competitive 
bids, e .g .  by ensuring that the services which they buy, as far as possible, reflect 
the requirements ( in  terms of q ua lity and price) of market conditions. tie's 
Pro 'ect Mana ers shou ld  encoura e innovation in s ecifications where ossible.  
Clear scope of works wi l l  be defined for a l l  services with in  Contracts and clear VFM 
tests establ ished rior to lacement of Contracts b the Pro ·ect Mana ers. 
tie propose that Project Di rectors wil l  seek verification of va lue for money for a l l  
fixed ca l l -off and timescale char ed services on a uarterl to annual  basis. 

Al l  services should be acq uired by competition un less there are convincing reasons 
to the contrary. Competition avoids any suggestion of favouritism and the 
encouragement of monopoly; it a lso helps to promote efficiency and economy. 
The form of competition should be appropriate to the va lue and complexity of the 
services ac u ired. 
It is tie's pol icy that procurement should be undertaken throug h  open 
competition . Project Managers, in consu ltation with Project Sponsors, are 
responsible for identifying professional, contracting, supply and operationa l 
services most l i kely to offer the most economical ly advantageous bid and for 
encoura in them to tender. This Pol ic is su orted b rocedures for the 
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Preparation of Tender Documentation and Evaluation of Pre-Qualifications and 
Tenders for use on a l l  schemes which provides detai led guidance on how 
procurement wi l l  be dealt with . 

4.3  Within  l im ited competitive markets, tie w i l l  g ive additional attention to VFM 
testinq, includinq areas of specia l ist services. 

4.4 tie's key aspects of tendering competition pol icy are as  fol lows : -

• A min imum of 2 quotations are requ ired for services below £20k; 
• A min imum of 4 quotations/tenders are required for a l l  services above 

£20k (and maximum of 6);  
• The fol lowing sources shal l  be used for selecting tenderers to ensure 

competitive tender (subject to the aggregation rules d iscussed below).  

Tender Value Sources 
<£20k Short- l ist of i nvitees identified by tie Project 

Manaoer. 
Advertising in loca l press/national industry 
publ ications . 

>£20k and 
Local and national  pre-qual ified construction and 

< EU Threshold construction-related service registers e .g .  
Construction-Line. 

Short-list of invitees identified by tie Project 
Manaqer. 

> EU Threshold EU procedures primarily through restricted 
procedure or neqotiated procedure as aoorooriate. 

• Sealed bid procedures must be used for a l l  procurements with a va lue 
greater than £20k, and for any lower value for potentia l ly contentious 
procurements; • Post-tender negotiations ( PTN) should only be undertaken if appropriate to 
form of procurement (Project D irector level authority is required before 
PTN is  used, and practitioners requ ire to be suitably trained and 
experienced) .  The EC Procurement Directives do not permit post-tender 
negotiation and therefore PTN should usual ly be avoided; and 

• In the case of a l l  prospective procurements of services, the Project Director 
and Finance M anager must be advised at the ea rl iest opportunity. 

tie's procedures for the Development of a Procurement Strategy i ncludes a 
summary of the steps of procurement. 

4 .5  tie wi l l  conduct the eva luation of  a l l  tenders received in  an orderly manner, 
adootinq a consistent aooroach and document the conduct of the competition .  

4.6 tie wi l l  seek an understanding of bidders previous experience, includ ing any public 
sector contracts they have been awarded during the relevant period and seek 
detai ls from a referee for such contracts. 

4.7  A decision to award a Contract w i l l  only be  taken with a clear understandinq of 
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Item Sb 

Procurement Pol icy 

4.8 

4.9 

5. 1 

5 . 2  

5 .3  

obl igations and after a l l  remaining elements have been clarified. Approvals to 
proceed with a contractual commitments for project and non-project services are 
subject to the l imits shown below. 

Proiect Commitment - Tender Value Approval 
< £20k Project Director 

>£20k and < 50% EU Threshold Project Director & CEO 
> 50% EU Threshold Board 

Non Project Commitment - Tender Va lue Approval 
<£5k Finance Manager 

>£5k and < £ 10k Project Director 
>£10k and < £50k CEO 

>£50k Board 

These l im its and additional  governance contractua l and financial arrangements are 
defined in  tie's Delegated Authority Rules (DAR 's) as a pproved by tie's Board on 
22 March 2004. Com l iance with the DAR 's is mandato for all tie em lo ees. 
Where the min imum competition requirements cannot be met a Non-Competitive 
Action (NCA) may be requ ired .  All NCA are subject to the approval of the Projects 
D irector and Finance Mana er. 
Under both EU procurement law and good industry practice, unsuccessful 
tenderers wi l l  be iven the o ortunit for a debriefin b tie's Pro ·ect Mana 

