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Scottish Public Services Ombudsman Date 4 October 2010 
4 Melville Street 
Edinburgh Your ref 200903349 
EH3 7NS 
 Our ref SS1.1/402910 
FAO Brian Thomson 
 

Dear Mr Thomson 
 
Complaint to the Scottish Public Services Ombudsman 
Alistair MacIntosh Top Flat 17 Great Stuart Street Edinburgh EH3 7TP 
on behalf of the Moray Feu Traffic Sub-Committee 
 
Thank you for your letter dated 27 August 2010 regarding the complaint from 
Mr Alistair MacIntosh on behalf of the Moray Feu Traffic Sub Committee. 
 
The issue of traffic impact on the Moray Feu relates to three distinct, but 
linked, phases in the Edinburgh Tram Network project, namely: 
 
Phase I  Temporary arrangements to facilitate the tram works 
 
Phase II Interim period while contractual dispute is resolved 
 
Phase III Permanent arrangement 
 
I will address the bullet points in your letter in terms of each of these three 
phases and I have applied sequential numbering to your three lists, i.e. 1a, 
1b, 1c, 1d, 2a, 2b, etc, to assist with this. So the first head of complaint (a), for 
example, is answered in the context of each of the three phases as I.1a, II.1a 
and III.1a, respectively. 
 
I have enclosed an electronic copy of the relevant background documents on 
CD-ROM but if you require hard copies of any of the documents please 
contact Alan Bowen on 0131 623 8804 or at alan.bowen@edinburgh.gov.uk. 

mailto:alan.bowen@edinburgh.gov.uk


 
I would also like to confirm that the Council has complied with all the relevant 
statutory requirements when implementing the Edinburgh Tram project, 
namely the following: 
 

• Edinburgh Tram (Line One) Act 2006 
• Edinburgh Tram (Line Two) Act 2006 
• The Roads (Scotland) Act 1984 
• The Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 
• The Local Authorities' Traffic Orders (Procedure) (Scotland) 

Regulations 1999 
• The Local Authorities' Traffic Orders (Procedure) (Scotland) 

Amendment Regulations 2008 
 
As part of its statutory duties, the Council acts as the ‘Roads Authority’ under 
Section 1 of the Roads Scotland Act 1984, and is responsible for managing 
and maintaining all roads entered in its list of public roads (for completeness 
this includes the roads in the Moray Feu). The tram project has presented a 
number of major and often unique challenges in relation to that, not least for 
the promotion of the necessary Traffic Regulation Orders. 
 
In 2007 the Scottish Government recognised that there were practical 
difficulties with the 1999 Traffic Order Regulations, as they stood at that time, 
when it came to applying them to a project which has already been subject to 
full Parliamentary scrutiny and which has been approved under an Act of 
Parliament. 
 
The issue identified related to mandatory hearings, and the implications they 
could have on timescale, and following due consultation the Scottish 
Government amended the regulations to replace the requirement for a 
mandatory public hearing of objections with the option to hold a discretionary 
hearing. Scottish Statutory Instrument SSI 2008/03 came into force on 
8 February 2008. 
 
The matter is discussed in greater detail in the Proposed Amendment of 
Traffic Regulation Orders Procedures report on 25 September 2007 (14) and 
the Edinburgh Tram – Traffic Regulation Order (11) report to the Transport, 
Infrastructure and Environment Committee on 22 September 2009. The 
reports underline the challenges facing the designers and the Roads Authority 
and highlight the balance which needs to be met between; 
 
• allowing the tram to operate in line with its business case; 
• managing the road network, both on-line and wider-area; and 
• ensuring that stakeholders have reasonable opportunity to influence 

decisions 
 
The 22 September 2009 Council report (11) recommended a strategy which 
looked to achieve that balance and which adhered to the newly amended 
regulations. The strategy was approved by Committee members and it has 
been followed since. 
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The Council refutes any suggestion that due consideration has not been given 
to wider-area issues and that consultation has not been meaningful. 
Unfortunately consultation cannot lead to all of the wishes being met, as the 
reality is that any solution which has to address the many and often 
competing demands of the retail, residential, business and tourist sectors, 
while ensuring that reasonable access for all road users is maintained, will 
almost certainly be something of a compromise. 
 
Phase I TEMPORARY ARRANGEMENTS TO FACILITATE THE TRAM 

WORKS 
 
I.1a  The Council have caused increased traffic in the Moray Feu area 

by the way they have managed the traffic following their decision 
to install trams 
 
The construction of the tram is being undertaken in two phases. The 
first is to divert the utility pipes and ducts from under the line of the 
track and the second phase is the construction of the infrastructure 
including the track, the overhead lines and the associated road works. 
 
