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FINANCIAL BRIEFING REPORT - MAY 2012

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to brief the incoming Transport, Infrastructure and
Environment Convener on the evolution of the capital cost of the project from the period
leading up to mediation to the current point in time and the future forecasts. The briefing
also includes detail on the business case appraisal and review on the project that was
undertaken in the summer of 201 1.

Pre Mediation

In the period prior to mediation a significant amount of effort went into identifying the
likely cost of the project within a range of possible outcomes should the contract with the
Infraco consortium be progressed or terminated.

During the period in the lead up to mediation, the Council’s then Director of Finance
requested that a member of his own team form part of the finance team at tie Ltd (tie),
with a view to the Council having a greater degree of transparency in relation to project
costs.

As a result of this, a group was formed that included tie’s senior team and commercial
team to assess the range of possible outcomes. CEC finance were a strong part of this
group to ensure that the process was driven hard and that a full financial picture could be
understood by the Council in advance of mediation. In addition to this, tie had already
had a number of views on the likely commercial/contractual impacts from a number of
sources, including legal and quantity surveyors as a result of previous commercial
settlements they had attempted with the Infraco consortium as part of the commercial
strategy they were following at that time.

The results of the various financial outcomes were then plotted on a spreadsheet with a
working title of “Deckchair”.

Prior to mediation, tie had also employed consultants, Gordon Harris Partnership and
Tony Rush to pursue settlement of the commercial issues with BBS.

It became apparent from the pre-mediation work outputs that tie's commercial
assessments of the likely outcomes were of a very hard line when compared to the
assessment of where the culpability for delay fell. It has become clear that the dominant
cause of delay to the works was the delayed MUDFA utility diversions.

The hard line tie were taking was also apparent in the position Tony Rush was advising
versus the in-house tie commercial team. At that point tie was forecasting an estimated
outturn cost of £638.2m to finish the line to St Andrew Square. This sum took no
account of exclusions from the contract but did include tie’s assessment of delay costs.
The settlement deal (named Project Phoenix) that Tony Rush was discussing with Infraco
at the time would have resulted in an anticipated final cost of £760.3m with defined
exclusions still sitting outside the settlement.

The detail of the two positions is highlighted in Appendix | (Deckchair vs. GHP view
280211). The baseline for the position Tony Rush took in his assessment was the
“Phoenix” deal he was discussing with Infraco. The Project Phoenix proposal was the
baseline for Infraco’s discussion at mediation.
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7.3 Mediation

Work continued on the financial forecasts in preparation for mediation. The “Deckchair”
spread sheet (Appendix 2 Deckchair vl) remained the repository of tie’s financial
forecasting. These forecasts were then presented to the full CEC/tie mediation team.
The range of scenarios included in these forecasts were as follows (the deckchair
spreadsheet also had a range of potential terminal points, the forecasts highlighted below
were tie’s view of St Andrew Square as the terminal point;

*  Settlement with the current contractor (Assumes Infraco walks away and re-procure
with a new contractor). All numbers in this scenario were tie's assessment.

High £698m
Medium £659m
Low £646m

®  Phoenix proposal (Baseline proposal from Infraco on settlement)

Infraco view £747m
Tie view (high) £749m
Tie view (baseline) £682m

7.4  Settlement with the Current Contractor and Re-procure

This scenario seemed to be tie’s preferred strategy with mediation in mind. There are a
number of fatal flaws in the assumptions that tie made in this scenario. For example, the
cost of settlement with Infraco was forecast by tie at £33m, which was essentially the
balance of entitlement for work done set against work certified to date. This number was
not cognoscente of any contractual entitlement Infraco would have had for delay
(MUDFA delay being the dominant cause) or disputed design changes for work that had
already been undertaken. In addition, this forecast assumed a new contractor would be
able to take up where Infraco left off without any risk allowance being included and
without any “bad project” premiym being allowed for in the price. In addition, there was
no indexation built in for materials that would be required where the price would have
changed in relation to the original contract sum. It is also important to note that tie had
priced the on-street section from Haymarket to St Andrew Square at £19m and did not
allow for any significant risks for the on-street section at this time, nor did they allow for
any extension to the programme as a result of having to re-procure.
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7.5 Phoenix Proposal

As highlighted above, the Phoenix proposal represented Infraco’s opening position at
mediation. tie’s negotiating standpoint on this proposal was that a deal could be achieved
which would have resulted in an anticipated final cost of £682m compared with the
Infraco proposal, which would have resulted in an anticipated final cost of £747m.

On closer examination of the Infraco Phoenix proposal it became clear that there was
c£80m of exclusions in this proposal which may have resulted in a similar addition to the
final cost of the project, had CEC signed up to the Phoenix proposal as it was.

7.6  Separation

As highlighted above, tie would have preferred to terminate with Infraco and re-procure.
This went against all the advice that was given by independent advisors at this time.
During the initial stages of mediation, there was a significant amount of discussion
between tie and CEC (including CEC advisors) on the assumptions tie had made in the
forecasts for separation. It soon became clear that tie had not considered a number of
cost headings at this time which would have had a significant impact on the final cost. In
very broad terms, these items were in the order of £150m for settlement, professional
costs, bad project premium risk, systems re-procurement risk, and inflation, which would
have potentially resulted in a final outturn cost of at least £800m. Appendix 3
(Optioneering 7 March 2011) shows the working papers from mediation for this
eventuality.

7.7 Settlement on Heads of Terms

During the course of negotiations over two to three days at mediation, there were a
number of offers and counter offers exchanges between the parties.

CEC’s first offer to BSC was for £304m for the off-street section. At this point there
were still a significant number of exclusions that sat outside the off-street price which
were estimated at £80m. This price did not include for the remainder of the on-street
works, which were thought to have been in the region of £20m. When the shape of this
deal was added to the rest of the project costs, the estimated anticipated final cost was
thought to be in the order of £731Im.

Infraco did not accept this offer and returned with essentially an updated Phoenix
proposal of £404m, which was only for the off street section. When risk, exclusions and
the remaining project costs were added to this number the final cost would have been
£814m. '

CEC then replied with a final offer of £362.5m for the off-street section, with no
exclusions and Infraco taking all the risk with the exception of minor utilities. By adding
the rest of the project costs, £30m for risk and £22.5m for the on street section (which
was an estimated figure and hadn’t yet been negotiated) the anticipated final cost was
£743.5m. The breakdown of these numbers can be found in Appendix 4 (High Level
Budget Proposal Total Project vi.1).

CRS/SS/CAPROJECTS\EDINBURGH TRAMS - C11003\ ETP-PROGRESS REVIEW REPORT (TO JUNE 2012)-REV 2 PAGE 9
MAY 2012

CEC02083829_0003




P ™

Reference

7.8

Project: | Edlgburg? Trams Pr*o;ect e : s S 'EDINBVR

Review-of ngress and Mamgement of the Project- + | THECITY. OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL
January 2011 to June 2012

ESRT LY

Preparation for 30 June Council Report

The report to Council on 30 June 2011, examined the options that were available to the
Council following mediation. The work in preparation for the report included a thorough
financial appraisal of the various options. In the period running up to the Council meeting,

- confidential briefings were provided for members to examine the detail that supported

each of the scenarios. In addition, the report to Council also included the findings of an
independent examination of the Business Case for tram by Atkins (covered later in this
report).

At that point in time, there were three options available to the Council. They were as
follows;

to continue to attempt to secure the completion of the project under the existing
contract;

to separate from the current contract and pursue matters either through the courts or by
agreeing a commercial settlement with BSC, outside of the courts (this option would
require decisions to be made subsequently about whether the project should be canceiled
entirely or re-procured, either immediately, or at some point in the future); or,

to complete the project as far as St. Andrew Square/York Place on the basis of the terms
outlined during the mediation talks, with a sub-option to complete only to Haymarket at
this stage.

In evaluating each of these options from a commercial, legal and financial point of view,
the Council worked with McGrigors and Faithful and Gould to assess the likely outcomes.
McGrigors were able to provide legal advice on the liabilities and obligations tie (and the
Council) had under the current contract that would have to be settled on exit, either
mutually agreed or contested. Faithful and Gould were to provide the commercial
summary of the likely quantum should the project be re-procured and were able to
provide valuations for each of the legal obligations and assessed risk.

The McGrigors report forms Appendix 5 — (McGrigors scenario report DRAFT) of this
document and the Faithful and Gould report can be found in Appendix 6 — (City of
Edinburgh Council Report Rev 3 _2 Final). The McGrigors report, while in draft form
was essentially complete and only required some final comments from tie.

The financial evaluations of each of the options were as follows;
Option | £1.055bn

Option ii £687m to £1.14bn

Option iii £773m

The detail that underpins each of these numbers can be found in Appendix 7 -
(Scenarios).

Option iii was recommended on the basis that completion of the first phase of line la
from the Airport to St. Andrew Square/York Place was the only option that will, with a
strong degree of certainty, produce a tram line for Edinburgh, as the first building block of
a future network. This option also produced the more favourable business case and the
greatest return on investment. The option provided full and final settlement with Infraco
for all historic claims.

CRS/SS/ICAPROJECTS\EDINBURGH TRAMS - C1 1003\ ETP.PROGRESS REVIEW REPORT (TO JUNE 2012)-REV 2 PAGE [0

MAY 2012

CEC02083829_0004




P ga sl - Edinburgh Trams-Project .~ -~ ) s 1L g B R Y~ b S
R R N AR Sl " B NV K L
- Pl W AT W AN e, ¢
AL e THE CITY.0F EDINBERGH COUNCIL

. Review of Progressrand Management of"@ﬁe*ﬁ;@jgﬁt 5
January 2011 to June 2012

Reference

Cordieonnal & Logally Poviteged - FORR M myomps

7.9 Business Case Review

As part of the options appraisal and in responding to a previous Council motion, officers
appointed Atkins to undertake and audit of the tram business case. The Atkins report
tested the reasonableness, credibility and assessed whether the process and tools used
for the production of the business case were fit for purpose. The report concluded that
the process was in line with standards and comparable with other schemes. The full
Atkins report is included in Appendix 8 - Edinburgh Tram — (Business Case Audit Final
Report).

In addition the patronage numbers were re-examined from the business planning numbers
that were produced in 2010. These numbers showed that the optimal terminal point for
the truncated tram line was St Andrew Square/York Pl versus the option to truncate at
Haymarket which would have resulted in an estimated operating deficit. These numbers
and plotted on the graph that forms Appendix 9 — (Cumulative Revenue Figures).

7.10 Budget and Risk Preparation for August 25 201 | Council Meeting

In agreeing the Edinburgh Tram Report to Council on 30 June 2011, the decision of
Council set out a number of actions for Council officers. One of the key work streams
that then resulted was the detailed analysis of risk and the further development of the
budget based on the negotiations with the consortium over the settlement agreement.

A full review was then carried out on the key project risks against the proposed budget.
This review included several workshops with the Council project team and also the staff
that remained within tie. These sessions were chaired and scrutinised by Faithful and
Gould. The numbers were then validated by Faithful and Gould. The Faithful and Gould
report is included in Appendix 10 (Final - Settlement Agreement Budget Report Rev A).
The review considered the robustness of the financial assessment as presented to Council
on 30 June 201 | and was updated as new information became available.

The revised budget report was then produced based on the assessment of all the work
that had been undertaken over nearly a two month period to assess the budget and risks.
The key risk to the project at that-time, as now (though diminishing daily) was utilities
requiring to be diverted.

e The detailed budget and risk assessment is included in Appendix 1| — (Post MOVS5 Budget
Development - Updated 26 Sept 2011).

7.11 tie Ltd close report and financial consequences

When the Council made the decision to replace tie with Turner and Townsend (T&T) as
project managers, there was a clear handover put in place to ensure that the Council and
the project were not exposed. Turner and Townsend were introduced to the project in
a phased manner with tie staff leaving over the period of 3 or 4 months ensuring an
adequate handover was in place.

In addition, to ensure sign off by the tie Project Director, a template document was
produced to ensure that each project manager in tie provided a sign off document for
their particular work stream, highlighting and issues which may impact on the project
going forward. ‘

This document was then signed off by the tie Project Director as an accurate record of all
he was aware of. '
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tie Ltd close report and financial consequences cont’d

Subsequent to tie's departure, it became clear that the close report did not take into
account a number of historical utility issues, primarily in relation to Scottish Water assets
and the commercial difference that existed between tie and Scottish Water. The tie
Close out report is included in Appendix 12 — (tie close Report Final 2810117.10).

Turner and Townsend

Since T&T took over the project management of the Infraco, Utility and CAF elements of
the project, there have been negotiations around moving to a capped fee. These
discussions have now been concluded with a price of £7m agreed as a capped some for
the core works. In addition, T&T have agreed that where Council skills can be utilised to
undertake a task within their team, they will make use of those resources which will
derive further savings. It is also important to point out that due to the lack of skills in tie
previously to deal with utilities additional resource has been required to manage this area
due to its complexity. It is likely that by the end of this summer, utilities will be
substantially completed.

Project Budget - August/September 201 |

At the time the project budget was set there were a large number of uncertain items for
which the risk/contingency allowance was identified totalling £34m, as work on the
project has progressed more clarity has emerged on these items.

The key project risk as highlighted earlier is that of utilities. Generally speaking, the
further away from project completion the greater is the risk exposure. In the case of
utilities we are only a few months away from completion which means that there will be
greater confidence in the risk profile of the project at that time. The uncontrollable risk
of the weather remains. In the case of this project there were some significant risks in
September 2011. Since that point in time these risks have either crystallised, been
mitigated through management action, have reduced/not materialised or still remain as
risks.

Those risks that have materialised have an associated cost which has been met by drawing
down from the risk allowance. There have also been significant managements taken to
date. to mitigate risk, such as allowing the complete length of Shandwick Place to be
handed over the contractor which has delivered programme efficiencies.

A number of opportunities exist for the project- these are items that will benefit the
project in terms of cost or time. Any opportunity that is realised increases the risk and
contingency allowance.

Since September 2011 considerable progress has been made and the project is much
clearer on the challenges that face it. As such a large number of items have moved from
being categorised as risks and are now being factored into cost forecasts. As a result of
this the project’s risk exposure has considerably reduced.

Current drawdown from risk allowance

The drawdown, as at period |, from the risk allowance is £3.545m. This figure is primarily
in relation to risk drawn down for utilities costs, partially offset by savings made from de-
scoping work in the Forth Ports area from the original contract and savings made on
Siemens track equipment and poles.
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7.13  Project Budget - August/September 201 | cont’d
Area-by-area budget breakdown: :
Infraco - Off-street
Position 25th August

The original budget for the off-street section was £360.06m. This figure provided for a
base contract sum of £362.5m with an assumed saving of £2.44m relating to value
engineering in the Forth Ports area. In addition a specific provision of £1.Im was made
within the original risk allowance (of £34m) for risks in this section. ’

Current Position

" The current forecast spend on the off-street section is £360.30m. The Forth Ports value
engineering has been instructed and the £2.44m saving realised.

Infraco - On street
Position 25th August

The original budget for the on-street section was £38.8m. This figure comprised a base
cost of £45.8m with an assumed saving of £7m to be found through value engineering
initiatives. In addition provision was made in the risk allowance for two types of item-
£2.772m for pricing assumption variations and £1.35m for specific risks in this section.

Current Position

The forecast spend for the on-street section is £40.506m. This position takes into
account the delay in signing the settlement agreement in September 2011 due to the
Council decisions on 25 August and 2 September 2011 and also takes account of the
programme benefits gained to date in Haymarket and Shandwick Place.

Utilities
Position 25th August

The original budget (at 25th August 201 1) for utilities was £2.9Im. In-addition a specific
provision of £16.6m was made in the original risk allowance for utilities made up of delay
and direct cost allowance.

Current Position

The current forecasted spend on utilities items for the project is £18.6Im. To date
changes of £4.861m relating to utilities have been approved and this sum has been drawn
down from the risk allowance. It is anticipated that a further £10.839m will need to be
drawn down from the risk project over the course of the project.

