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Minutes of the Community Councils Together on Trams/Trams Team meeting, 
held at 200 Bonnington Road on Wednesday 27 June 2019 at 5:30pm   
Actions and decisions are RED ITALIC UNDERLINED SMALLCAPS. 

1 Abbreviations 
CCTT Community Councils Together on Trams LW Leith Walk 
CEC City of Edinburgh Council NTBCC New Town & Broughton CC 
CPZ controlled parking zone SFN Sacyr Farrans Neopul 
CS Constitution St SPC swept-path contract 
ECI early contractor involvement LLCC Leith Links Community Council 
ISC infrastructure and systems contract TAPOG* CEC’s tram all-party oversight group 
LCCC Leith Central CC TN Trams to Newhaven project 
LHNCC Leith Harbour & Newhaven CC  TTRO temporary traffic regulation order 
LLCC Leith Links CC TT trams team 
*TAPOG is CEC’s leader and vice-leader, CEC’s transport convenor and vice-convenor, and transport spokespersons from 
each party represented on CEC 
Other abbreviations are attendees’ initials.  

2 Welcome, introductions 
2.a Attendance 

Angus Hardie CCTT/LL CC Alejandro Mendoza Project Director, SFN 
Rob Leech TT/TN project  Harald Tobermann CCTT/LCCC 
Rob Levick CCTT/LHNCC Bruce Ryan CCTT minutes secretary 
Jennifer Marlborough CCTT/LHNCC Chris Wilson CEC 
Andrew Mackenzie CCTT/LLCC Darren Wraight TT/CEC 

2.b Apologies 
None 

3 Update from Trams Team 
3.a Following up on previously-agreed actions 

3.a.i Introduce a senior member of ISC joint venture 
See item 3.b below 

3.a.ii Resolve issue on website with Traffic Management phasing drawing  
Work is in progress to provide a low-resolution version of the drawing that will not crash browsers 

3.a.iii Gareth Barwell to attend future CCTT meeting to discuss any waste concerns during construction 
He is available to attend the August CCTT/TT meeting. 

3.a.iv Provide Edinburgh Street Design Guidance compliance check 
DW is reviewing the draft report on this check. The final version should be published in time for the next CCTT/TT meeting. 

3.b ISC joint venture 
R Leech introduced Alejandro Mendoza Monfort (AMM), Project Director from Sacyr – Farrans – Neopul. RL and AMM 
explained how teams are physically co-located in the project offices to support collaboration. AMM stated that this is 
working much better than he had expected. 

AMM noted that he is a civil engineer and has worked for Sacyr for 11 years. (25% of Sacyr’s work is in Spain, so it is an 
international civil engineering company.) Before that he worked in other Spanish construction/civil engineering companies. 
His experience includes working on above-ground, city-centre parts of the Bilbao metro. This project was not ‘cut and 
cover’: it needed to be clean, to not annoy people living in, working in and visiting the city centre, including respecting local 
holidays. His strong preference is collaboration and working face-to-face with people. He acknowledges that nothing goes 
100% perfect. He has committed to the TN project by moving with his family to live in Edinburgh. 

AMM also noted that Neopul is a tram-construction company, with much EU experience, and that much of Farrans’ work is 
in Scotland. Currently there are around 20 people working on the joint [SFN] venture. This is set to rise to 50 people. These 
will be a balance of current and to-be-recruited SFN employees to maximise relevant expertise. However, much of the 
labour will be performed by locally recruited people, mostly subcontractors. These will include stakeholder-management 
and logistics hub staff. ACTION: SFN TO DEVELOP AND PUBLISH ORGANOGRAM AND HISTOGRAM. 