Due to the complexity of relocating the public utilities and the limited 
road space available on Shandwick Place, it was determined that it was 
only practicable to carry out this work by closing Shandwick Place and 
diverting the traffic to suitable adjacent public streets. 
 
It was therefore necessary to divert the traffic onto the wider road 
network. Under the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984 the Council is 
responsible for managing that road network, and a temporary traffic 
management arrangement was therefore designed which closed 
Shandwick Place while still providing the travelling public with access to 
the city centre with the minimum delay and disruption. 

 
I.2a  Whether since the closure of Shandwick Place on 1 March 2008, 

the Council could have taken steps that would have lessened 
traffic flow in Moray Feu area. 
 
The road network through the city centre, which is also a World 
Heritage Site, is limited and therefore there is no scope to alter the 
temporary traffic arrangements and lessen the flows through the Moray 
Feu. The traffic layout achieved its aim to maintain access to the city 
centre whilst permitting the works to be carried out. 
 
It should also be noted that the traffic layout was designed to be in 
place for a limited period of time as a temporary arrangement to enable 
the works to be carried out. It operated satisfactorily so there was no 
justification to undertake major alterations. 
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I.3a  Evidence of how the Council planned the diversion necessitated 
by the closure of Shandwick Place from 1 March 2008 
 
The diversion layout was determined by adopting the most suitable 
arrangement within the available road network. 
 
The junctions were traffic modelled and the temporary signing, 
pedestrian crossings and parking restrictions were established to 
ensure that the temporary layout operated in a safe and effective 
manner. 
 
The layout was then reviewed and approved by the Traffic 
Management Review Panel (TMRP), which was set up by the Council 
to assist with approving the temporary traffic management changes for 
the tram and comprises representation from the following: 
 

• Lothian & Borders Police (who represent all emergency 
services) 

• Lothian Buses (who represent all the bus companies) 
• City of Edinburgh Council (as Roads Authority) 
• tie ltd (the company responsible for delivering the tram) 
• The relevant contractors carrying out the work. 

 
I.1b  The residents of Moray Feu have been excluded from meaningful 

participation in the process 
 
The traffic layout was a temporary arrangement which was established 
for the purpose of undertaking the construction of the tram and there 
was very little scope to alter the measures as introduced. Nonetheless 
the Council had a number of meetings with the residents of the Moray 
Feu (1), as covered in the background information enclosed. This 
provided the Council with the opportunity to explain the reasons for the 
traffic arrangements which had been introduced and to give the 
residents the opportunity to raise their concerns.  The Council then 
reviewed these concerns to establish if it was possible to make 
changes which would assist the residents. 
 
The main points raised by the residents related to volume of traffic, 
parking, road surface, noise, vibration and liability for damage. While 
their concerns were fully considered, there was limited scope to alter 
the layout, but the Council did carry out temporary carriageway 
surfacing on Great Stuart Street and Ainslie Place in January 2008 to 
minimise the amount of road noise and vibration. 
 
It should also be noted that the roads through the Moray Feu are part 
of the adopted road network and are therefore deemed to be suitable 
for all road going vehicles. 
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I.2b  Whether there were opportunities available to the Council and 
they were fully utilised to allow the participation of residents or 
their representative bodies 
 
See I.1b above. 

 
I.3b  Clarification of what opportunities there were, how these were 

utilised, who was involved, and what monitoring of the traffic 
situation in the Moray Feu axis has been undertaken 
 
The overall traffic movements were monitored by inspection to ensure 
that traffic delays and disruption were kept to a minimum. The traffic 
movements were also monitored to ensure that the road network was 
operating in a safe manner and the pedestrian crossing arrangements 
were satisfactory. 
 

I.1c  The Council have not carried out a proper and comprehensive 
environmental impact study regarding noise pollution, safety and 
continual vehicle passage through the residential Moray Feu as a 
proposed permanent situation 
 
In the first stage of the works the diversion of traffic through the Moray 
Feu was for construction purposes so it was not appropriate to 
undertake an environmental impact study. However the Council have 
recorded the air quality levels and monitored road safety throughout 
this period. 

 
I.2c  What scope is allowed in the promotion of the Traffic Regulation 

Order to enable environmental impact to be assessed 
comprehensively? 
 
