
EDINBURGH TRAM PROJECT 
Risk Allocation Report 
Current Period End ,--o ... 8-"'De,.....c-0- 7! 

Sim Run P90 1A+18 i=-51641.1oltk 

r-3 1nfraco 

~,.,,,=,~ 

48 

164 

Two .stage tender prici'lg does not ' Price certa"inty is not achieved 
achieve price oertainty for wortl;s at fl'st 

1sta.ge. 

Utilitle-s assets uncovered dlfflg tunknONn « abandoned assecs ex 
construction that were not previously unforeseeo/co~aminaled ground conditions affect 
accounted for, unidentified abandoned scope ofMU DFA wot1t. 
utlfties assets: asbestos foood in 
excavation for utilities dN'ersion: 

1
unknown celars and basements 
intrude into wor1cs area; other physicaJ 

I 
obsuuctlons: other contaminated land 

1.7 MisceUaneoos Generaldelay to programme with Oetay to compseiion of prcfe.ct 
various causes e.g. failure lo obtain 
approvals on time; pariamentary 
processes. delays due to lack of 
prioritisation of SAA agreement with 
new owners 

Price creep post tender (during pre- 150.00% j 5000 
constructioo period) . Tender evaluation 
per;od exceeds 2 months currenUy 
planned. Bidder may attempt to price low 
at first stage. 

Re-design and delay as investigation takes 95.00% 2000 
place and solution implemented; Increase 
in Capex cost as a result of additional 
wO<l<s. 

l.,,~-=~-cost due to delay plus revenue loss 
20.00% 5900 

7.3 lnfraco 

r, 
r SOS Designs are late and do not 

provide detail lnfraoo requires 
lnfraco doe-s not have detail to achieve contract close ~ay to due ditigence and start on site 94.50% 
without provisional deS4gns and need to appoint aditional design 

consultants 

1.1 Land & Property 352 lncrease~ Jues HiQheriand compensalfon claifflS than aflticipated ,Addi~ lift on compensation claims 

1 2·Jan-07 103-Jan· 12 

02·Apr·07 31·Deo-08 
J 

31-1)=10 31 ·Deo-11 

3000 

5750 05-Mar-07 31·Deo-10 

7.2 MUDFAA.Jtilities [_ _ 
70.00% L 

'u-~til~i1i-es_d_iv_e-,s,on-. - .,..,- Ui-ne_ sp_e_ci~fic-a-tion--l-U-nc_e_rt-ain_ l_y_o_l U~ti7'1i~lie-s-lo- ca~ lion- a-.nd ._ccr,- s-eq-u-e-nt-ly---+lnc- re-a-se- in-M~U~0°F'~A-c-o-st-s -oc-d~e-la-ys- a- s- a-'100· .00% 0 

I J 
31·Jan·07{·1·Jan·08f 

2000 4000-~---+02-~ A-p-r-=07 31·0eo-08 

5 PALIAMENTARY 
PROCESS/ APPROVALS 

7.3 l~ aco 

7.3 lnfraco 

7 .2 MUOFAA.ltilities 

7.3 lnfraco 

~ PALIAMENTARY 
PROCESS/ APPROVALS 

2 PROCUREMENT 
CONSULTANT 

1:ZMuoFAAJlrnties 

1. 1 Land & Property 

980 

952 

47 

342 

[ 
I. 
J 

[ 
[ 

only from plans required diversion work/ unforeseen utility services re-suit of carrying out more diversions than 
within l oO estimated 

+----+-= c-G oye rn men UP a r Ii am en t not persuaded f Proposed Scottish Executive amendment of the Traffic \Public hearing requi'ed with additional cost 150.00% 3000 
or case for amendmnet to Traffic Order Order Regulations fails thereby triggering public hea.ring (£1m) plus delay to makjng ofTRO(S) ~ 
Regulations. Requirement for a jPublic hearing leads to greater risk of 
mandatory pubti hearing for TROs variation to promoted street and regulatory 
·remains- adding approxima.lely 1 year features. lncreued difficlAty of managing 
to time reqlired to confirm Orders. gap period 4 some constructed fnfraoo 

I 
street features may r equire to be removed 
or alered to accord with made TRO. 

----------Scope of wortts relating lo \Mde Area 
Modeli ng (WAM) have not been 
agreed with SOS because they 
consider this to be out with the scope 
!of their contract. 

jUncertai'lty about extent of construction works required P~ i~ tromSO°"S.,..to- d:-e-a:-1 wi""'·th::---t195.00% 0 

on road netwak relating to Vvide Area Modelling issues. additiooal design wor11:; Potential 

Poor design and re\fiew proces~es; Completion of MUD FA works is delayed (due to late 
cumbersome approvals process; design/approvals) · late utiity diversions in adva,,ce or 
reiterative designfapprovats process. lnfraco works. 

construction costs to deal 'Mlh WAM 
issues (difficult to quantify without design) 
over and above those already S'lcluded. 

L 
I 
Increase in price and time delay in the 
lnfraoo contract; t'lfraco could end up 

1defay to commencement or with utiity 
!diversion and would have to price for or 
have to carry out 111planned re-­
sequencing; Claims from MUDFA as a 
resolt of being unable to proceed with 
wO<l<s. 

I 
r 00% 

·400 

tTram alignment at AS crossi"lg al AS crossing t1S1nel requires special design or BT data ~ x cost to cover BT data nest/cable 
move; addiHonal design costs; defay while 

80.00% 1000 
Gogar co.incides ST data nests/cable nest/cables require to be moved 
(main coms link between Glasgow and 
Edinburgh) 

jw«1<s to l.lldertake move a,e carried out: 
additional tunnelling costs. 

