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Capital Costs 

Year to Date 

g 
.... •Actual 
rl) 

0 o Budget 
(.) 

July 

£0 £500,000 £1 ,000,000 £1 ,500,000 £2,000,000 

5. Programme 

5.1 Planned versus Actual 

Key Activities I Original Projected Status 
Deliverables Completion Completion 

Date Date 
Publication of draft 3om Jun 3om Jun Delivered 
Bill 2005 2005 
OJEU for GI & 15m Jul 2005 11th Aug Slight slippage due to further 
Technical Advice 2005 consultation and time required to 

accurately define the advisors 
work scope. 

Funding approved 31Sl July 31 51 August Formal response from SE 
awaited. 2004/05 Rollover 
funding expired end July. 

Appointment of GI September October Slight slippage anticipated but 
works contractor 2005 2005 may be recoverable if post-

tender interviews, to be held w/c 
22"d Aug, are successful. 

Bill Introduction 31st October 31st October On target 
2005 2005 

Appointment of GI December December On target 
Advisor 2005 2005 
Appointment of December December On target 
Technical & 2005 2005 
Design Advisor 
Achievement of 31s1 31st On target 
Royal Assent December December 

2006 2006 
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5.2 Programme Summary 
The parliamentary programme is continuing as planned with an action plan being 
developed with the aim of minimising the number of objections to the bill . The 
action plan will be developed during August and will use information received 
from the following sources: 

• Lessons learned workshop with Tram Lines and Waverley Route advisors. 
• Meeting with Parliamentary Bills Unit on 12th August. 
• Consultation responses to the draft bill . 

Procurement activity is progressing with SE to try and agree linkages between 
parl iamentary and business case deliverables and procurement. The SE were 
very receptive to our initial thoughts on procurement and packaging options. The 
project team will now engage with Network Rail and BAA in more detail before 
conducting market tests. 

Key activities for August are: 
• Funding approval from Scottish Executive. 
• Close of consultation period on draft bill . 
• Identification of preferred supplier for GI works contract package. 
• Appointment of Project Controller to maintain project plan and cost 

forecasting. 
• Issue OJEU notices for GI and Technical & Design Advisors. 
• Complete and implement action plan for management of the pre-bill 

submission process. 
• Meeting with Parliamentary Bills Unit on 1 ih August. 
• Meeting with Alastair Darling MP, Secretary of State for 

T ransport/Scotland on 29th August, to brief him on the project. 
• Completion of agreements and design for SE Pier works. 
• Review of land referencing methodology with the Registers of Scotland. 

6. Change Control 

6.1 Approved Changes this Month 

I Se Pier Design 1 £10,535.so 

6.2 Anticipated Key Changes - Not Approved 

I None anticipated this month. 

6.3 Disputes, Claims and Early Warnings 

Nil. 
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7 Risk Management 

The following key activities have been carried out on risk and insurance matters 
in the past month. 

7 .1 Completed Activities 

• Governance arrangements for Earl Project defined; 
• Increased resourcing of t ie team; 
• Placement of Professional Indemnity Insurance for tie Limited; 
• Review of Ground Investigation ITT Documentation and issue to short-list; 
• Review of progress in mitigating Key Project Risks relating to the following 

areas; and 
o 3rd Party Agreements and Funding Contributions 
o Bill Introduction 
o Project Insurance 
o Transport Modelling in conjunction with Line 2 
o Tunnelling Risks 

• Support to Scott Moncrieff Internal Audit of Procurement Protocols 
including review of GJ short-listing. 

7.2 PJanned Activities 

We are currently pursuing the following key activities in order to mitigate project 
risks. 

• Finalisation of ITT documentation including risk remits for Geotechnical 
Advisory Support and Technical Services and Design service providers; 

• Finalisation of Operating Agreement for Promoter Role and conclusion on 
VAT position; 

• Ongoing dialogue with key stakeholders - SE, PBU, BAA and NR; 
• Development of action plan to minimise the number of objections 

submitted against the Bill. This could include explanation of the 
compensation protocol. 

• Project Structuring for VAT exposure on Transfer; 
• Re-affirming tie role in procurement of scheme and interface to rolling 

stock delivery; 
• Refining Procurement Strategy in conjunction with SE, BAA and NR; 
• Review of influence on operational system on existing Franchise 

Agreement; 
• Review of potential risk impacts of 'very large' development plans for 

Trams, 2012 London Olympics, Crossrail and other key schemes; 
• Review of software to greater assist the Management of Risk. 
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8. Safety Management 

No issues. 

9. General Update 

• Consultation on draft bill closes 1 ?'h August. 
• Scottish Executive have not formally confirmed next tranche of funding. 
• GI works contractor ITT's issued. 
• OJEU notice for GI and Technical & Design Advisors to be issued in 

August 

10. Decisions Required 

• Authority to continue until the next tranche of fund ing is formally confirmed 
from the Scottish Executive. This is expected before the end of August. 

Prepared By: Scott Prentice 
Approved By: Susan Clark, Project Director 
Date: 12th August 2005 
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Agenda Item 6b 

Heavy Rail 

b) EARL - Parliamentary Report* 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section 5b of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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Paper to: 

Subject: 

From: 

Date: 

Background 

tie Board, 22nd August 
Commercial & in Confidence 
Edinburgh Airport Rail Link 
Parliamentary Report 
Susan Clark 

15th August 2005 

The Waverley Bill Preliminary Report was published in July 2005. Following 
this, the EARL team asked its main advisors to review its contents and 
comment on areas where EARL could learn, where action had already been 
taken and where more work was required. 

In addition, the EARL team met with the Private Bills Unit on 1 ih August to 
review the draft documents submitted at the end of June. 

This paper summarises both exercises and is to advise the tie Board on 
status in respect of the EARL Bill. 

Meeting with the Private Bills Unit (PBU) 
The PBU were given a copy of the following draft document for EARL at the 
end of June: 

• Bill 
• Explanatory notes 
• Promoter's Memorandum 
• Promoter's Statement 
• Estimate of Expense & Funding Statement 
• Environmental Statement 
• Non Technical Statement 

We received very positive feedback on the Promoter's Memorandum and 
Environmental Statement. We are being encouraged to add to the 
memorandum to include work concluded post June and also to reinforce the 
case for EARL, particularly the consultation process. The PBU would 
encourage us to add as much to this as possible to avoid evidence being 
sought later by the Committee. 
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More information is being sought in the Estimate of Expense & Funding 
statement as a result of some new determinations . This is aimed at reducing 
the other financial information sought by committee. 

Points of detail concerning the Bi ll and Explanatory notes were discussed, but 
none of this will be difficult to resolve. 

A plan is being developed th is week to address th is feedback along with 
feedback from the comments received from the wider publ ication of the draft 
bill. 

Waverley Bill Lessons Learned 
The preliminary report contains a number of suggestions for improvement of 
Promotion of future Bills. These key areas will be addressed here in turn. 

Issue Action 
Management & Introduction of Bill 
Committee was clear in stating that EARL have published the Bill in draft 
further care should have been taken over the summer to allow potential 
to prepare the proposal and the Bill objectors time to engage with tie in 
prior to introduction . It urged that advance of formal introduction. This 
future promoters of Private bills has allowed further discussions to 
should reflect carefully on their take place with potential objectors 
position and not seek to rush into and the opportunity to discuss with us 
Introduction . the various options. 

The Private Bills until have also 
reviewed the Bill and accompanying 
documents over the summer. This will 
allow further improvements to be 
made to the documents. 

The Committee urged SE to consider EARL has reviewed the lessons from 
if the project is being competently Waverley and also had a lessons 
managed and to reflect on what learned session with Tram. This is 
action is required to improve the allowing us to use the time between 
performance of the promoter and its publishing the Bill in draft and formal 
advisors and consultants introduction to engage with potential 

objectors and improve on our 
documentation. 

Land Referencing 
The whole process of referencing Land Aspects also carried out the 
affected persons was called into referencing for SAK and Trams. 
question by the Committee. EARL EARL met with LA some months ago 
have used the same company- Land to discuss the lessons from Waverley. 
Aspects. This resulted in a definition being 

created of "affected persons", and 
methodology being produced and 
identification of locations where title 
was unclear. 
Registers of Scotland are undertaking 
a review of our methodology. 
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Consultation 
Committee noted the lack of effective EARL team have had several 
dialogue with key stakeholders such meetings with all 3 statutory bodies 
as SEPA, SNH & Historic Scotland. and they have been involved in the 

review process of the ES & Bill both 
prior to and over the summer. 

Committee felt that the rail link could EARL has already met with visit 
play an important part in developing Scotland and has another session 
tourism and that this had not been planned to talk about marketing ARL 
fully explored for tourism. 
A counter proposal for Waverley with A counter proposal for EARL was 
alternative stations was not properly raised during the consultation 
considered by the Promoter process. This has been fully reviewed 

by EARL 
Business Case 
The Committee retains reservations The EARL Design/Development 
that a number of business case Appraisal (ODA) has been 
assumptions are not reality undergoing a systematic review by 

SE & its Advisors to ensure 
assumptions are robust. 
A summary of this DOA is attached. 
The PBU has requested that a more 
detailed Estimate of Expense and 
Funding is supplied as part of the Bill 
documentation 

Integration & Social Inclusion 
The promotion of the rail bill should The work ongoing with TEL should go 
not be detrimental to the bus service a long way to mitigating this concern 
and the Committee called on the for EARL In addition, the Transport 
Local Authority, local bus operators Hub work aims to integrate all modes 
and others to ensure careful at the Airport. 
integration between trains and buses 
The Committee is persuaded that There is always a balance between 
borders railway should have a station providing for additional station on a 
stop at Stow route and the impact that this has on 

end to end journey times and overall 
performance of the route. 

EARL have worked with both CEC 
and WLC to look at stops at both 
Kirkliston & Winchburgh. At Kirkliston 
engineering constraints prevent a 
stop. At Winchburgh, the EARL team 
is facilitating timetable modelling to 
look at the impact of a Winchburgh 
station on the non-airport leg of the 
route. This will allow all interested 
parties to look at the feasibility of this 
station. 
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Agenda Item 6c 

Heavy Rail 

c) EARL - GI Advisors * 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of t ie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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Paper to: 

Subject: 

From: 

Date: 

tie Board, 22nd August 
Commercial & in Confidence 
EARL Geo-technical Update 

Susan Clark 

15th August 2005 

Geo-Technical Advisors 

At the last tie Board meeting, the question of how we attract the best GI 
Advisor in class was posed. 

Since then we have developed a full scope of works to accompany the OJEU 
notice that will be posted this week and have also produced this list of best in 
class advisors: 

Geotechnical Consultant Companies and Contact Names 
Company Contact 
Ove Arup and Partners Bill Grose 
Mott MacDonalds DB Powell 

D Field 
Donaldson Associates Ltd Andv Sloan 
Halcrow Mr D Wallis 

Mr A J Runacres 
WSP Eskil Sellqren 
Faber Maunsell Chris Dulake 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Benaim Richard Davies 
Kellogg Brown and Root (more a 
combined TSDS and GC) 

To ensure that these people are aware of the OJEU we will also place adverts 
in Tunnels & Tunnelling Journal, NCE and Ground Engineering journals. 
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Agenda Item 6d 

Heavy Rail 

d) SAK - Project Progress Report* 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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Paper to: 

Subject: 

From: 

Date: 

t ie Board 
22nd August 2005 

Commercial & in Confidence 
Heavy Rail Update 

Paul Prescott 

15th August 2005 

Stirling-Alloa-Kincardine (Project Manager - Richard Hudson) 

Asset Protection Agreement 
The terms of the APA were agreed with Network Rail on 4th May 2005 which allowed 
authorisation to be granted at NR's Investment Panel on the 6th May and final 
approval at NR's Investment Board on the 201

h May. The APA will remain unsigned 
until the funding letter is in place. 

