
SC - AS Underpass - W28 

ITaskName 

454 Planned 

455 Actual [On time - one day early} 

456 - B. Key INTC's 

457 + ltfTC 053 (Transfer of Utility Diversions from MUDFA lo lnfraco) 

465 +J INTC 103 BODI lo IFC 

473 + INTC 475 Slewing of BT Ducts 

478 - C. MUDFA I Utilities 

479 TCO for diversion of services (TC04) - issued July 08; d iverted by 2110/08 

480 tle delay to start (diversion of utilities) 

481 'o' D. Other Issues: 

482 - (1) Sut>-contraclor Procurement 

483 28.2 request 

484 28.2 approval 

485 LOI for secant piling (to Expanded Piling Ltd) 

4136 (2) WPP - not identifed as an issue 

487 (3) IDR/ IDC process 

488 - E. Construction Periods 

489 Rev .1 duration 

490 TCO for diversion of services (TC04) - issued July 08; diverted by 2110/08 

491 tie delay to start (diversion of utilities) 

492 - Rev.3 Step 4 Issue 3 duration (incl. as-built dates) 

493 Period 1 - Pha.se ·1 piling (as-built) 
11--~-1-~~~~~ 

494 BSC delay due to incor rect reinforcement cages 

495 Period 2 - Phase 1 piling completion (as built) 

496 BSC delay due to Temp Works design not in place 

497 

498 

499 

-
lnfraco attempt to implement temp works design - fails 

Period 3 - Rest a rt of works 

BT ductsicables in w rong place (IIITC 475) 

Infra.co delay in restarting -
500 

501 Infra co restart on Phase 1 & 2 works (could ha.ve started 20/11 -AS) 

502 

503 

504 

505 

Infra co start pifin g on 1 0/211 O 

BSC delay in starting Phase 2 

Rev.3 balance of works [Start date not clear) 

Rev.3 Step 4 Issue 1 Mitigated Duration (inlcudes a.s-built dates ab.ove) 
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A. IFC Process: planned date of 29/07/08; actual issue on 28/07/08; No delay. We are also advis d p~t 4 drawings were re-issued on 03/12/09 (no 

details available re reason for, or effect of, same). This may explain the re-start date ffi!.s on 4 12/09 (but has not been identified as an obstacle to 

recommencement). o 
B. Key INTC's: we are advised that the following INTC's were key to c? 1r<le,r1ent a rQg!;:! s (see chart and details below):-

Task Name 

- B. Key INTC's 

INTC 053 (Transfer of Utility Diversions from MUDFA to lnfraco) 

Notified 

Estimate required 

lnf raco culpability - delay in provision of Est imate 

Estimate issued 

Presumed to be tie culpability for period of Estiamte meet ings 

Revised Estimate 

TCO 

-::. INTC 103 BODI to IFC 

Notified 

Estimate required 

lnfraco culpability - delay in provision of Estimate 

Estimate issued 

tie response (disputing BODI used by lnfraco) 

Delay between tie response and 80.13 instruct ion 

80.13 Instruction issue-cl 

INTC 475 Slewing of BT Ducts 

Notified 

Estimate issue-cl' 

Period for agreeing Estimate 

TCO 
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(i) INTC 053 (Transfer of Utility Diversions from MUDFA to lnfraco): we understand that this was a critical delay to commencement of the A8 

Underpass. Delay from planned commencement of 28/8/08 to 13/10/08 (i.e. allowing lnfraco mobilisation period}. Minimum 5 weeks delay; 

tie culpability. Likely be delay of 7 weeks to 13/10/08 (when piling actually started; allowing for mobilisation) 
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(ii) INTC 103 (BODI to IFC): notified 03/06/09; Estimate required 29/06/09; Estimate issued 07 /09/09 (10 weeks late). t ie response issued 

01/10/09 disputing BODI design information used by lnfraco in preparation of Estimate; requesting lnfraco to review Estimate detail. No reply 

from lnfraco to date. (Not clear who is correct in this - affects culpability]. 80.13 Instruction issued 19/03/10. 

It is not clear what this affects - as does not appear to have affected progress to date {but could increase duration required for additional 

work). 

(iii) INTC 475 (Slewing of BT Ducts): INTC issued 11/09/09; Estimate issued 11/09/09; TCO issued 9/10/09. See notes below (under 'C') re period of 

work and effect on progress. tie accepts culpability for effect. 

C. MUDFA / Utilities: utility diversions transferred to lnfraco under INTC 053 appear to be the critical delay to start of Phase 1. Utility diversion was 

complete by 02/10/08. Phase 1 piling started on 13/10/08. Delay of 5 to 7 weeks; tie culpability. This issue is not disputed by tie. 

Similarly, INTC 475 is not disputed. Issue identified Ju ly 2009; causing work to stop while investigations and solution found. Work took from 02/11/09 

to 04/12/09. tie (AS) however believes that work could have recommenced on 20/11/09. Delay from 21/07 /09 to 19/11/09 = 17 weeks; tie culpability. 

Note: further utility diversions (SP & SGN) appear to be identified within the tie PM Report 'Period Two; Year 10/11'. Those diversions may yet affect 

progress. 

D. Other Issues: 

(i) Sub-Contractor Procurement: LOI issued to Expanded Piling on 04/09/08 for piling works. Although this is later than planned commencement 

of 28/08/08, the delay due to utility diversion was known about at that time. Appears LOI issued 'just in time' and therefore not affecting 

commencement. 

(ii) WPP Process: not identified as an obstacle to commencement or progress generally. However, see details below re temporary works design 

during January to March 2009. 

(iii) IDR/IDC process: understood not to have delayed commencement or progress. 

E. Construction Periods: 

(i) Delay to Start: Actual commencement was achieved on 13/10/08 (6.57 weeks late). Primary causes of delay to start as follows:-

A. IFC process: no delay identified. 

B. INTC's: INTC 053 (utility transfer) caused delay to commencement of 5 to 7 weeks. INTC 475 caused 17 week delay to progress. Both tie 

culpability. 

C. MUOFA I Utilities: see above re delays caused by INTC's 053 & 475. 

D. Other: please see comments at 'D' above. These matters are not unders , o 

tie 
lnfraco delay in restarting lnfraco 
lnfraco restart on Phase 1 & 2 9.71 

lnfraco start piling on 10/2/10 31 4.43 

23 3.29 lnfraco 

24.29 

Increased durations 

The table at 'E' above sh~ th t e Issue 3 programme includes an increase of circa 107 weeks over the timescale in Rev.l programme. IM 

mitigated view of lssu 3 o . s an increase in duration of 92 weeks to the Rev.1 programme. There is presently no justification for the lnfraco 

increased Rev.3 durati~o. Increased durations are reconciled as follows:-
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Phase Rev.1 lnfraco Rev.3 Increase 

(wks) (wks) (wks) 

Phase 1 9 

Phase 2 18 

Phase1&2 95 68 

Phase 3 12 22 10 

Phase 4 10 28 18 

Subway Incl. 7 7 

Sub-total 49 152 103 
Add'I Holidays 0 4 4 

Total 49 156 107 

The increased durations however, include the periods of earlier as-built delays (totalling circa 54 weeks) as summarised above. 

These delays are reconciled below (showing a net increased duration in the Issue 3 programme of 52.57 weeks; and 37 weeks in IM's mitigated 

Rev.3 programme). Note: it is understood that lnfraco are looking at running Phase 4 concurrently with Phases 1 & 2, which could considerably 

reduce projected timescale. 

Description Durations (weeks) 

Rev.1 Rev.3 Issue IM Mitigated 

3 Rev.3 

Original Duration 49.00 49.00 49.00 
Delay: tie 24.29 24.29 

Delay: lnfraco 29.86 29.86 

Increased duration 52.57 37.29 

Total 49.00 155.71 140.43 

Note: further utility diversions (SP & SGN) appear t o be identified within the tie PM Report 'Period Two; Year 10/11'. Those diversions may yet 

affect progress. 

Key issues which do or may entitle lnfraco to further time are as follows;-

(i) Delay to start (INTC 053): 6.5 weeks 

(ii) BT diversion (INTC 475): 17.5 weeks 

(iii) Additional scope I utility diversion or handling not included in the INTC's above (may be included in INTC Master list being complied). 

The remainder of the time would appear to matters for which lnfraco is responsible (as-built delays of 30 weeks) or increased durations (53 

weeks) which have yet to be substantiated or shown to be tie responsibility. It is noted that lnfraco are considering running Phase 4 

concurrently with Phases 1 & 2, which would I should reduce the projected timescales. 

F. tie position on area availability: There was a delay of circa 7 weeks in availability of this area as a result of utility diversions (INTC 053 refers). Those 

utility diversions were complete by 02/10/08 with piling commencing on 13/10/08. Delay by tie; tie I bility. 

(i) 'Significant' issues/events: In terms of as-bu ilt progress, a delay was incurred o f.l e ment. Thereafter, various issues arose affecting 
G. Conclusion: @.) 

actual progress. These issues can be summarised as follows: 
1 
_/l..,. ()" 

(ii) 

(iii) 

• Utility delays (INTC 053 & 475) appear to have caused~ ~ 0134 wee s ~elays, tie culpability. 

• Delays to progress which appear to be lnfraco culpabi i , 0 j e~ ks. T ~i matters relate in the m,.,oJ,-p rt t o slow progress and Temporary 

Works design not being in place. I ] (},, 
In addition, lnfraco's Revision 3 programme also/indid t s nc~~sed durations of a further w ei/slor 37 weeks IM Estimate). Of those 

appear t o have affected pro~ es . t i als/noted however that lnf~ra (Q1/~.1a e provision of that Estimate. 

Considerations of dominan . please refer to comments j b v !-A~e , ' ignificant issues I events for matters which appear to have caused 

delay to actual start, actual progress and projected comp etl). 

H. Current assessment of culpability 

(see over page) 
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A. DELAY TO START: Current view on culpability [analysis of Lower and Upper Limits of culpability] 

1. LOWER LIMIT 

Completion of Utilities beyond 

Rev 1 start date 

2. UPPER LIMIT 

Completion of Utilities beyond 

Rev 1 start date 

IM Mitigated Period= +91 wks 

lnfraco Rev.3 Period= +107 wks 

Lower limit 

Upper limit 

Observations on Actual Progress 
Analysis of ongoing progress, 

considered in 'Delay to Finish' 

periods detailed above. 

"Refer to chart (contained in 
summary narrative for this 
structure).capturing actual 
progress for breakdown of the 

above figures. 

SC - A8 Underpass - W28 

tie culpability lnfraco culpability Poss. SOS culpability 

From to Days Weeks Cause From to Days Weeks Cause From to Days Weeks 

28/08/08 

28/08/08 

24.00 

91.00 

13/10/08 

13/10/08 

30.00 

91.00 

tie lnfraco 

-24.00 -30.00 

46 

0 

0 

46 

0 

0 

0 

No lnfraco culpability in 

6.57 delay to start 

6.57 

6.57 

6.57 

lnfTaco Rev3 Period 

tie lnfraco 

24.00 

91.00 

46.00 

107.00 

Page4 

0 No delay to IFC 29/07/08 29/07/08 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

IM mitigated period +9lwks: this is likely to be MUDFA I Utilities completions 

and issues attaching to INTC's. Myriad delays to progress compromise progress 

thereafter. These range from incorrect usage of reinf. cages and delays in the 

implementation of TW design by lnfraco. tie culpability attaching to MUDFA I 
Utilities and INTC's. lnfraco culpability attaching to delays to the progress of the 

works. (Refer ongoing progress chart) . 

lnfraco Rev.3 period +107 wks: On the basis that lnfraco can mitigate to 91 wks 

as per IM's analysis then lnfraco lower limit restricted to anything in excess of 

30wks. tie liability remains at lower limit of 24 wks if lnfraco responsible for all 

increased durations. (Lower limit periods derived from delays observed to actual 

progress - see opposite). 
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SC - Depot Access Bridge - 532 

Task Name 

: = : 

1 
! ·····1······T···· ··:······1·· ···· ·r···· ··1·······: 

509 Planned . . ·r · ···o,i1·0···· .... f. ·····1···· ·· j· ······t······;· .... ··:···; ···t······j·· ··· ·t··· ··········r·····-i- ···· ··i······r ····· ·r···· ··i········ 
- , , • ,j, ••• , •• 1, . , •.. ~- .• • . , ,; .• . , •. /., , •• . J. , ,,. , .; . , . , . , j ,, . , . . ,i,, .; , . . ; . .• . , . i .. ,, ... ~., ... .. ; , . , . , . ~. ,.,,, .; .. ,, ... ~, ... . , i . .. , , .. ; , , . .. . i •• •• , , .; 

510 Actual [No material delay) , 1p110 • ' ' ' i ' ! l ! ! ! ' i ! i l ! ... i· ..... ; . . . . .. . .. .. ; .... .. i• ..... -~-. . .. .. . 
511 - B. KeyltlTC[201J , .... T -r·,:;;··r .·. ·.·.·.-.... ·. · .. ·. · .. ·.,· .. ·. ·. ·.·. i.·. ·- ~---·.·.l_··_·_·_ :,: · ·, , ' ' , , ... r .. 

1--5-12---+-- Datenotifle<I ··!··· -- r · ·j·~ ·oojfr· i . . 1 i i ··t .. ··1· .... ;. ·.·.·.·.·.r .. ··_·_·_·_ ·_ ',i ·. ·. ·. ·. ·. · .. ·1.·. ·.·.·.·.-. !. ·1· .. ·) ·····! · · ··· · ·' ·+ ·. l . : .• : : . . ... l . . . . . . . i. . . . . . J l '• .. .. . : . , 

513 Estimate required ; ·· ··· ~ . r··g f ...... l ~ j 1 · ; i ..... ; . . . . . . i. ...... L .... :_;,,_· .... :!_. .. ! ! • 

514 lnfracoculpability ··-r--. 1· ·oii12 .. · i ··· . . , . ··· : · ... ·i··16ifo .. r t t · i i ' ! ! l ···· i··. ··: 

515 Estimatereceive<I --------------- :::
1
::::::: ;_· ::::::;::: ::: :r ::::::1:::::: 1.:::::::~_:~ J_:::(_'. :::f_·::::::r::::: :r, :::::::::::::;:::::::;:::::::1::::::r::::::1.,::::::::::::::: 

516 tie culpability . .. , ..... . ,. - ··i.· ..... ( ...... j .. ..... ( .. .. ... j. .... . j.. ... , ... .... , 
517 80.15 1nstructionissued ···r·····r ' :······:···, -~ .,sipi"'. t • , , ; 

--- . ... ~ .. . . . . . ; . . ... i . ··· ··r··· ···i· ( ; ~ ; ,. ;. .... . ; .. .... i . .. . .. .; .... ... : .. ... . (. . ... . : .. .... . . 
518 tnfracoculpabilityforfurtherdelayduetomobilisation .... j:.· .... . , ..... . , •. · ::: ;_:: ::i,, :1~1¥.:~:!,_._:11.,~1. , · · ( i ( · ···· .,!_ ·· ·· · --! 
519 c. MUDFA J Utilities - not identified as an issue ·· ·· •-;·· ·· ·· ·:· ············~· ·····T······r ····· r ·· .... 

:~~ - D~ ~ti:::::~r:~or-Procurement : : : r :: : : : : ,: : : :: : r: :: : : :; :: : : :: :: : : :: : ;: : : : : : :1:::::: r: :: :: l: :1:: :f: :: : : T:: :: t:: :: : T::::: r::::: r:: :: :1:: ::: : r :: : : ::1::: :: :1 :: :: : : :: 
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523 28..2 approval ' i ·--4 23iQ9 i ; .. ·:· . -- '.·· ····1···t···t ... ·;·· . T . , 

:: (2):~:~::1~::n:~fi:
1
~:::~sue ::j: :::::r ::::r···+· ~1 °~10f.:: r: ::; : :::ff):: ::r. ···:· ::: :; :: : :;: : : r: ···; T .. ··: ····;·· ::::; 

: _ E. c(!~~:~:~;r;:::·snot Klentified as an issue : : : J:::: :: !: : : : ·: j:::::: :[:::: :: i:::::: j:::::: :; : : : : : : ;: : : : :: 1: :t:: :i ::::: :r::::: l':::: :t:::::: j:::::: t:::: :1: ::::: J: :: : : : :i ·:::: :! :: :::: :1 

= =52=8~ :-=. ___ Re_v._1 _du_ra_tion -------------- :::i:::····i· :: ::l: ::: ::t-·····i-~sio~: : ::: ... , .... i~o{ ::t.:::::!: ····-~-. +·. +·: :!::::::r ::::r.: :::t :::::;:::::::' 
529 Rev.3 Step4 Issue 3duration ' ' : 1!jf03 : ; ; ; : ... ·t··1:1~1f: • ! ' 
530 Re· • . 3 S!ep.: Issue 1 tlrt1gated Durahcn [CPECK - .:.s thri~s 10monthsJ ..... : . .. .. . ). ·····r .... .......... · 1sioi .. 4~: · ·t ·· ·;;J;·.··2~10 + · · ·[--··-- ·1·····+ · ... ; ........ .. ... . 

A. IFC Process: planned IFC date was 07 /10/08; actual was 10/10/08 i.e. 3 days late; no material delay. We are advised that one drawing was reissued on 

13/11/09. That however was not identified as a material factor delaying commencement; nor was it identified as being critical to construction. 

B. Key INTC's: 

(i) INTC 201 (BODI to IFC): INTC issued 6/11/08; Estimate required 02/12/08; Estimate submitted 16/10/09 (45 weeks late; lnfraco culpability). 

tie response issued 12/01/10; reference to DRP on 15/02/10 including issue of 80.15 instruction (17 weeks; tie culpability). 

C. MUDFA I Utilities: not identified as an issue. 

D. Other Issues: 

(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

Sub-Contractor Procurement: understood that Farrans Construction has been appointed for this area. Although appointment is via LOI, the 

procurement itself does not appear to have affected commencement. @) 
WPP Process: not identified as an issue. 0 
IDR/IDC process: not identified as an issue. 

E. Construction Periods: 

Finish 

Cal. Duration 

(1@ 
a .g to start of 32 weeks. The primary causes of delay to (i) Delay to Start: both the Issue 3 ro ra 

start as follows:- £ 
A. IFC process: No material effe . (1 
B. INTC's: INTC 201 caused e delayed start. lnfracoE In ~r~ n of Estimate causes a minimum of 14 weeks delay (between 05/08/09 

16/10/09; plus 4 weeks mobilisation). tie culp ·~1 w iyok~el be 17 weeks (from 17 /10/09 to 15/02/10). 

It may be t hat tie could try to argue that 'bu 7-rv l~f~acb~J week delay in provision of the Estimate, that no delay would have occurred as 

a result of tie's period of revi~ a~ci;e-t,-etcf ~ F'~; however should be discussed further. 

~~ :~~:: I Utilities: not ide tEi~ a · &)uC/ 

)., Sub-Contractti:q~ . . cu ~ -i~~Jentified as an issue. 
:::;.. WPP process: oy i~e 1 1e as<n issue. 

:::;.. IDR/IDC proc ss\'.;,6t i l'l 1fied as an issue. 

(ii) Delay to Finish: Issue 3 programme shows an increase of circa 31 weeks over the timescale in Rev.1 programme. The IM mitigated view of 

Issue 1 shows an increase in duration of 7 weeks to the Rev.l programme. There is presently no justification for the lnfraco increased Rev.3 

duration. That said however, AS believes that a reasonable period for this structure is circa 10 months (or 43 weeks). That view appears to be 

based on the fact that the design of this structure has become more complex and hence is likely to take more time to construct. This would 

clearly affect projected finish of this structure. 

F. tie position on area availability: this area was available as per the original Rev.1 commencement date. The delay to commencement has been the INTC 

process associated with INTC 201. 
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G. Conclusion: 

(i) 'Significant' issues/events: the process of providing an Estimate and instruction in relation to INTC 201 appears to have been the issue affecting 

commencement of this structure. This was caused by an lnfraco delay in provision of the Estimate; causing a minimum of 14 weeks delay 

(between 05/08/09 16/10/09; plus 4 weeks mobilisation). tie culpability will most likely be 17 weeks (from 17 /10/09 to 15/02/10) as a result 

of the time taken to issue an 80.15 instruction for same. 

It may be that tie could try to argue that 'but-for' lnfraco's 45 week delay in provision of the Estimate, that no delay would have occurred as a 

result of tie's period of review and reference to DRP. That however should be discussed. 

It also appears that lnfraco will be due some further time for construction of this structure beyond the duration included within the Revision 1 

Programme. That increase has arisen as a result of the increased complexity I workscope involved in the final design. It is estimated that an 

increase in duration in the region of 7 to 18 weeks may be appropriate. 

(ii) Concurrent issues: In our opinion the other events detailed above (i.e. the sub-contractor procurement timing, the WPP process) have less of a 

bearing on the late commencement of this area. Whilst in isolation these issues may have been / may yet be critical to commencement their 

significance is considerably diminished by the process associated with INTC 201. 

(iii) Considerations of dominance: the process of providing t he Estimate for INTC 201, tie's review of same and ultimate reference to DRP is the 

dominant delay affecting commencement. Thereafter forecast increase in construction period affects end date. 