Within the European Union a series of Procurement D irectives (known as EC 
Procurement D irectives) apply to promote fa ir  and open competition. These 
require publ ic organ izations to publ ish detai ls of Contracts above specified 
thresholds which they intend to place, and to fol low other specified procurement 

rocedura l  ru les. 
Fa i lure to comply with th is legislation carries risk of penalties and imports the risk 
of potentia l  lega l  cha l lenge by unsuccessful bidders. Audit Scotland and the 
European Commission may also review tie's procurement processes. Fa i l ing to 
com I with the relevant rul es ma result in an ERDF fundin bein withdrawn. 
The EC Procurement Rules apply to tie and set out detai led procedures for the 
award of Contracts whose value equals or exceeds specific thresholds. The 
thresholds differ depend ing upon whether the Contract is for : -

• Works ( i .e .  general bui ld ing or civil engineering work, construction of 
bui ldi ngs etc); 

• Services ( i .e .  design ing bespoke software, maintenance and repair 
services, management services etc) ; or 

• S uppl ies ( i .e.  the purchase or hire of goods) 
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5.4 

5.5 

5.6 

Item Sb 

Procurement Pol icy 

The current thresholds (which wi l l  be replaced in  Jan 2006) are : -

Type of Contract Threshold 
Works £3 834 411  

Services £153 376 
S uppl ies £153 376 

Certain types of services Contracts ( known as Part B services or non-priority 
services) do not have to comply with a l l  aspects of the procurement ru les .  In 
particu lar there is no requirement to advertise such Contracts i n  the OJEU, 
a lthough there is  a need to publ ish a contact award notice. The Part B services 
include : -

• Transport by ra i l ;  
• Transport by water; 
• Supporting and auxi l iary transport services; 
• Legal services; 
• Personnel placement and supply services; and 
• Investigation and security services .  

t ie  in conjunction with legal advisors wi l l  review the characteristics of  each 
procurement and select one of the fol lowing three award procedures. 

• Open - no prequal ification stage resulting in large number of bidders and 
genera l ly appl icable to 'simple' Contracts. (In genera l  tie wi l l  not use this 
procedure as it is very inefficient in tendering and eva luation) ;  

• Restricted - a l lows selection of number of bidders with no scope ava i la ble 
for mean ingfu l negotiation as l imited to issues of clarification; and 

• Negotiated - a l lows selection of number of bidders with abi l ity to negotiate 
with bidders and may be appl icable to PPP/PFI Contracts. 

tie's Project Managers should seek legal advice to verify currency and appl icabi lity 
of thresholds a nd the requ irements of UK Publ ic Procurement Legislation. In 
particu lar they should verify whether in the context of the particu lar project : -

• tie is ob l iged to comply with the Publ ic Sector Directives for works, 
services or suppl ies or whether tie is in fact acting as a uti l ity (which is  
subject to a higher set of thresholds); and 

• Any services Contract invo lves a Part A service. 

5. 7 Where services fa l l  below the EU threshold, tie wil l  mainta in compl iance with tie's 
competition  pol icy as outl ined in 4 .3  and 4.4 above. tie's Project Managers 
should consider the fol lowing : -

• Degree of promotion/advertising of Invitation to Tender (ITT) to ensure 
demonstrable VFM in competition e .g .  advertis ing in loca l press/national 
industry publ ications. 

• Selection of bidders from publ ished industry short-l ists e .g .  Construction
Line (a register of local and national pre-qual ified construction and 
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Item Sb 

Procurement Pol icy 

construction-re lated services) . 
• Extent of bespoke pre-qual ification and !TI stages for each service. 
• Consider the use of cal l -off arrangements for services for the wider tie 

portfol io;  
• Avoid extension to current agreements where VFM is ambiguous (without 

competition with other incumbent service providers) or could d raw 
cha l lenge from an  unsuccessfu l bidder; and 

• The app l ication of the aggregation rules (discussed in  5.8 and 5.9 below). 

5.8 tie's Projects Director or delegated representative wil l  maintain  a register of a l l  
contracts and estimate the aggregate va lue of a l l  contracts of  a s imi lar type over 
its fi nancial ear. 

