- CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL
Post Settlement Agreement Budget
Budget Report
18th August 2011

Overall project management L £1,493,375.86
Track work — sub-system extended PM £286,232.45
BAM £4,266,656.57 A
Core HVLV \ g £157,950.00 B
Infrastructure o £316,119.90
insurance, bonds, guarantees £22,931.03
Risk (extended warranty) | £345,881.38
Risk (implementation risk) £907,684.91 C
Sub-contracts:
Rail Automation UK ' £565,536.31

[ ’ Electrification UK £1,464,671.50

Traffic Solutions UK £453,045.19
Siemens AG (Germany) £2,731,057.46
Changes £2,006,650.00 D

A Siemens have intimated that they expect to negotiate with BAM. They have
highlighted that the programme has extended by 8 weeks since BAM submitted
their quotation and that would add 8 weeks prelims at a cost of £71,000 per
week (£568,000). However, the £4,266,656.57 amount is for the laying only
(materials are paid separately) of 1.6km of track. In comparison, the original
18.5km route length which amounted to approximately £11,000,000 (again for
lay only) equates to a cost per kilometre of approximately £600,000. Based on
this, the value for the track element included in the works to complete, would be
£960,000. BAM have included in the £4.26m an amount for EOT which should
be an internal matter between Siemens and BAM, their sub contractor. The
BAM element should be reduced by approximately £3,306,000.

B: No breakdown has been provided for this element. However Siemens have
" advised that the current quotation amounted to £35,000 with the rernainder
comprising a contingency of £100,000 and mark up.

C: Siemens have advised that this represents 5% of the original quotation. This is
excessive. Siemens have been requested by tie to review the sum and highlight
the risks that they require tocover.

D:  The changes have been itemised by Siemens and include £961,612 for the
York Place New Turnback Strategy and £597,120 for Floating Slab.

General observations are that there is an excessive resource provision quoted for
what is 1.5km of ‘track. In addition, Siemens have included project functions in
Germany which require clarification. Included in the Siemens costs is an amount of
£247,000 for material storage costs. Again this seems excessive and requires further
investigation and clarification. '

In our view, a further reduction in the region of £1m - £1.5m could be realised
following completion of the negotiations,
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4.2.4  Summary

4.2.4.14
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‘CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL

There are a number of areas where savings can be introduced from the £53,483,265
total value of Bilfinger Berger and Siemens element. The table below details the
tender totals and areas of adjustment:

Civil work value (from report dated 20 June 2011) £33,332,586
Civil work value (Tender received 22 July 2011) £3,433,628
Siemens ' £20,160,679
Total £66,016,893
Adjustments: .

Use value for lowest tender for civil works in lieu of

average -£1,922,014

Resource reconciliation -£769,903

Street lighting uplift reduction (15% to 5%) -£26,077

Reduction to Traffic & Pedestrian Management -£3,490,098

Siemens revised target price saving -£5,680,198

Siemens further reduction «£3,306,000

Total -£15,194,290 | -£15,194,290

Further to the adjustments noted above, there remain a number of sections where
further adjustments may be realised. These are as follows:

’2.03 Site investigation Works (£400,000)

Further investigation required

2.03 Indirect costs, (£5,025,356)

Further investigation required

In addition to the revisions noted above, the works associated with the additional
capping layer, kerbing and paving should be considered as provisional and subject to
remeasurement based upon actual works carried out and valued at the rates
contained in the bills of quantities received in competition.

In conclusion we are of the opinion that the Contractor has priced for the worst case
scenario and that certain items are overpriced.

¢ The use of the Contractor of reporting an average price from his sub-contractors is
unusual and immediately adds nearly £2.0M to the project.
His response with regard to the capping layer, “to remove the item and have the
council take the risk as another Pricing Assumption” is hardly in the spirit of the
project going forward. In fact, this hard negotiating stance reflects the very tight
timescale that the CEC has set to agree this works.
When comparing various elements of work with previous items of work the prices
submitted appear to be extremely inflated. In fact the resourcing by Siemens would
suggest that they. have priced the works on the assumption that it will be &
contentious contract to run (6nr Surveyors on the On-Street Works). If this is the
case savings may be achieved by changing certain personnel within the
organisations both on the Contracting side and the Clients side. This may not be

aninsignificant sum:.
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43 Utilities

- 4341 Utilities .

4.3.1.1 The Utilities have had a significant effect on the project, both in terms of programme
delay and direct costs. Our initial review of this area was to consider what had
occurred in the past and to see if these same difficulties may arise in the future.

4.3.1.2 Known and identified clashes between the tram structure and utilities were identified
and quantified in the base cost.

4.3.2 Contractual Issues

4.3.2.1 The first thing noted was the separation of the Utilities contract (MUDFA) from the
Edinburgh Tram delivery contract. With no apparent linkage between these two
contracts, neither contract had the ability to influence the other. The effect was that
with a prolongation of the utilities work the tram delivery project went into delay with
the inevitable cost implications.

4.3.2.2 Faithful+Gould consider this as one of the fundamental risks to the project. ldeally
both contracts would be carried out by the same contractor under one contract. This
would have the effect of passing the responsibility of the delivery of the utilities to that
Contractor and so minimise the risk of delay, to the Client.

4.3.2.3 Other considerations discussed, were the ability to hand over the On-Street Works in
sections as and when they became available, with no right to possession on a certain
date. This would again minimise the opportunity of the delivery contractor to claim
delay in relation to the ongoing utilities works.

4.3.3 Design

4.3.3.1 A number of design areas were discussed, in particular the bases for the overhead
lines. These were considered to be extensive and a piled solution was suggested.
Faithful+Gould were then informed that this area had been explored but the
Contractor's designers were unwilling to change their design and would not accept
design liability should the base design be altered.

4.3.3.2 Therefore a risk allowance has been included to cover for clashes between utilities
and the bases. :

4.3.4 Delay

© 4.3.4.1 The most significant risk from the utilities remains the delay to the On-Street works
that could arise. This has been assessed and is included in the risk profile.

4.4 CAF

441 The CAF Base cost had been agreed at £62.4M prior to the Faithful+Gould review.
This value represented circa £568M from the original contract plus a further £4.4M as
an agreed settlement for variations and delay to the contract.

442 This agreed sum is a 100% confirmed and so sits quite firmly as a Base Cost

443 The agreed sum also included for the separation of CAF from the Infraco contract. The

interface risk resulting from this is seen as a ‘black flag’ risk in terms of interface
between the parties. See section 5.3.3. for explanation.

16

CEC02083829_0190



: -
s

L"”

_ggl):z@g EDINBURGH COUNCIL . 1 atind e

ost Settlement Agreement Budget :

Budget Report ‘

18th August 2011

4.5 Project Management Costs

4.5.1 The Project Management costs have been provided by the City of Edinburgh Council
directly from their project data source. There is a high degree of clarity in the figures
which relies on actual expenditure and residual monies left in those individual budgets.
Here again these values have been reviewed and adjusted accordingly.

452 As this element represents a significant number of individual items, it was reviewed in
detail to check for duplicated items

453 Other risks that have been identified dﬁring the process have been highlighted and
evaluated. S

4.6 Discrete Risks

4.6.1 Risks for each of the areas of Base Costs had risks identified individually and listed

against those areas (see Appendix C Risk model). Discrete Risks i.e. risks of either a
general nature or those that affected the whole of the project, were also listed but in a
separate section at the end of the model spread sheet. The method of how the risk
items were handled is contained in the next section (Section 5.0).

17

CEC02083829_0191



. CITY. OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL i T R

" ‘Post Séttiement Agreement Budget

T Sl

Budget Report

5.0

5.1
5.1.1

6.2
5.2.1

19th August 2011

.y

RISK ALLOCATION

General

A workshop was held on Wednesday 3" August 2011, involving key personnel from'
both City of Edinburgh Council and tie Ltd to identify, quantify and record potential
risks to the project and provide the base information for the budget review and the
subsequent risk analysis. The workshop drew upon previous risk work undertaken by
the project team including the ETN risk register. :

Following the workshop, a new budget summary was created and this incorporated
the discrete risks identified and was also used to build the risk model (see Appendix
B). The mode!l addressed both estimate (forecast) uncertainty and discrete risks
generally using a 3 point methodology.

Risk Analysis Methodology

The objective of the workshop and subsequent meetings / correspondence with CEC
and tie Ltd was to identify risks associated with the project at this stage, and assess
those risks in terms of impact on the project. The information captured during the
workshop provided the data for subsequent analysis.

The workshop incorporated the following sessions:

o High level review of budget
e  Settlement Agreement

¢ Main Body of Workshop

- On Street Works - Haymarket to York Place
- Haymarket to West End
- Princes Street
- St Andrews Square
- York Place

- Utilities

- Lump Sum / Off Street Works — Airport to Haymarket
-~ Works to date (mcludmg Prioritised Works / Works to the North)
= Works to go
- Depot

- CAF works

- Non BSC Costs to go

- Non BSC Costs to date

- Contingency & Specified Risks

18
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5.3
5.3.1

5.3.2

5.3.3

Quantative Cost Risk Analysis
Developing the QRA model

The layout of the risk model follows the arrangement of the cost forecast / budget.
Faithful+Gould’s due diligence team examined the basis of the forecast and
developed three point estimates (optimistic, most likely and pessimistic) ranges
against each line item in the forecast estimate. These line items were then
incorporated into a risk model to represent the view of uncertainty and confidence.

Against each line item in the risk model the most appropriate input distribution has
been selected. A triangular distribution has been selected to represent the distribution
of the uncertainty for each of the forecast line items.

A common cause of risk estimating bias is the default use of the project plan forecast
to anchor the centre point. Faithful+Gould's approach avoids this by structuring our
questions as follows: “What is the maximum practical cost impact? What is the
minimum practical cost impact? What is the expected cost impact?”

Method for developing cost ranges for the QRA .

The cost risk models for the project are developed in accordance with best practice.
The modelling process itself commenced with receipt of the cost plan or base estimate
forecast from the City of Edinburgh Council.

Individual risks were identified from the existing risk register and from the workshop
held 3™ August 2011. The results of the workshop combined with the assessment of
the existing risk register were ratified at a review meeting with Alan Coyle on 9"
August 2011 and again with representatives of CEC on 11" August 2011. During
these meetings the validity of the risks were reviewed and a range of possible
outcomes in terms of value and a probability of occurrence were assigned. The project
team also considered the implications of the settlement agreement as drafted and the
specific exclusions identified. These are set out in the budget / model in Appendix XX.

interpreting the results from the cdst analysis

The cumulative frequency distribution allows you to determine the probability of
obtaining an outturn cost below a chosen value. It also allows the team to determine
the probability of the project cost falling within a specified range. Often, clients will
choose the 50% confidence level as the project management contingency sum, and
the 80% confidence level as the project funding level.

Given the uncertainties as to whether risks will occur or not, it is impossible to predict
the out-turn cost with absolute certainty. So a graph which shows confidence limits of
a cost not being exceeded is produced. For exampie reading across the graph at 50%
confidence limit, identifies the cost which has a 50% chance of being exceeded (and
in this situation a 50% chance of not being exceeded). The 50th percentile is the point
at which many clients decide to identify the contingency sum for project management
purposes.

Nevertheless, the 50/50 chance of completing a project for a particular-sum is not a
very practical confidence level with respect to the provision of overall project funding.
Clients may therefore decide to use the 80th percentile — the 80% confidence level —~
for project funding or budget purposes.
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' It should be noted that the following risks have specifically been excluded from the
' analysis as they are considered ‘Black Flag’ items. Should they occur, then the entire
project would require re-baselining.