Explanation of Movement

As work on the project progressed after September 2011 it became apparent that the
scope of the utilities work was considerably greater than had been anticipated or included
in the tie close report. McNicholas Construction Services Ltd has been engaged by CEC
to work on utility related items and whilst the cost of that work is more expensive than
had previously been anticipated it has significantly mitigated the risk of delay to the
project’'s completion date. It should also be noted that tie’s assessment of legacy works in
Leith Walk was £1.1m, now expected to be c£2.7m.
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7.13 Project Budget - August/September 201 | cont’d
Area-by-area budget breakdown:
Trams
Position 25th August
The original budget for the tram vehicles (CAF) was £62.4m. There was no specific
provision for any risks related to the contract for the provision of the tram vehicles.
Current Position
The current forecasted spend on the tram vehicles is £63.65m, £1.25m above the original
budget. This sum will need to be drawn down from the risk allowance.
Explanation of Movement
The increased cost forecast for this area is attributed to the finalised contract amount
with CAF being excess of budget and exchange rate fluctuations around the time of
contract settlement.
Project Management
Position 25th August
The original budget for project management was £275.53m. There was no specific
provision for any risks in this area (see risk budget section below for detail of general,
project related risks).
Current Position
The forecast spend on project management is £273.19m, which assumes a credit of £5m
for the sale of surplus trams. In the event this didn’t happen the forecast would increase
to £278.19m, w_hich would be an increase of £2.66m on budget.
Explanation of Movement
The project management budget heading covers a wide number of individual budgets
areas, many of which have seen movements in the forecast since the budget was set. The
most significant area of increase is tie Ltd redundancy costs of £2.56m.
Risk |
Position 25th August
The original risk allowance was set at £34m. Of this £10.222m was linked to specific risk
in the on-street, off-street and utilities areas (as detailed in those respective sections
above). The other key components of this risk allowance were £13.37m for delay related
risks (of which £11.610m was linked to utilities), £3.3m for the risk of the project moving
to a cost reimbursable basis, general design risk of £5.925m and other risks of £1.183m.
Current Position
Funding of £3.545m has already been drawn down from the risk allowance net of
opportunities of £4.1m.
It is anticipated that a further £16.57 Im will need to be drawn down to fund utilities and
there are changes in progress of £9.462m which is made up of the full cost of delay of
£4.5m for delay in signing the settlement agreement (the full quantum of which is unlikely
to be expended) and also £4.8m for the Edinburgh Gateway which is also included in third
party contributions.
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Further risks, contributions and opportunities

There remain opportunities in relation to programme efficiencies that have not yet been
crystallised. The Council will continue to seek cost engineering solutions to mitigate risk
and cost until completion of the project.

Conclusions

When the budget was set in September 2011, the base budget was £742m with a risk and
contingency allowance of £34m. Since then the risk profile has changed due to the
dynamic nature of the project. Back in September a significant part of the risk budget was
made for delaying Infraco due to utilities. This hasn't yet occurred to any great extent
and there is a great deal of confidence that this won’t happen. The direct cost associated
with utilities has however increased.

As at period | of 2012/12 financial year the financial position of the project is as follows;

PL |
£'000
Original contract amount 755,196
Add: Approved changes
(change 7,648 opportunities 4,103) 3,545
Add: Changes in progress 9,462
Add: Anticipated changes _ 16,571
Less: Opportunities to secure ! -11,752
Less: Funding contributions : -8,716
TOTAL: Forecast cost ' ’ 764,306
| Original budget ] [ 742,943 |
| Variance | ] 21,363 |
Original risk allowance 34,057
Less: Variance (from above) -21,363
Balance of risk allowance remaining 12,694

This summary statement tells us that when opportunities, approved change, change in
progress and early warnings are taken account of (though early warnings are not yet
expended and there will be continued attempts to mitigate) there is forecast to be c£12m
left in the project budget. The full financial breakdown for period | 2012/13 is included in
Appendix |3 (SFLA- 2012-13- PI).
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APPENDIX T Deckehair versus GHP comparison - Phoenix & Separation

Relating to Presentation on 28/02/11 toCEC of numbers & GHP papersent 25/02/11

Phoenix

Options Considered
BB+S Costs to Haymarket
CA¥

SDS

Sub-total BSC Costs

further Risk 'fo Go' with BSC {exelusions to be Priced}

Non:BSC Costs {Haymarket to St Andrews Square)
Non-BSC Project Costs

pediation & Professional fees

Reinstatement

Sub-total Non-BSC Costs

Add Back Differential of Evaluation Vs. Cash
fidd Back Delay to date allowance {9 months}
Other Entitlements

Further toT Allowances

Sub-total Settiement

Total{plus £ Xm Risk/ Alfowances above}

Reconciliation to GHP paper-of 25/02/11

tie Phoenix view Presented

tie Phoenix

Position £m

247.8
62.5
10.0

320.3

20.0

18.2
266.4
3.0
25
2911

(33.2)
21.0
19.0

0.0
6.8

638.2

GHP Paper incorrectiy state infraco Phoenix offer is £410m. Actual offer is £449.2m
GHP Analysis deducts On-street-works value {(£40.0m]. These are all relevant costs
GHP have assumed that the'offer is a GMP; so have included no "risk' for exclusions
Negotiation® VE/ Purchasing / Contamination adjustments included in GHP view

Additional Cost in GHP Paper to StAndrews Square (£24m-19.2mj
Differenice BSC assessment of tie costs {£277.1m-271.9mj

sub-total Differences in GHP figure to tie assessment of BSC Phoenix

GHP paper figure 25/02/1%

include
include!

GHP Check total
diff unreconciled

Adjustment /Diff
£m

(39.2)

{40.0)

{20.0}

{10.0}

4.8

5.2

{99.2)

661.1
0.0
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Financial Comparison of Core Possible Qutcomes
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New Procuremisnt Costs.
Tfrastoocture § (o HYRY
infrastiyctuce wio SAS.
infrasiructure... (o PO
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Risk afiowants n hew. prociisement

Total New Procurement

Totad lfrastractine & velicles

Other Costs

Phi payment 1o 65C

Desigsy fre Nav inct PhIb and thilfties

Utilties and Other infrastesctore
tLosts.

Projett Costs - Fost Terminatin

Githice Losts - trick Larid

Cther Casts

Gross Quttens Costs

{Totat Phase fa

inciemeritat Options

APFERHR X - DECKEH A

hfrstucuis ready (o aperate;
Erport b Haymaiket
Hayrmarketto SUA Sy

SRS FOW

FOW 10 Htwebaven

8
Coristry Wosks Peice {BB+SE

Existing Change - Princes St
Existiiig Chaoge - Other,

Entitiément tor work done (BB45}
Cartified in advance of work darie {B5+5)
Certified to Uate {8545}

Infrastructure {8845} Certiflad
inffaco Build 10 Maymarket
Veticles {CAF}

Deign Bost Novation (50§
SO desigrrisc

Total B5C

tnterim Works & Reinstatement
Irteria Works: duriag Reprocure-
Reinstate/remedials during Reprocize
Reinstatement foliowing canceliatian
Total

Hew Privcorement Costs

infrastruciure - to HYM,

infraststctore - 10 SAS

ffastictiing - {6 FOW,

infrastructue - 1o RHN

Furthér Risk alfowance ori few procuzement:
Yalue Engingering Opportunities

3rd Party fended thass allswedy

Total tew Procurament

Total infrastructurie & vebicles

Termination Costs

Secusing sites

hird pasty costs {froject Termination Scenariol
Totaf Termination Casts

Other Casts

PRI Fayment to BSC

‘Design Priz Nov inct PRID aod Uikies
ufties and Other Infedstivctie
Froject Losts - 1e date

Project Conis -0 go

Othier Costs - Inchtand

Dther Costs

Gross QutturriCosts

Gross Cutiven Costs’
Genesat and Speclfc Scope RIEK + Bxclissions

infrace Avoldance and Lass of Profit
Bond call {BAS)

B5C - Settlernent Premiun:

Vehicles - tesse { Sale recaveries
Vehicles - Laase f Sale recovities - Ops Striped back dut
ReBesig {11k o SOS riof compliting}
the lnigation & professional costs.

BIC toss of profits in case of tle default
BSC titigation Costs

Recovery inicase of infrace Defauit
SubstotstHS Virishie Elerments

iTotal Phase 1z

Options

{stmmary of Positions
Sub-total - Newhavin

Subtotal - foot of the Watk

Sub-total - Haymarker

and therefore, for the purposs of aptioneering “recavery for Infrace defanlt® s asiumed
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T03.09
T03.10
0332
TOR213
103.14
T03.15
T03.18
10317
103.18
T03.38.01
T03.18.02
703.15.03
T03.01-18
T03.20
T03.21
J03.22
T03.23
T03.24
T03.26
T03.27
T3.20-35
T3
T04.01
T04.01.01
104.01.02
T04.01.03
T04.01.04
T04.01.05
104.01.07
T04.01.08
T04.01.08
T04.0112
T04.01.12
104,02
TH4.03
T04
T05.0%
T05.02
T65.03
105
T06.01
106,02
T06.04
T08.05
T06.01-03
T06.02
106.03a

T69.01,01
109.01.02
08.02
109.03
T18.07.01
118.07.02
T19.07.03
T08
110.01
T10.02
TI0.04
T10:05.01
110,05.02
T10.05.07
T10.08.03
110.05.04
T10.05.05
10.05.08
T10.01-.05
710.06.01
110.06.02
Yi0.06.03
T10.08
£t
TILO2
1
T12.01
Ti2:02
112,03
T12.04
TL208
11206
11207
T12.08

Projést management Staft Costs
Récruitmiant Fees

Travel & Subsistence / Confererica
Central Overheads

IT & Sottware Costs / fitout

Citypoint - rent,rates,s/c

Short Tarm Contractors

City Foint Qverheads

Active Risk Manager

Archagological supervisor = Gogst works
Archusology + Non Gogar

DRP Casts

Fix Plarining 7 Goverfiance Costs (Nori O
Total tie PM costy

Gare Tegim

Total GPOF

DLASDS

DLA-TSS

DLA- Site investigation

DLAMUDFA

DUA-Network Rail / Scotrail

BLAHRG

DlAnfrace

DLAVghicles & Driver supdly contract
DLABAA

Daslgnd & Property (3rd parties)
DLA-DROF.

DLA-Tram Netwk/Roads interface
DLA-EARL interiace

DLA-Commissioning Sves Agmit

ociP.

infrico Enablicg
HR Issias
DLA--HEOE

BLA - Gavernance
DLA - CEC Interface
DLA

D8 W-Genierat Advice
DEW-TRO's
D&W-Property
D&W-Planning Monitoring
DEW-TOWG
D&W-Litigation
BEW-Secondments
Subtotal DEW

Total LEGALS

Design Services gnder 308
Overall Value Main Warks { Unatiocated }
Section } Newhaven Road to Haymarket
Section 2 Haymarket Corridor

Section 3 Haymarket te Granton Sg
Section 3 1B deduction

Sectian § Rosebyrn function te Gogar
Section 6 Gogar Depot

Section 7 Gogar to Edinburgh Airport
MUDFA / Utilities

Claim

Site tnvestigation under DS

Total $05

Integrated Transport Medal

Surveys (MM}

Consultancy {Halcrow)

Total IRC

Technicat Services

Land agreement/negotiations

85 Sucond 1o CEC-Approvals support

TA&T Costs

Subtotat 788

CEC staff costs

Sibtatal CEC

Total TS and CEC

Consultancies

Total UTILTIES

Tech. Advisors-Parl.Support

Tach. Advisors-Par.Support-PM

‘Totsl DESIGN SUPPORT

Netwaork Rail « FOA Work Cantract 2 :

Network Rail - Basic implementation Agre

BAA legal casts

Network Rail - Asset Protection Agreemeny

Neétwork Rail - Develspriant Services Agre,

Metwork Rail - immunisation Implementa

Network Rail < Others

Total 3RD PARTY NEGOTIATIONS

DEW (10,01 &11.01)

Advisars {(Colliers / DV)

Advinice Purchases 05/06 (Fees)

Advanea Purchases {GVO)

Advanie Prrchases (gifted / frae tssue)

Misc Land Costs

BAA Tontractor Costy

BAAPM costs

BAA Utilities
Y station

Subtotal Land

Businass Support Primary payment

Business Support Enhancid payment

Busintss Support Admin

Subtotal Businass Suppurt

Total LAND & PROPERTY

TRO'  Technaical

Total TROs

Feas '/ production Ttems ~ WS

Foes 7 firoduction itafis « MH

Tram branding

PR Slipport

Business davelopmant arid marketing

Nedia monitoring

Media training

Prommotional materials

%
x
*
X
*
®
%
X
%
X
b
k3
X

fe w0 X K MR e X M 3 xUxe %% %

% .
b
x
%
X
X
%
%

Other Costs/ Ine Land
x

3
Other Castd/ tnc Land

X ok % X% Xk

Othier Costs/ ing Land

Mok X X XX M X X%

Other Costs/ ine Land
®
X

x
Diher Costs/ the Land
X

%
Other Costs/ Ine Laiid

P N
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iwetisites
fvents incloding dinburgh Pringe
Advertising
Internial commubleations
Spensorship
Sundries
Princes Street Costs
Public infarmation
Team Costs
xternal Resourcés
Praparing for Qperationg
.. Subtatal Comimunications
$/H = Wider Commurity Consultations
Ti2.14 §/H w Events
1215 S/H = Open for Business
Ti216 §/H & Communications - MUDFA
T12.17 20 5/H = Communications - Infraco
T12.13-22 - Subtoval Stakehalder,
112 Tortal COMMS / MARKETING
T13.0% Non Exgeutive Board
T13.02 . Search Fees
Quérhgads
Ticketing Machings
Trara Display Gosts
Total TEL
Fiaancial Constltancy
W1 modelling (FM}
WP2 modelling (MVA}
Total SERVICE INTEGRATION
INFRAGO tPUK)
Total PUK
Fitiancial advisor 05/06
Curormercial advice
Total FINANCIAL ADVISOR
tsurince eonsultancy
T17.02 [oluid
T17.03 - -Clsinivs below deductible
T17.04 Insirance Claims professional fees
TI7.05  Recoverable insurdnce caims - MUDFA
T17.08 Noti-récoverable insiirante claims « MUDE,
17 ‘fotal INSURANCE , £ % ahad:
MUDFA Site Overheads :
T01.12a - Subtotal MUDFA Overheads
T18.01.01 - Pre-construction Services
T18.01.02 -Contract pralims
T18.01.0% Sectionla
T12.01.06 Section b
T18.01.05 Section ic
T18.01.06 Section 14
TI8.01.07 Section 2
T18.01.13 Section 52
T18.01.14 Section Sb
T18.01.15 Section 5¢
TIBOL16 Section 6
T18.01.17 Section 7
T18.01.18 Unallocated to section
Ti8.01.19 Variations
T18.01.21 Claim{s)
T8.01.22 Transfer to / from infraco
T18.01 Subtotal MUDFA
T18.02.18 Unailocated to section
18.02.19 MUDFA refated Non SUC costs
T18.02.22 Transfer to infraca
Ti8.02 Subtotal utilities
T8 Total MUDFA / Utifities
T18.01.01 Prefims
T19.01.02 Infraco early mobilisation
T19.01.03 Advanced purchases
T1S.01.04
T19.01.05 Section la
T19.01.06 Section 1b
T19.0L.07 Section 1c
118.01.08 Section 10
119.01.08 Section 2
T19.01.15 Section Sa
T19.01.16 Section Sb
T15.01.17 Section S¢
T18.01.18 Section 8
T18.01.19 Sectien 7
T15.01:20 ‘Unallocated to section
119.02.21 *'NR bmmunisation
T18.01:05- Subtotal Construction
T19.01:26 Maintenance mobilisation and spare ps
T19.01.35 - Varlations - Prelims
T18.01.36 Variations - Section 13
119.01:37 Variations - Section 1b
T19.01:38 " Variations - Section 1¢
T19.01.39 Variations - Section 1d
T18.01.40 Varlatins - Section 2
119.01.46 - Variations - Section 54
T19.01.47 Varistions - Section 5b
T19.01:48 Variathons - Section'$¢
T19.01.48 Variations « Section 6
T18.01,50 " Variations - Sectian 7
T19.01.27 Variations - Unallocated to section
T18.01.52 Varistions - Princas Streat
TI9.0153 Variations - Ling 1b Costs
T19.01.27, Subtotdl Variations / Changes
T18.01.28 Infraco tontingency
T19.01.55 Alewsnie for demolition of existing Leith
T18.01.56 -Accsivimedition Warks
T19.01.57 - PICOPS / CUSS / Possession Protection $ta)
T18.01.58 - Additional Crew Relief Facilities at Hayma
30" Pumnpied surface water outfsll st A8 Undér
T19.01.61 - Relocation of Ancient Montients
T19.01.62  Extra over for revised slignmant to Picard
718.0; Extra aver for major ytility diversians Pics
Extry over for shell grip at junitions
TAB.0165 “Aflowante for SP connections 16 new stred
T18.01:66 - UTC pssoiated with the delivery of the ali
719.01.69 Al for mitnor utility i i
T19.01:70  Archggological Officer = inipict on pragud]
T18.01.71 UTC dssociated with the wider ares impa
T19:01.74 "NR conipliant ballast
T19:01.75 - $P connections to the degot aisd IPR
TI9.01.76 " $P connections to Phase 15 subi-stations
T19.01.90 - Prov suim balancing tode
119,021,554 Subtotal Frovisions! sums
718,01.28 7 Contingency (VE)