5 .9  tie's Project Managers wi l l  consider the potential for an obl igation to place an 
OJEU advertisements if the aggregated va lue of the relevant contracts of a s imi lar 
type. tie's Project Managers wi l l  a lso consider the potentia l  for an  obl igation to 
place an OJEU advertisements for services that comprise many d ifferent ski l ls 
relating to 'one d istinct project' which when aggregated wi l l  exceed the threshold .  
tie's Project Managers shou ld seek legal  advice on the appl ication of procurement 
ru les relatin to a re ation .  

5 . 10 tie's Project Managers wi l l  establ ish clarity of each procurement with City of 
Edinburgh Counci l  or for itself as principal and account for the agent/principal 
distinction i n  the draftin an OJEU notices. 

6. 1 Externa l  consultancies may be a pproached to provide secondees for professional 
services on a part-time basis. Depending upon the nature and value of the services 
to be provided, such secondments may be subject to the EC Procurement 
D irectives. Project D irectors should seek most economical ly advantageous solution 
and ensure that when employing secondees that monitoring procedures are 
im lemented effective! . 

6 . 2  Project Directors should set targets for individuals a n d  undertake regu lar one-to
one assessments to ensure motivation and VFM . 

6 .3  Project Directors shou ld review the need to seek confidential ity agreements with 
a l l  secondees. 
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7. 1 tie recogn ise that Contract management is a n  essentia l  part of the contracting 

process. Project Managers a re responsible for defin ing the Contract monitoring 
procedures to ensure that the service providers meet the service levels set out in 
the Contract and to ensuring continuing value for money. Project Managers are 
responsible for regular review of qual ity, cost and time objectives through the 
proiect l ifecvcle. 

7.2 tie undertake to define clear ro les and responsibi l ities for a l l  parties. 
7 .3  tie Board wi l l  ensure that points of control and leadership are defined and expl icit 

authority and responsibi l ity for Contract governance and appropriate support to 
the Project Director. This governance wi l l  be a l l ied to tie Board 's requirements 
and tie's Deleaated Authoritv Rules. 

7.4 The project team wi l l  be encouraged to communicate issues and problems in 
achieving the del ivery dates, budget or qual ity thresholds and a 'partnering' 
relationship fostered to ensure individuals feel free to exoress reservations. tie 
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Item Sb 

Procurement Pol icy 

wi l l  review options to cap, fix and agree fees for professional services at the 
earl iest o ortun it . 

7 . 5  tie wil l  consider the use of Contract completion reviews a n d  feedback the results 
into the rocess. 

8 . 1  tie i s  committed to playing a role i n  Scotland's susta inable development. When 
tie acquire services the aim is  to do so in a way which min imises impact on the 
environment.  tie expect that our service providers share our commitment to 
continuous environmental improvement. 

• It is important that our service providers keep pace with environmental 
developments in  their particular markets; 

• Those who fa i l  to demonstrate an  abi l ity to com ply with relevant 
environmental legislation may be excluded from that contract award 
process where environmental considerations have been specified as 
relevant criteria for assessment; and 

• Development of environmental ly preferable goods and services and use of 
recycled/renewable materials is l i kely to offer a competitive advantage. 

8.2 Where envi ronmental ly preferable goods and services are viable on cost and 
q ua lity grounds and are both affordable and readi ly ava i lable, they wi l l  usually be 
s ecified to the exclusion of others. 

8 .3  Where environmenta l considerations have been specified as relevant criteria for 
assessment bidders wi l l  be required to d isclose detai ls  of a ny breaches of 
environmenta l legislation. Those found to have an unsatisfactory track record in 
complying with environmenta l leg islation may be excluded from bidding for that 
s ecific contract. 

8 .4  Where i t  is relevant to the product or  service to  be  purchased and where 
environmenta l considerations have been specified as relevant criteria for 
assessment, tie wil l  seek evidence that service providers have i n  place appropriate 
environmenta l mana ement ol icies. 

9 . 1  tie i s  committed to ensuring robust procurement of a l l  professional,  contracting, 
supply and operational services that wi l l  present VFM and meet Project Sponsors 
requirements. tie's procedures for this wi l l  be effective and organised and wil l  
rel on  the ri nci les conta ined within this document. 

9.2 tie wi l l  continue to review its procedures and wi l l  ensure that th is Pol icy document 
is reviewed annua l !  to make sure it remains effective . 

Prepared by: Mark Bourke 
Date: 1 5  October 2004 

Revision: 8 (For tie Board Approval) 

File: 09.22.09 Procurement 
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