1. CAF breaking away from the Infraco consortium:

. It is considered that it is imperative that the contractual interface
between the parties, BB, Siemens and CAF, is maintained and that
the redrafting of the contracts will need to be tight enough to nullify
any risk to the Client. ‘

o The quantum of this risk is considerable and would skew the risk
profile unnaturally. But the Parties consulted, agree that the likelihood
of it happening is relatively small. Therefore it is considered as a
‘black flag” item.

2. The following Agreements
o Tram Supply Agreement
s Interface Agreement
» Maintenance Agreement

In summary the separation of CAF from the Infraco contract and the other agreements
listed represent the contractual ‘interface’ between the delivery parties. Should these
integrate liabilities, for the delivery of the scheme, become decoupled from one
another, there is a severe risk that one party to the original contract would fail to
deliver its element of work , thus putting the whole project at risk

54 Results from the Quantitative cost risk analysis

5.4.1 Cost forecast uncertainty ranges

The review of the forecast budget resulted in the following cost ranges being applied
to the base forecast.

See Appendix A for supporting information to these amounts.
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6.0 APPENDICIES

The following appendices are included in the report.

Appendix A - Budget Summary & Risk Model!
AppendixB = - QRA Summary
Appendix C - Risk Graph
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CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL

EDINBURGH TRAMS

POST SEYTLEMENT AGREEMENT BUDGET

Optimistic Cost HAost Likely. Pessimistic
Off Street Works 3 be tovwie than 1 highes thin this
Airpirtte Haymarket Base Cost.
Hinfraco} Paymentsto App 43+ Hg Certs 1, 2 & 3o £ 178.9% 100% 378, £ 178, 001 £ 178,530,000:00
Apps 44 & 45 + Hg Certs 3B & 3¢ £ 16.06 100% 16,066,000.00 1 £ 15,060,00000 § £ 16,060,000.00
Prioritised Works £ 19.68 100% 19,680,000.00 ¢ € 1%,680,000.00 1 £ 19,680,000.00
Costs “to go’ to BBS 100% 347,830,000.00 '€ 147,830,000.00 | £ 147,830,000.00
Deduction for Forth Poris. AColin Smith 100% 3,600,000.00 £ 2,843,000.00 - 1,000,000.00
Base Cost Total £ £
Risks
RO4%, Approvatof plans for Gogar interchange 50% ISG000.003 £ 350,000.00§ £ 500,000.00
RSk ining wall {t of special construction
measures} B Price given at Workshop 0% 50000004 £ 100600001 £ 200,000.00
TG Risk 36 Edinburgh Gateway - Poiwer Cable JAC confirmed estimate from previous meeting 0% 350,00000 ['F 40000000 { £ 400,000.00
FG Risk 47 Scotlish Rugby Union appeasement costs now in R041 B
FGiRisk 49 Blockades and possessions not included in tump sum Allowance 5e% 125,00000 1 £ 250,000.00 £ 250,000:00
Ris§ Lost Total £
ity ot Wast fikely Passimistic
OnStreet Works
Haymarket 1o York Place
- > ice - 1l Discussion on Priting ; C5 o go Batk to Contractor; view to be
fintraco] Pn-steset contésct price - Bifinger Berger taken on hotding contingency 160% 29,000,000.:00 | £ 31548,12206] £ 35,000 000:00
DOa-street contract price - Slemens: As above: 100% 15,875,000.00 £ 12300,000:00 § € 12,000,600 00
§2Se Cost Total £
Risgks .
Fricing Assumptions
6.4.2.1 Floating Teack Stab 1000,000.60
6.4.2.3 York Place Yerminal Point 1,;000,600.00
6.4.2.4 Cathedral Lane Substation 1.000,800.00
6:4.2.5 Elder Street Advised at ZeroCost Andy Conway 09:08-11 -
6.4.2.6 Dublin Street Steps - Advised at £75k Cost Andy Conway 09-08-11 75,000.00
6.4.2.7 Cycleway at-Mound
3 in budget - street scay lift separate budget -
6.4.2.8 5t Andrews Square ] base costs f" udget - stree peup 3! iz
therefore risk aflowance zero .
RO4Y Additional fand required to aflow construction figure supplied by Third party manager 130,000.00
ROSZ Unknown'or abandoned chambers', celtars, voids stc, NOT a Risk
G isks Sub-suppliers warranties expire during the maintenance Seriod and
Siemens may have legitimate claim due to delays Colin Smith - see e-malt 11/8/11 250,000:00
6 Risk 15 Multiple road closures proposed / agreed may.not work with traffic
despite Being acceéptable in principle {via the modeét resultsy Shouldn't be ot fssue 802 180,000,001 £ 200,000,001 £ 250,000.00
FG Risk 17 OLE may notwork - design costs to determing 3 solution and the
G R ; .
{Design, C #Quant's and dela} discussion with C5 96% 856,000004 £ 1000000001 £ 1,500,000.00
PG Risk 23 Demolition of building could impact on Infraco This will not happen

Risk Cost Total £

Copy of Appondix A Revision & - Bidget Summacy and T EN)
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CITY QF EDINBURGH COUNCHL

EDINBURGH TRAMS

POST SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT BUDGET

Probability Optimistic Cost HMuost:iikely Pessimistic
Ytiities
Master schedule showing £1.253M; See Contingency and £
" P . Specified risks. Steven Bell to confirmi; 700nr riow the figure of
tdentifiabl
jentifiable items on Register confilicts £1.25M was on 550nf; say sve. costof £20k ea x 200nr
£ 1.25 : D0% £ 46000000 £ 1250000001 £ 2,000,000.60
Triat Holes {140nr x £3K} £ 0.42 100% £ 399000001 £ 42000080 { £ 504,000.00
Leith Waik Utifities £ 1.10 100% £ 1,045,000.00 | € 130000000 £ 1,155,000.00
e C i - £ 2.37 2.37
{Risks
ROO% Damage to Utility Apparatus oUT
RG32 Utifities works, fallure of MUDFA to deliver against programme out
RO3E Utility Cosisents. OUT
G fisk 1 Utitities Risk - Utility diversions, clashes, design solutions, defay; Discussion with £5; designer cost £5%; defoy 1 on programmeES
‘ construction: days £10/ec alf in £110k/ea x 200 90%: £ 250000001 £ 180000000 ] £ 2,200,000.00
Mitigation costs to aveid krown and onérous Gtility clashes in'the
FG Risk S track ion - derog for track ieveis to avoid
wtitities out Opex cost for counclt
FGRisk 29 Drainage connections {20% of above £G Risk 28} Atlowance OK 80%: £ 100,000.00 1€ 200600001 £ 30000000
B B Relates to South St Ahdews Sq; York Place; Shandwick Place;
3 & ity i 3, - OHHY- 60
G Risk 31 Road-level lowesing and utiity issues as a resuit Afichae! Blake - O pursue this; 1514 £ 2,000,000001 € 3 £ £
£ Risk 59 Delay to delivery of items o the Identified Utilities Register our Delay Includéd in overatf defay costs £ - £ - £ -
FG Risk 60 Loss and Expense Claims asa result of any defay our Included in £300kfweek £ : £ - £ -
Probability Optimdstic Cast Mogst:Likely Pessimistic
100% £ 48 £ £
£ 14.40 100% . E 4 £ £ 14,400,000.00
Base Cost Total 48.60 £ 14,40 62.40
{Risks
ROZA Power not available to re-comsmission first tram ouT
£G Risk 3§ Festirack - single or 2 linas? ouT Discussed at meeting 11-08-1%; considered riot s risk £ - £ - £ -
6 Risk SO £62. 85 Up to Sept 2013~ £170k per month. Belay to Jon 14
2 anticipated - Bisk that it could be beyond Jan 14 From Sept 2013 Ymeonths 955 £ SOUO0000 § £ 135000000 £ 1,800,000:0G
VG fisk 51 Breaking the CAF away frdm consortivm cowld gve unexpected Afiowance only £1000/pes tram SHOW stopper cannot be
S sestits £I50K our guantifted; itis a contractuatissue
Risk Cost Totaj - £ - -

Pagedofd
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CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL
EDINBURGH TRAMS
POSTSETTLEMENT AGREEMENT BUDGET

Probability - Optimistic Cost: Most Likely Pessimistic
Project Management
Yo Date £ 248.5 100% £ 248500,000:001 £ 248,500,000.00 F £ 248,500,000.00 M
Project Management Costs £ 2050 100% £ 18.450,00000.1 £ 28,500,000.00{ £ 22,550,000.00.4 ¥
Third Party CAAD - CALA £ 130 100% E 1,235000801 £ 1,300,800.004 £ 1,365,000.00
CAAD - Tesco £ 5.10 100% £ 5000061 £ 100,000.00 £ 105,600.00
Network Raif- APA £ 170 Pessimistic view 100% £ 1000000001 £ 1,250,000.00 € 1,700,000.00
Network Raif - Sridge & Operating Agréemants £ 010 1W00% £ 95000001 £ 100,000.00 | £ 105,000.00
Edinburgh Airport Ltd £ 080 W0e e 760,000.00. £ 800,000.001 £ 840,000.00
New Ingiston ttd £ .75 109% £ TIL50000 L £ 750,000.00 1 £ 787,500.00
Forth ports . £ 100 Reinstatement view 1600% £ 956,00000 1 £ 1,000,000.00 } £ 1,050,000.00
Accommodation our Covered by PM Costs Ling 100% 1€ < E - le -
Breparing for Operations out Covered by Ph4 Costs Ling 160% € pREE £ o iE
Insurance & £xtensions out Covered by PM Costs Line 00% L E TOE - 1E -
Wattanty Extensions our included i Risk 8 100%. . 1€ < fE -CE -
tegal £ 1.30 Frovided by McGrigors 100% L E 3,235,000.00 ) £ 1,300.000.001.£ 1,560,000.00
Land Bipraperty out included in Risk k049 100% 1 £ SHE -bE -
Feaffic Modeliing Costs £ a.io provided by AC 160% £ 95,000:00-1.6 HOL00.0DT £ 205,000.00
Comms and Marketing £ 116 0% £ 194500000 £ 1100000001 £ 1;155,606:00
Comms tink to.CEC ouT Covered by £/ . wn% £ “ £ - £ -
Reinstatement of Public Art £ £.30 ) 100%: £ 285,8600001 £ 300000001 € 315,000.00
#aterials Storage Cost £ 1.50 100% £ 1AZS 000001 € 1508,000001 £ 1,575,000.00
: N : ; " Balance of Design issues to be included-in General Design Risk
4 Design Completion Register of Design Disputes.
8 P Biste esign Dispute; out ltem at end R 00%. £ TAE TUyE N
Base Cost To;a! £ 248,50 £ 30.55 L £ 279.05
IRigks
Event Delay Risk toved from Base to Risk WO% e 1 2 2,006,000.00
6 Ris¥ 11 < ion budget - forito may incar
additional compensation Figure derived from ‘Ogen for Business yearly cost of £230%/yr 90% £ 5, £ & 230,000:00
FGRIsK 53 Early Rate fiabilities oUT inc. in Pm costs above £ - £ - £ ~
Risk Cost Total £ - £ - £ -
E g 5 i o L 5 . s ol E Sl . F S - : ¢ : R e B . o T o Page 2ofa
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CITY OF EDINBURGH-COUNCIL

