SDS Item 3 - Evidence of Disruption

CommentID [Comments DocTitle 11 Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010
3736|3,4 & 5 (p6) Precast Concrete Flags: Thickness specified is 50mm (Marshalls) MCHW Appendix 11.1 A
however drawings state 65mm thick flags (63mm is specified by CEC standard Kerbs, Footways,
details) Cycleways, Laybys,
Busbays And Paved Areas
3876|The wording on Signs TS113/09 & 51 should be 'No loading 6am - Midnight'. The Traffic Signs Layout A
terms '12am' and '12pm’ are never used on signs (see Para 12.8 of Chapter 7).
213|Note 11: "If kerb to be < 10mm high do not use kerb unit" is incorrect/contradicts Construction Details A
details. Note should be removed. Footways
SDS Response (17Apr08): Removed ]
SDS Response (28May08): To remove note1
CEC Response (28May08): Note not removed at Pre-IFC, version 8.
240]lt is not apparent which locations are specified. There are 3 specifications for MCHW Appendix 11.1 A
Precast Concrete Flags however no indication where each is to be used. 1 Kerbs, Footways,
SDS Response (17Apr08): Will reviewed and advise for each area as appropriate. 1 |Cycleways, Laybys,
CEC Response (15May08): Document revised but still unclear where each material |Busbays And Paved Areas
is to be used.7
SDS Response (28May08): This is a scheme wide drawing and may contain details
not pertaining to this isolated section of the works. Drawings must be taken in the
context of a "For Construction" scheme wide delivery.
CEC Response (11Jun08): Clarification required.
1843|Zigzags are missing from the exit of the southbound pedestrian crossing. Traffic Signal Ducting A
Layout
1881]1:10 taper arrows required prior to road markings on Great Junction Street. Road Markings Layout A
2125] 'No entry' signs missing from Casselbank Street Traffic Signs Layout A
2206 |Flush kerb type required north of junction into Constitution Street. SDS stated they |Kerbs Footways And Paved A
were to confirm kerb type and material at 8th November 2007 design review. Areas
2255|Dimensions of tram lane to be shown. SDS stated this would be revised at a Cross Section CH 110840 A
previous design review. Dropped Kerb Pedestrian
Crossing
2519|Raised tables are described as having 25mm upstand lip along the centre line, and |Construction Details Raised A
would ask for clarification of this detail. This is also apparent on the dropped kerbs |Tables
and crossings similarly. The kerb should be flush or 0 to 6mm as per CEC/DoT
Standards.
2714 |The offside lane on Leith Walk approaching its junction with Great Junction Street is [Road Markings Layout A
of substandard width at the point where it begins. See RSA Comments.
2724 |Diag 1012.1 is used incorrectly as a transverse marking in lay-bys. The Traffic Signs [Road Markings Layout A
Manual Chapter 5 prescribes this line for use as a longitudinal marking only.
2726|The markings at the bus layby south of Lorne Street should be Diag 1025.4. Road Markings Layout A
3191|B4.1 (p12) Departures from Standards - Auditor: "No departures from standard have |RSA2 Designers Response A
been reported". Response: "The Roads deviation report was supplied at the time of
the audit. This is the formal departures submission." - The auditors comment and
the fact that the Roads Technical Design Statement (which contains the deviation
report) is not listed in the documents reviewed by the auditors indicates that the
auditors have not taken on board any departures from standard. This element is
seen as a critical flaw in the Stage 2 audit. CEC need confirmation that Auditors
have seen and taken on board the roads deviation report.
3744|13 (p8) Tactile Paving: include the following - 'Tactile paving at uncontrolled MCHW Appendix 11.1 A
crossings is to be blister surface (unless otherwise indicated) and to the Kerbs, Footways,
specification shown on CEC Standard Detail No. 115086, with the exception of the Cycleways, Laybys,
colour specification, which is amended as follows: In areas of natural paving, tactile |Busbays And Paved Areas
paving units shall be greyAwhite granite stone. Elsewhere, grey (natural or charcoal)
concrete units shall be used'.
3746 | Specification required for granolithic concrete for 'D' islands MCHW Appendix 11.1 A
Kerbs, Footways,
Cycleways, Laybys,
Busbays And Paved Areas
3747 | Specification and locations required for High visibility guardrail. MCHW Appendix 4.1 Safety A
Fencing And Safety Barriers
3862|Signs TS110/82 & 83 and TS110/86 & 87 are wrong; should be Diag 958 in Traffic Signs Layout A
advance of bus lane tapers. Signs to Diag 959 also required at the beginning of bus
lanes.
3866|Sign TS110/79 cannot be erected as the right turn from Leith Walk (northbound) into|Traffic Signs Layout A
Crown Place is banned.
3872|The wording on Signs TS112/21 & 22 should be 'No loading 6am - Midnight'. The Traffic Signs Layout A
terms '12am' and '12pm’ are never used on signs (see Para 12.8 of Chapter 7).
3873|Sign TS112/55 should be Diag 772. Traffic Signs Layout A
3877|The location of sign TS113/62 & 67 conflicts with traffic signals. Traffic Signs Layout A
3881 |General traffic Leith Walk northbound approach to junction with Dalmeny Street is  [Pavement Surface Colour A
shown in buff high friction surfacing - should be black.
3891 |Bus lane approaches to junction of Leith Walk/Great Junction Street/Duke Street Pavement Surface Colour A
should have green coloured surfacing.
3901|The new left radius for the entry into Manderston Street forces pole 9 and thereby |Traffic Signal Ducting A
the pedestrian push button unit, away from the tactile paving for the Manderston Layout
Street pedestrian crossing. The tactile paving should be extended to the position of
the pole.
3906 |A pedestrian pushbutton is missing from pole 3 - phase K. Traffic Signal Ducting A
Layout
3926|Item B6.3.9 Junction 16 - The designer’s response does not answer the safety audit |[RSA2 Designers Response A
query, it has simply been cut and paste from the previous item and therefore bears
no relation to this item.
4473|ltem 1.3.3 - The dual socket should also have an RCD device for safety. MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
Traffic Signal Specification
4474 |Section 2 - Installation Requirements - No ducting or chamber specification details |MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
have been given. The type, colour, size of both ducts and chambers needs to be Traffic Signal Specification
specified to be in keeping with current CEC traffic signal specifications. This
specification should be provided in appendix 5/2, reference should be made to this
document here.
4476|ltem 2.1.3 - “...shall be slotless, 4 metres in length and installed “NAL RS115DF or |MCHW Appendix 12.5 A

same as” in ductile iron pole retention sockets.” This should read:- “... shall be
slotless, 4 metres in length and installed in pole retention sockets (NAL RS115DF or
similar).”

Traffic Signal Specification
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4477 |ltem 2.1.3 - Remove the last sentence “Where passively safe poles...” as these are |MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
not to be used for traffic signal poles. Traffic Signal Specification

4483|ltem 2.1.13 - “All signal heads shall be “highly conspicuous” cirrus type or LED MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
type.” - This should read:- “All signal heads shall be ELV LED type.” Traffic Signal Specification

4488|ltem 2.1.26 - This label is not required as it is not a CEC standard. MCHW Appendix 12.5 A

Traffic Signal Specification

4489|ltem 2.2.2 - All cables are to be ELV and therefore this item should be reworded to |MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
reflect this. Traffic Signal Specification

4490|Item 2.2.6 - Remove the reference to LV cables. MCHW Appendix 12.5 A

Traffic Signal Specification

4491|ltem 2.2.11 - Remove the reference to LV cable schedule. MCHW Appendix 12.5 A

Traffic Signal Specification

4492|ltem 2.4 - Site commissioning — A schedule of tests to be conducted should be MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
included so that all parties involved in the SAT know what equipment is required, Traffic Signal Specification
can estimate of how long it will take and the personnel required can be determined.

4494 |ltem 3.9 - Factory Acceptance Testing — A schedule of tests to be conducted should |[MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
be included so that all parties involved in the FAT know what equipment is required |Traffic Signal Specification
and an estimate of how long it will take can be determined.

4497 |ltem 5.1 - “The OMCU/OTU shall be compatible with Siemens Remote Monitoring |MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
and Peek UTC equipment unless other wise arranged through this contract...” - Traffic Signal Specification
This should read:- “The OMCU shall be compatible with Siemens Remote
Monitoring system and the OTU compatible with the Peek UTC system unless
otherwise specified by CEC...”

4498|ltem 5.2 - “...compliant to version 2 of the UTMC...” - This should read:- MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
“...compliant with the latest version of the UTMC...” Traffic Signal Specification

4499|ltem 6.1.1 - Modems are integral to the OMCU and OTU, but at least one modem at |[MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
the in-station will probably be required. Traffic Signal Specification

4500|Item 6.1.2 - “...ensuring that the modems and OTU are setup...” - This should read:{MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
“...ensuring that the OTU/OMCU/MOVA is setup...” Traffic Signal Specification

4501 |Section 7 - MOVA requirements - Specifications for data collection of cruise MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
speeds, etc not included. Traffic Signal Specification

4502|ltem 7.1.7 - The latest version of MOVA should be specified and the reference to MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
the large number of links seems superfluous considering a number of junctions Traffic Signal Specification
might be considered.