3.b.i Questions and answers, comments 

• Please outline what the client (CEC/TT) and what the contractor (SFN) will do, and Siemens’ subcontracting role. 
o Siemens will be a subcontractor to SFN. TT administers the contract. New Engineering Contracts (NECs), developed 

by the Institute of Civil Engineers (ICE) are admin-heavy, involving frequent early-warning notices. Who actually 
does what depends on the context and/or issue. For example, an issue might need action by DW/TT/CEC. However, 
admin functions are clear.  

o The client also administers the SPC, Because this work runs ahead of the ISC, this contractor [Morrisons] need to 
liaise closely. Rob Leech noted that TT’s role here includes supporting this, because it is where issues will arise. 
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o The methods of working together contrast [positively] with the original tram project’s weekly meetings. 
o AMM noted that money is at stake here, and that NECs state that contractors are paid for what they do. Hence at 

the end of ECI, a target price (TP) will be agreed. (This may change as work progresses – it will be monitored 
constantly.) At the end of construction, the contractors and client will share the benefits of underspend or the pain 
of overspend, as appropriate.  

o NECs are a vast improvement over previous methods of determining costs, which could take years after the finish of 
construction to determine. If issues arise in any part of the project, NECs enable contractors to keep working on 
other parts. (This did not happen in the original tram project, leading to long pauses.). It is vital that commercial 
issues do not stack up. Hence the early-warning systems built into NECs, and TT insisting on sticking to the contract. 

• CCTT stated that TT’s most important role is monitoring quality. For example, if the quality of the original work leads to 
frequent issues and repairs, this will be an unacceptable cost to Edinburgh citizens, visitors and businesses. 
o R Leech concurred, but noted that time is also an important factor, as is SFN’s role. AMM added that SFN will also 

have due regard to its reputation during its work. 

• Has AMM worked with Siemens, and under NECs? 
o SFN companies have done both. 

• Who drives the TTRO? 
o SFN, not Morrisons. 

• What about delays caused by adverse weather? 
o This is covered by the contract. 

3.c Progress update 

3.c.i ECI period 
This continues, to the beginning of October. 

3.c.ii Edinburgh Street Design Guidance (ESDG) 
See item 3.a.iv above. R Leech added that if there are discrepancies between the actual design and ESDG, these will be 
notified to SFN. TT wants to comply with ESDG, but compromises may be necessary. Variations will be sought only where it 
is ‘physically impossible’ to comply with ESDG, not for budget reasons. The report on ESDG client will be published by the 
end of August  on TT’s website 

3.c.iii Project charter  
This has been agreed. It documents the project’s shared vision, objectives and goals. It has been presented to CEC’s leader 
and deputy leader. It can be published. R Leech noted that what really matters is what actually happens.  

3.c.iv Traffic management plans  
These are being progressed. 

3.c.v Ground investigation (GI) work 

• This will continue over the next 6 weeks. Currently it is on schedule. So far, very few concerns have been raised by 
residents/businesses. This work is being coordinated with the capital roads programme. 

• Full findings are not yet available. For example, TT is waiting on some results from laboratory tests, e.g. on soil samples. 
However, TT currently has some indicative results. 

• H Tobermann noted that Leith Walk is constructed on thick layers of rubble. 
o Work includes ensuring that what appears to be bedrock actually is, and that it is suitable. Hence bores may go 5m 

into the rock, and may be around 20m deep in total. 
o Geotechnical information from GI work is being fed into the design. It is also necessary to be sure what is 

underneath the top layer of bedrock, and what the bedrock actually is. (For example, chalk would be a nightmare.) 
o The project is currently informed by making conservative assumptions, and by the limited information from the 

original tram project. Hence it is very unlikely that bedrock issues would cause time-overruns. 
o The contractor will design and price its work according to the GI findings. Optimism bias and risk management are 

handled by the client, i.e. TT/CEC. 

• Drilling opposite Balfour St but not in the centre of Leith Walk is due to traffic management needs and the need to 
gather data outside the centre of Leith Walk. 

3.d ECI deliverables 
The ECI is co-ordinated with the capital roads project (CRP). Current CRP work is slightly behind schedule but this will not 
delay the start of tram construction. (The main bullet-points below are verbatim from TT’s slide.) 

• A fully dimensioned Tram Infrastructure Clearance Zone (TICZ) setting-out plan and cross sections 
o This is the design of the track slab and everything that goes within the ‘box’, e.g. ducting arrangements. This 

delivers a spatial requirement, to enable planning and delivery of utility works in accordance with the TICZ. It will be 
informed by the GI work. 

• In-situ testing and preparation requirements at formation level, such as ground bearing capacity 
o This enables handover of information relevant to tramway-design from TT to SFN. ‘Formation level’ is the level from 

which everything is built, i.e. the bottom of the ‘box’. This work is being undertaken by Morrisons. 