This is not relevant to Phase I as this phase was undertaken under a 
Temporary Traffic Regulation Order (TTRO). See below for comments 
relating to Phase III. 

 
I.3c  Relatedly what impact assessment monitoring has been done 

particularly with regard to noise, road safety and air quality 
monitoring 
 
Throughout Phase I the Council monitored the pollution levels through 
the Moray Feu. The traffic arrangements were monitored by inspection 
to ensure that the traffic was flowing effectively and delays were 
minimised and to ensure that the road network was operating safely 
with particular regard to pedestrian arrangements. 
 
There was no measurement of the noise levels or traffic flows due to 
Phase I being for the construction works. 
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I.1d  The Council have repeatedly made misleading statements both to 
residents and to other involved parties most noticeably to the 
2005 Parliamentary Hearing regarding the effect on the Moray Feu 
 
During the course of Phase I the diversion arrangements were installed 
for the purpose of facilitating the construction of the tram. At that stage 
the impact on the Moray Feu was a temporary arrangement which was 
installed to facilitate the construction works. 
 
The comments relating to the Public Hearing are covered under 
Phase III below. 
 

I.2d  What was the state of knowledge of the Council’s agent at the 
22 June 2005 Parliamentary Hearing with regard to the tram on 
general traffic in Shandwick Place 
 
As far as Phase I is concerned, the construction arrangements had not 
been considered at the time of the Parliamentary Hearing and it had 
not been established that Shandwick Place would have to be closed 
while the works were carried out. 
 
The Hearing was set up to consider the construction and operation of 
the tram in principle. Substantial detailed design was not undertaken 
until after the Acts were passed. The construction requirements could 
not therefore have been known to the Council’s agent at that time. This 
is discussed in greater detail under Phase III below. 
 

I.3d  Clarification of when in the emerging design process in relation to 
Tram Line Route 1, it was identified that Shandwick Place could 
not accommodate traffic other than buses and trams. 
 
With regard to Phase I, the closure of Shandwick Place to all traffic 
during the construction works was only recognised during the pre-
construction stage when the temporary traffic arrangements for the 
construction works were being designed. This would have been during 
the months immediately prior to the commencement of the work on 
site. 
 

Phase II  INTERIM PERIOD WHILE THE CONSTRACTUAL DISPUTE IS 
RESOLVED 

 
II.1a  The Council have caused increased traffic in the Moray Feu area 

by the way they have managed the traffic following their decision 
to install trams. 
 
During the months immediately preceding the commencement of 
construction works it was deemed essential that Shandwick Place had 
to be closed for the construction of the tram infrastructure including the 
track, overhead lines and the associated road works. 
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It was envisaged that the tram infrastructure work would follow on 
shortly after the utility works and in view of this it was considered 
prudent to minimise the reinstatement of the West End junction at that 
time.  This however meant that the junction could not accommodate 
general traffic on Shandwick Place, so the diversion arrangements had 
to remain in place. 
 
The start of the infrastructure works has been delayed due to the 
contractual dispute between tie ltd and their contactor. The Council 
has therefore decided to review the traffic management layout and give 
consideration to fully reinstating the West End junction which, in turn, 
would allow the pre-tram traffic arrangements to be reinstated.  
 
A report, Edinburgh Tram – Shandwick Place and West End Junction 

(2), detailing the work involved to reinstate the West End and the cost 
implications was submitted to the Transport, Infrastructure and 
Environment (TIE) Committee on the 21 September 2010. A decision 
on that report has been deferred to the TIE Committee meeting on 
23 November 2010. I have enclosed a copy of the report for your 
information. 
 

II.2a  Whether since the closure of Shandwick Place on 1 March 2008, 
the Council could have taken steps that would have lessened 
traffic flow in Moray Feu area. 
 
The next phase of the construction works is being delayed due to the 
ongoing contractual dispute with the contractor. See II.1a above 
regarding the enclosed report to the TIE Committee on this matter. 
 

II.3a  Evidence of how the Council planned the diversion necessitated 
by the closure of Shandwick Place from 1 March 2008  
 
Refer to the comments relating to Phase I above.  
 

II.1b  The residents of Moray Feu have been excluded from meaningful 
participation in the process 
 
A review of the current traffic arrangements (see II.1a above) was 
submitted to the TIE Committee (2) in recognition of the concerns of the 
Moray Feu residents. 
 