+=-~~--~~~~-+~~~~~~~~~~~~+,-~~~~~~-----' 
SOS does not prO\fide its defined Poor definition of design and Employers Requirements , Creates impact on th~ l~fraoo abilily lo 150.00% 
deliverables (technical specs) in in Infra.co tender documents develop its tender 4 pncmg and supply 
accordance wth the SOS contract. chain. Ina ease in time for BAFO and 
lnfraco Proposals not fully considered. jincre.ase in costs. Increase in biddef 

quenes. 

, Legaldla'Jlenge. Extension of 
'statuto,y consultation process. Large 
number of objections. TRO process is 
subject lo a public hearing process. 

Oe4ay in a.chievement o f TRO(s) due 1;;farge number 
of public objections and/or a legal challenge to uSl'lg a 
TIRO to consuuct lnfraco. 

Requirement to start construction using 
TIROs 

90.00% 

I 

900 

•SOS contractor does not deliver the 1Late pnor aproval consents Delay lo programme with add1tional ~ SO 00% 900 
required pnor approval consents resource costs and delay to 1nfraco 

before novation --- - _ ----- ( "'"'"ement. Impact upon risk balance -

Required approvaUacceplance 1Statutory Ut11ty Companies unable to meet design tAdd1tionaJ period requ~ed for design 95 00% 
tumaround time does not retied s u e 3')prova1facceptanee t11naround time to meet approvalfaceeptanee tumaround 
standard praetice sues do not have programme 

lo achieve 20 day turnaround 
enough resowoe Of process capability I 
,net reduction in value as a resul of the Vibration) l increased costs to project wlh impact after 
Land and property values experience a tPar11 Cla,ims for land and property- (Noise and Possible successful claims resulting in 150.00% LO 

fintroduction of the Tram L struction 

2400 4800 

1250 1500 

1800 2700 

1000 

1800 2700 

3300 

0 1-May-07 31-0ct-08 

0 1-0cl-07 3 1-Jan-OS 

JO.Jun-06 !JO.Nov-OS 

Risk Mean Sum 
I - ma.iisltk 

42 

15 

41 

---1-5 

13 

12 

12 

14,99726 

4,908.40 

2,903.04 

1 2,83500 

2,015.57 

1,795.70 

1 1,500.00 

J 
1,426.17 

1 1,268.41 

1 999.72 

900.41 

28 900.00 

14 898.42 

--15-- 836.00 

1826.67 

J 

6680A 5 

6561.65 

3880.85 

3789.89 

,---
2694.46 

2400.53 

2005.23 

-
1906.54 

1695.64 

1336.44 

1203.69 

1203.14 

1201.02 

f111:-5e 

-
1105.11 

>--------

so 
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100 

95 
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-- 100 
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90 
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95 

->--------
100 

~ - >---

Total Allocation £k 
Phase 1A Pha.se 18 

47036.89 4610.21 £k 

-~ 
5344.36 

1336001 
---159.06 

6233.57 328.08 437.« 

3104.68 "'"I- 3880.85 

3789.89 - 0.00~ 
1263.30 

...__ 
2694.46 ooo, ---65J2 

2280.50 
120031 

160,04 

2005.23 - o.cxt 15425 

- -1906.54 

0001 

158.88 
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565.21 
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I 
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Oool 
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Sim Run P90 1A+18 i=-51641.1oltk 

7.3 lnfraco 

5 PALIAMOOARY-­

PROCESS/ APPROVALS 

3 DESIGN 

73Tniiaco 

0

SPALIAMENTARY 
PROCESS/ APPROVALS 

7.3 lnfraco 

7.2 MUDFMJtillties 

. . ... 

931 

27_1 __ _ 

102 

[ 
r_ 
[ 

5 PALIAMENTARY 989 

PROCESS/ APPROVALS c 
7.llntrae<> 178 

5 PALIAMENTARY 990 ,.oc,~•== l 
7.4 Tramco 905 

1.3.1 NR Immunisation Protect ~ 

~----2.2 Transdev r~ 
7.3 lnfraco 132 

7.3 l~aco 172 

7.3 l~aco 

7'.4Tramco 

[__ 
351 

7.3 lnfraco 

. . ·-~ 

· Utilities assets uncovered dlftlg 

1
construc:tion that were not previously 

1aooounted for; unidentified abandoned 
utiities assets; known redudant 

1utllitie-s; unknown live utilities: unknown 

Unknown« abandoned assets impacts scope of lnfraco !Re-design and delay as investigation t-aJce-s 190.00% 
wo<I< place and solution inplemented; Increase 

in Capex cost as a result o f additional 
WOO<S. 

500 

j'e<lundant udoties. 

~ ·--~--- -----

CEC resources 

requirements vertical 3/ld honzontal alignment Increased 3 dmenseonaJ safe zone around 
the preferred route 

750 

.... . • . .. 

1000 0 1·0ct·07 ] 31-JuMO 

7~ 
I 
0~06 129-Aug·OS ff~~:::,~::::::7~:: :: :::: to process prior approva~ applications ~hon 8 ~ay and dosrupbon to lnfraco programmej 80 00% 

Chat1ge In Design Kirlemal1c Enveioii'e f etal destgn leadsio kinem'atiC envelope in pact on'" jReal1gnment of traCk to 3Ceonimodate an 50 00% o 

Third par1y consents inci'ud1ng Network Rall, CEC--Delay to programme: R1~ er 50 00% +-----+.1=2so 03'-Jul-06 31·0e~ 

I Planning, CEC Roads Department.. Historic Scotland. response by bidders is to retum nsk to tie: 

also as a re'Slltt of any delay due lo 
inflation. 