• Detail of the protection measures required for the formation and excavation to prevent degradation of the TICZ upon 
completion of the SPC works 
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o This is because there will be times when the excavated ‘box’ is exposed to the elements. 

• Track slab bridging details to suit these locations 
o There are some locations where utilities can’t be moved, so the design needs to bridge over them. 
o It was noted that information on the reasons for current work on Lindsay Rd has not been available. This is not TT’s 

work, but is part of the CRP work led by S Blacklaw. TT acknowledged that good communication will be necessary 
when its work starts. 

• Confirmation of overhead line equipment (OLE) pole locations and foundation design 
o This will include confirmation of locations of ‘fixings’ on Constitution St. It will be shared by TT. Most necessary 

consents have been obtained, but sheriff-court orders may be required for others. TT acknowledged that this would 
be an unwelcome level of acrimony.  

o A Mackenzie recounted how (1) he had been summoned to the Sheriff Court for this reason during the original tram 
project, due to ‘an email going astray’; (2) the legal finding that the relevant contracts were ‘shabby’; (3) that CEC 
eventually had to pay relevant legal costs. 

o CCTT suggested that better communications are necessary to avoid repetition of such unfortunate events. R Leech 
responded that some owners have not responded to TT’s attempts to communicate over the last 2 years. 

o ACTION: R LEECH TO SHARE RELEVANT SCHEDULE WITH CCTT, ALONG WITH PROGRESS AND POSSIBLE COMPENSATION AMOUNTS 

• South Leith Parish graveyard wall foundation 
o This wall needs to be demolished and then rebuilt. 

• Provision of a fully approved traffic management design in accordance with the contract 
o See previous discussions of traffic management ad nauseam 

• Site clearance design 
o This will detail what movements needed to enable TN work. It may include moving street-lights and traffic signals. 

• Stakeholder management plan 
o This is being led by C Wilson of CEC. It is being undertaken jointly by CEC/TT, SFN and Morrisons. It covers the 

inward and outward communications logistics, and how complaints will be responded to in timely manners. 
o CCTT members suggested that it needs to be clear who the stakeholders are, and that people will just blame CEC for 

any problems they perceive, i.e. will not take into account that the design and work is being undertaken by 
Morrisons and SFN. Hence CEC will need to triage incoming communications, and will need to ‘own’ the project.  

o R Leech concurred that ‘ultimately the council is blamed for everything’ but asserted that ‘we’ (presumably TT, 
Morrisons, SFN) ‘can be good that this’. This will be supported by branding the work as ‘our own construction 
project’, with its own communication/triage systems. 

o CCTT suggested that the recently-inaugurated Neighbourhood Networks had collected contact details for many 
local organisations, and that TT use such contacts for communications. TT replied that this was in progress. 

o CCTT responded that TT has emphasised that it will only undertake certain activities, while CEC is responsible for, 
for example, waste collection and disposal – and that people will blame CEC for waste issues [even when such 
issues might arise from the tram project]. Hence CEC needs to take responsibility in such cases.  

o R Leech agreed that problems could arise here if they just forwarded complaints to CEC, and CEC didn’t respond 
appropriately. C Wilson added that this was one reason for the project’s branding and for co-located working. CCTT 
concurred that branding is important. ACTION: TT TO TEST BRANDING SYSTEMS WITH CCTT, AND WITH SMALL BUSINESSES. 

o C Wilson then explained the thoughts behind the branding that has been developed so far: 

 

This includes the tramlines in the green roundel, connecting with the waves in the blue roundel to show that the 
tram connects [the city] with the sea. It will always site with the organisation logos in shown in the bottom-right. 
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• A programme fully integrated with Siemens and SPC 

• Document management plan 
o TT stated that it should be clear why integrated working and document-management are necessary. 

3.e Stakeholder and communications update 
• Overarching plan continuing to be developed 

o See above 

• SUSTRANS/CEC cargo bike survey starting 
o Cargo bikes would be used for deliveries between businesses and logistics hubs. 