B

tofiy Tnase

e e T e ke

FSISCECHTE

3 3 e e e T e R

Project Costs
]
%

X
Othier Costs/ (ncLand
x
Othir Costs/ Inc Land
x

X
Other Costs/ ine Land
X

X

*

X N
X

%

(ther Casts/ inc Land
x
X
kS
X
X
x
X
X
X
X
X
®
%
X
Bt
X
®
%
X
X
X
x
X

Utitities/ Other Infrastructure

®
X
X
%
X
x
X
X
%
x
X
X
X
3
%
X

Other Costs/ tnc Land
BBaS

BR+S

8B8

BE+S

BBey

B+

BB+E

3845

BB+

BB+

BE+S

BE+S

Yiilities/ Othier infrastrueture
Phase. 1b payment o BSE
%

Utifivias/ Gther Infrastructire
B88+8

BB+S

Bes

8845

BB+S

8845

84S

BE+5

B+S

BE+S

5B+8

BB+Y

BEHS

BBS

BBS

BB+S

BB+S

BE+S

X

Utilitiad/ Other infrastructiie
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TI3:0%.31

11940132 Provisianal sum Saving
T15.01.33 Tapered polés

T15.01.34" Power for comissianing
T18.01 Subtotsl Infrace main works
T18.04.01 -Advanced purchases

T18.04 Subtotsl Funding adjustment
T18.02.02 Relogate historic monuments

TIO.02.03 Enviroh, Impacts - badgers

TISA208 Invasive spacies

Ti8.02 Subitotal advance warks

T18.03.01 “Unallocated

T18.02.02 Set up / mobilisation

T19.03.03 * Phase 1{150,000m3}

T19.03.04 . Phase 2 {106,000m3}

T18.03 - - Subtatal depot advante works

715.06.60 o
T18.06.00« Subtatal VE - Infraco

‘1180661 - VE - Marertal recovery / fepracessing - Ml
T18:06.62 VE - Reduction n axtent of ro3d réinstated
T18.06.63 | VE - Defarred Leaking

119:06.64 ~VE « Network Reinforceriont

T18.06.61- Subtotal V& « Nondnfraco

T15.06 Subtotal VE

719.07.00 - Power « Netiork reinforcement
T18.07.05 " Ticket mgchines

T15.07.06 PRA Chntingency

119.07.08 " Murrayfield modifications

T19.07.10. Office land rental

T49.07.11 “Leith goods vard

T19:07.12 Traffic msnagement design

Y19.07.17 : Bornside Road = Construction Costs
1i5.07.18 -Byrside Read - BAA Costs

719.07.19 -Burniside Road - Consisltanty Costs
T19.07.20 Burnside Road < Other Costs

T19.07.21 'BAA MUDFA = Construction Costs
Ti5.07.22° BAA MUDFA < BAA Costt

T19.07.23 “BAA MUDFA ~ Consultancy Costs
T19.07.25
T18.01-08, Subtotal aon infraco warks

T18:07.26 'SW Global Resourcing

T18.07.27 Stray Currént Monitoring

719.07.28 ‘Manhole 4t Balbirnie Place (Frontline cos!
T19.07.29 SGN Gas'main haymarket

T18.07.3G Crash Gate 10

Ti9.07.31 Conititution Street -~ Mock-up
T1Y.07.32° SGN Gas diversion

T19.07.33 MUDFA scoped side ertry manholes
T19.07.3% Sdction 1a Utilities

T19.07.36 ‘Clanty Doewra Utilities Works
T19.07.37 Section SC Edinburgh Park Clanty
T19.07.38 Mass Barier Costs

T19.07.39 Baltié Street

718.07.40 South Gyle - Sewer Diversian
114.07.41 Visirait / Rubber Kerbs

T15.07.42 SUC Costs - from MUDFA

T19.07.43 SUC Betterment - from MUDFA
T19.07.45 Trisl Holes $. Gyle

T19.07.46 Bus Tracker Work

T19.07.47 POL HA Temp Retention Works
T18.07.48

T19.07.26- Subtotal non tnfraco changes
T18.07.09 Fastlink altarnative

T18.07.13  Ancignt monuments

T13.07.14 TMI tycle integration study

T19.07.15 Siemens gut of hours monitoring
T19.07.03, Subtotal non Infraco Provisionat Sums
T18.07 Subtotal Non infraco works

hat:] Total Infraco

T20.01.01 Prefims

T20.01.03 Approval of prefiminaty design
T20.01.05 Appraval of final design / mock ug
T20.61.07 Commencerent of trarm works
T20.01.08 Completion 1st set bodyshetls
T20.01.09 Completion 1st set bogles
1200110 Completion 157 tram assembly

T20.01.11 Completion factory based type testing
T20.01.12 -Delivery of preliminary tram maintenance
T20.01.13 Oslivery of spares

T20.01.34 Delivery of final dotumentation
T20.01.15 . Delivery of specisl twals
T20.0118 -Completion of driver training

T20:01.17 -Comipletion of maintainer training
THO.01.18 - Completion of integrated system testing
T2001.18 Commencement of shadaw funning
120.01.20  Opening for passenger sérvice

T20.01.21 - Supply chatn mobilisation

T20.01.23 Delivery of trams

T20.01.24 Testivig dnd comimissioning

T20:01.25 “Advante maimenance mobi

T20.01.26 - Degat equipment
T2001.27 Variavions / changes
T2001.28 Contingency

T20:01 - - Subtots) Tramco main works
20 Total Trameo

T44.01 Spegified risk

T34.02 Contingency

Taa Totat Risk

TH9.01 Miscellaneons

T95.02 Previous years.

198 Total Miscellancous

AEEES Total

Ail BB+S AFC's 3rid seope tspiured within Total inf & Vehicles
included if Vekicles elements
ST R ek A5 {R3mG

Gk phase Tb asnoted

Add fax Write:off £2981K, add £3m {const contingeney)
Tatal Project costs {$ee Project Costs Note'sheet)
iniciided in {atestAFC

Al 8848 AFC's and Scape vaptured within

| aussal e1a.008]

XM X X XM oMK K KKK X KKK MM R X XK KR kX

Vtitiess Ciherinfrastructore
Utilities/ Othigr Infrastivicture
Utilities/ Otherinfrastructure
Utilities/ Other Infrastructure
X

X

Advanced Payments

%

X

X

Utilities/ Othier Infrastriciure
%

x
%
%
Utitities/ Other Tafrystructure
¥

VE st achieved

X

*

%

tilities/ Otnet infrastracture

B Y S LA TR SR R R %

Utilities/ Other infrastructure

X ok ow % M X X K M M M X N MK X X X X%

ytilities/ Othar Infrastructure
X
%
x
X
utilities/ Other infrastructure

Rigk Adjustmments
%

X
Oghar Costs/ Ine Land
Sub-total

8BS

CAF

et

Phase 1b paymént to BSC
Utilities/ Othor Infrstruciure
Project Costs

Other Costs/ IneLand
Advsnced Payments

Risk Adjustiviiity

VE not schieved

Risk Adjustinents

Sub-totat
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PN

Pitchfork 2 Project Costs

To1.01 Project management Staff Costs
TOLO2Z Recrsitment Fegs

JOT03 . Travel & Subsisience / Conference
Tot.04 Cenlral Overheads

T01.05 ¥ & Software Costs / fitoist

To1.06 Cltypoint - rentrates sic.

TO1.08 Short Term Contractors

TO109 City Point Overheads

10110 ‘Active Risk Mandger

EIRAd Archagological supervisor = Gogar we
T01.13 Archagology - Now Gogar
T0h14 DRE Costs

FO115 Tax Planning / Governanice Costs Nue
011 Totaltie PMcosts B

523 27221

364 73
221 44
37

merease

1o

' exgectert 57,389
Total

Staff Costs Count

Payroll: K
FinancZIiCT 16 44 33 33 33 33 15 15 15 15 ¥ Simplemadeliing based on % of Cirrent costs. Assumes camims/stakiholder
CommsiStakeholder 12 47 24 24 26 24 b costs all part of operating costs from OFRS to SAS from. whick Birther stapt
ExeciSecretariat/Admin 8 36 ki 36 36 36 g g g 8 ¥ dowr in resources afiocated to:Capex. implicitly assumes oo satary
Project 48 238 5y 59 5¢ 59 24 24 24 24 ¥ increments or bonus throughout.
76 383 152 152 152 152 a7 4 47 47
“Contractors™
CommsiStakeholder 1 5 3 3 3 3
Project il 53 13 13 13 13 5 5 5 5
i 58 . 16 16 T8 18 5 & & 5
Per dwicperiod 87 421 167 87 167 167 52 52 52 52
Appendix 2 Deckchair vi, Project Costs . N Printed on 254052012 at 12:21
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COMMERCIALLY SENSITIVE - FOISA EXEMPT
Alrport to St'/Andrews Square

Risk
Base Cost Notes lLow ~ High -~ Description

Base Cost ‘Notes Low . High . Description
Phoenix {BSC Only) 377.4 1

77 High side Risk and Exclusions

Separation 624.1 Low

Add Back Premium {+ 10 for subbies}

Settlement Risk

High Side Design and Professional Costs

Bad Project Risk {High Side Risk c30% of AIR - SAS Reprocure} low view {15%]}
Siemens Risk on Systems Reprocurement

- I Inflation Risk {5% of contract value of work to do over 3 years)
720.3 806.3

Attrition 867 2 There is an "x" niumber on this scenario that is very hard to quantify as a result'of on going dispute, legal.and delay costs.

867

1. tie low side view as base point
2. Deck chair tie default scenario {High)

CEC02083829_0017



ons i,

Workstream 12: Funding/Financial Engineering Solutions

Airport - St Andrew Square - CAF Re-Novate {CEC Proposal}

11/03/2011
BSC Counter .~ CEC Counter 1
CEC{9/3/11) (9/3/11) (9/3/11) Note
£m £m £m )
BSCppp 384.0 404.0 362.5
TR Exclissions k 80.0
Airport to Haymarket {infraco} 304.0 404.0 362.5

{Current Confract Arrangements]

Haymarket to St Andrew Sg 205

{Target Cost/Pain Gain Share) '

Infrastructure '324.5 404.0 385.0

CAF 61.0 550 62.0

Primary Risk 29.0 29.0

Contingencies 25.0 25.0 2

Delay 250 250

Total Budget "Final Account” 464.5 548.0 477.0

Non BSC Costs fo date L2365 2365 236.5

Project Management Costs to go 30.0 30.0 3
266.5 266.5 266.5

Total Project Costs i 731.01

Less Agreed Funding 545.0

GAP 1985

Note

1. Haymarket to St Andrew Square a variable item to be closed out in negotiations. The £22.5m is based on our original bottom up assessment. This includes 15% risk allowance and a sum for Siemens Materials now covered elsewhere.

2. Client contingency/risk pot to be refined. Based on Infraco terms and conditions for Phoenix containing no exclusions of clarifications.

3. Project Mgt costs to go assume no future recoveries by CEC Legal, Finance'and Lothian Buses. ; .

This sum to be reviewed and to be subject of a line'by line analysis once project delivery arrangements are confirmed. This figure includes preparation for operations.
4. Minimise Capital Gap for presentational purposes but maximise for TS recovery
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-~ McGrigors

REPORT ON CERTAIN ISSUES
CONCERNING EDINBURGH
TRAM PROJECT - OPTIONS TO
YORK PLACE

2124 June 2011

cotrenhs cﬁ\/ ngﬂf |

net supplied fo el by
cec 1a/0li5

Privileged and confidential = preg.« =
FOISA exempt

McGrigors LLP

141 Bothwell Street

Glasgow G2 7EQ
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1. Introduction / Executive Summary

This report seeks to validate the processes and procedures carried out in the McGrigors reports
(Report on Certain Issues Concernmg Edinburgh Tram Pro;ect Options to York Place Revisions —
16" June 2011; 15" June 2011; & 17" June 2011) and to give a sense check on the figures taken
forward to the Budget Analysis spreadsheet produced by the City of Edinburgh Council (CEC).

This has been a very high level review of those processes and procedures with information taken at
face value. Faithful+Gould has not had access to the contract documents nor had the time to
scrutinise at a molecular level the build up of costs/prices supplied.

The report is split into four areas;

General — an overview of the report

Specific ltems for review — Chapters 3 to 7 as detailed

Other Issues — covers items that were discussed at the various meeting attended

Going Forward — we have included this to take into account items that we see as critical to
the successful conclusion to this project.

e o ¢ o

We would conclude that the approach taken by McGrigors and CEC demonstrates an appropriate
method of identifying the likely heads of liability and there is no indication of any internal conflicts
within the drafting. We also consider the methods used to establish the quantum of those liabilities
suitable and appropriate.

o i SR
R R

2. General

This section reviews the review of the separation issues completed on behalf of CEC by McGrigors
LLP ('McGrigor’). The McGrigor review has considered the sequence of events and impacts in the

~ event of ‘separation’ of the Infraco contract under the terms of the MOV in the event that the
Settlement Agreement ('SA’) is not signed. The McGrigor review then goes on to consider the
senarios of ‘No seftlement agreement but continuing with the Infraco contract’, and ‘No settlement
agreement — termination’ where termination is instigated by tie.

We have not received or reviewed the contract documentation.

Contract

We would expect any review of potential liabilities under a contract to be based on, and commence
with, a review of the relevant contractual provisions. The McGrigor report incorporates a
comprehensive review of the contract, establishing the basis of ‘separation’ in the event that the SA
is not signed by the relevant timescales. The review further considers the provisions relating to
infraco’s entitlement to recover monies under the contract and to establish the scope for the CEC
liabilities.

The report considers the various heads of claim/recovery open to Infraco in the event of separation.
Whilst we cannot comment on the accuracy or validity of the conclusions reached, we consider that
the arguments are logically presented and do not indicate any internal conflicts within the drafting.

Heads of Claim/Recovery
The report considers the potential Infraco recovery under the following broad headmgs
¢ Payments due under the contractual milestone mechanism
e Payments for preliminaries
e Payments for variations (Changes)
» Payments for extensions of time

We consider the approach adopted in this regard to be acceptable, although we cannot comment on
the validity of the conclusions reached.
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Further sections of the report review potential costs arising in connection with the separation
comprising:

e Costs of completing a proportion of the outstanding construction works

o Costs of completing the outstanding design :

* Costs of purchasing trams and tram equipment

» Costs of temporarily mothballing or permanently abandoning the project
Again, these headings appear to address all likely further tie liabilities.

Calculation of Potential Liabilities (From report 13-06-11)

The report discusses the likely level of recovery by Infraco in respect of the identified heads noted
above. The source of and means of calculation of the sums identified under these heads are not
entirely clear [reviewed elsewhere in this document]. We note however, that McGrigor has applied a
varying level of ‘discount’ to sums claimed by Infraco to arrive at a ‘prudent’ assessment of the
potential tie liabilities. The rationale for the level of discount identified is not clear; we also note that
the sums detailed do not always reflect the level of discount proposed.

[Subsequently to this initial review this discount has been removed and the sums clarified.]

