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~1:Comment [SB1]: Move to Header or
footer and add FOISA exempt under clause
XXX

1.0 Context and Commission

1.1 tie was commissioned by CEC to project manage and procure Ingliston
| Park and ride-Ride on the ceunsil’s-Council's behalf in 2003.

1.2 tie had been newly created by the City to deliver congestion charging
and a package of up-front initiatives labelled as the Integrated /,/[ggr:;:;;g;tgssz]: Still under ]
Transport Initiative (ITl). The relationship between the Council and tie ' -

‘| Hanging: 1.27 cm, Space After: 12 pt,
Tab stops: Not at 0.63 cm

{ Formatted: Indent: Left: 0 cm,
responsibilities and delegated authority parameters were still being

debated. { Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
/ /,{Comment [SB3]: Contract services ]
1.3 4.3—tie had been created as a project management company and -~ " { Comment [SBAT: Services ]
the ethos was to hit em—andmanagewmm ,,,,,, //’/ [Formatted: Indent: First line: 0 cm ]
and thereby offset all risks onto third parties. (Formatted: bulets and Numbering )
1.4 Astie was-employinged an agent (Halcrow)_utilising an existing /| Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.63 cm,

/| No bullets or numbering

contract for the IT| project as an_agent for the IPR1 project to

; “(F tted: Font: Bold
undertake the following activities: ; ,«(c°""a ° [S::] 2 — )
S . 7 | Comment 3 Duties under their
hd Undertake the outline design * /| terms of engagement, supported by suitable
Prepare the procurement strateqy & advise on form of contract /i | Brofessional Indemnity Insurance

Comment [SB6]: Was this:a politically:
/| imposed deadline or one which tie set
7| internally?

[ ]
. Prepare tender documents and run the tendering process
. Manage the contract for implementation

' ( Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

-1 5_ As tie emploved Halcrow as an agent, neither CEC, nor tie carried out

/,’/ [ Comment [SB7]: Both tie employees?

terms of engagement supported by suitable professional indemnity | provider and o on the Works Coniract?
insurance to offset risk from having approved a design and therefore ’
underwrite its adequacy.

777777777777777777777777777777777 L ,’[ Comment [SBS]: On the service
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: [ Formatted Table
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alternative options to bringing cars into the city in advance of
| congestion charging and in advance of the Congestion Charging
referendum.
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| 157 The project was managed for tie by a combination of the \Project
Director and a Project Manager, albeit day to day responsibility was {
given to Halcrow and-it-appears-thatwith &ie employed-employing very

lighter touch project management interventions on the service provider || [Formateed: Font: 9 pt
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who's duty it was to manage the contractor. than is now common

Qractice in tle 777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 /_/,/-{Formatted: Font: Bold ]

Lessons learmned.

* No clear definition of roles and responsibilities between tie and CEC

o No check processes in place for design

+ Responsibility was given to Halcrow for the day to day management of the

process and light touch management employed bytie __.{ Formatted: Font: Bold )
o __Extension of existing consultancy contracts for new commissions needs to <t~ { Formatted: Bulets and Numbering |
be properly evaluated to ensure that this is appropriate _{ Comment [SB9]: What sclection
7777777777777777777777777777777 process applied to the Halcrow
appointment?

Ways in which lessons learned are now being applied by tie

¢ Clear functional specifications in place or Project Registry documents put |
in_place with clients

¢ Much stronger project management processes in place with clear stage-
gates to pass before going from one stage of a project to the next

¢ Governance of projects clearly defined — Steering Group in place for IPR2
and Board for Tram

¢ More collaborative approach with Client /delivery team / designers { Formatted: Font: Bold ]

¢ Roles established with clearer Delegated authority rules in place 7 [ comment [$B107: Sounds like the

 Formal sign-off with tie’s client on completion of Stage gates or elements |~ /| prematic solution but did tie formally

77777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 ! [ record this decision regarding procurement

of the commission £ rules ete?
[ comment [SB11]: Who set /agreed
/| evaluation puidelines?
2.0 Procurement Strategy ’;' . | Comment [SB12]: Were scope of

{1 supervision and contract programme agréed

i 7| with tie?