• Stakeholder engagement re: Vehicular Access 
o This is in progress, covering traffic management vehicular access for businesses along the route. SFN and TT are 

speaking with individual businesses to find their specific needs. This links with the trader survey that is also in 
progress. Larger businesses such as Ocean Terminal (OT) are being contacted separately. (It was noted that OT is 
changing both branding and its exterior.) 

• Project newsletter 
o This will be published monthly. The distribution list currently has over 500 contacts. Bruce-comments for Rob, 

Darren and colleagues, not for publication: Here is why I urge you to use the contacts collected at the 
neighbourhood network meeting! There are far more than 500 people and businesses along the route. 

• Meet the buyer event for end of July 
o This will be organised by SFN. It will be for SMEs to meet SFN and major subcontractors. 

• Website development 
o TT’s website is part of CEC’s online estate, and CEC is moving to a new system, so TT will ensure that its website 

transfers correctly. 

• Archaeology 
o There will be much of this, and much relevant communication, e.g. with local schools, specialist archaeologists 

• Project brand 
o See above 

3.f Next month’s work 
• Analysis of trader survey 

o This was launched on 30 May, to gather information from over 250 businesses. It will run for 6 weeks. 
o 106 responses have been received so far. Email notifications obtained 29 responses, letters obtained 30, visits to 

businesses (started on 14 June) obtained 47, and 1 refusal. TT aims for 100% response rate by 15 July. 
o Information gathered during the survey will allow the team to appropriately locate and scale each hub:  
o There will be 12 logistics hubs across phase 1 and 2, with 2 people per hub, employed by SFN 
o Staff will be trained in manual handling, lifting and moving heavy loads, and will be fully insured 
o Officers will be trained to provide best in class customer service. R Leech stated that this is very important to TT. 

• Completion of ground investigation 

• Continued design of key deliverables 

• Traffic management development 

• Interface management, i.e. TT going out to meet people 

3.g Future TT/CCTT meetings 
• The next meeting will be on 29 August. G Barwell will attend to discuss waste issues. 

• CCTT suggested meeting in July to discuss TN branding. Action: C Wilson/TT and H Tobermann/CCTT to arrange this. 

4 Update from CCTT 
4.a Easter Road/Duke Street design 

A Mackenzie noted that LLCC met on Monday about the proposal to permanently replace the roundabout with a signalised 
junction. This led to the creation of the document in Appendix 1. It has been sent to TT and S Blacklaw (SB), who leads the 
current summer roads-repair programme. CCTT and TT are concerned that delays (already evident) to this programme may 
delay the start of tram construction. R Leech noted that CEC’s decision that the signalised junction which TT wished during 
construction is to be permanent has not been communicated well. ACTION: R LEECH TO ASCERTAIN WHAT CAN BE DONE TO IMPROVE 

MATTERS HERE. 

H Tobermann suggested that this is an example of CEC staff being over-tasked and CEC having insufficient resources, and so 
such matters should be part of the TN ‘supplementary programme’ thanks to TT’s dedication and strengths.  

C Wilson stated that he frequently uses this junction, and that it does not work well. 

A Hardie suggested that the investigations of cycle-routes have gone quiet. ACTION: R LEECH TO ASCERTAIN STATUS. 

4.b Discussion with Hannah Ross regarding multi-year environmental cost/benefits post tram 
H Tobermann recently met with H Ross about this topic. She acknowledged that CEC wishes environmental benefits from 
the tram project, as part of its overall environmental work. Hence various proxy data-sets will be collected over the 
summer. 

  

https://leithcentralcc.co.uk/2019/05/30/more-detail-on-carriageway-resurfacing-works-summer-2019-20/


CCTT/TT minutes 2019_06_27 Draft Page 5 of 6 

4.c TTRO: measures to curtail commuter on street parking during construction (including contractors) 
CCTT suggested that discussion and work should focus on local residents, to minimise them being affected by commuters 
and tram-staff parking for free in areas affected by tram construction. Hence CCTT wishes to know what is being done to 
minimise such issues? 

R Leech responded that TT cannot ban commuters without having the power to restrict parking, and that this might reduce 
business footfall. RL added that during the original tram project, workers and others had parked in the construction site. 
AMM suggested instituting shuttle busses to enable workers to park in appropriate places. H Tobermann cited an example 
of Scottish Power doing this, and suggested that tram staff could park at the former tram depot.  

