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Lritival isgies Mepting 27 Juns 2007
fssues and fnsiractions &rizing

We can confirm that 303 has now ramobiiised those asveas of
raasiuiion of the Critical E\,‘.Jes We ave alse vEry pleasad to
barative ap; wosach taken Dy dig, TEL, and CEC 1o the resolulion of #

Thank you for your | istler da
dasign aot tivity which have
pe sble 1o acmnow:e;dge e
Critical Iasues,

ted 26 ma paainrs

ajl

s acknowledge receipt of the email from David Crawley dated 28 duna 2007
g {0 the siter of the 867

As part of this response wa
containing the oladfication

3

For ihe avoidancs of dous, w;":wwvm;i g latter refersnced above provides an instruction 1o “confirm
that the arrangemsol defzilad can e sccommodatsd within the des{qm standards god consiiaints

’)

wiich i p?,m;‘ the SOS5 mﬂz‘rm: tha s suwcﬁ i Lse o g ‘Naote'in the lexi bBelow hus the stelis
of intormation provisios and does nol form past of the instruciicy; and does mof modify ihe insiruction.”

§2

nice e S0S Prefiminary Design was delivered and with the extended ""uuhaﬁon
i the period since then s ournvisw thcﬂ what has been deveaioped is so closs It
optirurm that there is nothing 1o be gained by delaving the complation of the dataiied design whils further
possibie refinements ave mvestigated. I our view tha mejor rsk is nod that the dasign may be 28% optimum
rather than 100%:; & is ihat furthar optionsering may delay comielion of the programma (o the poird whare
canceiia: an of the schame resuits. Interprating the “Note as part of the instruction and taking at face value

2 direction o “.... oplimize where practicable the design furither as a result of observations a :ns.ng from the
i ode Hng exercise.. " could have put us back 1o sguars one with unacoepiable programms prodongation end
cosis, due aither 1o rework or 1o delay aweiiing CEC muodelling results. David’s clarification is therelore very
welcome and we thank you for it

His now twelve months
on design options thro

Ll

For the avoidance of doubl we undarsiand thal should |t e decided subisequently to revisit the dasign, {sther
than for reascns of non-coriormance with stardards), the ssk of programme prolongation and intreased
costs remains with tis, As we have already suggesied, though, we helisve the risk & tie of not procseding
on ine agread basis would be subsiantiafly higher.

Turning to the individus Issues, we have now raviewed the instructions provided and have comgpiled a
detailed resporsa arrangad by Criticat fssue reference. The res ponse in inchluded ners a5 e separais tebie,
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We nota the reguest ior us
be able 1o provid
Design Tearn Leadars, {DT
review rernobiliagtion pro
way., Weowill be in 3 helta:

Shouid you reguire furthar olarificadion on the issy
r Stephen Reynolds or Jason Chandler.
ables,

cortact eitt
tirasly provision of the

Yours sinceraly

Parsons Brinckerhoff Lig
Stephen © Beynolds
Profast Director

o, avid Trawiey, He
‘;.‘FEBQ A}l.wo

Jasor Chiandior
Hins Dorringion
Shdss

o provide ravased programime dates for thesa ams pravinusly affected. We will

B\ieY

tior: to provids

ng SDS delivar

= full wuron e when we havs conciud

-5 and © ensure ihe rem

2z detailed i this resp
We'i

o our detalled roview of the oy

Ths). We have a meeting achedufed on Wadnesday this week with the D i~«t i
wing design scope is deliverad in the mast ¢

your with accurate compietion dates following ¥

tica path with our

forward 1o wor& rics -,30‘3?‘5‘( with iae on ihe

B
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1A 122 The drawings provided, together with the continuing close
Forth Ports Outside coordination with Forth Ports, provide sufficient information
Ocean Terminal for SDS to develop the required revised design.

The work will require a modification to the Forth Ports
agreement.

SDS notes that at a meeting held on 04 July Forth Ports
has indicated some dates for a portion of the work. These
dates appear to be unrealistic from the SDS standpoint,
and we request that tie reviews expectations with Forth

Ports.
1A 122 Assuming the "outside" tracks will be used for the through
Cont /... movements when a failed tram is to be stabled, there is

physical space available to provide this function. However,
this situation will not provide passenger ingress / egress for
the entire length of the platform (note that the diagram
assumes a tram longer than 40m, so 90m total length is
used based on previous coordination discussions with tie /
Transdev for stabling and coupling a failed tram).
Approximately 8. 7m of tram extends beyond the platform
edge. An additional 3m of tangent length is available
assuming that centre running will occur west of Ocean
Terminal, which will mitigate a portion of this length. Final
impacts cannot be determined until vehicle is selected and
door locations are known.

The stabled tram will also foul the "normal" pedestrian
crossing routes between Ocean Terminal and the future
development to the east. This is critical at the south end of
the platforms, where sightlines are restricted by the failed
tram, and little space is available for a safe detour. This is
more easily mitigated on the east end, where sightlines are
not compromised by the failed tram, and the pedestrian
crossing will be fouled only when a live tram is at the stop.
Additional space is more readily available on this end for a
detour provision. The failed tram will also restrict to the use
of the west crossover at Ocean Terminal, which will reduce
the flexibility of the system during any (infrequent) tram
vehicle failures.

1A /22a Based on discussions with tie / CEC on 04 July 2007, and
Forth Ports - Lindsay | subsequent discussions with tie / CEC on 06 July 2007,
Road SDS understands the requirements to provide a technical

feasibility assessment on the Forth Ports proposals. SDS
has sufficient information to provide this to tie for
consideration. Once the technical feasibility is provided to
tie, SDS requires tie to formalise the position to allow SDS
to move forward into detailed design. Sufficient information
to complete detailed design is not yet available.