4503 |ltem 7.3.1 - This item makes reference to an unknown/unexplained strategy. MCHW Appendix 12.5 A

Traffic Signal Specification

4505|Item 8.1.2 - The method of locating loops has not been specified. MCHW Appendix 12.5 A

Traffic Signal Specification
4515|ltem 9.4.1 - The explanation for the ‘follow inhibit’ does not make sense. MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
Traffic Signal Specification
4525|ltem 10.1.9 - Not required for LED signal heads. MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
Traffic Signal Specification

4527 |Appendix B — Installation Documents - As there will be no LV cabling, a schedule for[MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
LV is not required. Traffic Signal Specification

4815|Tactile paving is shown orientated inline with the kerb but not the crossing. Thisis |Construction Details Foot A
incorrect and does not tie in with signals drawing. Of The Walk Pedestian

Crossing

4819|Granolithic Concrete finish is not as shown on the prior approval submission. The Construction Details Foot A

surface should be paved as the adjacent footways. Of The Walk Pedestian
Crossing

4820|Note 2: "Kerbs details to comply with BS:7263 Part3:2001" - This standard has been|Construction Details Foot A
withdrawn and replaced by BS:EN1340:2003. However this only applies to concrete |Of The Walk Pedestian
kerbs which should not be used in this location. Crossing

4827 | Specification 11/1 and this drawing do not allign. Further information required. Construction Details Setts A

4847 |Appendix 5/2 - (P13) - Lighting and signals ducts should be specified here - inline MCHW Appendix 5.- A
with CEC specification. Drainage Specification

4864|2.5 (P6) - Signs that can be mounted on lighting columns should be listed. MCHW Appendix 12.1 A

Traffic Signs General

4874 |Appendix 24/1 - 2(xi) - "Mortar joints to be 100mm" is this correct (should it not be  |MCHW Appendix 24 A

10mm). Brickwork, Blockwork And
Stonework

4908 |Conflict between OLE pole and visibility for traffic signal at poles: CH 110918 and Outline OLE Layout Plan A

CH 110450. Chainage 110300 to
110950

4909|Conflict between OLE pole and visibility for traffic signal at poles: CH 111227 and Outline OLE Layout Plan A

CH 120237. Chainage 110950 to
120300

2494 |Excessive distance between gullies at north of Great Junction Street/Leith Walk Drainage Plan B This would improve the existing drainage
junction. An additional gully should be provided on the edge of the LOD half way situation which is considered betterment.
between the existing gully on Great Junction Street and the proposed gully west of This is not part of SDS scope
the tramway.

2741 |Drawing shows kerb type K7 at the tramstop. This is in conflict with the tramstop Kerbs Footways And Paved € PB disciplines did not engage in the
details drawing. The areas around the tramstops are also inconsistent with the Areas agreed IDC process which led to conflicts
tramstop drawings. with the roads design. Subsequent

revisions to roads design due to PB
disciplines is a commercial issue

4906 |Location of pole at CH 110240 unsuitable as bollard required on end of island. Outline OLE Layout Plan (o PB disciplines did not engage in the

Chainage 102450 to

agreed IDC process which led to conflicts

110300 with the roads design. Subsequent
revisions to roads design due to PB
disciplines is a commercial issue
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4907 |Location of pole at CH 111194 unsuitable as bollard required on end of island. Outline OLE Layout Plan c PB disciplines did not engage in the

Chainage 110950 to agreed |DC process which led to conflicts
120300 with the roads design. Subsequent
revisions to roads design due to PB
disciplines is a commercial issue
246]2.5 (p5) "Where appropriate, to reduce number of posts, signs have been located MCHW Appendix 12.1 (o) Significant additional approvals are
on shared posts. Signs can also be located on lighting columns, subject to Traffic Signs General required for locating signage on private
agreement by the Employer's Agent/Site Representative." Should also include infrastructure. Obtaining these approvals
sharing OLE poles#raffic signal poles. In addition TRO signage should be located would require additional costs and is not
on adjacent walls/fences where appropriate. 1 within the SDS contract. Refer to
SDS Response (17Apr08): OLE poles where possible, traffic signals never.? D.Simmons letter to PB.
CEC Response (15May08): Specification to be updated. Some signs may be placed
on traffic signal poles. This conflicts with SDS's response to comment #386.
381|Appendix 2/3 should highlight if bus shelters to be removed are from "Adshell" as MCHW Appendix 2.- Site C Bus shelters are dealt with under CEC's
these will require additional authorisation for removal. Clearance agreement with Adshell which is not within
SDS Response (17Apr08): As per site survey. Dimensions to be provided. the SDS scope. The design identifies
Agreement modifications with Adshel not within scope of SDS. CEC to advise to shelters to be removed.
tie. 71
CEC Response (15May08): Dimensions included for some bus stops but not all.
Site survey details not received.

1752|What are the bus shelter locations and types on Great Junction Street and Duke Roads Design Layout Plan C Bus shelters in this area are part of CEC's
street? No shelters are shown. To ensure visibility of traffic signals is maintained agreement with Adshell which is not within
and are footway widths are reduced below standard, clearance provided to be the SDS scope.
stated.

1758|There is a tram track crossover close to Manderston Street junction. If it is Roads Design Layout Plan € The crossover is for use in emergencies.
necessary to reverse a tram that is heading South, to head North, the tram blocks The design accommodates this. It is the
the road junction whilst the driver changes ends and sets back. How is this operators responsibility to have a method
managed with the signalling - will traffic be signalled into the junction, be blocked statement in place for this operation. It is
and be stuck when the lights change? If a tram is reversing from heading North, to not within SDS's scope.
head South (this happens on a piece of tram only highway - good), will it activate
the tram stage of the signal at Manderston Street junction?

3202|B7.2.1 (p30) Cycle Lanes - Recommendation: "... Rather than split the 3.45m width |RSA2 Designers Response & This is contrary to the agreed way forward
into cycle and traffic lanes, combine them as a single all-purpose lane." Response: as per the RDWG minutes for 7/09/2007
"...This item will be raised with the Overseeing Organisation". A cycle lane should and 21/09/07.
only be provided where standards can be met. This is not possible at the Foot of the
Walk, so the 3.45 m lane should be an all-purpose lane, as the Auditor notes. It may
be possible to provide a cycle lane at the Top of the Walk, on the approaches to
London Road for example.

3724 |Any lowering of the footway should result in a new subbase layer, reconstructed to |Construction Details & This detail would result in significant
150mm deep. Note should be added to relocate/lower ducts as required when Footways additional excavation and subbase works,
lowering footways. increasing the capital cost of the project

and would not result in best value for
money.

3728|When lowering the footway the subbase layer should be reconstructed to minimum |Construction Details € This detail would result in significant
150mm deep Footways additional excavation and subbase works,

increasing the capital cost of the project
and would not result in best value for
money. This comment is also a duplicate
with 3724

3869|General: Inconstancies in sign provision. Signs to Diag 962 (var.) are shown on Traffic Signs Layout (2 Use of dia 962 (var) is a direct
some side roads (TS111/59 & 67) but not on others (Lorne Street & Jamieson consequence of CEC wishing the Bus
Place). Lanes to be camera enforceable. The

design minimises the use of this additional
signage. To use this signage at all
locations increases the capital cost with
little or no benefit.
3878|General: Inconsistencies in sign provision. Signs to Diag 962 (var.) are shown on Traffic Signs Layout (2 Use of dia 962 (var) is a direct
some side roads and accesses (TS113/52 & 56) but not on others (three accesses consequence of CEC wishing the Bus
south of Shrubhill House). Lanes to be camera enforceable. The
design minimises the use of this additional
signage. To use this signage at all
locations increases the capital cost with
little or no benefit. This is a duplicate
comment with 3869

3909 |Facilities for pedestrians do not meet CEC standards - pedestrian facilities are Traffic Signal Ducting (¢ The design provides pedestrian crossing at
required on all arms of the junction. Currently there is no pedestrian crossing facility |Layout all locations where there is an existing
on the southern arm of the junction. crossing. To provide additional crossings

at all locations would result in increased
capital costs which does not represent
value for money.

2226 |Why guardrail in one location, but not in the other? (looking at areas opposite Arthur |Road Restraint Systems D To remove PGR where there is a risk to
Street and on RHS of junction with lona Street) pedestrians would not fulfill SDS's CDM
SDS Response (08Nov07): To provide explanation responsibilities. CEC would become the

designer and therefore would need to
accept liability under CDM.

24913.1 (p7) "Advisory Direction Signs for Pedestrians and Cyclists. Details of logos and |[MCHW Appendix 12.1

colours to be confirmed by CEC.". SDS to confirm what details they require. Traffic Signs General

Existing signs to be retained/replaced inline with the TSRGD. Signs to be included

with the design.

SDS Response (17Apr08): As per site survey. Where required CEC to provided sign

plate location details where needed as determined by CEC. To be considered when

any taxi stands are located.

CEC Response (15May08): Details of survey not provided. Signs to be included in

the road signs package. Existing signs to be retained/replaced.

SDS Response (28May08): As the overseeing organisation we would expect CEC to

have a signage strategy and have appraised the scheme accordingly. Not in SDS

remit. 7]

CEC Response (11Jun08): SDS to provide details of sign survey.

2227 |Further detail needed of measures to discourage road vehicles entering tram only  |Roads Design Layout Plan
section eg width of white line, rumble strip etc? (at junction with Arthur Street)

3165|A specification for coloured surface treatments to roads is required including MCHW Appendix 7.1
specific colours and required PSV values. (PSV should be inline with HFS). Need to |Permitted Pavement
include green for bus lanes and red for cycle lanes and ASLs outwith the world Options
heritage site.

3167 |Appendix 5/2 (p13) "Note: Refer to traffic signal & ducting drawings and appendices |MCHW Appendix 5.-

for all other ducting information." - No appendices for Traffic Signals have been
provided. A limited amount of detail is shown on signal drawings. Reference should
be made to relevant document numbers.