H. Current assessment of culpability 

A. DELAY TO START: Current view on culpability [analysis of Lower and Upper Limits of culpability] 

tie culpability lnfraco culpability Poss. SOS culpability 

From to Days Weeks Cause From to Days Weeks Cause From to Days Weeks 

L LOWER LIMIT 

Delay; from INTC 201 

estimate to 80.15 instruction 

2. UPPER LIMIT 

Delay; from INTC201 

estimate to 80.15 instruction 

lnfraco Rev.3 Period= +31 wks 

Lower Limit 
Upper Limit 

17/10/00 

17/10/00 

0.00 
7.00 

SC- Depot Access Bridge- S32 

15/02/10 

15/02/10 

0.00 
7.00 

Delay in provision of 

121 17.29 INTC 201 estimate 05/08/00 
lnfraco mobilisation 

0 period 16/10/00 
0 

17.29 

Delay in provision of 

121 17.29 I NTC 201 estimate 05/08/00 
lnfraco mobilisation 

0 period 16/10/00 

0 

0 

17.29 

Page2 

No (material) 

16/10/00 72 10.29 delay to IFC 07/10/08 10/10/08 3 0.43 

13/11/00 28 4.00 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

14.29 0.4286 

16/10/00 72 10.29 0 0.00 

13/11/00 0 0.00 

0 0.00 

0 0.00 

14.29 0 

I m ·gated period +7wks: this is likely to be issues flowing from INTC 201. 
T ~e,i;{ues range from delays in provision of estimate (by lnfraco) to delays 

attaching to tie's instruction of said INTC. BODI - IFC changes have resulted in 
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A. IFC Process: Numerous IFC's have been and continue to be issued for this structur~ M i{ lel7At~! follows:-

(i) Building Foundat ions: planned IFC 25/04/08. Actual IFC 13/05/0~. Initial · la dt J~-~ys (2.5 weeks). 

4 No. subsequent revisions to the IFC have been issued o~ . ~ · 9/0 , 24/10 08 2>t/0£!09; 07 /08/09. 

It is understood that the latter revisions to the IFC's wer b (c ht about b~,,8 S failure to consideraou elaat,·on design integration with ground 

floor slab and pits design. This is likely to be a failure of DS nf er (u) - excusing Infra co of culpa '.?./ o delay. 

(ii) Ground Floor Slab & Pits: planned IFC 25/04/08. P:ttual IF [ : r/0~ . Initial delay of ~ days . e~s)j 

13No. subsequent revisions to the IFC have 
7
e£~ ed o~ /09/08; 23/09/08; 24/1~ 8; 41erJ 9()1. 1$/© 09; 23/06/09; 07 /08/09; 20/08/09; 

11 /09/09; 13/10/09; 10/11/oyefll) o '. ; o tof(~ l). 

not be a matter for tie 1.e. 1t p ea sf , r lthl most part to be lnfraco culpab~ ·- n ers and that this has caused a delay to actual progress 

on ground floor slab and pits 10 l7 
Note however that tie is res~onsi for addition of turntableu· o g n or ab design (this appears to have been incorporated into either 

Rev. 14 (17/9/09) or 15 (13/to/ 9)). (J 
(iii) Steel Superstructure: planned IFC 06/06/08; actu~or tif"l - ai n extent and dates of revisions not yet available (see comment below). 

(iv) Depot Main Building: planned IFC 07 /07 /08; a~-;,;; tiln'J etails on extent and dates of revisions not yet available (see comment below). 

Extent and time taken for design finalis~ n ~ c r a~a concern. Recommendation: that this should be audited I investigated in detail. 

B. Key INTC's: numerous INTC's have~ B'1]u~ r ~i e epot Building. We are advised that the main INTC's which were obstacles to commencement 

(or progress) were INTC's 187, 2 -~-~_E; 4j 2 · e ·(s as follows (see also chart extract below):-

(i) INTC 187 Earthworks In rease ,ts: INTC issued 03/11/08; Estimate required 27/11/08; Estimate issued 11/03/09 (15 weeks later than 

required). TCO issuet 0~4tpg,{a 3 week turnaround does not appear unreasonable; but is also 'excusable' in terms of CE(x)). This process 

should however have 0 u~ d sooner (it appears that the delay in provision of Estimate contributed to the late start on earthworks between 

18/02/09 and 07 /04/09). 

(ii) INTC 203A (Depot Building Foundations): INTC 203 issued on 06/11/08; AS believes this is the trigger for 203A (not 07 /05/09 as noted in the 

Master INTC list; this needs to be verified by tie). On that basis, Estimate required 01/12/08; Estimate issued 07/05/09 (22 weeks later than 

required). TCO issued 15/07/09 (10 week turnaround does not appear reasonable; this is also 'excusable' in terms of CE(x)). 

(iii) INTC 2038 (Depot Building Steelwork): same details as INTC 203A above. 

(iv) INTC 412 (Depot Building turntable): TNC issued 14/05/09; Estimate required 09/06/09; Estimate not yet issued (currently 46 weeks late). IFC 

appears to have been revised on either Rev. 14 (17 /9/09) or 15 (13/10/09). This timescale (4 to 5 months) appears quite long. 

Recommendation: Check SOS I lnfraco performance (during tie audit). tie accepts culpability for this issue. 
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Summary (image) of key INTC's listed above 

Task Name 

571 - B. Key INTC's . l ! l , . : 
- 57-2---<-- - IDC 187 - Earthworks (increased qts) . .. .. . / .. ..... ; .::: : : i ::~:::1::::::1::::::1:::::: :1::: :: ::1:::::: r:1 ::r ::::: 1: :::::r:: ::::1:::::::1::::::r::::::::: ::::1:::: :: 1::::::t:: ::::1 
::: :::ur:uired :::::: l: ::::: :1::::::1 t T?::l::::::!:::····:···--··!·· ::: i:::i: :: :I::::::::::::::;: ::: :J::::: :! ::::::i:::::::::: ::::::::::: :l:: :::J ::::::J 

-
17
-~---_-IN_T_~:t ff ;;::::::0.::-0-rk_)________ : ! l ~:~rti ;: : · I ll ! ; : r i : i : : ! r i 

• ••• • • <· •••••• ;. •••• •• • .. ••••••• ••••• ·> • ••• .. j ••••••• ; •••••• • ; • < : • : i : : : > : : ~ I 
580 

581 

582 

583 

584 

585 

586 

587 

588 

589 

590 

~:::~~sr: :i::HECK] ------------- ······i- ·····f ... ··l·~r-1·~··f. ·····l ·····-1·-· ····i· •:::i::1•• 1: :::::1::::::i: ::::•::• :::•:::::::::i:::::::1 :::•::1::::::1::::•:r•:::•:-
Oelayto Estimate ... " ]' " T '03!ff .... ""! . 'otios T"" T , , 1 , , , , , , , · 

:,:':::: •• , ... ,co l I .••::::: +~~SL ! HL !J l l + :r+ +•:::: 
TCO 78& 79 . .. ... l. ...... l ...... ; ....... , ....... l ...... ~ .. 15f<'7. .. . i ...... l .. 1 .. L ..... , ...... , ....... ; ....... ! ...... : ....... : ...... , ...... J ..... '. ..... . 

- lNTC412 (DepotBuildingturntable) ! ' ' [ \ ,:;:, , · ' ' i [ : ' \ \ \ ' \ ! 

tb~~:;:::::~~~ ::.::::.~::~:: .. ,.,,.,, -- ! r ! LDl~'.l I If I r 111 • 1 : L ! r i J 
=====~g:;· -:r..:·::.:---:.:--~-~-~- ~ --..;;:;--·~ ~· .__.......,.,, . _ ..... ·~ ... _,._,,,..,.~ .. ..... .,._ ......... ,'.'} 

C. MUDFA / Utilities: Water main diversion is main issue. Planned completion of utilities was 30/05/08. Actual completion of water main sufficient to 

permit material commencement of earthworks achieved on 18/02/09 (plus add time for mobilisation; approx. 1 week). Delay to this milestone of 38 

weeks; tie culpability. Remainder of area available by 05/05/09 (further delay of 11 weeks - but understood that this would / should not have been 

critical to building progress). 

Note: the above is slight ly different from previous information supplied. That is, previously we understood that tie's position was that partial access 

was available on or around late 2008 (i .. e prior to the completion of the water main). The above however is the explanation we have recently received. 

If however the earlier tie position is correct the balance of culpability shifts more towards lnfraco as a resu lt of a failure to commence earlier. The 

measure of the shift in culpability is likely to be in the region of 6-10 weeks. 

D. Other Issues: 

(i) Sub-Contractor Procurement: first LOI issued to Barr issued on 02/06/08; 28.2 approval sought 28/10/08 - approval given 02/12/08. Extension 

to LOI issued on 31/10/08 to include available earthworks. This is therefore not seen as an obsy1J'e to commencement or progress. 

WPP Process: we do not understand this to have been an obstacle to commencement or pr~og],'ess. 

IDR/IDC process: there is a question here about sos I lnfraco design integra~ nr SJ e--1'~ J~ro ess above and extent of revised IFC's which have 

been (and continue to be) issued. Recommendation: that this should be au 1t'll(J, fno ti le in detail. 

(ii) 

(iii) 

E. Construction Periods: 

Finish 01/06/2010 '10 .43 wks /1 
Cal. Duration 100.71 wks 114.43wks ks -10.14wks ~ a 

Note: part of Rev.3 Issue 3 and IM i igated R v. ra 1 :fci include delays to early progre s. hi t e shows a delay to completion of 54 weeks. 

analysed. Q 
(i) Delay to Start: The table above ers to various programmed te -~Y ~o ual start of earthworks is 41 weeks. Primary causes as follows:-

A. IFC process: see comments above. Considerabl q e ti ~(;15061: SOS performance and possibly lnfraco management of SOS and 

performance in providing lnfraco Design. Re m d i n: De~d audit requ ired. 

B. 
{lnfraco culpabili ty); INTC 20~ & f,(Q r le a t CO s) contributed to the delay to the start of foundations. 

C. MUDFA I Utilities: de la j u?j~ f atr m , c sing delay to access - 27 /06/08 (planned start) to 18/02/09 (plus one week mobilisation; 

when material start sh ul tvr e&rnfil e · ced). 35 week delay (from 27 /06/08 to 25/02/09); tie culpability. 

0. Other: 

)., Sub-Contract? ij~~1cu e nt: no material cause of delay. 

:::;.. WPP process:ldifte'. 

)., IDR/IDC proce~ ee comments above. Considerable questions about SOS performance and possibly lnfraco management of SOS and 

performance in providing lnfraco design. Detailed audit required. 

(ii) Delay to Finish: Issue 3 programme shows an increase of circa 14 weeks over the timescale in Rev.l programme. IM mitigated view of Issue 3 

shows a decrease in duration of 10 weeks to the Rev.1 programme. There is presently no justification for the lnfraco increased Rev.3 duration 

(it appears to be masking lnfraco culpability in early performance). 

Delay to progress up to start of foundations can be summarised as follows:-

• Rev.l Period from Earthworks to Foundation start is 5 weeks (27 /06/08 to 01/08/08). Actual period from Earthworks commencement to 

foundation commencement 21 weeks (07 /04/09 to 31/08/09). Increase in lag (i.e. further delay) of 16 weeks. 

• Delay to actual steelwork erection commencement (compared to Rev.lprogramme) was also 16 weeks (01/09/08 versus 05/10/09). 
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This equates to a further delay (beyond that incurred to earthworks start) of 16 weeks. This appears to have been caused by the following:-

• Apparent lnfraco refusal to excavate down to formation level under building footprint (until it found location for 'suitable' excavated 

material - linked to INTC 399). Delay 15/5/09 to 15/6/09; 4 weeks. tie's current position is that handling of excavated material is an lnfraco 

responsibility. We proceed on that premise for the time being but this should be further investigated; 

• Increased workscope in respect of INTC 187 (increased volume of earthworks). Something should be allowed by tie here for this increase in 

workscope; 

• Late Estimates from lnfraco on INTC's 203A & B (Estimates issued 07 /05/09; causing late issue of TCO in respect of same until 15/7 /09). 

Estimates should have been issued 01/12/08 [but see note above re INTC date - it is crucial to understand correct INTC date]; 

• It is also possible that late steelwork procurement (delaying steelwork erection until 05/10/09 from 18/09/09; 3 weeks). That is, lnfraco 

holding off working on foundations because it knew that steelwork delivery had been delayed. This is likely to relate to late design approval 

between Barr (Solway) and lnfraco. A matter for which lnfraco should be culpable. This needs to be verified however. 

• There may also be questions about SDS/lnfraco design - see comments above re IFC revisions and audit being required. 

lnfraco failure to mitigate (and/or to accelerate?) is also an issue in respect of overall period to completion of Depot Building (see IM mitigation 

exercise). 

F. tie position on area availability: 

(i) Area available for earthworks commencement as of 18/02/09 (plus one week for mobilisation of earthworks contractor). Delay by tie (35 

weeks). lnfraco failure to provide Estimate on INTC 187 caused delay to issue of TCO (issued in reasonable time). Had lnfraco issued Estimate 

timeously commencement would have been circa 25/02/09 (further delay of 6 weeks to earthworks commencement). lnfraco delay. 

G. Conclusion: 

(i) 'Significant' issues/events: the significant issues affecting commencement of the earthworks were (i) water main diversion; and (ii) INTC 187. 

(ii) 

(iii) 

The delay due to water main, causing delay to access - 01/08/08 (planned start) to 18/02/09 (when material start should have commenced). 

35 week delay (tie culpability). INTC 187 (delay in provision of Estimate) appears to have caused a further 6 week delay to the earthworks 

(lnfraco culpability). Thereafter there are questions surrounding lnfraco performance in earthworks operations, commencement of 

foundations and steelwork - causing a 16 week delay to foundations and steelwork. For the most part, excluding the water main, these appear 

to be lnfraco culpability. That said, issues such as increased workscope in terms of earthworks volumes and foundation increased scope must 

be taken into account. Split liability for this 16 weeks period. 

Note: the above is slightly different from previous information supplied. That is, previously we understood that tie's position was that partial 

access was available on or around late 2008 (i..e prior to the completion of the water main). The above however is the explanation we have 

recently received. If however the earlier tie position is correct the balance of culpability shifts more towards lnfraco as a result of a failure to 

commence earlier. The measure of the shift in culpability is likely to be in the region of 6-10 weeks. 

Lower limit: 
Upper limit: 32 weeks 

H. Areas of risk for tie which should brr~ s · 

(ii) Additional time for incre -s d 1_° u e7 (0~ his is partially recognised in that Rev.1 e/wks to Founds was 5 wks; we are currently allowing them 
(i) INTC 203A & B notification atf E 

7.43 wks - but may ne d{°lel se ¥end); 
(iii) Period taken for tie t is~ T in respect of INTC's 203A (tie had previously issued an instruction to lnfraco on 4/6/08 to procure steelwork 

early; so TCO in respe of ~ C 2038 should not have caused delay). 

(iv) Effect of turntable INTC 412 on progress/ design. 

I. Current assessment of culpability 

{See over) 
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A. DELAY TO START: Current view on culpability [analysis of Lower and Upper Limits of culpabil ity] 

B. 

L LOWER LIM IT 

MUDFA (watermain) 

2. UPPER LIMIT 

MUDFA (watermain) 
Recognises opportunity to 

start prior to completion of 

the w/m. (- lOwks) 

Lower Limit 

Upper Limit 

6 Depot Building 

tie culpability lnfraco culpability Poss. SDS culpability 

From to Days Weeks Cause From to Days Weeks Cause From to Days Weeks 

30/05/08 

30/05/08 

-10.00 

0.00 

18/02/00 

10/12/08 

-10.00 

0.00 

264 

0 

0 

194 

0 

0 

0 

lnfraco failure to 

commence when w/m 

37.71 complete 

~.71 

lnfraco failure to 

commence when w/m 

substant ivell,! 

27.71 complete 
lnfraco failure to 

commence when w/m 

complete 

Zl.71 

ii 

tie lnfraco 

-10.00 

0.00 

14.00 

24.00 

Page 4 

25/02/00 

10/12/08 

25/02/00 

Ongoing IFC 

07/04/09 41 5.86 issues 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

5.86 

25/02/09 77 11.00 0 0.00 

07/04/09 41 5.86 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

16.86 

IM mitigated period -lOwks: notwithstanding MUDFA I Utiliity and INTC issues 

extant, this assessment is considered acheivable on the basis of reasonable 

mitigation on the part of lnfraco. 

lnfraco Rev.3 period +14 wks: lnfraco clearly accepts the possibility for 

mitigation. Though currently not to the same extent as noted above. On the 

basis however that lnfraco can mit igate to - lOwks as per IM's analysis then 

lnfraco lower limit restricted to anything in excess of -10 wks. tie liability 

remains at lower l imit of -lOwks if lnfraco responsible for all increased 
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6 Roads & Track - Depot 

612 

613 

614 

615 

616 

617 

618 

619 

620 

621 

622 

623 

624 

625 

626 

627 

628 

629 

630 

631 

632 

633 

634 

635 

636 

637 

638 

639 

Task Name 

= 6 Roads & Track - Depot l 

- A. lfC Process . ··1·· ···j·· ·;;; /;;;;; i;;;j;;; ; ;;;;;; ;;;;; . r······~· .. ·;·· t · ·~ •. ·j·······j·· .. t···· ·t. t· .. 
Planne<! - Track 0¥07 ······1····.: .... ·····r · --r-·····; .. °!"tt -i--····r. r····r--. r .. . ..... .. (... . 

=~T::::::*":'~, .... ,., .... ~··, "" ~' "" ___ r1.F1 i i i I i i i I r r i r 1 1 r r 
Actual· Roads, S-tre-et -ligh- t-ing &- L-a-ndscaping, incl car park [Mo material dela· ····1 .. ·· ·· ·i---~--r · .. f . . . • . . :·1410f +··t .... + ... +· : . ··f ...... j· .... +· .. ··f ·····t · . '!" .... t ···--i- . ·-i- ....... ·l 
Further delay to IFC revision [cause to be established] ···r ·····:·····-r . ·r . T 14i08 .. ' ... , ... 01ii:iit .. T ... T" .. "T"' .. T" .. r ····r·· ·s·•· ···r··· ... ... , 
Revision to Roads, Street lighting & Landscaping, incl. car park ·· ··1······ ·i······l ... ; ... ; .. · j· .... ! ·01iq3. ~-,···t . ·t .. ·1····· ·1·· ····i---···i-..... 1·······1 ··· ·1·•· ····1· ... ··•···r 

--- ••• •O• •• •• •• : •• • t< • • (• • • • • • • > • • • • • •; • •• • • • , • •• • • • • > • • • ••• C• • • • • • •; ,• • > • •• > • • • • • •C • t< • •• • · ~· • · • • •l) • • t< • •• ( • • • • • ••: • • • • t< • • •• • • • •{• O• • • I< • ) • •• • • • 

- B. Key IHTC's j i i . . j i i i i i \ \ \ [ [ \ . 

INTC 203H1 : Drainage (INTC & Estmate) : : :t:: :: :l ::: : : : l:::::: [::::::I::::::]:::::::~: :1~:10:: I::!:: [:::::: !: : : : : : l::: :::[:::::: !: : : : : : J:::::: i:::::: r :: : : : :I:::::: 
:;,;It~'.E~:;::;:::-··) f ! I r i1ioi I tTJW I l 11 t · I I i 

- c. MUDFA J U1ili1ies . ... ,... .. . . . ' ... '. ·ii±ii; ·;- .. f ... , ... T° [. i .. ·;· .. f .. i .. T .. f. . ..... ·;·.. , 

Planned completion of utilities ::j,,·s·@·i~io{::::: t::::::1::::::1::::: r:::::: j::::::1: r:::r:::::::: ::::::!,::: :r::: :1_:::: :1,:: :: .. :: :'.:: ::r:::: ······-' 
Delay to MU OF A/utilities completion .. . . .. .... , .... ..• .. .... : ..... . L ..... .l ...... ). ...... : ... '. ... '. ...... L ...... , .. .... ; ...... , ... .... , .. ..... , .... .. , ...... .l ...... , ...... j 
Depot Water main diversion complete (releasin.g part of the Depot site) ··r ! l 18J02 ® !18/02 ' ' : ! : ! ! ! ! ! i j ! i 1 

_ D. ~::'; ,:::ea: a i lable to lnfraco ----------- ::: :i: ::::::1::: :::j:::~~~i::~:~t~:~:::r ::::::r::::::;:::;:::;::::::j:::::::r::::::r::::::r::::::r::::::l::::::;::::::::::::::I:::::::;. 
(1) Sub-contractor Procurement- not understood to be an issue ····)···· ·· -:- .. ,. · j· .... . . / .. .. .. , . . .... 1 .. ... .. , ...... , ...... . , .. ·t . .. , .. .. . T . .. . -:- .. ····r ·· .... '. ....... [ ...... ·;· ..... \ ....... ! .. .. . -;- .. ····: 
(2} WPP - understood to be in place to suit progress . .. t ..... · 1 · .. .. . i- ..... ·r ...... i ...... j- ..... ·r ...... !· ..... t. ·t .. ·t ..... · J- ..... t .... ··1 · ..... !· ..... + ...... i ..... · j· ..... ·1 ... . ·· 1 · ..... ·1 
(3) IDR / lDC process .... ;.· .. .. .. i .... .. r ..... ·; ...... : ...... r ..... 'f ...... ; ...... ·:·. '; .. '; ...... r ..... T .... '"i ...... j· ..... "i" . ..... i" ..... 1.· ..... ·1.· .. .. .. :., . • . • . • ·.· 

j j j j • . • . J .. . . . . . . ~. . . l l l l l : : I I ; - E. Construction Periods . .. r .... l .. · 1 · . ·r . ·,· .. , ... T .. 1 " t ... , ... ·;·· .... , .... . T ... , ... ··1 .. -r· ·········r ····;· 
· .. t _2_51l)8_ ·. _:',,.: • · · 

1 · · · · · ., · · · · · · : · · · · · · , · · · · · f 25/0k · · · · · + · f · · ·f · · · · · · 1· · · · · · + · · · · ··i · ··· · · j· · · · · ·-!- · · · · · · i · · · · · · 1· ····-·I······ 1 · · · · · · -l-
- ::::: :~;:ti:~ssue 3duration · ... ,.. ·· ·· · J · · ·f ··· ·+ · · j · ··· · ' · · · !- · · ·f·· f · ; ··· · ·!· · · .[ · ····t · · ·j· · · ( · ) · · ·!-··· ·+ ··· I· ··· · l 

Trackwork .. .. , . ... . . i· .. .. / .. ..... j ...... , ...... ( ...... ; ...... fi211¥ f ·· ·'. ·· ····!· ·····-f···· ·· f··1j~ ····.,-··· ··· ··· ····j·······1··· ··· 

Roads : : : J::::: :! : : : : : : J:::::: :[::::::::::::: J:::::: :: : : : : : : J: :~~: :: : : :: : : : : : : ;: : : : : : :;: : : : : : :[:::: : :~~,~~ t:::::: '.:::::: J:::::: :l:::::: I::::::::· 
Rev.3 Step 4 Issue 1 Mitigate<! Duration .. . J. .... .l. ..... J... .... , ...... !. .. .. . ] . ... .. .l.. .... J..~~j fAa.1_11:i.·.'. .... ?.i ~.~~Y .... .J. ...... , ....... , ...... J . .. .. .. 1 . .. . .J ..... J 

This element must be considered in conjunction with the Depot Building (particularly in relat ion to mitigated completion date). It would be a rather artificial 

exercise to consider it in isolation. Following gaining access to this area the key to these external works appears to be the drainage and OLE foundations. 