EDINBURGH TRAMS

POST SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT SUDGET

Probability Optimisticost Most Likely Pessimistic
; £M £M £M
Discrete Risks
Base Cost Total £ . £
Risks
Settlement Agreement
Colin Smiths Key areas
fmmci o narh Supply Agtestiens out Al these are to do with fegal’s and are musts | 1f wrong these are
Hripact o interfice Agreement auy £
N ~ tlack Hags
WRPALL S8 matntenance Agresmess OuY
Warranties out As previous £ - £ - £ L
tram inspection Agreerent ouT tied into interface items £ c o HE - 1E - i
TFraffic Modelling ouT OUT i P above £ < iiE R 5 -« i
milestonie payments our QUT E v € = £ - £
LD's Capped ouT not a risk £ R 14 R - g
Delay to Off Street Works caused by On Streat Works deday ouT in FG Risk 12 £ - £ - £ -
Running Off Street Works unly; maintenarice liabitities oUT ‘I This is now not an option £ B £ - £ -
21 day notification - Major Risk -~ contract move to cost only effects Civils; Rates are to ba ; probability is 20% of the
reimbursable £330 worst case 89%. £ 2,200,000.00: £ 3,300,000.00F £ 6,600,000.00
Pricing Assumptions
£G Risk 402 4.1~ Approval bady DUT No Value
FG Risk 40D 6.4.2-Deslgn Approvals Bnr ouY see On Street Pricing Assumptions £ L PR ¥ -
FG Risk 40¢ £.4.3 - Urban Traffic Controls ouT o Vatue £ - £ k3 £ -
G Risk 404" 6.4.4 - Excavation Hmits QUY Contractors Risk £ - £ - £ -
FGRisk 40e Temporary works by tie oUT Contractors Risk £ - £ £ -
FG Risk 40f §.4.5 - Utility frée construction ouT Covered by Utiity tems £ ks € - £ -
FG:Risk 40g 6.4:6 - Unexpioded brdinance ouT OUT i PM above £ - £ - £ -
FG Risk 40 Contaminated materiat ouT Covered by Utifity fterss £ - £ = £ -
FG Risk 40¢ 6.4:7 - Routine maintenance 50%. . AE 100000001 £ S80,000:00 1 £ 600,000.06
FGRisk 40k 6.4.8 - Relaxation of time constiaints SE%. £ £ 300000001 € 400,000.00
TG Risk 40m 6.8,9 - Protection of tregy- ouT No Value £ - £ < £ ~
FGRisk 40n 6.4:10 - Archaeoiogital Finds -50%, £ ID005061E £
FG Risk 40g 6.4.11 - Programme Nérrative oUT Covered by other tisks £ B £ B £ -
FG Risk 4tig 6.4.12 - 20 Nor controversiabissuss no risk ouT No Value £ StE £ -
FG Risk 40r. 6.4.21 - Vardalisty ouT Contraciors Risk £ < E - E -
FG Risk 405 £.2.22 - Wiaterial Free ssue Ticket machines 50% £ 22500000 E BO00000 L F 275,000.00
FG Pisk 401 6.4.24 - Clause too broag ouT No valug £ « £ - i E -
OtherRisks
ooz Death; injury o¢ damage to thitd parties {people or property}
during construction: our Covered by Insurance Costs f Contractors fisurance,
- Failure of Contractors f Sub-C Yo self-certify o
close outof NERs and detiver construction quality 155 £ 208000001 ¢ ag,o0000} £ §0,000.06
RO18 Security incident 5% £ 10,000:00 ) € 50;00000 ¢ £ 100,000,060
/OIS Archaeolagical orHuman Remiains DUt Covered irs PMicosis
ROZ0 Exceptionat adverse weather 5% £ 1 £ 300, £ 420,000.00
6 Risk 3 Road Mainteriance adoption cosis burden on project dis 16 on- . » )
going works and delay of hand-back QuT Considered to be in FG Risk 040}
FGHisk 12 OVEBALL time delay impact fassessment of cumiative effect of )
identified risks on this register} Dalay considered to be £300k/week; 0% £ 7.800,00060} £ 115 £ 15, 00
! Design fisk This wil be the balarice figure of £10M on désign items above 100% 1E 4443750001 € 5.925,00000'} £ 6,221,250.00,
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CEC02083829_0200



f;‘“’“ M,

CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL
Post Settlement Agreement Budget
Budget Report

19th August 2011

Appendix B
QRA Summary

CEC02083829_0201




ETN Infrastructure QRA Summary

Modal Date:

12 August 261 1

Modelling output is based upon the Monte Carlo Analysis; with 10,000 iterations.
PROJECT STATISTICS

P00

"CEC Contingency
(based on PSO):
‘CEC Contingency
(based on P80):

WORKSTREAM STATISTICS

£78 .
£785,986 288

£161,027,412
£767,820,696
£781.834,816

£792,537,856

631,314,818

£34,094,144

£3860,500,000

£45,800,000

£2,770,000

£82,400,000

£279,050,000

£O

£750,520,000

Base Uncertainty
Discrate Risk

Base Uncertainty
Digerete Risk

Base Uncertainty
Discrete Risk

Base Uncertainty
Discrete Risk

Base Uncertainty
Discrete Risk

Base Uncertainty
Discrete Risk

£360,166,700
£685,528

£43,158,330
£6,477,518

£2,757,666
£4,434,468

£62,400,000
£1,282,404

£278,731,700
£1,675,749

£0
£20,257.410

£360,852,228

£48,635,848

£7,192,134

£63,682,404

£280,407,449

£20,257,410
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CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL
EDINBURGH TRAMS
POST SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT BUDGET

Optin essiistic i
s 5% chante it wif
Off Street Works % Lo b Tt than this smb: Mr_g@g ri;n xi:s H
Alrpoit to Haymarket Base Cost
{l P toApp 43+ HgCents L, 2& 32 £ 179.20 100%: £:::179,199,000:00.] € 179,195,000.00'} £ 179,189,600.00
Apps 44, 45, 46' 847+ Hg Certs 3b & 3¢ £ 23.54 100% £ 23,544,000.00:{ £ 23,544,000.00.1 £ 23;544,000,00
Prioritised Works £ 18.0% 100% £ 1801000000 £ 18,010,00000 ¢ £ 18,010,000.00
Costs ta go! o BBS 100% £ 14175000000 £ 141,750,00000 £ 5
Deduction for Forth Ports
Base Cost Total £ 22075 £ 139313 ¢ 350.06
Risks .
RO4% \pp i of plans for Gogar | 't 56% £ 150,000.001 £ 350,000.00 | £ 500,800.00
£ ks Retaining wall tite wall or special construction
measures} | Price given at Workshop 0% £ 50,600001 £ 100,000.60 | £ 200,000.00.
FGRisk 38 Edinburgh Gatéway - Power Cable AC confirmed esti from previous meeting 90% £ 350,000,801 £ 400,000.00} £ 400,000.00
FGRisk 47 Scottish Raghy Unior appeéasemsnt costs. now in R041
FG RISk 49 B and tons notincluded in fump sumy Affowance 50% £ 125,800:00 1 € 250,000.00.{ £ 250,000.08
Risk Cost Total £ - £ - £ -

Bility | Ontimistic Cost

Most Likaly Pessimistic

£# £ £M
On Street Works ‘

Haymarket to York Place Base Cost

On-street contract price - Bilfi B Discussion on Pricing ; €Sto go'back to Contractor; view torbe
{infraco} rsiieet contract price - Bilfinger Becger £ 33.30 taken on halding contingency. 31,300,000.00:
On-siréet contract price - Siemens £ 12.50 As dbove 57 ) 12,500,000:00 |
Valug Engineering Opportunit ‘ - ' . :
R ngineering Opportunity £ .00
Base CostTotal £ - £ 38,80 1 £ 33.80
Risks
Pricing Assumptions
6.4.2.1 Floating Track Slaby
6.4.2.3 York Place Terminal Point -
6.4.2.4 Cathedral Lane Substation; ¢ @‘%@ L :
6.4.25 tider Street Advised at Zers Cost Andy Conway 09-08-11
6.4,2.6 Dublin Street Steps - Advised at £75K Cost Andy Conway 09-08-11
6.4.2.7 Cycleway at Mound i ¥ e
base-costs ir budget - street scape uplift separate budget -
SA2ESt Andrews Square ouT therefore risk allowance zero
RO49 {ditionalfand ired to allow figure suppiied by Third party manager
ROS7 Uik or d chambers', callars, voids efc.
. sub 1§ ies expire durd i & period and
fORisk Stamenis may have legi taiitn dis to delay
FGHiIsk 15 Multiple foad clostires P 1 agreed may not work with traffic
i despite belng acceptable in principle fvia the médelrésultsy Shouldit be our isstie 0% £ 180000001 £ 200.000.00 | & 250,600.00
fG Rk 17 ‘OLE may siot work < design costs 1o detesming a sofution'and the )
s {Design; G o, Quant's and defay) discussion with €5 so% e 850,000.00 | £ 1,000,000.00 | £ 1,500,000.004 © -
FG Risk 23 Demalition of building could impact 6n Infraco our This will not Happen
Risk Cost Yotal £ - £ - 3£
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CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL

EDIMBURGH TRAMS
POST SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT BUDGET
Probability Optimistic Cost #Most Likely Pessimistic
Utifities
Base Cost
Master schedule showing £1.253M; See Contingency and
: N " Specified risks. Steven Beff-to confirm; 700nr now the figure of
Identifiable it R
entifizble items on Register conflicts £3. 250 was on 550nr; say ave: cost of £20kea x 2000
£ 1.81 problems 300%: £ 400,000.00.0 € 1,812,000.000 £ 2,000,000.
Trial Holes {140nr x £3k £ - 100% £ B B £ E £
Leith-Walk Utilities £ 1.10 100% £ 1,045,000:80.1 £ Li0000000 1 £
Base Cost Total £ - £ 2918 E 2.91
Risks
ROD4 Damage to Utility Apparatus our
RO32 Utititfes works, failure of MUDFA to deliver against programme out
1038 Utility Consents . out
G R 1 Utilities Risk - Utility diversions; clashes, design solutions, defay, Discussion with CS; designer cost £5k; delay T on'programmess
3 construction days £10/ec alf in £110K/¢2 x 200nr. 36%. E 25000000 1 £ 1,800,000.00 £ £ 2,200;000.00
costs to avoid knov d utility clashes in the
FG Risk § wrack fon - tory for track f tevels to aveid
utilities ouT Opex cost for counc
FG Risk 29 Drainage connections {20% of above FG Risk 28} Allowance OK
FG Risk 31 Road level lowering and utility issues as a result
FG Risk 59 Delay to délivery of items on the tdentified Utilities Register Delay included in overalf detay costs
G Risk 60 Loss and Expense Claims as a result:of any delay oUT tncluded in £300kfweek
Risk Cost Total £ - £ - £ -
Probability Optimistic Cost Most tikely Pessinstic
if 2800 ; 100%  LE. . 48000,00000 1 48,000,000.00 L £
£ 14.40 100% [ E 1 14/400,000001) £ 14,400,000.00 | £
Base Cost Yotal £ 48.00 £ 1440 £ 62.40
Risks
Ro24 Power not available-to ré-commission first tram ouT
FG Risk 39 Test track - single or 2 lines? our Discussed at meeting 11-08-1%; consfdered niot a risk
6 Risk 56 £62.4misup to Sept 2013 - €170k per month. Delay to Jan 14
= anticipated - Risk that it could be beyond Jan 14 From Sept 2013 Smonths 95% L€ 900,000,001 £ 1,350,000.00 | '£
Breaki Be CAF away from consontium could 2 Grgrected Alowance ondy £1600/per tram SHOW stopper can not be
Ut guantified; 1t is & conactiat issue