Drainage Specification
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3196|B5.1.1 (p17) Tram/Road Interface - Recommendation: "It would be preferred that RSA2 Designers Response
such tram only sections were elevated on a raised kerbed central reserve..."
Response: "... A raised tram area cannot be provided as it will not work horizontally
or vertically due to the number of constraints throughout section 1B. - Tram only
areas could be segregated with a low height kerb (10mm) and could be surfaced
using Imprint or similar contrasting surface.
3922|ltem B6.1.2 Junction 15 - The safety auditor’s recommendation is correct and RSA2 Designers Response
congruent with CEC’s engineering solution for the junction. The designer's response
and critique of the recommendations is based upon incorrect assumptions
(pedestrians using islands, islands being clipped) and the final recommendation of
additional road markings will not address other intrinsic issues.
4830|Some bus shelters are ladled (cc). What does this indicate? MCHW Appendix 2.- Site |
Clearance
1790|1B0075 is an existing taxi information sign (857.1). Schedule states that this is to be |Site Clearance Survey J No replacement deemed necessary. This
removed and stored; signs drawing show no replacement. Plans also adhere's to CEC policy of minimising
street furntiure and clutter.
2215|Raise table at junction with Albert Street should be replaced. Kerbs Footways And Paved J This is not affected by the works so does
Areas not need to be replaced.
4863|2.3 (P6) - Foundation surfaces should not be flush with finished ground level MCHW Appendix 12.1 d The design provided is adequate. The
(normally 100mm below ground level) Traffic Signs General 100mm dimension is not a mandatory
requirement.
236/2.4 (p5) General Requirements: "Footway and footway/cycleway construction is to  |[MCHW Appendix 11.1 J Design information provided was sufficient
be shown on Construction Detail drawings." Reference to drawing to be provided. Kerbs, Footways, to gain approval.
Detail to be provided. Is this to CEC standard details? 1 Cycleways, Laybys,
SDS Response (17Apr08): Drawings to be provided. 7 Busbays And Paved Areas
CEC Response (15May08): No update made, no drawings provided.
SDS Response (28May08): Yes it is to the
1816|Bollards should be provided at signals 6, 7, 17 and 18. Traffic Signal Ducting J Bollards were considered in line with safety
Layout issues, CEC desire to minimise street
furniture and good design practice.
Provision of bollards is based on designers
judgement.
2218|There is a bin shown behind the guardrail at Great Junction Street. This is already a |[Road Restraint Systems d Existing situation is a narrow footway. It is
busy, narrow footway. Bin to be relocated. 1 a design judgement whether to maintain
SDS Response (08Nov07): SDS to check and confirm. the existing situation or revise it.
2257|Section A-A shows PPC (half-batter) kerbs, should be natural stone, whin kerb.™ Construction Details Foot J This area is outside the WHS and therfore
SDS Response (08Nov07): SDS to change and detail. Of The Walk Pedestian does not require natural stone kerbs
Crossing
2431 |Schedule 5 (p11) "High Friction Surfacing ... Colour: Buff except under hatched MCHW Appendix 7.1 J Design complies with standards and the
road markings where grey." - HFS should be black to match road surface colourin  |Permitted Pavement colour has no impact on the suitability of
all locations. Options the design,
SDS Response (17Apr08): Agree 1
CEC Response (15May08): Text has been updated but is still incorrect. All HFS
should be black system wide.
SDS Response (28May08): Amended on Drawings HRL-01274-012780 but the
legend is wron and will be amended.
2600|Poor visibility for vehicles exiting old bus depot due to proposed bus shelter. Also Roads Design Layout Plan J Design judgement.
limited space for pedestrians to wait at the bus stop. Should raised tables be used
at either access?
2686 | Traffic islands at the junction of Leith Walk/Great Junction Street/Constitution Street [Traffic Signs Layout J Bollards were considered in line with safety
all require bollards issues, CEC desire to minimise street
furniture and good design practice.
Provision of bollards is based on designers
judgement.
2690(|Sign TS110/51: signs for City Car Club and Doctor's parking must be separate. Traffic Signs Layout J This is a design judgement and is
acceptable given no requirements were
provided by CEC.
3199|B6.3.4 (p23) Junctions, Traffic Signals, J15 - Response: "The carriageway width at |RSA2 Designers Response J This is the designers response which is
the beginning of the lane dividing line is 5.6m" - Lane widths at this point are 3.5m based on the designers judgement. The
and 2.1m The latter is too narrow. This response does not address the issue. CEC designer is required to prepare this
suggest that the lane divider line should be modified to split the available 5.6 m at document and CEC can respond through
the start point (creating two 2.8 m lanes at that point) and taper into the point an exceptions report or an instruction. As
currently shown at the stop line. this is a designer prepared document CEC
should not propose modifications.
3200|B6.3.11 (p26) Junctions, Traffic Signals, J17 - Recommendation: "Install a RSA2 Designers Response J This is the designers response which is
pedestrian phase across the side road/access." Response: It would be inappropriate based on the designers judgement. The
to have a formal pedestrian crossing at this location..." - Dropped Kerbs and tactile designer is required to prepare this
paving should still be provided. document and CEC can respond through
an exceptions report or an instruction. As
this is a designer prepared document CEC
should not propose modifications.
3201|B7.1.5 (p29) Pedestrians, Tactile Paving - Response: "The use of grey tactile paving|RSA2 Designers Response J This is the designers response which is
is restricted to the World Heritage Site where this is a planning requirement..." This based on the designers judgement. The
restricted to the World Heritage Site but is the CEC standard detail for tactile paving designer is required to prepare this
city wide. document and CEC can respond through
an exceptions report or an instruction. As
this is a designer prepared document CEC
should not propose modifications.
373714 & 5 (p6) Precast Concrete Flags: Sizes specified 600mm x 450mm x 50mm MCHW Appendix 11.1 J These sizes can be supplied by Marshals
square edge, however Marshalls do not specify this type. Change to 600mm x Kerbs, Footways, or the design allows another product to be
450mm x 63mm square edge Cycleways, Laybys, specified.
Busbays And Paved Areas
37384 (p6) Precast Concrete Flags: Consideration should be given to using smaller MCHW Appendix 11.1 d Consideration was given and the designers
element flags with greater thickness in areas subject to vehicle running (lessen the |Kerbs, Footways, judgement used.
likely hood of breaking) Cycleways, Laybys,
Busbays And Paved Areas
3863 |Signs TS110/82 & 83 and TS110/71 are mounted too close together. Traffic Signs Layout J The signs can be accommodated in the
available area.
3879|TS113/03 & 58 can be mounted on the same post. Traffic Signs Layout dJ Design judgement.
3898|In accord with the RSA, the road markings in the centre of the junction require Traffic Signal Ducting J The standard yellow box is considered

alteration to guide vehicles from Great Junction and Duke Street through the
junction. The yellow box marking should be separated with a continuous blank area
between the islands on either side of the junction (pole 6 to pole 17) similarly to the

method defining the tram envelope.

Layout

sufficient for this situation. Standard signs
and markings have been provided
wherever possible as good design
practice.
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3900|Phase G requires buses to travel ahead only and therefore a regulatory 'Ahead Only'|Traffic Signal Ducting J The designer deemed that an ahead green
box sign is required as an ahead green arrow alone is not sufficient. Layout arrow was sufficient.

3904 |Concern exists that the location of the secondary signals for phases B and E will Traffic Signal Ducting d The junction is a standard layout. To
cause vehicles from the side roads to mistakenly stop at these signals. These Layout introduce the additional hazard of a traffic
heads should either be moved nearer to their respective stoplines and a central island was not considered appropriate by
island should be constructed to relocate phases A and D secondary signals to a the designer.
more practical and safer location.

3912|The crossing on the western half of Pilrig Street should be rotated so that it is at Traffic Signal Ducting J As discussed at mtg on 20/08/08 we
right-angles to the kerb as per the existing crossing, which is preferable for the Layout believe this to be a less safe solution as
visually impaired. the crossing will now not be staggered

across Pilrig Street.

3924 |ltem B6.3.5 Junction 15 - CEC agree that the intermediate call button should be RSA2 Designers Response J This is the designers response which is
removed but consider that the suggested “D” island should also be incorporated in based on the designers judgement. The
the design, all other things being equal. Where the island cannot be accommodated designer is required to prepare this
the reasons need to be stated. document and CEC can respond through

an exceptions report or an instruction. As
this is a designer prepared document CEC
should not propose modifications.
4173|Should double gully at approximate Ch 111225 not tie in to existing double gully tail?|Drainage Plan J CEC is proposing their own design
solution. The design provided is suitable
and valid.
4472|ltem 1.3.1 - A 40 Amp fuse is the normal rating to be used in the Haldo Pillar. MCHW Appendix 12.5 J This is the normal rating but is not
Traffic Signal Specification appropriate in all situations.
4814 |Drawing shows various kerb types, these vary from Half battered quadrants, natural |Construction Details Foot d This area is outside the WHS and therfore
stone kerbs and bullnosed kerbs. Consistency required, all kerbs should be natural |Of The Walk Pedestian does not require natural stone kerbs
stone in this location. Crossing
4824|Note 15: "New raised tables are of block paving construction." - This must be Construction Details Raised J Imprint construction is a preference from
determined by vehicle loading. Further specification required for full depth Tables CEC not previously advised.
construction of raised tables with imprint construction.
4825|Note 15: "New raised tables are of block paving construction." - Further specification|Construction Details Raised J Imprint construction is a preference from
required for imprint. Tables CEC not previously advised.
48572 (P3) - Specify CEC standard detail numbers MCHW Appendix 7.2 J These are not required
Excavation, Trimming And
Existing Services

4888 |Raised table to be provided at Shrub Place Lane Kerbs Footways And Paved J This is not required and was agreed with
Areas CEC.