The current Rev.3 programme shows the Drainage and Outfall works commencing on 22/03/10; with the Track and road works commencing on 12/05/10 (a 

lag of 7 weeks). The Rev.1 programme dates were 28/07 /08 and 25/08/08 respectively (a shorter 4 week lag to the Roads; but longer 18 week lag to track). 

A. IFC Process: two IFC packages identified, being:- ~ 
(i) Track: planned IFC 02/07/08; actual IFC on time. Details on extent and datefi,,q~vis· n1.f t.{ et_ available (see comment below). 

(ii) Roads. Street Lighting and Landscaping, including car park: planned IFC 13/ 8~ 8· aptual r./98/09. 52 week delay. Appears that this could be 

failure of SOS to prepare design to CEC satisfaction (possible dilatory prolss(~~ !eJ..1 4,t-1:!etailed audit and analysis required). Delay arose 

during Technical Approvals process. This however needs to be r7t1~ thro hjvi~ process. Potential causes include:-

a. Late issue by SOS (in its simplest form a CE under 65(t) ~ it hl:ay in tlllrn permit the application of clause 65.12.2}; 
b. A material breach by SOS (again in its simplest form a E lffkj~r 65(u) - ,.&.1-i ch may in turn permit the pp1:cation of clause 65.13); 
c. A failure of lnfraco to provide the lnfraco Design to OS itbc rdance with the Consents Prograril. ea d Schedule. Part 14 (clause 19.19 

refers); V 
d. A tie Change; /\ 
e. A failure of lnfraco in respect o ·t m rfj!J~ t'Jof S , or another breach by Infra , (t:o/{fa)1uJ to roperly manage the CEC interface); 
f. A requ irement of CEC for 1ch ti ill !Dea re&R(!}A?ibility; l} 
Delay by SOS, sos /tie or Inf ac • 

AS will also provide further d[ ta I f design timeline -ongoing actio ~ ). 

8. Key INTC's: the following INTC's hav ~ dentified by tie persp"Tej§ ;s b~gA<y~ to progress:-

(i) INTC 203Hl (Drainage): notified 16/10/09, it.sti t E\sL~t1e VJ..6/10/09. No delay to submission of Estimate. Revised Estimate (203V) 

submitted by lnfraco on 22/03/10. It is underst , o~~t /nfrao as carried on w ith this work in the absence of a TCO. 

(ii) INTC 203H2 (Drainage): notifie~ 6/10 ~, ti a e s~·bl'f11tted 16/10/09. No delay to submission of Estimate. Revised Estimate (203N) 

submitted by lnfraco on 22/0 · ~ U c:l@ :t:e ~ thaY, fraco has carried on w it h th is work in the absence of TCO. 

(iii) INTC 203Kl OLE foundati , ns - n r · ductfo of-Pilin to OHLE Bases & INTC 203K2 OLE foundations - Increase in number of OLE Bases : 

notified 19/01/09, Es; im 1:J s1b~ 1tE;:cl'1°ef/possibly 26)/01/09. No delay to submission of Estimate. tie dispute the validity of this INTC (letter 

dated 03/02/10). Peri d /Of t e rei;,1¥s weeks) is excessive. tie culpability may arise in respect of same (but may not be critical to overall 

completion - see issu .. b~ :,V 5e esign of OLE founds). 

It is understood t hat in resped:~M' OLE foundations, lnfraco received an IFC design from SOS but have decided to seek another different design (from 

Border Rail}. This appears to be a preference (on lnfraco's part) rat her than a failu re on the part of SOS or instruction from tie. 

INTC's 203Kl & K2 are covered by the tie 80.13 Instruction dated 19/03/10. Neither 203Hl nor 203H2 are included in that instruction (but it is 

understood that lnfraco is carrying out that work on site). 

C. MUDFA / Utilities: See comments under 6 Depot Building. Delay of 38 weeks {to 18/02/09); tie culpability. Remainder of area available by 05/05/09 

(further delay of 11 weeks - understood this would not be critical to building progress; this would however be relevant to commencement and 

progress of external works incl. road and track). 
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D. Other Issues: 

(i) Sub-Contractor Procurement: this is understood not to have been an issue in terms of commencement and progress (albeit sub-contractor 

working under LOI}. 

(iv) WPP Process: we do not understand this to have been an obstacle to commencement or progress. 

(ii) IDR/IDC process: see comments above re Depot Building and IFC process immediately above. 

E. Construction Periods: 

Finish 

Cal. Duration 56.71 wks 

(i) Delay to Start: The table above refers to various programme dates. Both the Issue 3 and IM mitigated programmes show a delay to start of 89 

weeks. Primary causes of delay to start as follows:-

A. /FC process: see narrative above. Track IFC on time; 'Roads, Street Lighting and Landscaping, including car park' IFC No material delay. We 

are advised however that the Roads IFC was reissued with some changes in March 2010 (details to be established via tie audit of design 

process; AS will also provide further detail of design timeline - ongoing action on tie). Any delay to progress should therefore be to lnfraco 

account. 

8. INTC's: see narrative above. INTC's 203Kl & K2 are covered by the tie 80.13 Instruction dated 19/03/10. Neither 203Hl nor 203H2 are 

included in that instruction (but it is understood that lnfraco is carrying out that work on site). 

C. MUOFA I Utilities: See comments under 6 Depot Building. Delay of 38 weeks (to 18/02/09); tie culpability. Remainder of area available by 

05/05/09 (further delay of 11 weeks - understood this would not be critical to building progress; would however be relevant to 

commencement and progress of external works incl. road and track). 

0. Other: 

>- Sub-Contractor procurement: we are not aware of any issues in relation to this 

>- WPP process: ditto. 

>- IDR/IDC process: See comments re design of OLE foundations. This appears to be an lnfraco preference not something driven by tie I 
INTC's. Any delay to progress should therefore be to lnfraco account. 

(ii) Delay to Finish: Issue 3 programme shows an slight decrease of -3 weeks over the timescale in Rev.1 programme. IM mitigated view of Issue 3 

shows a decrease in duration of -23 weeks in the Rev.1 programme durations. The delays incurred therefore appear to relate to the delayed 

start of this element. 

F. tie position on area availability: Area available for earthworks commencement as of 18/02/09- 0 /0 09. This is a delay for which tie is responsible. 

G. ~nclus'.;~~nilicant' issues/events: There appear to be five main issues aljfcting t is '.i~m se are (i) the water main delay; (ii) INTC 187; (iii) the 

delay to issue of the Roads I FC; I iv) delay to drainage design; '.:] ,(vi, elays ,o '('~ ndation design. 

Please refer to comments under '6 Depot Building' re (i) a~ J 1i); mmar~ as follows. The delay due to water main, delayed access to the 

(ii) 

(iii) 

site - from 01/08/08 (planned start) to 18/02/09 (whe ma al tart should have commenced). 3SvQt delay (tie culpability). INTC 187 

(delay in provision of Estimate) appears to have ca s:°1 urt e 6 ek delay to the earthworks {In ra o culpability). 

weeks later than planned -a7 thr"""I . ela t · commencement takes up e a(o;'.\ty t at delay). This needs to be audited and 

analysed. I n. I. , [ u 
Concurrent issues: there is f qj e~ io ~ he final completion of~ h t~ d v sion to 05/05/09, being concurrent with other issues 

above. No doubt lnfraco will hU e er major on this and the time~ r Ei ~ri)Sy tie for issue of TCO's. lnfraco culpability in respect of the 

OLE foundations design may e rove to cause further delay o , r gr s ~Gs€delays however have yet to unfold}. This should be monitored 

closely via as-built programme collation and other tie au {sl 

access to the whole site until m · · eb~ , 0 ). herea er, the delay to issue of the Roads IFC is likely to feature significantly in any delay 

analysis. Culpability for thi, arla I Iv ~~11 J~ti< sos (excusable under CE(t) or (u); but may also relate to lnfraco failure to manage SOS). 

Risks remain that CEC was ool p icil i~~ Overall delay to this element and Section 'A' in particular however linked closely to completion of 

Depot Building (which ~ es n is thtj9- ger more dominant string of activities). 

H. Areas of risk for tie which sh~ lll,V ressed:-

(i) Design process leadin!N!P'to issue of Roads IFC's. 

(ii) CEC approvals (part of the above). 
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7 Track 

ITa.sk Na.me 

=~ • -A. IFC Process .. . , .... ... . ...... J ...... r'. '. '.'. ..... : ..... !;:! !! .. j" ... .. ;.J.f .+ ..... i ....... ; ..... + ..... J ....... 1 ...... . · .. .. ......... : ...... : ...... . 
••. • : .•.•.•. . .••••• J .•.•.• • t .. .... : . .. ... J •• .. ••.••• .•.• : •.•.•.• : .•. : •.• : •.. •• • : •••• . •• : .•• .. •• t ... .. . : .. .. .. . : ... .. .... .. .. .... .. .. t ... ... f ••••••• 

643 Planned (Roads, Street Lighting & Landscaping) : 0~10 • ' ; ' ! ! ! ! ! 1 , ! ! ! ' ' ; 
644 Delay in IFC issue ·T· ··· ··i·· ··· ·:····· ·•··::::1······r·· ····· ·:::::i:::::::::: r::::·:::: :1::::··r ·· ···r·:::::r :::::::::::::1

: : : : : : ::::::J::::::1:······ 
645 Actual . . f . . . . . 't4/01 • , , , , , , ) , 

··· ·'· · · · · · · ?· · ····· \ . .... ; ..... . ( . . . . . . . : . . . ; ... ; · ···?' ··· · ·1· ·· · ··;· · · · · · · j· · .. · · .. . .. , . 
646 Revisions lo vertical alignment ! : . ,¢ 2611'0 i ! ) 1 , 

: -. ::~~~:.:::::,:~. --------------1 ! i~·[ :~~: ::; :~~n I ; ; I i F i f I 
650 + INTC314VertiCBl andHorizontalAfignmentOrawings ····! .. ·· :),,:::::::J,,·:·····~·· .. To~ ~ ·-1·······:· ['T .... , ..... .. ! ... :::f ... ::: . i ....... (" . .. . :.. ..: .. , 
659 + INTC 315 Track Drainage .. , ···,;_; ;·· · ··· r ... ,.T .. [ ..... ,..... ..... ·r ·· .. ·i··· ····:· ... ... , .. ... , ..... . . 

··· t ······~······ i· . ··· ;······~··· -~····· ·{· · · · · · + · ·} -~ · ···•(• •• · · ···· ·····r. ··· · ·i· ···· ··i· •· ·· •·l · ·· ·· · ···r ·· ··· t ··· ·· · · 
666 + INTC 374 Gogar Landfill .. { · . ) .. ... . J. .... :)111111j111111(!'" 1111111 11 :(! •11•' .L l. .. l ..... :... .... ;_ ..... .. . ; ...... ; ..... .. ! ....... ,.. .... . .... ( .. 

+' INTC 399 Soft Ground .. .. \ ... . .. . : .. .... 1 ..... ) ...... 1 . ... ~ ; .. .. ... , .. .. .. ; ... . . . . 1 .. . ; ... ; . .. ... 1 ....... : .... . .. ( .... . 1 ...... ,; .. . .. .. , .. .. ..... .. ) ... ... 1 ..... .. 
679 C. MUDFA I Utilities - delay to Gogarburn Underbridge utHity diversion j ,~ i · , , ! , · · \ ' ' ( 

680 - ~~e~::~ ::::::::~t identified as an isuue ... '!' ...... l ...... j' ..... ·i ...... : ...... i' ..... ·r · ... .. j' ..... '!'. ·r .. ·t .................... ·r ..... · J· .. ... -!- ...... ' ......... ... ·f ...... ! ...... . 

: : : I::::::!:::::: r:: :· ::1: :: : : : i :: : : :: r:: :: : :; : :: : : : r::::: ::: : :1 :: :: : : :: : : J: :: : : ::c:: :: j:: :: : : ;: :: : : :r:::::;:::::: : : :: : : :r :: : : :: i::: :: : : 
... 1······r·····r 1 1 ..... 1" ..... ,r ·····r······i···t ···r···· ·:··•····: ······r ······.• •• •••!••·····/······. ~ 
.. 'l" ..... ~ ...... :· ... · · 't · .... · 1 · .... '1' ..... ·~ ...... f ... ·. t. ·t. · ·~ ...... ~· ..... ·~· ..... ·t ..... " 1' · .... -;- ...... : ... ......... ·t · ..... f ..... . . 

-
681 (1) Sub-contractor Procurement- not understood to be an issue 

682 (2) WPP - not understood to be an issue 

683 (3) IDR / IDC process 

684 - E. Construction Periods 

685 Rev.1 duration · · · T · · · · · ·' · · · · · · ;· · 1·viii. · · · ·. · · · · · · ,. · · .. · ·· · · · · · · ,. · · · · · .,. · ·t 'o4io5· · · ;· .. · · · · · · · · · · ·r · · · · · · 1' · · · · · T · · · · · ·' ·· · · · · · · · · · · ., · · · · · ·: · · · .. · · 
· · · t · · · · ·· i · · · · · · 1· · · · · · ·t · · · · · · t · · · · · · i' · · · · · ·t · · · · ·i~,03· · ·:· · ·: · · ·: · · · · · · ~· · · · · · ·~· · · · · · -~ · · · · · · ~-· o;~:; · · · · · ! ·· · · · · · · · · · · ·t · · · · ·· t · · · · · · · 
· · · T · · · · · · ! · · · · · · r · · · · · ·i · · · · · · : · · · · · · ,. · · · · · ·i · · · · 1iiioJ · · .,. · ·r · · ·i · · · · · · .. · · · · · .,. · · · · · ·1 · · · · · ·14105· T · · · · · · 1 .. • • • • • • • • • • ·, • • • • • • : · • • • • • • 

··· ·!······· i ······ ~· ·· ·· ·t ·· · ·· :·· ·· ·~· ·· · : t : i ~ . ... .. . ·· ·· ··· ·0·'9' 10· ··2··· ~ •.. ·· ·· ··i·······i· ····· ··· ··· ·~· ·· ·· :··· ··· · ... .! ., .. j:.i10:i ·,·. ' . . ' 
· · · · · · · · · · · · · ,. · · ·· · ·• · · · · · ·t · · ·<,1~i · · · · ,. · oai~o· · · · ·! · · · · · · i- ·· · · · t · · · · · ·' · · · · · · · · · · · · -'· ·· · · · · 1 • · · · · · · 

686 Rev.3 Step 4 Issue 3 duration 

687 Rev.3 Step 4 Issue 3 duration - Gogar Landfill 

688 Re11.3 Step 4 Issue 1 Mttigated Duration 

689 Rev.3 Step 4 Issue 1 Mttigated Duration - Gogar Landfill 

A. IFC Process: planned IFC date for 'Roads, Street Lighting & Landscaping' was 02/10/08; actual was 14/01/09 i.e. 15 weeks late. We are advised that 

explanation for delay is as follows: 

"SOS had allowed no time to incorporate CEC comments on the roads design. Initial approvals package for roads submitted 1 day late by SOS to CEC but 

approved 13 days late by CEC (14/10/2008) - further info would be required [from] CEC but likely reason for delay will have been SOS not having 

provided all necessary information in their original package. SOS then took 3 months to incorporate CEC comments into final IFC - should not have been 

necessary if original SOS design had been competent and complete. I note that the track design was marked as IFC at 29/9/2008 but was held back as 

part of wider roads and track package." 

Revisions to IFC's: we are also advised that "3 vertical alignment drawings were reissued 26/10/2009 due to need to re-profile earthworks following 

errors in original SOS survey - BSC was not paid for redesign work here so expect that SOS was not pa: either as this was their original error. These 3 

drawings cover the lngliston Park & Ride site and the area immediately to the east of the site." 

Possible failure on part of SDS; possibly a failure on part of lnfraco to manage SD~a. 

Further analysis required in respect of whether there any issues about unforeseen c O? I cu iti hich I nfraco may rely upon. 

B. Key INTC's: We are advised that the key INTC's which were I are m,te7i.r~ommi nce en in this area are as follows:-

Task Name 

- B. Key INTC's 

- ltffC 314 Vertical an<! Horizontal Alignment Drawings 

Date notified 

Estimate required 

lnfraco culpability 

Estimate received 
1-----

t ie cu lpability for period for reply 

Revised E$timate requested 

tie cu lpability for period required for revised Estimate 
1------------

lnfraco culpability fo r failure to supply revised Estimate 

- INTC 315 Track Drainage 

Date notified 

Estimate required 

lnfraco culpability 

Estimate received. 
1-----

tie culpability 

80.1 ~ ssued - 1Nhen 7 

- INTC 374 Gogar Landfill 
-----

Potential lnfraco culpability for failure to act on design 

Date notified 

Estimate reQuire<l within 18 Business days (recd 213110) 

Estimate not yet received 

tie dispute this but 80.1 3 issued in any event 

- , INTC 399 Soft Ground 

Date notified 

Estimate required 

lnfraco culpability 

Estimate received 

tie culpability 

·····r .. ···r .... 10~ ~ ······:······~ 
····· · •· i · ···• ···· -~ ·1 f¥04·--r . , . . . , ··· ··1 ••• r I L~~-;: j JwO[.-~,o:;,:::r:::·: :r:: r::j:::: :: ···:::i: ::::::1:: :: :: 1: ·::: ::r::::::1 

v l i j .. :·_i,·:::::::::,_~. :::: :: :,_·. ······ :······· ; ·····1_ ... 1.····r ·· · ··· : 
...... 1 ... ... 1. .. .... L .... . ; ... ... L.~ ... J. ...... ;.,. ~ .... L. .... . . . 

( ! ( ( / ( ~ 1111 ( ( ( :t:::::r::::t :::::j:::::::j 
:.. :.. 1 .. J f .J._:~~:J..::::::i,_:,:., ; ,_> 1 

' ' + 1 t··. ···t ·· ···· ~··· ···'j' .... . ·j 

T i ~~~~i,,,l>i TIT I l i I i 
··::: :;::: :::r::::::::::··_ :_1, : __ :: __ :: __ T.~_:_:_ ·_i_:_t_i_o_:_i ___ · :_ :_i __ · · : :: ::;:::: :: :[ : : : : :: ·· +·· ··· ) ·· ···· i ··· ·· -!---···· i 

· · · · r 1 
· · · l.·· · · · · · ·f · ·· · · · 1' · · · · · ·i· ·· .. ··I 

••• :••••LL::L::;b;;:b;:l: :id!,r +• 11 : ••• ••: 
::::::1::::::r::::: :1 ::: :: :1: :::::r::::::r ::::::r::#1:~1:::::: ::::::1::::::1::::::r:::::1::::::1 

··· -r ··. ·,·· -- -i-- ·· ·t .. ·1.·· ~T_o?J_·o:1_·· ...... ·· r · ·· ·-1-- ·· ·· i . .. . . ... ····· j 

.. ... • : . l . .• . . ~ ••. ~ . . . . : . . . .. · ~· . ,: ... • =- . . . ; ~ i I ..... 1 ···· r ·-:-··· ··1·-- -- ·T . ·-;- rJ ~gl© ·--r ·· · ···, ·· -- ·· 1···· · · -r 

······i······l·······r······! ····ol·······:······:····~1-- J- ···r······ ······1······1······ j- ·····t······ 

••• 1••• f f ,£;(-ro;LI IT! l I T r •••••I 
:: ::::,::::::r::::::1:::: ::1:: :: :: i: :::~~~1~!:: ::i::r::r:::i:::::: ::::::1:::: ::1::::::r:::::1::::::1 

TCO 141 issued 04103110 ============::.!.:·.:..··-;:.;·ioi:1;;;·;.:;·-::.;;·:..l·:::.··~ .. ...::J:..:. .. :.:.· ·;;:;·~ili;:··~· -.i.;··:..;·"~-.... .;.;;··.::.·";'.;;;'· ;;.t:;.· ... .J. .. ~.:.,~L ... , ., .... -... ···'··~··'~·· .. :. .... ,. 
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(i) INTC 399 (Soft Ground): INTC issued 20/5/09; Estimate due 12/06/09; Estimate provided 09/09/09. Delay in provision of Estimate 13 weeks. 

lnfraco culpability. TCO 141 issued 04/03/10 (25 weeks after Estimate). tie culpability. 