36 

11 

13 

---2- 8 

Budding Fixing Owner consent 1s denied « delayed Increased out-lurn cost if transferred and I j 
Inadequate inloimation supplied by tie. ( EC lalure to- sign legal agreeineiii°· legal oficer level 1~•Y to commencement or cont~ 17.50% 2000 - 2500 3000 26-Nov-07 31-Jan-08- - -

Base estimate does not account for i azardoos materials encountered during construction Additional treatment costs and protective 150.00% 100 - 400 2000 01-Jan-03 31-0ec-10 -
,presence of hazardous materials on measures 
t1and 

-- IOccl.ffence of any delay caused by Utilities Wo<ks. Delay and additional cost 

1

40.00% r-- 1<00 1' 21.Sep-07!3~0; 1·1 
MUOFA Works, breach of Third Party Agreements, I Unplanned City E~nts. New utilities andlor any other 
event referred to as a Compensation Event 

Scottish Power own and mainta~ · Presence of Scottish P<YNer tunnel in Leith Walk 

ca.ble tunnel in the vic«lity o f Lelh ' requires radical solution 
W31k that may or may not interfere w ith 
Tram construction and operation: exact 
location and depth of tunnel is 
unknown; cond ition of tunnel is 
unknown. 

!Tunnel may have to be decommissioned 180.00% 
and r~laid in a more -suitable bcalion; 
tram alignment ma,y require lo be adjusted; 
special foundation soiuiton e .g. ca.ntile~ 
may be required; increased capex: 
polential for tunnel ooilapse during 

400 

~=tion and consequent di5nJption foe 

I 
be fal to provide CEC 'Mth all relevant CEC lack~the opport-;-l'ity fo, informed decision making Delay to profect ~ d financial ~50 00% 500 
and necessary information in a tmeous babilly. Impact on quality, t 
manner. tie fall to folow 99re-ed 
protocols. 

'"Procurefflefll Stiategy 'novates SOS to lnfraco due diiigence' procesSreveaJs that desig'n rewOri 6'ds will be higher than en'4S8ged 10 ba'sel 75 00% 
lnfraCo after Detailed Design; limited wdl be required after novat1on of SOS. [ st,=te as lnlraco wil pnce foe re-woolt 

input on buidabilly from lnfraco. -

SOS are behind programme w;th CEC e3rry financial impact of uncerti fied de"s1gns t..4odfficat1ons requ1ted to the designs post· 50 00% 500 

decided not to extend programme 
period to account for this. 

500 600 

l 
1000 

500 [ 
1000 

design review certificates and tie have prCMded to lnfraco ]contract award resulting in additional costs 

- 25000 - 25000- 25000 tot controlled by Project Tramco fnsotvency IT rams are not defivered;legaJ costs;delay 1.00% 

Immunisation project not prioritised by Networt< Rail do not deiver the immunisation wortcs Tram cannot be commissioned to 80.00% 100 - 300 

!Network Rail; Network Rail resources befoce the drop dead date of October 2009. programme; Critical defay. 
diverted lo other projects or 
emergencies: Multiple iterations of 

de~n development: Tram 
requirements change as a result o f 
Tram desis,i development; Netwon< 
Rail standards changes; Tram 
programme not able lo be achteved in 

' the first place, 

02·Apr-07 31-0ct-08 

1 -
13-Aug-07 31·0eo-10 

02-0ct·061 31:"Jan-08 

-- 1 -13-Aug-07 31-Jan·08 

01·Mar·07 L Jan:OS 

30-Apr-09 31-0eo-10 

L -- -- -------Design. constn.iction and/or testing ITransdev refuse to operate system on safety ground or Oe4ay to comencement of service, 
does not meet Transdev requS"ernents apply o-.,er1y restridive proced1.res that are not directly additional cost both for delay and 
and gain approval from the ROGS the responsibility of lnfraco (ROGS Competent Person ( edification of the issue 
Competent Person agrees wth this) 

Realignment of existiig road g~ l lncrease in off-route junction improvemenls, certain I Increase in de'Sign costs. --
required Uunclioos requiring reai gnmenl of kerbs etc 

Area of pos~fe contamination and f ramwa,y runs through area o f pos~ am!Mtion Increase in costs lo prO\fide special 
unstable ground (unlicensed tip) has and special foundation is required to cope nh unstable foundation .solution 
been highlighted during desk sl\Jdy ground 

r~- I ~ 
80.00% L-250 500 - 03-Jul-06 26-Jan-09 -~- ,oo- --f ,c--,~,.,--

immediately to east o f Gogar Burn· 
investigation for CERT projed 
indicates that this consists of building 
rubble and domestic waste. 

Encountering archaeological 
finds/burials/munitions during 
construction 

Depot not completed on time 

Failure to make arrangements with 
Utilities for the phasi"lg o f necessary 
connections: Utility Company 
operational const'rai~s 

r ~on of archaeological findsA>~ --=.J~ay in construction programme 85.00% 0 

1: rams are ma.nufacturered but Depot unavailable to jTrams need to be stoced resulting in 
~ -ake delM\"ry ~ ,orage costs 

Utility COl'lnections cannot proceed as planned jPOtential defiy to start of lnfraco works in 150.00% I r rtain sedion. 