II.2b  Whether there were opportunities available to the Council and 
they were fully utilised to allow the participation of residents or 
their representative bodies 
 
See above. 
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II.3b  Clarification of what opportunities there were, how these were 
utilised, who was involved, and what monitoring of the traffic 
situation in the Moray Feu axis has been undertaken 
 
As indicated in I.1b above, the temporary arrangements were installed 
for the purpose of facilitating the construction works. There was very 
little scope to alter the layout but the Council met with the residents on 
a number of occasions (1) to discuss their concerns. This resulted in a 
report to the TIE Committee on the 21 September 2010 (2), as 
discussed in II.1a above. 
 

II.1c  The Council have not carried out a proper and comprehensive 
environmental impact study regarding noise pollution, safety and 
continual vehicle passage through the residential Moray Feu as a 
proposed permanent situation 
 
As outlined above, the temporary traffic layout was set in place for the 
purpose of the construction works for the tram and therefore it was not 
considered appropriate to undertake an environmental and noise study.  
Nonetheless the Council continue to monitor the environmental impact 
by recording the level of pollution in the area. 
 
The Council has a statutory duty to monitor all road related injury 
accidents and that is carried out with assistance and data obtained 
from Lothian & Borders Police. As with all public roads, these accidents 
are monitored and Accident, Investigation and Prevention (AIP) plans 
implemented, where appropriate. There have been only two minor 
pedestrian injury accidents on Randolph Crescent since the diversion 
has been in place (the accident monitoring period is from 1 March 2008 
until 31 May 2010) and these have been adjacent to formal pedestrian 
crossings and no remedial action is proposed. 
 

II.2c  What scope is allowed in the promotion of the Traffic Regulation 
Order to enable environmental impact to be assessed 
comprehensively? 
 
This is not relevant to Phase II as this is being implemented under the 
TTRO for the tram works. See Phase III below for the comments 
relating to the Traffic Regulation Order (TRO). 
 

II.3c  Relatedly what impact assessment monitoring has been done 
particularly with regard to noise, road safety and air quality 
monitoring 
 
The air quality levels and road accidents are being monitored 
throughout this period of the works. There is no statutory requirement 
to monitor road traffic noise. 
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The accident frequency, type and number do not warrant any 
intervention at this time, but as noted above, this will continue to be 
monitored. 
 

II.1d  The Council have repeatedly made misleading statements both to 
residents and to other involved parties most noticeably to the 
2005 Parliamentary hearing regarding the effect on the Moray Feu 
 
The current traffic layout was originally designed to provide the 
contractor with access to Shandwick Place to construct the tram 
infrastructure. The next stage of the works should now be underway 
but this is being delayed due to the ongoing contractual dispute. 
 
The design of the temporary arrangements for the construction works 
post-dated the Parliamentary Hearing. The contractual dispute and its 
consequences could not have been foreseen at that time.  
 

II.2d  What was the state of knowledge of the Council’s agent at the 
22 June 2005 Parliamentary Hearing with regard to the tram on 
general traffic in Shandwick Place 
 
As previously indicated the Council’s agent could not have had 
knowledge of the temporary arrangements which would be required for 
the tram works or the delays now being experienced by the contractual 
dispute. 
 

II.3d  Clarification of when in the emerging design process in relation to 
Tram Line Route 1, it was identified that Shandwick Place could 
not accommodate traffic other than buses and trams. 
 
The current delay in the works and the requirement to maintain the 
temporary traffic arrangements at this time only became evident once 
the full impact of the contractual dispute was understood. 
 

Phase III  PERMANENT ARRANGEMENT 
 
I have enclosed a copy of the Statement of Case (5) which was 
prepared in support of the draft TROs which were published in 
February 2010. The statement comprises a comprehensive review of 
the project from its inception, through parliamentary approval and 
detailed design, to the publication of the draft Traffic Regulation 
Orders. This includes plans (6), leaflet (7) and explanatory note (8). I will 
make reference to the statement in my responses below. 
 
I will also make reference to the Edinburgh Tram – Traffic Regulation 
Order (3) report which was considered by the TIE Committee on 
21 September 2010 and to the background paper, Technical Note 
127986 - Shandwick Place modelling report (10), referred to in that 
report. I have also enclosed a copy of the report Edinburgh Tram – 
Traffic Regulation Order: TRO1 Review (4), which details the proposed 
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way forward for dealing with the issues raised by the Moray Feuars. A 
decision on those reports was deferred to the TIE Committee meeting 
on 23 November 2010. 
 