(ii) INTC 315 (Track Drainage): INTC issued 24/02/09; Estimate due 20/03/09; Estimate provided 27/07/09. Delay in provision of Estimate 18 

weeks. lnfraco culpability. 80.15 issued by tie on [awaiting details from AS] . tie culpability. 

(iii) INTC 374 (Gogar Landfill): INTC issued 26/02/10; Estimate due 24/03/10; Estimate provided (for 3748) 02/03/10. Disputed by tie. 80.13 

instruction issued on 19/03/10. If tie is correct, then there is no culpability for this issue. Risk may be that a third party decides against tie 

position. In that event, period from INTC to 80.13 may be a tie issue (only 3 weeks; longer however if 80.13 instructions are held as not being 

valid). 

Note: Geotechnical IFC apparently issued on 18/12/2008. Understood that lnfraco decided to verify design; but it took a long period to do so 

(dates not yet available). Initial design subsequently found to be acceptable; hence INTC issued 26/2/10 - but circa 14 months after 

geotechnical IFC issued in 12/08. Potential lnfraco culpability in failing to proceed with 'due expedition'. 

(iv) INTC 314 (Quantity of earthworks in embankment): INTC issued 16/04/09; Estimate due 12/05/09; Estimate provided 30/07/09. Delay in 

provision of Estimate 11 weeks. lnfraco culpability. tie requested a revised Estimate from lnfraco on 11/11/09 (tie culpability for time period to 

11/11/09). tie culpability (circa 15 weeks). 

C. MUDFA / Utilities: there is a period of tie culpability for the delay caused to the utility diversion affecting commencement of Gogarburn Underbridge. 

Trackwork in this section (7) was dependent upon the completion of that structure. Delay incurred to commencement of Gogarburn Underbridge was 

21 weeks (07 /07 /08 to 28/11/08). tie culpability. 

[Understood from AS that subsequent progress on Gogarburn Underbridge was not affected by tie - we have proceeded on that premise (that structure 

is not part of the current exercise. It is also possible that lnfraco delays to progress on that structure could affect completion of the associated track in 

Section 7. This however is a separate exercise distinct from the current prioritised elements] . 

D. Other Issues: 

(i) Sub-Contractor Procurement: no issues identified. Farrans appear to have been appointed (albeit under LOI) in sufficient time. 

(ii) WPP Process: no issues identified. 

(iii) IDR/IDC process: subject to audit. 

E. Construction Periods: 

Start 12/02/2009 15/03/2010 56.57 wks 01/03/2010 54.57 wks 
Finish 04/05/2010 07 /07 /2011 61.29 wks 09/02/2011 40.14 wks 

cal. Duration 63.86 wks 68.57 wks 4. 71 wks 49.43 wks -14.43 wks 

(i) Delay to Start: The table above shows both the Issue 3 and IM mitigated programmes s~~w· g a delay to start of 57 weeks (IM programme 

takes earlier Issue 1 start date - so in practical terms there is no material dr~~-A t al start not yet achieved therefore actual delay will 

be greater than shown. Current cause of delay is understood to be INTC 31 (M!tl o{gtii n · s bject to tie 80.13 instruction). Primary causes of 

delay to start as follows:- J1 l) 
A. IFC process: It is not entirely clear if design is the issue <;v-~ffl t p~ocess. 

B. INTC's: There are delays on the part of both parties in{ edi ct oflNTC E ti ate submissions and TC0/80.13/80.15 instructions. See above. 

See chart under 'B' above. In terms of INTC 374, t~~re · ii.lgnifican question about the dat~ p® w s notified by lnfraco (i.e. delay in 
notification). To discuss. There are however otl;rer"at-eas of ie c lpability in terms of issue of ins ructffi n. 

C. MUOFA / Utilities: Critical delay (affectinn ~ n+ I e t) ~ circa 21 weeks (tie ~ aw ·~ ); 

O. ~th;~b-Contractor proc ~ t a( o~ commencement; 0 U 
).>- WPP process: ditto; ft j l /) 
).>- IDR/IDC process: no id 'fiep s using delay (but refer to~ /ce~ e 

(ii) Delay to Finish: Issue 3 prog a / sh ows a minimal increase of cjf~ e~ er the timescale in Rev.l programme. IM mitigated view of 

Issue 1 shows a decrease in ur ,on of ·14 weeks to the Rev.rt~ 

F. tie position on area availability: there is a period of tie ~ lw t~e elay caused to the utility diversion affecting commencement of Gogarburn 

Underbridge. Trackwork in this section (7) was depj:Ji: :~:;ft,Wompletion of that structure. Delay incurred to commencement of Gogarburn 

Underbridge was 21 weeks (07 /07 /08 to(2'11 ~ - i ~ ity. [See also comments at 'C' above re progress on Gogarburn Underbridge] 

G. Conclusion: 

(i) 

appear to be the most si~ ic nf is ues affecting commencement. 

(ii) Concurrent issues: th ·~ a considerable amount of culpability on the part of both parties in respect of the INTC process. 

(iii) Considerations of dominance: utility diversion at Gogarburn Bridge was critical to commencement. Thereafter a combination of revisions to 

IFC's and the protracted INTC process appears to have been the dominant obstacles to commencement. 

H. Current assessment of culpability 

(see over) 
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A. DELAY TO START: Current view on culpability [analysis of Lower and Upper Limits of culpability] 

tie culpability lnfraco culpability Poss. SDS culpabil ity 

From to Days Weeks Cause From to Days Weeks use From to Days Weeks 

1. LOWER LIMIT 

Delay in provision of INTC 315 

INTC 314 estimate period 16/04/ 00 13/05/09 27 3.86 estimate 

Tie culpability in review of INTC 
314 30/ 07/00 02/ 12/ 09 125 17.86 

0 

21.71 

2. UPPER LIMIT 

Rev 1 start date to I NTC 314 

INTC 315 notification period 12/02/00 24/02/00 12 1.71 notif ication 

Delay in provision of INTC 314 

INTC 315 estimate period 24/02/00 23/03/09 27 3.86 estimate 

Delay; from INTC 315 estimate 

to 80.15 instruction (ongoing) 27/ 07/00 30/04/10 277 39.57 ?? 
0 

45.14 

B. DELAY TO FINISH: Current view on culpability [analysis of Lower and Upper Limits of culpability) 

IM Mitigated Period =· 14wks lnfraco Rev.3 Period 

lnfraco Rev.3 Period= +5 wks 

lower Limit 

Upper Limit 

7 Track 

- 14.00 

0.00 

- 14.00 

0.00 

tie lnfraco 

-14.00 

0.00 

-9.00 

5.00 

Page3 

23/03/00 

12/02/09 

13/05/09 

02/12/09 

27/07/09 126 18.00 Delay to IFC 02/10/08 14/01/09 104 14.86 

0 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

18.00 14.857 

16/04/09 63 9.00 Delay to IFC 02/10/08 14/01/09 104 14.86 

30/07/09 78 11.14 0 0.00 

15/ 03/10 103 14.71 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

34.86 14.857 

IM mitigated period -14wks: .Notwithstanding delays attaching to the BODI -

IFC and subsequent INTC's this assessment is considered acheivable on the 

basis of reasonable mitigation on the part of lnfraco. 

lnfraco Rev.3 period +5 wks: lnf raco clearly considers slippage likely. On the 

basis however that lnfraco can mitigate to - 14 wks per IM analysis then lnfraco 

lower limit restricted to anything in excess of - 14 wks tie liability remains at 

lower limit of -14 wks if lnfraco responsible for all increased durations 
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7 - Gogarburn Retaining Walls W14 & WlS [Locating data for this structure has proven particularly difficult. Detailed as-built information together with 

accurate IFC & INTC data will assist in disentangling the issues arising. This chart is therefore a work in progress] 

693 

694 

695. 

696 

697 

698 

699 

700 

701 

702 

703 

704 

705 

706 

Task Name 

; 

P~nneo •''T'' ·· ·o~i1ii'~····-t······j······ j·······t······'.·······:···; ···r ······r· ''''T' '''"f ... ···i······t···· .. :······r······1···· .. 1·······: 
Delay in IFC issue .. .......... , . ... . . 1······•······•· ·····r· ···· :·····-r······;-· ;···;······r·····-r· ·····r······r·····T· ····· j······r······r······1·······1 

_ J_f_;_g:~~-gn_e_~.d~ i i: i~rr·: t:I::::~:l:li~l : : I:! t :! 1: ! I 
INTC issued · ··t·· ·· ··1······~ ··1'6}10'''; ...... <······} ······i·· ····-f'· ·t ···! ··· ···i······+· ····) ...... , ...... -, ...... ,;······j·······j······j·······l 

:::.::~;:::,,, •. ,.,., ... m... -------- l i·~·~ ; : lii I TiF I fl i T : I i : : 
tie delay in issuing instruct ion (This however does not appear to I .. 1 . .... · 1 · .... ; .... 2~ios· . ~ j i j i j i) i j i j i j (i i j i inl 11ro~ ...... r .... · -r · .... f .... .. r ..... l ...... ' ...... , ....... , ...... ! ...... ·1 

::;:a~s~~~;; :hoiii;u{i:~l;ti:~A, 1SC & 140}- This however does not ··· -r ··· ··· ··]····· t . . . . . . •······j ·····r ······j- ···~ --f~·····j- ·····{ ····· ;······1······-i- ······1······i-······1······1······} 
707 c. MUDFA / Utilities - understood notto be an issue "'!'" . r ·"·t· . t . .... "· J · . . t ... -1· . . rr t . . t""t· . "t ""T .. r .... , ... ·j· . "'!'". i ······ i 
708 - D. Otherlssues: ··· t ······ i··· ·· ·r· ·····r······j······r· ··· .. r······J·······i···!···;······r·····t···· .. t······1······t·· .. ··;······1·······t .. ····i·······j 

1--70- 9--1-- (1) Sub-contractor Procurement - understood not to be an issue .... j ....... 1 .. .. .. ; .... . "!" .. "I" .... j" ..... ; .. .... j" .... ';" ·;. "'.i ... ... j" ... "( .. "! ...... ; ....... : .. ..... !" .... j" ..... \ ... ... l" ..... : 
710 (2) WPP - understood not to be an issue .. "!" · .. .. !" · ·" j" · .. " t .... · · 1 ...... 1" .. · " t ...... \" .... ·f· "1" ·r- .... ' 1" .... 'f" .. " '( .. · .. · J" .... '( .... f· .. .. ' 1" .. .. '!'" ·" 1" .... ·j 

--------- ····!·· ·· ··· l······:·······~······!······~·······~······~· ······~···~· ··~······~· ······l·······~······:·······l·······; .. .... { ....... :······!·······/,. 
711 (3) IDR / IDC process ' l l : ' r ; , ; ' ' ' i i i l ' ' 

~~! -E. cc:~:;~:~~ ::~;sd: Sched.Part 44 ~ue : : ::j:: :: : : T ~1r~i j i1 i j iii j ii i j i j i \i j i j i j ;; iii j ii R: :1~r,1l T:::: t :::: J:::: :t::: r:::: r::::: ::: : :::r::: ::r:: ::! : :: : : : r 
>--7-14--+-- Rev.1 duration (W14) ···-r . ···1·iIBik ~ -/1jio:t ... '. .. ·;· .. ·'· ··! . . ; .. . , . .. ... ; ... . . , .. .. .. \ ... ·j·· ·· .. ; ...... j ... .... ( ..... ; .. ..... ; 

715 .. . ! .... , . . . , .. ·+. +·. ·j· .. ++··f .. +·. -!-· .... , ...... ,. ····+······1·····+···+ ···--l ·······l· 
716 ::::: ::::: =~: ~:::::: Duraton :::t :::::1::: ::: r::::::'.:::::::::::::l ::::::t::::::::::::::!:::t :::t :: ::::::::::1::::::t::::::1:::::::i:::::::1::::::1:::::::l::::::!:::::::I-

A. IFC Process: planned date for IFC issue was 09/10/08; actual IFC (first) was 28/02/09. This equates to a delay of 20 weeks. We are advised that this 

delay resulted from a delay in submission for, and granting of, Prior Approval. This is explained below:-

W14 & WlS: Prior Approval Process 

Description Planned Actual Delay 

{days} 

Sumbission to CEC 30/06/08 05/09/08 67 
CEC Approval 09/09/08 19/02/09 163 
Period {days) 71 167 96 

(iii) IDR/IDC process: understood not to be an issue affecting commencement or progress (but see IFC process above). 

(iv) Access to BAA land: we understand that access to BAA land was not possible until 12/01/10. Advised that t his appears to have been as a result 

of delay in issue of BAA licence; brought about by (i) possible failure of lnfraco to provide information to BAA; and (ii) due to design errors 

identified in IFC- re flood model. Sched.Part44 refers. 

[What happened leading up to 12/01/10 to release the BAA approval/licence?] 

E. Construction Periods: [Rev.1 & Rev.3 programmes contain details of W14- but neither contain WlS details] 
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(i) Delay to Start: planned commencement was 06/11/08 (for W14); 

A. IFC process: actual IFC (first) was 28/ 02/ 09. This equates to a delay of 20 weeks. Combined culpability for delay. 

B. INTC's: 

C. MUDFA I Utilities: understood not t o be an issue affecting 

D. Other: Access to BAA land not resolved until 12/01/10 (when works commenced). 

(ii) Delay to Finish: 

F. tie position on area availability: 

(i) BAA licence 

G. Conclusion: 

(i) 'Significant' issues/events: access to land and design. 

(ii) Concurrent issues: INTC 155 (not clear whether this held up commencement or progress though) 

(iii) Considerations of dominance: access and design issues 

H. Current assessment of culpability 

A. DElAY TO START: Current view o n culpability [analysis of Lower and Uppe r Limits of culpability] 

tie culpability lnfraco culpability 

From to Days Weeks Cause From to Days Weeks 

B. 

1. LOWER LIMIT 

Insufficient date to assess 
this issue 

2. UPPER LIMIT 

Insufficient date to assess 

this issue 

I : u r 

IM Mitigate d Pe riod = 

lnfraco Rev.3 Pe riod = 

Lower limit 
Upper limit 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

7 - Gogarburn Retaining w a ns W14 & W15 

Insufficient date to 
assess this issue 

Insufficient date to 

assess this issue 

Page2 

0 

0 
0 

Poss. SOS culpability 

Cause 

Delay to 1st IFC 

Delay to overall lFC 

completion 

From to Days We e ks 

09/10/08 02/03/09 144 20.57 
0 0.00 

0 0.00 

20.571 

CB/10/08 28/05/10 596 85.14 

0 0.00 

0 0.00 

0 0.00 

t ap tely assess th is structure I structure s. 
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SA Russell Road RW - W3 

Task Name 

719 • 

720 - A. IFC Process . . . . . I 
721 Planned .. . fiioi····· ·'···· ·-t ···· ··E······ ,······ ·, ··· ···j· ······,·· , ·· ·,· ···· ·i ··· ······· ·····t···· ··i ··· ···-,··· ···· !· ···· · .... ... , .. .... , .. ... . . 

722 Actual -On time .. ~s.ioi • .. \ . ··· j · .. ·· j- .. . , .. ; ... , ... . , .. . . ···; ... ·j· .. ··;·. .. ·-; ·· 

723 Delay to revised IFC .. °( . ·r ·· .,. .. . ··· ·} .. ··!· .. L L .l ····r ... ,. 
1 

... } ; ..•. ... .. . , .. ·· t· ... . 
724 Revised IFC .. f· ····· i······ •· ··· ·: ·oai96·.1· ....... ·· j· ·· . °t' r· ·t ···-;--· ····,·· ···r ··· ··j· . ··j· . ···:······ +· ··[······· 
725 c:: B. KeylNTC's ···+· ·····l······;···· ···t······ j······ f ·· ····;····· ·!······+··f···!·· ····;·······: ·· ····t······ l··· ·· ·t ······j· ····· ·······;·· ·· ·· ;······· 
726 - IHTC 1.46 IFC Drawing Change Russell Road RTWs 1,2,3 &4 .. .. , .... ... , .. .... ; ·::.; .. + .... -! .. ·~ ·f" .. ··j ...... ++"!' ..... i ....... i ....... f ...... 1 ....... ! ....... j ..... ........ f ...... j ..... .. 
727 Notified : : ::::: :: :. : . ·- -~ 1# 10 , ... : .::: :::: ::: r:t:::t .... ·{ ···t .. 'l' _: ::!: : ::::::::::: .. +_: ::'::: :::: 
728 ---Es-lim- atedue --------------- · . . . ::: : :~ :·· ·; • · · ' ' ' ... . , .... ... ; .. ... . . , .. ... "]' · · 

729 Delay in issue or Estimate .. ,.:·· ·· . ' 10/11 1jll05 ·'·····+· . ++··! ... ........... ! ... T""r ··· .. ,· .... ·····+ .. ·+······ 
730 Estimate submitted .. ·i .. ·· . ' . ·····r·'· ·· :·'~ --1·4105°: ..... . ). .. ·'·· ·;·· ·;· .... ·!·····). ··.· .. ··_ t,_ ··t · .. .. t .. · ··! · ·· . . ·······t .. ·r ····· 

... .!. . . . . . . . .... . . . . . ' . . . . . : : . ; 

:: :·::~:::::~=~···"'""'·· 11 L I TCiM~L H FT l I FE F IL 
733 C. MUDFA I Utilities - utilities in access road (not an obstacle to start) 1 ! . . L ... · ! · ..... J .. .... ·f , • . · · ! . . , . . 

1---;-: -· -1--- D. ~;::::~:r:~orProcurement :: r ::: 1::::? :: ... f.. . :: ::;::::: rr :;· ····:··· ::?:·: ::r :: :;: :: :::: ::: :::::::: :::: ::;::· .. :· ····. 
· · · ·:· · · · · · · · · · · · ·; · · -~ · · · · ·: · · · · · i· · · · · · ·i· · · ~ · -~ · · · · · " · · • · · · .:. · · · · ·r · · · · · 1· · · · · ··· · · · · · · : · · · · · · · 1 

• • • 
1 • • • • • · • 

736 (2) WPP i , .L .. j ... J. ' 1 ' ' 1 .. .. [ ; .• . .... . . ... . L j 

1--73_7__._ ___ (J_) _IDR / IDC~ocess ------------- ... :!:::: ?:·:.... . ... , :: .:r :: :;:: ;::r .. + ···· ·,· ... . , ... . . .... ... ) .. :: ::::: :::: 
738. - E. Const ruction Periods ' ' ! ' ! , 
739 Rev 1 duration .. -[- 19108 .. 301,.10 . ·i.· ··i.• ·· ·j_· .... ...... ..... · ····t ······ j· ·· · .. + .. ····;······ . . .... ...... .. 

. . · · ·-!. ·. · · · · 1 · · · · · · i· · · · .; · · · · · ·: · · · · · · J. . .. ...• ... . .. <· •• . •• • , •• • •• ••• •• ••• , • •• • • • -'· • • •• •• l .... .. ]. .. ... .L. ..... , ...... .... ... ; ...... : .. .... . 

; :~ - Rev~:r~:~~:::~:tation ····!·······l······J·······t······l······ j······ ·t ······J.·····-1-··f Jo~ ··:=·t·ivJ·····i·······i·······i······ ·······(······[······· 
742 Period2-W3A -- ···t······1······1··· .. ··1· .. ···i······1··· .... , ...... [ ...... t··t .. ·t·· .. ·· r .. ··· t ·i'jjo5"~ ··1vfo···· .. .. ... t······ t··· .. ·· 
743 - Rev.3 Step 4 Issue 1 Mitigated Duration ... . [ .. .. .. . i ...... ;· ..... ·} ...... i ...... i· ... .. ·r .. ... · 1· ..... 't°. 'f .. '[ ... ... i· ...... : ... .. . ) ... .. · 1· ... .. 'j' ...... ! ......... ... ·f ... ... f •.••••• 

744 Period 1 .. °( .. j ... -j. ·····: ... . ... , ...... , :: ::r: : :I:: t~~of·:::·1·2v1i '. ... ··;·. .:: :r t 

745 Perlo-d.2 , , , , ··oi,o3.~L . , 28¥07 , .. "!' 
... ~ . .............. ~ .. . .. ... ... .. .. :,.,.,;_0-a· -. ~ ,__,. •....••• :.. .• •• .• 1 . 

A. IFC Process: Initial IFC issued on time (planned 21/07/08; actual 18/07/08). This original IFC addresses I satisfied 'Geotechnical TAA'. However, a 

subsequent IFC was issued on 08/06/09. There is no information presently available to inform culpability for this delay. As a consequence, it is (likely) 

that the late issue of this IFC flows from one or more of the following reasons:-

~ Late issue by SOS (in its simplest form a CE under 65(t)- which may in turn permit the application of clause 65.12.2); 
~ A material breach by SOS (again in its simplest form a CE under 65(u) -which may in turn permit the application of clause 65.13); 
~ A failure of lnfraco to provide the lnfraco Design to SOS in accordance with the Consents Programme and Schedule. Part 14 (clause 19.19 

refers); 
~ A tie Change; 
~ A failure of lnfraco in respect of its management of SOS or another breach by lnfrtillco (e .. f ilu e to properly manage t he CEC interface); 
~ A requirement of CEC for which tie will bear responsibility; 

Delay by SDS, SDS /tie or lnfraco? o 
B. Key INTC's: From information provided lnfraco issued 10 no. key INTC'~s 1 elatio t o h~ str~ ure; INTC's 073, 092, 117, 146, 282, 284, 506, 507, 511, 

& 518. We are advised that it is unlikely that the majority of thel~ r oing has m t rialtv1 critically affected lnfraco's ability to commence works in 

accordance with the Rev 01 programme. INTC's 092, 117, 146, 60 5~8 were tJ;ie subject of an 80.13 lnstrucffi n issued by tie on 19/03/10. We 

understand that the key INTC which prevented commencemen( wa l~T0-146 {IFC Drawing Change Russ~1('1fuf d TW's 1, 2, 3 & 4). That INTC was 

notified on 14/10/08; the Est imate was provided on 14/0, 0 (f w ekli.a<er than due). Del~ & lnf fji was the subject of an 80.15 instruction 

issued on 09/09/09; 17 weeks after submission of Esd1 :t ~ eia tie. ~ 11 
Issues attaching to the withdrawal and s 15seq ~4Ef-is u~ I TC 092 should be the subject±Jf tte)n e ·gation. 