It was noted that there is a long-term aspiration for a CPZ in the Leith Central area. 

CCTT insisted on enforcement of parking arrangements all along the route, throughout the project. 

5 Meeting dates during ECI period: 29 August, 26 September (last Thursday of 
each month) 
See item 3.g. above 
 

6 Appendix 1: LLCC’s concerns about Easter Rd/Duke St/Lochend Rd junction 
Redesign of Junction at Easter Road/Duke Street/Lochend Road 

Concerns from local residents about the redesigned junction 
At a Community Council meeting held in public on 24 June 2019, local residents voiced their disappointment about the lack 
of public consultation, and their many concerns about the planned changes. In general residents were concerned that 
the redesign could slow down traffic flow and increase congestion. There were also some very specific concerns – see 
below. They also wanted reassurance that if the redesign needed for the tramworks turns out not to work well, that in 
consultation with residents, a further review and revision of the design, if needed, can be considered when that 
temporary period is finishing, rather than automatically making this design permanent. 

From Residents that live in the former Leith Academy building (No. 89b Duke Street) 

Serious concern about both entering and exiting from their car park. 
Exiting looks very difficult if not downright dangerous as they will be pulling out into the middle of a busy traffic junction, 
with no setting designed to allow them safe passage. 

Residents are concerned that they will not be able to see any traffic lights from their exit gate, so it will be very difficult to 
know when to pull out safely. They will just have to ‘take a chance’, and they might be pulling out when pedestrians are 
thinking it’s safe to cross. 

Having exited, they will only be able to turn left, which means quite a long and circuitous diversion via Vanburgh Place, East 
Hermitage Place, Links Gardens, Links Place, Johns Place and Duncan Place, in order to get back on to Duke Street and to 
head into the city. Additionally they will then have to turn right from Duncan Place on to Duke Street which is already very 
difficult (most people currently actually turn left and use the roundabout to head back along Duke Street).  It will definitely 
add to the existing major congestion on the western section of Duke Street. 

Additionally, it will add to the existing congestion on Links Gardens, Links Place, Johns Place and Duncan Place, which area 
contains two Primary schools. All those roads contains chicanes, bumps and narrowings,  and ‘give way’ segments which 
slow traffic but also cause major congestion at times. Added to which if additional buses are re-routed round there during 
tramworks, the congestion will be major. 

Residents will only be able to enter their house by approaching from Duke Street (and possibly Easter Road?) whereas 
before they could also enter from Vanburgh Place and Lochend Road (via the roundabout). 

From Residents that live in the former Lochend School House building (No. 4 Lochend Road) 
Similar problems to the above, though less severe.  Residents will find it difficult to enter and, especially, exit their car park 
as it may be blocked by queuing traffic, or else difficult to see traffic lights and dangerous to pull out into fast moving 
traffic. 

From Residents that live in Burns Road, Industrial Road etc. (‘the Colonies’)  
Residents are concerned that because traffic coming down Lochend Road will be unable to turn right into Vanburgh / East 
Hermitage Place, cars will instead turn right before the junction and use Burns Street and possibly then Industrial Street as a 
‘rat run’ to get them to the eastern section of the Links.   These very narrow streets are already further narrowed by parked 
cars and there is simply no capacity for extra ‘through traffic’. It will make it very unsafe for pedestrians (there are very 
narrow footways in these streets), and for children. People live in the colonies precisely because it is a nice quiet and safe 
little semi-enclosed community; it is not acceptable to turn it into a rat run. Slowing cars by adding traffic calming measures 
as suggested, (such as bumps?)  is adding insult to injury, really – it will not reduce traffic, it will just make it more 
congested. 

Rat run traffic using this route would come out and be trying to turn right on to East Hermitage Place at various points - all 
of which would be awkward turns into a busy road, or if they continue along Industrial Road, would exit via Summerfield 
Place that is right at  the traffic light junction at Restalrig Road, which would be a dangerous turning into an already 
congested spot. 
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Comments on Measures under Consideration 
1. As above, traffic calming measures are not an adequate solution to the Burns Street rat run problem. 