III.1a  The Council have caused increased traffic in the Moray Feu area 
by the way they have managed the traffic following their decision 
to install trams 
 
It is acknowledged that the introduction of the tram will impact on the 
wider-area road network and as noted in paragraph 3.25 of the 
Statement of Case (5), a high level, strategic, traffic model (VISUM) and 
low level, local area, model (VISSIM) were developed to inform the 
design and help manage that impact. 
 

III.2a  Whether since the closure of Shandwick Place on 1 March 2008, 
the Council could have taken steps that would have lessened 
traffic flow in Moray Feu area. 
 
When the restrictions were introduced on Shandwick Place to facilitate 
the works (Phase I above), residents raised concerns through their 
Ward Members about the impact on the Moray Feu route. Their 
concern was that the temporary increase in traffic caused by the works 
on Shandwick Place was an indication of what they should expect 
under the permanent scheme. 
 
Officials were asked to investigate potential mitigation measures and a 
number of options were considered and tested in the traffic model. The 
outcome was a proposal to introduce a one-way alternative route for 
eastbound traffic via Hope Street and Charlotte Square. This was 
reported to the TIE Committee on 5 May 2009 (12), the recommendation 
was approved, and the measure was incorporated in the draft TRO. 
 

III.3a  Evidence of how the Council planned the diversion necessitated 
by the closure of Shandwick Place from 1 March 2008 
 
tie ltd wrote to Mr MacIntosh on 24 October 2008 (13) to explain the key 
factors which prompted the proposal to restrict general traffic access on 
Shandwick Place in the permanent scheme. 
 
The letter also described the traffic modelling which had been 
undertaken as part of the design process and noted that it had 
identified how the displaced traffic “would be expected to disperse 
across a range of available routes including through Great Stuart 
Street”; the modelling indicated that some 67% of this traffic would use 
routes other than Great Stuart Street. It was this work which then 
prompted the proposal to open Hope Street to eastbound traffic, as 
described in III.2a above. 
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III.1b  The residents of Moray Feu have been excluded from meaningful 
participation in the process 
 
There has been a significant amount of public consultation carried out 
for the tram TROs. That consultation goes beyond the requirements of 
The Local Authorities' Traffic Orders (Procedure) (Scotland) 
Regulations 1999 (as amended). Section 6 of the Statement of Case (5) 
for the TROs provides details of the consultation carried out. 
 
tie ltd’s letter of 24 October 2008 (13) refers to the public exhibitions of 
the draft TRO drawings which were held in September 2008 (the “West 
End” exhibition was held in St George’s West Church, Shandwick 
Place on the evening of 25 September). The letter noted that the 
purpose of the meetings was “to give the public the opportunity to view 
and comment upon the emerging TRO proposals …” and continued 
with an assurance that “comments arising from this process would be 
considered and, as far as possible, would be incorporated in the 
finalisation of the design”. 
 
The draft Orders were modified at a number of locations as a result of 
comments received during the exhibitions and, as noted above, the 
Hope Street proposal was a direct outcome of discussions with the 
Moray Feu residents. 
 

III.2b  Whether there were opportunities available to the Council and 
they were fully utilised to allow the participation of residents or 
their representative bodies 
 
See III.1b above. 
 

III.3b  Clarification of what opportunities there were, how these were 
utilised, who was involved, and what monitoring of the traffic 
situation in the Moray Feu axis has been undertaken 
 
See III.2a and III.3a above. 
 

III.1c  The Council have not carried out a proper and comprehensive 
environmental impact study regarding noise pollution, safety and 
continual vehicle passage through the residential Moray Feu as a 
proposed permanent situation 
 
As noted in the TRO Statement of Case (5) a full Scottish Transport 
Appraisal Guidance Report (STAG), was lodged with the Scottish 
Parliament in 2004 in support of the tram Bills. The report 
demonstrated how the promoter had considered and satisfied 
Government objectives in terms of environment, safety, economy, 
integration and accessibility. See also III.2d below. 
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III.2c  What scope is allowed in the promotion of the Traffic Regulation 
Order to enable environmental impact to be assessed 
comprehensively?  
 
The TRO process is governed by The Local Authorities' Traffic Orders 
(Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 1999 (as amended). There are no 
requirements within that legislation to undertake an environmental 
impact assessment. 
 

III.3c  Relatedly what impact assessment monitoring has been done 
particularly with regard to noise, road safety and air quality 
monitoring 
 
The TRO report and appendices (3) discuss this issue at length in 
relation to the Shandwick Place objections; paragraphs 3.24 to 3.40 of 
the report, Item 2.1 in Appendix 1, and Sections 14 and 18 in 
Appendix 2 particularly apply. 
 