Advice has been received from the Customs & Excise that Clackmannanshire 
Council will be able to recover the VAT, although this is yet to be received in writing. 

Programme 
Ministerial approval of the project is expected from the Transport Minister on the 18th 
August, followed by Clackmannanshire Council formal approval to progress to Phase 
2 of the project. In the meantime, all works, with the exception of actual site 
construction activities have been progressing to maintain the programme of 
completion by May 2007. 

Project Cost 
For clarity, the Project Cost was presented to the Executive as follows: 

• Exclusive of Risk 
• Inclusive of All Risks 
• Most Likely Outturn 

Project Business Case 

£56.5m 
£65.9m 
£62.0m 

A full review of the Project Business Case was undertaken during June and 
submitted to the Executive. The project still has a positive NPV and BCR despite the 
increase in capital cost. 

Land Acquisition 
The notices to landowners have been issued by Clackmannanshire Council , allowing 
access to all third party land as soon as the GVD Notices are issued. Access to 
Network Rail owned land will be available after the APA is signed. 
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Agenda Item 7 

Tram 

a) Progress Report* 
b) Procurement -SDS/JRC Appointment* 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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Agenda Item ?a 

Tram 

a) Progress Report * 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 

TRS00008528_0083 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

~ !!!! ........ _ t ie Limited 
Project Progress Report 

! 
tie Board Meeting- 22°d August 2005 

Edinburgh Tram Project 

1 - 31 July 2005 

Prepared by: Chris Reid, Project Controls Manager 

(Signature) 

Approved by: Stewart McGarrity, Tram Finance Director 

(Signature) 

Approved by: Barry Cross, Deputy Tram Project Director 

(Signature) 

Approved by: Ian Kendall, Tram Project Director 

(Signature) 
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Project Name: Edinburgh Tram 
Progress Report No. 3: 1 - 31 July 2005 

1. Executive Summary 

1 .1 Cost Status 
Tram Development Line 1: 
Actual to end of July: 4.1 % underspend (see Section 4.1) 
Annual cost forecast: 25% overspend (see Section 4.1) 

Note: The above figures do not include the costs associated with a change request which will seek additional funding 
for changes in scope. 

Tram Development Line 2: 
Actual to end of July: 16.9% underspend (see section 4.2) 
Annual cost forecast: 4% overspend (see Section 4.2) 

Note: The above figures do not include the costs associated with a change request which will seek additional funding 
for changes in scope. 

Tram Implementation: 
Actual to end of July: 14.4% underspend (see section 4.3) 
Annual cost forecast: On budget 

Note: Tram Implementation budget was re-phased this month due to staged funding. 

TL 1 & TL2 Development will submit 2 change requests totalling approximately 
£512,000 in total value. This is attributable to additional work associated with the 
promotion of a bill amendment on each line. In addition, TL 1 is projecting an annual 
overspend, and TL2 is projecting an annual underspend. Combined, the overspend 
amounts to £16,689, and this will be drawn from the available 'Development' 
contingency. Tie will present the two Change Requests for additional budget prior to 
the next meeting of the Tram Steering Group. If approved there will not be a project 
overspend. 

1.2 Programme 
The parliamentary programme is continuing, generally, as planned. 

The implementation programme has been modified due to a staging of the funding 
for this part of the project budget. Subsequently the start of SOS, Site Investigation, 
Utilities and the JRC work packages have been delayed until after funding approval. 
The delay to the JRC means that the new transport & revenue model will be delayed 
to May 2006. The TSS contract was awarded 25th July 2005 and have commenced 
provision of their services. 

We have concluded confidentiality agreements with 5 out of the 8 PU companies with 
the remaining 3 identified to be complete by weekending 19/08/2005. 
The Heads of Terms agreements will be concluded with the remaining 5 PU 
companies W/E 26/08/2005. 
The Pin notification has been issued for the Multi-Utilities Diversion Framework 
Agreement (MUDFA). 

2 
Edinburgh Tram Progress Report 

TRS00008528 _ 0085 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1.3 Issues that have/will affect Cost or Progress 
A budget of £4.065M has been approved for the implementation phase, and this will 
be sufficient to fund progress until 30 September 2005. Additional funding will be 
required for work beyond this date. The delay in the commencement of the SOS, Site 
Investigation, Utilities and JRC work-streams has reduced the budget forecast for 
Tram Implementation for 2005 - 2006 to £17.8M. The SE has advised that approval 
for this sum will be given by 22nd August 2005. 

1.4 Decisions required re Governance 
The tie board will approve revised DAR's and the Tram Project Board on 22/08/05. 
Agreement on a decision making process for the Tram project: There is a backlog of 
'changes' which require to be reviewed and approved. Determination on the 
changes is required by the project 'decision' group, prior to the commencement of 
SOS, to avoid the risk of re-work, additional costs and programme delay. 

2. Parliamentary Progress 
• Parliamentary Committees continuing with the Bill Consideration Stages. 
• Pre-recess evidence programme not fully achieved - rescheduling awaited 

from Private Bills Unit. 
• Witness statements (number = ETL 1: 300, ETL2: 37) prepared on time for 

post-recess objections. 
• Rebuttal statements now prepared for the post-recess objections. 
• Supplementary Bills lodged with Scottish Parliament - 60 day objection 

period commenced 01 July. 
• Negotiations are continuing with a number of other significant objectors to 

secure removal of objections on a prioritised basis. 

Tie has prioritised objections based on likelihood of success and the timetable for 
appearing at the Parliamentary Bills Unit. 

There are 25 Priority 1 Objections which have a targeted completion of 261
h August. 

The primary goal is to remove objections by reaching agreement. Where agreement 
cannot be reached, a position statement will be issued jointly to the objector and the 
PBU. A protocol has been put in place with CEC for this. The Position Statement 
will give an overview of the original objection, communication between parties outline 
where partial agreement has been achieved. It will conclude with a list of the 
outstanding issues and tie's position on why it cannot agree. 

There are 12 Priority 2 objections - due for removal by end of September. 

There are 11 Priority 3 objections - due for removal by end of October. 

3. Public Relations & Media 
3.1 Tram Replica Event 
The site next to the Scot Monument has been secured with the tram being placed 
from 6-7 September and open to the public from 8 September - 23 September. It will 
be removed on 24 & 25 September. A schedule of evening events is being 
documented. Engineers and tie tram staff will be needed to 'man' the event to 
answer detailed question and this list is being pulled together. 
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3.2 Tramtime Website 
The new tramtime website launched on 5 August. 

3.3 Transport Co-ordinators Lunch 
A lunch for key transport co-ord inators from business in Edinburgh will be held at t ie 
offices on 12 August. Hosted by Michael and Barry, this event will assist in getting 
the message into businesses in the city through their newsletters, intranets etc. 

3.4 Newsletter 
Work is underway to approve the content of the next tramtime newsletter. 

3.5 Press Release/statement 
The TSS press release received good coverage in the business sections of press. 

3.6 Edinburgh Chamber of Commerce 
A CofC breakfast is being held on 30 August with Tom Coffey in attendance, 
speaking positively about his experience of trams in Dublin. The stakeholder meal, 
hosted by Michael Howell the evening of the 29th is receiving a good turnout. 

3. 7 Fringe Sunday 
A stand covering both trams and EARL will be placed and manned for Fringe Sunday 
on 14 August. 

3.8 Exhibition 
Exhibition boards will take to Edinburgh shortly. Covering background and area 
specific information on the Tram network they will be placed in shopping centres and 
key locations throughout the city from August to October. 

3.9 Outlook 
The September edition of Outlook will have a full page spread on trams. 

3. 10 Visuals 
Work on visuals for Roseburn Corridor, The Gyle, Murrayfield and the Playhouse 
continues at pace. These are expected to be delivered by 26 August. Once delivered 
the visuals will receive a two page spread in the Evening News. 
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4. Project Spend: Actual Versus Budget & Anticipated Cost to Year End 
Note: July month end costs, where appficable, are based on estimates and these will 
be confirmed upon receipt of invoices. 

4.1. Tram Development Line 1 

Cumulative Budget to Month End: £861 ,453 
Cumulative Actual Spend to Month End: (current): £825,747 
Difference from current to budget: - £35, 706 

Budget to Year End: £1,786,750 
Last Months Forecast to Year End: £2,250,222 
This Months Forecast to Year End: £2,250,000 

Difference from current to budget: + £463,250 

Note: 
• Annual Difference: The TL 1 Development budget is predicting an overspend 

against budget of £463,250. £286,000 can be attributed to scope increase 
(due to an additional mini Parliamentary Bill), and tie have presented this 
information at the previous TSG meeting, to pursue additional funding. 

• Therefore, the predicted overspend= £177,250. However TL2 is predicting an 
underspend of £157,000, and this has been allocated to TL 1 Development. 

• The outstanding overspend on TL 1 of £20,250 will be drawn from the available 
(TL 1) contingency of £110,000, thereby addressing the overspend. 

• The overspend is attributable to a higher level of technical support for each of 
the Parliamentary hearings. 

Appendix I shows a graphical representation of actual spend against the forecast. 
The spend forecast on the chart includes the projected spend of £286,000 on a 
change of scope. It has not assumed that a change request will be approved to re­
adjust budget. 

4.2 Tram Development Line 2 

Cumulative Budget to Month End: £767,017 
Cumulative Actual Spend to Month End: (current): £637,445 
Difference from current to budget: - £129,571 

Budget to Year End: £1 ,577,589 
Last Months Forecast to Year End: £1, 642,806 
Current Forecast to Year End: £1 ,639,432 

Difference from current to budget: +£61 ,843 

Notes: 
• Month-end difference: There is an under-spend against parliamentary 

process, but the programme is being maintained. 
• Annual Difference: The TL2 Development budget is predicting an overspend 

against budget of £61 ,843. However, £226,000 can be attributed to scope 
increase (due to an additional mini Parliamentary Bill), and tie have presented 
this information at the previous TSG meeting, to pursue additional funding 

• Therefore, this will result in an underspend of c.£160,000. 
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Appendix II has a graphical representation of actual spend against the forecast. The 
spend forecast on the chart includes the projected spend of £226,000 on a change of 
scope. It has not assumed that a change request will be approved to re-adjust 
budget. 

Tie are pursuing two change requests (bill amendments for TL 1 and 2) which 
will total £512,000. This will reduce the joint overspend on TL 1 and TL2 
Development to a total of c.£11 ,000. This amount will be drawn from the TL 1 
contingency fund of £110,000, therefore addressing the predicted overspend. 
The TL2 contingency fund will not be affected by this adjustment. 

4.3 Tram Implementation 

Cumulative Budget to Month End: £2,251 ,577 
Cumulative Actual Spend to Month End: (current): £1 ,926,007 
Difference from current to budget: - £325,570 

Original Forecast to Year End: £21 ,872,843 
Last Months Forecast to Year End: £17,816,456 
Current Forecast to Year End: £17,816,457 

Difference from current forecast to original: - £4,056,386 

Notes: 
1. Month-end Difference: Design work has been brought forward to facilitate the 

removal of objections, and it is necessary for this to continue despite the 
delay in the appointment of SOS. This will be balanced over the financial year 
by subtracting the re-allocated amount from the SOS design budget, thereby 
undertaking less SOS design work than planned. 

Appendix Il l has a graphical representation of actual spend against the forecast. 