4889|The surface material for the central refuge at the Foot of the Walk is shown as Kerbs Footways And Paved J Design judgement was used in the
granite setts. This is not consistent with other drawing. CEC anticipate it to match  |Areas absence of CEC requirements.
existing i.e. PCC paving slabs.

4890 |Existing raised table at junction opposite Crown Street should be replaced. Kerbs Footways And Paved d This is not affected by the works so does

Areas not need to be replaced.
1773|In Tram only areas, such as this is the 3.7m tram lane width excessive? Cross Section CH 110670 J Judgement. Accepted by CEC at 3.7m

Parking Layby No Cycle

Lane

1778|Why is the large clearance between the tram vehicle and central reserve kerb Cross Section CH 110670 J This is a duplicate comment with 1773
required in tram only area? Particularly when road and parking bay widths are Parking Layby No Cycle
narrow/sub-standard. Lane

3193|B4.2.2 (p12) Drainage - Great Junction Street. Response: "The tram projects RSA2 Designers Response J This is the designers response which is
employer's requirement is to provide no betterment to the existing drainage based on the designers judgement. The
situation. The drainage is as existing. We propose no revision." - CEC note that designer is required to prepare this
kerblines are being changed; drainage should be provided, as necessary, to reflect document and CEC can respond through
the changes. an exceptions report or an instruction. As

this is a designer prepared document CEC
should not propose modifications.
3195|B4.6.2 (p15) Skid Resistance - HFS. Recommendation: "The surface course should |RSA2 Designers Response d This is the designers response which is
have a higher friction on the approach to junctions and in particular pedestrian based on the designers judgement. The
crossings, the latter where HFS would be preferred. HFS should be in a contrasting designer is required to prepare this
colour (usually buff) and continue beyond the stop line in black colour..." - CEC document and CEC can respond through
standard is to have BLACK HFS on approaches to all signalised junctions. Buff an exceptions report or an instruction. As
would not provide a contrast with tram only areas, particularly at foot of the walk. this is a designer prepared document CEC
Appendix 7/1 of the Specification currently states that a PSV of 60 is to be provided, should not propose modifications.
not 65 as stated in the designer’s response. This needs to be addressed. CEC
would also expect that a strict application of HD36/06 would identify the need for
HFS on more approaches than the design currently shows.
3865|A banned right turn sign is required from Leith Walk (northbound) into Crown Street. [Traffic Signs Layout J Judgement as it requires a turn across a
tram only area and the cross-over also the
sign cannot be sighted in the central
reserve and will be largely obscured from
drivers view by vehicles in the loading area

3874 |Existing sign TS112/60 - traffic will no longer be able to turn right into Balfour Street [Traffic Signs Layout J The designer believes this sign is required.
from Leith Walk, therefore this sign is of no benefit other than to pedestrians. It
should either be omitted or replaced with a suitable pedestrian sign.

3897|In accord with the RSA, additional islands are required on the opposite side of the |Traffic Signal Ducting J It is the designers judgement that these
pedestrian crossing to poles 6 & 7. The secondary signal heads for phases A, B and|Layout islands are not required and reduce the
E should be relocated to these islands for better visibility and consequently pole 6 safety of the junction.
can be removed.

3899|The secondary signal for phase G, located on pole 10, should be relocated to pole 5 |Traffic Signal Ducting J The pole is the standard distance from the
as pole 10 is very close to the kerb edge. Layout kerb.

3903|The secondary signal heads for phases D and G will breach the 450mm minimum  |Traffic Signal Ducting J CEC's 'policy' is to reduce the amount of
clearance from kerb edge to any street furniture, due to the projection of the head Layout street furniture. This has been done in this
assembly. To achieve a solution, use 2 poles for the 3 heads which is more instance.
appropriate.

3905|The position for the secondary traffic signal heads should be consistent between Traffic Signal Ducting J Autotrack movements do not allow this.
phases A and D. Layout

4478|ltem 2.1.4 - Item not required as CEC do not number poles or controllers MCHW Appendix 12.5 J CEC judge this is not required as they do

Traffic Signal Specification not need it. This may be required by the
contractor or site staff so it has been
included.

4479|ltem 2.1.5 - Item not required as CEC do not number poles or controllers MCHW Appendix 12.5 J CEC judge this is not required as they do

Traffic Signal Specification not need it. This may be required by the
contractor or site staff so it has been
included.

4480|ltem 2.1.7 - Item not required as CEC do not number poles or controllers MCHW Appendix 12.5 J CEC judge this is not required as they do

Traffic Signal Specification

not need it. This may be required by the
contractor or site staff so it has been
included.
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4481 |ltem 2.1.8 - Item not required as CEC do not number poles or controllers MCHW Appendix 12.5 J CEC judge this is not required as they do

Traffic Signal Specification not need it. This may be required by the
contractor or site staff so it has been
included.

4482|ltem 2.1.9 - Item not required as CEC do not number poles or controllers MCHW Appendix 12.5 J CEC judge this is not required as they do

Traffic Signal Specification not need it. This may be required by the
contractor or site staff so it has been
included.

4484 |ltem 2.1.4 - “...bottom of the signal head/bracket shall be not less than 2.3 metres |MCHW Appendix 12.5 J 2.3 metres had been specified to allow for
and not more than 2.55 metres.” This should read:- “...bottom of the signal Traffic Signal Specification potential future use as a cycle path
head/bracket shall be not less than 2.25 metres.”

4493|ltem 3.8.1 - This item is not required. MCHW Appendix 12.5 J CEC judge this is not required as they do

Traffic Signal Specification not need it. SDS have included additional
information.

4504 |ltem 7.4.1 - There is a format error here and the statement is also redundant as the |MCHW Appendix 12.5 J Format errors do not affect the accuracy or
controller bit pattern should allow for this. Traffic Signal Specification suitability of the design.

4506|Item 8.1.4 - The statement of specification G32 needs to be expanded — i.e. MCHW,|MCHW Appendix 12.5 J This information was sufficient to gain
Volume 3, drawing reference G32 Traffic Signal Specification approval.

4508]ltem 9.3.2 - Not required as this is covered elsewhere. MCHW Appendix 12.5 J CEC judge this is not required as they do

Traffic Signal Specification not need it. SDS have included additional
information.

4514 |ltem 9.3.12 - “The Tram phase request demand shall remain in force until the phase [MCHW Appendix 12.5 J The designers judgement is that the text is
has been satisfied...” - This should be amended to be more specific:- “The Tram Traffic Signal Specification sufficient
phase request demand shall remain in force until the phase minimum has been
satisfied...”

4524 |ltem 10.1.7 - ltem not required as not standard CEC practice. MCHW Appendix 12.5 J Standard CEC practice / requirements

Traffic Signal Specification have not been supplied so SDS has used
design judgement.
793|Where is footway finish/scope of works specified for each location? 1 MCHW Appendix 11.1 NA Sufficient information was provided at time
SDS Response (17Apr08): Will clarify in specification. Kerbs, Footways, of Technial Approval
CEC Response (15May08): Not updated. 1 Cycleways, Laybys,
SDS Response (28May08): Clarified in specification. 71 Busbays And Paved Areas
CEC Response (15May08): Specify where please.

2134|Time plate (TS111/48 and 49): 12am' & '12pm' are never used on this type of sign. [Traffic Signs Layout NA Comment Not Applicable as it is covered
'Noon' and 'Midnight' are the correct terms through comment 3876. This is a duplicate

comment

2137|Time plate (TS112/21 & 22): '12am' & '12pm’ are never used on this type of sign. Traffic Signs Layout NA Comment Not Applicable as it is covered
'Noon' and 'Midnight' are the correct terms through comment 3876. This is a duplicate

comment

2141 |Time plate (TS113/09 & 51): '12am' & '12pm’ are never used on this type of sign. Traffic Signs Layout NA Comment Not Applicable as it is covered
'Noon' and 'Midnight' are the correct terms through comment 3876. This is a duplicate

comment

3867 |The wording on Signs TS110/46, 69 & 44 should be 'No loading 6am - Midnight'. Traffic Signs Layout NA Comment Not Applicable as it is covered
The terms '"12am' and '12pm' are never used on signs (see Para 12.8 of Chapter 7). through comment 3876. This is a duplicate

comment

3870|The wording on Signs TS111/48 & 49 should be 'No loading 6am - Midnight'. The Traffic Signs Layout NA This is a duplicate comment with 2134
terms '12am' and '12pm’ are never used on signs (see Para 12.8 of Chapter 7).

3885|General traffic Leith Walk northbound approach to junction with Pilrig Street is Pavement Surface Colour NA Design complies with standards and the
shown in buff high friction surfacing - should be black. colour has no impact on the suitability of

the design,

3886 |General traffic Leith Walk northbound approach to junction with Dalmeny Streetis  [Pavement Surface Colour NA Design complies with standards and the
shown in buff high friction surfacing - should be black. colour has no impact on the suitability of

the design,

3887 |General traffic Leith Walk approaches to junction with McDonald Road/Brunswick Pavement Surface Colour NA Design complies with standards and the
Road are shown in buff high friction surfacing - should be black. colour has no impact on the suitability of

the design,

3890|General traffic approaches to junction of Leith Walk/Great Junction Street/Duke Pavement Surface Colour NA Design complies with standards and the
Street are shown in buff high friction surfacing - should be black. colour has no impact on the suitability of

the design,
3999|Appendix 5/1, Section 1.9: Are SDS catering to requirements of BS EN 14396:2004 |MCHW Appendix 5.- NA SDS have used CEC's standard details
regarding fixed ladder/handrail for access to manhole?1 Drainage Specification which are their requirements.
SDS Response (06Dec07): SDS are currently using CEC standards, however SDS
will confirm with CEC that these are still suitable for approval.
4174 |Section 1B/1C cut-line chainage wrong. Drainage Plan NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.