The report does not conclude or gather together the overall impact of the various sums assessed

‘and discussed and the full extent of potential liability is not clearly identified. We would therefore

suggest that a liability matrix be incorporated indicating:
o  Current agreed values
o Disputed, outstanding or potential values

The following values against each disputed, outstanding or potential head should then be identified; -
o Tie assessment — best case value
¢ [nfraCo assessment — worst case value
e  The value of payments already made

This will allow the potential net maximum and minimum liabilities to be clearly shown. At present,
given the current development of discussions and presentation by Infraco of claims for
reimbursement, it does not seem possible to identify a likely level of tie liability. An indication of the
possible range of outcomes will however be useful

[McGrigors report did not initially have these comparison spreadsheets attached.
Subsequently these have been provided and validated.]

Conclusion 4
We consider that the approach to the demonstration of the contractual liability is appropriate and that
the likely heads of liability have been identified.

The spreadsheets now give a certain amount of clarity in the liabilities considered in the report. But
for a full understanding of the liabilities one has to factor in those items that are being considered by
Hg Consulting. Although we have discussed the individual figures with Colin Smith (Hg Consulting)
we have not been able to review his report. These headings have been included in the CEC Budget
Analysis spreadsheets.
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3. Section 9 - Extension of Time

The McGrigor report ‘redacted draft’ 17/6/11" page 28 ltem 9.2 1* para states ‘To date, Infraco has
sought the following extensions of time through the formal mechanism under the Infrace contract.”

From the information avallable to Faithfuk-Gould to formulate a comment on the rational approach,
EOTt (INTC 1) was quantified, following adjudication, on the basis of tie letter of 5 November 2009
ref INF CORR 2773. This letter does not make reference to any contractual formal mechanism and
therefore cannot be considered as a contractual document, However as the same approach was
adopted for subsequent adjudication on MUDFA rev 8 / INTC 429, the question would be, is the
method adopted for INTC 1 and INTC 429 applicable to INTC 536 and a claim in respect of the
Depot and associated works? :

The first two EOT claims are based on adjudication decisions so there can be no doubting there
merit. There quantum can be clearly identified and although Infraco attempted {o seek a further
extension to INTC 429, this was rejected by the Adjudicator. We can therefore assume that the value
of these adjudications is as reported with little risk of further exposure.

The EOT claim INTC 536 and Depot works is less clear, as little information has been provided and it
is stated that it has been incorrectly pleaded. The report accepts that infraco are likely to be due a
significant claim and therefore we would agree with the prudent approach of including Infraco figures
of £43.670M and £20.080M.

It should be noted that if the contract progresses to compiletion with Infraco any further extension of
time claims not already notified to date will be included within the completion contract cost to

complete, and no further claims can be perused.

if the contract Separation is instigated there could be further claims. for Extension of time, this has
been allowed for under the Primary Risk ltems.

Financial analysis of Section 9 Is now contained in Section 11 of the McGrigor report.

On balance the assessments used under this heading seem tobe a sensible approach for evaluation
of EOT claims. :

4. Section 10 - Preliminaries

The question posed by the by McGrigors report is what method of calculation should be used to
calculate a claim for additional preliminaries associated with the granting of an extension of time
claim. Two options were explored: ‘ :

*  Time based

« Additional Cost based

Having reviewed the information contained within the report and the commentary of the adjudication

in November 2010 by Lord Dervaird, we are of the opinion that the most likely method of calculation

i:dthat of the Time Based method, It would seem to follow, most closely, the principle set out by the
judication.

We would also agree with the general principle that the Contractor should not be ‘entitled to make a
second, double, recovery.’ for loss & expense over the same period. But he would be entitled to loss
& expense claim for work that he had already procured and had to terminate due to the delay.

Delay caused by inclement weather was an area where recovery of time can be gained against a
delay that does not attract preliminaries. This was felt to have minimal impact when considered in
paraliel with that of the delay caused by the MUDFA delays

Atkins Independent Review to City of Edinburgh Council
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5. Section 12 - Mobilisation Payment

On the matter of recovery of an amount against this payment we first have to consider what would be
standard practice within the industry. JCT Standard Building Contract 2005 (SBCO05) and ECC NEC
3™ Edition make special reference to an Advanced Payment (Clause 4.8 and Option X14
respectively), . whilst Government Accounting only allows for advance payments in exceptional
circumstances. Such as in the 1991 New Roads and Street Works Act (NRSWA). This puts strict
provisions for any advanced payment for Highway Works to Statutory Undertakers.

Advanced Payments are given with the expectation of deriving some benefit to the Employer.
Whether that is a direct reduction in the contract sum, in the case of the NRSWA, or to procure
specialist plant or materials with a high initial spend profiles. It is also industry practice to establish a
mechanism for recovery of this payment through milestone repayments or percentage reductions to
valuations. JCT SBCO5 requires under clause 4.10.2 this repayment to be itemised in the valuation
certificate. These repayment mechanisms are agreed and inserted in to the contract conditions. To
reduce the Employer’s risk of losing the advanced payment a Bond would normally be obtained as
surety.

Although there is mention in the McGrigors report of an understanding between the parties that the
payment amounting to £45.2M being an advanced payments, there does not seem to be any other
evidence that would support this understanding i.e. repayment mechanism, bond. Schedule Part 5
(Milestone Payment Schedule) is also quite clear in dealing with this payment as milestone
payments.

In conclusion, we would agree with McGrigors final paragraph at present the prudent approach
would be to assume that there will be no recovery of the sums paid.

6. Section 15 - Cost of Employing Another Contractor

The process of assessing the potential cost of employing another contractor to complete the works to
St Andrews Square appears to be based on the sums of completing the existing work as per the
schedule of work or Bill of Quantities. The figure allowed of £189.4M only accounts for the direct cost
of employing a new contractor. Other risk items have been included in Section 4 of the CEC Budget
Appraisal spreadsheet. These include bad project risk, system integration risk and exclusion risks
and are commented on below.

Other items that should be considered are: - .
e Materials off site - £16M of materials off site has been paid to the Contractor
already. No reduction to completion cost is apparent. Although it is unlikely that
the full sum would be realised.

» Design warranties — allowance for installed works to be adopted

e Princes Strest ~ are the remedial works included in the works to complete
element and if so, has there been a subsequent counter claim allowed for this
work.

e Design Completion — allowance of £2m is include for the completion of design.
This does not seem to included for the intellectual design of the system by
Siemens. [E10M is included in the ‘Systems Risk’ element that would cover this
item].

e Sub-contractor title claims — there is £20M included in the ‘BSC Settlement
Premium Risk’ to deal with Sub-contractor claims '

e Responsibility and costs for making good defects — there is an allowance of
£22.3M that includes this item

e Responsibility for latent defects — a new contractor will be unwilling to pick up
this risk and unless a clear delineation between different pieces of work can be

. established it will become very difficult to prove who is responsible. This risk will
only become apparent if the defect is picked up during the life time of the
construction project. Otherwise it is more than likely that the CEC will be come
responsible and costs will have to be borne by the CEC’s maintenance budget.

We are satisfied that between the McGrigor report and the Budget Analysis spreadsheet the relevant
heads of liabilities have been covered. )
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7. Section 17 - Costs of putting the Project on Hold

As stated in the Appendix ‘Legal analysis in relation to putting the project on hold’ the costs in
relation to putting the project on hold are dependent upon what is carried out and the extent of the
‘hold’ period.

The following are possible ways to maximisation the existing assets:

* With regards the depot buildings, these could be completed and marketed for sale / lease,
dependant on the hold period. Employment of another contractor to carry out these works
may result in additional cost of providing warranty on works carried out by previous
contractor. Once complete, however the buildings would realise a return on the expenditure
to date.

e The section of track constructed on previous green field land, again dependant on the hold
time and dependant on the terms of any compuisory land purchase agreement could be
utilised as, for example a walkway / cycle track. This would require the removal of any .track
currently in place. The value of the track materials removed will be negligible.

With regards the section between Haymarket and St Andrews Square, the costs will vary dependent
upon what is carried out. Should the hold period be extensive, and as the tracks currently laid require
remedial treatment to bring them up to the tendered specification, the costs to put on hold should be
offset by a claim against Infraco based on the cost to carry out remedial work to bring up to
specification. The basis of this claim against Infraco should start at the full reinstatement cost, for the
Princes Street section, as the works were defective in this area. .

-Allowance-within.-the -McGrigor report and the Budget Analysis spreadsheet include for
demobilisation, reinstatement costs, removal of certain infrastructure, maintenance costs and design
completion. Other considerations that have been included for are compliance with “the Tram Act”. No
allowance for maximising the existing asset has been allowed for. '

We consider that the appropriate headings of liabilities have been included for in the report.
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8. Other Issues

Various meetings were held at the City of Edinburgh Council's (CEC) offices at Waverly Court to
review and discuss the detail in McGrigor's report, supporting information to that report and CEC's
Budget Appraisal spreadsheet.

Some of the issues that were raised and dealt with at those meetings were as follows:

e Third party Agreements ~
o An allowance of £3M had been included for unknown 3™ Party Agreements in the
“Exclusions Risk” item of the CEC spreadsheet.
o A further £9M needed to be added to thss figure for identified 3 Party Agreement
Claims, as identified at the meeting of 20" June 2011.

¢ Pricing Exclusions - these are items that have. been identified as exclusions by the
Contractor should they complete the project. They will therefore be risk item for any
contractor completing the works. These items included costs for disruption caused by for
other events, ordinance, post adoption maintenance of roads and bridges, and storage of
materials. These were also identified in the “Exclusions Risk” allowance. _

» Claims that have not been as yet identified — there is a definite period when the claims
‘begin to dry up’. Thus meaning that if the project was to terminate either amicably or not
further claims would be forthcoming. Additional risk allowances had been made under the
‘Primary Risk’ and ‘Further Risk/Contingency’ items.

¢ Integration of Design ~ this relates to section 6 above and is a significant factor. This is the
ability of Siemens or CAF holding CEC 'to ransom’ should another contractor complete the
works. The CEC would be forced into buying the rights to use the system as in stalled by
Siemens / CAF. An allowance of £10M has been included.

« Putting Project on Hold - this included items such as demobilisation, removal of certain
infrastructure, remedial works, reinstatements costs and design completion costs. An
allowance of £22.3M has been included.

o Bad Press / ‘Tram Factor’ - this item is included for any re-procurement scenario. It is'likely
a future contractor would add a percentage increase to their tenders for the uncertalnty in
working on a project that has now a bad reputation.

« BSC Settlement Premium + Risk — The £80M allowed is broken down into three parts;
payment to Sub Contractors £20M; payment to BBS £50M; and a sum of £10M split between
the two for them to walk away from the project. These sums are very global but are
depended on the parties’ attitudes to settlement.

» Utility Works — this was considered a major concern that further (unknown) utility works will
be required in the Shandwick Place. Allowances to carry out the works have been included
in the ‘Further Risk / Contingencies’ item. To mitigate this risk from any completion contract
we believe that any works to this area should be dealt with by sectional completion and no
date given for site possession but only on successful completion of the utilities works.

9. Settlement Figure Analysis

Having reviewed the Settlement Figure Analysis brief, we would agree with the ‘tactics’ portrayed by
Hg Consulting in bullet points 1 to 8. As stated above (8 Other Issues, bullet point ‘BSC Settlement
Premium + Risk’) the figures quoted are very global and the deciding factor will be on how
aggressive and intransigent the Infraco attitude is to settlement.

On termination of a contract it is normal practice to only to deal with the Main Contractor and
responsibility for the settlement of sub-contracts is the responsibility of the Main Contractor. Any sub-
contract claims are fed through the Main Contractor. We therefore assume that the allowance of
£20M for Sub-contractors is either an allowance to deal with those secondary claims or a legal
obligation as part of the Infraco / tie contract. .
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10.Going Forward

~ Should the project be completed either by the incumbent contractor or a new contractor we would
consider some of the following to be critical for a successful delivery of the project going forward:

¢  Novation agreement with Design Team and Main Contractor to be adjusted - all design risk
with the Main Contractor.
No payment for materials off site.
On site materials only paid where the Main Contractor can prove he has title to the materials.
Activity Payment Schedule to be amended - to make it more flexible.
Any existing underground services work to be carried out either prior to the Main Contractor
gaining possession or transfer the risk for this work to the Main Contractor.
e Possible Sectional handover of site to the Main Contractor - Haymarket to Airport - then
Haymarket to York Place - helps to give more time to organise the on-street works and any
design issues and agreement on remedial works to Princess Street.
e  Withholding notices / mechanism to be issued on defective work - so payment is not made to
Main Contractor.
No advance payments.
o Strict Change Order procedure - agreement before work is carried out.
{ K * A mechanism for informal dispute resolution, with clear stages/levels of hierarchy

The above items are only some of the points that should be part of the negotiation with the Main
Contractor prior to contract agreement. We have not had sight of the original contract but believe these
are areas of contention.
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Edinhurgh Tram Project
Mar Hall Budget Appraisal

Based on Amounts Certified to Infraco on Bih June 2611

Separation
Settlement Continde with infraco to Continue with Infrico to
Agreement {High} Wothball/Cancel Project {High) Mothball/Cancel Project {Low) Re-Procure (High) Re-Procure (Low} Unsuccessful Termination York Place {High} York Place (Low}
MOVS emtered B o i
into on or before MOVS not enterad into MOVS not entered into MOVS not entarad into POV not entersd into
1,7.11, and on or before L.7.11 for ont or before 1.7.11 for on or before 1.7.11 for on or before 1.7.11 for
subseqdently BMOVS not entered into on or before MOVS not entered into on or before reasons associated with raasons assoclated with reasons ﬂkhe( than reas(‘ms ether. than )
becomes 1.7.11 for reasons associated with 1.7.41 for reasons associated with funding: i g4 funding: continue with funding: continue with
itional ding: i termination ding: i inati terminati termination Infraco Contract infraco Contract

Section 1

Mitestanes e

Construction Mil 22.2 20.6 2 )

CAY - Tram Supply Miléstones + to go cost 573} '8 57.3{ 5 57} 5

Maintenance Milestones 0.3 0.3 0.3

S0% 6.2 5.0 5.2

MOVA - Certificate 1 29.1 27.0]

MOV - Certificate 2 12,1 ERY

Certificate No, 43 77 5.2

MOV - Cerficates 34, 8 and C (vet to be certified) 13.0 3.0

Prioritisad Waorks Milestones (excluding prelims) 22.8 22.8

Partislly completad Construction Milestones 57 5.7

Milestones to Date 0.0 176418

BB/S Alrport to Haymarket {under Mo\lslnfracc) - Fixed Lump
BT

CAF Alrport to Haymarket {under MOVSInfraco) - Remaining
5 uoder Fixed Lump Sum

Hayrmatkat to St Andrew Sq (Target Cast}

Section 1 sub totat : 447.9 176.4 167.8 1764 167.8 176.4 176.8 167.8
Section 2 - — i
Ramaining Infrastructure [infraco continuation scenario) 182,71 8 18271 & 2

Naw Contractor to replace Infraca

Section 1 + Section 2 = Infrastructure and Vehicles 447.9 176.4 167.8 . 3758 367.3 359.1 359.1 3508
Section 3

INTC's sgreed in full - work done 53158 1041 7 wal 7 104 7
INTC's sgreed in full - WIP 51EE

INTC's determined thraugh adjudication - work done 4.0] 7 401 7 a0 7
Ty aygreed in principle but disputed qu?ntum 15.81 7 158 7 12.31 7]
j;‘;i’;li;gpme in principle - work done {tc be done in case of woal 7 a7 sl

SO/ Prefims

BA,aEEEQ

Mobilisation

Adedis

vl Consequences

sims e.g. dafects 48| 2 48] 2 A0 2 401 2

a5 0F Profits 0.0 60 0.0 .03

tdament Premium + Risk (Demob ate.) + potentiat

aim iterns 0.0l 2 30.0] 2 3001 2 BGOL 2 s0.01 2
sty of Putting Project on Hold 22.3 1
. - S65.3
Section 1+2+3 Tota] Budget "Final Account” 347.9 a321] | 5895 | | sosa]. |
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Settlement