Risk Cost Yotal £ - £ - £ -
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CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL
EDINBURGH TRAMS
POST SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT BUDGET

Project Managament
Base Cost
Yo Date £ 24850
Project Management Costs £ 20506
Third Party CAAD - CALA £ 130
CAAD - Tesco. £ 0.10
Network Rail - APA £ 1.70 Pessimistic view:
Rail - Bridge & O i3 010
Edinburgh Alrport Ltd £ 0.80
New Ingiston Ltd £ 0.75
Forth ports £ 1.00 Reinstatement view
Accommodation QuUY Coverad by PM Costsline
Preparing for Operations ouT Covered by PV Costs tine
Insurance & Extensions ouT Covered by PN Costs Une
Warranty Extensions ouT fincluded in Risk 8
Legal E 130 Provided by McGrigors
Land & property ouT included in Risk R049
Traffic Modelting Costs £ 0.10 provided by AC
Comms and Marketing £ 1.10
Comms Link to CEC ouT Covered by ER
Reiristatement of Public Art £ ©30
Materials Storage Cost £ 120 5 - i
; : N : " iz of Design issues to be i in General Design Risk
Design Completion Register of Design Disputes ouT \temn at end
Base Cost Total £ 24850 £ 30.251 £ 27875
Risks
Event Delay Risk Moved from Base to Risk
G ik 11 C fon budget - £ 1o mayincur ]
additional compensation figure derived from 'Open for Business yearly cost of £210kfyr
FG RISk 53 Farly Rate Habilities QUT inc, in Pm costs above
Risk Cost Total £ - £ - £ -

pact {86 hint 201

st 1 g it

2650 2011

Probatithity Optimistic Cost Most Likely Pessimistic
100% £ | 248500,000:00.1 248,500,000.00 | £ 248,500,000.00
100%: £ 18450000001 € 20,500,000.00 | £ 22,550,500.00
1005 £ 123500000 £ 1.300,000.00 | £ 1,365,800.00
100% £ 95,000,001 £ 100,000,006 [ £ 165,600:00
100% £ 1.000,000.00'] £ 1,250,000.00° 1 £ 1,700,600.00
100% £ 95,000,001 £ I00,00000 1 £ 105,000.00
100%: £ 768,000.60} £ 809,000.00'| £ B40,000.00
160% £ TEX500.00§ £ 75000000 { £ 787 500.00
0% £ 950,000.00 1 £ 1,000,000.00°| £ 1,050,000.00
100%: £ - £ - £ =
TO0%: £ - £ < £ -
10056 £ R £ = - £ -
160% £ - LE - E <
160% £ 1;235,000.00 1 £ 1,300,000.00: 1 £ 1,560,000.60
100%: £ -4 E - £ -
100%: £ 9500000 £ 100,000.00:§ £ 105,000.00
100%: £ 1,845,000,00 1 £ 1,100,000.001 £ 1,I55,000.00
100% - E 2LE e <
100%. £ 28500000 £ 300,000.001 £ 315,000.00
100% £ 1,74D,000.00 £ 1,200; £ 1,260;000.00
100% £ - £ - €
100% £ 1000000001 € 1,600,000.806:1 £ 2,000,000.00
90% £ 105600001 £ 166,000.06:{ £ 210,800.00

£ - £ - £ -

Wado 3066
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F EDINBURGH COUNCIL
SURGH TRAMS

Discrete Risks

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT BUDGET

£M £M £M
Base Cost Total £ - £
Settlenient Agreement.
Colin Smiths Key areas
our A8 these are 1o 4o with g and are musts | i wiong these are
OUT
INpELT o8 QUT
Warranties ouT As previous
tram inspection Agreement ouY tied into interface items
Traffic Modealling OUT OUT in PM above
milestone payments ouY OUT
t0's Capped ouT not a risk
Delay to OFf Streét Works catised by Ori Street Works defay ouY i FG Risk 12
Running Off Street Works only; maintenance abilities ouT This is now not an option
21 day notification - Major Risk ~ contract siove 1o cost only effects Civils; Rates are to be ; probability is 20% of the
reimbursable £330 worst case
Pricing Assumptions
£G Risk 40a 6.4.3 - Approval body ouT o Value
FGRisk 40b 6.4.2 - Design Approvals 8nr ouT ses On Street Pricing Assumptions
FGRisk 40 - Urban Traffic Controls out ‘INo Value
¥G Risk 40d .4 - Excavation {imits our Contractors Risk
FGRisk 402 Temporary works by tie ouT Contractors Risk
FG Risk 40f 4.45 - Utility free construction out Covered by Utility ltems
FG Risk 40g 5.4.6 - Unexploded ordinance ouT OUT in PM above
FGRisk 40h Contaminated material ouT Covered by Utility items
FG Risk 405 6.4.7 - Routine maintenance
£G Risk 40k 6.4.8 - Relaxation of time constraints
FG Risk 40m 6.4.9 - Protection of trees ouT No Value
FG Risk 40n 6.4.10 - Archaeological Finds
G Risk 48p 6.4.11 ~ Programme Narrative out Covered by otherrisks
{FG Risk 404 £.4.12 - 20 Non controversial issuesnio risk out No Value
FG Risk 40y 6.4.21 - Vandalism OUT Contractors Risk
FGRisk 40s 6.2.22 < Material Free Issue g
FG Risk 45t 6.4.25 - Clause too broad out No value
Other Risks
k062 Death, injury or damage to-third giarties {people of property}
during construction out Covered by Costs/ € i
o211 Failure of Contractors / Subr-Corntractors to self-certify comipletion;
close out of NCRs and deliver construction quality
RO1E Security Incident
ROIG Archaeological of Hurdan Retains out Covered in PM casts
RO20 Exceptional adverse weather
€6 Risk 3 Road fais ! burden on project dueto on- . . ] X
going works and-defay of hand-back ouT Considered tG be in FG Risk 040)
£6 Risk 12 OVERALL time delay impact {sssessment of cumulative effect of
identified risks on this register} Delay considered to be £300k/waek;
General Design Risk
Risk Cost Total

Probability Optimistic Cost Most Likely. Pessimistic
£ Y E - £ -
£ - £ - £ -
£ - £ - £ -
£ i E S -
£ - £ b £
£ ~ £ - £
£ = £ - £
0% £ Z.200,000.00 1 £ 330080006 { £
£ - £ - £ -
£ = £ = £ -
£ - £ - £ -
£ = £ - £ -
£ - € - £ b
£ - £ B € =
£ - £ - € -
50% £ 100,000.00. € £
50%: £ 160,800.00 1 £ 300,000.00 1 € 400,008:00
£ - £ - £ -
50%: £ 16,000.00 € 2 £
£ < £ ~ £ =
£ = £ - £ B
£ - £ - £ -
50%:
15%:
5%
5% £ 120,000.00: £ 300,00000 1 £ 420,000.00
0% £ 7,800,000.00 1 F 1%,610,000.60 | £ 15;600,000.00
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Pitchfork 2 - Project Costs

PM Costs

11.98 30,10 1034 12.06
cashifow

16.34 12.06 852 461

Project managernent Staff Cosis
Recruftment Fess

Travel & Subsistence / Conferenice
Central Ovetheads

T & Software Costs  flout
Citypoint - rént,rates s/c

Short Term Contractors

City Point Overheads

Active Risk Manager
Archaeological supervisor - Gogar works
Archaeology - Non Gogar

DRP Costs

Tax Planning / G

i
i
|
|
|
1
il
|
|
|
1

Forecast Assumptions:
(1) Staff PM forecast assumptions based upon Phased Employee forecast.  Inclides VR redundancy in 201112
(2) No recruitment fees forecast - anticipated that recruitment will be dealt with by CEC HR at no incremetal cost to CEC group companies
(3) Travel & Subsistence - costs to reduce following completion of CAF delivery. Additional £50k allowed for CAF travel & DPOF staff
{4) Overheads reduction due to move from Cifypoint. ‘Assumed £50k recharge for CEC internal audit function.  See Cheads sheet ;
(5} 1T software costs prudent view of £20k per period from P8 201 1/12 geing forwards. - Opportunity to reduce if upgrades minimised {SH t
{6) No more CP rent and rates, although charge forecast until March 2012 this includes £80k delapidations costs
{7) Archaeological all forecast in 2011/12 for completion, although this is fikely to be spread dependent upon timeline {Chris Bartynek fed
{8) DRP budget will not be required. Forecast cost foriegal drafling/ tie handover included in P5/6 for £200k
{9} This is an operational, not CAPEX cost of the build/ budget
{10) DPOF forecast provided per period 4 PD review report. - Original budget based upon full Phase 1a. Significant opportunily (AR to Ju
{11) Legals forecast in-ine with AFC reporfed Period 4 - assumed to be completed by the end of the year, CEC legal to cover turnkey ‘eg%{
(12) TSS support costs at £10k per period +5% uplift per annum

{13) CEC assumed rechargs of £35k pem - flat rate for project. A Coyle {o confirm figures
(14) Comms budget to be covered by CEC. Opening costs covered by operating co. €100k costs to'end 2011712 + £200k safety campaign opepi
(15) Stakeholder management cost in-fine with forecast P4 2011112
{18) No further TEL recharge costs to be accépted

. Agpendéx 11 - Post MOVS Budget Development - Update’d265epz‘20‘f{1, Project Cost: ) e e o S i R Printed on’25/05/2812.at 12:7
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E:iinburgh Tram Project |

tie Ltd Close Out Report

October 2011

e g R
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in advance of the TEL Board meeting of October 2011, CEC require a full close out
report from tie Ltd before Turner and Townsend takes over full responsibility for the
management of the Infraco contract on the Council’s behalf. A list of the work
streams with a template to be completed for each is set out below, Please note that
the list is not exhaustive and other items should be added if required.

Work Streams
1. General Summary
2, Project Management Costs
-3e... DPOFA
4, Legal
5. SDS
6. JRC
7. TSS
8. Utilities
9. Utilities Betterment
10. CAF
11. Risk Management
12. EARL
13, Infraco
14. Insurance
15. Financial Advice {eg. PwC)
16. Comms, Marketing & FOISA
17. TEL
18. Third Party Agreements
19. ETL
20. Human Resource Files
21. HSQE
22. Land & GVD
23. Internal audit
24, One Ticket
25, Gullies
26.  Redipave
27. ICT
28. Citypoint.
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Appendices

WoONOAGEWNR

Contract Matrix

P7 Transport Scotland Report
P7 PD reports

Infraco closeout analysis sheet
Utilities analysis sheet
Non-Infraco analysis sheets
Flash Reports —

Topics Registers —

- 3PA closure tracker
. Summary agreement matrix
. One Ticket
. Outstanding Correspondence
. HSQE Report
. ICT system architecture for information
. Deloittes Report
. Pitchfork Report
. Resolution Report
. MOV 4 comments
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1. General Overview

Background

The body of the report and the attached schedules detail the current status {as at
October 2011) of a range of key areas which tie Ltd has been responsible for
under the terms of its Operating Agreement with CEC and the delegated
authorities and instruction from TEL and CEC.

These principally relate to activities associated with the Edinburgh Tram Project,
save for minor work in relation to EARL Authorised Undertaker role and acting on
behalf of “One Ticket”.

In September 2011, CEC instructed a transfer of scope of services in relation to
the Tram Project from tie Ltd to CEC and a new project management provider,

Turner and Townsend. Subsequently work has been undertaken to progress a

package of Voluntary Redundancies, TUPE transfer to CEC and TUPE transfer to
Turner and Townsend (T&T) to facilitate a ceasing of operations by tie Ltd. and
arrangements to put the company into a “dormant state”.