4821 |Note 8: "For footway construction details refer to Appendix 11/1" - The appendix has|Construction Details Foot NA There is no granolithic concrete specified

no details for Granolithic concrete finish. Of The Walk Pedestian in section 1B.
Crossing

4840|Throughout document there is reference to different types of guardrail etc. It is not |MCHW Appendix 4.1 Safety NA SDS has specified replacing like with like in
clear which guardrail is specified and is confusing. Clarification required. Fencing And Safety Barriers terms of PGR and the existing PGR is of

several different types.

4869|1 (P4) - Refers to "(1200 Series)" drawings however in Schedule 12/3 Notes refer to [MCHW Appendix 12.3 NA This is a duplicate comment with 4862.
500 Series drawing numbers for some sections Traffic Signs Road 500 series drawings reference is applicable

Markings And Studs toline 2 not section 1B.
2216|Name of street is Shrub Place Lane not just Place Lane. 7 Kerbs Footways And Paved NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
SDS Response (08Nov07): SDS to update. Areas design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval. The OS mapping
identifies the street as Place Lane. No
signage has been proposed stating Place
lane. The text only appears on the
background to the drawing and should not
be altered to comply with the OS copyright.

2577 |Typo in document references, all are shown as ULEES0130..., Should be Cross Section CH 110840 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the

ULES0130... Dropped Kerb Pedestrian design or the ability of CEC to grant
Crossing technical approval.
2585|Times are not given for loading bays opposite Kirk Street and north of Jane Street. |TRO Plan NA TRO plans were not submitted for
approval, they were submitted for
information. A separate process was in
place for approving TRO plans.
2592|The bus layby south of Lorne Street should have a Clearway (Diag 1025) along the |TRO Plan NA TRO plans were not submitted for
full length of the layby. approval, they were submitted for
information. A separate process was in
place for approving TRO plans.
2594 |At the north bound crossing, north of Balfour Street "No Waiting At Any Time except |[TRO Plan NA TRO plans were not submitted for

loading Midnight to 6am" is proposed. This conflicts with crossing zigzag lines.
Should be changed to no waiting/loading at any time.

approval, they were submitted for
information. A separate process was in
place for approving TRO plans.
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3170|2.1 (p7) Section 1B General - "Section 1B commences at Leith Walk with its Roads Technical Design NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
junction with Annandale St"- This should be changed to Brunswick Street. Statement Detailed Design design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.

3172|2.1 (p7) Section 1B General - "Tram; ... Tram only space is denoted by a brown Roads Technical Design NA The colour of the surfacing was not agreed
coloured surface." - This should be buff. Statement Detailed Design at the time of issuing the document. The

colour of the surfacing was dealt with as a
system wide issue.

3173|2.1 (p7) Section 1B General - "Bus: Bus traffic is permitted to use the tram lane Roads Technical Design NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
except at the stops." - This should specify tram stops as opposed to bus stops. Bus |Statement Detailed Design design or the ability of CEC to grant
traffic is also banned from the cross over area at the foot of the walk. A note should technical approval.
be made regarding bus priority at the Foot of the Walk junction.

3174|2.1 (p7) Section 1B General - "Taxi: As for Buses" - This needs to be more specific. |Roads Technical Design NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
Taxi lanes is as per bus lanes. Provide details of changes to taxi stances. Statement Detailed Design design or the ability of CEC to grant

technical approval. Changes to taxi
stances are shown on the drawings.
3176|2.2 (p8) Road Layout and Construction - "Progressing north... The McDonald Road |Roads Technical Design NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
junction is signalised and is described in Appendix ?" - This should read Appendix B |Statement Detailed Design design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.

3179|2.4 (p9) Tramstops - "The design for Haymarket tramstop is being developed by the |Roads Technical Design NA The document does refer to the tram stop
tramstop design team, and whilst some pedestrian facilities are shown on the Statement Detailed Design design. No design commentary details are
Roads drawings, the final design for these public realm spaces around the required. This does not affect the accuracy
tramstops resides with the tramstop design team." - This does not apply to section of the design or the ability of CEC to grant
1B and needs to be updated for the Balfour Street stop. In addition, a fully technical approval.
coordinated design is expected at technical approval. References to the tramstop
design and any design commentary details need to be provided here.

3182|2.7 (p10) Footways and Footpaths - "There is, on Great Junction Street, just tothe |Roads Technical Design NA The bin is shown on the drawings and is
West of the junction with Leith Walk, a constriction presented by the need to Statement Detailed Design outside the LOD so cannot be moved.
maintain existing service for a waste disposal bin... Providing a footway width of
approx 1.5m" - It is unclear if this is a litter bin, domestic bin or trade waste bin. Why
can the bin not be relocated.

3185|2.11 (p11) Road Safety Audit (Stage 2) - "The Road safety Audit and Designers Roads Technical Design NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
Response are stand alone documents reference TM/USDS/rsa2/S1B- 01 rev. 1 and |Statement Detailed Design design or the ability of CEC to grant
ULES0130-01-REP-00108." - The audit was issued with reference ULE90130-01- technical approval.
REP-00094 Rev.2.

3929|General: no indication is given on the key of bus stop clearways. TRO Plan NA TRO plans were not submitted for

approval, they were submitted for
information. A separate process was in
place for approving TRO plans.
3931|The key states that time periods for loading bays are indicated on the plan, however |TRO Plan NA TRO plans were not submitted for
they are not. approval, they were submitted for
information. A separate process was in
place for approving TRO plans.
3933 |Banned right turn required from Leith Walk (northbound) into Crown Place. TRO Plan NA TRO plans were not submitted for
approval, they were submitted for
information. A separate process was in
place for approving TRO plans.

3934 |Banned right turn required from Leith Walk (northbound) into Crown Street. TRO Plan NA TRO plans were not submitted for

approval, they were submitted for
information. A separate process was in
place for approving TRO plans.
3935|No entry required for Casslebank Street. TRO Plan NA TRO plans were not submitted for
approval, they were submitted for
information. A separate process was in
place for approving TRO plans.

3937 |There is a section of Leith Walk (southbound) south of Jane Street between two TRO Plan NA TRO plans were not submitted for

loading bays where no waiting and loading restrictions are shown. approval, they were submitted for
information. A separate process was in
place for approving TRO plans.
3942|Bus bay south of Lorne Street (southbound)): the bus stop clearway should extend |TRO Plan NA TRO plans were not submitted for
over the entire layby. approval, they were submitted for
information. A separate process was in
place for approving TRO plans.

3951 |The key states that time periods for loading bays are indicated on the plan, however |[TRO Plan NA TRO plans were not submitted for

they are not. approval, they were submitted for
information. A separate process was in
place for approving TRO plans.
4468|Subsections 1.2 and 1.3 are not in the same format as the rest of the section MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.
4470|ltem 1.2.3 - “...installation of an OTU and an Outstation Monitoring and Control Unit [MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
(OMCU) and MOVA unit...” This should read:- “...installation of an OTU or an Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
Outstation Monitoring and Control Unit (OMCU) and MOVA unit if required...” technical approval.
4471 |ltem 1.2.4 - “...preferably at the rear or the controller...” This should read:- MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
“...preferably at the rear of the controller...” Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.
4475|ltem 2.1.2 - “...undertaken to reduce risk of corrosion.” Add:- “...undertaken to MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA The text provided is considered
reduce risk of corrosion or the item should be replaced.” Traffic Signal Specification appropriate by the designer.
4485|ltem 2.1.16 - “When Tram signal heads shall...” - This should read:- “Tram signal MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
heads shall...” Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.

4507 |ltem 9.2.5 - “...controlled by individual tam priority time...” - This should read:- MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the

“...controlled by individual tram priority time...” Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.
4509|ltem 9.3.4 - “Prepare - shall allows at least six...” - This should read:- “Prepare - MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
shall allow at least six...” Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.
4510|ltem 9.3.4 - “Stopline - A standard phase demand for the phase shall be inserted MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
exerted if the Tram phase...” - This should read:- “Stopline - A standard phase Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
demand shall be inserted if the Tram phase...” technical approval.

4511 |ltem 9.3.5 - “...Tram events defined above will require to be confirmed by the MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
signal...” - This should read:- “... Tram events defined above will require Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
confirmation by the signal...” technical approval.

4512|ltem 9.3.9 - “efficient passage of all trams This is to be...” - There is a full stop MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
missing so that this should read:- “efficient passage of all trams. This isto be...” Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant

technical approval.
4513|ltem 9.3.10 - “... prepare, demand, stopline, exit, if a configured event...” - This MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
needs a full stop to divide these statements:- “... prepare, demand, stopline, exit. If a|Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant

configured event...”

technical approval.
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4516|ltem 9.4.1 - The use of the word ‘consequential’ seems to be out of context. MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
‘Associated’ would be a better word to use here. Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.

4517 |ltem 9.4.1 - “...by the inhibit shall prevented from running...” - This should read:- MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the

“...by the inhibit shall be prevented from running...” Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.
4518|ltem 9.6.3 and ltem 9.6.4 - A sentence should not be started with the word MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
‘however’. Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.
4520|ltem 9.8.1 - “In addition the stopline influence timer is shall be started” - This MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
should read:- In addition the stopline influence timer shall be started” Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.