2.1 tie extended Halcrow’s existing commission as a work package relating ' ([Formatted: Space After: 12 pt

to the ITI. Halcrow recommended the procurement strategy which was | ( Formatted: Bullets and Numbering %
. . ( Formatted: Font: 9 pt ]
J Halcrow design to planning approval stage, :
. Halcrow prepare design and build contract documents, tender (Formatted Table J
the contract, and aassess tenders Formatted: Font: 9 pt )
. Design and Build contractor responsible for all other approvals. (Formatted: Font: 9 pt )
Halcrow supervise contract on lump sum basis limited to 6 ,[F“"‘a“ed: Font: 9 pt %
months. | Formatted: Font: 9 pt
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2.2___Alnception Report was produced by Halcrow outlining how they « '( Formatted: Font: 9 pt ]
would manage the project from inception through execution. [ Formatted: Font: 9 pt )
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2:22.3 This phase of the project Wem-weu%was,,dﬁli,\@r@qs?n,ti,m,e,and,,,,,x/ Comment [SB12]: Does this mean on
on budget X Zﬁaiitsr;za;i%;z?ndto the acceptable
V\\:{Formatted: Space After: 6 pt ]
( Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
3.0 Delivery
3.1 Stage 1 Halcrow design to planning approval stage,
3.1.1 This part of the project ran well with the scope agreed with the City and
a collaborative approach taken to optioneering including Lothian
Buses.
3.2 Stage 2a Halcrow prepare design and build contract documents
| 3.2.1 This part of the project seemed to run well as the scope had been 4*"””[Form_atted: Indent: Left: 0 cm,
previously agreed and using the same engineering team ensured that Hanging: 127 cm
there was no information missed. The contract proposed by Halcrow
was used this was NEC2 Option A design and build lump sum with
activity schedule. \,Aprqgu,r,em,e,n,t,s,t,r,a,t,e,qy,9999m,e,n,t,wa,s,prQque,qpy,,,‘ -| Comment [SB14]: Did Halerow
Halcrow on this basis. e
recommer_ldation inwhting or merely by its
3.2.2 tie initially chose not to train the project manager in this form of future actions?
contract and its application. This was partially because it seemed
relatively straight forward and Halcrow were to carry out the contract
project management and supervisory roles[. ) { dComment [sd3f15]: Was thisaconscious}
”””””””””””””””””””””””” ecision or by default?
3.2.3 !It was suggested by Halcrow that the NEC suit of contracts gave
opportunity for value engineering in the same way as was being
realised on what is now known as Fastlink. What Halcrow did not
make clear was that this contract. was not the same as used on
Fastlink; but:from the same suite; which was designed to shift all-risk
onto the contractor which should have been positive. However the ,[Comment [SB16]: Were these issues }
contractor held control over any design or quality details not specifically | arguedatthetime or s it hindsight?
laid out in the contrget,. [ Formatted: Font: 9 pt )
[ Formatted Table J
3.2.4 A further advantage was that Halcrow’s outline design under the [ Formatted: Font: 9 pt )
contract was a “specimen design” and not part of the works ’,ﬂ",’{pormatted: Font: 9 pt ]
information. This meant that no design failings by Halcrow at outline "’( Formatted: Font: 9 pt )
could be used by the contractor to verify his own design failings. ' (Formatted: Font: 9 pt )
3.2.5 However, there are a number of issues where there was not full (F°rma“edf F°"tf on )
transparency within the contract documents as follows; ( Formatted: Font: 9 pt J
(Formatted: Font: 9 pt ]
[Formatted: Font: 9 pt ]
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o All elements of scope as agreed with CEC outlined in the
specimen design drawings should have been detailed in “the

works informationjti -—this
was not the case
o There were various contradictions over the position of the site

boundary. One of these failings was noted during the tender
period and corrected as a tender bulletin. Border Construction
used this tender bulletin out of context to draw doubt over their
contractual obligation to determine the boundary.

o There was no tie risk register for the project which would have
identified any areas of risk that should have been considered in
terms of the overall contingency levels to be applied, or indeed
transferring these risks to the contractor.

o The contract attempted to pass all risks for utility diversions to
the contractor but agreed to pay for these via the contract as
compensation events. The contract was not clear on exactly
what costs and risks remained with the contractor and what
remained with te/cec.