50.00% 100 

100 

1 

- 150 500 28-Sep-07 13~ 10 

1
0 1-Mar-07 ! 30-Sep-09 300 600 

-

I 
500 04-Apr-07 l 31·Jan·09 

I I 

39 

42 

13 

41 

21 

- 19 

- 16 

- 10 

---3-6 

25 

- 17 

I 

Risk Mean Sum 
I - ma.iisltk 

167528 

666.77 

1 63138 

625.00 

438.22 

420.24 

400.00 

399.98 

1375.04 

1375.00 

1374.90 

250.00 

239.88 

223.67 

'=1199.83 

190.00 

J 
183.57 

--- 166.53 

150.39 

I 

. ,., .. . ... .... 1. .. •• 

902.73 

-891.35 - 100 

844.05 80 

835.51 -- ~ 
585.82 100 

......._ - - 80 561.78 

534.73 95 

- -534.70 100 

'5()1.36 - 90---

501.31 - 80--

'5()1.17 - 80--

- -334.21 80 

320.68 - - 100 

299.00 80 

267.14 80 

1254.~ -- 100 

r _40 

- >--- 90 

222.62 100 

201.04 - ...._ 
80 

lm.!ml 

Total Allocation £k 
Phase 1A Pha.se 18 

47036.89 4610.21 £k 

.. . ··~l"r.l 

722.18 180.55 

891 .35 

'~~ - ..___ 
675.24 

'"f rusr 

l 
585.82 oooi 

449.43 - 112.36 
. 

-507.99 - - ......, 
26.74 

534.70 
.._ ~ 

451 .22 so.14 -

401 .osi 10026j 

-k~ 

100.23 

-267.36 66.84 

320.68 0.00 

-239.20 59.80 

213.7 1 - -

25.08 

81.03 

64.93 

29.84 

292.9"i1 

_.., 
14 . ..0 

12.73 

41.13 

1223 

167.101 

167.06 

111.40 

15.27 

15Y4 

16.70 

2si:oo 
,....._ 

53.431 

0.00 ---25.,00 , 

I 
220.86 -

24 J 

---6.82 

8.901 222.62 0.00 - I -160.83 40.21 11.83 

I I 
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EDINBURGH TRAM PROJECT 
Risk Allocation Report 
Current Period End ,--o ... 8-"'De,.....c-0- 7! 

Risk Mean Sum 
Sim Run P90 1A+18 i=-51641.1oltk I - ma.iisltk 

r 3 1n_fra: 

7.3 lnfraco 

7.-4Tramco 
-F - r2 

"303 

73Tniiaco 173 

7.3 lnfraco 134 

7.3 lnfraco 115 

731nfiaco ljo1_0 __ 

""""~ 
1.1 Land & ProPertY t 
7.3 1nfraco ( 

7.4 Tramco 906 

7.4 Trafflco 

7.1.3 Depot 

7 .4 Tramco"° 

7.3 lnfraco 

2.9 TEL 

4.3 Business case 

7.3iofraco 

3 0ESIGN 

[__ 

171 

l 974 

I_ 

r::· 
f93 

r4 

f 
7.4 Tramco 

7'.4Tramco 

[~8 
899 

7.3 lnfraco 

7.3 l~aco 
c: _C 

7.3 lnfraco _1-_ 
7.3 lnfraco 

L°3 
7.3 lnfraco 100 

and ongoing Con.,s transfer of rail inflation. programme delay. 
Steel shortage due to global demand IDef- ay-or pri-ce- illa- •_•se- due-to steel shortage Long lead times. additiona,I cost due to -----+7,50·_rooo 
production facil ity -L-_ 
t~fram_sy_ s_,t..,em_s_n_o.,.t __ _,,_lnadequate system integration Tm e detay°an'd 1riterla_c_e-pr-obl;--i10 00% 

1
• '~ 

1

_ 
1compatible and/or contracts not between spec1aJ1st contractOfs I sub J 
aligned. systems.. 

Base estimate allows only fo, minimum r peciftcation for o,,_board and supeMsory equipment A high specification is required fo, on· 150.00% 10 75 675 
on+board supervisory and com ms has not been established for Trams on Phase 1A board st1peMsory and com ms equipment 

fequ,pment. _ _ ------ l . 
Proximity in time and space to other Third partywo,ks in Edinburgh inpact on Tram CEC may limit the number ofworkfronts , 40.00% 100 300 500 
.

1

wortcs within Edinburgh infrastructure construction JaHowed: programme re-sequencing; stower 
foveraJI construction rate; etreclive increase 

in prelimina.ries; overall programme delay t 
Tramway runs through area of prevfously un'"'idc-en-,-ti~fte-d,-+.lncrease in costs to remo,re materi~ 2.50% 1368 3208 Uncertainty over extent of 

contaminated land on route contamination and material requires to be removed and special and other tip. 
replaced (dig ar1d dump). 

above that estimate are reqlired Operating Companies 
NelwOfkRiif" p();-sion- s_ov_ er_ a_n_d _ com'i,ensation paid to frat! Operating Com~ Increased compensation paid to ~ 15.00% 500 _J,2000 r~ 
.Network Rail cancels planned 
possessions 

+----Costs of obtailing access rights are 

Planned wortc at interlace with Network Rail Is delayed 

Occl.l'fence ofierm'inalion or omissionorinfraco Works 
if pennission to resume not granted by tie wittin 6 
months 

Tmedefayandresultingcost lncrease 10.00% ~t50 2000 

Project suspension or cancellation 1.00% L 10000 

!:~~::eds legal costs relating to obtaining ,40.00% t50 •200 500 
unknown 

I 
Land reclassification changes value Re°c1aSSificatioo of tand increases value/ 10.00°.4 1000 1000 

~ of land. 