5. Programme 

5.1 Planned versus Actual 

Key Activities I Original Projected Status 
Deliverables Completion completion 

Date Date 
Appointment of TSS 2rn June 2005 1 am July 2005 Slippage due to 

delayed fundino. 
Appointment of SOS 27t11 June 2005 29tn September Slippage due to 

2005 delayed funding. 
Appointment of JRC 27tn June 2005 5tn September Slippage due to 

2005 delayed fundinQ. 
TL1: Achievement of 31 st December 31 st December On target 
Royal Assent 2005 2005 
TL2: Achievement of 31 st December 31st December On target 
Royal Assent 2005 2005 
Design requirement 31 st December TBA Subject to fund ing 
Definition 2005 award. 
Completion of 3 1st March 2006 TBA Subject to funding 
preliminary design award 
(critical sections) 
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Key Activities I Original Projected Status 
Deliverables Completion completion 

Date Date 
MUOFAAward 1st AP ril 2006 1 SI April 2006 

5.2 Programme Summary 
The parliamentary programme is continuing as planned. 
The implementation programme has been re-phased to account for the delay in the 
approval of the project budget. 

The next key milestones relate to: 
• Agreeing a decision making process for the project. 
• Additional funding submission for TL 1 Development. 
• Appointment of SOS Contract 
• Appointment of JRC Contract 

Primavera P3e is being implemented as the new planning tool for the entire project. 
Work is ongoing to transfer the existing programme onto the new system, and to 
update it to take account of budget re-phasing, and this will be completed this month. 
The Master Summary Programme is attached. 

6. Change Control 

6.1 Approved Changes this Month 

Tie's internal change process is continuing. There is a backlog of changes which 
require consideration and decision. This must be removed prior to the 
commencement of SOS. 

There is no increase in capital cost to report subject to changes not having being 
approved by the Tram Steering Group. 

6.3 Disputes, Claims and Early Warnings 

Nil. 

7. Risk Management 
7.1 Completed Activities 
The following key activities have been carried out on risk matters in the past month. 

• Finalisiation of clarifications with SOS and JRC bidders; 
• Further review and summary of Risk Allocation Matrices (Obligations and 

Indemnities) with assessment of insurable and transferable risks; 
• Ongoing assessment of Project Risk Register; 
• Placement of Professional Indemnity Insurance; and Support to Scott Moncrieff 

Internal Audit of Procurement Process including review of SOS & TSS protocols 

7.2 Planned Activities 

We are currently developing implementing activities to address the following key 
aspects. 
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• Development of workstreams for procurement of Project Insurances in 
conjunction Heath Lambert; 

• Assessment of Risk Management Software in conjunction with Turner & 
Townsend; 

• Establishment of Capex Project Baseline & Contingencies through Turner & 
Townsend; 

• Risk Workshop with Scott Wilson, Turner & Townsend; 
• Review of Emerging Transport & Procurement Regulations and workshop to 

agree Lessons Learnt from Procurement of TSS, SOS and JRC; and 
• Establishment of a Project Baseline Programme ( critical path, float and key 

programme risks) . 

8. Safety Management 

No issues. Specific safety appointments (e.g. Planning Supervisor by the end of 
August) are planned following the appointment of TSS. Thereafter, a 4-week work­
stream will commence to prepare the project safety strategy and plans, as 
appropriate for the detailed design stage of the project. 

9. Decisions Required 

• DAR's and Tram Project Board by tie board 22/08/2005. 
• Decision regarding change control recommendations. 

END 
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~ t !!!! Ii 
tie Board Meeting - 22nd August 2005 

Systems Design Services and Joint Revenue Committee Proposed 
Contracts. 

The Systems Design Services (SOS) and Joint Revenue Committee (JRC) 
Tenders received are in accordance with the tie Procurement Strategy and 
have been programmed to mitigate risk and further develop the overall 
procurement and implementation of the tram project. 

Awarding SOS contract at this stage shall assist the development of the utility 
works in the most economic manner. Development of design ahead of the 
lnfraco ITT shall drive scope and cost certainty, increase competition and 
reduce and substantially remove the risks (planning approvals, traffic 
regulation orders and network rail interfaces) particularly associated with the 
award of a conventional Design, Construct and Commission Turnkey 
Contract. 

The award of the JRC contract shall allow the development of the modelling 
suite as a precursor to detail design together with promotion of TRO's, 
TTRO's for the proposed tram works and assist additional certainty within the 
overall business case. The information developed by the JRC provider is 
critical to the success of the SOS contract. The term of the JRC contract is 
until 2016 and addresses the needs of the critical service integration 
modelling. 

The proposed contracts contain no fault termination and are aligned with the 
business plan. The SOS value in the current, '05/'06 financial year amounts to 
£4,000,000 with the JRC value being £1 ,015,810. tie recommends a 
£100,000 contingency allowance to cover cashflow drawdown risk. 

SOS and JRC Contract Values. 

Tender Evaluations for SOS and JRC recommend acceptance of Tenders 
from Parsons Brinckerhoff for the System Design Services and Steer Davies 
Gleave for the JRC Services.with value for money and risk considered below. 

The SOS value of a fully compliant offer, for Line 1 and 2 together, from 
Parsons Brinckerhoff amounts to £29,043,581. Following clarification 
exercises with all bidders £3,571,000 of compliance costs shall not be 
apportioned to the contract resulting in a value of £25,472,581 for the SOS 
fully compliant scope for Line 1 and 2. 
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For the purposes of economic advantage tie have considered the relative 
values within the SOS and JRC contracts for modelling. On examination of the 
Tenders received, best value may be achieved by having SOS carry out micro 
simulation modelling only with the proposed JRC Consultant, Steer Davies 
Gleave, undertaking all other JRC modelling as part of a direct contract with 
tie. This shall result in a £1,725,502 reduction in modelling scope within SOS. 
Improvements in funding and mobilisation methodology have realised an 
additional £200,000 in reductions giving a proposed accepted contract sum of 
£23,547,079 for Parsons Brinckerhoff to undertake the SOS scope of works 
for Line 1 and 2, Standard Tender. 

The Steer Davis Gleave offer of £1,433, 865 Standard Tender, is fully 
compliant and allows for a new modelling suite, excluding low level micro 
simulation, together with advisory services to be undertaken until 2016. 

Value for Money and Risk. 

The estimated value for Design and Co-ordination/Consents, contained in the 
STAG developed for tie, was £20,719,000 at 2003 which, updated to the mid­
point of the SOS services, would be £24,241,000. In addition the SOS 
contract contains £2,050,000 of surveys which would be outwith a 
conventional design scope contract and is contained in the overall Capex. 

Conventional Design and Build contract would have contained in the region of 
£2,000,000 of Main Contractors Preliminaries, Overheads and Profit which 
have been saved by the Procurement Strategy. 

The proposed SOS contract sum of £23,547,079, for both Lines 1 and 2, 
represents excellent value for money. Following competitive Tender the 
proposed JRC contract sum is in line with forecasts and represents value for 
money and interfaces with SOS. 

Following the initial 13week Requirements Definition Phase, the SOS 
contract allows for a gateway process into each of the Preliminary and 
Detailed Design Phases of the SOS Contract. Additionally this affords tie the 
ability to progress into the detailed design critical sector only, thereby 
focussing the work in a manner which manages and minimizes risk, both to 
lnfraco and to tie in terms of any potential abortive works. 

Risk Transfer. 

The risk transfer to the SOS is substantial, particularly in relation to approvals, 
and this has been verified by in-house and external consultants and affords 
tie control over liability and responsibilities that would not normally be 
achieved . A reasonable estimate of this risk transfer, particularly if multiplied 
by lnfraco risk margins, costs and risk premium, would be significant. 
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A potential risk in integration of SOS and JRC has been removed by Joint and 
Several Liability provisions in the conditions of contract. 

The risk mitigation developed within the SOS and JRC proposed awards shall 
drive cost certainty. 

Recommendation. 

As a result of the Procurement Strategy promoting best value and risk 
mitigation the Board are requested to accept the recommendation that the 
contract awards of SOS to Parsons Brinckerhoff in the sum of £23,547,079 
together with awarding the JRC contract to Steer Davis Gleave in the sum of 
£1,433, 865. 

Appendices attached:-

Appendix 1 - SOS Executive Summary 
Appendix 2 - SOS Tender Analysis Summary 
Appendix 3 - SOS Proposed Contract Value 
Appendix 4 - JRC Summary 

Written by: 
Approved by: 

Gerry Henderson 
Ian Kendall 

1ih August 2005 
1 ih August 2005 
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NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION 
STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL AND SUBJECT 
TO FOISA QUALIFIED EXEMPTION 

1. 

2. 

3. 

EVALUATION OF TENDERS RECEIVED IN RESPECT OF THE PROCUREMENT OF 
SYSTEM DESIGN SERVICES ("SDS") 

EDINBURGH TRAM NETWORK 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

27 JUNE 2005 

Recommendation 

Following a detailed evaluation process conducted in accordance with t ie's internal 
procedures and the public procurement regulations, the recommendation to the tie 
Board is that Parsons Brinckerhoff should be appointed to provide system design 
services to tie. 

Introduction 

An explanation of how the procurement process for selecting the preferred tenderer 
for the provision of system design services was conducted, is described in this 
Executive Summary as follows: 

• the identity of the tenderers; 

• the required content of the tender submissions; 

• a description of the evaluation guidance and methodology; 

• the members of t ie's evaluation team; 

• a description of the contract award criteria and the tender evaluation criteria; 

• confirmation and comment on tender completeness and compliance; 

• a description of the evaluation process including details of the formal interview 
process; and 

• the interpretation of the evaluation marking. 

The Tenderers 

The tenderers involved in the competition for the appointment of an SOS Provider 
were: 

• Mott Macdonald; 

• Parsons Brinckerhoff; 
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4. 

• Scott Wilson; and 

• WSAtkins 

The Tender Submissions 

tie's requirements for the content of the tender submissions were described in the 
"Invitation to Tender ("ITT") for the Appointment of a Systems Design Services 
Provider for the Edinburgh Tram Network. Final version 29 March 2005". For a 
tender submission to be compliant, it had to comprise a complete Standard Tender 
and two Mandatory Variant Tenders. 

The Standard Tender was in respect of the provision of systems design services for 
Line One and Line Two of the Edinburgh Tram Network. 

The first Mandatory Variant Tender was in respect of the provision of system design 
services for Line One and the second Mandatory Variant Tender was in respect of the 
provision of system design services for Line Two. 

The Standard Tender had to contain the items and information specified in Section 
6.3 of the ITT, which included: 

• a signed Formal Offer; 

• a signed Anti-Collusion Certificate; 

• a full response to the technical requirements expressed in the ITT; 

• a full response to the pricing requirements expressed in the ITT; 

• a completed insurance questionnaire; 

• a list of key personnel; and 

• a list of commercially sensitive information . 

Each Mandatory Variant Tender had to contain the items and information specified in 
Section 6.4 of the ITT. The main component of the Mandatory Variant Tenders was 
the submission of alternative pricing. 

t ie also permitted the tenderers to submit two Optional Variant Tenders in 
accordance with Section 6.8 of the ITT and in accordance with a clarification note 
issued to all bidders on 29 April 2005 and 6 May 2005. The first Optional Variant 
Tender was based on the provision of an alternative scope with associated price 
reductions. No tenderers submitted such an Optional Variant. 