These matters and decisions were discussed and ratified at the TEL & tie Boards
on 27 September 2011 and this report will be presented to the next TEL Board
{planned for 2" November 2011) as part of that close down.

Subject to necessary ratification, formal responsibility for the range of services
provided on all matters will transfer from tie to T&T or CEC as appropriate on 28
October 2011.

Executive Summary

tie has been working closely with CEC and T&T to effect the required transition
arrangements with a planned transfer of staff, novation of contracts to CEC and
formal transfer of accountability and responsibility to services to T&T / CEC on or
before the 28 October 2011.

Between 28 October and 30 December 2011, a small number (8) of staff will
participate in transition arrangements to facilitate completion of the transfer of
services before they leave the employment of tie Ltd. Necessary insurance and
management arrangements are being put in place by CEC to ensure the
company’s obligations (including to those transition employees) are fully
discharged.

Complete transparency of HR arrangements has been provided to CEC and all

decisions relating to finalising Compromise Agreements with staff leaving under
VR are being authorised by CEC officers as instructed by D Anderson.
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Transfer of and responsibility for the finance functions of tie Ltd. to CEC took
place on 30 September 2011 when all tie Finance staff left under VR
arrangements. Delegated Authority Rules have been updated and implemented
from 3 October 2011. Financial authorisations have been signed off in line with
the revised DARSs since then. Statutory audit arrangements are to be agreed for
tie Ltd. 2011/12 financial year and It may be appropriate to utilise Geogeghans
for this purpose.

A detailed section on Health, Safety, Quality and Environmental arrangements
has been included, and incorporates the latest position up to Period 7 of
2011/12. A meeting of the TEL Safety Committee attendees (not quorate as
directors had previously resigned) was held on 13" Qctober 2011 and we closed
off all previous actions and completed a report including preparation for
operational testing at the Depot. ETL were represented by A Richards and L
Parkes. :

Independent Safety Validation of the organisational change has been
undertaken and a draft report has been received. Recommendation 3 is the key
item to close out in addition to previous recommendations. If there are any
material changes to the recommendations of the original validation carried out
in June 2011, these will be highlighted at the Board meeting and agreement
reached with CEC and T&T on what actions need to be taken.

It remains a matter of increased risk that any integration issues between BBS and
CAF will now import risk to CEC as CAF are contracted directly. Recent
behaviours at integration meetings suggest there is still some work to do to
minimise this risk affecting the client. The Depot completion and delivery of
Trams is the first significant test for this and has received focused support from
tie / T&T and CEC to maximise the efforts for successful delivery.

A breakdown of all relevant contracts and live issues has been incorporated in
the schedules and appendices attached.

The Settlement Agreement for the Infraco Contract was executed on 15
September 2011. Since then tie (with seconded staff from T&T (including the
new tie Representative Julian Weatherley)) have been administering the
Contract based on the original contract as amended by MOV4 and emerging
briefing on the Settlement Agreement changes. A briefing from Ashurst assisted
in this matter,

Bridge and Operating agreements still need to be agreed between CEC and
Network Rail. This has been with CEC to escalate for many months with the
Office of Rail Regulation with the main stumbling block NR Insistence on
unlimited liability regarding the Bridge Agreements. CEC should be aware that
delaying this matter will only strengthen NR’s negotiating position and it is

-important to address this now,
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Currently work adjacent to the Network Rail infrastructure is carried out under a
3 party arrangement. Network Rail has intimated that they are considering
moving this to an Outside Party arrangement which is more expensive and this
should be monitored. An additional risk to Network Rail costs lies in the level of
direct resource they apply to the project and charge to the project. Finally, the
current Asset Protection Agreement appfies a 2.5 % industry risk fee as part of
their charges. NR may try to increase this to reflect the higher capital costs of the
project.

The Forth Ports agreement is still unresolved and CEC have been in the lead to
try and resolve this difficult issue for many months, It has an impact on the final
scope of utility diversions required to be completed and on the scope of any
interim completion / reinstatement. The scope of any work needs to be
determined by CEC to enable T&T / CEC to take the appropriate next steps.

Land compensation claims are being managed by Alasdair Sim supported by CEC
and the District Valuer and there are a number of significant risks through CAAD
claims. This had been explored previously with CEC and a substantial risk
allowance made in the revised budget.

There remains a risk over the interpretation of the rateable value of the
completed tram assets, a reasonable provision based on experience with other
UK Light Rail schemes has been made in the TEL budget however this remains a
risk until a final evaluation is made by the Rates Assessor,

Copies of the final tie Project Director reports (Period 7) and the last flash reports
and topics register produced by tie are contained as appendices in this report.
Additionally a copy of the final Transport Scotland report prepared for CEC to
send to Transport Scotland is also included as an appendix.

A full copy of this report and Appendices can be found electronically on the tie

_Extranet at:

http://wss/management/Shared%20Documents/Forms/Allitems.aspx?RootFolde
r=%2fmanagement%2fShared%20Documents%2fClose%200ut%20Report&Folde

rCTID=&View=%7bBASBBA67%2d5443%2d4229%2dBBF4%2d3C6C5C17E972%7d

Areas worthy of particular focus

The safety verification and assurance arrangements are extremely important,
along with clarity on the CDM arrangements and keeping the appropriate
regulatory authorities informed.

Completion of satisfactory design assurance statements and population of
the body of evidence structure will require continued scrutiny, support and
empbhasis to give best chances for a positive outcome.
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Integration is a significant risk area, despite interface agreements and will
require detailed attention and active management.

The utilities mitigation and diversion work contract with McNicholas (and
supported by the Statutory Utility Companies) is now in place and will be a
key mitigation tool to manage the impact of utilities on infraco construction.

Given our understanding of the changes in risk and responsibility under the
Settlement Agreement it is extremely important to manage and record the
contractor’s resource and progress from commencement of the On-Street
Works to optimise and mitigate costs.

All parties’ behaviours need to focus on effective safety and project
management leadership to achieve the revised Project Programme, budget
and end product,

Project Management Costs

The original tie Ltd. / CEC reorganisation and associated cost profile was
amended up to the end of Period 6 (September 2011) and has been
incorporated in the cost of work done as part of the budget compilation
process. Proposals and costs for the VR scheme (phase 1) were agreed and
approved by the TEL Board and CEC officers mcorporated such matters in
their reports to Council.

Following CEC’s August / September review and decision to transfer the
scope of services of tie Ltd. to CEC and Turner and Townsend, tie has not
amended any previous forecasts or incorporated any assessment of changes
to project completion. The tie Finance team worked with CEC officers to
confirm revised VR and TUPE costs and impacts and these were also reviewed
and approved at TEL Board in September 2011.

In general tle has not identified any material variances from the forecast
costs previously provided and the transition resources profiled to suit T&T
requirements have been approved and shared with CEC. It is assumed that
the final incorporation of such costs has been consolidated by CEC in their
September 2011 Council report.

DPOFA

There are a number of small contracts being managed under the DPOFA
umbrella by ETL. It is considered that for most of them that they should be
novated only if necessary or terminated.

Legal .

Legal advice at point of close was being provided in the following areas:

6
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s D&W —TRO’s and land/third party agreement matters
® DLA - HSQE/FOISA/Insurance

® McGrigors —SDS

® HBJ GW - Network Rail agreements

. SDS

SDS residual utilities work has had a number of attempts to close out a
difference in value and a claim for incentivisation which tie consider has little
entitlement (a position generally supported by McGrigors review) . Colin
Smith has visibility of final proposed positions with ~£400k between the
parties. '

. JRC

No issues associated with this contract with Steer Davies Gleave Ltd. Alasdair
Sim who is being TUPE transferred to CEC will continue to manage this
contract.

. TSS

It has been agreed that this contract will be handed over to Bob McCafferty
in CEC. A handover meeting is taking place on 26" October 2011. There is one
outstanding commercial issue (~£18k) on this contract which relates to an
element of work carried out on trackform design. A proposal has been made
to CEC about the way forward to close this issue if such a piece of work is
every used.

Utilities

Utilities agreements with the statutory utilities are sfubj'ect to completion of

final snagging / abandonments and agreements on betterment / deferment.
This is being undertaken in conjunction with the T&T utilities team seconded
into tie and members of the tie transition team.

In the short term, the utilities diversion contract to support the Infraco On-
street Works from Haymarket to York Place has been awarded to McNicholas
by tie and will be novated to CEC. The T&T utilities team (with SUC members
as well as Infraco input} will manage this going forward after the end of
October.

Utilities Betterment
Completion of Betterment / deferment negotiations with the SUCs is
financially material and merits retention of key transition staff until the

“substantial completion is achieved. It has been agreed to extend Fiona Dunn’s

7
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10.

11.

12.

g

transition until 30" December 2011 to focus on completing the Scottish .
Water and BT betterment accounts.

CAF

As part of the settlement agreement the Tram supply and maintenance
agreements were separated from the main Infraco Contract. Trams started to
arrive at the depot week commencing 17" October. The risks of integration
have been identified elsewhere in this report.

Risk Management

Risk management has been handed over to the T&T team — Peter Smith. A
full copy of the risk register was provided in hard copy as well as an export to
excel to allow ease of future manipulation by T&T into a new system. A
decision was made not to continue with the use of ARM for risk
management,

EARL

tie currently fulfils the role of Authorised Undertaker for the EARL Act. This is

~in the process of Transfer to Transport Scotland EARL Authorised Undertaker

13.

14.

work is being progressed for transfer to Transport Scotland but is likely to
happen after 28 October as there has been slower than hoped for progress
on diligence work by TS advisors. Alan Coyle in CEC is acting as the point of
contact beyond 28™ October with the key risk being VAT liabilities associated
with the transfer of assets and IPR.

Infraco

A copy of previous reports and commentaries on the commercial strategy up
to and post mediation is attached as an appendix for completeness. An
internal Audit report from Deloitte bringing matters up to date pre mediation
was tabled at the last TEL Board meeting and any comments invited (none
received to date). :

A copy of the Infraco correspondence tracker is attached for completeness.
This identifies a number of letters which were on hold or not responded to
due to the ongoing mediation process. It is recommended that T&T review
these to ensure the issues are subsumed within the settlement agreement.

Insurance

Ongoing insurance arrangements being negotiated by CEC beyond the

current OCIP extension date of 25™ October 2011 require to be clarified to
ensure that they are adequate and compliant with the contractual obligations
of the Infraco Agreement, the Tram Supply Agreement and the DPOFA. EARL
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21

insurances to be extended for 12 months by CEC. tie corporate policies to be
extended by CEC. An interim extension of OCIP has been secured to 25%
November 2011 by CEC.

Financial Advice
There is no current financial advice being provided by any advisor to tie.
Comms Marketing & FOISA

Communications, marketing and FOISA was handed over to CEC at end of July
and August when key members of staff departed from tie. A FOI(S)A strategy
needs to be updated to reflect the revised role of T&T as a private company
within the project. A MacLean is reviewing.

TEL

The quarterly ihvoices from LB continue to be presented for payment. Given
the proposed “shutdown” of TEL this is not expected to continue.

Third Party Agreements

There are 2 appendices outlining firstly a summary of all the third party
agreements and secondly the tracker showing progress with close out of 3™
party issues. The key risks associated with 3™ parties are identified in the
executive summary.

ETL

ETL are counterparty to the DPOFA and providing preparing for operation
services to the project. There are 3 permanent members of staff and 5
seconded members of staff (LB employees). These arrangements must be
reviewed and amended along with the proposed transfer of ETL services to
Lothian Buses.