3.2.6 Halcrow prepared the activity schedule, an outline programme and a
favourable pretender estimate and the contract was tendered.

Lessons learned <«

o ttie project managers should be adequately trained to take a
commercial view on forms of contract being recommended by
consultants and in particularthe risk transfer that these contracts
achieve if they are being asked to recommend the decision suggested

el

matter of fact " Either they were included or
they were riot:

[ Comment [SB17]: Suely this is a

|- Comment [SB18]: Was this
|- contemplated at the time of ‘concluding

decisions oncontract type / form and
details?

[ Formatted: Indent: First line: 0.63

“| em

/[ Comment [SB19]: Only if tic are

7| asking the PM to recommend the decision
0 supgested by the service provider. If not;
“| the traimng should be appropriate for the

role-and understanding the tie PM needs to
discharge their duties.

] [ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

)

[ Formatted: Indent: First line: 0.63
il em

S (Formatted: Font: Bold

'/ /| Formatted: Font: 9 pt

by the service provider...-
¢ __No check of the outline design was undertaken and so no inherent

risks in this were identified before this was used for the basis of tender.

¢ Risk reqisters should be put in place at an early stage. <

How lessons learned are now being applied by tie “

o TSS areis used to carry out an independent design review of the Tram
project and CEC have been involved in reviewing the design of IPR2.
tie own and control the risk register. Fie-tie now takes a much more

A

000

DO

[ Formatted:

[ Formatted:
( Formatted:
[ Formatted:
( Formatted:

( [ Formatted Table

( Formatted: Font: 9 pt

Font: 9 pt

: Font: 9 pt

Font: 9 pt

Font: 9 pt

Font: 9 pt

Font: 9 pt

: Font: 9 pt

: Font: 9 pt

N N, N, W, N N | N, N, W, W, W W—

CEC01465362_0005



Commercially Sensitive and in Confidence
Ingliston Park and Ride 1
FOISA Exempt
hands on role in managing the project and more commercial support is
provided to ensure that contracts deliver the best overall risk transfer
for the client.
¢ Project managers own the contract. Specialised tie staff are employed
to scrutinise commercial issues.
¢ The tie utility delivery team has undertaken additional investigations
regarding utilities and contract directly in advance of the Main

| infrastructure programme. Care has-to-beis being taken to ensure that - { Comment [$8201: 1 being?
direct links are kept open between the design and delivery teams.
| »__Risk reqisters are put in place for all new commissions «--{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

3.3 Stage 2b Halcrow tender the contract

| 3.3.1_3-3-4—Halcrow managed the tender process letting the tender and <<=~ { Formatted: Space After: 12 pt

responding to tender queries. During this period the tendering \\\{Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

contractors raised concern that utility companies were not responding

to their queries to allow them to provide realistic bids. Tenderers were
informed that works for statutory undertakers were to be paid by tie as
compensation events under the contract. It was not made clear to tie

that this included works carried out by the contractor. This tender

bulletin was the core basis for the dispute with Border. Border later .| comment [$B21]: Did tic have any
asserted that this removed all risk with regard to programme and costs pe of review of structured sign off with

. e N , T . queries and their
relating to the significant utility diversions which were required including response?

services and power supplies. While Border Construction was not
completely successful at adjudication on this, there was sufficient
confusion to cause serious doubt and damage tie’s defence.