Separation

Continue with Infraco to

Continue with infraco to

on or before 1.7.11 for

on or before 1.7.11 for

Agreement (High} Mothball/Cancel Projact {High) tothball/Cancel Project (Low) Re-Pracure {High) Re-Procure (Low) Unsuccesstul Termination York Place (High} York Place {Low)
TGS entered ) .
fate on or before MOVS not entered into FAQVS not entered into MOVS not entered inio MOVS not gntered into

on or befors 1.7.11 for

on or before 1L.7.11 for

50% of the Delta High to tow

Hotes
1. Sattlement Agresmant

2. Indizpendent Certifierassessmant

3. Period 2.2011/12 costs to daté 16ss Infrastructure dnd

7. Scurce McGrigors report Continue with Infraco section
sxcludingteminnote 1

8. tie assessmiant (Denpis Murray email 22:06-14) 7

9. Risk s identified at mediation from PPP that could still be
Appsrent with a new contractor,

.11, and

subseqguently MOVS nat entered into on or before FOVS not entered into on or before reasons associated with reasons associated with reasons other than reasons other than

becomes 1.7.11 for reasons associated with 1.7.11 for reasons associated with funding: automatic funding: automatic funding: continue with funding: continug with

unconditional funding: i inati funding: automatic termination termination termination Infraco Contract Infraco Contract
Saction 4
Priniary Risk 106.5 36,91 9] 1066 9 36.4] 9
Bad Project Risk 15% of works 77.5 40.0 0.0 2
Systems Risk in relation to new contractor using existing
imaterlals 10.0 10.0f 2
inflation Risk 25.0 25.01 2
Further Delay 60.0[:10 §0.01°10
Specified & Exclusion Risk 775 715 2 7751 2 775 2
Litigation, Professional Fees 30008 3.0] 8] 4.0[E8]
Section 4 sub total = Risk Related Items 77.5 3.0 3.0 262.1 192.4 8.0 2481 1784
Section 5
Han BSC Costs to date {incl design) 239.0 2390 239.01 °3 239.0 239.0] 3 2390! 3 2339( 3 23%0! 3
Project Management Costs to go 9.0§ 3.0 3.0p5% IS,Gm 18, O@
Site Security and Interim Works 10.0 10.0;
Section S sub total Non BSC to Date + PM costs to go 243.0 2520 252.0 2510 251.0 257.0 2420 257.0
Sections 14+243+4+5 = Total Costs 773.4 687.1 £45.0: 1144,7 1032.9 91011+ 1055.2 9417

679.3
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4.0 Cost Engingering

See extract from Joint Project Forum minutes of 25" January 2012,
item 5.1

5.0 Programme
5.1  Utilities
5.2 Recording, Measurement and Sign off

5.3 Revision 4(c) and CEC Programme (Rev 4c* - CEC revision
Master programme)

6.0 Lothian Buses

7.0 CEC/ Turner & Townsend Blended Team
(See attached Organisational Charts)

7.1 Turner & Townsend Resource
7.2  CEC Resource
8.0 Project Concerns or Threats
8.1  Haymarket to Shandwick — Works Support Programme
9.0 Edinburgh Gateway
10.0 Communications
10.1  Protocol
10.2 Opportunities
10.3 Media Planning
10.4 Open for Business
11.0 AOB

11.1  Date of Next Meeting

Notes: If you have any questions about the agenda or meeting arrangements,
please contact Gavin King, Committee Services, City of Edinburgh Council,
City Chambers, High Street, Edinburgh, EH1 1YJ; @ 0131 529 4239; e-mail
gavin.king@edinburgh.gov.uk
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*€DINBVRGH -

THE CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL

Agenda

Joint Project Forum Meeting

Wednesday 25 April 2012 at 10.30am
in the Chief Executive’s Board Room, Waverley Court, Edinburgh

1.0  Previous Minute 21 March 2012 - submitted for approval as a correct
record (circulated)

2.0 Review of Meetings Structure 12 Months on from Mediation
2.1 Quarterly Principals Meeting — No change

2.2 Joint Project Forum
2.2.1 Attendees

2.2.2 Communications to be taken to fortnightly Control
meetings and Tuesday/Thursday Tram SMT meetings

2:2.3  Meeting in two parts:
Part | — Construction — All
Part I — CEC and Lothian Buses

2.3  Fortnightly Control meetings at Lochside Avenue
- Meeting minute distribution to attendees only
- Tram integration meetings held monthly

2.4 New Turner & Townsend weekly Client Control and Instruction
meetings — standing agenda

Part |

3.0 Key Points of Progress - Verbal reports from Martin Foerder,
- Alfred Brandenburger, Richard Garner and Colin Smith

3.1 Consents and Approvals

3.2  Network Rail

3.3 Scottish Water

3.4  New Ingliston Wayleave

3.5 Haymarket — Network Rail and Scottish Power
3.6  ScotRail

3.7  Edinburgh Airport
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4.0

5.0
6.0
7.0
8.0

9.0

10.0
11.0

13.0

Governance — Project Team Structure, Resourcing and
Behaviours

4.1  Certification, Working Decisions and Agreements
4.2 Decisions / Instructions Awaited

4.3  Certifier's Opinion on Scottish Water/Drainage Detail — pricing
variation assumption

4.4 Cost Engineering “Time Bank” Saving Certificate
Matters Requiring Escalation

Utilitjes

Cost Engineering — Next Review

Programme

8.1 Formation of Rev 5 and 5¢c Programmes
Edinburgh Gateway

9.1 Tram Red Line Boundary
9.2 Access

9.3 Possible requirement for collateral warranty for design work not
contained in Tram Red Line Boundary ‘

Project Threats and Opportunities
AOB

11.1  Date of Next Meeting
11.2 Press Article

Lothian Buses — CEC and Lothian Buses Only

12.1 Get Ready for Operations Meeting / Snagging Update
12.2 Branding

12.3 Operational Agreement

12.4 Access Protocol to depot

AOB
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THE CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL

Note of Meeting

Joint Project Forum
Edinburgh, 21 March 2012

Present:- Sue Bruce (in the Chair), Lucy Adamson (Transport Scotland),
Dave Anderson (CEC), Alfred Brandenburger (Siemens), Alan Coyle (CEC)
lan Craig (Lothian Buses), Vic Emery (CEC), Martin Foerder (Bilfinger
Berger), Richard Garner (CAF), Neil Gibson (Big Partnership), Alastair
Maclean (CEC), Kelly Murphy (CEC), Colin Smith (CEC), David Steele (CAF),
Mark Turley (CEC) and Chris Walton (Lothian Buses)

Also Present:- Gavin King (CEC).

Item Subject Action Owner
No
1 | Previous Minute - 22 February 2012
Decision ‘

To approve the minute of 22 February 2012 as a correct
Record. ,

2 | Consolidate Project Update Highlight Report
- Key Points of Progress

2.1 | Consents and Approvals

Colin Smith outlined progress on the actions agreed at
the previous two meetings:

* The action to provide employment numbers for
the Project was still outstanding.

* Work was ongoing on the OLE poles in
Shandwick Place.

* A meeting had been arranged with the Airport to
discuss locating tram ticketing machines within
the terminal. R

e Forth Ports work had been de-scoped.

| ¢ _The traffic management at Gogar Roundabout
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Joint-Project Forum
21 March 2012

item
No

Subject

Actidn Owner

would be removed at the end of March 2012.

* An access protocol had been agreed with
ScotRail at their depot in Roseburn.

e A media alert circle and incident forum had been
created to improve the project’s reaction time to
major incidents. ' .

2.2

Network Rail

Colin Smith stated that the conveyor belt system
created to process Network Rail approvals was
continuing to work well. The Murrayfield ground
improvements were due to commence, as scheduled, in
early April 2012. Network Rail had signed off the work
packages and had waived the 21 days cooling off
period.

The subsidence in the railway track at Murrayfield was
due to be re-aligned on 22 March 2012. Network Rail
could have imposed a speed restriction due to the
movement and the slight twisting of the track but they
had not done so. They were acting in an open manner,
willingly sharing information. Martin Foerder added that
BBS had offered to undertake hand tamping prior to the
arrival of the tamping machine but Network Rail did not
feel this was necessary. '

23

CEC Approvals

Colin Smith confirmed that CEC approvals had almost
been completed. The installation of the setts and the’
problem of differing messages arising from the Council
had been discussed. Following discussions between
Mark Turley and Colin Smith, it had been agreed that
an internal forum would be established to ensure that
the Council spoke with one voice.

2.4

Scoftish Water

Colin Smith explained that the drainage/ Scottish Water
manholes issue had been problematic since May/June
2011. The issue had developed to the point that there
were 33 manholes where Scottish Water asked for
different designs to be formulated for their use. This had
been treated as a Project wide issue. Following a
meeting between the Council, Infraco and Turner and
Townsend, 30 design solutions had been identified but
there were still 3 manholes where a design solution had
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Joint Project Forum
21 March 2012

Item
No

Subject |

Action Owner

not been found and a derogation or relaxation was
required. Solutions for the 3 outstanding manholes were
currently being investigated by Transport Scotland and
Turner and Townsend. Colin Smith stressed that there
had never been a dispute between the parties and
Alastair Maclean added that the process had been
about working together to solve a common project
problem.

Martin Foerder reiterated that all parties had worked
jointly to resolve the issue. However, BBS were
concerned with the approach taken by Turner and
Townsend which did not seem to be in the spirit of the
settlement agreement. Turner and Townsend had
challenged BBS contractually and had used the term
dispute in regard to the issue. BBS did not see this as a
dispute and would continue to co-operate with all
parties. BBS's relationship with Turner and Townsend
was generally good but their approach on the drainage/
Scottish Water manholes issue was not appreciated.
Sue Bruce added that it was important that the good
relationship continued and this would be re-affirmed to
Turner and Townsend.

Decision

1) That Colin Bruce meet wfth Alfred Brandenburger
and Martin Foerder to discuss any relationship
issues with Turner and Townsend.

2) That following the discussion with BBS, Colin
Smith would discuss with Turner and Townsend
the relationship approach to be undertaken with
BBS and CAF.

Colin Smith,
Alfred
Brandenburger,
Martin Foerder

Colin Smith

2.5

New Ingilston Wayleave

The wayleave between New Ingilston limited and SGN
had still not been agreed. Following the impasse Colin
Smith had become involved to assist in rectifying the
issue. Discussions were at an advanced stage but if an
agreement was not reached by Monday 26 March 2012,
a meeting had been arranged in the Chief Executive’s
Board Room to bring the matter to a close. Alastair
Maclean added that it was important to ensure that any
future issues were resolved promptly and this should be
built into the discussions with Turner and Townsend.
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2.6

Haymarket — Network Rail and Scottish Power

Colin Smith advised that considerable progress had
been made on the wayleave. Agreement was expected
to be reached in the near future.

2.7

ScotRail

Colin Smith explained that the newly implemented
protocol for the ScotRail depot in Rosebum was
working well.

One of the three manholes that required derogation was
located at the ScotRail depot and any access would
have to be agreed with ScotRail.

Governance - Project Team Structures and
Behaviours ' '

Sue Bruce highlighted the achievements of the last year
since mediation. The improved relationship was a key
factor in what had been achieved. There had been
occasions where Turner and Townsend’s approach had
caused some tension and further discussions would be
held with Turner and Townsend to clarify that the
Council expected the Project to continue in the spirit of
the settlement agreement.

3.1

Certification, Working Decisions and Agreements

Colin Smith noted that there were no issues with
certification, all working decisions had been cleared and
there were no outstanding agreements.

3.2

Decisions/Instructions Awaited

A good example of the co-operation and the spirit the
Project was conducted was in regard to the cabling to
the bus tracker machines. This could have become a
difference of opinion to whether it was a utility and
solicitors could have been instructed. However,
because of the co-operation and close working between
the parties it was resolved amicably.

Utilities

McNicholas had cleared utilities in Shandwick Place
and St Andrew Square and were currently clearing
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utilities in South St Andrew Street. Once completed
they had been handed over to Infraco who would allow
McNicholas back in to resolve any stray utility issues.
Decision

To note the update.

Cost Engineering instructions

Colin Smith confirmed that all of the cost engineering
instructions had been issued. There was 22 weeks of
banked time but it should be noted that some of this
time would be used on utility clearance and on areas
such as the Scottish Water/drainage manhole issue.
The Project team would continue to look for further cost
engineering initiatives in line with the suggestion made
by Dr Keysberg at the previous meeting.

Decision

To note the update.

Programme

6.1

Review of Programme and Rev 5 Review and
Discussions

Colin Smith noted that any review of the programme
always recognised that Rev 4 was the contractual
programme and was not changing. Rev 4c¢ though had
developed as a result of the cost engineering initiatives
and there was a wish to create a Rev 5 programme to
take account of all the issues and provide an accurate
plan with regard to current progress. Discussions had
begun on the review and there had been close co-
operation between Turner and Townsend, BBS and the
Council. There was now a need to obtain and assess
the information on the testing and commissioning work
to inform the programme in that area. Richard Garner
agreed that CAF would provide this information. Colin
Smith explained that once the Rev 5 programme had
begun to take shape, Lothian Buses would be asked to
feed into the process. lan Craig added that the sooner
the information was available Lothian Buses could
ensure that resources were in place.
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Decision

1) To note that Richard Garner would provide
information on the testing and commissioning
work to inform the review of the programme.

2) To agree that a planning and programming
meeting should take place on Wednesday 28
March 2012 and that Gavin King should attend.

Richard Garner

Colin Smith/Gavin
King

6.2

Partial Princes Street Handback

Alfred Brandenburger advised that there would be cable
pulling to be undertaken following the completion of the
remedial concrete works on Princes Street. This would

be time consuming but would not involve as many staff.

Sue Bruce highlighted the importance of ensuring that
the public understood the nature of the work being
undertaken on Princes Street. This would avoid the
perception that a reduced number of staff working
meant there was no progress being made.

Martin Foerder advised there remained a number of
jobs to be completed in Princes Street but they were
confident about finishing in June 2012. It was essential
though that everything was signed off properly to avoid
instances like Scottish Water wishing to revisit the
manhole on Princes Street. Sue Bruce enquired
whether the site boundary could be reduced when the

cable pulling work was being undertaken. Alfred

Brandenburger agreed to investigate this.
Decision
To investigate whether the site boundary on Princes /

Street could be reduced following the completion of the
remedial works.

Martin
Foerder/Alfred
Brandenburger

Matters Requiring Escalation
Decision

To note that all parties had confirmed that there were
no matters requiring escalation.
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Colin Smith advised of three main strands of current .
threats which were reputation, logistics and the
corporate position.

Health and safety was the main threat in regard to the
corporate position. There had been a number of
incidents across a range of sub-contractors. Turner and
Townsend had been instructed to commence a ‘think
before you act’ initiative to improve health and safety on
the Project. A health and safety workshop was being
organised involving all parties, and including a keynote
speaker, which aimed to improve the health and safety
culture and instil good practice and to raise the level
above the “bar” required by legislation. Sue Bruce
agreed that the initiative was necessary as it was
essential that those heading the Project took steps to
improve the health and safety culture.

Colin Smith advised that legacy issues from tie were the
principal threat in regard to logistics. Issues had also
arisen at the Airport in regard to the canopy and the
kiosk. The kiosk had been removed as part of the cost
engineering exercise and a discussion would be held
with Turner and Townsend to clarify the Project costs
and the scope of work the Airport would be undertaking.

The final strand was the reputational damage that the
Baird Drive soil issue could cause. Martin Foerder
advised that BB had been ciosely working with the
Client’s communications team and that the issue had
been blown out of proportion. There was no threat to
public health or the environment and BB had fulfilled
their duty of care and taken all appropriate steps. They
were disappointed with the reaction of Neil F indlay MSP
but he had been invited to the site to see the actual
situation for himself. Sue Bruce added that it would be
important to make as big a media play when the record
had been set straight.

Neil Gibson advised that the Daily Record were
continuing to ask questions and the only way to bring
the story to a close was to reach a resolution. It would
also be helpful if the senior management of SEPA could
be spoken to about how they handled the issue.

Richard Garner confirmed there were ho current threats
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to the testing and commissioning work or depot
handover and steady progress was being made.

Sue Bruce stated that the depot provided an excellent
opportunity to accommodate high profile visits, such as
the Edinburgh Business Forum, and improve the profile
of the Project. lan Craig advised that a depot visit
protocol was being discussed at control meetings to
ensure that depot visits were resourced properly and
the best possible image was portrayed.