During the tendering process, tenderers had been given an opportunity to propose 
written amendments to the proposed Terms and Conditions of Appointment, and tie 
issued a revised version of its Terms and Conditions of Appointment, amended to 
take account of drafting which was acceptable to tie. Following this process, tie 
decided to offer tenderers the opportunity to submit a second Optional Variant Tender 
(the "Terms and Conditions Optional Variant Tender''). Under this Optional Variant 
Tender, tenderers were permitted to propose drafting amendments with associated 
price reductions for each of Line One, Line Two, and a combination of Lines One and 
Two. It was stated that if tie chose a tenderer on the basis of this second Optional 
Variant Tender, tie's decision would be final as to which of the successful tenderer's 
proposed amendments were accepted. It was further stated that this Optional Variant 

G:\09 Business Admin\09 TIE\Board Meetings\Board Papers - 22nd August 2005\ltem 7b -
Appendix 1 SOS - Executive Summary Reva.DOC 2 

TRS00008528_0101 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION 
STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL AND SUBJECT 
TO FOISA QUALIFIED EXEMPTION 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Tender would not be considered by tie unless a compliant Standard Tender and 
compliant Mandatory Variant Tenders had been submitted to tie. 

In addition to the above tender submission requirements, tenderers were required to 
complete a detailed insurance questionnaire. Responses were reviewed by tie's 
insurance brokers, Heath Lambert. 

The Evaluation Guidance and Methodology 

tie developed an evaluation methodology and guidance note for use by the tie 
internal evaluation team entitled "Evaluation of System Design Services Tenders" 
dated 12 May 2005 (the "Evaluation Methodology"), to assist the evaluation team to 
evaluate the tender submissions which had been received. 

It was explained in the Evaluation Methodology that 60% of the available marks had 
been allocated to the quality parameter (described in section 7 of this Executive 
Summary) and 40% had been allocated to price parameter. The 60/40 quality/cost 
ratio was determined following consideration of the complexity of the services which 
were to be performed. 

It was further stated that quality was to be evaluated on the responses to the 
questions raised in the ITT together with the response to the controlled questions in 
the formal interviews ( described in section 10 of this Executive Summary). Price was 
to be evaluated as a relative comparison of the competing tender submissions. 

Bespoke evaluation matrices showfng the marks/weighting for each section of the 
tender submission were developed for the evaluation team to complete. Evaluators 
were required to provide a mark of between O and 100 (100 being the highest mark 
available) which was multiplied by the predetermined importance weighting given 
within the evaluation matrix. A requirement of the Evaluation Methodology was that 
all marks given by each member of the evaluation team, were to be supported by a 
narrative outlining the reasons for such marks and decisions for record purposes and 
public accountability. 

The Evaluation Team 

The Evaluation Team was recommended by Ian Kendall, tie Procurement Director, 
prior to the evaluation process commencing. 

The evaluation of the quality aspects of the tender submissions was carried out by 
Paul Alliott (Design Manager), Tom Blackhall (Utilities Manager), David Ramsay 
(Contracts Manager) and Gerry Henderson (Commercial Manager). The evaluation 
of the pricing aspects of the tender submissions was carried out by Gerry Henderson 
(Commercial Manager). Ian Kendall maintained overall responsibility for the 
evaluation process. 

The Contract Award Criteria and Evaluation Criteria 

The contract award criteria and the tender evaluation criteria were stated in the ITT. 

The contract award criteria were expressed as the contract would be awarded by tie 
to the tenderer which, at the conclusion of the process, had offered the most 
economically advantageous tender. 

In order to evaluate which tender was the most economically advantageous tender, 
tie determined that the tender submissions would be evaluated by tie in accordance 
with the tender evaluation criteria noted below. In addition, tie determined that the 
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tender submissions would be evaluated on each tenderer's response to the following 
four key areas: 

• technical and design proposals (including transport modelling proposals); 

• project execution proposals and programme; 

• project team (which included the tenderer's performance at formal interview and 
the tenderer's performance during the visit to the tenderer's offices); and 

• price. 

tie combined the first three of the above key areas into a quality parameter, with price 
being the second parameter. 

Each tenderer's technical and design proposals (including transport modelling 
proposals) were evaluated in accordance with the following equal criteria: 

• robustness and comprehensiveness of the proposed suite of plans (as detailed in 
Section 6.5.1 of ITT); 

• alignment of response to technical and design questions with tie's aims and 
objectives (broadly to produce a cost effective design capable of being 
constructed and commissioned efficiently and delivering a reliable, safe, 
operable, and maintainable tramway to programme); 

• robustness and comprehensiveness of the tenderer's proposals; and 

• demonstration in the responses to the technical and design questions that the 
tenderer fully understands the context/cultural heritage with which the design 
must align/accord. 

Each tenderer's project execution proposals and programme were evaluated in 
accordance with the following equal criteria: 

• robustness and comprehensiveness of the proposed suite of plans (as detailed in 
Section 6.5.1 of ITT); and 

• robustness and completeness of programme and its linkage with key dates 
specified in ITT. 

Each tenderer's project team was evaluated in accordance with the following equal 
criteria: 

• demonstrable relevant multi-disciplinary experience; 

• availability of capable and competent skills; 

• access to back-up resource; 

• demonstrable communication skills amongst team leaders; 

• robustness of communications plan submitted in accordance with ITT Section 
6.5.1; and 
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• ability to partner with existing project teams and to take account of 
complementary work carried out in relation to the project. 

Each tenderer's financial submission was evaluated to determine the acceptability of 
the tenderer's completed Pricing Schedules. As stated earlier, this was done by price 
being evaluated as a relative comparison of the competing tender submissions 

The evaluation of the Mandatory Variant Tenders and the Optional Variant Tenders 
followed the same methodology as the evaluation of the Standard Tender. 

Tender Compliance 

Following receipt of the tenders, the tenders were checked for compliance with the 
ITT and for completeness. A detailed check of each tender submission was carried 
out by DLA Piper and written reports were submitted to tie. In carrying out the above 
exercise, it was noted that three of the four tenderers had qualified their tender 
submissions. It was clearly stated in the ITT that: 

"No unauthorised alteration or addition should be made by tenderers to the Formal 
Offer, the Anti-Collusion Certificate, to the Pricing Schedules or to any other 
component of the tender documentation. 

Tenders must not be qualified. Tenders must be submitted strictly in 
accordance with this ITT. 

Tenders must not be accompanied by statements that could be construed as 
rendering the tender equivocal and/or placing it on a different footing from other 
tenders." 

It was further stated in the ITT that only tenders submitted without qualification strictly 
in accordance with the ITT documentation as issued (or subsequently amended by 
tie) would be accepted for consideration, and that tie's decision on whether a tender 
was to be excluded from further consideration would be final. 

A clarification process was undertaken by tie to assess the completeness and 
compliance of each tenderer's submission, and to further assess the qualifications 
which had been received. This included meeting with each tenderer on 26 May 2005, 
and the subsequent issue of clarification questions on pricing, programme, insurance, 
and technical issues. 

It was clearly apparent from discussions with each tenderer, that the three tenderers 
who had qualified their Standard Tenders had taken a different approach towards the 
pricing of the Terms and Conditions of Appointment for the SOS Provider. Rather 
than utilise the option to submit a Terms and Conditions Optional Variant Tender, 
these tenderers had priced the Standard Tender and the Mandatory Variant Tenders 
as if these tenders were the Terms and Conditions Optional Variant Tender. The 
tenderer who submitted an unqualified Standard Tender and an Optional Variant 
Tender, had submitted a Standard Tender which was not the most economically 
viable tender, and had submitted a Terms and Conditions Optional Variant Tender 
which was incorrectly priced and without drafting amendments for the proposed 
pricing reductions. 

After having taken legal advice from DLA Piper, it was determined by Ian Kendall that 
given the variance in approach in the tender submissions, each Tenderer should be 
asked to clarify its position with regard to the pricing of the Standard Tender and the 
Terms and Conditions Optional Variant Tender. A table was prepared for each 
tenderer which required each tenderer to confirm the proposed amendment to the 
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10. 

Terms and Conditions of Appointment and the associated pricing adjustment to the 
Standard Tender and the Terms and Conditions Optional Variant Tender. Tenderers 
were further asked to confirm that the information in the table was accurate and 
represented all of the drafting amendments and pricing adjustments which the 
tenderer wished to offer as its Terms and Conditions Optional Variant Tender. 

Following the return of all clarifications and the completed tables, it was determined 
that each tender submission was substantially complete and compliant, and that the 
qualifications had been resolved to an extent sufficient to allow the evaluation 
process to proceed to the evaluation of price and quality in respect of all four tender 
submissions. 

Evaluation Process 

Prior to the opening of the tender submissions, a briefing session was arranged for 
the members of the evaluation team on 16 May 2005. At this time, the evaluators 
were issued with packs containing the appropriate set of evaluation matrices for 
marking. It was also established at this time that the basis for the evaluation was the 
ITI and the questions contained therein. Ian Kendall assigned individual members of 
the evaluation team to evaluate specific technical issues. 

In evaluating the tender submissions received, it was apparent that, despite the 
earlier clarifications, there were still some inconsistencies in the approach taken in 
the pricing of the Terms and Conditions Optional Variant Tender. In order to address 
these inconsistencies, the evaluation team with support from DLA Piper undertook a 
very detailed exercise to "equalise" the pricing submissions received, so that where 
an amendment had been proposed but no pricing reduction had been given, an 
assessment was made by the evaluation team as to the financial implication of the 
acceptance of such drafting. This exercise was benchmarked by reference to the 
proposals from other tenderers, and by reference to additional costs which could 
have been incurred by tie if a particular amendment was accepted (e.g. insurance 
costs and additional supervision by tie staff). As part of this exercise, some costs 
were priced while others were assessed as being nil or as being unquantifiable. 

A further exercise was undertaken to assess which of the amendments proposed in 
each of the Terms and Conditions Optional Variant Tenders were acceptable to tie. 
The pricing for the Terms and Conditions Optional Variant Tenders was then 
evaluated on the basis of the amendments which were acceptable to tie. 

A single file was set up for each tenderer containing all completed evaluation 
matrices. These were duly completed and signed off by the tie evaluation team. 

Visits to Tenderer's Offices and Formal Interviews 

Another part of the tender evaluation process was that a formal interview with each 
Tenderer was held at DLA Piper's offices in Edinburgh on 19 and 20 April 2005. 
renderers were on notice that t ie's assessment of the tenderer's performance at 
formal interview would be included as part of the tender evaluation process. 

The purpose of these formal interviews was to allow t ie to engage with each 
tenderer's proposed project team in relation to the tenderer's proposals in respect of 
the services. tie issued instructions to each tenderer to present responses to the 
following questions at the formal interview: 

(i) Present your project team, key personnel, structure and execution strategy. 
(30 min total); 
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(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

Present your responses to the following questions as contained in the ITT (75 
min total) 

a) Describe the main lessons learned from previous tram projects that 
you would most wish to be avoided in respect of the Edinburgh Tram 
Network (please limit this to your top ten) and how you would seek to 
mitigate the occurrence of these issues). 

b) Describe the design approach to the minimisation of stray current 
protection. 

c) Describe your approach to obtaining all necessary approvals, 
consents and agreements that are required to enable the tramway to 
be successfully designed, constructed and commissioned; and enter 
public service. 

d) Describe your proposals for the management and control of 
information. How do you plan to communicate efficiently, effectively, 
control information and mitigate extended lines of communication? 

e) Describe the approach you will take to determine the most 
appropriate form of data transmission for the proposed control and 
communication systems. Explain the impact such decisions will have 
on constructability of the system. 

Present your response to the two questions which will be given to you upon 
your arrival for interview. (45 min) 

Your opportunity to present other key items that you consider relevant and 
important to the evaluation of your proposal. (30 min) . 

tie also issued the following additional technical questions on the day in advance of 
the formal interview. Tenderers were required to respond to these questions as part 
of their presentation during the formal interview: 

(i) Systems 

(ii) 

(a) 

(b) 

Describe the principles that should be followed in developing 
Supervisory Control & Communications and Electrification & Power 
systems appropriate for the Edinburgh Tram Network. 