C. MUDFA / Utilities: There are a num erGIM I FA I Utilities issues which need ad~ , n he access road. These however are not an obstacle to 

commencement; but will require to e ¥ie o · during construction. Th~ e~ e~ Jh subject of a M UD FA to lnfraco transfer. This will result in 

a delay by tie. Tie culpability. C/ 

D. Other Issues: 

(i) Sub-Contractor Procurement: 

of a piling rig to complet e t he pi~ on ~I) '4, u~'.tJ l . 18. - see tie audit and lnfraco Period Report No.3-1 report to 24/04/10. No sub­

cont ract yet in place. Subject o~ h~~, it. ~~ by lnfraco. lnfraco culpability. 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

WPP Process: Assumed WP i ~l?c'e 'iven the \-act that works have commenced. No Delay {to date). 

IDC/IDR process: IDR was. pl cra-t a~'J.16/09. 

Form 'C': No informat i n sail bl:Jn~ ssue. Assumed Form 'C' in place given the fact that works have commenced 

E. Construction Periods: 

Start 
Finish 

1'9/08/ 2008 05/09/ 2010 106.86 wks 
30/ 10/ 2009 12/ 10/ 2011 101.71 wks 

06/09/ 2010 106.86 wks 

2&/07/ 2011 90.86 wks 

Cal. Duration 6257 w ks 57 .43 wk,s ·5.14 wks 4657 wks • 16.00 w ks 

(iii) Delay to Start: The table above refers to various programme dates. Issue 3 programme shows a delay to start of 107 weeks; the IM mitigated 

programme also shows a delay to start of 107 weeks. Primary causes of delay to start as follows:-
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A. IFC process: Initial IFC issued on time (planned 21/07/08; actual 18/07/08). This original IFC addresses I satisfied 'Geotechnical TAA'. 

However, a subsequent IFC was issued on 08/06/09. There is no information presently available to inform culpability for these delays. 

Delay by SDS, SDS /tie or lnfraco? 

B. INTC's: We understand that the key INTC which prevented commencement was INTC 146 (IFC Drawing Change Russell Road RTW's 1, 2, 3 

& 4). That INTC was notified on 14/10/08; the Estimate was provided on 14/05/09 {27 weeks later than due). Delay by lnfraco. This was 

the subject of an 80.15 instruction issued on 09/09/09; 17 weeks after submission of Estimate). Delay by tie. 

C. MUDFA I Utilities: There are a number of MUDFA / Utilities issues which need addressed on the access road. These however are not an 

obstacle to commencement; but will require to be carried out during construction. 

E. Other: 

).> Sub-Contractor procurement: Understood that Expanded Ltd have been issued with an extension to their current LOI to cover the 

mobilisation of a piling rig to complete the piling on Wall W4, units 11 to 18. - see tie audit and lnfraco Period Report No.3-1 report to 

24/04/10. No sub-contract yet in place. Subject to further tie audit. Delay by lnfraco. lnfraco culpability 

).> WPP process: Permit to commence work has been received. No Delay. 

).> IDR/IDC process: Not yet in place. It is not clear whether lnfraco will be permitted by tie to commence without this paperwork in place. 

This process is dependent upon the IFC completion - not yet in place. 

~ Form 'C' Approval: not yet identified as being an obstacle to commencement {but this still has the potential to cause delay depending 

on documentation collation and submission). 

(i) Delay to Finish: Issue 3 programme shows a decrease in duration of circa 5 weeks over the t imescale in Rev.l programme. IM mitigated view of 

Issue 3 also shows a decrease in duration of 16 weeks to the Rev.l programme. 

F. tie position on area availability: 

(i) First available date for the meaningful commencement of works to this area is governed by the completion of Russell Road RW4 Units 1-10 (we 

understand that there is a BBDI to IFC issue for this work- however no details available). This allows the access road to be moved over to allow 

commencement on W3B & C. See Russell Road RW narrative for details of delays (INTC 146 process). 

G. Conclusion: 

(i) 'Significant' issues/events: In our opinion there were two main contributory factors, being (a) the INTC process in respect of INTC 146; and (b) 

the subsequent completion of Russell Road RW4 Units 1-10. 

(ii) Concurrent issues: In our opinion the other events detailed above i.e. MUDFA I Utilities and the IFC process have less of a bearing on the late 

commencement of this area. Whilst in isolation completion on this issue may have been a hindrance to commencement, its significance is 

considerably diminished by the fact that lnfraco did commence. Incomplete M UDFA I Utilities issues will be more significant to the successful 

completion of the works in this area. 

(iii) Considerations of dominance: The protracted delay attaching to the INTC process on !1Uructure has clearly affected commencement. 

Subsequent JNTC (BBDI-IFC) may yet also affect commencement. 

H fl 

INTC estimate period 

Delay to 80.15 instruction 

2. UPPER LIMIT 

INTC estimate period 

Delay to 80.15 instruction 

Lower Limit 

Upper Limit 

SA Russell RD RW - W3 

14/10/08 
14/05/09 

Page2 

Poss. SDS culpability 

From to Days Weeks 

0 0.00 

0 0.00 
0 0.00 

26.43 Delay to 2nd IFC 21/07/08 08/06/CE 322 46.00 
8.00 0 0.00 

51.71 0 0.00 

86.14 

IM mitigated period -16 wks: notwithstanding INTC issues extant, this 

assessment is considered acheivable on the basis of reasonable mitigation 

on the part of lnfraco. 

lnfraco Rev.3 period -5 wks: I nfraco clearly accepts the possibility for 

mitigation. Though currently not to the same extent as noted above. On the 

basis however that lnfraco can mitigate to -16 wks per IM analysis then 

lnfraco lower limit restricted to anything in excess of O wks. tie liability 

remains at lower limit of -16 wks if lnfraco responsible for all increased 

durations 
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SA Murrayfield TS 

Task Name 

747 , .. ··i. 
748 Planne,d 27,100 + , · .. '!' · · · J-

.. .. i" .. . ! • - ~ 

749 Delay in IF•C issue -.[ .... .L .'. .. '. ... '. .... ,. ····· '- ·· 
750 Actual , .. :: : : :J. ... ·•·· 11,P9 +l .. ·-r. .... ,. i ... i . . ; ...... .; ..... .. . .... L . 
751 - B. Key ltlTC 493 ! [ ( i .. ; . . . ;· .... ·r0~ ! [ ! i : f ! 
752 INTC issued ···-r ······i···· ··r······:······:······r·····i ··O&l?0·····:···1· ··1······1······1······:······r······:·······1······ 
753 Estimate required t ·· )' ... ·;···· ·<·· .. T .... [i;i' ·-r····<· :···: . . r····r ···r··-r· .. r ··· r ···· 
754 lnfraco culpabilrtyfordelayed Estimate ,:::t t : +· ·· ,· ···]°:1oi1tf ·~ -r-1~io( . T .. ·r .. ···'······i-- ... , . .. f 
755 80.13 issued by tie -------- , .. . ,. ·--:i,.: ··· ··t··· ··· :· ···· r ····· ·:··· ···1····~ --~~~· ····s·······;·······,···· ·-r ···· ·•······ ·r ·· 
756 C. l,IUDFA / Utilities - understood not to be an issue .. ... ,. ·· ... ,. ···· j· ·· · +· ... l ···· -:- ··: .. t · · ·,· · · t ······t-···· -r·· ···:·· ····· i·· .. · 

. . . ; ; . . : ; 

' 

l .... • 1. 

······r······1······r 

l ···· ·;· ·····; · 

... . \ ..... ; ...... . ;., 
i i ·· ····r· ····1···· ·· ·1· 

• • • -: , •••• • ; • • •••• ~. • ••• • j. ••••• • ; . • ••• <· .. . . ·> .. .. . (, .... ,t, .. ;. . . ' j. . • . • . • ( • . • . • . • : • • .• •• • j. • •• • •• , • •• • ••• : ••• •• •• f • •• 

n-75_7-+--- _D_. o_th_e_r Issues: .... : . .... . L .... . J. i .... . ! .. ..J. .... l ... . J . ... . : ... ( .. ; .. . i .... : ...... ,. · · ... ..!. .. 
. . ... -~ .... · l · .. .. . ;. 

: .... . L ..... :. 

:: ~:~ :~:ounn::~s~::o;:;~m:::~ u:;:stood not to be an issue .. . t ...... ! ...... l· .. ... ·f ...... ! .. .. . · 1· .. ... ·: ... .. . j ...... ·!·· ·! .. ·; ..... ·I· ..... ·I· ... ... 1 .. .. .. j- .. .. .. , .... .. ·I· .... . 
760 (3} IDR/ IDC process ···r ····T··· .. r .. ····; .... .. , .... .. , ... .. t ..... : .... .. -r ··i···r··· .. T· .. ··!"" ""'(" ""' 1'"" ""'""'" "" [ .. .. .. 

761 - E. Construction Periods ···t······1······ j·······f ······i······l·······r······r·····t··r···r······j······+·····)······j-·····+· ·····1······ 
762 Rev.1 duration [CHECK] ···r·· .. r ····r······r· .. ··· j·· ··· ·j··· .. ·-t .. ····daio4 f ·:···:····· ·<· ·····t14id······r ·····•···· .. r···· 

, . .. \. , .. , .. ! , . . , .. J, , , ... , ; . , . . , , I , . , , .. ~ ... , . . . ~ . , . , , . ( .... , . ,/, . . l. , • . l. . • , • , • ~ • . • , • . • f •• , , ••• ~ •• , • . , ~. , •• • •• : •••• , • , f • • , • , , 

······r··· ···1······ '!' 
······r······i·······i· 
······t······1······ '!' 
·· ····r· ·····i·· ·· ···r 

763 Rev.3 Step 4 Issue 3duration i [ i ' ! ' i ' ' ' [ [ · [ 0111, _ , ___ ~ 

764 Rev.3 Step 4 ~sue 1 Mrrigated Duration ::::i: :::::: i: ::::1: :::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::,::::::1: :::::L ::::: ::::::r::: ::J:::::~sii);T: ::::;::::: +~1 : 
~~~~~~~~~ 

A. IFC Process: Initial IFC was 63 weeks late (planned 27 /06/08; actual 11/09/09). DS advises that delays flowed from the interface between tie, SOS, the 

Police and CEC. The main focus of this was staircase arrangements at the Murrayfield TS. A combination of misconceptions and misunderstandings 

between the parties resulted in an overly protracted timeframe to resolve this issue. DS further explained that once agreement was reached tie 

deliberated over the formalising of said agreement. Thereafter, a slow response from SOS in issu ing the drawings served to exacerbate the ongoing 

delay. lnfraco had a very limited input into the process and as such may therefore bear minimal responsibility (depends on management of SOS). It is 

believed culpability on this issue is twofold: (1) tie responsibility for time lapse in formalising its position to SOS; and (2) the protracted timeframe 

beyond this for SOS to issue the IFC. It is therefore likely, that the late issue of this IFC flows from one or more of the following reasons:-

);;,,- late issue by SOS (in its simplest form a CE under 65(t)- which may in turn permit the application of clause 65.12.2); 
);;,,- A material breach by SOS (again in its simplest form a CE under 65(u) -which may in turn permit the application of clause 65.13); 
);;,,- A tie Change; 
);;,,- A requirement of third parties for which tie will bear responsibility; 
Delay by SOS, SOS /tie or tie? Subject to more detailed audit by tie. 

B. Key INTC's: From information provided lnfraco issued 1 no. INTC in relation to this structure; INTC 493 ~ sue of Drawings for Murrayfield Stadium TS). 

It is unlikely however that issues attaching to this INTC will materially/ critically affect lnfraco's a~b ,ttl/ t6 commence works in accordance with the Rev 

01 programme. Details are as follows:- ,,./} 

(i) INTC 493: issued by lnfraco on 05/10/09 (24 days after IFC issue) Estimate sr owfd ~ n ·ubmitted on or around 02/11/09. As at 30/04/10 

Estimate is currently outstanding i.e. 179 days later than permitted by t ~ Co lrfJ ~l I y lnfraco. lnfraco culpability for time taken to 

produce an Estimate for INTC 493 . ~ 
INTC 493 was the subject of an 80.13 Instruction issued J5i n /03/1 •. 

C. MUDFA I Utilities: There are no MUDFA I Ut il ities issues impacti go tb ucture. No Delay 

D. Other Issues: c2 

E. 

(i) Sub-Contractor Procurement~efsu , - n c ~ n lace. Nothing noted specifi<rtd i T i · audit and lnfraco Period Report No.3-1 

(ii) WPP Process: Not in place as ye . D la y) nfraco; lnfraco culpability. 

(iii) Delay 

by lnfraco; lnfraco culpabili . 

(iv) Form 'C': The Rev.3 program does not contaio ctrvr 1Wcl r ' . Presumed not required. 

Finrsh 48.14wk 
Cal. Duration 35..86 wks 19.29 wks -16.57 v,,k:s 

(i) Delay to Start: The ta ~le ajf e refers to various programme dates. Issue 3 programme shows a delay to start of 83 weeks; t he IM mitigated 

programme projects a~ rlier delay to start of 65 weeks. Primary causes of delay to start as follows:-

A. IFC process: Initial IFC was 63 weeks late (planned 27/06/08; actual 11/09/09).). Culpability on this issue is twofold; (1) tie responsibility 

for time lapse in formalising it's position to SOS; and (2) t he protracted t imeframe beyond this for SOS to issue the IFC. Delay by SOS, SOS 

/tie or tie? Audit detail required to establish measure of culpability. 

B. INTC's 493: issued by lnfraco on 05/10/09 (24 days after IFC issue) Estimate should have been submitted on or around 02/11/09. As at 

30/04/10 Estimate is currently outstanding i.e. 179 days later than permitted by the Contract. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. Delay 

up to 19/03/10 when t ie issued clause 80.13 instruct ion. 

C. MUDFA I Utilities: No impact on this structure. 

D. Other: 
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)l'- Sub-Contractor procurement: No sub-contract yet in place. Nothing noted specific to this TS in tie audit and lnfraco Period Report 

No.3-1 report to 24/04/10. Not clear if LOI issued covering this work or area. Subject to f urther tie audit. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco 

culpability. 

)l'- WPP process: Not in place as yet. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability 

)l'- IDR/IDC process: Not yet in place. It is not clear whether lnfraco will be permitted by tie to commence without this paperwork in place 

Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 

)l'- Form 'C: Approval: Presumed not required (see 'D'(iv) above) 

(ii) Delay to Finish: Issue 3 programme shows an increase in duration of circa 5 weeks over the timescale in Rev.1 programme. IM mitigated view of 

Issue 3 shows a reduction circa -16 weeks t o the Rev.1 programme. There is presently no justification for the lnfraco increased Rev.3 duration. 

F. tie position on area availability: 

(i) First available date for the meaningful commencement of works to this area is governed by construction of the Murrayfield Tram Stop Retaining 

Wall. However, that is dependent on completion of the VE exercise on Roseburn Viaduct, which is currently predicted to complete mid May 

2010 {IFC by 09/06/10). 

G. Conclusion: 

(i) 'Significant' issues/events: In our opinion the main obstacle to commencement on this structure is the delay to the issue of the IFC (which was 

63 weeks late). This however, is subsumed by the delays attaching to Murrayfield TS RW's which is clearly the determinant/ predecessor to 

commencement of the TS construction; and as such has greater 'causative potency' than the above. Murrayfield TS RW is itself dependent on (i) 

completion of the Roseburn Viaduct design (which is the subject of a 'late' VE exercise design); and (ii) the west end of the Russell Road RW4. 

(ii) Concurrent issues: In our opinion the other events detailed above (i.e. the sub-contractor procurement timing, the WPP process & the IDC I IDR 

process) have less of a bearing on the late commencement of this area. Whilst in isolat ion these issues may have been critical to 

commencement their significance is considerably diminished by the occurrence of the events in G (i) above. They may however become more 

significant in the lead up to the area availability in July 2011. Running concurrently w ith this is the late provision by lnfraco of Estimates for 

INTC 493. This is a matter for which lnfraco is responsible. Delay measured to 19/03/10 (when clause 80.13 instruction issued; but unlikely to 

be an obstacle to actual commencement). 

(v) Considerations of dominance: The protracted delay attaching to the IFC on this structure has clearly affected commencement. This however, 

is subsumed by the delays attaching to Murrayfield TS RW's which is clearly the determinant/ predecessor to commencement of the TS 

construction; and as such has greater 'causative potency' than the above. 

H t, 

B. 

1 .. LOWER LIMIT 

2. UPPER LIMIT 

Delay from Rev 1- Rev 3 date 

(Affected by RV VE) 

IM Mitigated Period= -17 wks 

lnfraco Rev.3 Period = +5 wks 

Lower Limit 

Upper Limit 

SA Murrayfield Tram Stop 

0 

0 

0 

-17.00 -17.00 

0.00 0.00 

Page2 

Poss. SDS culpability 

Cause From to Days Weeks 

0 0.00 

0 0 .00 

0 0.00 

0 0.00 

0 0.00 

6 

JM mitigated period -17 wks: .Notwithstanding delays attaching to the RV 

VE exercise this assessment is considered acheivable on the basis of 
reasonable mitigation on the part of lnfraco. 

lnfraco Rev.3 period +Swks: On the basis that lnfraco can mitigate to -17 

wks per IM analysis then lnfraco lower limit restricted to anything in excess 

of -17wks tie liability remains at lower limit of -17wks lf lnfraco 

responsible for all increased durations 
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SA- Murrayfield Stadium Underpass - S21C 

767 

768 

769 

no 
n1 

n2 
ff3 

n4 

n5 
ns 

779 

780 

781 

782 

783 

784 

785 

786 

787 

Task Name 

Planned 

Actual 

- B. Key INTC's 
-------

- INTC 109 IFC Drawing Change l,1urrayfiekl Underpass 

Notified 

Estimate due 

Delay in provision of Estimate 

Estimate submitted 

Delay in issue of instruction 

80.13 lssued 

- INTC 361 Scottish Pow er Utility Diversion near Murrayfieid Station 

Notified 

Estimate due 

Delay in provision of Estimate 

Estimate submitted 

Delay in issue of instruction 

TCO issued 516/09 

- INTC 414 Sample so~ nailing to embankments between RusseU Road and 
Water of Leith 

Notified 

Estimate due 
-

788 Estimate submitted 

789 Delay in issue of instruction - no instruction issued 

790 - c. MUDFA I Utilities 
1--1-

791 Sewer extended outwtth footprint - work completed 31 /1/09 

792 Delay to sewer extension 

793 SP utility diversion - to happen concurrently with lnfraco works 

794 'o' D. Other Issues: ----795 (1) Sut>-contractor Prncurement not identified as an issue 

796 (2) WPP - ditto 

797 (3) JOR / IDC process - ditto 

798 (4) NR Form 'C'- Not yet in place wotential issue for both tie and lnfraco) 

799 - E. Construction Periods 

800 Rev.1 duration 

801 Rev.3 Step 4 Issue 3 duration [Exd. NR process) 

Rev.3 Step 4 Issue 1 r.1it1g11ted Duration [CHECK START DATE] 

D. Other Issues: 
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· · · ·!· · · ·is1~a· · · · ( · · · · · .; · · · · ·1~·roi- · l· · · · · · ·f ······I······ -!- · ·t · · ·t ······I······ ·I······ ·f · · · · · · 1· ······I·······!······ l· · · · · · .f ······I··· ··· ·I 
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(i) Sub-Contractor Procurement: On 08/01/09 lnfraco requested permission to sub-contract works to Grahams for work between Haymarket 

Terrace and Murrayfield Underpass. This permission was granted on 25/02/09 - see tie audit and lnfraco Period Report No.3-1 report to 

24/04/10. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 

(ii) WPP Process: No information available. 

(iii) IDR/IDC process: Not yet in place. It is not clear whether lnfraco will be permitted by tie to commence w ithout this paperwork in place [Discuss] 

Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 
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(iv) Form 'C': not yet in place. This may yet become a hindrance to commencement. It is anticipated that lnfraco will have been relying on lack of 

instruction on INTC's. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability {but may be excusable if tie culpable for any INTC related delays). 

E. Construction Periods: 

Start 26/ 08/ 2008 08/ 09/ 2010 106.14 wks 24/ 06/ 2010 95.29wks 

Finish 11/ 02/ 2009 24/ 03/ 2011 110.14 wks 10/ 01/ 2011 99.71 wk.s 

Cal. Duration, 24.29 wks 28.29 wks 4.00wks 28.71 wks 4.43wk_s 

(i) Delay to Start: The table above refers to various programme dates. Issue 3 programme shows a delay to start of 106 weeks; the IM mitigated 

programme projects an earlier delay to start of 95 weeks. Primary causes of delay to start as follows:-

A. IFC process: Initial IFC issued on time (planned 25/07/08; actual 25/07/08). No Delay. 

B. INTC's 109, 361 & 414: Delays by lnfraco in issue of INTC's and subsequent provision of Estimates. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. As 

at 30/04/10 delays extant on INTC414. Delay on INTC 109 up to 19/03/10 when tie issued clause 80.13 instruction. TCO issued for INTC 361 

on 05/06/09 (not in Master INTC list) tie culpability for late instruction on INTC's. 

C. MUDFA I Utilities: There are two main MUDFA I Utilities issues impacting on this structure; (1) Sewer extended outwith footprint of the 

proposed works to MSU; and (2) Scottish Power utility diversion. The sewer diversion was the subject of a MUDFA to tie transfer. This work 

was completed in January 2009. Delay by tie; tie culpability exists as t he late completion of these works would have been an obstacle to 

the 'Rev 1' commencement date of 26/08/08. The Scottish Power utility diversion was the subject of a M UDFA to lnfraco transfer. This 

work will be undertaken by lnfraco concurrently with construction of the Underpass. This issue appears to have arisen on 03/02/09 and was 

not concluded until 05/06/09 when tie issued TCO 065 instructing lnfraco to proceed w ith the works. Delay by t ie; tie culpability. 

D. Form 'C': not yet in place. This may yet become a hindrance to commencement. It is anticipated that lnfraco will have been relying on lack 

of instruction on INTC's. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability {but may be excusable if tie culpable for any INTC related delays). 

E. Other: 

~ Sub-Contractor procurement: On 08/01/09 lnfraco requested permission to sub-contract works to Grahams for work between 

Haymarket Terrace and Murrayfield Underpass. This permission was granted on 25/02/09. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 

~ WPP process: Not in place as yet. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability 

)l'- IDR/IDC process: Not yet in place. It is not clear whether lnfraco will be permitted by tie to commence without this paperwork in place. 

Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 

)l'- Form 'C' Approval: Not yet in place. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 

(ii) Delay to Finish: Issue 3 programme shows an (minor) increase in duration of 4 weeks over the timescale in Rev.1 programme. IM mitigated 

view of Issue 3 also shows an increase in durat ion of circa 4 weeks to the Rev.1 programme{± 

F. tie position on area availability: First available date for the meaningful commencep<eih ofQ to this area is governed by two separate issues; (1) 

the sewer extension (completed in January 2009); and (2) repositioning of the pitchls ~ I ~,,yfi Ir S adium (date?). These matters will be tie liability. 

The latest date for completion on the above was the date of the TCO issue again IN 3w oS1b6/09. This in effect became the first date at which 

meaningful commencement could take place. 

G. Conclusion: 

(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

'causative potency' in oth provide significant obstacles to area and workface availability for the meaningful commencement of works. 
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H. Currentt"i 

A. DELAY TO START: Current view on culpability [analysis of Lower and Upper Limits of culpability] 

tie culpability lnfraco culpability Poss. SDS culpability 

From to Days Weeks Cause From to Days Weeks Cause From to Days Weeks 

l . LOWER LIMIT 

MUDFA (Sewer) 26/08/08 02/02/09 160 22.86 Delay; INTC 361 estimate 14/04/09 20/05/09 36 5.14 0 0.00 

Delay; From INTC 109 estimate 

to 80.13 instruction 

2. UPPER LIMIT 

Del ay; Rev 1 start to MUDFA 

(Sewer) 

IN TC 361 estimate period 

Delay to issue of INTC 361 

instruction 
Del ay to issue of INTC 414 

inst ruction (ongoing) 

30/09/09 19/03/10 170 

0 

26/08/08 02/02/09 160 

18/03/09 14/04/09 27 

20/05/09 05/06/09 16 

16/06/09 30/04/10 318 

24.29 

47.1.4 

Delay; sewer complete 

22.86 to INTC 109estimate 

Delay; 80.13 instruction 

3.86 to Rev 3 start 

2.29 

45.43 

74.43 

B. DELAY TO FINISH: Current view on culpability [analysis of Lower and Upper Limits of culpability] 

IM Mitigated Period = +4.43 wk lnfraco Rev .3 Period 

lnfraco Rev.3 Period = +4.00 wk 

Lower Limit 

Upper Limit 

0.00 

4.43 

0.00 

4.43 

SA Murrayfield Stadium Underpass - S21C 

tie lnfraco 

0.43 

4.43 

Page3 

0.00 

4.00 

02/02/09 

19/03/10 

0 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

5.14 0 

30/09/09 240 34.29 0 0.00 

08/09/10 173 24.71 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

59.00 0 

IM mitigated period +4wks: this is likely to be MUDFA / Utilities, 

BDDI/IFC issues and I or consequential 'knock on' issues from other 

structures .. Culpability not clear; range of possibilities· upper I lower 

limits recognise extremes of liability. 

lnfraco Rev.3 period +4.43 wks: On the basis that lnfraco can mitigate to 4 

weeks per IM analysis then lnfraco lower limit restricted to anything in 

excess of 4 wks. tie liability remains at lower limit of 0.43 wks if. lnfraco 

responsible for all increased durations 
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SA - Water of Leith Bridge - S21E 

Task Name 

~ 5A Water of Leith Bndge - S21f 

805 - A. IFC Process , , , 

_:_o:-+_-.. :,::c.. r::l{ f I i ! I klii I T i I T r i I LJ 
:~: - _ I_NT_~- : -t~;-,ed- ------------------ :::t. .... '.·::::f 1:9~,::::::::::::r::::: ;:::::: ;:::::::l.:l:::l::::::i::::::J:::::i::::::l::::::J::::::'.::::::i:::::::l ::::::!:::::::: 
:~: ~:~::~ r=~i: ssion of Estimate ··· t ······~Gi1l ······1······!······L ..... .l ...... ~hi···)···f ······i·······i·····) ...... j ....... 1 ....... i·· ····j·······i······i·······!· 
813 Estimate submitted ··· -i- ······1··· ···1· ······r ······!······ r······r···~1·04i1~···t···t······!······-i-······1······!······-i-······1······!·······!··· ···!·······1 
814 Delay in issue of instruction :: :r :: :: : I:::::: J:::::: :t:::::: i:::::: !: : : : : : :t:::: :{ :: : : : : iJ: :! : : :t:::::: l:::::: I::::::!:::::: J:::::: J:::::: :: : : : : : !: : : : : : :1 :: : : :: I:::::::: 

t! 0 1