Decision

1) To discuss with Turner énd Townsend the scope
of works at the Airport.

2) To discuss the soil issue at Baird Drive with the
senior management of SEPA and how it could
have been handled better.

Colin Smith

Sue Bruce

Edinburgh Gateway

Access — Red Line Boundary and Collateral
Warranty

Colin Smith advised that there was positive news with
the Edinburgh Gateway with the slope option having
been instructed. However, there was a need to clarify
the red and blue line boundaries and investigate
whether any collateral warranties should be handed
over to Transport Scotland. These issues would be
discussed further with Transport Scotland.

Decision

To note the update.

10
10.1

Communications

Strategy

Kelly Murphy confirmed that a communication strategy
for the next 12 months was being developed. A set of
key milestones had been identified, and a set of key
messages were being developed, and these would be
brought back to the Communications Control meeting.
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10.2 | Communications Control Meeting and Media Alert
Circle/incident Forum

The Communications Control meeting, media alert
circle and incident forum had proved very useful. Co-
operation between all parties had been improved and
should result in an improvement in any communications
reaction to any incidents. ‘

10.3 | Stakeholders Support

The West End Focus Group had met and there seemed
to be goodwill within the members to be involved. The
Tram Information Centre in Shandwick Place would
also improve communication with stakeholders in the
West End. A focus group and stakeholder support
would be replicated in the east end, in particular when
the York Place works had begun.

Dave Anderson advised that a series of events were
being explored but with the proviso that they did not
have any impact on the construction works.

Sue Bruce stated that it was important to ensure that
signage in the City was aimed at the appropriate level
of visitors including the elderly and tourists. Mark Turley
agreed to investigate this issue.

Decision
To examine whether the signage in the City was aimed

at the appropriate level of visitors in the City including -
the elderly and tourists =

Mark Turley -

11 | Lothian Buses

11.1 | Snagging

Colin Smith confirmed that the Council would continue
to act as the gatekeeper for snagging issues at the
depot. lan Craig thanked the Council’s Project Team for
their efforts and confirmed that the snagging issues
were now being cleared.

Decision

To note the update.
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11.2 | Operational Requirements

Colin Smith advised that preliminary discussions had
taken place with Lothian Buses and they were on
course for the handover of the depot.

Decision

To note the Update.

10
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Client Instruction and Control Meeting

Edinburgh, 30 April 2012

Attendees:

Colin Smith (chair)  The City of Edinburgh Council csmith@ hg-group.co.uk

Bob McCafferty The City of Ediniayirgh Council  Bob McCafferty@edinburgh.gov,uk
Ed Foster The City of Edinburgh Council edward foster@edinburgh.gov.uk
Clive Arbuckle The City of Edinburgh Council Clive. Arbuckle@edinburgh.gov.uk
Sami Watt The City of Edinburgh Gouncil Samantha. Watt@edinburgh.gov.uk

Dominic Murphy Transport Scotland Dominic. Murphy@transportscotiand.gsi.gov.uk
Gavin King The City of Edinburgh Council Gavin.king@edinburgh.gov.uk

Julian Weatherley Turner and Townsend Julian. Weatherley@turntown.co.uk

Rob Leech Turner and Townsend Rob.Leech@turntown.co.uk

Gary Easton Turner and Townsend Gary.easton@turntown.co.uk

Shirley Mushet Turner and Townsend Shirley. Mushet@turntown.co.uk

1 Introduction

Colin Smith welcomed attendees to the Client Instruction and Control Meeting in its
new format.

Health and Safety

Julian Weatherley explained that a discussion had taken place earlier today
involving himself, Sue Bruce, Colin Smith and Kenny Cameron (Managing Director
of McNicholas). Discussion covered health and safety issues and in particular, the
issues that had resulted in the suspension of deep excavation works. Both
McNicholas and Turner and Townsend had identified that it was necessary to
suspend the deep excavation works and approximately ten actions had been
agreed that should be implemented and cascaded to project staff. It was agreed

~ that a joint briefing paper would be would be issued to Colin Smith, signed by

Kenny Cameron and Julian Weatherley by the end of the day. A full report would
follow in the near future.

Julian Weatherley advised that the ‘Think before you act’ initiative had been
scheduled for 10 May 2012 with Vic Emery chairing the event. Colin Smith
emphasised the importance of providing all parties with the reason for change and
the reason for reviewing health and safety;-whi i i

theirfailings. Colin Smith also requested that there be a 30-60 minute session prior
to the event where the format for opening and closing questions could be agreed.

Decision

1) To note that an interim joint briefing paper signed by Kenny Cameron and /
Julian Weatherley, on the issues and corresponding actions necessary for
McNicholas to re-commence deep excavation works, would be issued to
Colin Smith by the end of 30 April 2012.
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2) To have a 30-60 minute session prior to the ‘Think before you act’ ihitiati\'/e
scheduled for 10 May 2012 which agreed the format for opening and closing
questions.

3 Presentation and Request of Change Control Sign Off

3.1  TNC611 - Floating Track Slabs
This had been discussed previously at the meeting on 23 April 2012. It was
confirmed that noise and vibration would only occur at limited locations and no
issue was expected over the noise the tram made.

APPROVED and Signed

3.2 TNC534 - Scottish Power Insurance Ducts
This was in regard to the provision of Scottish Power insurance ducts to fulfil tie's
agreement with Scottish Power. The possibility of betterment was investigated and
could not be captured but Scottish Power would be asked for a contribution through
the third party agreement process.

APPROVED and Signed

3.3 TNC594 B - Edinburgh Gateway Works — Slope Option Design
This took into account the clearance between the track and sewer.

- APPROVED and Signed

3.4 TNC 618 - Gogar Depot 1800mm Diameter Manhole

This change was for an extension to a discharge pipe into the centre of a manhole.
it was expected to cost approximately £600-700.

APPROVED and Signed
3.5 TNC619 — Omission of Track Wielding Equipment

It had been confirmed that if track wielding was required, a specialist sub-contractor , 8
should be employed by the operator rather than this activity being provided in-
house. ; ;

APPROVED and Signed

3.6 Potential Future Changes

Aecom Bob McCafferty confirmed that CEC did not have a contract
: with Aecom and suggested that Turner and Townsend make
Aecom a nominated tenderer. Rob Leech confirmed that this
had taken place.

2
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Setts Specification Bob McCafferty confirmed that SikaPave was a material that
was used by the Roads section in CEC-and-it-was
recommended-that-this-be-used. Bob McCafferty would provide
details-information relating to ef-the standard-tests-experience
that Roads earried-out-onhave with setts using SikaPave.

Non-Setts Area It had been agreed that in York Place the delineation from the
tram would be using grey concrete. Originally Prisma
thermoplastic setts were to be used at Haymarket. It was
agreed that this should be revisited and investigate whether
imprinted concrete could be utilised. Gary Easton agreed to
provide costs for the options and Rob Leech agreed to come
back at the next meeting with a recommendation.

Substation/York Place A potential issue had arisen over the area available to enter the
NCP car park at the St James Centre. After a site visit it was
suggested that a temporary substation could be located in the
bus station. This would negate the need to build a new
substation and demolish the toilet block. Other locations were
also being explored for the temporary substation. Irrespective
of the solution for the toilet block/substation issue, if agreed,
ducting works were scheduled to commence on 14 May 2012.
Rob Leech explained that if the duct works were completed by
the end of August it provided six weeks before Infraco were

o due to commence works. If works went well there was a
possibility of brining this forward to July but that was not
guaranteed. Colin Smith added that there were discussions
with Infraco to enable the works.in York Place to be completed
earlier. This would result in the closure of York Place while the
plug in Princes Street was still closed which was a big decision
for the City to make. Bob McCafferty agreed that ducting works
should commence on 14 May 2012.

Overhead Line Masts Siemens had undertaken an exercise, testing a viable solution
| which would cost approximately £2000-3000.
Decision

1) That Gary Easton provides costs for the delineation options in the non-sett ..
areas.

2) That Rob Leech brings to the next meeting a recommendatlon on materials
to be used for the non-sett areas.

3) To agree to commence ducting works in the vicinity of York Place on 14 May
2012. ,
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Review of T&T Sub Project Meetings and Request for Instruction
or Client Decision |

Colin Smith enquired whether minutes were taken of the T&T sub-meetings and if
so could they be provided to the client team. Julian Weatherley confirmed the
meetings were minuted and he would circulate them at future meetings.

Rob Leech advised that a site visit had been made to Princes Street on Friday 27

April 2012 to identify the state that Princes Street should be handed back in. It was

agreed that the drawings reflected the desired state accurately. For the tram stop it

was suggested that the tram only area, with the granite setts, should be atramonly
area from handover rather than from the commencement of the tram service. This jf‘;'
would protect the setts from heavy traffic. In regard to the tram stop furniture it was
agreed to have a significant amount installed, with a list being provided for items
that should not be installed. Bob McCafferty added that these issues would be
discussed at the CEC Tram Briefing meeting on 1 May 2012. Rob Leech stated
that he expected Infraco to insist on a handover being agreed for Princes Street
which limited their liability for any defects. Colin Smith added that Andy Conway
would have returned to work for any handover and he would ensure that the street
was handed over in the appropriate condition. Councillors had been advised that
Princes Street would only be returned when it was ready and that there would be
further localised traffic management for the installation of wires.

4

4

lan Craig at the previous tram briefing meeting had indicated his concern over
TVMs and the progress with their integration and installation. Rob Leech advised
that he was also concerned and Siemens had recently writien requesting further
information. Colin Smith confirmed that this was being dealt with by Lothian Buses
but the request from Siemens should be sent to Alan Coyle.

Decision

1) That Turner and Townsend would provide their sub-meeting minutes to
future meetings.

2) That Turner and Townsend should send the request from Siemens on TVMs /
to Alan Coyle. ‘

Review of CEC Control Meetings and Request for Instruction or
Client Decision

Colin Smith identified issues from the CEC control meetings for discussion.

Gary Easton highlighted that the Siemens costs incurred from the delay in the
decision of the route had to be clarlﬁed

Shirley Mushet advised that there were a range of issues in the vicinity of Verity -
House. The access for Verity House which was part of the third party agreement
with Verity House, had still not been delivered. The road would need widening and
was not correct as a result of Network Rail erecting their fence in the wrong

4
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position. Co‘hn Smith advised that the Project should undertake the work necessary
to satisfy Verity House and fulfil the terms of the third party agreement. Network
Rail should be advised of this position and told when this work would be
undertaken. Shirley Mushet identified that there was an issue with Overhead line
masts interfering with fence posts at the bottom of Haymarket Yards. Gary Easton
confirmed that the re-design work would be an additional cost but the construction
costs would not change. The third issue was that BBS were seeking a variance for
an encroachment of OLE poles on the LOD.  Turner and Townsend had responded
that the fence had been there a significant amount of time and thus a variance was
not justified. !

-

Decision
1) That Julian Weatherley would further progress the Roseburn Delta issue. [ \/

2) That Rob Leech would provide a copy of the handover packs for the ‘/
measurement of drainage excavations.

3) Gary Easton to produce a llst of items that need to be cleared and sent to ‘/'

copy to Mark Mnlter

4) To inform Network Rail that work would be commencing on the road
providing access to Verity House, with the relevant timescales.

Utilities Management

Colin Smnth requested that the two issues W|th Scottish Water were closed out,

i : he-was including noting responsibility for /
the first mcudent Rob Leech stated that he had met with Stephen Downie of
Scottish Water today and agreed a procedure that could be implemented across the
Project. The details for this procedure would be provided in the near future.

York Place
York Place had been discussed earlier in the meeting. \/

AOB

Agreement was given for the Planning and Programming minute from 28 March /
2012 to be circulated.

Rob Leech advised that McNicholas had struck a gas main plpe in West Ma:tland
Street. There appeared to be no major consequences or parties affected but a
further update would be provided as soon as possible.

Bob McCafferty enquired whether the 3 May 2012 water outage was still going
ahead in light of the information that ‘squeezing’ the network was now permitted.
Rob Leech explained that the sheltered housing providers had been informed of the
water outage and would be provided with bottled water. It had not been identified

5
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whether a squeeze was technically possible in that circumstance. Due to the A
agreement of the sheltered housing providers and the mitigation in place it was
deemed preferable not to change the agreed procedure. \/

Bob McCafferty advised that there-was-an-upcoming-tender due to the Council’s
Standing Orders on contracts, the Leith works tender for circa £2.5m and-due-te-the

Couneils-Standing-Orders-on-contracts-this-would be required to be opened by a /

Councillor and potentially accepted by a Council committee. Gavin King advised
Rob Leech to contact him when a councillor was required for the opening of the
tenders.

Shirley Mushet advised that Network Rail wished to survey the area where there

had been movement of 9mm in the overhead lines due to piling works in the area. %
This survey was expected to be completed by tomorrow night. Once the survey was |
complete it was proposed that a push-pilerhydraulic piling rig would be used under g
monitoring. There had been also been damage to a ScotRail building and the push l
piler-hydraulic piling rig was expected to avoid further damage. Colin Smith added *
that the relationship with ScotRail required to continue to be nursedcarefully «

managed.

Decision

1) That Gavin King circulates the Planning and Programming minfite of 28
March 2012.

2) That Rob Leech would contact Gavin King when the tenders were required to
be opened.
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Edinburgh, 17 April 2012
Attendees:
Sue Bruce (Chair) The City of Edinburgh Council sue.b inburah.gov.uk
Colin Smith The City of Edinburgh Council csmith@ha-group.co.uk
Dave Anderson The City of Edinburgh Council Dave.anderson@edinburgh.gov.uk
Alan Coyle The City of Edinburgh Council  alan.covle inburgh. gov.uk
Bob McCafferty The City of Edinburgh Council Bob McCafferty@edinburah.gov.uk
Kelly Murphy The City of Edinburgh Council kelly. murphy@edinburgh.gov.uk
Allan Buchan Big Partnership i

Ainslie McLaughlin  Transport Scotland

ACTION NOTE

ITEM ACTION

DEADLINE

1 PREVIOUS MINUTE 3 APRIL 2012 AND ACTIONS
FROM PREVIOUS MEETING

Decision

To approve the minute of 3 April 2012 as a correct
record.

2 CONSTRUCTION UPDATE (INCLUDING ROAD
REPORT)

Bob McCafferty gave a construction update
highlighting the following areas:

SGN works at New Ingilston Limited (NIL) were
now underway.

Track was being laid between Ingilston Park and
Ride and the Airport.

Construction was underway at South Gyle
Broadway.

The civil engineering work was nearly
completed for the tram stop at Saughton.

Work was scheduled to have commenced :
yesterday in the Murrayfield corridor but this had
not yet been confirmed.

McNicholas had taken partial control of sites
where drainage work was underway.

The track had been completed in Princes Street
but the installation of setts, street lighting and
the cable pulling still had to be completed. BBS

- now had less staff on-site.

Sue Bruce enquired whether the site boundary could
be reduced on Princes Street. Colin Smith advised that

CEC02083829_0051



Tram Briefing Meeting
17 April 2012

A0 COTEMe

ACTION  DEADLINE
OWNER

this had been discussed with BBS previously and they
“had no objections. The boundary would not be reduced
enough to allow vehicular traffic but could provide an
increased area for pedestrians. Sue Bruce stated that
signage should be increased on Princes Street to
inform the public what work was currently being
undertaken and why that involved less a smaller site
presence in terms of personnel.

At a recent Business Forum traders had indicated that
there seemed to be little work going on in the West
End but there were large excavations. Colin Smith
confirmed that these were to do with the Scottish
Water manholes. Kelly Murphy added that it would be
useful if Colin Smith attended the next West End
Committee to provide project information.

Decision

1) To discuss with BBS whether the site boundary
in Princes Street could be reduced.

2) To increase the signage in Princes Street to
take into account the next phase of works.

3) That Colin Smith attends the West End
Committee on 24 April 2012.

Colin Smith

Kelly Murphy

Colin Smith

SRO’S REPORT

Colin Smith gave an update on the recent meeting
between Sue Bruce, Colin Smith, Martin Foerder and
Alfred Brandenburger.