4521 |ltem 9.10.1 - “...maximum timer is cancelled due to then the exit timeris...” - This |MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the

should read:- “...maximum timer is cancelled then the exit timer is...” Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.
4522|ltem 9.12.5 - “...the Tram phase shall inhibited and the...” - This should read:- MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
“...the Tram phase shall be inhibited and the...” Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.

4838|2.1 (P4) - Don't abbreviate to PGR unless previously stated what this means MCHW Appendix 4.1 Safety NA This does not affect the accuracy of the

Fencing And Safety Barriers design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.

1765|How does the proposed bus shelter opposite lona Street tie in with signals? Roads Design Layout Plan (o] Bus Shelters are covered under the
Adshell Agreement

4467 |Section 1 - General requirements - Additional specification for RTC — DD CLC/TS MCHW Appendix 12.5 (e} These elements are outwith the Roads
50509 Traffic Signal Specification scope of works

1807 |Area around Balfour Street Tram Stop is inconsistent with tramstop drawings. Kerbs Footways And Paved (o] PB disciplines did not engage in the

Areas agreed IDC process which led to conflicts
with the roads design. Conflicts identifed
within PB scope of work are outwith Roads
design scope of work and are a
commercial issue.

2497 |Tram drainage connection opposite Kirk street connects into sewer directly below Drainage Plan o Trap/sump unit is part of the rail groove
the tram slab. If a trap/sump unit is to be used how is it to be accessed? Further drainage system which is outwith roads
details are required. scope of works.

2582|Concern no kerb protection is provided to 2 OLE poles at 110087 and 110072. Outline OLE Layout Plan (o] PB disciplines did not engage in the

Chainage 102450 to agreed |DC process which led to conflicts
110300 with the roads design. Conflicts identifed
within PB scope of work are outwith Roads
design scope of work and are a
commercial issue.

2684 |Section 2: "For clarity and design coordination purposes the principle of the power |OLE Design Commentry o OLE cabinets are outwith the scope of the
feeding, switching and sectioning requirements are defined and shown on OLE roads design. They were not identified due
reference design drawings but, not the actual location of trackside cabinets. The to PB disciplines not engaging in the
details of trackside cabinets and the cable route arrangements are not shown on agreed |DC process which led to conflicts
‘Reference Design’ drawings and they are defined and specified elsewhere as part with the roads design.
of submission of application for planning and approvals." - Such cabinets need to be
shown on the roads design to allow coordination and a comprehensive Road Safety
Audit.

3168|1.5 (p6) General Information and References - "Specific construction details relating |Roads Technical Design (0} Tramway construction details are outwith
to the tramway are included within the drawings (ULE9S0130-CC-HRL-01000 series). |Statement Detailed Design Roads scope of works
None of these drawings have been provided at Technical Approval. Construction
details received are SW-CND-00000 series (road & footway) and 01-HRL-01130
series (footway)

3177|2.3 (p9) Traffic Signals "...RTC and TPDS cabinets may change following ongoing |Roads Technical Design (o] These cabinets are outwith the scope of
coordination with the tram signal For details of the Traffic Signals Safety Case..." To|Statement Detailed Design the roads design.
be clarified.

3184|2.9 (p10) Drainage - "Any new Road drainage will be shown on the tramway Roads Technical Design (0} Tramstop and sub station drainage is
drainage drawings." - Confirm this is the drainage design as issued (provide Statement Detailed Design outwith the scope of the roads design
reference). Details of tramstop drainage to be provided. Details of sub station
drainage required.

3192|B4.2.1 (p12) Drainage - Drainage to be provided at Balfour Street Tramstop. RSA2 Designers Response (o] Tramstop drainage is outwith the scope of
Response: "Accepted, drainage to be provided." - This information has not been the roads design
supplied, was not included in previous drainage or tramstop designs.

3745|Specification required for the type of paving used for the tram platform edging MCHW Appendix 11.1 o Tramstop paving is outwith the scope of

Kerbs, Footways, the roads design
Cycleways, Laybys,
Busbays And Paved Areas

4176|Rail Groove Box drains are hinged on the "up traffic" end for safety reasons. Drainage Plan (e} Rail Groove Box drains are outwith the
However, it is noted that the boxes in the middle of the junctions will be subject to scope of the roads design
cross-traffic; can the drainage be moved off the junctions to avoid this?

4901 |Proposed location of CCTV camera not shown. Details need to be provided and Roads Design Layout Plan [0} CCTV design is outwith the scope of the
approved by CEC CCTV control and police. Cabling/ducting will need provided. Prior roads design
Approval shows CCTV located on OLE column, if approved this is likely to require
an additional control cabinet.