~~~-7 .. _te-:~-" -ui-red________________ T lib i i l i : ! JH ! + i : i :J : i I I : ! J 
:;: :.I:: ::::mission of Estimate . .. J ... ~.~r~ ... ; ....... : ............. ; ....... 1 ...... : ...... J.~t~{ ...... J ...... -1, . . . . .. f ...... J. ..... J. ...... '. ...... J·······l······l·······i 
821 - INTC 479 : : ::j:::: :: : l:::::: j:::::: :[::::::::::::: J:::::, :: :::: :: ~.: rr:::::: J: ::::: :i:::::: :t:::::: j:::::: J:::::: •:::::: j:::::: :1::::::;:::::: •l 
822 Notified . .. . !. . . . . . ) . . . . . ; . . . . . . : . . . . . . ) . . . ~[~l<>l ..... .L .l .. ; ...... L ..... .L ..... ; ...... L ..... .L ...... \ ...... L ..... .l ...... • ...... .i 
823 Estimate required l .. ... ! .. !. ... l ..... : ...... J ..... ~ ...... i ...... ; .. ( .. '. ..... J . . .. . J ..... l ...... J. .... J. ......... J ..... l ...... L .... .J. 

:: ----:-::a:: : uub:::sion of Estimate : : : :l: ...... ! : : : : : l : : : : : [:::::: j::::: f? l:::::: ~ ~:;;i:: :l:::::: !: : : : : : t::::: ! : : : : : : !: : : : : : :!: : : : : : : i:::::: l:::::: :I:::::: I:::::: :l 
826 Delay in issue of instruction ····I.· l ! 1 · i i i ~ i i i 1 1 i i ! l i 
827 80.13 ~ued . ... , .. : ::: ·· :: : ::i:: ::::[ ::::::·::: ::: l: :::::r :::: ::::: ::~::,~~~:i::: ::r: ::::1::::: [ ::: :::r:::::1:::: :., ...... , ....... ; ...... , ..... . 
828 C. MUDFA / Utilities-potentialfordelaytooommencementlprogressasa. result l ' 1 i i i i [ [ [ i i l 

of protection issues for existing services (see narrative) ... ,!, •• •••. , •.• •• . , •• . • . • . , . • . • . • ; • . • . • . , . • . • . • . \ . • . • . • ; • . • . • . • : . • . [ . •. [ . • . • . • , • . • . • . ,!, . . . . .. , . ••• . • , • . • . • . • , . • . • . • . , •• . • . • 1 • . • . • . • \ • . • . • . ; . • . • . • . ;, 
829 

830 

831 

832 

833 

834 

83~ 

836 

837 

83,8 

- D. Other Issues: , 1 1 ! ' , ; ! , ; , ! ! ! 1 1 1 ! 1 1 , 
(1) Sul>-contractor Procurement · · · '!' · · · · ·. ! ·. ·' · · j· · · · · · .f · · · · · ·: ·. · · · · j· · · · · · ,f · ·. · · · j· · · · · · + · ·[. · ·f · · · · · · j· · · · ·. -j' · · · · "[ ·., · · · j· · · · · · "!' · · · · · · j· · · · · · J· · · · · · ·j ·. · · ·. j · · · · · · 'j-

---~!-~ W-ID:: lDC process ----------- ::: :r ::::::i::: ::: t::::::;::::::;::::::r::::::r::::::r::::::::::t :::[ ::::::r::::::r::::::r::::::r::::::r::::::;::::::r::::::1::::::;:::::::: 

-·: c::·:::~~::::ra,,. ------------ l J: I i Ji71 L i Hi ! T L 11 11 L I J 
Period 1 Sewer l 1 1 ' ' 1 i [ rnqs i- [14~ [ i i : [ 1 1 1 
Period 2 . ... ! ....... !··· ···1·· .... ; ...... ; ...... ; ....... ; ······1·· .. ··t ··t 0~9 .. ·(······!· · ·· .. ·} ······b7t06t· ·····1··· ... i .. · · ···;·· · · · · ( · .. · · · , 

Rev.3 Step 4 Issue 1 Mitigated Duration . .. '!' ..... · 1 · ... . · j· ..... ·t .. .. .. 1 • • • • • • j· ..... ·r ...... ~· ..... t. ·t .. ·t. 01 fii~1· . ~i: ·~:t ·~·~J ·1 S,:~7· .... ...... j° ..... ·! ...... j ...... ·l 
· , • ,!, • , , • , • i , , • , • , J, • , · · • , t , • , , , • i • , • , • · ~, , · • , , , t , • , • , , ~ • , , · • , •i• , , t , , , r , • , , , • ~, , • , • , ,1, • • • • • • t • • , • , • ~ • , • , • , ·i· • , , , • , · , • , • · • ~ • · • , , , , ~ • , • , • · · , , , • , , •i 

;:;::;::;;:;;:;::;::;;:;;:;::;::;;:;;:;::;::;;:;;:;::;::;;:;;:;::;::;;:;;:;::;::;;:;;:;::;::;;:;~l!!!!!!!l!l!!!ll!!l!~jgo-

0 . Other Issues: 

(i) Sub-Contractor Procurement: Understood that lnfraco intend to sublet this structure to Expanded Lt d - see tie audit and lnfraco Period Report 

No.3-1 report to 24/04/10. No sub-contract yet in place. Not clear if LOI issued covering t his work or area. Subject to further tie audit. Delay by 

lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. The significance of this issue will increase as the first available date for this structure nears. 

{ii) WPP Process: Not in place as yet. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 

{iii) IDR/IDC process: Not yet in place. It is not clear whether lnfraco will be permitted by t ie to commence w ithout this paperwork in place. Delay 

by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 

(iv) Form 'C': Not yet in place. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 
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E. Construction Periods: 

Start 0'2./07 / 2009 17 /05/2010 4557wk!i. 15./11/ 2010 7157 w l<s 

Finish 01/03/ 2010 07/06/2011 66.14wk.s 15/07/ 2011 7157 w ks 

cal . Duratio11i 34.71 wks 55.29 wks 20.57 wks 34.7lwks O.OOwks 

(i) Delay to Start: The table above refers to various programme dates. Issue 3 programme shows a delay to start of 45 weeks; the IM mitigated 

programme projects a later delay to start of 72 weeks. Primary causes of delay to start as follows:-

A. IFC process: Initial IFC issued on time (planned 25/07/08; actual 25/07/08). No Delay. 

B. INTC's 116, 138 & 479: Delays by lnfraco in issue of INTC's and subsequent provision of Estimates. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 

Delay up to 19/03/10 when tie issued clause 80.13 instruction. Some (minor) tie culpability in process. 

C. MUDFA I Utilities: There are a number of MUDFA / Ut ilities issues impact ing on this structure. Central pier of the Water of Leith Bridge 

clashes with the existing sewer. Consequent to this, in conjunction with sewer lining measures, piled foundations have been redesigned to 

avoid sewer clash. (Refer INTC's 138 & 479 above). TC advises that further protection measures are necessary for Scottish Power cables and 

Gas mains in close proximity to the works. As noted in 'B' above, these issues are yet to be processed and as such have the potential to 

prevent I compromise commencement. Although there is tie culpabil ity attaching to this issue (this also relates to potential delay to 

progress), lnfraco culpability exists in regard to its dilatory approach to the provision of INTC's I Estimates for same. 

D. Other: 

)- Sub-Contractor procurement: Understood that lnfraco intend to sublet this structure to Expanded Ltd Not clear if LOI issued covering 

this work or area. Subject to further tie audit. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 

~ WPP process: Not in place as yet. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability 

~ IDR/IDC process: Not yet in place. It is not clear whether lnfraco will be permitted by tie to commence without this paperwork in place. 

Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 

~ Form 'C: Approval: Not yet in place. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 

(ii) Delay to Finish: Issue 3 programme shows an increase in duration of circa 21 weeks over the timescale in Rev.l programme. IM mitigated view 

of Issue 3 shows no increase in duration to the Rev.l programme. There is presently no justification for the lnfraco increased Rev.3 duration. 

Please see notes above re potential for delay due to protection of existing utilities. 

F. tie position on area availability: First available date for the meaningful commencement of works to this area is governed by the completion of 

reinforced earthworks on both Murrayfield Pitches RW and Baird Drive RW is required to form the underside of the bankseat to WoL Bridge. Baird 

Drive however, has been subject to protracted delays flowing from BDDI - IFC Changes (refer Ba[i a16Jve Summary Chart/ Narrative above). lnfraco 

Period Report No 3-1, to 24 April 2010 predicts Baird Drive commencement on 17 May 010. i r a ield Pitches RW's does not feature in the current 

analysis). ) 

Commencement of works to this structure will also depend on agreement on pro ectio mO~e necessary for Scottish Power I SGN utilities in close 

proximity to the works. As noted in 'B' above, these issues are ,t o e pro , es~e , a cf as such have the potential to prevent I compromise 

commencement. ~ 
G. Conclusion: 

(i) 'Significant' issues/events: In our opinion th7~e o r ai contributory facto , bJiffg ) th N process; (b) non agreement on 

(ii) 

and Baird Drive RW's require~8jfor t e , nd r l st.Pi the bankseat to WoL Bridge · ndl d) ~ u e sign off Form 'C' approval. Taking those 

events in chronological ordet.- 8 /,) I 
lnfraco delays in issuing INT 1 ' s r , 1 & 479 from the IFC issue date ant ~~~7u fe~uent timeframe taken by lnfraco to provide compliant 

Estimates following the issu of ~ . J, a e matters for which lnfra~ o ~·~ or:i~ . Bb'vond 21/01/10 however, tie's review and inact ion on the 

Estimate for INTC 479 ran u~til l;'>/63/10 (when the 80.13 inl reil ion wa ~ .d . This may be a period for which tie bears the responsibility. 

Running concurrently with t Hi<fnfraco has yet to submit f1.f1s) p~r or protective measures for utilities known to be in close proximity to 

the works. This is a matter for which lnfraco is ~~;P-°A\ibEle. F llof l-0 e issue of the 80.13 instruction lnfraco should be obliged to commence 

the works. Commencement however, was fu rr,1~6m ro~ ea by incomplete reinforced earthworks on both Murrayfield Pitches RW and 

Baird Drive RW's required to fo~ the , Acryrr,d}J~e a'hkseat to WoL Bridge. For responsibility for this issue (refer Baird Drive Summary 

Chart I Narrative) abod,e. Fi l ll~ ~ e p~ ~i6©'mmence is further compounded by lnfraco not yet having submitted NR Form 'C' for 

approval. 

Concurrent issues: In L 'i°Pinio o he events detailed above (i.e. the sub-contractor procurement timing & WPP process) have much less of a 

bearing on the late c9m_~ 'ncJ~ lnt of this area. Whilst in isolation these issues may have been critical to commencement their significance is 

considerably diminish~vit{e occurrence of the events in G(i) above. They may however become more significant in the lead up to the area 

availability. (Date dependant on the issues noted at G(i) above). 

(iii) Considerations of dominance: The significant delays attaching to the INTC process on this structure have clearly affected commencement. 

The delays have in effect three constituent parts (1) lnfraco's delay in issuing an INTC from the IFC issue date; (2) the protracted timeframe 

taken by lnfraco to provide a compliant Estimate following the issue of the INTC; and (3) tie's delay in issuing an 80.13 beyond that date. 

Following the issue of the 80.13 instruction lnfraco is obliged to commence the works. The late approval of the Form 'C' may also have 

restricted access to this area. 
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Commencement however, may be compromised by non agreement on protective measures for utilities known to be in close proximity to the works 

and the incomplete reinforced earthworks on both Murrayfield Pit ches RW and Baird Drive RW's, required to form the underside of the bankseat to 

Wol Bridge. These issues are the dominant causes of delay on this particular structure. Bot h are likely t o have a similar 'causative potency' in t hat 

both provide significant obstacles to area and workface availability for t he meaningful commencement of works. 

H. Curren*" 

A. 
tie culpability lnfraco culpability Poss. SOS culpability 

From to Days Weeks Cause From to Days Weeks Cause From to Days Weeks 

B. 

INTC479estimate period 

Delay; From INTC 479 

estimate to 80.13 instruction 

2. UPPER LIMIT 

Delay; From INTC 116 

estimate to 80.13 instruction 

lnfraco Rev.3 Period = +21 wk 

Lower Limit 

Upper Limit 

08/09/09 

21/01/10 

04/12/09 

0.00 

0.00 

SA Water of Leith Br idge - S21E 

05/10/09 

19/03/10 

19/03/10 

0.00 

0.00 

27 

57 

0 

105 

0 

0 

0 

Delay; Rev 1 start to 

delay to estimate 

3.86 INTC 138 

Delay; INTC 138 

instruction to 

8.14 commencement 

12.00 

Delay; Rev 1 start to 

delay to estimate 

15.00 INTC 138 

Delay; INTC 138 

instruction to 

commencement 

lnfraco Rev.3 Period 

tie Infra co 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

21.00 

Page3 

02/07/09 

19/03/10 

02/07/09 

19/03/10 

19/03/10 260 37.14 0 0.00 

17/05/10 59 8.43 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

45.57 0 

19/03/10 260 37.14 0 0.00 

17/05/10 59 8.43 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

0 

IM mitigated period Owks: No mitigation considered possible. Rev 1 

construction duration still considered acheivable. Affected by protracted 

delays attaching to Baird Drive RW's. 

lnfraco Rev.3 period +21 wks: lnfraco clearly considers slippage likely. On 

the basis however, that lnfraco can maintain the original Rev 1 

programmed duration as per IM analysis then lnfraco lower limit restricted 

to anything in exc~ of Owks. tie liability remains at lower limit of Owks 

if lnfraco meet ,g(aJned duration of the Rev 1 programme. 
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58 Carrick Knowe Bridge - 523 

842 

843 Planned 

844 Actual 

845 Revised IFC's (6No.) from 10/1 0/08 to 05101/10 

846 - B. Key INTC 115 IFC Drawing Change Carricknow e Bridge 
1---1---

847 Notified 

848 Estimate required 

849 Delay in submission of Estimate 

850 Estimate submitted 

&51 Delay in issue of instruction 

852 80.15 issued 

853 C. MUDFA /Utililies 

854 - D. Other Issues: 
1---1---

855 - (1) Su l>-contractor Procurement 

856 28.2 request for Expanded Ltd 

857 28.2 Approval 

858 Procure & mobmse - LOI 21/8/09 

859 Substructure, superstructure and finishes - LOI 11/09/09 

860 (2) 1/v'PP 

861 (3) IDR / IDC process 

862 - E. Construction Periods 
0---+-

863 Rev:I duratiOn 

864 - Rev.3 Step 4 Issue 3 duration 

865 Period 1 

866 Work stopped 

867 Work stopped 

868 Period2 
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A. IFC Process: Initial IFC was on time (planned 11/ 07/08; actual 11/ 07/08). Although the initial IFC date was achieved, DS advises that this structure was 

the subject of multiple revisions thereafter. Revisions were presented on 10/10/08, 19/08/09, 01/09/09, 23/10/09, 16/12/09 and 05/01/10 

respectively. With respect to delays attaching to the revisions noted (or indeed the reason for revising same) there is no information present ly available 

to inform culpability. (see Preamble). Potential reasons for the late issue of IFC's to this area include:-

B. 