What are the main differences in providing such systems for a 
tramway as opposed to a heavy rail project? Demonstrate the skills 
you possess to achieve this. 

(c) How important do you consider the integration of design and safety 
engineering activities to produce an approved System design and 
how would you achieve this? 

Project Appreciation 

(a) 

(b) 

How will you organise the multi-disciplinary design of an integrated 
streetscape design, including OLE, to achieve the necessary staged 
consents and approvals? 

How will you propose that construction of the track form, highways, 
utilities and telecommunication systems in critical areas can be 

G:\09 Business Admin\09 TIE\Board Meetings\Board Papers - 22nd August 2005\ltem 7b -
Appendix 1 SOS - Executive Summary Reva. DOC 7 

TRS00008528_0106 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION 
STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL AND SUBJECT 
TO FOISA QUALIFIED EXEMPTION 

11 . 

(c) 

constructed quickly, safely and with minimum disruption to everyday 
life of the community and public transport services therein? 

Describe how you will reduce and manage scope creep to ensure 
cost certainty. 

(d) Describe your management processes which will ensure that the 
lnfraco is able to effectively and economically procure the system(s)) 
and components promoted in your designed solution. 

Additionally, tie visited the offices of each tenderer (as nominated by the tenderer) 
where it was intended the majority of the design services would be provided. The 
purpose of the visit to the tenderer's offices was to enable tie to view the facilities 
which will be utilised with regard to the provision of the services and to allow further 
interaction to take place between each tenderer and tie. 

The Evaluation Scores 

Following the completion of the pricing and quality sections of the evaluation process 
by the members of the evaluation team, the scores for each section of the tender 
submission were added up. The scores for each tenderer are shown below: 

Standard Tender (Pricing "Equalised") - Line One and Line Two Combined 

Tenderer 
Interview Written Quality Sub 

Cost Score Overall Score 
score Responses total 

PB 17 27 44 21 65 
Atkins 14 17 31 27 58 
Motts 15 21 36 19 55 

SWR 14 20 34 13 47 

Mandatory Variant (Pricing "Equalised") - Line One 

Tenderer 
Interview Written Quality Sub 

Cost Score Overall Score 
score Responses total 

PB 17 27 44 20 64 

SWR 14 20 34 23 57 

Atkins 14 17 31 22 53 

Motts 15 21 36 15 51 
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Mandatory Variant (Pricing "Equalised") - Line Two 

Tenderer 
Interview Written Quality Sub 

score Responses total 

PB 17 27 44 
SWR 14 20 34 
Atkins 14 17 31 
Motts 15 21 36 

Cost Score Overall Score 

29 73 
20 54 
19 50 

12 48 

Terms and Conditions Optional Variant Tender (Pricing "Equalised" and 
featuring only pricing adjustments for acceptable amendments) - Line One and 
Line Two Combined 

Tenderer Interview Written Quality Sub 
Cost Score Overall Score 

score Responses total 

PB 17 27 44 23 67 
Atkins 14 17 31 26 57 
Motts 15 21 36 19 55 

SWR 14 20 34 13 47 

Terms and Conditions Optional Variant Tender (Pricing "Equalised" and 
featuring only pricing adjustments for acceptable amendments) - Line One 

Tenderer 
Interview Written Quality Sub 

Cost Score Overall Score score Responses total 

PB 17 27 44 22 66 
SWR 14 20 34 22 56 
Atkins 14 17 31 22 53 

Motts 15 21 36 15 51 
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Terms and Condit ions Optional Variant Tender (Pricing " Equalised" and 
featuring only pricing adjustments for acceptable amendments) - Line Two 

Tenderer 
Interview Written Quality Sub 

Cost Score Overall Score 
score Responses total 

PB 17 27 44 30 74 
SWR 14 20 34 20 54 
Atkins 14 17 31 19 50 
Motts 15 21 36 12 48 

The tenderer with the highest combined score in each of the Standard Tender, both 
Mandatory Variant Tenders and the Terms and Conditions Optional Variant Tender 
was Parsons Brinckerhoff. It was, therefore, determined by the tie evaluation team 
that Parsons Brinckerhoff should be recommended to be appointed by the tie Board 
as the system design services provider. 

G:\09 Business Admin\09 TIE\Board Meetings\Board Papers - 22nd August 2005\ltem 7b -
Appendix 1 SOS - Executive Summary Reva.DOC 10 

TRS00008528_0109 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Agenda Item 7b 

Tram 

b) Procurement -505/JRC Appointment -
Appendix 2* 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 

TRS00008528_0110 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Appendix 2 

SOS Tender Analysis Summary. 

The SOS value of a fully compliant offer, for Line 1 and 2 together, from 
Parsons Brinckerhoff amounts to £29,043,581. Following clarification 
exercises with all bidders £3,571,000 of compliance costs shall not be 
apportioned to the contract resulting in a value of £25,472,581. 

Clarification and Procurement Strategy results in a £1,725,502 reduction in 
modelling scope within SOS (£1, 175,502 plus £550,000). Improvements in 
funding and mobilisation methodology have realised an additional £200,000 in 
reductions giving a proposed accepted contract sum of £23,547 ,079 for 
Parsons Brinckerhoff to undertake the SOS scope of works for Line 1 and 2. 
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SOS Proposed Contract Value 

Lines 1 and 2 

Compliance Cost 

Deduct 

Modelling £1 ,215,000 

SDG £116,400 dt 
£1 ,098,600 + 7% £1, 175,502 

Modelling Risk £550,000 

Funding £100,000 

£29,043,581 

£3,571,000 dt 
£25,472,581 

Mobilisation £100,000 £1,925,502 dt 

Proposed Contract Value £23,547,079 

Appendix 3 
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EVALUATION OF TENDERS RECEIVED IN RESPECT OF THE PROCUREMENT OF 
JOINT REVENUE COMMITIEE ("JRC") 

EDINBURGH TRAM NETWORK 

22 JULY 2005 

1. Recommendation 

2. 

3. 

Following a detailed evaluation process conducted in accordance with t ie's internal 
procedures and the public procurement regulations, the recommendation to the tie 
Board is that Steer Davis Gleave should be appointed to provide modelling and 
revenue setting advisory services to tie. 

Introduction 

An explanation of how the procurement process for selecting the preferred tenderer 
for the provision of technical support services was conducted is described in this 
report as follows: 

• the identity of the tenderers; 

• the required content of the tender submissions; 

• a description of the evaluation guidance and methodology; 

• the members of tie's evaluation team; 

• a description of the contract award criteria and the tender evaluation criteria; 

• confirmation and comment on tender completeness and compliance; 

• a description of the evaluation process including details of the formal interview 
process; and 

• an interpretation of the evaluation marking. 

The T enderers 

The tenderers involved in the competition for the appointment of the JRC Provider 
were: 

• Halcrow 

• Steer Davis Gleave 

• Jacobs Babtie 

• Faber Maunsell 
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4. 

5. 

• MVA 

On the 13 June Halcrow wrote to Ian Kendall informing tie that they could not commit 
to the document as it currently stood and therefore could not submit a compliant 
tender. 

The Tender Submissions 

tie's requirements for the content of the tender submissions was described in the 
"Invitation to Tender ("ITI") for the Appointment of Joint Revenue Committee ("JRC") 
Provider for the Edinburgh Tram Network dated 27 May 2005". For a tender 
submission to be compliant, it had to comprise a complete standard tender in respect 
of the provision of the JRC services for Line One and Line Two of the Edinburgh 
Tram Network. The following items and information were included in each Standard 
Tender: 

• a signed Formal Offer; 

• a signed Anti-Collusion Certificate; 

• a full response to the technical requirements expressed in the ITT; 

• a full response to the pricing requirements expressed in the ITI; 

• a completed insurance questionnaire; 

• a list of key personnel; and 

• a list of commercially sensitive information. 

The Evaluation Guidance and Methodology 

t ie developed an evaluation methodology and guidance note for use by the t ie 
internal evaluation team entitled "Evaluation of Joint Revenue Committee Tenders" 
and dated 22 June 2005 (the "Evaluation Methodology"), to assist the evaluation 
team to evaluate the tender submissions which had been received. 

It was explained in the Evaluation Methodology that 60% of the available marks had 
been allocated to the quality parameter (described in section 7 below) and 40% had 
been allocated to price parameter. The 60/40 quality/cost ratio was determined 
following consideration of the complexity of the services which were to be performed. 

It was further stated that quality was to be evaluated on the responses to the 
questions raised in the ITT together with the response to the controlled questions in 
the formal interviews (described in section 10 of this Executive Summary). Price was 
tq be evaluated as a relative comparison of the competing tender submissions. 

Bespoke evaluation matrices showing the marks/weighting for each section of the 
tender submission were developed for the evaluation team to complete. Evaluators 
were required to provide a mark of between O and 100 (100 being the highest mark 
available) within the evaluation matrix. A requirement of the Evaluation Methodology 
was that all marks given by each member of the evaluation team, were to be 
supported by a narrative outlining the reasons for such marks and decisions for 
record purposes and public accountability. 

G:\09 Business Admin\09 TIE\Board Meetings\Board Papers - 22nd August 2005\ltem 7b -
Appendix 4 - JRC Tender Report 220705.DOC 2 

TRS00008528_0116 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION 
STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL AND SUBJECT 
TO FOISA QUALIFIED EXEMPTION 

6. 

7. 

The Evaluation Team 

The Evaluation Team was selected by Ian Kendall, tie Procurement Director, prior to 
the evaluation process commencing. 

The evaluation of the quality aspects of the Tender Submissions was carried out by 
Paul Alliott (Design Manager), Andy Wood (Transdev) , Kenneth Mcleod (JRC 
Manager) and in addition Lex Harrison (CEC). The evaluation of the pricing aspects 
of the tender submissions was carried out by Jim Cahill (Commercial Manager). Ian 
Kendall maintained overall responsibility for the evaluation process. 

The Contract Award Criteria and Tender Evaluation Criteria 

The contract award criteria and the tender evaluation criteria were stated in the ITI. 

The contract award criteria were expressed as the contract would be awarded by tie 
to the tenderer which, at the conclusion of the process, had offered the most 
economically advantageous tender. 

In order to evaluate which tender was the most economically advantageous, tie 
determined that the tender submissions would be evaluated by tie in accordance with 
the tender evaluation criteria noted below. In addition, tie determined that the tender 
submissions would be evaluated on each tenderer's response to the following four 
key areas: 

• project execution and programme management proposals; 

• project team (which included the tenderer's performance at formal interview) and 
each tenderer's ability to resource with requisite calibre of staff at all levels; 

• technical proposals; and 

• price. 

tie combined the first three of the above areas into a quality parameter, with price 
being the second parameter. 

Each tenderer's project execution and programme management proposals were 
evaluated in accordance with the following equal criteria: 

• constraints on ability to deliver service 

• proposals for the management and control of information 

• preparation of a high level programme 

• resource histogram, and 

• approach to value management. 

Each tenderer's project team was evaluated in accordance with the following equal 
criteria: 

• team structure 

• cv's for team members, and 
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8. 

• sub contractors/consultants. 

Each tenderer's technical proposals were evaluated in accordance with the following 
equal criteria: 

• lessons learned from previous projects 

• methodology for reviewing the existing modelling processes and making 
recommendations on the way forward 

• assessment of data requirements 

• preferred methodology for delivering the modelling suit 

• outlining how the modelling suit would be used to evaluate the potential for 
additional revenue streams 

• definitions of boundaries and content of each element of the modelling suite 

• working with the SOS provider. 

As stated earlier, price was evaluated as a relative comparison of the competing 
tender submissions. 