Human Resources

The HR services provided by tie (Lynda Mcliwraith) will be handed over to
CEC for dealing with beyond 28™ October 2011. A handover meeting with K
Verth of CEC took place on 19" October 2011 and CEC HR will address any

post October tie Ltd HR requirements (either related to transition staff or
matters such as requests for references).

HSQE

On the matter of Assurance and changes in duty holder arrangements, a
detailed review was held with T&T (including their Assurance manager and

9
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22,

23.

24.

25.

26.

Director of Project Delivery) and staff intending to transfer to CEC in this role.
All necessary actions from tie have been undertaken and this is an area of
particular focus in the safety validation exercise.

It remains a matter of increased risk that integration issues between BBS and
CAF will now import risk to CEC as CAF are contracted directly. The Depot
completion and delivery of Trams is the first significant test for this and has
received focused support from tie / T&T and CEC to maximise the efforts for
successful delivery.

It is envisaged that the Deliver a Safe Tram and Deliver a Tram Safely
approach led by tie will be supported by the project going forward.

Ltand & GVD

The land and GVD process has been managed Alasdair Sim supported by CEC
and the District Valuer. Alasdair is being TUPE transferred across to CEC and
so there Is continuity of management for this process.

The risk associated with potential CAAD claims have been identified in the
Executive Summary of this report.

Internal Audit

An internal Audit report from Deloitte bringing matters up to date pre
mediation was tabled at the last TEL Board meeting and any comments
invited (none received to date). ‘

One Ticket

One Ticket has had approval to transfer from their Board and SEsTran and we

“have confirmation that this transfer is complete. A letter is provided as an

appendix outlining this completion.

Gullies

A survey was carried undertaken with any necessary remedial action set out
by Duncan Fraser. Any further action by contractors to correct defects will be

managed through T&T. Colin Neil will liaise with T&T week commencing 31%
October 2011.

Redipave

Redipave inspection and maintenance arrangements need to be undertaken
by CEC. Several meetings were convened to finalise this but cancelled at CEC

request.

10
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27.

28.

IcT

Following CEC’s recent request, Seamus Healey is preparing a proposition
paper to ensure the information and data is properly protected, including any
relocation, and available for use by CEC/the project. This is likely to be
essential for reference at any future inquiry or to address FOI{SA) requests
and satisfy legal requirements. Alan Coyle has agreed to be the “owner” of
this Sharepoint system post 28/10/11. “Ownership” of the other systems
should be agreed in a similar way. ‘

Additionally, staff TUPE transferring to T&T are not legally able to maintain
access rights to their ICT data. It is understood that appropriate extraction
requests are to be made to tie/CEC by T&T before 28/10/11 to enable
suitable business information to be considered for extraction from tie
systems. A separate extraction authority relating to staff TUPE transferring to
CEC needs to be regularised. ' :

Citypoint

The lease option for March 2012 has been exercised and management
arrangements (for emergency evacuation/HSQE/welfare) need to be
undertaken by CEC or their appointed agent from 28/10/11.

CEC’s current target for relocation of transition project staff to Edinburgh
Park is mid November and dilapidation and full ICT moves need to take place
prior to lease surrender. A project manager will need to be appointed for this
work. The Office Manager’s file was handed over to CEC on 26" October
2011.

11
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Work Stream 2. Project
Management Costs
Responsible tie | Steven Bell
Officer
List of All Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC File integrity Declaration of Early Warnings | RAG Status
Contracts for eg. Final Issues and risks | of Commercial | (eg. Are the Is the file known
relating to this | Account/Settled/Live | outstanding Issues commercial complete? financials;
work stream e.g.(Disputed risks covered in | Isit fit for
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,

forecasts, if not | Hastherebeen | Knownor

what is the unauthorised Unknown

exposure) access?
Addressed in Either closed or on Included in Non apparent Included in Not aware of See P7 2011/12 | NA Green
contract list to be novated contract lists budget any issues report being
schedule ' and schedules approved from prepared by C

CEC Arbuckle

12
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Work Stream 3. DPOFA
Responsible tie Alastair Richards
Officer
List of All Contracts | Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC File Integrity Declaration of | Early Warnings | RAG Status
relating to this for eg. Final Issues and risks | of Commercial | {eg. Are the Is the file known
work stream Account/Settled/Live | outstanding Issues commercial complete? financials;
e.g.(Disputed risks covered in | Is it fit for
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,
forecasts, if not | Has there been | Known or
what is the unauthorised Unknown
exposure) access?
DPOFA In December 2009, | None known Ongoing Covered in To be Tobe None | Green
the DPOFA was : contractual current completed completed although the
assigned from obligations forecast slow progress
Transdev plcto ETL, | only with clarifying
the final account process going
with Transdev plc forward is now
was settled in critical:
January 2010. The
employees TUPE
transferred to ETL
and remain .
employees to date.
BS!HiSO Live to be None known Ongoing Covered in To be Tobe None | Green
9001/14000/18000 | transferred and contractual current completed completed ’
Certification Audits | administered by LB payment forecast ’
milestones only
Lioyds Register Rail | Live to be None known Ongoing Covered in | Tobe To be None Green
Operational transferred and contractual current compieted completed
Readiness Peer administered by LB payment forecast
13
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Pl P
£ i
Review Audit milestones only
Procurement Live to be Depot None, accrual To be To be Only regarding | Amber
Scotland Supply of | transferred and connected and made in completed completed the actual
Gas administered by LB | drawing gas but relation to costs and the
(see note on no invoices estimated gas qualification of
qualification received to usage to date. use of the
however) date, Procurement
Scotland
Qualification to arrangement
participate was on an ongoing
reliant upon basis
CEC Directors
being on the
Board and
100% CEC
; ownership.
Site Sharing Live to be None known at | None known at | None knownat | Tobe To be None Green
- Agreement transferred to LBto | present present present completed completed
Edinburgh castle administer
OFCOM Radio Live to be None known at | None known at | None knownat | Tobe To be None Green
Licences transferred to iBto | present present present completed completed
administer
14




Work Stream 4. Legal Costs
Responsible tie | Steven Bell
Officer . .
List of All Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC Flie Integrity Declaration of | Early Warnings | RAG Status
Contracts for eg. Final Issues and risks | of Commercial | (eg. Are the Isthe file known
relating to this | Account/Settled/Live | outstanding Issues commercial complete? financials;
work stream e.g.(Disputed risks covered in | Isit fit for
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,
forecasts, if not | Has therebeen | Knownor
what is the unauthorised Unknown
exposure) access?
DLA Piper Ongoing work on Any outstanding | None known
FOISA —to be closed | tie invoices to
and transferred to be cleared
CEC. Final invoice for .
work on EARL AU Clear final None known
transfer to TS passed | invoice
to CEC finance for
payment :
Mcgrigors Opinion on SDS Clear any final None known
account invoice invoices ‘
| outstanding — close
account
D&wW Ongoing work on HR
matters - should be
closed
Ongoing work on
third party
agreement and land
matters
15
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Work Stream 5. SDS
Responsible tie | Steven Bell
Officer ‘
List of All Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC File Integrity- Declarationof | Early Warnings | RAG Status
Contracts for eg. Final Issues and risks | of Commercial | (eg. Are the Is the file known
relating to this | Account/Settled/Live outstanding Issues commercial complete? financials;
work stream e.g.{Disputed risks covered in | Is it fit for
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,
forecasts, if not | Has there been | Known or
what is the unauthorised Unknown
exposure) access?
SDS (Novation Live account. Outstanding SDS Claim £ At meeting Amber
Agreement) issue regarding | 1022k tie 10/10 tie
Incentivisation position is that | offered to
Payment due. no monies are settle all
due. At meeting | outstanding
of 10/10 SDS matters for .
reduced claim | £873k which
to £300k to matches the
settle. AFC allowances
Live account. Variation SDS initial Claim
SDS Collateral Account to totals £991k
Warranty (CW) agree and they
reduced to
£890k. tie has
offered £820k
as final
settlement.
16
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Work Stream 6. JRC
Responsible tie | Alastair Sim
Officer
List of All Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC File Integrity Declaration of Early Warnings | RAG Status
Contracts for eg. Final 1ssues and risks - | of Commercial {eg. Are the Is the file known
relating to this | Account/Settled/Live | outstanding Issues commercial complete? financials;
work stream e.g.(Disputed risks covered in | Is it fit for
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,

forecasts, if not | Has there been | Knownor

what is the unauthorised Unknown

exposure) access?
Existing Live until 2016 No outstanding | N/A “N/A The JRC Outstanding N/A Green
contract disputes or risks commercial file | budget circa
between tie Ltd contains change | £100k
and Steer items only and
Davies Gleave - is complete and
Ld. accessible.

17
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Work Stream 7. TSS
Responsible tie | Steven Bell
Officer
List of All Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC File Integrity Declaration of Early Warnings | RAG Status
Contracts for eg. Final issues and risks | of Commercial | (eg. Are the Is the file known
relating to this | Account/Settled/Live | outstanding Issues commercial complete? financials;
work stream e.g.(Disputed risks covered in | Is it fit for
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,
forecasts, if not | Has there been | Known or
what is the unauthorised Unknown
exposure) access?
TSS contract Live Trackform NA No budget Not aware of £18k trackform | NA Green
only —with review —TSS provision made | any issues review
Scott carried out a by tie post
Wilson/URS piece of work September
on trackform 2011. Not
review. They aware if CEC
carried on has made any
working budget
without provision in the
instruction from revised figures.
tie and so tie
have not paid
these costs.
Thereisa
completed
trackform
report but until
the TSS account
for thisis
settled TSS will
not release the
report. The
18
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current status is
that TSS has
agreed not to
seek this sum
until and if CEC
wish to use the
report. There is
no budget
pravision for
any TSS works
post September
and tie is not
aware of any
budget
provision made
by CEC.

" URS submitted
letter dated
5/10/11 with
RPiX rate
increase of
5.3%.