A A A A L A A A N A A U

[ Formatted: No bullets or numbering
( Formatted: Bullets and Numbering
Comment [SB22]: Does not mean
I essons learned {-anything without framework of tender
. . . . . . Jou) 65 this 1 ' i
» Clarity is required in contracts in respect of contractor costs and risk i rearamme. resouress o anthine sle the
and those to remain with the client, together with a clearly defined ¢ 1| evaluation methodolopy covered?
process for ensuring this clarity during tender period. | | | [Formatted: Space After: 12 pt
<« ’,” : [ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering
How lessons learned are now being applied by tie  Formatted: Font: 9 pt
. . . . [ Formatted Table
«__Risk allocation matrices are now developed for contracts to outline how«| | (== m
risk-transfers-
eSSSmSentetSemSetmee Formatted: Font: 9 pt
3.4 Stage 2c Tender Assessment Formatted: Font: 9 pt
Formatted: Font: 9 pt
3.4.1_3-4-1—Al-tenders were very close-However-Border was the lowest < || Formatted: Font: 9 pt
tenderer and provided the best detaidetail and so was awarded the /;/] | Formatted: Font: 9 pt
lcontract. An option for reduced scope and sectional programme  ( Formatted: Font: 9 pt
delivery was proposed to Border and a revised contract price was ' ( Formatted: Font: 9 pt
accepted. -Halcrow prepared the tender assessment and {11/ [ Formatted: Font: 9 pt
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supplementary assessment.- The programme and the activity schedule
did not include any allowance for utility diversions.

3.4.2 A tender assessment report was finalised leading to award of the

construction contract.

¢ BOIder s assuimptons 1egdarairng uties Snoula nave Deen notea: ana

clarified before the tender was accepted to avoid ambiguity. __{ comment [$B23]: No comment on

Halcrow and tie’s failure to notice this
1ssue? Was the programme evaluated?

3.5 Stage 3 Contract Execution and Supervision

3.5.1 The contract required that Border provide;

3.5.2

foIIowmq issues in both HaIcrow S manaqement of the contract “and

In addition it

A contract programme within 2 weeks of commencement of the
contract _-this- this was not provided. Halcrow did not specify
which software should be used to create or interrogate the
programme. Border did not provide a compliant programme and
Halcrow did not write to Border requesting it. The software used
by Border construction was a package called Project
Commander which Halcrow did not have software rights to_read.
Eventually after several months and direct instruction from tie
Border provided Halcrow’s supervisor with a laptop with the
software provided. Either the software did not provide Halcrow
with sufficient ability to scrutinise the programme or Halcrow
were not sufficiently adept in its use to highlight shortcomings or
potential efficiencies.

| Comment [SB24]: Not ¢lever language:

/| too:vague

A detailed design package and report for review by Halcrow

before commencing site works. This was not provided. ! [ Formatted: Font: Bold
[ Formatted: Font: Bold

A schedule of testing to be undertaken during the execution of

[ Formatted: Space After: 12 pt

the works. Halcrow allowed works to commence without this  Formatted: Font: 9 pt

being provided.

[ Formatted Table
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(Formatted: Font: 9 pt

tie’s management of Halcrow have been identified:;

[Formatted: Font: 9 pt

eHalcrow’s supervisor assessed compensation events incorrectly. This<

(Formatted: Font: 9 pt

[Formatted: Font: 9 pt

(Formatted: Font: 9 pt

was later caught-identified following a change of staff. This was

raised dunng the adJudlcatlon and the adjudlcator upheld ( Formatted: Font: 9 pt
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A compensation event was allowed for asbestos removal from
one of the buildings to be demolished. Halcrow did not point out

| to the contractor that this possibility was raised in the pre-tender

Health and safety plan and therefore should have been at
Border’s risk._It may also have been included in the programme

if clarified at that stage.

tie raised concern }eaplym-pr-eeeedings#regarding a number of

early warnings that the supervisor was minded to convert to
compensation events particularly relating to statutory authorities.
Halcrow readdressed this. However the supervisor in the interim
had made his interpretation clear to the contractor who used this
later to undermine tie's position at adjudication, Border
produced internal e-mails between the supervisor and the

project manager which demonstrated that initially the project
manager did not understand the contract and initially agreed

with Border’s position to the detriment of tie. These e.mails were

extracted from the laptop provided to Halcrow by Borders.