The report notes that air quality monitoring has been undertaken, and 
will continue, and states the current position with regard to noise, i.e. 
that while the Noise and Statutory Nuisance Act 1993 makes noise in 
the street a statutory nuisance, traffic noise is excluded so local 
authorities are not required to monitor traffic generated noise. 
 
As noted in II.1c above, road safety issues are also monitored and 
appropriate action taken when required. 
 

III.1d  The Council have repeatedly made misleading statements both to 
residents and to other involved parties most noticeably to the 
2005 Parliamentary Hearing regarding the effect on the Moray Feu 
 
I do not accept this assertion. Any statements made to the 
Parliamentary Hearing and the public were made in good faith and 
were based on the state of knowledge at the time the statements were 
made. It was acknowledged by the Parliamentary Committee (see III.2d 
below) that much of the detailed design work would only be undertaken 
subsequent to any decision being taken by them. 
 

III.2d  What was the state of knowledge of the Council’s agent at the 
22 June 2005 Parliamentary Hearing with regard to the tram on 
general traffic in Shandwick Place 
 
The issue of what level of design detail was available at what stage in 
the project development is discussed in detail in Section 3 of the 
enclosed TRO Statement of Case (5). In terms of the Parliamentary 
Hearing stage, paragraph 2.8 of the statement notes that “The 
(Parliamentary) Committee recognised that much of the detailed design 
of the tram project has yet to be developed and may indeed only be 
known after the Parliament has completed its consideration of the Bill 
(should the Bill become an Act).” 
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I.3d  Clarification of when in the emerging design process in relation to 

Tram Line Route 1, it was identified that Shandwick Place could 
not accommodate traffic other than buses and trams. 
 
Comprehensive traffic modelling was undertaken to assess the impact 
of the introduction of tram on the city’s road network. It is an iterative 
process in which each junction along the tram route underwent a 
succession of reviews as the modelling work progressed. The first “run” 
of the model was based on preliminary, do-minimum, junction 
modifications. That was assessed, the network and junction 
performances were reviewed and designs were modified as necessary, 
and the model was run again. That exercise was repeated until an 
acceptable level of performance was attained on the road network. 
 
The need to restrict general traffic access on Shandwick Place was 
identified in 2008 as a result of this work and the design showing the 
restriction was first presented to the public in the exhibitions in 
September 2008 referred to in III.1b above. 
 
The traffic modelling reports The Edinburgh Tram Network, Traffic 
Modelling Report, January 2010 (9), and Technical Note 127986 - 
Shandwick Place modelling report(10), referred to previously summarise 
the findings of the modelling work. 

 
I trust that the above is in order but if you would find a meeting with Council 
officers involved in the tram project helpful, then please let me know and I 
would be happy to arrange that. 
 
If you require further information, please contact Alan Bowen on 0131 623 
8804 or at alan.bowen@edinburgh.gov.uk. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 

 
 
Dave Anderson 
Director for City Development 
 
 
Encl CD-ROM copy of referenced documents 
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Enclosures included on accompanying CD-ROM: 
 
1. Notes of meetings and communications with the Moray Feu, plus 

associated e-mails, traffic modelling report extracts, etc; various dates 
2. Edinburgh Tram – Shandwick Place and West End Junction – Report to 

the TIE Committee on 21 September 2010 
3. Edinburgh Tram – Traffic Regulation Order – Report to the TIE 

Committee on 21 September 2010 
4. Edinburgh Tram – Traffic Regulation Order:TRO1 Review – Report to 

the TIE Committee on 21 September 2010 
5. The City of Edinburgh Council, Edinburgh Tram Network – Statement of 

Case for Traffic Regulation Orders dated February 2010 
6. TRO Plans 
7. TRO Map Leaflet 
8. TRO Explanatory Note 
9. Edinburgh Tram Network, Traffic Modelling Report, January 2010 
10. Technical Note 127986 – Shandwick Place modelling report 
11. Edinburgh Tram – Traffic Regulation Order – Report to TIE Committee 

on 22 September 2009 
12. Edinburgh Tram – West End Traffic Management – Report to TIE 

Committee on 5 May 2009 
13. Letter from tie ltd to Mr MacIntosh dated 24 October 2008 
14. Proposed Amendment of Traffic Regulation Orders Procedures – Report 

to the TIE Committee on 25 September 2007 