,Buildings. contain asbestos that was 
0

Asbestos found during demolition works and Cost and delay during i westigation and 90.00% [60 150 
not uncovered during surveys excavations for construction removal 

- - - L - - - -- ~ - --- - -= Currencyfluctafion Euro/Sterlilg 1 Tramco pricing risk between now and awarding contract t rice may go up/down lS.00% 0 1500 13000 

rnade~uate ctefinition'of availability, unclear scope ot desired P ertorina.nCe levels. linc'reased capex inv~ ent is necessary. 30.00% 2so t~ 
refiabl1ty and maintainability 
requirements 

Increase in specification over and Business case runtime and CEC requirements (change Increased cost ofttamsefs --120.00% 160 27--;,-- {jl)()-

1nnacurate Topo Survey resulls~ ncrease in levels of Spoil Excavation -- Increased Cost & Programme extension ,25.00% +-1~0-0----1300 

above assumptions in ba5e estimate in equipment and quality specification) 
regarding equl)ment and quality 
!specification for tram vehicles 

Corwactors methodology not 
adequately assessed 

Land required for access to w«kfront not acquired 300 

access 

1
Additional management and acquisiti~on 20.00% 300 
cosls relating to aequflng land lo gain 

VE process concentratesooreciuc1n;- VE Process makes TE L Business C_a_se_u_n_d_ef-ivera- .-bl-e~ TEL Bosiness Case becomes tes 20.00% .i-----+-300----1-----

Capex to the detriment of Opex undeliverable 

Traffic model identifies "ireas"'where Final Oes,Qn'mpactSnegat1vely on F,lla1 Busine-SS casekrd be negative illpt1cat1oris on Tram 120 00% 100 
design is not oompatiblewith efficient final business case Potential to negatively 

tra.nsport network operation$. [ impact BCR -- - - -

r. -- ~--
Interface 'Mth CEC as roads authority Roads maintenance 1s not carried out J~c_:: br:.h of b :_atutory ~u~ 20.00% [ 100 

~deqaute soope ani'extentof noise De-sign assuni'ptions lead to Traffi noise 3nd 'vibration Tram design requires to be r~worked: 10.00% 100 
and vi>ration prevention measures being inadequate during operation Post contruction elements need lo be 
measures/requirements are not a4 usted or r~constructed « additiCWlal 
provided to SOS; Specifications noise and -.Abration measures need to be 
refa1ing o Tram noise provided by t1ncocporated, 
Tramco are optimistic. 

1Problems wi~ier ~ Delay in supply of v~ cfes- 18 ---- lTme delay to operations, costs rela1S'lg 125.00% 0 

300 500 

250 

240 

31-Jan·08 

19-Jul·07 0 1·0ct·09 

l oi-Oci-o1 3Nan-09 

101·0ct·07 r 1·Jan·09 

y 7-Sep·07 31-Jan·11 

02-Apr-or-':it.Ocf.?18 

20-Mar·071 20-Mar·12 

01-Jan·OS r : •r-09 

Ol·Mar-07 31-Jan·OS 

~

-Mar·07f 30-Jul·08 

4-May-07 24-Aug-08 

'"•' :•«w j 
08-May-07 130-Jan-09 

131·0cMO 31-Dec-15 

r 1-Mar·07 31-Jul-08 

O,:.Jan·OS 31-Jan·08 

l-31-Jan-11 01·Jan-07 

25 

36 

36 

17 

17 

42 

13 

42 

17 

10 

11 

25 

16 

10 

42 

---25 

114999 

132.95 

125.75 

119.77 

119.62 

108.00 

J 103.73 

101.98 

100.14 

100.00 

94.55 

178.25 

75.29 

74.69 

69.28 

1 60.00 

60.00 

59.95 

55.89 

155.10 

I 

53.61 
::tioos, financial problems etc) I t ocurement of replacement manufact\Jrer 

rStakeholder i'ldecisionluncfarified role lnabilily to determine and sign o ff aeshetic reqlirements Programme delay in finaliUlg design; 

;:,:~:: on of alternative Submltal Programme where i : :tial oost impacts 

~~ .. "~ r·~ 
20.00% "t ___ _,'-=2~50~--'ci --- 19-Jul-07 3·-1.-J-u~~os~+----1~0---- 50.17 

27-Sep-07 131-0eo-11 I 42 

1

50.00 
tie c-annot comply with the original programme (not 
arising from .-.1raco default) 

Failure to liaise with any party, as reasonably required, Delay to profect a.nd additi~ 
lo produce information required so that the lnfraco 
Works ca.n be progressed properly. aceotding to 
Programme and In accordance~ the lnfraco Contract 

Suspension on instructions of ties Representative in 
circ:umstances out..vith the following: Suspension 
provided for in lhe Agreement. Suspension necessary 
by reason of defautt of the lntaco. Suspension 
necessary for the safety of the Infra co Works. 

Delay lo profect 

Delay in design information release Delay in delaling of stops, lrackway, OLE etc for Phase Tme delay and consequent costs 
'from specialist tram manufacturer 1A 

· 3rd party agre~en~Pact ~ wotks l lncrease in fencing, walls, scc-een r~uS"ements 
not accounted for in e'Stimatel become 
apparent during construction 

Additional construction costs 

10.00% 

10.00% 

30.00% 60 

500 

500 -t-------127-Sep-07 '31-0eo-111"- 4-2-- 50.00 

l_ 
1 50.00 1000 27-Sep-07 131-0eo-11 42 

_J 
--+=---" 225 750 10 1-Mar-07 48.06 

120 240 O>Jul-06 131 ·Jan-08 3 41.89 

200.51 

I [_ 
,--- ---
177.73 60 

.....___ - -168. 10 100 

160. 10 60 

1

159.91 -- S:0-

"144.38 100 

-138.66 - 100 

-136.33 - S:0-

'133.ai 100 

133.68 - - 100 

- ...__ 
126.40 60 

'104.61 100-

100.65 
1---· '100 

99.85 100 

9f 62 100 

80.21 --60 

80.21 60 

80.15 -- 60--

74.72 - 60--

73.66 
_,______ 

60--

71.~ 0 

67.06 100 

66.84 100 

66.84 60 

66.84 60 

,..____ 
64.25 00 

.56.00 60 

I 

Total Allocation £k 
Phase 1A Pha.se 18 

47036.89 4610.21 £k 

160.41 40.10 66.84 

- 142.18 35.551 59.24 

- -168.10 0.00 6.72 

123.08 
32i 

4.45 

I I 
127.93 - 3~ ---4.441 

-144.38 0.00 8.49 

- 0.001 138.66 8.16 

109.06 - 27.27 3.25 

133.37 0.00 10.30 

133.68 - 0.00 3.18) 

~ -101.12 25.23 7.44 

0.00 -- 104.61 34.87 

!---- -100.65' 0.00 10.07 

99.35 - 0.00 9.08 

_..__ -92.62 o.oor 3.70! 