Following project delay the site supervision extended beyond
the initial lump sum assumption of 6 months. Had tie’s claim for
liquidated damages been upheld this would not have been
problematic. However since it was not upheld additional cost
has arisen as a result of these fees.

instructed by tie to address issues with the programme and
financial management. This included instruction to commission ,
quantity surveying support. This advice-instruction was largely </ /
ignored by Halcrow. hie implemented tie site staff to focus on '
delivery with particular regard to quality and programme. A

/_/,/—[Comment [SB25]: If the re-assessment
\{Formatted: Bullets and Numbering
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7/ [ comment [$B32]: How?
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Comment [SB26]: It may have also
been included within the ‘progranime

Comment [SB27]: When and was it in
Writing?

Comment [SB28]: How and what
confidentiality breach was there?

Comment [SB29]: Were any early
warnings raised by Halcrow?

Comment [SB31]: What role'and
responsibility did they have?

|
)
|
]

Comment [SB33]: Are you suggesting
thig is & reason for tie 1o be “found
wanting”

change of Halcrow staff brought the return of the party largely
responsible for the creation of the contract and this was the
point at which many of the previous errors were realised and
!remediated\. However, Border by this time considered that there

Border Ceonstruction was given a confirmation of verbal
instruction (CVI) to remove unsuitable material from site this was
amended from calling the material contaminated. The CVI was

/ ’7’ [ Formatted Table
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signed by the site supervisor as was the amendment. Halcrow
should not have issued this instruction. The supervisor should
have insisted that Border demonstrate that the material was
suitable to be retained in its proposed location under the
contract. rThe adjudicator upheld Borders’ argument and tie
were required to pay the significant double handling and
haulage costs|

Under the contract Border should have contracted with the
statutory authorities for any diversionary works and Halcrow
should have issued a compensation event. In order to attempt
to obtain a cost sharing discount from the authorities tie agreed
to contract direct. It was still Border’s responsibility to arrange
the works and provide estimates which Halcrow should have
verified. This was not the process undertaken a rough schedule
was produced by the original site supervisor and no further
attempt was made by Halcrow to verify the works carried out or
the values claimed by the SUs.

The most significant problem with regard to programme was a
Scottish Power cable which was found to be across the
proposed carriageway at a shallow depth and intertwined with
telecoms. Both Border and the site supervisor asserted that this
was a new cable put in over a weekend and that they could not
have influenced this or foreseen it. Evidence has since come to
light that this cable was already in existence before construction
commenced. Halcrow made no attempt to clarify with Scottish
Power the status of the cable and therefore whether the
requirement for its diversion should have been investigated
sooner.

It has further come to light that due to the alteration of the
alignment of the footpath on Eastfield road that CEC street
lighting was required to carry out significant diversionary works

-1 'Comment [SB34]: If it is'a Halcrow
error have we pursued 1t with'them?

000(

CEC-

for which tie is liable to pay direct costs as contracted as Street ( comment [sB35]: By Halcrow?
lighting is a registered statutory undertaker. Halcrow did not /[ Formatted: Font: 9 pt
include the cost of this diversion within the draft schedule of ;":’[Formatted Table
utility estimates or verify the quantity of work undertaken. ( Formatted: Font: 9 pt
Halcrow asserted that this was new supply for which Border ,‘,«’,{Formatte 3 Fonts 9 pt
were liable. This has resulted in late resolution beyond the '
conclusion of annual accruals for the predicted overspend. Formatted: Font: 9 pt
Formatted: Font: 9 pt
«A completion certificate was provided to Border Construction on Formatted: Font: 9 pt
receipt of the building warrant. No clear schedule of Formatted: Font: 9 pt
deliverables had been produced to be signed off despite direct Formatted: Font: 9 pt
requests. Final handover of the site was difficult as the ' ( Formatted: Font: 9 pt
( Formatted: Font: 9 pt
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supervisor was taken ill. His replacement was diligent in

preparing a post completion snagging list:

o However some faults have come to light which should have

been noted during construction.

o bommissioning of the site was particularly difficult as CEC had
not assigned staff responsible for maintenance and operation of
the site\. CEC was not helped in this as clear guidance was not

provided by the contractor on the operation of several of the
elements of the site. CEC is now addressing this issue.