19
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Work Stream 8. Utilities
Responsible tie | Fiona Dunn
Officer ;
List of All Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost | Effect on AFC File Integrity Declaration of | Early Warnings | RAG Status
Contracts for eg. Final Issues and risks | of Commercial | (eg. Are the Is the file known
relating to this | Account/Settled/Live | outstanding Issues commercial complete? financials;
work stream e.g{Disputed risks covered in | Is it fit for
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,
forecasts, if not | Has there been | Known or
what is the unauthorised Unknown
exposure) access?
MUDFA - Works complete Defect Period Financial
Carillion Final Account settled | ends 3 Dec exposure if
: 2011 - Carillion Carillion do not
to be advised of carry out
defects after defects. {No
inspection. Retention held)
Utilities - Work complete Defects period AFC makes
section 1A Final account settled | ends allowance for
{part) 08/05/2015 barrier to
Clancy Dowcra Retention of September
19K held 2011~
Hire of mass additional
barrier anticipated
continuing. costs beyond
this period
requires to be
added
Utilities ~ Work complete. Defects period AFC makes
section 1C-1D Final account settled | ends allowance for
20
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{part) Clancy 30/06/2012 barrier to
Dowcra Retention of September
Utilities — 136K held 2011—-
section 1C-1D Hire of mass additional
{part) Clancy barrier {in Leith anticipated
Dowcra Walk) costs beyond
continuing. this period
requires to be
added
Utilities ~250 Work complete. ltemns of Likely to be
Watermain Account live entitlement 20K Scope of agreed within
Clancy Dowcra regarding delay | work not AFC (4K
disputed established - maximum risk)
Additional items | investigations Additional work
instructed - an going quote received
L.investigating for 110K —not
blaes baciill 3K included in AFC
Utilities — Work due to be Disputes re CD have made | Risk to AFC
Abandonments | completed Oct 11 entitlementto | claim to date of | figure of 110K
Clancy Dowcra | Final account live delay and approx 100K
: disruption and indicated a
possible
additional claim
General utilities | Work complete. Documents to
section 1A — Final account settled | beretrieved
Farrans from Archive
General utilities | Work complete. Documents to
section 7 — Final account settled | be retrieved
Farrans from Archive
General Utilities | Work complete. Docurments to
Burnside Road | Final account settled | be retrieved
21
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- Farrans

from Archive

South Gyle Work complete. Defects period
access bridge Final account live ends 30/05/13
and Assembly Retention of
St -Barhale 23K held
Agreement
required re
entitlement to
delay and
disruption
Utilities Side Work complete. Documients to
Entry manholes | Final account settled | be retrieved
— Frontline " | from Archive
Utilities Work complete. Documents to
Bilburnie — Final account settled | be retrieved
Frontline from Archive
Utilities Side Work complete. Documents to
Entry manholes | Final account settled | be retrieved’
~land from Archive
Engineering
Utilities Work complete. Documents to
Murrayfield Final account settled | be retrieved
Sewer — Souters from Archive
Utilities —Coms | 1% phase complete Contract let on Current AFC
at Ocean Account live 3 phases — 2™ 170K scope of
terminal - ' and 3" phase work
Fujitsu not now completed
required. Scope £25K allow 5K
of works to to close ou and
22
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‘make safe’ to make safe AFC
be established can be reduced
and account by approx
closed out. £140K
Utilities — gas Work complete.
Section 7 - Final account settled
SGN
Utilities —gas Work complete.
Section 2A - Final account settled
SGN
Utilities — gas Work now within Advanced This period AFC
A8 underpass- | Infraco’s work scope? | payment -nil. '
SGN invoice from
SGN paid by tie
Cost to be
recovered from
infraco?
23

CEC02083829_0235



Work Stream 9, Utilities
Betterment
Responsible tie | Fiona Dunn
Officer ,
List of All Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost | Effect on AFC File integrity Declaration of | Early RAG Status
Contracts for eg. Final Issues and risks | of Commercial | (eg. Are the Is the file known Warnings/Close
relating to this | Account/Settled/Live | outstanding Issues commercial complete? financials; out Process to
work stream e.g.(Disputed risks covered In | Is it fit for recover maonies
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,
’ forecasts, if not | Has there been. | Known or
what is the unauthorised Unknown
exposure) access?
Scottish Water | Refer to separate report which will be Red
provided by F Dunn
BT . Refer to separate report which will be Red
provided by F Dunn
Scottish Power | Refer to separate report which will be .Green
provided by F Dunn
SGN Refer to separate report which will be Green
provided by F Dunn
Sundry Utilities | No further betterment or deferment expected. Green
24
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Work Stream 10. CAF
Responsible tie | Alastair Richards
Officer
List of All Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC File integrity Declaration of | Early RAG Status
Contracts for eg. Final issues and risks | of Commercial | {eg. Are the Is the file known Warnings/Close
relating to this | Account/Settled/Live | outstanding Issues commercial compiete? financials; out Process to
work stream e.g.(Disputed risks covered in | Isit fit for recover monies
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,
forecasts, if not | Has there been | Knownor
what is the unauthorised Unknown
exposure) access?
Tram Supply Live, contract has None c. £200k per The risks of lack | To be To be N/A Green
Agreement been novated to CEC | crystalised at month of delay | of coordination | completed completed
as part of the present time, alt of key interface
Settlement invoices have dates are NOT
Agreement been paid up to included in the
date. current AFC
forecast, but
Risks that were estimated
remain lie for the
principally in purposes of
the Project
coordination of Contingency at
the BBS the Risk
programme Workshop on
schedule with the 03/08/11
that of CAF. Key with Faithful
interface points and Gould.
are:
Test Track
available from
02/12/11 and
Section A
25
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handover

17/12/11 and
start of
Operations
September
2013.
Tram Live, contract has Noneknown at | None None Tobe To be N/A Green
Maintenance been novated to CEC | present time, all | anticipated at anticipated at completed completed
Agreement as part of the invoices have present time present time
Settlement been paid up to
Agreement date.
Scott Wilson Has been Risk if separate | Unknown None To be Unknown Risk if separate | Amber
(1SS) undertaken under agreement is ' anticipated completed agreement is
Tram Inspector | TSS, in process of not reached included in TSS. not reached
Agreement trying to reach then potentially {c.£100k to go) then potentially
agreementon a in breach of in breach of
separate standalone | iInfraco Infraco
agreement. Agreement Agreement
CDL Ltd Final accountinthe | Noneknownat | None None To be Known N/A Green
Quality process of being present time anticipated at anticipated completed
inspectionand | concluded, present time included in
audit during T.01.
manufacture
26
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Work Stream

11, Risk
Management

Responsible tie
Officer

Susan Clark

List of All
Contracts
relating to this
work stream -

Status of Contracts
for eg. Final

Account/Settled/Live

Commercial
Issues and risks
outstanding
e.g.{Disputed
items/defects)

Potential Cost
of Commercial
Issues

Effect on AFC
{eg. Are the
commercial
risks covered in
the current
forecasts, if not
what is the
exposure)

File Integrity

Is the file
complete?

Is it fit for
purpose?

Has there been
unauthorised
access?

Declaration of
known
financials;

Pending,
Known or
Unknown

Early
Warnings/Close
out Process to
recover monies

RAG Status

None -~ the .
ARM contract
has lapsed

To be completed

We have not
paid the fee for
2011 as ARM
were working
on providing a
link between
ARM and
Primavera
which did not
work. ARM
were advised

-that we would

not pay this fee
until the fink
was working. tie
spent
considerable
time assisting
ARMto get it
working — which

If chased for
payment thisis
£12k

NA

No known
issues.

None

None

Green
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is still doesn’t.
We have not
been chased for
any payment.
Documents
passed to Alan
Coyle.
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Work Stream 12. EARL
Responsible tie | Susan Clark
Officer
List of All Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC File Integrity Declaration of Early RAG Status
Contracts for eg. Final Issues and risks | of Commercial | {eg. Are the Is the file known Warnings/Close
relatingto this | Account/Settled/Live | outstanding Issues ' commercial complete? financials; out Process to
work stream e.g.(Disputed risks covered in | Is it fit for recover monies
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,

forecasts, if not | Has there been | Known or

what is the unauthorised Unknown

exposure) access?
All main All third party Transfer of None Nonetotramas | No None None Green
contracts were | agreements remain | authorised Transport
terminated at live. undertaker to Scatland fund
the time EARL DLA account will be | Transport this separately.
was cancelled. | settled after AU is Scotland.
Transfer of the | transferred to VAT issues
authorised - Transport Scotland. | relating to
undertaker role ' | Estimate this to bein | FARL
isunderway to | range of £5-10k
Transport
Scotland butis | 24-7 final account
not likely to be | will need to be
completed until | settied along with
December recent repair bill —
2011. EARL circa £3k in total.
being handed
over to Alan
Coyle in CEC
and a meeting .
will be held on
27" October to

29
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finalise this
handover.
There are a
range of third
party
agreements still
live. These are
all contained on
the EARL
website.
MocGrigors
currently
supporting the
transfer to
Transport.
‘Scotland

24-7 letting
currently look
after the
Wheatlands

property.
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Work Stream 13. Infraco
Responsible tie | Steven Bell
Officer .
List of All Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC File Integrity Declaration of | Early RAG Status
Contracts for eg. Final Issues and risks | of Commercial | (eg. Are the Is the file known Warnings/Close
relating to this . | Account/Settied/Live | outstanding issues commercial complete? financials; out Process to
work stream e.g.(Disputed risks covered in | is it fit for recover monies
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,

forecasts, if not | Has there been | Knownor

what is the unauthorised Unknown

exposure) access?
See attached
Analysis Sheet
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Work Stream

14. Insurance

Responsible tie | Susan Clark
Officer
List of All Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC File Integrity Declaration of | Early RAG Status.
Contracts for eg. Final Issues and risks | of Commercial | (eg. Are the Is the file known Warnings/Close
relating to this | Account/Settled/Live | outstanding issues commercial complete? financials; out Process to
work stream e.g{Disputed risks covered in | Is it fit for recover monies
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,
forecasts, if not | Has there been | Known or
what is the unauthorised Unknown
exposure) access?
Gallacher Heath | Live OCIP extension | Tobe To be No known Additional None Amber
Garwyn —CeCare completed completed issues funding to
Cunningham negotiating and extend OCIP
Lindsay extention until OCiP - CECto
oqp end November confirm.
but at time of Claims covered
writing no in insurance
insurance in budget
place beyond allowances
25/10. Decision
needs to be
made on
extension after
this until the
end of
construction
and into
operations.
Ongoing claims
issues — Colin
Strugnell has all
these details
32
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and insurance
was handed
over the Colin
Strugnell in CEC.
Transport
Scotland have
requested that
EARL insurances
are put in place
for another
12months. CEC
are putting in
place extended
tie corporate
policies to cover
the existence of
tie Directors
and transitional
staff untit the
end of the
year{2011).
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Work Stream

15. Financial Advice

{eg PWC)
Responsible tie | Steven Bell
Officer .
List of Alf Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC File Integrity Declaration of Early RAG Status
Contracts for eg. Final Issues and risks | of Commercial | (eg. Are the is the file known Warnings/Ciose
refating to this | Account/Settled/Live | outstanding Issues commercial complete? financials; out Process to
work stream e.g.(Disputed risks covered in | Isit fit for recover monies
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,
forecasts, if not | Hasthere been | Knownor
what is the unauthorised Unknown
exposure) access?
See separate None None None No known NA NA Green
contract sheet ' issues
34
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Work Stream 16. Comms and
Marketing
Responsible tie | Lynn McMath
Officer :
List of All Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC File Integrity Declaration of Early RAG Status
Contracts for eg. Final Issues and risks | of Commercial (eg. Are the Is the file known Warnings/Close
relating to this | Account/Settled/Live | outstanding Issues commercial complete? financials; out Process to
work stream : e.g.{Disputed risks covered in | Isit fit for ' recover monies.
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,
' forecasts, if not | Has there been | Known or
what is the unauthorised Unknown
~ exposure} access?
Binary Vein Live - due for none none nfa n/a Unknown n/a n/a
renewal
Newslink Rolling contract none none ‘nfa n/a Unknown n/a nfa
Scotland
35
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Work Stream 17. TEL
Responsible tle | Alastair Richards
Officer .
List of Ali Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC File Integrity Declaration of - | Early RAG Status
Contracts for eg. Final Issues and risks | of Commercial | (eg. Are the Is the file known Warnings/Close
relating to this | Account/Settled/Live | outstanding Issues commercial complete? financials; out Process to
work stream e.g.{Disputed risks covered in | Is it fit for recover monies
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,
forecasts, if not | Has there been | Knownor
what is the unauthorised Unknown
exposure) access? ’
Lothian Buses | LB continue to Tobe Tobe To be To be To be To be To be
Project Support | invoice for £30k per | completed completed completed completed completed completed completed
‘ quarter for none
specific support on
the project.
Unclear whether this
is appropriate under
the new Governance
Arrangements
Commissioning | Live to be
Power transferred and
administered by LB
Meter Operator | (Note qualification None None known at | None known at | To be Tobe Tobe Tobe
Agreement with regarding present present completed completed completed completed
SP Dataserve Procurement
Scotland)
Connection None None known at
Agreements ' present None known at
with SP for each present
36
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of the