I I 

64.17 
161 

5.01 

64.17 16041 26.74 

64.12 - 16031 8.01 

~~ 59.77 74.n ' 

58.93 

14.731 

1.75 

I 
0.00 _:i - 2.a11 

67.06 0.00 6.71 

-· I -66.84 0.00 1.59 

53.47 - --
13.371 1.591 

53.471 

13.37f 
- 1.59 

I 
57.82 ~ I ---4.59 

44.60 - 11201 
- 18.67 

I 
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EDINBURGH TRAM PROJECT 
Risk Allocation Report 
Current Period End ,--o ... 8-"'De,.....c-0- 7! 

Sim Run P90 1A+18 

7.4 Tratnco 

1.1Land & Pr01>erty 

1.1 Land &Pr~ 

7.4 Tramco 

7.3 1n~ 

7.3 lnfraco 

1 GENERAUOVERALL 

i=-s1641.1oltk 

tsos & lnfraco procurement not familiar Depot deggn Is not compatible wlh tram 
with chosen tram reqts 

Landowner disagrees with Oistrid SubmiSsfooor CAAO Claim fO<Piot 322 
Valuers Assessment of land value and 
submits a Certificate o f Appropriate 
Alternative Development· P1ot 322 

Depot; Performance risk on Tramco TMA 

-L---- - - -i Increase in land value for plot J 10.00% 375 

tlandO'M'ler disagrees with Oi~ Submission of CAAO Ctalm for plot 327 
Valuers Assessment of land vaJue and 

Programme delay whi st lnfraco modify 15.00% j 10 

increase in land value for plot 10.00% ___ ,.3~75 

submls a Certificate of Appropriate 
Alternative Development · Pfot 327 

Problems with tram supplier (industrial Delay in supply of vehicles~ 1A 
relations. financial problems etc) 

j Tme delay to operations, oosts relali'lg 1 S.00% 
procurement of replacement manufacturer 

260 

Contracl.0< default e.g. insolvency. Coostructionbond not available In lhe ~ f iniiaco"tinc~ and progeamme due to 1 00% ""o ____ ,. 

default appointment of replacement contractor l 3300 

Failure lo comply wtth "'" S<JbmlttaT Programme !Delay and additioni"costs 150 00% 

~ e-•__ L_ 
50 

costs. 

500 

450 

6300 

1.1 Land &Pr~ 

Concurrent maj0< projects in Edinburgh'Other major projects in Edinbll'gh interface with Tram Oeiay in sequence 1n certain areas, ~ 50 00% 0 

I Add1uonal interface protect management 

iProtraded negotiation, additional I Use of le~~d beyond current budget Legau advisor budget may be excee<:ted 25 00% '",-o-o---+--
iciaims, late acquisitions or late claims 
in relation to land and property j= 100 

1.1 Land & Pr01>erty 

7.4Trainco 

CEC fails to manage existing as.sets or tie required to assume asset management role during 
changes and following oonstruclion 

programme. 

Increased legal and management costs to 120.00°.4 50 
deal with change. Delay to construcliofl L 

Base estimate allows only f0< minimum Specification for oni oard and sopervisory equipment ~ igh specification is required for on- 50.00% 0 

equipment. 

100 

( 
25 100 

19-Jul-07 .o ,-oct-09 I 
--03-Apr-06 31·De~ 

~ r-~:li7Dee>15 

l 
r 1·0ct·09 

:li70ee>11 

y 1-sej,:07 _31·Deo-11 

r -Mar-07 r 1-Deo-10 

I :iif°Mar-Cl7 21-Mar·12 

, : pr~07 

l19-Jul·07 

30-Deo-10 

0 1·0ct-~ 

Risk Mean Sum 
I - ma.iisltk 

25 
138.39 

42 --
137.50 

t ~2--

50.13 

42 
137.50 --50. 13 

25 
135.81 

42 31 .06 

47.87 

4 1.52 

--42 27 .00 36.09 

41 
125.06 33.49 

42 25.00 3 3.42 

41 23.30 3 1. 14 

25-- 20.90 n94 

7.1.3 Depot 

J
1013 

1 31 N~ satfon Protect 93_2 __ _ 

7 3 lnfraco 

on-board supervisory and com ms ha.snot been established for Trams on Phase 1 B. ~ board supervisory and com ms equipment. 

fxis&g Spoil Site unable to aCCept Increase in the Lothian Valuation Joint Board rateable New Landfill site 'Mii ha·ve to be found and 80.00% 
future spoil value of the spoil site as,'eements reached. Possibill y of 

ine<eased OOS:1$ 

1.00% 

agreements or land consent$ 

Indirect losses sustained in. by Third Parties dalming J AddltionaJ cost 
against tie Of Infra co or because of third party 

iniorm'ation handed <Ner in draft format SOS gives wrong or insuflic~ fromalionio'Network Network Rail de-sign their wo~ ]s.00% 100 
as part of continual design Rail inappropriately for final Tram requirement$;! 
development; OONnstream Tram Network Rail are unable to complete their 