Further due to industrial action by bus drivers the site stood empty for a

number of weeks before officially opening in September 2005.

‘[ Comment [SB36]: Who agreed

handover arrangerents?
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‘1 [ Comment [SB371: You are already
" 70| paying Halerow to do this. Bither ensure
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© il service and undertake it direct; provided the

000

Lessons Learned

responsibility

o Ensure site supervision staff appropriately trained in contracted risks and | / { Formatted: Font: Bold

( Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

o Where possible retain/femploy site supervisory staff responsible directly to

the client

o Ensure that the scope is described as deliverables and that these are

scheduled, programmed and delivered.
e Extreme care fo be taken over use of CVls

o One supervisors’ snagging list to be recorded and updated throughout
contract so as changes of staff do not allow elements to be forgotten
s Programme must comply with the contract and be provided in a format

which can be scrutinised by the project managers

systems /- processes and competent staff are
available;
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{ Comment [SB381: What / who do you

mean?

\\\\{Formatted: Font: Ttalic ]

{ Formatted: Font: Italic ]

\\{Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]

aelelressed-There was a Iack of rlqour employed by t(e in management of { Formatted: Font: Bold, Italic )

the contract with Halcrow. This manifested itself in a lack of conftract “*{Formatted: Font: Ttalic ]
administrations document being kept to track historic events

How lessons learned are now being implemented by tie. - Formatted: Font: Bold, Italic )

o __Stage-gate review process is in place. This ensure that the projectis +{ Formatted: Font: Italic )

ready fo move from the phase it is in fo the next phase \*{ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]

tie now employs direct planning resource to assist with management of

programme
Programme format and planning fools to be used are now defined in

contracts
Commercial support is now employed by tie fo manage contract

administration of projects
Site staff has been employed directly by tie to supervise contracts on

the ground. Construction management processes are in place to assist

with this.
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4.0 Defects Correction Period and Latent Defects
41  Border put measures in place to correct all notified defects despite the
live dispute over the final account. Some of these works were not
carried out within the defects correction period. However Halcrow
failed to interpret the contract correctly. At the end of the defects
correction period final payment of retention minus the project
manager’s estimate for the final works should be made. There is no
provision under the contract to extend the defects correction period [ Formatted: Font: 9 pt
unless the client cannot grant access to carry out the works. Even so {( Formatted Table
Halcrow did not extend the defects correction period but continued to /[ Formatted: Font: 9 pt
withhold the defects certificate until Border had finalised all snagging. ’;::";'[Formatted: Font: 9 pt
42 In late 2006 early 2007 significant design defects occurred. These are [::::::: ::: zz:
covered as design defects under the contract for which the liability is
. . . . ( Formatted: Font: 9 pt
with the designer as sub contractor to Border construction. During ;
investigation of these design defects their occurrence has been found (Formatted: Fot: 9 pt
to be compounded by construction defects not noted or notified during [ Formatted: Font: o pt
construction or the defects correction period. These defects should be [ Formatted: Font: 9 pt
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rectified by the contractor if however the construction defects are
challenged by the contractor as out of warranty then the recourse has
to be on the parties entrusted with supervision of the contract.

5.0 Dispute Resolution and Adjudication

5.1 The most significant elements of the adjudication are considered above
however how the dispute was dealt with requires to be recorded. It
was tie’s understanding that only Border could raise an adjudication on
this issue as they were pursuing tie for the outstanding values
disputed.

5.2  Both tie and Dundas and Wilson specifically requested that Halcrow
supply all site records and correspondence. The written information
produced by Halcrow was extremely limited.
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[ esson Learned

reduced Border’s opportunities to waste the project manager's resource on
erroneous additional claims The grounds for this action would have been
to dispute the values claimed by Border,

adjudicator specialised in law and to have prepared the notices and
referrals specific to only tie’s requirements. This would have been
complete before Border had the opportunity to creafe confusing and
conflicting programmes made up post contract

o __An early adjudication by tie would have allowed tie fo choose an —
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|- stated that only Borders could raise the

{ Formatted: Font: Ttalic ]
’//{Formatted: Font: Ttalic ]
. { Formatted: Indent: Left: 0 cm, Tab

( Formatted: Font: Ttalic
[ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering
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6.0 Post Adjudication

| 6.1 |Advice from D&W jwas that challenges to an adjudicatorsadjudicators
decision are rarely upheld. However by not even lodging an arbitration
notice tie lost all rights to counter on anything but new evidence.
6.2___tie have met with D&W and Halcrow about the lessons we have «

learned from the project.Whilst tie initially felt that D&V could have

that this was not the case. D&\W were constrained by the lack of
information provided to them by Halcrow.