25014.5 (p7) "Bollards will be of aluminium construction when specifically directed.". To |[MCHW Appendix 12.1 o] These are not proposed in section 1B.
be clarified, is there a requirement for this? Where are these being proposed?] Traffic Signs General
SDS Response (17Apr08): Not on this section 71
SDS Response (28May08): Not required on this section, if not required at all it will
be remoced for the final IFC issue.
3386 (pb) Sett Paving: Concern that the specification will not be suitable for HGV and  |[MCHW Appendix 11.1 (o] These areas are not in section 1B.
bus loadings at Constitution St 8 St Andrew Square. Kerbs, Footways,
SDS Response (17Apr08): Designed appropriately. Note not scope of St. David Cycleways, Laybys,
Street submittal. 71 Busbays And Paved Areas
CEC Response (15May08): Specification does not tie in with CEC detail or SDS
drawing 01-HRL-1138 Rev 2. Specification does not take account of trafficked and
non trafficked details. To be updated.
33916 (p6) Sett Paving: Specification states existing setts to be reused. Note there are  |MCHW Appendix 11.1 (0} This does not apply to section 1B.
no sets in Shandwick Place/St Andrew Square at present. Kerbs, Footways,
SDS Response (17Apr08): Specification intended to note that setts are to be re- Cycleways, Laybys,
used locally as previously advised by CEC. Otherwise, new setts to be used. CEC |Busbays And Paved Areas
to advise if setts are available from stock / if to be moved from another location.
CEC Response (15May08): Document needs to state this. Not revised.
345|Note 9: "Kerbs to be sourced from retrieval of existing whin kerbs." For St Andrew [Construction Details (0} This does not apply to section 1B.
Square new kerbs are to be provided. Material to be specified. 1 Footways
SDS Response (17Apr08): Capitol Streets Project to design as per agreement.
Drawing note to be revised. 1
CEC Response (15May08): Note not updated.
SDS Response (28May08): Capitol Streets Project to design as per agreement.
Drawinmg note to be revised on receipt of reqgts.
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504|Kerb type K10 detail must accord with Capital Streets details. What is this detail? 7 [Construction Details o This does not apply to section 1B.
SDS Response (17Apr08): Detail received from CEC Capital Streets subsequent to |Footways
submittal. Will incorporate.
CEC Response (15May08): The detail now shows Granite Kerb, the Capital Streets
detail is for a 300mm by 255mm whin kerb. 7
SDS Response (28May08): Has now been incorporated in HRL-01131v8 as K10. 71
CEC Response (29May08): The detail for St Andrew Square and Princes Street still
differs. K10 is used for both, this is not correct.
783|Details for St Andrew Square are not provided, despite this document being issued |[MCHW Appendix 11.1 (0} This does not apply to section 1B.
for 1C Technical Approval (St David St)71 Kerbs, Footways,
SDS Response (17Apr08): As previously agreed through coordination, Capital Cycleways, Laybys,
Streets project is to provide the details of their project. SDS documents submited in |Busbays And Paved Areas
good faith under this premise (ie submitting Capital Streets doucments to CEC is
not SDS scope).
CEC Response (11Jun08): Details required for what tram is constructing.
789]2.4 (p4) General Requirements: "Where an access crosses a footway or MCHW Appendix 11.1 (o] This does not apply to section 1B.
footway/cycleway the construction thickness will be increased to that shown on Kerbs, Footways,
Construction Detail drawings." Is this a standard increase for all accesses? Where |Cycleways, Laybys,
is the detail showing the increased thickness? 7 Busbays And Paved Areas
SDS Response (17Apr08): N/A for this submittal. 71
CEC Response (11Jun08): Where this is proposed a construction detail will be
required. This does apply to Leith Walk and details are required.
20964 (p5) Natural Stone Caithness Flagstone Paving. What are the bedding/sub-base |MCHW Appendix 11.1 (o] This does not apply to section 1B.
specificationsthicknesses? 7 Kerbs, Footways,
SDS Response (17Apr08): Capital Streets issue. Tram to be advised and will Cycleways, Laybys,
update accordingly. 1 Busbays And Paved Areas
CEC Response (11Jun08): Details required as not only a capital streets issue. It is
assumed this is proposed for the West End at Queensferry Street for example.
2569|The two entrances to the west of the McDonald Road Tramstop appear to have a Roads Design Layout Plan (o] These are in section 1C
sub-standard radii. Confirm if these are correct.
3178|2.3 (p9) Traffic Signals "It should be noted that the specification for the Traffic Roads Technical Design [e] This is not within the SDS scope.
Signal Controllers is not part of the SDS scope and is not covered by the Design Statement Detailed Design
Statement." - This specification or a performance specification is required before
Technical Approval can be granted as previously discussed.
37396 (p7) Natural Stone Caithness Flagstone Paving: Could refer to CEC standard MCHW Appendix 11.1 (e} This does not apply to section 1B.
detail 11507 (however this does not include a base course also bedding depths are |Kerbs, Footways,
different). Cycleways, Laybys,
Busbays And Paved Areas
4831 |Appendix 2/3 - Section 1D - Incorrect drawing numbers, should be HRL-00221 to MCHW Appendix 2.- Site (0} This does not apply to section 1B.
00224 not HRL-00021 to 00024 Clearance
4832|Appendix 2/3 - Section 1C - Incorrect drawing numbers, should be HRL-00217 to MCHW Appendix 2.- Site o] This does not apply to section 1B.
00218 not HRL-00017 to 00018. Cant find 00015 to 00016 or even 00215 to 00216. [Clearance
4834 |Appendix 2/3 - Section 3C - Correct drawing numbers However P19 items 0138 and [MCHW Appendix 2.- Site [0} This does not apply to section 1B.
0139 are on completely different drawings? Clearance
4836 |Appendix 2/3 - Inconsistency in referencing item numbers i.e.: Section 2A - 2A0016 |MCHW Appendix 2.- Site (0} This does not apply to section 1B.
as per drg whilst 3C - 0135 in schedule but 3C0135 on drg Clearance
4862|1 (P5) - refers to 1200 series drawings however in schedule 12/1 section 2A refers |MCHW Appendix 12.1 o] This does not apply to section 1B.
to 500 series drg nos. Traffic Signs General
4870|2.3 (P5) - "Refer to (1200 series) Drawing Nos.....05-HRL-01201 to 01206 for MCHW Appendix 12.3 o This is a duplicate of comment 4862. This
Section 5C" in Schedule 12/3 Section 5C lists drawings in Note 1 as 05-HRL- Traffic Signs Road does not apply to section 1B.
00561, 00562, 00563 8 00566. Also other sections have 5?? Drg no. What is what. |Markings And Studs
4822|Drawing shows kerb type K7 for island at Foot of the Walk pedestrian crossings. Kerbs Footways And Paved P
Drawing ULE90130-01-HRL-00077 should be referenced here. Dropped kerbs types |Areas
do not tie in between two drawings.
3727 |Raised tables should be laid flush with the top of kerb (drawings show 25mm Construction Details Raised I
upstand). Tables
4856|(P9) - Note 7 has been removed - 5 year guarantee on HFS MCHW Appendix 7.1 R The design provides suffiicient detail to
Permitted Pavement allow for technical approval
Options
510|Phase B secondary signal will breach the 450mm kerb clearance therefore this Traffic Signal Ducting R The pole has been located in the most
needs to be side mounted or the pole moved to a more appropriate position. Layout appropriate location. Swan neck poles are
not permitted by CEC.
693|Detail 8, 9, 10 - 150mm upstand should be typical 125mm not 150mm. It would be [Construction Details R The topography of edinburgh does not
preferable if the height between the kerbs was consistent. 71 Footways allow a 125mm kerb in this location. The
SDS Response (17Apr08): As previously agreed through coordination, the kerb 150mm dimension has been shown as the
upstand varies as the roads design was changed to eliminate large areas of inlay. most appropriate kerb height. The 150
No changes proposed. 1 dimension eliminates large areas of inlay
CEC Response (15May08): If the kerb upstand varies why show 150mm? Remove which was agreed with CEC.
150mm note and add note stating standard is 125mm but may vary.
993|Note 2 is not referencing good practice. Reference to BS 5837 2005 should always [Construction Details R Note 2 gave the appropriate dimensions for
be used for items relating to vegetation and trees?7 Footways root removal. Operatives do not have the
SDS Response (17Apr08): Standard note referenced. 1 relevant BS when undertaking works so
CEC Response (15May08): Rejected refer to BS. the note is considered appropriate and
more useful than a reference toa
document.
2570|The existing access to the north of 6-10 Croall Place appears to be stopped up. Roads Design Layout Plan R Croall Place is not stopped up.
Confirm if this is correct.
2601 |Text for proposed loading bays not printed. Roads Design Layout Plan R This complies with the TSM. CEC policy is
for signage and markings to be minimised.
2689|Taxi stance sign plates are not shown. Diag 857.1 Traffic Signs Layout R There is an existing taxi stance at this
location. Existing provision was
maintained.
2691|Sign to Diag 772 is missing from the access between Springfield Street and Stead's |Traffic Signs Layout R This sign was removed as agreed with
Place CEC during the walkthrough.
2693 |What are the signing arrangements for traffic emerging from the access opposite Traffic Signs Layout R No signage is required at this location as
Stead's Place? agreed.
2697 | Sign to Diag 602 is missing from the access north of Balfour Street. Traffic Signs Layout R This sign is not appropriate for a minor
access.
2700|Sign to Diag 772 is missing from the junction of McDonald Road. Traffic Signs Layout R This is as agreed at the RDWG.
2703|Sign to Diag 772 is missing from the junction of Brunswick Road. Traffic Signs Layout R This is as agreed at the RDWG.
2710|A number of half-width cycle ASLs are shown. ASLs should either be full-width or, if [Road Markings Layout R Comment 2581 asks for half width ASL's.
not, the offside stop line should in line with the general traffic stop line i.e. behind These have been provided.
the cycle reservoir.
2712|The use of Diagram 1050 with a right-turn arrow is non-prescribed. Road Markings Layout R This is the most appropriate sign and was

included in the non-standard signs
package.
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2718|The use of Diag 1050 with a right-turn arrow is non-prescribed. Road Markings Layout R This is the most appropriate sign and was
included in the non-standard signs
package.

2720|A number of half-width cycle ASLs are shown. ASLs should either be full-width or, if |[Road Markings Layout R Comment 2581 asks for half width ASL's.
not, the offside stop line should in line with the general traffic stop line i.e. behind These have been provided.
the cycle reservoir.

2728|The use of Diag 1050 with a right-turn arrow is non-prescribed. Road Markings Layout R This is the most appropriate sign and was

included in the non-standard signs
package.

2730|A number of half-width cycle ASLs are shown. ASLs should either be full-width or, if |[Road Markings Layout R Comment 2581 asks for half width ASL's.
not, the offside stop line should in line with the general traffic stop line i.e. behind These have been provided.
the cycle reservoir.

2731|No ASL is shown on the northbound side of the pedestrian crossing north of Pilig  |Road Markings Layout R Cyclists do not need to make turning
Street. manoeuvre. This is agreed with CEC.

2733|The use of Diag 1050 with a right-turn arrow is non-prescribed. Road Markings Layout R This is the most appropriate sign and was

included in the non-standard signs
package.

2735|A number of half-width cycle ASLs are shown. ASLs should either be full-width or, if |[Road Markings Layout R Comment 2581 asks for half width ASL's.
not, the offside stop line should in line with the general traffic stop line i.e. behind These have been provided.
the cycle reservoir.

3180|2.6 (p9) Bus Stops - "The treatment of bus stops has been targeted to optimise Roads Technical Design R Reference to 12 m bus stops arise from
multi-modal usage such as tram and bus. Bus stops have been sized for 12m long |Statement Detailed Design criteria listed early 2007. Bus stops have
vehicles." - Standard bus length in Edinburgh is up to 12.5m and standard bus stop been sized for 12m long buses. Bus stops
length is 25m to allow buses to manoeuvre into the stop without obstruction. have been sized as appropriate to each

location. This has been accepted by CEC.
3183|2.8 (p10) Cycling Facilities - "There are no existing cycling facilities in Leith Walk. As|Roads Technical Design R Cycle lanes etc are not considered safe
noted previously a 1m cycle lane will be provided where possible in conjunction with |Statement Detailed Design with the narrower Leith Walk cross section.
advanced stop lines at junctions." - Prior to tram works there were cyclelanes,
shared cycle/bus lanes, advanced stop lines, and cycle racks along the length of
Leith Walk.

3186|2.14 (p11) Unresolved Issues / Recommendations - "Due to the advancement of the |Roads Technical Design R This does not affect the accuracy of the
Roads Design in parallel this other sections of the design such as OLE and lighting |Statement Detailed Design design or the ability of CEC to grant
there requires to be a value engineering exercise to rationalise the design." - This technical approval.
needs to be clarified. The design should be fully coordinated prior to issuing for
Technical Approval.

3189|Appendix C (p22) Departures From Standards - Should be checked to confirm is Roads Technical Design R This comment requests compliance with
complete and comprehensive inline with previous comments on this document. Statement Detailed Design other comments and is therefore

superfluous and a duplicate.
3198|B6.1.2 (p18) Junctions, Layout, J15 - Response: "These islands would preclude the |RSA2 Designers Response R This is the designers response which is
Clients aspirations that buses at a future date. Not with standing this..." - This based on the designers judgement. The
response needs to be clarified. CEC accept the Auditor’'s recommendation and suggestions made by CEC should be made
agree that the junction should be modified to incorporate the suggested islands, through an exceptions report.
with some modifications. This should be done in consultation with CEC.
The layout of this junction is as agreed at
the RDWG.

3203|B8.3.1 (p34) Carriageway Markings, Great Junction Street - Response: "The bus RSA2 Designers Response R The bus lane has been signed
lane was added during consultation with CEC and the bus operators and has been appropriately.
sign appropriately sign the issue of the drawings to the Auditor." This response is
unclear. Incorrect signs have been provided.

3743|10 (p8) Flexible Surfacing: Construction thicknesses do not match with those on MCHW Appendix 11.1 R The design provided minimises the amount
Drawings ULES031-01-HRL-01134 - Also note that CEC current standard Kerbs, Footways, of excavation required and thicknesses are
construction is 30mm surface course and 50mm binder course. Cycleways, Laybys, deemed appropriate. As the proposed

Busbays And Paved Areas detail is for use at locations of existing
footway the CEC detail is not entirely
appropriate.