---t25 

2000 

300 

50 

500 1
1~ Jul·07 31'.l:iiar-oT 

27-S=07 131·Jan-1 J 

02·Apr·07 °1 :io-oct-09 I 

20.00 26.74 

42 
1 20.00 

26- 15.32 

26.74 r~ 
r 3 1nfraco 205 

7.iiotraco 

t i3 1ntraco 

7.1.3 Depot 6 

2.2 Transdev 890 

2. 1 tie ~ 
5_8 ___ 

3 DESI~ --- i: 

::~:·-- [ 
_j_ 

ro 
-304 

7.3 lnfraco 

7.3 lnfraco 

design change that impacts on !design in time to meet programme: Cost to 
requirements; Zone of interference not change design; Delay during redesign; 
defined adequately. jf"l"lal works are not suitable and 

jconsequenUy Tram cannot be 

( mm,ss,ooe<l loprogramme ~ 

N~on< Rail iss~ ew GrOOJ) and 
Company standards- during 

'construction. Design and construction 
1
is aligned to current Netw-ork Rall 
Group and Company Standards. 

r. --- --Interface 'Mth Transdev 

Agreement wih SEPA rouse Gravity 
Orail Proposal 

OPOFA amendment is nol ful y 
negotiated 

J__ ---
[Poor performance (quality) by lnftaco 
during construction: poor materials; 
latent defects 

Network Rall emetging Grouia'nd Compa"ny Standards New standa,ds re'c'iuireio be adopted 20 00% 0 
are different at hme of construction resuNmg in re-design, delay and increased l 

construction cost 

Supply of commissioning services from Transdev to Oefay and costs incurred by lnfraco. 1.00% 0 
lnfraco. 

ocCwr""'enc'eor any referable delay/costs caused b-y-­
suspension by ties Representative 
G"rav.ty D,.;-Proposal --

1.00% 

Key performance ind1e.ators for OPOFA are not a9reed 1:n absence ofKPls, would have to refer to 2 50% 

L ost&tome.avmg R 7950% 12.s 

1
0ispute Resok.ltion to resolve 1ssues. 

ln~ delrv~~io~ tent defects Rewe>J. stakeholder cnhc1sm,negalive 1000% 25 
occur during or after tlfraoo maintenance period PR, programme defay 1f qual1ly issue 

occurs dunng oonstruct1on, operations 
affected by rework, proJect ma11agement 

-- r sts to deal w tth issues 

from specialist tram manufacturer 1 B 

Surveying team ~ lo obtain E;ient of Invasive Species Area Exceeds Esh~ tr.;;:;:;-Und~1malin9 th~ of~ leads 17 -50% 
access to Networl< Rail, BAA and other Survey to an increase m cost 

!privately ovmed land because they l 
~ ere not cf eared to access this land 
(inck.Jding PTS) 

~ essful negotiation. TEL ---Target operating costs for Phase D are nol agreed. TEL Business Case becomes 1.00% 
believes costs inflated too much. undeliverable. Potential to undertake 

Dispute ResolJtion to gain agreement. 
J..-.-- ---Blackspols for radio/mobile 
communications 

11ntraStruchxedesi;,;deve1QPm~I e.g. 
buik:ling fixing approvals not achieved 
as designed 

~hie areas wh~~bile_co_ m_m-un- ic-ati- .o-n-s -+.JAddittonal-;;:;edial equipmen~ 50.00% 0 
cannot oblain signal e.g. repeater masts, booster packs etc l 
Utilities (d;.;;'rted by MUDFA ~ left rl place) aTe f~d to Additi«lalutii l~rsio,.'.;; aTereQUirect"T'20.00% 0 
be in the path of infrastructure wor11:s at lime of ,to be undertaken by lnfraco wih additional 
construction (ost and programme inpacts 

1000 3000 

1000 

12.5 12.5 

:.+ 
~ 83 

20 

300 

10 __ _ 

25 __ _ 

1 .. ~., l._.1 
L 

30-Sep·09 31·Deo-11 

l- -27-Sep-07 31-Deo-11 

19-Mar·OS f QS..Jul-08 

23-Jan-07 31-0cl-08 

0 1· Jan·07 30--Sep-Oa 

r-~07 .... ~ l 
L: T :" 
130-Sep-09 r 1-0eo-10 

101-0cl·D7! 31·Deo-10 

37 

17 

42 

13 

---1 

12--

---19 

13 

---16-

41 

15.28 

12.16 

10.00 

9 .94 

1625 

I 

5 .45 

2.48 

2 .46 

20.4 2 

16.25 

15°:37 

tr.28 

10.03 

'-

1836 

~.~ 
4.68 

401 

~--
3.31 

( 29 

Total Allocation £k 
Phase 1A P ha.se 18 

47036.89 4610.21 £k 

I r oo _ 5132L 
0.001 2.05 

- - -- 1.19 100 50.13 0.00 

---100 50.13 o.oor 
1.191 

I 

100 47.87 - :r= 1.91 

80 33.22 830 ---0.99 

80 --23-:U 
r-0.861 

80 26.80 - 0.82 

100 33.42 0.00 ---o.so, 

- l 
100 31.14 ,oo[_ 0.76 

- 0 0.00 27.94 1.12 

w! 100- 26.74 ,ool 
--90 24.06 2.67 0.64 

100 20.48 - o.oor ---0.79 

- _ 80 ___ 

16.34 
4 081 

0.55 

I 

- 80--

- 13~l 321 
0.9, 

-t- - 80-- 10.69 2.67 0.32 - 100 13.28 0001 3.32 

80 8.02 - 2.011 
-

0.7J 

- -80 6.68 1.67 8.36 

I I 
0 0.00 'f 0.6 1 ~--100 4.68 0.00 0.25 

I 

80 3.2 1 

:~ 
- 0.31 

- -80 2.65 -0.21 

- -95 3. 13 
0 161 

-a.as· 

I 
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EDINBURGH TRAM PROJECT 
Risk Allocation Report 
Current Period End ,--o ... 8-"'De,.....c-0- 7! 