Tender Compliance 

Four tenders were received by the appointed date and time and each were checked 
for compliance with the ITT and for completeness. A detailed check of each tender 
submission was carried out by DLA Piper and written reports were submitted to tie. It 
was determined that three tender submissions were substantially complete and 
compliant to allow the evaluation process to proceed to the evaluation of price and 
quality. tie issued clarifications to all tenderers with regard to the completed 
insurance questionnaires but this exercise did not impact on the evaluation process. 

In carrying out the above exercise, it was noted that one of the four ·had qualified their 
tender submissions with regard to some of the pricing schedules and failure to sign 
the formal offer. It was clearly stated in the ITT that: 

"No unauthorised alteration or addition should be made by tenderers to the Formal 
Offer, the Anti-Collusion Certificate, to the Pricing Schedules or to any other 
component of the tender documentation. 

Tenders must not be qualified. Tenders must be submitted strictly in 
accordance with this ITT. 

Tenders must not be accompanied by statements that could be construed as 
rendering the tender equivocal and/or placing it on a different footing from other 
tenders. " 

It was further stated in the ITT that only tenders submitted without qualification strictly 
in accordance with the ITT documentation as issued (or subsequently amended by 
tie) would be accepted for consideration, and that tie's decision on whether a tender 
was to be excluded from further consideration would be final. 

It was determined by Ian Kendall that the qualifications associated with this tender 
submissions would be assessed following the completion of the quality evaluations. 
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9. Evaluation Process 

Prior to the opening of the tender submissions, a briefing session was arranged for 
the members of the evaluation team on 15 June. At this time, the evaluators were 
issued with packs containing the appropriate set of evaluation matrices for marking. 
It was also established at this time that the basis for the evaluation was the ITI and 
the questions contained therein .. 

A single file was set up containing all completed evaluation matrices, these were duly 
completed and signed off. 

10. Formal Interviews 

Another part of the tender evaluation process was that a formal interview with each 
tenderer was held at DLA Piper's offices in Edinburgh on 15 June 2005. Tenderers 
were on notice that tie's assessment of the tenderer's performance at formal 
interview would be included as part of the tender evaluation process. 

The purpose of these formal interviews was to allow tie to engage with each 
tenderer's proposed project team. tie issued instructions to each tenderer to present 
responses to the following questions at the formal interview: 

• Describe the main lessons learned from previous projects that you would most 
wish to be avoided in respect of the Edinburgh Tram Network and how you would 
mitigate the occurrences of these issues. 

• Describe how you will work with the SOS Provider to ensure that the interfaces 
between each and all elements of the modelling suite work efficiently, effectively 
and as designed. 

tie also issued the following additional questions on the day in advance of the formal 
interview. Tenderers were required to respond to this questions as part of their 
presentation during the formal interview: 

• Revenue predictions for other tramways have not materialised when the tramway 
has entered operational service. What level of accuracy will your modelling suite 
provide and how will you advise the tie board to deal with these tolerances to 
ensure that this will not be the case for Edinburgh? 
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11. The Combined Evaluation Scores 

Following the completion of the price and quality sections of the evaluation process 
by the members of the evaluation team and an assessment of the effect of the 
qualifications on pricing and quality, the scores, based upon responses, for Tenders 
for each section of the tender submission were added up. The scores for each 
Tenderer are shown below: 

. Standard Tender 

Tenderer 
Interview Written Quality Sub 

Cost Score 
Overall 

score Responses total Score 

SDG 17 23 40 23 63 
Jacobs 13 20 33 28 61 
MVA 15 23 38 9 47 

Variant 1 

Tenderer 
Interview Written Quality Sub 

Cost Score 
Overall 

score Responses total Score 

SDG 17 23 40 25 65 
Jacobs 13 20 33 24 57 
MVA 15 23 38 11 49 

Standard with Variant 2 

Tenderer 
Interview Written Quality Sub Cost Score Overall 

score Responses total Score 

SDG 17 23 40 30 70 
Jacobs 13 20 33 35 68 
MVA 15 23 38 0 38 

The tender received from Faber Maunsell contained a qualification with regard to the 
Formal Offer and some of the pricing schedules. They were asked for clarification on 
the matter and the subsequent response maintained their position. As a result they 
were not considered further in the assessment process. 

The Tenderer with the highest combined score for each variant was Steer Davis 
Gleave and they are therefore recommended for appointment 

Ian Kendall 
22th July, 2005. 
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tie Board Meeting 

22nd August 2005 

Other t ie CEC Projects -Update 

1.0 Fastlink - Guided Busway Contract 

Balfour Beatty have been notified of a number of defects as previously reported to the 
Board. As yet, the position in terms of their acceptance of defects remains the same as 
last month and they are being pursued for a resolution. 

An assessment of the risks and costs associated with the remedial measures and 
potential for latent defects is being considered further. The final form of rectification has 
yet to be fully proposed and agreed. tie are receiving ongoing support from Halcrow 
during this defects correction period and investigations are continuing. t ie have also 
initially briefed and instructed Dundas and Wilson to commence evaluation of all 
outstanding contractual issues with a view to identifying areas that may need to be 
pursued through litigation. Should this be required, this would require the engagement of 
independent technical experts to assist in mitigation and liability matters. It is 
recommended that a provisional budget of £50,000 be set aside to cover these costs. 

2.0 Guided Busway Management 

tie are carrying out regular walking surveys of the guideway to monitor its condition. 

tie are extremely concerned that damage to the guideway by guidewheels damaged out 
with guidance is continuing to occur. tie have requested that Lothian buses reinforce to 
drivers the importance of following the appropriate procedures immediately they become 
aware of a damaged guidewheel to prevent further damage which will require to be 
repaired at cost and potentially endanger other buses. 

3.0 On Street Bus Priority Measures 

This contract is complete. There is a significant disagreement between E.R.D.C the 
contractor's assessment and Halcrow the contract's project manager's assessment on 
the value of outstanding Compensation Events. Discussions are continuing to resolve 
outstanding differences and will be reported when settled. 

4.0 Fastlink - Other Works 

The Speed camera relocated as part of the road widening on Stevenson Drive has been 
installed. 
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The Balgreen Road bus stop improvement is now substantially complete. 

The Cultins Road connection to Fastlink at Edinburgh Park Station which has been 
opened and traffic continues to be monitored through the Station Access Road. This 
movement is being accommodated safely and if will lead to a saving as the works to the 
Calder Road Roundabout will not be required . This will be reported to the City Council 
for client approval. 

5.0 lngliston Park and Ride 

Construction Works were substantially complete ready for handover to allow the Launch 
to be held on the 14th of July in parallel with Hermiston Park and Ride. The revised 
launch date is 81

h September and services will commence on 11th September subject to 
a vote on industrial action by Lothian Buses staff. 

Snagging will be carried out during the first year's defects correction period. 

Training was arranged during July which was attended by tie and representatives of 
Lothian buses. Further arrangements will be made for training once a date is set for 
occupancy of the building. System supplier's representatives will be available on the 
first day of operation and on call following that. 

Prepared by :- Lindsay Murphy 16/08/05 

Approved by:- Alex Macaulay 16/08/05 
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Agenda Item 9 

Communications 

a) Communications Progress Report* 

* = paper enclosed (available under FOISA but subject to review under 
Section Sb of tie's publication scheme and exceptions in The Act) 
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tie Board Update 
Communications Progress Report 
22 August 2005 

Communication management: 

• Trams 
• EARL 
• FETA 
• lngliston Park + Ride Launch 
• Fastlink 
• Communication strategies and partners 

Trams 
Events of note are: 

Tram Replica Event 
The site next to the Scott Monument is still under discussion. 

The tram will be erected on 6-7 September and open to the public from 8 
September - 23 September, it will be removed on 24 & 25 September. A 
schedule of evening events is being documented. Two staff and a member of 
security will man the stand permanently, in addition engineers and tie tram 
staff will be needed to man the event to answer detailed questions; this list is 
currently being pulled together. 

Naming the tram network 
A paper is being taken to a special meeting of the Transport Edinburgh 
Steering Group on 29 August. It proposes a competition to name the 
Edinburgh Tram Network. It is proposed that a competition is held through 
the Evening News, with a judging panel made up of all relevant parties. 
Feedback or approval of the proposal along with the detail will be reported on 
next month. 

Tramtime Website 
The new tramtime website launched on 5 September. 

Transport Co-ordinators Lunch 
A lunch for key transport co-ordinators from businesses in Edinburgh was 
held at tie offices on 12 August. Hosted by Michael and Barry this event 
assisted in getting the tram message into businesses in the city. Direct 
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contact with each attendee will be made over the next fortnight to plan staff 
information through their newsletters, intranets etc. 

Newsletter 
Work is underway to approve the content of the next tramtime newsletter. 

Press Release/statement 
The TSS press release received good coverage in the business sections of 
press. The Landscape and Habitat Management Plan received good 
coverage; the NHS withdrawal received modest coverage and the forthcoming 
arrival of Tom Coffey, Chief Executive of the Dublin City Business 
Association, received a full page spread, all in the Evening News. 

The Edinburgh Chamber of Commerce Magazine carried a full page article on 
Tom Coffey's arrival and the positive impact of trams in Edinburgh. 

Edinburgh Chamber of Commerce 
A breakfast is being held on 30 August with Tom Coffey in attendance, 
speaking positively about his experience of trams in Dublin. The stakeholder 
dinner, hosted by Michael Howell the evening of the 29th is receiving a good 
turnout with 14 confirmed attendees and a further 5 confirmations awaited. 

Fringe Sunday 
A stand covering trams was placed and manned the full day of Fringe 
Sunday, 14 August. The event was successful, providing the opportunity to 
speak with the public face to face about tram plans and answer their 
questions. Only two of the vast number of people talked to were against the 
plans. The overall feeling was very positive. Handouts for trams were 
provided. 

Exhibition 
A tram exhibition will take to the road in Edinburgh shortly. Covering 
background and area specific information on the Tram network it will be 
placed in shopping centres and key locations throughout the city from August 
to October. An advert has appeared in the Evening News to inform the public, 
this advert will be repeated as the dates of the exhibition draws closer. 

Outlook 
The September edition of Outlook will have a full page spread on trams. 

Visuals 
Work on visuals for Roseburn Corridor, The Gyle, Murrayfield and the 
Playhouse are expected to be delivered by 26 August. Once delivered, the 
visuals will receive a two page spread in the Evening News. These visuals 
will be discussed with Planning at the City of Edinburgh Council prior to 
release to the press. 
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Strategy 
Work on the strategy for communications post Royal Assent (or otherwise) will 
start in October. This draft strategy will include the detailed communications 
needed for the Public Utmty work and construction. 

EARL 

Presentations 
A presentation was made to the Cockburn Society on 25 July. 

Meetings 

Meetings held in July: 

David McLetchie MSP (Con) 
Kenny McAskill MSP (SNP) 
Ron Hewitt, Edinburgh Chamber of Commerce 
Liz Cameron, Scottish Chambers of Commerce. 

Metings held/to be held in August: 

Bristow Muldoon MSP (Lab) Convenor 
Local Government and Transport 
Amanda Harvie, Director, Scottish Financial Enterprise 
Highlands and Islands Enterprise 
Robert Samson, Rail Passengers Council 
Scottish Enterprise Edinburgh and Lothians 
Fiona Hyslop MSP (SNP) 
George Grubb, Councillor, Queensferry Ward (Lib Dem) 
Robin Harper MSP 
Mark Ballard MSP (Green) 
Mary Mulligan MSP (Lab) 
Scottish Enterprise Forth Valley 
Alastair Darling MP, Secretary of State for Transport/Scotland 
Visit Scotland. 