1A /23 The drawings provided together with the continuing close
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Forth Ports Bypass coordination with Forth Ports, provide sufficient information
Road for SDS to develop the required revised design.

The work will require a modification to the Forth Ports
agreement.

SDS notes that at a meeting held on 04 July Forth Ports
has indicated some dates for a portion of the work. These
dates appear to be unrealistic from the SDS standpoint,
and we request that tie reviews expectations with Forth

Ports.
1A /123 Note that SDS will require tie to define how the work is to
Cont/... be procured, as it will have a fundamental impact on how

the tram design is presented, and how the packaging of
drawings will be completed. In order to assist, the outline
construction programme is as follows:

The construction of the new road is envisaged to be broken
down in to 4 phases:

1. the renewal of the junction with Ocean Drive;

2. therenewal of the old Ocean Drive alignment to be
used (currently access to car park);

3. the new roadway to be constructed adjacent to the
Scottish Executive building; and

4. the new junction / tie-in with the Scottish Executive
drive way.

It its envisaged that the construction of these phase's will
be in series from Ocean Drive to the junction with the
Scottish Executive driveway and take approximately 14
weeks. The duration of 14 weeks has been based on a
single lane carriageway, working a standard 8 hour day 5
days a week within the Code of Construction Practise.
Note that this information is outline and should only be
utilised or referenced in this light, as no final scope, design
or site investigation has been undertaken, and as such, the
durations provided above need to be verified with the
actual design that will be completed.

1B 17 SDS acknowledges the formal change of status from RED
Foot of the Walk to AMBER, and detailed design is being progressed based
Junction upon the agreed layout. The arrangement shown is

deemed feasible based upon the level of design
completed. Further design refinement will occur as the
detailed design is developed.

1C /4 SDS acknowledges the formal change of status from RED
York Place to AMBER. Detailed design is being progressed based
upon the layout discussed and agreed at the Roads Design
Working group of 28 June 2007. Further design refinement
will occur as the detailed design is developed.

PBH00003595_0004



1C /6 SDS acknowledges the formal change of status from RED
Junction Mound / to AMBER. Information available in these drawings is not
Princes Street suitable to complete the design. However, based on the
continuing discussions with CEC and TEL (after the Roads
Design Working Group meeting referenced), and the
additional advance modelling that SDS has undertaken to
resolve this issue, the attached sketch shows SDS'
understanding of the up-to-date concept that CEC prefers
over the layout / signal phasing in the drawing referenced
in your letter for this issue. It is understood that this will
introduce fundamental changes to the traffic patterns
outwith the tram scope to accommodate bus movements,
however, CEC agreed that the modification to laneage and
signal staging would benefit the overall operations at this
location over the preliminary design concept.

Consequently, based on the discussions to date, SDS is
moving forward with the detailed design and traffic
modelling based on this more optimal solution.

1C 12 SDS acknowledges the formal change of status from RED
Waverley Bridge to AMBER. Information available in the referenced
drawings is not suitable to complete the design, as the
drawing noted did not contain details for the junction.
However, based on the continuing discussions with CEC,
and the additional advance modelling that SDS has
undertaken to resolve this issue, the attached sketch
shows SDS' understanding of the up-to-date concept that
CEC prefers. CEC agreed that the SDS proposed laneage
and signal staging would benefit the overall operations at
this location over the preliminary design concept.

Consequently, based on the discussions to date, SDS is
moving forward with the detailed design and traffic
modelling based on this more optimal solution.

1C /13 & 1C /15 SDS acknowledges the formal change of status from RED
Picardy Place to AMBER. Information available in the sketches
referenced and subsequent discussions with CEC is
suitable to complete the design.

1C 14 As per 1C/6 above.

The Mound Junction

1DI/7& 1D /8 SDS acknowledges the formal change of status from RED
Haymarket to AMBER. Information available in the sketches

referenced and subsequent discussions with CEC is
suitable to complete the design.

3A /12 The instruction to proceed is sufficient.

Coltbridge Viaduct

3A /10 The instruction to proceed is sufficient. SDS confirms that
System Wide design is proceeding on the basis of the quantitative
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information received from the only one of the two tram
bidders to have responded with full information.

3A /14 The instruction to proceed is sufficient.
Coltbridge Viaduct
S5A N1 The instruction is sufficient for SDS to proceed with

SRU Training Pitches

detailed design. SDS takes this opportunity to confirm that
the Tram design will proceed as instructed by tie at the ClI
meeting of 21st June, with an embankment design (as per
Preliminary Design) for Structure S21D.

7A 2
RBS “Landmark
Stop”

The instruction is sufficient for SDS to proceed with
detailed design.

TA I3
Delta at Newbridge
Branch

SDS acknowledges the instruction from tie. SDS now
requests a letter removing the 'red' status for this area to
supersede the RF| response.

7A /9
Eastfield Avenue

Please note that the drawings listed were not attached to
the letter however Kate Shudall has received these from
the EARL team via Lindsay Murphy. The meeting on the
25th took place (with KS and Gavin Murray) and KS noted
that the drawings listed were incorrect because EARL had
added the incorrect track alignment for tram. This does not
give SDS confidence that the Eastfield Avenue Bridge
design is progressing considering tram correctly. SDS
requested revised plans to be sent to tie and SDS from the
EARL team. This issue remains open.

7A 10 The instruction is sufficient for SDS to proceed with
Airport Stop detailed design.
TA M1 Please note that the drawings listed were not attached to

Burnside Road

this letter however SDS has received these from tie via
letter from Lindsay Murphy. SDS has replied to the letter -
ULE90130-07-LET-00295.
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