2. Residents pointed out that the removal of the bus-stop on Vanburgh Place will mean a long walk from the earlier bus 
stop on Duke Street, or from further along East Hermitage Place, for residents who may be elderly or mobility impaired. 
The idea of retaining it by using a lay-by is worth considering / keeping on the table as an option. It is also used by 
school children travelling by bus to Leith Academy. 

3. Widening the access road for residents of 89 Duke Street will not really help, if the main problem is that they can’t get 
out into the stream of traffic, and can’t turn right, anyway. 

4. A Toucan crossing on Vanburgh Place for cyclists exiting Leith Links, and for pedestrians, would probably be helpful, 
although it seems very close to the traffic lights and no entry box – might that cause problems?   

5. What does ‘Appropriate road markings to protect side access where queuing is likely’ mean, exactly? 

General Comments 
Residents observed that the congestion problem currently – and likely, in the future – is not actually the junction at Easter 
Road, but further back, on the approaches to that junction. Most notably, on the western segment of Duke Street, outside 
Tesco, near Academy Street, where two bus stops almost opposite each other, plus a traffic island/refuge and parking on 
the inside lane (outside Gym and Surgery) mean that traffic is often completely at a standstill there.  Could the bus stops be 
further staggered so that buses stopped at both do not bring the whole street to a standstill? 

This problem is likely to get much worse in future given the increased use of Laurie Street and Academy Street once traffic 
restrictions on Constitution Street kick in. 

Residents pointed out that this exercise is a missed opportunity. Rather than just changing this junction (which itself may 
throw up further new problems - unintended consequences) a review and possible redesign of the whole area is really 
needed (i.e. including but not restricted to, this junction).  This would take a wider and more holistic perspective and should 
include consideration of: 

• The use of Gordon / Manderston Street as a rat run to avoid the traffic lights at the foot of Leith Walk (currently already 
a problem, exacerbated by the additional problems of inconsiderately parked cars, and likely to get much worse 
following this redesign. This is dangerous for pedestrians, bearing in mind also the large number of elderly residents 
(sheltered housing block), and polluting. N.B. Traffic calming measures do not appear to make a blind bit of difference 
to the usage of the street as a rat run. 

• endemic huge congestion on the Tesco segment of Duke Street, due to bus-stops opposite each other on narrow part of 
road, plus refuge (see above). 

• traffic problems on Duncan Place, (and Johns Place, Academy Street), Links Gardens, Links Place. See above - these 
roads (which include 2 Primary schools) are choked by parking on both sides, have chicanes, road narrowing, give way 
sections, bumps etc. but are still used regularly by large vehicles and buses (and soon, more diverted traffic, during 
tramworks). 

• traffic problems on Lochend Road  

• danger to pedestrians crossing Easter Road at the level of Tesco car park entrance (especially school kids in and out of 
Leith Academy at break and lunch times). Also - pedestrians always use the car entrance to Tesco’s car park (rather than 
the pedestrian entry, because it’s in the wrong place.). Council needs to work with Tesco’s to sort this out. 

• persistent dangerous parking on corners around the area, blocking the view of both drivers and pedestrians – double 
yellow lines needed on a number of small junctions around Leith Links. 

• One sided parking only (with double yellow lines on the other side) needed for Restalrig Road which is often brought to 
a standstill by parking on both sides plus buses in both directions. 

• Recognition that review of parking and possible introduction of some form of parking control may be inevitable in this 
area. 

Further issues  
Residents asked - why widen the pavement so massively outside the Former Leith Academy building – from where passers-
by could only sit and view the road junction – rather than widening it on the opposite side of the street outside the local 
shops, pub etc., which could give scope for regeneration of those local businesses, that are currently rather dwindling away 
(presumably partly due to the heavy traffic and lack of access)?. 

And if the pavement is to be greatly widened (on either side) please could we have some new trees? 

Residents asked whether the City Car Club spaces on Vanburgh Place would be affected by the junction redesign? 

From Residents concerned about the loss of plants on the roundabout 
The existing roundabout is a particularly nice one, planted with healthy plants, (many are New Zealand natives) that are 
robust and cope well with the pollution (as well as gladdening the eye and heart of passers by). 

Please can there be assurances that these will not just be dug up and thrown away, but will be preserved and replanted 
nearby somewhere locally, as appropriate?  