| Substations
Procurement Issue with c. £10k Negligible
Scotland Supply invoicing of
of Electricity for unused supplies
Depot under
Substation discussion.
Qualification to
participate was .
reliant upon
CEC Directors
being on the
Board and 100%
CEC ownership.
Rates for the No assessment has Uncertain until | c¢. £400k p.a.if | Areasonable Tobe Tobe To be To be
tram assets been received from | an Assessment | Assessor uses provision based | completed completed completed completed
the Assessor, work is confirmed rateable value on that
to inform CEC of the of the land area | experienced at
norm with other UK of the track. other UK Tram
schemes was Schemes is
performed some included in the
time ago. AFC.
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Work Stream 18. Third Party
Issues
Responsible tie Steven Bell
Officer
List of All Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC File Integrity Declaration of | Early RAG Status
Contracts relating | for eg. Final Issues and risks | of Commercial | {eg. Are the Is thefile known Warnings/Close
to this work Account/Settled/Live | outstanding Issues commercial complete? financials; out Process to
65 no. Third Party | All Liveand legally | See detail in See detail in See detail in Yes See detail in See detail in See detailin
Agreements binding. subsequent subsequent subsequent subsequent subsequent subsequent
between CEC and sections below | sections below | sections below sections below | sections below sections
various parties. Note. Refer to 3PAs ’ below
These agreements | Closure Tracker.xls &
entered into SummaryAgreement
during Private Bifl | Matrix_Oct_2011_
Process QObligations.xis for
reference
Network Rail : Executed document, | Failure to Notknownat | Additional Yes N/A CEC/T&T and Red .
Asset Protection but requires achieve consent | this point. £1.7m for NR NR to press
Agreement extension to end from NR on costs has been matters to
: date. extending end allowed for in conciusion.
date (not to be revised project
unreasonably budget.
withheld)
exposes the
project to delay
risk as BBS
would not be
permitted to
work on NR
land.
Network Rail: Arequest has been | Withouta Unknown If successfully Yes CEC have Suggest the Red
38
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1 Substation Lease

made to NR for CEC | substation lease concluded, . consented to issueis
at Haymarket to draw down part in place, a then no AFC cover NR's elevated to
Viaduct of the tram lease construction impact. legal and staff | Senior CEC
now, to allow CEC delay risk exists. ' costs on this level to raise
and Scottish Power | Time and cost matter. with NR
toenterintoa exposure to CEC
substation lease.
This being required
prior to energisation
of the substation. NR
have not fully
engaged in the
process despite
repeated CEC/tie
attempts to move
the matterto a
conclusion.
Network Rail: 1 This document has Failure to Unknown If concluded, Yes N/A CEC Legal and Amber
Bridge Agreement | not been executed, | conclude then no impact NRto
and is required prior | matters could on AFC, if not recommence
to commencement delay the defay cost engagement on
of passenger commencement exposure. resolving
services. CEC and of passenger ‘ matters. ORR
NR not in agreement | services and input most
regarding loss of CEC fikely required.
indemnities negotiating
liabilities clause. position.
Network Rail: This document has Failure to Unknown If concluded, Yes N/A CEClegaland | Amber
Operating not been executed, | conclude then no impact NR to
Agreement and is required prior | matters could on AFC, if not recommence
to commencement delay the delay cost engagement on
of passenger commencement exposure. resolving
services. CEC and of passenger matters. ORR
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NR not in agreement | services and input most
regarding loss of CEC likely required.
indemnities negotiating
liabilities clause. position.
Verity House Executed Patential Unknown, but | Should be BBS | Yes N/A T&T have been | Amber
Trustees/CEC Side | Agreement. Verity | dispute with matter should | liability, made aware of
Agreement House Access Road BBS over this be raised with | therefore the matter to
’ has been issue BBS when should not be raised
constructed to a non works on impact upon commercially
approved design Haymarket AFC with BBS
which does not Yards are
comply with side completed.
agreement "
obligations
Forth Ports/CEC Original agreement Long term and Potential Are works in Yes N/A CEC and Forth Amber
Side Agreement executed, but wider litigation risk to | Section 1A part Ports have had
subsequent disagreement CEC from Forth | of the several high
amendment not between CEC Ports, and seftiement level
agreed between the | and Forth Ports. | contractor agreement discussions. On
parties, A Licence Under the costs to either | with BBS? the basis of this
from FP will be terms of the complete itis
required for any existing Licence, | works started recommended
- works in the Leith CEC have or removal of that the detail
Docks area, this obligations to partially of what is
includes completing | fulfil and completed required be
works already require FP’s works. worked up at
started or removal consent to do the
of incomplete 50, practical/legal
infrastructure. level. CEC to
lead.
Royal Bank of RBS have an The matter has | AFC upside. AFCimpact will | Yes N/A T&T/BBS to Amber
Scotland: S75 outstanding been noted to Design and be driven by prepare an
| Agreement obligation from the | remind CEC that | construction final open book
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Gogarburn S75 to there are costs to be settlement breakdown of
pay for the recoverable prepared and with RBS design and
Gogarburn Tram monies to be submitted for construction
Stop, this includes secured in this | review by RBS. costs for the
design and instance. Potential for tramstop
construction costs. RBS not construction.
agreeing to
breakdown and
rates.
SGN Wayleave at | A wayleave is Whilst CEC/tie | Unknown, but | Unknown Yes N/A T&T and Red
Ingliston required outside the | have no direct | likely to be Section 7 PM to
LOD to facilitate a input in the substantial if an continue to
madification to an matter, which is | alternative facilitate
existing gas mainat | between the design is between the
ingliston. Tie has landowner and | considered. parties.
facilitated an SUC; failure- '
discussions between | to deliver a
the fandowner and wayleave
SGN, but to date the | exposes CECto
parties have not risk of BBS
agreed the matter. delay.
New ingliston The side agreement | NiL have NIL are very This is potential - | Yes N/A T&T/BBS to Amber
Ltd/CEC Side see NIL paying for already rejected | commercially AFC upside, the develop a full
Agreement the design and BBS’s initial astute, and will | extent of which open book cost
construction oftwo | estimate on the | be looking to to be realised proposal to NiL
future tram basis that the minimise their | on conclusion for review.
crossings and a2 rates used in cash flow of the costs
future tram stop in the calculation | position and as | with NIL.
Section 7. Likely to are not aresult are
be a commercial commercially seeking to wrap
debate on agreeing competitive. up their costs
this cost. with
settlement of
4]
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the fand
valuation for
CPOland in
Section7.

42

CEC02083829_0254



Wark Stream 19, ETL
Responsible tie | Alastair Richards
Officer .
List of All Status of Contracts Commercial Potential Cost Effect on AFC File Integrity Declaration of | Early RAG Status
Contracts for eg. Final Issues and risks | of Commercial | (eg. Are the Is the file known Warnings/Close
relating to this | Account/Settled/Live cutstanding Issues commercial complete? financials; out Process to
work stream e.g.(Disputed risks covered in | Is it fit for recover monies
items/defects) the current purpose? Pending,
' forecasts, if not | Hasthere been | Known or
what is the unauthorised Unknown
exposure) access? ;

See under See details in As detailed in Not known None To be To be None Green,
DPOFA above relevant sections sections above anticipated at completed completed anticipated however
and TEL above. ETLhas 3 -plus employee present consultation

employees and 5 responsibilities process

seconded members overdue to

of staff, resolve future

arrangements.
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Work Stream 20. Human
Resource Files

Responsible tie | Steven Bell

Officer

List of All Status of Contracts Handover of tie

Contractors employee files -

relating to this to CEC

work stream
Do CEC have
access to alt HR
files and know
the location of
files, if not this
is required

See separate See schedule Handover

schedule undertaken to
CEC 19/10-
27/10/11
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General Undertaking

The information contained in this report represents and takes into accounts all issues
of which tie Ltd is awhre.

For tie Ltd

28" October 2011
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April 2012

*€DINBVRGH-*

Edinburgh Tram Project- Strategic fi

look ahead

r;gmaf contract amount
|Add: Agproved changes {exd secured opportumtces)
. Add Changes in progress »
dd: Antzc;pated shanges
‘: Léyss’ Secured oppertumties
es »’(}pportumties to secure
Less Fundmg contnbuttons

TOTAL Forecast cost o

THE CITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL

’ iOrzgma% budget

Original risk aéfowance s

Baiance of risk aﬂowance remazmng
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Edinburgh Trams P ( D ’NBVR( H .
: . City of Edinburgh Counci
Reporting Period: Aprif. 2012

THE CITY OF EDINBURGH CouNch:

Section 1 - Project Summary

Budget Information Third Party Contelbutions Warlance

. . gitat ¢ Conte. aticipated Hant Anticipated Final{ 1 Budger Variande irice ] utstaniing
Originit Budget | Butiget Variation : Origiat Conit; Htrent Contract Opportunities. | fisk / Mitigated | Coated Fnl oa udg L cows (o Bsie
Vaige, / Cost, Project Cost

276,938
8757

663
5,390
56920
249,650
5,307
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Edinburgh Tram Project- Summary of iteris from cost engineering exercise

Original
estimated

ramte seits de-scopmg
:Desscoping of Public Realm improvements on West Side of St
4 Andrew Sq e :
inancial recm}_ery from Third Party Agreements
eseope works around Forth Ports
eletion of Airport Kiosk ! )
6 De-scoping of Temp Tram stop at York Place
ale of tramvehicles :
Track materials- cancel order
: Omit Szemens works at Tower P!ace Victoria Docks
1 Turner and Townsend capped fee
11 ‘Shared recovery vehicle
12 Road reconstruction depth
13 Postponement of detailed des;gn to Newhaven
} 14 Reductcon in track storage reqmrement
15 ™ savings @ Forth Ports
16 Roseburn viaduct ck: ddmg
De?ete crew re!aef facility

*€DINBVRGH?-

THECITY OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL

Current estimated change value and reporting point

Opportunities Approved
tobe secured  Change

Changes in

DIOEress Contributions . Total

Not reported by T&T

Féémzi*ed into P{qjegﬁ \M'an,a»g,éyment AFC
Not being progressed

Pbtgfgﬁéf iréck storage cost identified as a risk
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Edinburgh Tram Project- Summary of credits and contributions

Description of work

1 Edinburgh Gateway- feasibility/design a

2:New Ingliston Ltd- futq;e-progﬁpg measures
3 Cathedral Lane substation design

4 RBS tramstop .~ , ‘

5 StAndrew Square public realm design

6 Miscellaneous items: mainly George St’reet;,
7 Haymarket station refurbishment

2.5t Andrew Square/?rinces Street- granite seits
5 Haymarket station- power cabierdiversi‘on ‘
}O;’Edinburgh Gateway- slope option construction

st

Funding Party

Transport Scotland

New Ingliston Ltd

‘Henderson Global

L BBS
_{CEC- public realm
CEC ‘
Network Rail

{CEC- public realm
‘Network Rail

Transport Scotland

Total
estimated cost
of funded

Actual
funding
received to

Balance of
funding

*€DINBVRGH -

THE CITY.OF EDINBURGH COUNCIL

Awaiting payment of P12 claim (£389k) from TS

Contibution may be offset against fand combenséﬁdn
payment to NiL

Furthér d%séussiods réquifed kt'o finéﬁsé érﬁoum and
timing of funding.

Exact cost of setts the, CEC budget holder to'be
updated orice exact costs are known

EXa;f costof éiope option the
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