Late issue by SOS (in its simplest form a CE under 65(t )- which may in turn permit the applicati~ of clause 65.12.2); 
A material breach by SOS (again in its simplest form a CE under 65(u) -which may in turn p?.Pref~{he applicat ion of clause 65.13); 

refers); 
A failure of lnfraco to provide the lnfraco Design to SOS in accordance ~ with t e Conse] tsl rogramme and Schedule. Part 14 (clause 19.19 

)i;,,, A tie Change; 

)i;,,, A requirement of CEC for which tie will bear responsibility; 
Delay by sos, sos /tie or lnfraco? 

502. We understand that INTC 115 is likely to have ma?atr'aglcQiti ally~.ected lnfraco's ability t~ (r )i m~ e orks on 14/09/09. Details are as 

follows:- f (1 l 
(i) INTC 115: issued by Infra co on ~f091'0,.,(1 t~~er fi st IFC issue). Estimate sho !fd1 r e8.e s itted on or around 15/10/08. Estimat e 

was received on 07 /05/09; 2 4da s la r t I an ~:red. Delay by lnfraco; Infra ul a i~ty f6r ime t aken to produce Estimate for INTC 115 

(iii) 

(iv) 

(v) 

(vi) 

(vii) 

was received on 12/ 06/09, 1 6 a s at ~ an required. Delay by In c ~ r o I bility for time taken to produce Estimate for INTC 188; 

tie will be culpable for the p riocf instruction. 

INTC 308: issued by lnfraco o 3/02/09 (227 days afte~rs,~ is..s ). s lmate should have been submitted on or around 18/03/09. As at 

30/04/10, 540 days later, lnfraco has yet to provide an r5t1m~1;bt . el by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability for time t aken to produce Estimate for 

INTC 308. No instruction issued by t ie - tie will b ~ f leldr t e period to instruction. 

INTC 322: issued by lnfraco on 23/02/09 (227 *' ~ C issue). Estimate should have been submitted on or around 19/03/09. Estimate 

was received on 12/06/09, 85 dr~ la ! n{re!w{J. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability for time taken to produce Estimate for INTC 322; 

tie will be culpable for the e iof.t}> ns ruct JJ 
INTC 390: issued by lnfraco on Of'0,5/ gs((39 days after first IFC issue). Estimate should have been submitted on or around 02/06/09. Estimate 

was received 07 / 05/09 n tim · jtie "'1iu,( culpable for the period to instruction. 

INTC 437: issued by 11 ra{o)on 0~07/09 (362days after first IFC issue). Estimate should have been submitted on or around 03/ 08/09. Estimate 

was received 08/ 07 / 0p oV,iJn . tie will be culpable for the period to instruction. 

INTC 502: issued by lnfFa!o on 19/10/09 (465 days after first IFC issue). Estimate should have been submitted on or around 12/11/09. Estimate 

was received 06/11/ 09, on time. tie will be culpable for the period to instruction. 

None of the above were the subject of an 80.13 Instruction issued by tie on 19/03/ 10. lnfraco Period Report No 3-1, to 24 April 2010 notes "Issues 

and concerns. None". This appears to suggest that none of the above are likely to prevent I compromise ongoing progress/ completion. However it is 

notable that INTC 115 became the subject of a reference to DRP and an 80.15 instruction (on 25/8/09). This had the effect of stopping the works lat e 

Feb. 2009, until re-commencement on 14/09/09. 

C. MUDFA / Utilities: no MUDFA issues impacting on this structure. 
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D. Other Issues: 

(i) Sub-Contractor Procurement: Expanded Ltd; LOI as at 21/08/09 to procure & mobilise. Expanded Ltd substructure, superstructure & finishes 

LOI 11/09/09. Subject to further tie audit. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 

(ii) WPP Process: Substantive WPP's recorded in DAC charts (assumed in place). 

(iii) IDC/IDR process: In place. No Delay 

E. Construction Periods: 

Finish 

Cal. Duration 36.14 wks 

Precise start date not clear; Prior information advised 22/10/08; Perm it t o commence issued 06/11/08. As-built required. 

(i) Delay to Start: The table above refers to various programme dates. Issue 3 programme shows a delay to start of 10 weeks as does the IM 

mitigated programme. Primary causes of delay to start as follows:-

A. IFC process: Initial IFC was on time (planned 11/07/08; actual 11/07/08). 

B. INTC's: no impact on commencement 

C. MUDFA I Utilities: no impact on commencement 

D. Other: 

)l'- Sub-Contractor procurement: Expanded Ltd LOI as at 21/08/09 to procure & mobilise. Expanded Ltd substructure, superstructure & 

finishes LOI 11/09/09. Subject to further tie audit. Delay by lnfraco. lnfraco culpability. 

)l'- WPP Process: Substantive WPP's recorded in DAC charts assumed in place.. . 

)l'- IDC/IDR process~ In place. No Delay. 

)l'- lnfraco delay in commencement: to date no information as to cause of delayed start has been obtained. tie PM personnel believe this 

was merely slow reaction to workface availability by lnfraco. 10 week delay; Delay by lnfraco. lnfraco culpability. 

(ii) Delay to Finish: Issue 3 programme shows a circa 51 week increase in duration over the timescale in Rev.1 programme (as does the IM 

mitigated view of Issue 3). That increase in duration includes a period of 28 weeks when work on this structure stopped pending resolution of 

INTC 115. Delayed from 27 /02/09 to 14/09/09). Split culpability for that period. lnfraco (delayed Estimate) 10 weeks (27/2/09 to 07/05/09). 

tie (delayed 80.15 instruction) 16 weeks (08/05/09 to 14/09/09). Re-mobilisation period split at present 1 week per party. 

F. tie posit ion on area availability: Work face available as originally programmed. 

G. Conclusion: ~ 
(i) 'Significant' issues/events: In our opinion the main delaying factors appear to be (a) latB t rt by lnfraco (circa 10 week delay) (b) the INTC 

process associated with INTC 115 (28 week delay to progress); and (c) an un P,( i ~ ,r as in structure duration (23 weeks) some of which 

may relate to the extensive list of INTC's applicable to t his structure. o 
(ii) Concurrent issues: In our opinion the other events detailed u , - n ctor procurement timing and the WPP process) have less 

of a bearing on the late commencement of this area. 

(iii) Considerations of dominance: see (i) above. 

H. Curren1*11, 

A. 

B. 

INTC 115 estimate period 

2. 

INTC 115 estimate period 

lnfraco Rev.3 Period= +51 wks 

Lower Limit 

Upper Limit 

Observations on Actual Progres 

Analysis of ongoing progress, 

considered in 'Delay to Finish' 

periods detailed above. 

- 17.00 -11.00 

*Split culpability as follows:- lnfraco initial delay to start of 10 wks, subsequent delay to 
provision of estimate also 10 wks. Tie 16 wks to issue 80.15 instruction. Period for mobilisation 

split between tie I fnfraco 1 wk each. (Breakdown detailed in CKB summary narrative}. 

SB Carrick Knowe Bridge - S23 Page2 

Poss. SOS culpability 

Cause From to Days Weeks 

No delay 11/07/08 11/07/08 0 0.00 

0 0.00 

12/08/08 22/10/08 71 10.14 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

10.14 

IM mitigated period +51wks: this is likely to be initial slow reaction to 

workface availability, consequent dilatory progress by lnfraco and BDDI/IFC 

issues. Works stopped works pending resolution of INTC 115. Culpability 

mainly lnfraco .. 

lnfraco Rev.3period +51 wks: On the basis that lnfraco can mitigate to 51 wks 

as per (both) it 's and IM's analysis then lnfraco lower limit restricted to 

anything in excess of 11 wks. tie liability remains at lower limit of 17 wks if. 
lnfraco responsible for all increased durations. (Breakdown detailed 

opposite). 
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58 Road & Track 

853 

854 

855 

[Task Name 

Planned 

Delay in IFC issue 

Actual 

856 Reissue '1' ofRoads --------------+ ........... ;. .. ... ; ...... ;. .. ... . , ...... : .... .. , . .... .\. ..... ,,. ·· .... , . ................. .. . : ...... . 
857 Reissue '2' ofRoads l i , , i i l i ; ( ; : , 
858 Reissue '3' ofRoads " 'T .. ·r · · ·f · ···· i· ... . , .. .. ·t ······( ·· .. 1 ... ·,·j······-t · .. ··· [·· ···r · ···t .... .;. .. ·a···· ·· ·f 
859 Delay in issue of revised IFC .. .. i··: _j 2111{~.:: : :: .. \ .. . · L .... ,!. ...... , .. .... , .. ····1··· ·+· .. .;. · · ., ...... ! 
860 - B. Key INTC's -------------+ .... ,. . . ···o,;- ·· .. , ... <· "f .... , .... ,. ····r .. .. ; ....... ! ....... f .. ... ; ... , .. . ; ... .... ! 

. . . . . . .t... . -~ . . . J. . . . . . . .. -~. ' .... i . : : ; i i i : : : 861 - INTC262 · · : O'~ ·: ····· : · · ; .. -; .. ....... .. .. · T ... T ... r .......... T .. T .... .. r .. ... , 
862 Notified -----------------+ ····\ · ·-- ···; ... .. . ; ····· ,···~ ·;·0210.l ·····, ·-- ·· ·i··j··· ·· ···· ··' ·····i ·· ···· i·· ·····f -- ·· --a·-- ·· · t ·· ··· ) ··· · · j · ·· ·· · t ··· .. · ' 

' , , ···,;.i_:_( .... .... 1 .... .. 1.·· ... .t ...... : .. ; .. . : ...... , .... : . , i : ; .. J. .. ... L ... .. r 
863 Estimatedue ... r ·····:·· ··· ··,··· .. ,. • · i i l .. ... '.':, . :1,,:: :: ::_:,. :: ::::1,,: :: :::1,_::: ) ,_· · i 

864 Delay to provision of Estimate :::r ::: :t:: :::;:::: :2r.ro.f :::::: :::'.::::~1f~1:::r ::::l::J:::J:::: :: L ....... .... ;." .... ; ...... ; .. " ... ; ... " .... :::::;:::::1:::J 
865 Estimate submitted .... ! ...... .l ...... [ ...... J.. .... .!. ..... .[ ~ . .21'~~-.. [ ...... ! .. j .. J ..... .l ..... , ...... J.. .... .[ .. .... , ... ... J. .... j .. .... J. ..... .l ...... ! 

: : .I;: ~::::~:no~:::uction (80.13) : : : : ·_:= :: :: : :1 :: : :::\._: ::: :: : i:: :: : : :;._::: ~: :; : : : : : : i:::::: :r ::: :~ ::~~.\~~:: :: : :i_l .. : : : : : r:::: l:::: :::l :: :: : : !._ : :: : : ::!._::: : :: :! : : : : : : !: : : : : : {._- :: : : : : !._ 

868 - 1 INTC 402 , ! , ! , - , , . , , , , • ! , , , f f , , 

:: ::::a~edue ::::1::: ::: :i: ::::::1 ::::::r:::::lt :~,~::r::: :: :r ::: :::1::r::;: ::: :::1 ::::::1::::::r::::::r ::: :::i:: :::::r :::: ::f ::::::;:::::::r::::::1 

:: ::::::.::::" ofE,llm,t, : '. : .. ~···· ·· j· ::215::rr::i····· ·r ····::i:: ;·::)·::: :: :1, ' : T r T r i ; i 
873 Delay in issue of instruction ..... , ....... ,. .. · ., ... .. •· .... . : · · · i· · . . · · . , ....... , . 

• . .. l, ; .. . . -~ ~ ; ) ,; . ; .. ~ t J • • ~ • • : i .... -~ J l i 

874 c. MUDFA/Utiltties (BankheadDrivecompleted27/03/09) _ 1
1 

.. ·! ······,· ' __ 27r.i::~::2!t1:: 
1
: ... . } .. :: L:J . . J . ... . . l : : : ::: : : : : .. T ... ' .... T : : : :.: : : :~·:.:::: 

875 - D. Other lssues: ; ... i ..... ~ ....... ; .. . ... i .. _· ·····l .. J .. i··· i· ! • •••• i . . . . . . t ..... L ... .. : .. .... L ... .l .. ... t ..... . ~ ...... ~ •. 
876 (1) Sub-contractor Procurement .. .. ! ' ' , , , ' ' ' ! I 1 i ' ' 
877 (2)WPP ·· ·· :· ··· · · -:- ··· ···: . .... , .. ... ,.:·· ·····1 ·· ····1"···· ··> ·· ··••!··1··;·· ··· ··t· ·····;······j·· ···· ,······i ······r ···· t······r·····-:- ·· · ' 

; ; l : : : ~ • • , , t ;. : ; • • ; : : I 

-------------- ····i·······~·······?······~·······J···· ···t· ·····~·······r······1··~···(·······?····· ·!······1·· ·····~······1·······i·······~··· ···1· ······? ······ i 
878 (3) IDR / IDC process ; ' ; ' ' ' a ' ' ; · a · ; ; ' ' ' ; 

879 - E. Construction Periods ····i· .... ··!···· ···t .. ·· ··r····r···. ··:·· ····'.·· ..... ; ...... \ .. ] .. ( ..... ·:····· ·:···. ··:··· .... \ ...... , .... ··r· ... :·· ·····r···· ·-r· ·· ... ; 
--88- 0-1-- Rev.1 duration : : : :1:: ~1~:: :: :; : : : : : : ;: : : : : : :;: :: : :ofo~:: r::::: :[::::::I:: J: ::]: :: :: : :! : ::: : : 1:::::: r::::: :! : : : : : : I:::::: I::::::[ :::::: J:::::: :r. :::::: I 
_ 88_1-+-- .::. Rev.3 Step41ssue 3 duration .. .. i ...... .i. ...... [ ...... J. ..... J. ... ... ; ...... t ...... ; ...... ! . . ; ... : ....... ; ... . .. ; .. .. .. ; . ...... ; ...... i ...... J. ..... J ...... J. ..... J ...... i 

882 Period 1 on Balgreen Rd to Carricld<noew Earthworks i i i ! 18/(!5 ..,... 31107 i i i , i i i i i i i i i ! 

: ::o;:e: u::::o lfHC issues - no instruction from t ie ::::;::: :::1:::::J:::: ::t:::::1::~~r::::;::::::::::::::;::tr::::1::::::1::::::t:: :::)::::::;:::::::;::: :::J::::::j::::::l::::::
1 