Sim Run P90 1A+18 i=-s1641.1oltk 

7 .4 Tran\co 1319 

2 PROCVREMENT--1337-­

CONSULTANT L 
7.1.2 Badger Relocation 

11 .1 Construction 

3DESIGN 

7.°f2 Badger Relocation 

7.1.1 Invasive Species 

2 PROCUREMENT 
CONSULTANT 

11.1 Coosuuctio,;--

L 994 

162 

883 

r 
1

76 

993 

.. ~_:_:_:_; _ suu_ Cti_'o_n----~ 

Trams are not compatiabte and Trams -found to be Incompatible during commlslSOOing 
interoperable with each other and other 
parts of the system 

'unsuccessful tenderer challenges OJEU procurenientP roce'ssfsciia11eng'ed 
·procurement process (Tramco or 
lnfrac:o) 

lneffectiveflnappropriate Proposals: ' Roseburn Sadger Proposals for closure of old setts not 
new setts must be built before old ones approved by SNH 
can be dosed and licenses will not be I 
issued until nearer l ime of closure; 
animals must have settled in new 

,home before closure of old one can 
take place 

I 
The design for the lighti'lg has yet to 
be approved by CECs Street Lighting 
section 

Additional time or cost could be incurred In relation to 
the street lighting works 

Land is not acquired yet Gaini'lg ~ toiind pr1ortopurchase- for advanced 
wo,ks 

fneffe'etive/Jnappropriate P(oposa1$; IG"'ooart>um' Sadger/Otter" Proposa1sfor closureofold 
new setts must be built before old ones setts not approved by SNH/SEERAO 
c-an be dosed and lic-ense-s will not be 
!issued until nearer time of closure; 
animals must have settled in new 
·home before dosure of old one can 
take place 

CoOO"act°' is unable to get access to tAecess to land to eradicate invasive species is not 
work~ite due lo access route being \available when required 
outside LOO and owned by others 

lnt~ TElascflent --lChange of cii'entdurlng works 

Oue to a terrorism ev'ent relating to Free'accesS cannot be gu"arantee<I tO the P&R Site 
Edinburgh Airport or due to the 
mitigation of the risk o f such an event 
occuri'lg traffic restrictions introduced 
in the 'Acinity of the ai"port cause 
unacceptable delays for vehicles 

accessing and exiting from the site l 
PrevaricatiOO over scope of project oeiay to start of work th'ereby jeopardising funding 

Distribution Networt< Operator costs of r ower supply costs increase d11ing Operation 
supply are unknO'MI 

Oisuibutfon NetworkOperatorcosts of Power supply costs in'crease dl.ri'lg Operation 
suppfy are unknown 

J. L 

fOelay to commis.sioning, costs to deal with 10 00% 0 ~ r= ___ - --- i_ 
I 
PoSSlble retender, Delays: Legals costs to 5 00% 

1
0 

real 4h challenge 

n accessing land to construct Tram 17 50% 0 12 S 

1-·~·-···-·· 
Compiance with their requireemnts may 117.50% ~ 12.S 
Incur abortive wortl:s resulting In additional 
cost and dela,y to programme 

Increased management costs and delays 110.00% lo 
to design 
Oeiayfn-ac_c_ess- in_g_la_nd toconStru'ct Trani"" 10.00% 

WOfks and hence in Programme 

Programme Oefay: oontract0< refuses to 10.00% 
take ownership of risk 869 or includes high 
contingency in lender lo allow for. 

lOefay and cost d;;mg re-negotiatioooil5.00% 
j~POF contract and additional approvals 
process 

Oelay~ ction ve"hicles could have 12.50% 
impact on completion date and cost of 
construction, delays for ear park users or 
buses could detract from usefulness and r··~ 
fund.Ilg cannot be real s.e<I from SEStran 12.50% 
and CEC to complete pr1 ect 

12.5 

12.5 

Lis not certain f ex is not certain 

- f 00% 

0.00% i5 

1 

12.5 

10 

12.5 

12.5 

10 

10 

50- 01·0ct·09 3Hle~o-O ·+1~-~ 
25 01·0ct·08 23-Nov-08 

~ -
25 

20 

12.5 

12.5 

15 

15 

I 

02·Apr·07 23-Sep-08 

01·0ct·07 30-Nos>07 

JJ 
12·Mar·07 r ·Apr-09 

03-Jul·06- 30-Jan:os t 
01·0ct·07J 31·Ma~ 

l"_L.~ 
i 20-Apr-09 t Aug-191 

124-Aug-~ 

l I L 

16 

12 

19 

19--

23 

23 

p50= 

Risk Mean Sum 
I - ma.iisltk 

12.45 

2.43 

1 2.21 

1 2.19 

1.50 

1.26 

1.00 

0.63 

0.31 

0.31 

0.00 

0.00 

38634.25 

3.25 

2.96 

2.92 

E:°1 
r:68 

1.34 

0.84 

0.42 

0.42 

~

.00 

0.00 

34524.15 

51,641.10 I 

0 

80 

80 

100 

3 

80 

100 

0 

80--

Total Allocation £k 
Phase 1A Pha.se 18 

47036.89 4610.21 £k 

0.00 

2.34 

1.60 

1.68 

0.04 

0.67 

0.42 

o.ooi 

0001 

0.00 

47.037 J 

0.001 

0.00 

2.96 

058r 

---0, 
0.00' 

1] 
0.17 

ooof 

0.20 

-~ 
1.48 

-~ 
1.461 

---0.-17 

1.68 

O.Q7 

---0.28 

0.02 

0.42L 0.14, 

o.oo o.oo' 

0001 0.001 
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