Fringe Sunday 
A stand covering EARL was placed and manned the full day of Fringe 
Sunday, 14 August. The event was successful, providing the opportunity to 
speak with the public face to face about EARL plans and answer their 
questions. The overall feeling was very positive. Handouts for EARL were 
provided. 

Conferences 
Work is ongoing in preparation for the upcoming SNP Conference on 14-16 
September. This conference is a tie wide approach, through EARL, 
showcasing tie's ability to deliver large transport projects. 
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Work on the lnfrarail Conference on 15 September and the Civils Conference 
on 22-24 November is also underway. These conferences are important to 
the credibility of EARL and form part of the trade strategy providing a platform 
to warming up the market place, ensuring that tie have the ability in the future 
to recruit and attract the best contractors and technical people for EARL. 
These conferences also provide the opportunity to show that the project is 
well managed and importantly, going to happen. 

FETA 
The communication scope for FETA's Local Transport Strategy was finalised 
providing a resource recommendation and a cost guideline. 

This document was taken to the management team meeting in August where 
additional questions were answered. The management team shall 
recommend outsourcing the PR, Media and Communications work through a 
procurement process. In addition they will recommend that the work should 
be managed by a part time Communications Manager, employed directly by 
FETA. 

tie has been asked to provide the interim PR and Communications support. 
In addition tie will manage the procurement process for the PR, Media and 
Communications contract plus the recruitment process for the 
Communications Manager. Both the Fife and City of Edinburgh Councils 
Communication Managers will be involved in these processes. 

This recommendation will be put to the FETA Board meeting in September for 
approval. 

In the interim, work to deliver 250 copies of the Local Transport Strategy 
document sits with tie to project manage and deliver. 

lngliston Park & Ride Launch 
It is proposed that the lngliston and Hermiston P+R launches take place on 
Thursday 8 September, prior to service starting on 11 September. 
Preparations are currently underway with invites due to be issued by 19 
August, following the Lothian bus drivers' vote on the 18 August. 

tie will work with City of Edinburgh Council to deliver the event. 

Fastlink 
tie await a response from Balfour Beatty on the issues faced on Fastlink. 
Once a response is received we will recommend and agree our 
communications approach based on the response and legal advice. We will 
work with our partners in the City of Edinburgh Council throughout this 
process. 

TRS00008528_0128 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

11 

Communication strategy and partners 
tie and CEC continue to work together to ensure a partnership approach on 
all projects, where relevant. Work currently concentrates on the lngliston 
Park & Ride, trams and the next edition of Outlook. 

An agreed approach for protocols and process for approval and updates were 
agreed for trams, and more recently EARL, with the Scottish Executive. This 
will mean that the Scottish Executive will have a communications person 
attending existing meetings in the future. All parties are working well together. 

The Board is asked to note the position. 

Suzanne Waugh 
16 August 2005 

TRS00008528_0129 



I 
I 
I Bil I 

Agenda Item 10 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I AOB-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TRS00008528_0130 



• 

THE HERALD 
16 AUGUST 2005 

1News5 

l~yinthe 
omtment 
for£500m 
trams 
project 
BRIAN DONNELLY 

A LTTTLE·KNOWN fly i$ 
threatenina to halt a £500m 
lrarn projecl 

Periscelis nigra, which is nor­
mally found in Scandinavia 
and Russia, has been recorded 
surviving in two places only in 
ScoUand. 

The insect has entered the 
public domain after cam~ 
ers warned MSPs that Edin· 

rgh Cit:; Council's. plan to 
brin~ crams back could deva.s­
tate ,ts populatlco. 

The ny has made its home in 
a rotten elm Lrec close to Leith 
Links in the capital - near the 
proposed line or one oC two 
tram routes costing £473m. 

Cru:upaigners have lodged 
papers with Holyrood, which is 
considering ;iie etan in a pri· 
vate bi!~ bigh.lighb.ng the risk to 
the exiremely rare fly and other 
important wildlife species. 

The Friends of-the Roscbum 
Urban Wildlife Corridor group 
(FRUWC) has called for stud· 
ies into the impact tbe tram 
would have on the insect and 
on flora all along the route. 

It claims previous studies 
have not been detailed enough. 
It has also raised concerns 
about structures along the c,,,m 
route which Historic Scotland 
is considering listing. and what 
the project will mean for users 
ol a cycle path that is to run 
alongside the proposed 
~eme. 

Tina Woolnough. chair o( the 
FRUWC, said: •we are very 
concerned about the impac:t on 
human users of the corridor or 
trams travelling at speeds or up 
to SOmpl). We are equa(Jy con­
cerned about the impact on 
this crucial wildlife corridor, 
which su-pports protected 
species and a vast and complex 
eco-system." 

Historic Scotland has 
already forced the city council 
to agree to withdraw the sec­
tion or the bill that removed the 
re<i.uirement for ,Stparatc appU­
cabons ror consent to work in 
the vicinity of historic 
monumentS. 

It mca:ru that - wbile thett 
are no plans that wollld impact 
the sites yet - should any work 
be needed near such structures, 
separate consent wiU be 
applied for in consultation with 
1-ustoric Scotland. 

Historic Scotland is consid· 
ering listing the Coltbridge 
Viaduct, the St George's 
Bridge, the Ravelston Dykes 
Bridge and the Quccnsferry 
Road Bridge. 

Transport Initiatives Edin­
bW'git (Tie), the council-owned 
film behind the trams project, 
said that many of its objections 
llad been withdrawn after 
consultation. 

A spokesm~n added: "Tie 
has conducted envitonmental 
assessments throughout the 
proposed route, including 
Rosebu:m. 

''These assessmenu are 
ongoin!!, as are consultations 
with H ,storic Scotland and 
Scottish Natural Heritage, 
which as a statutory body has 
been closely involved in the 

c development of our landscape 
and habitat management plan.• 
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tramtime 
Edinburgh'~ Proposed Tram Network 
The City of Edinburgh Council is promoting a network of tram lines 
iJ'! Edinburgh. Line One will serve Haymarket, the Gity Centre, Leith 
Walk, Newhaven, Craigleith and Rosebum. Line Two will run from 
the City Centre to Murrayfierd, South Gyle and then continue west 
to the airport. The tram network will deliver a 21st century transport 
sy~tem to the capital providing residents, commuters and tourists 
alike with modern, fast, efficient and clean transport that will 
integrate with our existing transport network. 

As the Private Bills progress through the Scottish Parliament, a 
public exhibition will tour Edinburgh providing a chance to discover 
more about this exciting opportunity for the capital. The exhibition 
can be viewed daily at the following venues throughout August, 
September and October. 

Date 

Aug 22nd - 28th 

Aug 29th - Sept 4th 

Sept 26th - Oct 2nd 

Qct 3rd - 9th 

Oct 10th : 14th 

••• Transport.Edinburgh 

Venue 

Gyle Shopping Centre 

Sainsbur'y's, Craigleith Retail Park 

Western General Hospital cafeteria 

Ocean Terminal 

City of Edinburgh Council, 

1 Cockburn Street 
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Dublin businessman to sell economic benefits of vision 

ON THE RIGHT LINES: Despite init ,al d oubts over loss of revenue due to roadworks. Jt Is claimed Dublin businesses have come round to thelntroductionof trams 

Irish success story aims to get 
city firms on track with trams 
A OU:SUN buaincss lC3dcr is to 
visit Edinburgh in a bid 10 sell the 
vimon oftr:u!IS to ci1y firms. 

Tom Coffey will paint a pictutt 
of a cli= and ttliable form of 
ttllnSpOlt leading to more pedci· 
r:rians and more c:usromers in the 
city centre. 

Mr Coffey claims tnUnS have 
won.,.,...,. Dublin lirma after initial 
doubu, and Tra.asport lnitia~ 
Edinburgh me), which is behind 
the sdim,e in the Scottish capital, 
hopes to ieplkau: that success. 

As .in Edinburgh, there w= 
kar.s in Ireland that roadworks 
needro to put the tnms in place 
would lead to a i«iSS of tt\le%lue. 

However, the anm-lfflgthc:oun­
cil or:gan.isation claims the pop­
ulamy oftram.1 !nDubtin baa risen 
sharply slncr their introduction. 

They have inoreased the num­
ber of pe<kstrians in the city ccn· 
tre, creating mcm potential cus­
tomers fi>r shops, and pro.ided a 
chup alterna.tive to oars for 
employees tl}'ing to get to worlt, 
S3YS Tie. Ultimately, Tie cl.alms, 

they hav,, led to an increase In 
prolitS for Dublin companies. 

Now Mr Coffey, chief executi'1'1< 
of the Dublin Ci1y :Business &Sc)­
ciorion, has been booJce:I to visit 
Edinbutgh attheend of !be month 
to talk to firms about the advan· 
tagcs of having =s. 

The OllJIOUDcemc,n was today 
welcomed by Edu:ibutgh a-adus. 

Tim 5-.d, chainnan of the 
l!dinbutgh branch of the Fede-· 
anon of SmaD Btlsinesses, said: 
"There are amoems about the 
plans to bring btdt tram& When 
tnm lines are put in wrc will be 
dJsruptioo to businesses in the 
sbortt=n. 

"rt will be small oompanics that 
pay in the abort tmll, but in the 
long term it will be good for busi· 
D<$SCS a.nd good for Edinburgh.• 

Tie claims the inb'Oduc:lion of 
tnms has al.so led to an increase of 
up to 15 per centin propeeypriccs 
near lines, and more public con· 
fidcnce in public aansport. 

rt also estima~ that about so 
per cent of tnm users in Dublin 
are lonner~ which has8CCD 
congestion reduce significantly. 

CAPIT Al LA VS GROUND FOR TRANSPORT SHAKE-UP 

Mc Coffey's VISit comes as the 
concept-of trams is beginning to 
p.rove more popular with city 
firms. Last month, Royal Mail and 
Netw0rk Jt:iiJ agreed to back the 
scheme, adding their names to a 
longlistofon .. timeobjeaorswho 
are now supporters, which 
includes The Royal Yacht Brilllll· 
nio, Forth Pons, Qceru, Tertninal 
and Historic Scotland. 

Mcanwhile, exhibitions are set 
to be held across the Capital 
updating rcsiden13 on the pw,s to 
rcinaoduce trams to Edinburgh. 

Anyone who atteruls one of the 
live briefings will also hear about 
the progre,s of the proposals in 
Scottish Parliament The parl.ia· 
mcnwy !WI which would pavetbc 
way for the trams is being con· 
sidcred at committtt level. 

There will then be a Holyrood 
debate among MSPs, before Royal 
Asaent for tbe .scheme is granted, 
possibly in December this yur. 

A spokesman for Tie said: "We 
have bttn wodcing to c:rcate clear 
pictures and provide more infor· 
mation 10 gm, the public a good 
ide3 of what modem in.ms are 
really lil<e, by looking at die $UC• 
ccss of other cities with iran,.,.• 

• TIE will~~ t:dubirion.s 
ar fo,c differmi IDattions: 
TN. Gy/e S/wppi,t& Centrr,from 
kt&wt Z2 ID 28, 
• Sainsbury's, in Craf/pdth RnrziI 
Park, bawtci Ausw:t 29 and 
~4,. 
• 1"' w,,.ttm Gcnual Bospit.al 
Cllfezria.from &ptrm.bu 26 ID 
Oclober2. 
• ~ TaminaJ, in Ladt, 
~ OClobcr 3 and 9. 
• Edbtburgh City Coandl, 
belwan Oclober 10 and 14. 
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Transport vision 
right on track 

... .. 
s 
Six months after the city rejected tolls, Andrew Burns looks at the alternatives 

S 
IXmontbsisalongtime 
in politics, but that's 
bow long it's been sihce 
the people ofEd.inburgh 
were asked to vote on the 

future of transport in the city. 
At the time of the referendum, I 

gave my support to the "Preferred 
Strategy", which included conges­
tion charging, because I believro, 
and still do, that those living and 
worldng inEdinbwgh want a city 
with less traffic, reduced conges­
tion, cleaner air and more public 
transport. 