3864 |A banned right turn sign is required from Leith Walk (northbound) into Crown Place. [Traffic Signs Layout R This would provide a less safe layout and

this has been agreed with CEC.
3895|The signal heads for phase E are required to have straight ahead and right-turn Traffic Signal Ducting R This would provide 5 aspects on one signal
arrow assemblies. Layout head. Layout was agreed with CEC.
3896|The signal heads for phase A are required to have straight ahead and left-turn arrow|Traffic Signal Ducting R This would provide 5 aspects on one signal
assemblies. Layout head. Layout was agreed with CEC.
3902|The phase B secondary signal will breach the 450mm minimum distance from kerb |Traffic Signal Ducting R The pole has been located in the most
to street furniture and therefore needs to be either side mounted or the pole moved |Layout appropriate location. Swan neck poles are
to a more appropriate position. not permitted by CEC.

3907 |The nearside secondary signals are not required for phases A and B on poles 1 and |Traffic Signal Ducting R The nearside secondary signals will be
8. These 2 poles can be replaced with stub poles. Layout used when tram is stopped. This has been

agreed with CEC.

3908|The secondary signals for phases A and E are in excess of requirements — remove |Traffic Signal Ducting R CEC have agreed the design is
secondary heads from poles 10 and 3 and replace pole 3 with a stub pole. Layout appropriate.

3910|Phase H pedestrian crossing should be moved to the junction to make it more Traffic Signal Ducting R CEC have agreed the design is
efficient, reduce street furniture, cater for obvious pedestrian movements and make |Layout appropriate.
it a less complicated and more traditional junction.

3911|Phase B secondary signal is located too close to the kerb. This signal needs to be |Traffic Signal Ducting R The pole has been located in the most
either side mounted or moved. Layout appropriate location. Swan neck poles are

not permitted by CEC.
3913|The Pilrig Street right turn lane stopline should be moved to be 3 metres from the Traffic Signal Ducting R Stopline cannot be moved forward as it
now rotated pedestrian studs and pole 3 adjusted to suit. Layout would hinder turning movements from
Leith Walk.

3914 |Pole 7 is mounted with 3 signal heads. There is insufficient clearance to the kerb Traffic Signal Ducting R The designer considers the signal layout
edge for this arrangement. Install a pole on the opposite side of the tactile paving Layout provided is the most appropriate and in
adjacent to pole 4. This pole to have a push button unit and the secondary for phase keeping with CEC policy of reducing street
H from pole 7. The primary signal for phase H on pole 4 is not required. clutter.

3916|Phase A is redundant as the right turn into Pilrig Street is controlled by phase E. All |Traffic Signal Ducting R The design provided is correct and allows
normal traffic movements from this approach can be controlled using a single Layout for modification following revised traffic
phase. modelling.

3917 |The secondary signals on poles 9 and 15 are not required. Traffic Signal Ducting R The nearside secondary signals will be

Layout used when tram is stopped. This has been
agreed with CEC.

3923|ltem B6.3.2 Junction 15 - The designer’s response does not address the issue RSA2 Designers Response R This comment does not propose any
raised by the Auditor. However, the design revisions noted under B6.1.2 should do revisions and acknowledges the issue will
S0. be resolved elsewhere.

3925|ltem B6.3.7 Junction 16 - CEC agree that the intermediate call button should be RSA2 Designers Response R As accepted by CEC the D islands are not

removed but consider that the suggested “D” island should also be incorporated in
the design, all other things being equal. Where the island cannot be accommodated
the reasons need to be stated.

appropriate.

Page 10

BFB00095828_0010




SDS Item 3 - Evidence of Disruption

CommentID [Comments DocTitle 11 Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010
3927 |ltem B6.3.10 Junction 17 - CEC agree that the intermediate call button should be RSA2 Designers Response R As accepted by CEC the D islands are not
removed but consider that the suggested “D” island should also be incorporated in appropriate.
the design, all other things being equal. Where the island cannot be accommodated
the reasons need to be stated.
3928|ltem B6.3.13 Junction 21 - CEC agree that the intermediate call button should be RSA2 Designers Response R As accepted by CEC the D islands are not
removed but consider that the suggested “D” island should also be incorporated in appropriate.
the design, all other things being equal. Where the island cannot be accommodated
the reasons need to be stated.
4146|Page 6: “Advisory Direction Signs for Pedestrians and Cyclists” — for what MCHW Appendix 12.1 R No revisions to cyclist routes are proposed.
location? 1 Traffic Signs General
SDS Response (22Nov07): SDS to confirm.
4817 |Generally the arrangement shown does not tie in with the roads/signals design. Construction Details Foot R CEC have agreed the design is
Location of signal poles will not be achievable. Crossing widths shown here are Of The Walk Pedestian appropriate.
greater than shown on other drawings. Crossing
4818|Guardrail on the existing island at this location has been hit by vehicles on Construction Details Foot R CEC have agreed the design is
numerous occasions. This design shows guardrail and signal poles beside kerbs Of The Walk Pedestian appropriate.
flush with the road. This is unsuitable for this location. Crossing
4839|In Guardrail schedule double kerb is mentioned however in the Designers Response | MCHW Appendix 4.1 Safety R Safety auditor has agreed with the detail as
tothe Stage 2 Road Safety Audit guardrail is to be used - Clarification required. Fencing And Safety Barriers have CEC.
4849|Appendix 5/5 - 1.1 (P19-20) - Envirokerbs are not permitted - must comply with MCHW Appendix 5.- R Envirokerbs have been provided to comply
planning guidelines as previously discussed. Drawings and specification to be Drainage Specification with current legislation regarding heavy
revised. liting and to comply with the designers
CDM responsibilities. To specify heavy
stone kerbs provides a less safe design.
4876|Appendix 26/1 - (P3) - Normally stipulate Ancillary concrete mixes to contain MCHW Appendix 26 R All structures on the project have been
sulphate resisting Portland cement. Miscellaneous approved separately by CEC and audited
by a third party checker. At no point has
the use of sulphate resistant cement been
required by the ground conditions. This has
been agreed with CEC.
4855|(P9) - Note 6 Specifies HFS drawings, however no drawings show HFS. MCHW Appendix 7.1 X Pavement surface colour drawings show
Permitted Pavement HFS.
Options
3204|B6.2.3 (p21) Signing, Bus Lanes: Recommendation: "Appropriate signing be RSA2 Designers Response X Signage details are shown on drawings
installed at the start of bus lanes." Response: "The signage has subsequently been 1240 - 1243 and were issued for TAA.
amended." - These signage details have not been provided for technical approval.
4823 |All proposed kerb upstands to be shown as 125mm. Construction Details X Due to the edinburgh topography the kerb
Footways height vary and are given in the setting out
information.
4844 |Appendix 5/1 - 1.10 (P9) - Rodding eye detail - Standard detail drawings need to be |MCHW Appendix 5.- X No rodding eyes are required for section
issued. Drainage Specification 1B. Rodding eyes are as per CEC standard
detail.
4845|Appendix 5/1 - (P10) - Reference to standard detail drawings? - Need to be issued. |MCHW Appendix 5 .- X Drainage standard details are as per CEC
Drainage Specification standard details.
4846|Appendix 5/1 - 1.14 (P10) - Reference to standard detail drg DNE-00058. This has |MCHW Appendix 5.- X This is not required for section 1B.
not been provided. Drainage Specification
4850|Appendix 5/5 - 1.8 (P23) - Minimum sizes for covers should be specified here. MCHW Appendix 5.- X No new manholes were proposed for
Drainage Specification section 1B. Reference should be made to
CEC standard details.
4868|(P10-82) - Schedule inconsistency - Some have key others don't, Some have a note [MCHW Appendix 12.1 X This does not affect the accuracy of the
1 others have it as note 2 but no note 1, Some schedules have signs ref all as Traffic Signs General design or the ability of CEC to grant
TS../..while others have a mix of RS/..., IS/..., etc technical approval. All relevant details
were provided on drawings or in
specification.
4877 |Appendix 26/2 - 1(P4) - Compressive strength to be stipulated. MCHW Appendix 26 X Reference was made to made to the
Miscellaneous MCHW. This is sufficient.
Total specific comments 525
11 Categories Number %age against Halcrow total
Accepted - A 58 19%
Betterment - B 1 0%
Commercial - C 13 4%
Design - D 1 0%
Information - | 7 2%
Judgement - J 54 18%
Not applicable - NA 54 18%
Outwith - O 30 10%
Minor - P 30 10%
Rejected - R 50 16%
Cross-reference - X S 3%
Total Halcrow 307
Total accepted 58
Not Halcrow - NH 218 42%
Total Generic comments 119
11 Categories Number %age against Halcrow total
Accepted - A 5 25%
Betterment - B 0 0%
Commercial - C 0 0%
Design - D 0 0%
Information - | 6 10%
Judgement - J 5 8%
Not applicable - NA 18 30%
Outwith - O 4 7%
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Minor - P 3 5%
Rejected - R g 15%
Cross-reference - X 0 0%
Total Halcrow 60
Total accepted 18
Not Halcrow - NH 59
TOTAL COMMENTS 644
Total Halcrow comments 367 57%
11 Categories Number %age of Halcrow total
Accepted - A 73 0%
Betterment - B 1 0%
Commercial - C 13 4%
Design - D 4 0%
Information - | 13 4%
Judgement - J 59 16%
Not applicable - NA 72 20%
Outwith - O 34 9%
Minor - P 33 9%
Rejected - R 55 16%
Cross-reference - X 9 2%
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