Lesson Learned
. h’he arbitration notice should always be prepared and lodged to protect
position to challenge in future. This does not need to be enacted and
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could bring the other party back to the table to resolve final minor issues
| e-g-thee.g. the error in liquidated damages assessment made by the
adjudicator!

7.0 Overall Lessons Learned

o tie gave day to day responsibility for managing the contract to Halcrow.

--{:Comment [SB44]: Not consistent with
the discussion held after the decision was

debated with SB/SC/EMcC/GB

While tie had been set up as a Project Management organisation, it . { Formatted: Font: Bold )
appeared to give this responsibility to Halcrow for IPR1. tie takesa -{ Formatted: Font: Bold )
much more pro-active approach to managing projects today.

o __tie management of the contract with Halcrow was not satisfactory +-___{ Formatted: Font: Not Bold )
during the construction phase. Steps are ongoing to ensure that much * (Formatted: bults and Nambering |
more robust contract management is in place for all contracts by ~{ Formatted: Font: Not Bold )
ensuring an appropriate level of contract management staff within
project teams.

o tie was not-strong-inweak in terms of commercial support — this has
now been addressed.

¢ Project management processes were in the process of being
implemented in tie when IPR1 commenced. This meant that the roles
of project manager’s were not clearly defined. tie now has project
management procedures which Project Manragers:sManagers’ must
comply with.

¢ There was no clear governance in place for the project and roles &
responsibilities were not clear between tie and CEC. There are now
clear governance arrangements in place for all tie projects andthese - { Formatted: Font: Bold )
are defined in the Project Registry document-Document (PRD) that
must be put in place for each tie project. [ Formatted: Font: Bold )

| ¢ tie has a stagegate process that is used as projects move from one ///[Formatte a: Bullets and Numbering |
stage to the next. This allows review of the stage to date, readiness for /- (Formatted: Font: Not Bold )
the stage ahead to be assessed and lessons to be transferred, {F FArSE— ]

«__tie’s response when disputes are raised should be strengthened and  « - \ormarted: Tont Rot 30ld
escalated within the organisation to ensure adequate support for the .~ LFormatted: Bulkts and Numbering ]
process. [ Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]

( Formatted: Font: 9 pt ]
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8-1The budget for the IPR1 project was £3.072m and the AFC is ££3.303m. -+ | ""[Formaued: Font: 9 pt )
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. Reduction by Halcrow cancelling final 2 invoices -£31k

8-38.2tie has analysed the likelihood of taking action against both parties to
try and recoup some of the overspend. However, given the weakness
of tie's project management through the process, feels-pelieves that

th|s would have a low likelihood of success and so have discounted

this option.

to the sum of £§_1_I_< reducing the overall overspend by th|s amount.

8.58.4 tie continues to push berders-Borders directly on the remaining
maintenance manuals and roofing and drainage issues to allow
Handback of the site to CEC.

which is due to start construction in October. This will alleviate the
problems on the existing site.
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9. 1SUSAN.Lwil discuss with-you directly. ___This report will be circulated - {Formatted: Fort: 9 )
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9.2 A briefing to be held with all Project Managers and commercial staff to ( Formatted: Font: 9 pt ]
share the lessons from this project, { Formatted: Font: 9 pt ]
J ( Formatted: Font: 9 pt ]
DOCNO. | STATuS [ I DATE | WITLE: ]| SHEET
CEC- Jregor, | Angliston Parkand Ride 1, | _J4,6f14,

D01465362.dog,

CEC01465362_0014