¢ It had been agreed that Joint Project Forum

"~ rheetings would structure their agenda to aliow
BBS and CAF to leave the meeting and not sit
through discussion on operational issues such
as those involving Lothian Buses.

e All parties agreed that the incident Forum and
the Media Circle was working well and it was
made clear to BBS that CEC and Transport
Scotland would inform BBS of communications
but would retain sole ownership of content and
timing. As a result the staff newsletter would be
re-introduced.

e BBS had affirmed their commitment to bringing
forward the commencement of the York Place
WOrks.

2
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BBS had re-affirmed their commitment to the
‘Think before you act initiative’.

BBS had agreed that the ‘best placed party’
should complete the Scottish Water drainage
works. A further meeting would take place with
Scottish Water to identify who would be
undertaking the work.

Figures were again requested detailing the
contribution of the Tram Project towards
employment in Scotland. This would be
provided to the Scottish Government.

BBS were generally content with Turner and
Townsend’s approach and behaviour except for
a few incidents.

There had been a difference in opinion on
drainage which had resulted in papers being
exchanged by BBS and Turner and Townsend.
Colin Smith would provide an opinion on this
issue at the end of the week.

Colin Smith provided an update on the Project
highlighting the following:

A decision from SEPA on the Baird Drive soil
issue had not yet been issued. A decision was
not expected until. 27 April 2012.

Apple was due to provide a proposal on access
for their development of a store in Princes
Street.

BAA had confirmed that they were satisfied with
the Third Party Interface process. This approach
would be repeated with all Third Party
Arrangements.

Colin Smith would liaise with the proposed
Turner and Townsend speaker for the ‘Think

. before you act’ initiative. An agenda and a list of

proposed attendees would be provided to the
Tram Briefing meeting on Thursday 19 April
2012.

The traffic management at the Airport had been
removed for the Easter holiday period but would
be re-introduced shortly.

Transport Scotland were undertaking work to
ensure that the collateral warranties, as
required, and boundary at the Edmburgh
Gateway were agreed.

The programme dates for works on the
Edinburgh Gateway would be clarified when the

3
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Rev 5 programme was completed. The
projected costs of the Edinburgh Gateway were
£4.8m.

o Discussions had taken place with Marshall
Poulton, Bob McCafferty and Andy Conway on
the impact of traffic management at York Place.
Planning permission for the tramstop at York
Place would be considered at the Development
Management Sub-Committee on 18 April 2012.
Bob McCafferty confirmed that this would
require a variation of the TRO and further
consultation would have to be carried out.

e The blended team was scheduled to be
operational by 1 June 2012 but it was hoped
that this could be brought forward to mid May.

& e Planing material would now not be taken to a

s disposal site. A proforma document had been
created to ensure there was a clear record of
what happened with materials.

Decision

1) To provide a draft agenda and list of attendees  Colin Smith
for the ‘Think before you act’ initiative.

2) That Colin Smith and Bob McCafferty discuss  Colin

the necessary actions needed to vary the Tram  Smith/Bob
TRO. ‘ McCafferty

4 -OPERATIONS UPDATE

Alan Coyle stated that progress with the Mudfa
(. investigation would be reported on Tuesday 24 April
‘ 2012. Sue Bruce requested a side meeting on the
detail of the investigation.

No changes had been approved at the Change Control
meeting on 16 April 2012.

- Alan Coyle had met with financial modellers and
offered assistance from CEC to hasten the process.

Alan Coyle tabled a proposed letter and briefing note to
West End businesses affected by the tram works,
which outlined their rights regarding non-domestic
rates. Dave Anderson added that a copy should be
sent to the Federation of Small Businesses and
Graham Birse should be contacted to provide support if
necessary. Ainslie McLaughlin advised that the Tram

4
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Hardship Scheme was discretionary rather than a right
so should be removed from this briefing note.
Decision
1) To send a copy of the rates relief pack to the o R
Federation of Small Businesses and to contact Kelly Murphy
Graham Birse (Chamber of Commerce) to
provide support if necessary.
2) To remove the Tram Hardship Scheme from the Alan Coyle

briefing note.

COMMUNICATIONS UPDATE

Kelly Murphy advised that a number of tram
information signs in the West End had been
vandalised. This had resulted in the removal of a
number of signs, including the new sign at Haymarket,
due to the extensive damage. Sue Bruce added that
this should be reported to the next meeting of the All
Party Oversight Group and concern should be
expressed to the West End Forum.

Councillor Mowat had recently raised a number of
issues from a constituent in the West End. They
referred to increased traffic due to the traffic diversions
~ and in particular taxis and the safety implications.

Kelly Murphy stated that there had been a press
enquiry on the appointment of a new HR manager by
Lothian Buses which may result in an article being
published in the near future.

The West End Committee was set to meet next week.
The first general meeting with traders in the east end
was scheduled to take place on 2 May 2012. There
was significant concern over the upcoming works in
York Place and Kelly Murphy would liaise with Colin
Smith on these works.

Sue Bruce explained that a significant amount of -
resources had been provided to businesses affected
by the tram works. However, fewer resources had
been directed at residential areas such as Saughton
and Balgreen. It was suggested information on health
and safety could be provided to schools that were
close to the track. Kelly Murphy added that there was
ongoing work being undertaken by the Roads Section

5
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of the Council on tram health and safety. Dave
Anderson advised that there had been work previously
undertaken with primary school children that could be
explored.

Dave Anderson reported that there had been
comments at the Tram Business Forum that the
Council by concentrating on businesses in the West
End had neglected to promote the image of the city
overall. They argued that the Council needed to
promote the city as a place to shop and to promote the
benefits of the tram. Kelly Murphy supported this
approach and stated that the promotion of the city and
the economy should be accompanied by good news
stories in the same vein as the completion of the depot.

There had also been enquiries at the Forum whether
Princes Street could be utilised for a weekend event,
once the works had been completed but prior to buses
returning. Another suggestion was the reinstatement of
a bus stop to the top of Leith Walk to assist businesses
in the St James Centre. Sue Bruce said that the Roads
Report provided an opportunity to outline investment
support alongside road works. Kelly Murphy confirmed
that she had asked Chris Wilson (CEC ‘
Communications) to investigate the possibility of
adding this and she would enquire about progress.

Allan Buchan added that the Communications Strategy
aimed change the team’s approach to pro-active rather
than re-active and this would help in promoting the city
and the tram. The key messages workshop was an
integral part of the Strategy but had been postponed a
number of times due to staff withdrawals.

Decision

1) To report on the vandalised tram information Kelly Murphy
signs at the All Party Oversight Group and the
West End Forum.

2) To enquire whether there was CCTV footage of Kelly Murphy
the new sign at Haymarket being vandalised.

3) To discuss with Marshall Poulton the issues Bob ,
raised by Councillor Mowat on taxis. McCafferty
6
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4) To investigate previous work undertaken for Kelly Murphy
residents and children in regard to health and v
safety and the tram.

5) To explore methods of engaging with families in  Kelly Murphy
residential areas along the tram route.

6) To enquire on the progress with adding Kelly Murphy
investment figures to the Roads Report.

7) To provide a draft answer to the Chief Bob
Executive on the issues raised in Counciilor McCafferty
Mowat’'s email.

BRANDING STRATEGY

Alan Coyle showed a presentation on a proposed

branding strategy from Lothian Buses.

Decision

1) To provide a detailed explanation of the Alan Coyle
branding strategy to the Chief Executive at a '
future date.

2) To present the branding strategy to the Joint Alan Coyle

Project Forum on 28 April 2012.

4

DATE OF NEXT MEETING

Client Meeting — 19 April 2012 at 8am in the Chief
Executive’'s Board Room

Turner and Townsend Meeting — 26 April 2012 at 8am
in the Dunedin Room, City Chambers

CEC02083829_0057
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Edinburgh
Trams

Minutes of Meeting

Integration Meeting
Friday 30 March, 1000hrs, Gogar Depot

Attendees:

Alan Coyle (AC) lan Craig (IC)

Colin Smith (CS) Bill Devlin (WD)

Clive Arbuckle (CA) Julie Smith (JS)

Kelly Murphy (KM) Liz Parkes (LP)

Paula Hoogerbrugge (PH) John White (JW)
John Parker (JP) Norman Strachan (NJS)
Apologies:

Martyn Ayres (MA) Bill Campbell (WWC])
Eddie Inglies (El)

1. . | Introductions

AC welcomed everyone to the meeting and asked that each person
round the table introduce themselves.

2. Health and Safety

AC asked IC to provide a high level update on heaith and safety at the
depot. IC begun by noting that health and safety was reviewed
weekly at the tram management meeting. He also pointed out that
given the difference in the safety requirements between buses and
trams, the directors had made it a priority to review all the safety policy
and procedures.

IC confirmed that the Lothian Buses board has been fully engaged and
at a special board meeting in January the board had signed off the
Safety Management System, the Safety Policy and the Safety Audit
Policy. He noted that April board meeting will be held in the depot
with a presentation from John Dolan {the ICP).

IC outlined the recent near miss incident which took place at the
depot, where a contractor with a cherry picker was working at height
without the relevant work permits or any isolation. One of the first
actions fo come out of this was to tighten up control of access to the
depot; IC noted that this was not intended to cause exclusion to the
project partners but to ensure that ETL's responsibility of managing the
depot facility was handled in a controlled and safe way.

CEC02083829_0058



AC praised this action and added that there is a strive for continuous
improvement of the safety culture across the project.

LP provided the group with an update on the safety preparation
gearing up for the extension of the mini test track; this includes the road
safety audit for Gogar Castle Junction, the introduction of SCADA and
the further training of the controllers and operators.

CS offered his sUppon‘ with the road safety audit and ensuring that the
requirements are progressed speedily.

CS provided comfort that the handover certificates would not be
issued to the consortium unless ETL were satisfied with the provisions in
place.

AC noted that T&T were organising an all party seminar called "think
before you dig" dand invited representatives from ETL to attend.

Snagging and Defects

JW provided an update on the snagging and defects work taking
place. He noted that there had been ¢ lot of activity taking place and
T&T had updated the snagging list. There are currently 11 outstanding
snags, 10 to be completed within the next two weeks and 12 that are
being monitored. Many of the outstanding snags are weather
dependent such as landscaping and painting.

CS reiterated that without the full agreement of ETL the handover
certificate would not be issued.

Demarcation of Site

CS provided the background on the visual prizes that were envisaged
at the Mar Hall mediation; this including the redline boundary of the
depot building and yards. CS noted that there may be an opportunity
for early handover of the section to the airport with the opportunity for
free passenger travel; however this would only be taken if it was
technically feasible for ETL.

LP advised that there was an operations recruitment plan and
programme in place, which had been shared with the project partners;
however this would need 10 be reviewed should the handover date be
earlier. LP also noted concern regarding free passenger travel from
both a crowd control and commercial point of view. IC expressed his
concern regarding the early handover as ETL requires six months back
planning for the recruitment, selection and training of the additional
drivers and controllers.

CS reported that he is due to receive a draft copy of Programme Rev 5
which will provide the revised dates for the section out the airport. This

CEC02083829_0059
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is expected to be delivered on Tuesday (03.04.12) and CS will distribute
accordingly. AC also noted that he has discussed with IC the provision
of additional programming support, which will be made available to
ETL. :

With regards to the free passenger travel, IC suggested that volunteers
could be selected from Ridacard holders, which could allow the
opportunity for testing of the ticketing option; however this would be an
option to look at further in the future.

AC noted that meetings had been held with the rates assessor and this
was being progressed with himself and Alistair McLean.

CEC02083829_0060



Testing and Commissioning

JW advised that meetings were taking place relating to the testing and
commiissioning plan, and the requirements for section B were noted as
being the same as what was previously reported. This will be finalised in
the next two weeks, however assumptions have been made relating to
staff numbers and running hours.

IC stated that there will be more pressure put onto CAF o increase the
running times of the tram vehicles and work the underused points. JW
added that greater consistency was required across the fleet to ensure
that every vehicle was the same.

CS explained that any issues can be passed to CEC and escalated to
Antonio Campos of CAF, as there may be points that affect the
milestone payments. .

IC thanked CEC for their work in obtaining the vesting of an additional
two tram vehicles.

Security

JW provided an update on the site security noting that there is a
controller stationed within the Control Room Monday through to Friday
in order that the guards can patrol the depot area and man the main
gates and visitor entrances.

JW expressed his concern at the fence line security which was not
buried and could allow for access to the depot, given that a number
of the tram vehicles are stored outside this would give the opportunity.
for vandalism. BD suggested that during the light nights it may be
advisable to have night managers who can check the depot during
various times in the evening.

LP explained that a 6 month contract had been agreed with the
security company. She advised that security plans were in the process
of being revamped to included processes for bomb threats etc.

AC reminded LP that if the current security situation was not fit for
purpose then a review of arrangements could be started now and CEC
will be able to assist the process.

LP thanked AC and his team for their support.

Finance

AC noted that there needs 1o be greater control over the billing and
sign off process. A separate meeting with AC, CA and NJS will be held
to agree the process going forward with NJS as the signing authority. In
the meantime CA will send over to NJS a copy of the delegated
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authority rules (DARS) and the recent biliing.

Procurement

AC stated that the ticketing procurement was the most pressing item.
AC confirmed that the information had been passed from LB’s Steve
Ryan to Brodies. IC noted his concern regarding the amount of time
that had passed and what options were available. NJS confirmed that
Philip Ayres has been signed up to provide background and
consultancy support. It was agreed that LB will follow up the

| procurement of the ticketing and will report progress as available.

IC highlighted that at the moment there were integration issues
between the Ridacard and Almex systems. Solutions o these issues
could be costly but MVA had been instructed to provide a visionary
piece which would include integration, this is expected in June.

Operating Agreements

It was agreed that this would be discussed separately after the main
meeting.

10.

Access by Third Parties

JW confirmed that there had been a clamp down on access to the
depot and a proforma was being produced which would need to be
completed to arrange access. This will include an assessment of any
working vehicles to ascertain that they are correct for the purpose of
the works and managed correctly.

Access to the building through the fob system has also been
disengaged and fobs will only be activated during times when the
owner is scheduled to be at the depot and has given prior notification.

11.

Work Package Plan Approval

CS noted that further approval of the WPP will fie in with the increased
depot security.

12.

Communications

IC stated that all visitors would be welcomed to the depot but the
arrangement of tours must be made in an organised way following the
protocol. The team at the depot will assist as much as possible but this
cannot distract from their day job.

CS agreed with IC and noted that the delivery of news shouldbe
refrospective and with agreement from all the project partners.

It was noted that due o Easter holidays and timing the media visit for
the 4 April has been postponed to May.

CEC02083829_0062




IC stated that the ECC Transport Forum were due to hold their meeting
here on the 25 April. The attendees of this meeting were high level
stakeholders within the city and the transport industry. 1C suggested
that instead of drip feeding the press it may be a positive step to start
to engage with opinion formers throughout the city.

13.

AOCB

WD noted that VOSA and the DLVA will be on site shortly to register the
Unimog vehicle. BW also stated that a meeting has been organised
with Colin Kerr to gain better understanding of the issues around the
radio system. CS requested to be kept up to date with this should this
require a change within the contract.

CS advised that a joint meeting between BAA and ETL be held to
discuss interface and relationships going forward. CS suggested that IC
attend, IC agreed.

KM referred to the visitor induction presentation and offered to help
update some of the images. JS accepted this and noted that she and
PH are planning to meet after Easter to work on a sirategy to
standardise the depot tours.

LP pointed out that the DPOFA requires some updating with regarding
to the safety verification systems. CS noted this.

14,

Date of next meeting

To be agreed

CEC02083829_0063
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NOTES OF COMBINED UTILITIES, PRINCES STREET& CONSTRUCTION MEETING
HELD ON [T MAY 2012 AT BBS CONSORTIUM OFFICE, EDINBURGH

ATTENDEES:

Martin Foerder BBS , Martin.Foerder@civilbilfinger.co.uk
Kevin Russell BBS Kevinirussell@civilbilfinger.co.uk
Simon Nesbitt BBS Simon.Nesbitt@civilbilfinger.co.u
Jim Denaldson BBS im.Donaldson@ecivilbilfinger.co.uk
Steve Westwood - BBS 5 “Steve.westwood@siemens.com

Ed Foster CEC Edward foster@edinburgh.gov.uk
Julian Weatherley Turner & Townsend ulian.Wea ey(@turntown.co.
Gary Easton Turner & Townsend Gary.easton(@turntown.co.uk
Rob Leech Turner & Townserid Robileech@turntown.co.uk
Stephen Lewcock Turner & Townserid Stephen:Lewcock@turntown.co.uk
Shirley Mushet Turner & Townsend irley.Mushet@turntown.co.uk
Raymond Sheridan-(Part) Network Rail Raymondsheridan@networkrail.co.uk
Colin Smith Hg Consulting cstiith@hg-group.co.uk
DISTRIBUTION:

Attendees only. Attendees to circulate to their own team as required.