The revenue from congestion 
charging would have given us 
greater scope to achieve all of this. 
However, the public decided 
against this option and the City of 
Edinburgh Council listened and 
will not include congestion charg­
ing in its fun.ire plans. 

For the last six months we've 
been moving forward with the 
"Base Strategy", which was voted 
for in February. This includes 
many major, high-profile projects 
which will shape the future of 
travel in the coming years. For 
example, Tram Lines 1 and 2 ( to 
the north and west of the city 
respectively), which will hopefully 
be approved by the Scottish Par­
liament early next year. 

However, other vital projects 
are going on across the city, with 
many being introduced this year -
including new park-and-ride 
facilities at Ingliston and Hermis, 
ton whlch will open soon and 
provide more than 1000 car park­
ing spaces and a high-speed, reg­
u1ar bus service into the centre. 

A key element of any transpon 

strategy is making sure roads, and 
pavements, are safe for those 
using them. Improving road 
safety is the reason behind many 
of the city's transport projects. For 
example, speed reducing and 
traffic-calming measures in res­
idential and school areas will be in 
place on 35 per cent of roads by 
next March. 

The Kerber-aft pilot project of 
child pedestrian schemes provid­
ing roadside training to five to 
seven-year-olds has also been 
hugely successful. Now in its sec­
ond year, pedestrian skills train­
ing has been given to primaiy 
school children in seven north 
Edinburgh schools. Granton 

to better meet the needs of the 
local business community. 
There's also a proposed extension 
to the controlled parldng zone, 
which will mean commuters park­
ing in certainresidential areas will 
have to pay - look out for more 
information on this soon. 

Edinburgh is in a unique posi-
. tion in terms of public transport 
use, with nearly 30 per cent of 
commuters travelling to work by 
bus. 

Now that normal service pro­
vided by Lothian Buses' drivers is 
being resumed we can look to the 
future of our bus network and 
making public transport an even 
easier alternative across the city. 

<<Congestion chargi.ng may be dead, but 
Edinburgh's transport future is not and the 
city council will continue in its best efforts 
to develop the Capital.'s infrastru.cture" 
Primary won Kerbcraft School of 
the Year in 2005 - one of only rwo 
UK schools to receive the award. 

This type of on-going safety 
programme makes a real differ­
ence to accidents across the city -
casualties in Edinburgh have fall­
en by 27 per cent in the last ten 
years, with serious injuries 
reduced by more than 60 per cent, 
plus there have been no childfatal­
ities .in the city since 2003. 

Parking is another area Wflre 
taking a closer look at. 

We're currently reviewing our 
parking strategy, which will 
address the potential for tailoring 
controlled parking arrangements 

Previous projects such as 
Green ways, bus lanes and Fastlin.k 
- the UK's longest section of con­
tinuous guideway - have already 
made getting around by bus more 
efficient and we will continue to 
build on this. Ongoing bus priority 
schemes will see roundabouts 
replaced to give buses greater pri­
ority over other traffic. 

For example, starting in 
November, a £1.2 million rede­
velopment of Milton Link/Dud­
dingston Road will begin and will 
remove the roundabout and 
replace it to the benefit of buses, 
pedestrians and cyclists. 

The real-time inform ation 

project,knownasBusTracker,will 
also expand in coming months in 
the south and west of the city. This 
means that when you're waiting 
forabus,asign will tell you exactly 
when to expect it and will make 
planningyourjourneymuch more 
accurate. 

That'sjustan idea of some of the 
work that's being done by the 
council behind the scenes - as 
each project is completed we will 
1etyou know and then move on to 
the next one. 

Ear1y next year we'll revise our 
Local Transport Strategy, whlch 
will provide a timeline for the 
delivery of all these projects and 
more - including the implemen­
tation of the tram network from 
2009. 

Congestion· chargmg may be 
dead, but Edinburgh's ~rt 
future is not and we will continue 
in our best efforts to develop the 
city's infrastructure. 

The council is fully committed 
to ensuring Edinburgh continues 
to beasuccessful:mddynamiccity 
that provides the highest quality of 
life. A successful transpOrt net­
work remains central to ensuring 
that goal is achieved. 
• CowuiIJor Andrew Bums is 
executi.ve member for transport at 
Edinburgh C-cty Cowuil 

II 
ls the city council 
doing enough to 
improve transport 
in Edinburgh? 

Tel: om &20 8692 
emal: lettefs_~ 
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Altered trams 
plan gets NHS 

-back on board 
HEALTii bosses have withdrawn 
their objection to plans for an 
Edinburgh tram line which would 
run over their land. 

NHS Lothian.complained that 
proposals for one of the lines 
would mean car parking spaces 
would be lost to the rear of health 
service buildings on Leith Wailc. 

The plans called for a substation 
for Line One to be built across car 
parks at .Inchkeith House and 
Allander House, two NHS-cwned 
buildings used for training. . 

But tram c:h.iefs have agreed to 
amend their designs, leaving 
enough space for NHS needs .. 

Murray Duncanson, c:h.ief oper­
ating officer for NHS Lothian Pri­
mary Care Organisation, said: 
"Our objections were not to the 
tram proposals but to the potential 
loss of use of car parking facilities 
at Allander House. 

"Spaces are needed for staff 
going to Allander House, 
Inch.keith House and for people 
using Leith Community Treat­
ment Centre." 
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Listen to objections and realign tram route 
MARK BALLARD MSP is right to 
be concerned about the impact of 
Tram Line One on the Rosebum 
Corridor, a designated urban 
wildlife site (News,July 25). 

The council's wholly-owned 
company, Transport Initiacives 
Edinburgh (TIE) has indeed com­
missioned some survey work on 
badgers and trees, but has not 
done adequate surveys of any­
thing else, including bats (roosts 
are protected), wildflowers, 
ground cover, insects, mammals 
(evidence of roe deer has been 
noted) or the general impact of the 
tram on the whole food.chain. and 
eco-system of the Rosebum Cor· 
ridor. 

As objectors to the Tram Line 
One Bill, we are advocating a more 
direct, on-road alignment which 
would preserve the corridor. The 
council, and TIE, have listened to 
big business objectors at the 

; J. , 
.. .... 

FEARS: Probable impact of Tram Line One has caused concern 

Waterfront and at Haymarket and 
have changed the tram alignment 
in those locations. · 

We hope they will listen to local 
people and the thousands of users 
of the corridor who do notwish to 

see the corridor despoiled by 
trams travelling at SOmph. 
Tina Woomough, chair, 
Friends of the Rosebum 
Urban Wtldlife Corridor, 
Craigleith View, Edinburgh 
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CONFIDENT: Michael Howell 

Firm brought 
on board to 
help get city 
trams on track 
THE company responsible for 
bringing trams back to the streets 
of Edinburgh has appointed one 
of the best-known names in the 
industry to provide technical sup­
port services. 

City council-backed Transport 
Initiatives Edinburgh (TIE) said 
th.e agreement with Scott Wllson 
Railways followed an "extensive 
and comprehensive procurement 
process". 

The other firms involved in the 
competitive tender were Parsons 
Brinkerhoff, WS Atkins, Mott 
MacDonald, EarthTec, Bab tie and 
CDL. 

The Scott Wilson team will 
include expertise from Turner & 
Townsend, fnterfleet Technology 
and Aedas Arclritecrs, who will 
work with TIE and the city council 
to provide additional technical 
resources to the project manage­
ment team. 

Scott Wilson's contract will 
have built-in breaks, which aJlow 
the contract to be reviewed at key 
stages of the project. 

The furn has experience of 
developing tram systems in UK 
cities such as Nottingham, 
Sheffield and Manchester. 

TIE chief executive Michael 
Howell said: "We look forward to 
working with Scott Wilson 
Railways. 

"With their experience, I am 
collfident thattheywill be a valu­
able addition to the team." 

, 
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Tram won't trouble the city's 
wildlife, say transport chiefs 
Study finds network 
would have 'little 
im_pact' on coastal 
bird population 

: ALAN McEWEN 

TRANSPORT chiefs have refuted 
claims that the proposed tram 
network will damage the city's 
wildlife after carrying out a major 
environmental survey. 

The survey found that the tram 
system would have "little, if any, 
impact" on birds which roost on 
the St.arbank foreshore between 
Leith Docks and Granton 
Harbour. 

Environmental campaigners 
claimed Tram Line One would 
badly affect the coast.al bird pop­
ulation. But council-owned firm 
Transport Initiatives Edinburgh 
(Tie), which is behind the project, 
dismissed the claims after com­
missioning a srudy in consultation 
with Scottish Natural Heritage. 

The Starban.k foreshore has 
been designated a Firth of Forth 
Special ProtectionArea and a Site 
of Special Scientific Interest. 
Among the birds which visit the 
area are red-throated divers, 
Slavonian grebes, golden plovers, 
bar-tailed godwits, geese, shel-

LEITH LINK: Trams and Forth wildlife will mix. according to ne·s chief Michael Howell, below 

ducks and great crested grebes. Princes Street, Leith Walk, lywithlocalenviron.mentalbodies 
The survey recorded the Newhaven, Granton andHaymar- to identify and address any pote.n-

species, numbers and dismbution ket. tial concerns well before construc-
of coastal birds over a period of Tie chief executive Michael tion begins." 
around 12 months. Researchers Howell said: "It is essential we The Starbank Foreshore Bird 
found that the site where the continue to carry out these Survey was carried out by Envi-

. tram walkway would be /.t:."h. , • ~~ environmental surveys and ronmental Resources Manage-
constructed is "rarely ~~ •1. research, therefore ensur- mentbetweenFebruary2004and 
used" by birds known to I ! . ·- ing that the local environ- January this year. 
roost and feed in the · ment and wildlife are Dr Dan Barlow, head of 
area. , ...._ • looked after both during research at Friends of the Earth 

Instead, they identified ~ ~ • ;, and after construction of . Scotland, said: "We are reassured 
Granton East Harbour, ~ . , \. , the tram network. by the findings that Tie seem to 
which will not be ,.,...- , " "Tie is committed have uncovered. 
affected by the -to the preserva- "It has always been our long-
wallcway, as the tion, protection held belief that the environmental -
spotwhere birds and improve- and health effects that might be 
preferred to ment of exist- accrued in the city will be far 
g at h er a n d ing plants and outweighed by -the benefits of the 
feed. habitats along tram scheme." 

Tram Line the tram Anotherareawheretheeffectof 
One will be a routes and we the proposals is being investigated 
circular route will continue is the Roseboro corridor, which is 
s e r v i n g to work close- currently used as a footpath and 

cycleway and which has been des­
ignated by the city council as an 
Urban Wildlife Site. 

Tie has com.missioned research 
into the effect of trams, with par­
ticular attention paid to the impact 
on trees and badgers. 

Loth.ians Green MSP Mark 
Ballard, said: "I welcome the fact 
that Tie is uµdertalci.ng tree and 
badger survey work in the Rose­
bum corridor. 

"This area has been designated 
byCityofEdinburgb Council as an 
urban wildlife site and a large 
number of residents have written 
to me with fears that the existing 
amenity and wildlife of the Rose­
bum corridor will be adversely 
affected by the tram line. 

"I do, however, have concems 
about the social and environmen­
tal impact of developments at the 
Granton Waterfront." 
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