885 South Gyle - not started pen<ling resolution of RiTC's __t, : : : r :::: r:::: r::: T::: I :: :: r::: :r::::: I::::: i 4: ¥.~~ J: :: : : : c :: T:::: L::: r :::: r::: T::: ::r:::: I ::::: I 
: :::::~:::~!~n:: "··· ··~ ..... · oo, ,,.... ~ L l •• ••• 1 ••••• i ••• J ••••• ! ••••• J •• ••• !~~ .T'. ! •••• i •• •• ! • • 1 ••• ,;~,. L + J ••••• 1 •••• 1 
888 Rev.3 Step 4 lssue1MiligatedDuration l l 18JQ5 ' ' ; 12/05 ' ; ; ' 

~~~~~~~· .. :·'··=-- ·=··S ...... ; .... ... , ...... ,. . .... . , ...... , .. .... ,. .. .. . ; ..... .. ; . ..... ; ...... ) ....... L_ •••.. ! 

A. IFC Process: Initial IFC was 13 weeks late (planned 22/07/08; actual 20/10/08). -iGtlM~ aµ ared to have addressed Trackworks. Subsequent 

IFC's however, were necessary to incorporate Roads drawing update*s. Th] first R(~~{rl r;ris!u~ ook place on 10/04/09 followed by further reissues on 

22/09/09 & 22/01/10 respectively. We are advised that delays t~ 1nrtijil IFC d an b~ ttributed to poor design by SOS. OS advises that "Delay in 

production follows poor 505 design - original design 9 days late ndt c~plert neve~ less CEC reviewed and gra,yef{ TAA subject to comments 16 days 

late. SOS then took 2 months incorporating some comments - fi1 th 15s-~ necessary to close other legitifd,fe CB]C comments .... ". With respect to 

delays attaching to the Roads reissues there is no infor/t on :+tlbailable to inform culpa~il~~JelBfo he foregoing (see Preamble). It is 

notable however, that as both Trackform and Rmods 1,6r~ lly r ? ire the further integrati~ f ,~~co esi n [!P re is a responsibility on lnfraco to 

include:- C+C. /) -!} 
:rovide information to sos for incor/ ,f O tre.'J'~ n t [l<nown if this did happen~) J(tLYre s~ for the late issue of IFC's to this area 

~ Late issue by SOS (in its simplf st~or ~E nder 65(t) - which may in turn p~-r t ap h -at1on of clause 65.12.2); 
~ A material breach by SOS (agf. in 1n J s 1n1Plest form a CE under 65(u) ;;;,w~~ m~ int r permit the application of clause 65.13); 
~ A failure of lnfraco to proviv ;lie fraco Design to SOS in accor ~ w!Ul,,_th Consents Programme and Schedule. Part 14 (clause 19.19 

refers); 0 
~ A tie Change; fij 
~ A failure of lnfraco in respect of its management of S~tPa her r · ch by lnfraco (e.g. failure to properly manage the CEC interface); 
)'- A requirement of CEC for which tie will bear res ~ ihifit ; 
Delay by SDS, SDS /tie or lnfraco? 

B. Key INTC's: From information proVd di ~~ t th nfraco issued 2 no. INTC's in relat ion to this structure; INTC's 262 & 402. We are further 

advised that both INTC 262 {IFC Dr wi , C ange o Section SB Track Drainage) and INTC 402 {Addition of Starter and Capping Layers in Section SB)) 

(i) INTC 262: issued by In ·raf'o\on O / 3/09 (133 days after first IFC issue). Estimate should have been submitted on or around 26/03/09. Estimate 

was submitted by lnfnac0J 7 07/09. This is 17weeks later than permitted by the Contract. Delay by lnfraco. lnfraco culpability for time 

taken to produce Esti a for INTC 262. 

(ii) INTC 402: issued by lnfraco on 28/04/09 (190 days after first IFC issue). Estimate should have been submitted on or around 22/05/09. Estimate 

was submitted by lnfraco on 04/06/09. This is 2 weeks later than permitted by the Contract. Delay by lnfraco. lnfraco culpability for time 

taken to produce Estimate for INTC 262 

Both estimates have been the subject of much debate since receipt of estimates attaching. As at 30/04/10 agreement has yet to be reached on 

both issues. It is notable that tie issued an 80.13 instruction on INTC 262 on 19/03/10. tie liability for delay in issuing 80.13 instruction. INTC 

402 has yet to be instructed. 
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C. MUDFA I Utilities: We are advised that works on Bankhead Drive were dependant on the completion of MUDFA / Utility works in that area. These 

works were completed on 27 /03/09. Given issues attaching to the INTC process completion of these works had little effect on progress. Delay by t ie. 

D. Other Issues: 

(v) Sub-Contractor Procurement: Understood that Crummock are contracted to carry out some work at the Busgate in Section SB (see tie audit 

and lnfraco Period Report No.3-1 report to 24/04/10). Subject to further tie audit. Delay by lnfraco. lnfraco culpability. 

(vi) WPP Process: Assumed WPP in place given the fact that works have commenced. No Delay. 

(vii) IDC/IDR process: IDR was in place as at 26/11/09. 

E. Construction Periods: 

(i) Delay to Start: The table above refers to various programme dates. Issue 3 programme shows a delay to start of 39 weeks; the IM mitigated 

programme also shows a delay to start of 39 weeks. Primary causes of delay to start as follows:-

A. IFC process: The initial IFC appeared to address Trackworks. Subsequent IFC's however, were necessary to incorporate Roads drawing 

updates. The first Roads reissue took place on 10/04/09 followed by further reissues on 22/09/09 & 22/01/10 respectively. We are advised 

that delays to the initial IFC can be attributed to poor design by SOS. With respect to delays attaching to the Roads reissues there is no 

information presently available to inform culpability. Delay by SOS, SOS /tie or lnfraco? 

B. Kev /NTC's: 

INTC 262: issued by lnfraco on 02/03/09 (19 weeks after first IFC issue). Estimate should have been submitted on or around 26/03/09. 

Estimate was submitted by lnfraco on 27/07/09. This is 17 weeks later than permitted by the Contract. Delay by lnfraco. lnfraco 

culpability for time taken to produce Estimate for INTC 262. 

INTC 402: issued by lnfraco on 28/04/09 (27 weeks after first IFC issue). Estimate should have been submitted on or around 22/05/09. 

Estimate was submitted by lnfraco on 04/06/09. This is 2 weeks later than permitted by the Contract. Delay by lnfraco. lnfraco culpability 

for time taken to produce Estimate for INTC 262 

Both estimates have been the subject of much debate since receipt of estimates attaching. As at 30/04/10 agreement has yet to be reached 

on both issues. It is notable that tie issued an 80.13 inst ruction on INTC 262 on 19/03/10 (delay of 34 weeks). tie liability for delay in issuing 

80.13 instruction. INTC 402 has yet to be instructed (a current delay of 47 weeks). 

C. MUDFA I Utilities: We are advised that works on Bankhead Drive were dependant on the completion of MUDFA / Utility works in that area. 

These works were completed on 27 /03/09. Given issues attaching to the INTC proces ? mpletion of these works had little effect on 

F. '::t:~,~SS- Delay by tie. /] /\ r 

)i.- Sub-Contractor procurement: Understood that Crummock are cor{rah e~d\bqar} v out some work at the Busgate in Section SB. see tie 

audit and lnfraco Period Report No.3-1 report to 24/04/~10 Subjei.,to utth6A:i audit. Delay by lnfraco. lnfraco culpability 

)i.- WPP process: Permit to commence work has been ry'i e .r'rO De ay. 

},>- WPP Process: Assumed WPP in place given the ~ f ,( till w1rl<s hav co menced. No Delay. 

},>- IDC/IDR process~ IDR was in place as at 26/11/09 No I la~ ~ 
(ii) Delay to Finish: Issue 3 programme shows an in>r:easl ·n ove all , uration of circa 71 weeks ov ~ t t t escale in Rev.1 programme. IM 

mitigated view of Issue 3 also shows an inc~rf;r{,r,7 'fe~k~ in uration compared ~ th ev.1 p o rac:,ne, It appears that those increases 

include 39 weeks of delay due to j.slek ofi N'UC ·tf9'cJ:i' (b1108/09 to 30/04/10). ~ fl 
Having regard to lnfraco's 'R £ 1ssuJ ' pr • grt m~ t is notable that activities .JlhJc wl e Jci':,i usly running concurrently are now much less 

so. All separate activity d ratA a large~ due to 'Additional Earth~ ~ a d 10 ~e activities'. Previous advice confirmed that 

additional duration required to( o/ai a~ nd earthworks was neceJ-:ry· ~ o~fi s that view still holds. The extent to which durations 

should be extended requires urtlier nformation from lnfraco (the e r:i~iu e'd durations are not substantiated). 

F. tie position on area availability: 

(i) Observations on area availability, identifies four P. t'ent°a w r. fa e attaching to SB Road & Track. They are as follows:-

allow commencement of Ba~en~ f r 1c Knowe Earthworks. This is a position articulated by lnfraco (to maintain access to CKB) 

but disputed by t ie. i±s~ r ~~l~ and stopped as at 31/07 /09 pending resolution of INTC's 262 & 402. It is unlikely that 

lnfraco will conclude th t drk u~~Jen were in effect 'meaningful'. 

b. Guided Buswa from Carri kl Kn "</.(e B(idee to South G le access Brid e: the construction of new bus stops I bus lanes designed to take bus 

route off the line f ' p ob:ed Guided Busway. This work was completed prior to lnfraco to commence of the works as at 14/08/09 on 

the Guided Busw" y f l'<o rrick Knowe Bridge to South Gyle Access Bridge. This work is continuing; 

c. South Gyle Access\ Brj · ge to Edinburgh Park (along Bankhead Drive): commencement dictated by resolution of INTC's 262 & 402. This was 

subject of an 80.13 instruction on 19/03/10. Works yet to commence 

d. Earthworks Drainage to North Side of Edinburgh Park Bridge: commencement dictated by resolution of INTC's 262 & 402. This was subject 

of an 80.13 inst ruction on 19/03/10. Works yet to commence. 

G. Conclusion: 

(i) 'Significant' issues/events: In our opinion the main delaying factor on SB Road & Track is the resolut ion of INTC 262 (IFC Drawing Changes for 

Section SB Track Drainage) & INTC 402 (Addition of Starter and Capping Layers in Section SB). See chart and 'B' above. Split liability (majority 
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resting with tie due to lack of instruction). In addition, increased earthworks and drainage workscope will result in increased activity durations 

(the extent of which lnfraco has yet to demonstrate). 

(ii) Concurrent issues: In our opinion the other event detailed above i.e. MUDFA I Utilities has less of a bearing on the late commencement of this 

area. Whilst in isolation completion on this issue may have been a hindrance to commencement, its significance is considerably diminished by 

the fact that lnfraco did commence. Incomplete MUDFA / Utilities issues will be more significant to the successful completion of the works in 

this area. 

(iii) Considerations of dominance: Delays attaching to agreement on INTC 262 (IFC Drawing Changes for Section SB Track Drainage) & INTC 402 

(Addition of Starter and Capping Layers in Section SB) have clearly affected (meaningful) progress in this area. The delays have in effect three 

constituent parts (1) lnfraco's delay in issuing an INTC from the IFC issue date (2) the protracted timeframe taken by lnfraco to provide a 

compliant estimate following the issue of the INTC; and (3) the time taken by tie to issue an 80.13 instruction following receipt of the estimate. 

Works are currently progressing along the Guided Busway. However, no progress has been made on either Bankhead Drive or to the North Side 

of Edinburgh Park Bridge. It is also notable that following initial progress at Balgreen Road to Carrick Knowe, works stopped pending resolution 

of INTC's 262 & 402. This demonstrates that delays attaching to agreement on INTC 262 (IFC Drawing Changes for Section SB Track Drainage) 

& INTC 402 (Addition of Starter and Capping Layers in Section SB) have clearly affected (meaningful) progress in this area. 

As such, in our opinion the delay to the INTC process in SB Road & Track is the dominant I critical factor affecting commencement and hence completion in 

this intermediate section. Note: as yet 30/04/10 INTC 402 had not been instructed by tie under an 80.15 instruction (i.e. delaying commencement). 

H Currentassessmentoftt 

A. DELAY TO START: Current view on culpability [analysis of Lower and Upper Limits of culpability] 

1. LOWER LIMIT 

INTC262 estimate period 

INTC 402 estimate period 

2. UPPER LIMIT 

INTC 262 estimate period 

INTC 402 estimate period 

Period to INTC notice 

IM Mitigated Period= +67 wks 

lnfraco Rev.3 Period= +77 wks 

Lower limit 

Upper limit 

Observations on Actual Progress 

Analysis of ongoing progress, 

considered in 'Delay to Finish' 

periods detailed above. 

*Partial tie culpability 

attaching to INTC 402 ref. 

Ba/green Rd to CKB. Period 

SB Road & Track 

tie culpability lnfraco culpability Poss. SDS culpability 

From to Days Weeks Cause From to Days Weeks Cause From to Days Weeks 

02/03/r:13 27 /03/ffi 25 

28/04/ffi 18/05/ffi 20 

02/03/r:13 

28/04/r:13 

20/08/08 

*39.00 

67.00 

27/03/r:13 

18/05/ffi 

02/03/ffi 

0.00 

67.00 

tie lnfraco 

· 39.00 

0 

25 

20 

194 

Lack of lnfraco reaction to 

3.57 workface availability after IFC 10/04/r:13 18/05/r:13 38 5.43 Delay to 1st IFC 20/08/08 20/10/08 61 8. 71 

2.86 0 0 0.00 

6.<13 

Delay to commencement of 

3.57 Balgreen Road to CKB 

2.86 

27.71 

34.14 

lnfraco Rev.3 Period 

tie lnfraco 

*39.00 

67.00 

10.00 

77.00 

Page3 

20/08/08 

0 0 0.00 

5.<13 8.71<13 

Delay to last IFC pre-

18/05/ffi 271 38.71 start 20/08/08 10/04/ffi 233 33.29 

0 0 0.00 

0 0 0.00 

38.71 33.286 

ks: this is likely to be INTC issues ranging from delays to 

provision of esti ater · y lnfraco) through to delays in issue of instructions thereafter 

( Yj:ie). ~diti n I w rks attaching to these INTC's also impact in the form of increased 

e~Fl~I .Orks / dr i ag . infraco have also introduced different working sequences. 

c'i:t(p. ir~y ot I ar; ange of possibilities. upper I lower limits recognise extremes of 

hp~ hty 

i
fr\lCO Kev. eriod +77wks: On the basis that lnfraco can mitigate to 67wks as per 

's'aos!v 1s then lnfraco lower limit restricted to anything in excess of O wks. tie 

bility remains at lower limit of *39 wks (for details on this 39 wk period· see chart 

opposite) jf lnfraco responsible for , 1nncf eased durations. {Clarification required on 

legal position regarding tie del ~o inst ct). 
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SC Road & Track 

Task Name 

D SC Road and Track 

891 

892 

893 

894 

895 

896 

897 

898 

899 

900 

908 

914 

919 

926 

931 

936 

941 

947 

948 

949 

950 

951 

952 

953 

954 

955 

956 

957 

- A. IFC Process 

Planned 

Delay in IFC issue ----
Partial IFC 

Actual 

Roads issue 
---

Roadslssue 

Delay in IFC issue 

- B. Key INTC's 

+ INTC053 

+ INTC 077 

+ INTC 145 

+ INTC 152 

+ INTC 153 

+ INTC 154 

+ INTC 335 

+ INTC 403 

- C. MUDFA I Ut ilit ies 

BT diversion 

Utilities between the Edln.Parll Central TS and traffic lights at Lochskfe Ave. 

- D. Ot her Issues: 

-

(1) Sub-contractor Procurement 

(2) WPP 

(3) IDR I IDC process 

- E. Constructfon Periods 

Rev.1 duration 

Rev.l Step 4 Issue 3 duration 

Rev.l Step 4 Issue 1 Mitigated Duration 
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A. IFC Process: Initial IFC was 26 weeks late {planned 05/08/08; actual 04/02/09). Although this is noted as being the first IFC date OS advises that there 

was a partial IFC issued on 29/01/09 addressing Track Vertical Alignment in isolation. Subsequent IFC's however, were necessary to incorporate Roads 

drawing updates. The first Roads reissue took place on 17 /03/10 followed by a further reissue on 31/03/10. With respect to delays attaching to the 

Roads reissues there is no information presently available to inform culpability for delay to the foregoing (see Preamble). It is notable however, that as 

both Trackform and Roads (normally) requ ire the further integration of lnfraco design there is a respo~ s-bility on lnfraco to provide information to SOS 

for incorporation on t ime. {It is not known if this did happen). OS also advises that further IFC's ar~"e . ired for tie instructed change to adoption lines 

at Lochside Avenue. This is a matter for which tie is responsible. Potential reasons tot lat ts~ of FC's to this area include:-

), Late issue by SOS (in its simplest form a CE under 65{t) - which may in turn er , it 'lfiP Ii at/on of clause 65.12.2); 
), A material breach by SOS (again in its simplest form a CE under 65{u) -whic m ii t ~rn ~ it the application of clause 65.13); 
), A failure of lnfraco to provide the lnfraco Design to SOS in ace . dance it ti e e6 ents Programme and Schedule. Part 14 (clause 19.19 

refers); 
), A tie Change; 

), A failure of lnfraco in respect of its management of SOS o ano lnfraco (e.g. failure to puo r rly anage the CEC interface); 
), A requirement of CEC for which t ie will bear respons"ail"t ; 

Delay by sos, sos /tie or lnfraco? c:2 

335 & 403, We are further advised t j t r af9r! menti ne I TC's are likely to hav~~e ·a ly rit1 al~{ affected lnfraco's ability to commence works 

in accordance with the Rev 01 progr mnre. Det~ils ~re as follows :- L \.._./ 
(i) INTC 053: issued by lnfraco n dy o6 Ofl,.~ advance of IFC issue). Es · e shou d been submitted on or around 02/07/08. Estimate was 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

(v) 

received on 28/07/08; 26 da slate than required. Delay by Inf c ; R a u ility for time taken to produce Estimate for INTC 053. 

received on 16/01/09, 114 days later than required. De y b In r. co· fraco culpability for time taken to produce Estimate for INTC 077; tie 

will be culpable for the period to instruction. /) 

INTC 145: issued by lnfraco on 13/10/08 (6 df.(s~-ft~,,J F~sue). Estimate should have been submitted on or around 06/11/08. As at 30/04/10, 

540 days later, lnfraco has yet t (r1vi , e e timat'e..11 elay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability for time taken to produce Estimate for INTC 145. No 

instruction issued by tie - t• ii ulpabl e period to instruction. 

INTC 152: issued by lnfraco o~ 6/ 0/~, days after IFC issue). Estimate should have been submitted on or around 11/11/08. Estimate was 

received on 21/10/09, l~ da s la e n requ ired. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability for time taken to produce Estimate for INTC 152; tie 

will be culpable fort ~ o t · struction. 

INTC 153: issued by lnta~ n 16/10/08 (72 days after IFC issue). Estimate should have been submitted on or around 11/11/08. As at 30/04/10, 

535 days later, lnfraco has yet to submit an estimate. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability for t ime taken to produce Estimate for INTC 153; tie 

will be culpable for the period to instruction. 

{vi) INTC 154: issued by lnfraco on 16/10/08 (xx days after IFC issue). Estimate should have been submitted on or around 11/11/08. As at 30/04/10, 

535 days later, lnfraco has yet to submit an estimate. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability for t ime taken to produce Estimate for INTC 154; tie 

will be culpable for the period to instruction. 

(vii) INTC 335: issued by lnfraco on 27/07/09 {356 days after IFC issue). Estimate should have been submitted on or around 20/08/09. Estimate was 

received on 27/07/09, on time. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability for time taken to produce Estimate for INTC 335; tie will be culpable for 

the period to instruction. 
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(viii) INTC 403: issued by lnfraco on 28/04/09 (266 days after IFC issue). Estimate should have been submitted on or around 22/05/09. Estimate was 

received on 27/07/09, 66 days later than required. Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability for time taken to produce Estimate for INTC 403; tie 

will be culpable for the period to instruction. 

INTC's 145, 152, 153, 154 & 335 were the subject of an 80.13 Instruction issued by tie on 19/03/10. lnfraco Period Report No 3-1, to 24 April 

2010 notes '7rackwork, Earthworks, Drainage Changes from BODI to IFC have yet to be agreed". There therefore remains the potential that 

issues attaching to the foregoing may yet prevent I compromise commencement. 

C. MUDFA / Utilities: There are two main MUDFA / Utilities issues impacting on this structure; (1) BT diversion carried out under MUDFA (completed 

24/06/09; and (2) private and public utilities between the Edinburgh Park Central TS and the traffic lights at lochside Avenue (which were transferred to 

lnfraco). tie notes that lnfraco took an inordinate amount of time to expedite said issues. This resulted in tie cancelling its order with lnfraco and 

contracting the works separately to Clancy Docwra. Forecast completion on these works is expected on or around 21/05/10. These issues have clearly 

prevented I hindered commencement (of certain areas) within this area. Although there is clear tie culpability attaching to this issue, lnfraco 

culpability exists in regard to its dilatory approach to the provision of INTC's I Estimates for same. 

D. Other Issues: 

(i) Sub-Contractor Procurement: lnfraco Period Report No.3-1 report to 24/04/10 notes that lnfraco intends to sublet the remaining structures on 

Sections SA, B and C to Expanded Ltd. We have not yet been advised that works on SC in particular will extend to SC Road & Track. Subject to 

further tie audit. Delay by lnfraco. lnfraco culpability. 

(ii) WPP Process: No information available. 

(iii) IDC/IDR process: Not yet in place. It is not clear whether lnfraco will be permitted by tie to commence without this paperwork in place [Discuss] 

Delay by lnfraco; lnfraco culpability. 

E. Construction Periods: 

Start 02/09/2008 12/05/2010 88.14wks 06/04/2010 83.00wks 

Finish 20/09/2010 23/02/2012 74.43wks 25/10/2011 S7.14wks 

cal. Duration 107.00 wks 93.29wks -13.71 wks 81.14wks -25.86wks 

(i) 

(ii) 

Delay to Start: The table above refers to various programme dates. Issue 3 programme shows a delay to start of 88 weeks; the IM mitigated 

programme also shows a delay to start of 83 weeks (but that was based on Issue 1 not Issue 3). Actual delay to start will be longer than above 

due to INTC resolution process. Primary causes of delay to start as fol lows:-

A. IFC process: Initial IFC was 26 weeks late (planned 05/08/08; actual 04/02/09). Although this is noted as being the first IFC date OS advises 

that there was a partial IFC issued on 29/01/09 addressing Track Vertical Alignment in pa1qon. Subsequent IFC's however, were necessary 

to incorporate Roads drawing updates. The first Roads reissue took pla~ e n 17 003/10 f o;~owed by a further reissue on 31/03/10. With 

respect to delays attaching to the above there is no information prese t a ai .ab} to Inform culpability for delay to the foregoing (see 

Preamble). Delay by SDS, SDS /tie or lnfraco? l) 
B. 

lnfraco culpability. Delay on INTC's 145, 152, 153, 1sr :;PS to 1 /0 /l hen tie issued clause 80.13 instruction. tie culpability for 

late instruction on INTC's. J.. .. ~ ~ 
C. MUDFA I Utilities: There are two main MUDFA I Ut11iti s \ss s impacting on this structure; ~ T di ersion carried out under M UDFA 

(completed 24/06/09; and (2) private and Pf~ u ilte b~l n the Edinburgh Park Ce_,!)1:.r-a_t ~S {n1 t e traffic lights at lochside Avenue 

(which were transferred to lnfraco). tie L~Jat Infra o took an inordinate ar61,nt;~timJ lo ~xe,e ite said issues. This resulted in tie 

cancelling its order with lnf~e a d o 7,rca 1~ he orks separately to Clancy 00a ra'. {orl cds0:dmpletion on these works is expected on 

or around 21/05/10. These i! es h v cl arl revented / hindered com er et~ol/e/ain areas) within this area. Although there is 

D. ~;h::~e [) ~ 
)l'- Sub-Contractor proCJ.lf ment: lnfraco Period R~:'r N · ·~ o/'rt o 24/04/10 notes that lnfraco intends to sublet the remaining 

structures on Sections SA, Band C to Expanded l~j e a§@( yet been advised that works on SC in particular will extend to SC Road 

& Track. Subject to further tie audit. Del~~y f ac . In raco culpability. 

)l'- WPP Process: No information av~~li . ( -~ 

)l'- IDC/IDR process~ Not yec@p~~- el"y I:>¥, aco. lnfraco culpability 
Delay to Finish: Issue 3 pr g a je shows a\cir:e 13 week reduction in duration compared with the timescale in Rev.1 programme. IM 

mitigated view of Issue 3 al o h · w . a Jed- ion but of 26 weeks. 

Having regard to Infra 's 'Re Is lle..a-" programme it is notable that there are now three separate activities now running concurrently for 

drainage activities. TC acce ,u; hat some increase in duration should be recognised but might be reduced on further analysis of durations. 

F. tie position on area availability: 

(i) First available date for the meaningful commencement of works to this area is governed by two separate issues; (1) the completion of private 

and public utility transfers, currently forecast to complete on or around 21/05/10: and (2) BODI - IFC changes attaching to INTC's 145, 152, 153, 

154 & 335 which were the subject of an 80.13 instruction on 19/03/10. Although the latest date for completion on the above attaches to the 

completion of private and public utility transfers. It is notable that this issue only relates to one section of the SC Road & Trackworks. tie 

therefore contends that under its obligation to mitigate lnfraco could have made progress in other areas within SC Road & Track. It was 

therefore the issue date of 19/03/10 for INTC's 145, 152, 153, 154 & 335 which was the first date at which meaningful commencement could 

take place. 
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G. Conclusion: 

(i) 'Significant ' issues/events: In our opinion there were three main contributory factors, being (a) the IFC process; (b) the INTC process; and (c) 

late completion of MUDFA/utilities. Taking those events in chronological order:-

The IFC was programmed to be issued on 05/08/08; this process was not fully complete until the final roads reissue on 31/03/10 (86 weeks 

late). It is not clear if commencement depended on this late reissue or whether earlier IFC's were sufficiently complete to facilitate progress. 

Nevertheless delays beyond the issue of the initial IFC on 04/02/09 are matters which may have affected commencement. Responsibility for 

said delays is uncertain. In our opinion however, the main delaying factor was the protracted INTC process attaching to 145, 152, 153, 154 & 

335. lnfraco is culpable for delays in notification and the subsequent provision of estimates attaching to same. tie is likely to be responsible for 

late instructions attaching. Running concurrently with the above was the late completion of MUDFA I Utility works particularly with respect to 

the currently incomplete private and public utility transfers. This is a matter for which t ie is responsible. 

(ii) Concurrent issues: In our opinion the other events detailed above (i.e. the sub-contractor procurement t iming and the WPP process) have less 

of a bearing on the late commencement of this area. This is evident from the actual (partial) commencement in October 2008. Whilst in 

isolation these issues may have been critical to commencement, their significance is considerably diminished by the occurrence of the events in 

G(i) above. They may however become more significant in the lead up to the area availability in July 2010. 

(iii) Considerations of dominance: The protracted delay attaching to the IFC on this structure is likely to have affected commencement. This 

however, is subsumed by the delays attaching to the INTC process. These delays have in effect three constituent parts (1) lnfraco's delay in 

issuing an INTC from the IFC issue date (2) the protracted timeframe taken by lnfraco to provide a compliant estimate following the issue of the 

INTC; and (3) the time taken by tie to issue an 80.13 instruction following receipt of the estimate. This process was not complete until such 

times as t ie issued the 80.13 instruction on 19/03/10. 

Although works to private and public utility transfers is not yet complete. We are advised that this issue only relates to one section of the SC 

Road & Trackworks. t ie therefore contends that under its obligation to mitigate lnfraco could have made progress in other areas within SC 

Road & Track. 

As such, in our opinion the delay to the INTC process in SC Road & Track is the dominant I critical factor affecting commencement and hence completion in 

this intermediate section. 

H. Currentassessmento• 

A. 

B. 

1. L 

INTC process 

2. UPPER LIMIT 

INTC 077 to Start 

INTC 077 Est. Period 

lnfraco Rev.3 Period = -14wk 

Lower Limit 

Upper Limit 

SC Road & Track 

02/09/08 07/11/08 66 9.43 

0 

0 

9.43 

16/01/09 12/05/10 481 

29/08/08 24/09/08 26 

INTC Est. Delay 

Page3 

Poss. SDS culpability 

Cause From to Days Weeks 

Delay to IFC 02/09/08 29/01/09 149 21.29 

0 0.00 

0 0.00 

19/03/10 497 02/09/08 29/01/09 149 21.29 

0 0.00 

0. 

lnfraco Rev.3 period -14wks: lnfraco clearly accepts the possibility for 

mitigation. Though currently not to the same extent as noted above. On the 

basis however that lnfraco can mitigate to -14 wks per IM's analysis then 

lnfraco lower limit restricted to anything in excess ofOwks. t ie liabi lity 

remains at lower limit of -26wks if lnfraco responsible for all increased 

durations 
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