ACTION

| Previous Minutes accepted.

p g n tl":’é‘sﬁérfus 6f'tl;xé Open WPP/FSFnﬁ Cdocumentatlon T R'Sh
{Updated NWR Tracker attached to the Minutes).

e 0 documents currently with BBS.
e 3 documents currently with Expanded. .
e 4 document currently with Grahams. Ongoing
e 2 document currently with CRE BBS/NWR
e | documents currently with NWR,
e  Overall ~ 7 documents have been accepted.
RSh advised that piling at 21B and 21 C will commence.
RSh confirmed that OLE Heights and Stagger survey will be carried out by NWR on NWR
night of 5" May 12.
Haymarket Depot — issue with ground slabs cracking. RSh confirmed that a silent JDo/RSh
piling rig is proposed going forward.
RSh confirmed that a joint survey of Haymarket Depot will be carried with NWR/BBS/
NWR/BBS on 3" May 12. T&T has been requested to provide historic survey TST
information to NWR for review.
WPP for Balgreen Road is currently being reviewed by the CRE. RSh confirmed NBV;;V
that NWRis currently reviewing the draft WPP, Aimy is for works to commence on :
25" May 12. NWVR has requested access is maintained along Balgreen Road.

Note

CSm confirmed that TS and NWR will assist if required with any betterment issues
in regard to NWR assets.

adwsed that rewsed drawmgs were recewed on CEC
2™ Apr 12 and these are currently being merged with existing drawings. CEC still
Lto :ssue the approva! Ietter folknwmg c:ompletnon of thxs exercxse

a Haymarket
Ail' works are currently on programme.

HGCPROJECTIEDINBURGH TRAMS « €1 T00NUTILITIES, PRINCES STREET & CONSTRUCTION0120501 « MINUTES FROM CONSTRUGTION « UTILITIES MEETING PAGE }
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HELD ON ST MAY 2012 AT BBS CONSORTIUM OFFICE, EDINBURGH

e York Place
Diversion of BT 12 way cable —works still to be completed.  (Note: this work
will take approximately 3 months).

e South 5t Andrew Street : -

Manhole 1401 — will be handed to BBS today. All
Network 12 — handed over to BBS. Ongoing
Network 1| = final test being carried out today. Will be handed over to BBS
today if test results are successful.
Handover Pack - SLe confirmed this has been discussed, agreed and issued
formally to BBS although some further refinement of documentation is ongoing:
RLe advised that T&T has requested BBS provides an explanation for each issue
still to be resolved within the handover pack and a proposed solution to allow
close out of this process.

T&T/
SLe confirmed that the site handover from T&T to BBS is a 3 stage process: BBS
[, Site handover
2. Handover Pack issued to BBS
3. Discussions regarding any commercial issues

o South St Andrew Street
Manhole North and South ~ issue with cover levels for track improvement
layer. SlLe advised that a survey is being carried out today and this will confirm
if it is possible to either lower the layer or replace the 350mm slab with a A"_
thinner one. Ongoing
RLe advised that if neither of these options is possible then a “special” design
will be required. This could cause possible vibration issues with the SW sewer.

RBS node ~ revised track improvement layer still to be resolved.

o Cathedral Lane :
Sle confirmed that “virtual approval” for TM has been achieved from TMRP. T&T
Final approval is subject to NCP agreeing to the displacement of 12No parking
bays within their car park and changes to access arrangements. Meeting
arranged for 4™ May 12.

McNicholas will commence works on 14" May 12.  Aim for works to be
completed last week in jul 12.

CSm requested that RLe issue the programme and notes from previously held RLe
Cathedral Lane meeting prior to the York Place meeting being held on 9% May

12.

¢ York Place
Review ‘of manholes has been completed and a TQ has been issued by T&T. JDo/
Design is achievable and the current scheme allows for the manholes to be built SWe
up retrospectively. JDo and SWe requested to review schemé and confirm to
T&T that BBS can construct the works.

e Princes Street - South §t Andrew Street .
Manhole 6901 ~ construction works ongoing. Ongoing

- SLe advised that T&T issued a Drainage Strategy Plan covering all areas to BBS and Note
follow up meetings have been held.

*  On-Street - General Not
BMcC confirmed CEC are satisfied with the position of INo OLE pole location € g

HGCOPRGECTSEDINBURGH TRAMS <G 003WITIITIES, PRINCES STREET & CONSTRUCTICNZ0120501 < MINUTES FROM CONSTRUCTION - UTILITIES MEETING PAGE 2
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HELD ON I°T MAY 2012 AT BBS CONSORTIUM OFFICE, EDINBURGH

(Né)
3.3 Section 7 « SGN Works .
SMu confirmed that SGN still intend to complete all works by 18% May 12 Note
4.0 | P ot —~ General Update e
4.1 Foliowmg an-inspection of Princes Street by T&T, BBS & SW on 4™ Apr 12 a final | BBSICEC
agreed snagging list is to be consolidated. "CSm reiterated that Princes Street will be
handed over at the end of Jun 12 and all snagging works must be completed prior
handover.
The definition and principles of SW snagging are still to be discussed and agreed. BMcC
CSm requested BMcC raises this issue at the weekly. SW meetmg being held on 4%
May 12,
Rle suggested that a meeting should be organised to discuss and agree the handover RLe
procedures for Princes Street to  ensure” all “elements are considered and
programmed accordingly to ensure the handover date of Jun |2 is achieved. RlLe to
organise this meeting and provide an update at the next Utilities / Construction /
Princes meeting.
4.2 Third Party Agreements
SMu confirmed that a letter has been issued to NWR confirming that their design in NOTE
regard to foundations/ducts must be altered to accommodate ours.
4.3 Ponding
SNe advised that CEC has requested 2No areas further are lowered however BBS BBS/

has constructed these areas as per IFC drawings. Discussions are ongoin

CEC

Setts

Atholl Crescent and Coates Crescent — Rle advised that polyurethane grout
has proved too expensive and as no other areas within the city use the grout an
alternative product is being looked at

DGo has advised of a similar product and RLe confirmed that cost comparisons and
product availability is currently being done and an amended Instruction will be
issued to BBS w/e 4™ May 12.

Non-Setted Areas — RLe confirmed that an amended Instruction will be issued in
regard to York Place w/e 4% May 12.

JDo raised concern that there is still no clear specification in regard to the setts and
achieving the completion date of Jun 12 is bacoming maore difficult. RLe confirmed
that scope and amended Instructions would be issued no later than 4™ May 12.

All
ongoing

52

BMcC advised that signs and lines were to be done as per the IFC drawings and this
includes all tram ban areas as these areas would be trafficked.

CSm advised that CEC has requested the tram furniture is not erected at the tram
stops areas project wide and asked all parties to consider the implications of CEC’s
request to ensure there is no impact to Siemens integrated system works.

JDo confirmed that BBS will commence erection of the tram stops from jul 12
onwards. MFo confirmed that the tram stops can be erected at an appropriate time
however a number of tramstops will still need to be installed to achieve Section B
Completion,” MFo advised that if CEC wish to delay this mstallamon programme
thien a formal Instruction will be required.

BBS

All
Parties

53 . | F

th, Safety, Environmental Issues/Incidents

Tolerances of ‘the concrete surrounds at the track ~SNe conf rmed that a fuli
sufvey has been carried out on Princes Street and BBS will issue a response to T&T
letter w/e 4" May. 12, :

BBS

HGOWPROJECTSEDINBURGH TRAMS - €11003WTILITIES, PRINCES STREET & CONSTRUGTION0120501 + MINUTES #ROM CONSTRUGTION - UTILITIES MEETING
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HELD ON 15T MAY 2012 AT BBS CONSORTIUM OFFICE, EDINBURGH

Revised Connection Detail fssued by SW regarding 1800mm Manhole at | “Note
the Depot ~ Instruction issued by T&T.

Edinburgh Gateway — CStm confirmed a meeting has been arranged for 3% May All
12 at 8.30am to discuss Edinburgh Gateway further and the radio mast, sewer Parties
diversion, cable, red line boundary will be addressed at-part of these discussions.

‘Baird Drive — KRu confirmed that SEPA has requested additional information :
following the issue of the report and this. information currently being prepared.
Construction work on the site continues.

6.2 Non-Adoptable Lighting ~ BMcC confirmed that CEC ‘will maintain all in the Note
interim. CEC to still to resolve this issue internally.

JDo confirmed that a positive meeting was held Neil Samson, SP regarding the issues BBS/
of procurement and  adoptability.  Mr Samson - will - confirm our SP Project T&T
Coordinator and he will work in the short term to assist us in achieving power at
Princes Street, Haymarket and ‘Ingliston Park and Ride. SMu will. manage SP going
forward. '

Location of pillars now agreed. CEC still to issue the tNC to BBS formally via T&T. BMcC
Aim to close out by 8% May 2.
6.3 CSm confirmed that weekly meetings are now established with BAA and no major Note
issues have been raised to date.

SMu advised that BAA has raised a concern regarding the gradient between the T&T
tramlines. Design is being checked to ensure what has been issued to BAA is ‘
correct.

6.5 The next meeting will be held on Tuesday 29" May at 200pm in the BBS All

Training Room.

HGOWPROJECTOEDINBURGH TRAMS = CITO03\WUTILITIES, PRINCES STREET & CONSTRUCTIONR0120501 - MINUTES FROM CONSTRUCTION - UTILITIES MEETING PAGE 4
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SMu confirmed that NYVR has been made aware of the timescales put in place by SMu
the Project for closing out these issues. CSm requested that SMu sends an email to
NWR reiterating these timescales. A copy of this email to be sent to SW (JFi). »
2.5 Review of Manhole and Connections Tracker - the tracker is being reviewed ASc
and updated in line with the weekly meetings.

Edinburgh Gateway — An update meeting was held on 3" May 12 to discuss ASc
Edinburgh Gateway further.

SMu advised that red line boundaries, programme etc still need to be defined. JFi | ASc
advised that this lack of information is impacting on their sub-contractor, Farrans,

TS will formalise their proposals following receipt of BBS design which is expected | BMcC/JFI
in May 12 (IFEA status).

AOB . TE&T

GIS — SW to chase up the documentation to provide access to GIS system for Elise swW
Schneider, BBS and the T&T nominated person.

Grosvenor Street Sewer Collapse — ASc confirmed that a pump has been in
place since 10" May 12 following the collapse which occurred whilst McNicholas
were undertaking their works.

ASc advised that a SW cast water main runs through this area and it is likely this is
where the collapse occurred. A temporary diversion of the water main may be
necessary to allow McNicholas to check the extent of the damage.

A CCTV survey will be carried out at both ends of the sewer. JFl advised it may be | T&T/SW
necessary to reinstate the whole section depending on the extent of the damage.
Discussions are ongoing with McNicholas regarding remedial works and BBS is being
kept informed.

T&T to complete all paperwork and submit to SW for approval to allow the T&T/
remedial works to commence. JFl advised that SW has a target of 2 weeks for the swW
repairs to be completed. ASc stated this timeline is very tight however more
information will be available on the extent of the damage by 17® May 12.

CSm reqqested that T&T is to issue the “worst case” scenario by COB today. T&T
JFI requested that T&T provide a full Incident Report to them by COB 18" May 2. ASc
CSm requested that T&T provide a daily builetin updating all parties on the ongoing ASc
situation.

CSm requested that a joint meeting is held with the Underwriters and requested | BMcCI/JFI
that BMcC and JFl liaise to coordinate this meeting.

Following the remediation of the sewer JFl requested that T&T issue a “lessons T&T
learned” paper to all sub-contractors.

CSm thanked SW for their assistance in issuing a joint official statement and for Note
their approach taken whilst dealing with this incident. .
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SW Repairs ~ On-Street — ASc advised that SW still has outstanding grade 3, 4 & | SW/T&T
5 repairs to be carried out on some sewers. Accurate records of what has or has All

not been completed to date cannot be traced so T&T has instructed McNicholas to Ongoing
carry out further CCTYV surveys to establish this detail. ’

ASc advised that INo sewer on Princes Street may become an issue as it may | T&T/SW
require a dig out and repair. Discussions with SW and T&T are ongoing.

ATC Process — SNe stated that a new ATC procedure and cover sheet had been ASc
issued by T&T that was to be “rolled out” to BBS. ‘ASc confirmed that he would
discuss the “roll out” of the latest ATC process with | Noblett.

SW Personnel - Access to Site - CSm requested that T&T and BBS agree a | T&T/BBS
protocol for SW personnel visiting site and issue to SW asap.

JFI requested T&T provide SW with clearly delineated site areas on a weekly basis. T&T
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ATTEMDEES:
Martin Foerder BBS Martin Foerder@civil.bilfinger.co.uk
Kevin Russell BBS Kevin.russell@civil.bilfinger.co.uk
Mark Miller BBS M iller@civilbilfinger.co
Simon Nesbitt BBS SimonNesbitt@civil.bilfinger.co.uk
Michael Wilken BBS Michaelwilken@siemens.com
Shabu Dedhar BBS Shabu.Dedhar. ext@siemens.com
Axel Eickhorn BBS Axel.Eickhorn@siemens.com
Alan Coyle CEC Alan.coyle@edinburgh.gov.uk
Bob McCafferty CEC Bob.meccaff dinburgh.gov.uk
Julian Weatherley Turner & Townsend Julizn Weatherly@turntown.co.uk
Martyn Ayres Turner & Townsend Martyn Ayres@turntown.co.uk
Rob Leech Turner & Townsend Rob.leech@turntown.co.uk
Shirley Mushet Turner & Townsend Shirley.Mushet@turntown.co.uk
Gary Easton Turner & Townsend Gary.easton(@turntown.co.uk
Andy Scott Turner & Townsend ndy.scott@ur «co.uk
Dominic Murphy Transport Scotland ominic.Murphy@transportscotland.gsi.gov.uk
Raymond Sheridan (Part) Network Rail ond.sheridan@network.co.uk
John Flett (Part) Scottish Water john.flett@scottishwater.co.uk
Colin Srnith Hg Consulting csmith@hg-group.co.uk
DISTRIBUTION:
Attendees only. Attendees to circulate to their own team as required. _
ACTION
2vious Minutes - Scottish Water SectionOnly =~ {oo e
Previous Minutes accepted.
2.0 ater — General lssues
2.4 On-Street
Overall there are 3No Manhole connections that still require SW approval — details
noted below:
York Place Drainage — (included previous proposal to connect to Manhole 6221)
~ there are 2No connections and noted in the SW Connections Tracker as “I” and
“YPI”. SNe confirmed that revised survey information was received from T&T on
10/11™ May 12. BBS has issued initial design information to T&T for review and to
allow modelling works to be undertaken by URS. ASc confirmed that T&T are
meeting with URS on 16™ May 12.  Following this. meeting T&T will confirm
timescale for modelling to be issued to SW for review and aceeptance. - Following T&T/
sign off of the modelling BBS will finalise and issue the design to T&T/SW for BBS/
approval by TQ. Aim to close out by 25" May 2. SW
JFl advised that SW still require further information on York Place (spindles etc) and T&T
requested this heading is added to the agenda for the weekly SW meeting.
Coates Crescent & Atholl Crescent Lane (Connections 12 and 13 on | T&T/BBS
Tracker) — SNe confirmed that a further meeting with T&T was held on 11® May
12 to clarify the additional survey information. A way forward as how been agreed:
No 12 will connect into SW infrastructure and No 13 will remain-as CEC.  ASc
stated that these works are not on the critical path and will be discussed further at
the weekly SW meeting.
CSm advised that discussions are ongoing with SW and T&T regarding the 2No C8Sm/
issues that still require resolution as detailed in SDo email. SWIT&T
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