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1 Value [e] ities For Tram Project St
2 ACTION PLAN
3 Following Week 1st October 2007
Pl
5 Plan will be ance approved by CEC
6 Plan
7 Plan prepared
[ Major issue to resolve risk to option
= CEC Posttion
[0 (sosrer fie VE Rer_|Structure Proposal Value Est _|DepotVE |Phase 1A |Phase 18 Action Plan (L Murphy Lead) CEC Structures Position CEC Planning Position Other
1a Edinburgh Park Viaduct Standard Cladding to South side|  0.15 015 The cladding to the north mustby | SDS to be instructed to use sympathetic | No cancerns over cladding type as long | Different materials on either side would
agreement must be natural stone | but cheaper cladding to Earth retention on (s it meets design codes require careful consideration (paliate of
however The agreement only relates North (£150k saving) colours)
to the North and could be
standardised to the south fthe right
difia |so7 atata b sl an was i ad
o Edinburgh Park Viaduct Steel Structure, the the Goncern over price of stee| Nowever |EdInburgh Park worksnop to be arranged _|Would be plzased Wi weathered stesl | Ediburgh Park Side Agreement reqires |Bidaers St Feen fo expiore
bidders concerned over availability |to engage help of their architects to find a |as long as carefully designed with concrete Support calumns . A steel
and constructability of concrete VE solution. Ed Park warmed up to idea at |appropriate clearances as per specto | structure if Designed Sympathetically and
beams last meeting. discussions commenced with |avoid spiash from road grit avoided . |detailed efficiently would be acceptable In
| Spence. Master Programme impact to be | Crit rom the vehicle will be ess of 3 [theary a steel structure wauld pravide a
assassed for anychange considarad) problem and as the track off street will |more elegant solution and would therefore
not require gritting. + far maintenance. e desirable. Detaling to avoud staining it
They appreciate the need to reduce | weathered steel would be required. This is
costs 50 would consider high spec a Keynote structure. Edinburgh PARK and
painted steel with addtional sactrificial | Planning should be included fully in any
weight. Whole life cost must be optioneering
considered rather than just capex. May
e more of an issue to Netwark Rail
a2fin |so7
Tc Edinburgh Park Viaduct Side poles thc toc Requires side poles agreement Edinburgh Park workshop to be arranged | No issue as long as sUpparts adequately| Planning concern. Edinburgh Park desire
to engage help of their architects to find a |designed to Network Rall saisfaction. |t reduce visual impact though use of
VE solution. Ed Park warmed up to ideaat | Consideration to maintenance over | centre poles. If Side poles can be snown
last meeting. discussions commenced with |raitway if ever require repiacement or  |to be not Unattractive within the context of
| Spence. Master Programme impact to be | Painting the whole bridge through colour and scale
assessed for any change considered. Centre poles could be cansidered
aafic |so7 desirable not essential.
Td Edinburgh Park Viaduct Reduction maintenance thc toc This may cause difficulty Edinburgh Park workshop to be arranged | As long as operationally this could be | As long as operationally this could be
footways accomodating the banks of ducts. to engage help of their architects to find a |accommodated this would not concern | accommodated this would not concern
required for power and comms VE solution. Ed Park warmed up to ideaat | CEC Structures CEC planning.
(these require meeting. with
abank of 8 is disigned into each ISpence. Master Programme impact to be
footway. cost saving would be in the |assessed for any change considered.
reduction of the structure width by
iilvi lese approx 1m and therefore the volume
Te Ediourgh Park Viaduct Parapet e oo Consider in the context of whole bridge. | N0 s5Ue 3 [ong & final option meets effort has gone into
Change would probably not receive prior | NR requirements and is anticlimb agreeing design the intention is 1o draw
approval. JMcE to close out whether worth e eye to th flowing line that this wil
pursuing further with | Spence. provide. Fits with context of surraundings
1035 of this Would! make side poles ess
i) |so7 acceptaiie
2 A8 retaining wall - adjacent Depot Simplity/abolish by Nortrwards 2z 2 Depot move north and rotate. SDS Redesign Depot . Order issued - o siructire no lssue Prefer as more opRorriny for panting
6] 2|wie Chanae utmn. NOGT
3 Tawer Place Bridge (d0cks) o walkways from tram budget - 2z 2 Funding to be provided from non- |SDS R Order issued BC Leading |Suuctures will assess design at FIarnIng Wil continge consutaton with
\Walkers and cyclists to use Tram sources as these are not Negotiations wmn FP appropriate time TP and VO Bridges  [SOS ta ensure delivered symathetically
existing adjacent bridge! 111 budget items, i.e. this is cost are to be transferted from Forth Ports, | TP and VD Bridges are to e transterred.
avoidance rather than a saving on a ang natwithstanding the possible lack of |from Forth Parts, and notwithstanding the:
budgeted item. need of wallways for the tram system | possible lack of need of walkways for the
tself, CEC require the struchures to be. [tram system itself, CEC require the
of. nithe: |structures to be: ar u 1
nam discussed wun Dunaan Fraser |Proceed on the basi discussed wi
(one walkway) ard: Quncan Fraser (one walkway) and aveauy
uymmun\tated o PE tstnmlew cnmmumcated to PB (Scatt Ney).
az] alsi7
4 Victoria Dock Bridge (docks) Mo walkways from tram budget- 05 05 Funding to be provided from non- _[CEG instruction 1o change to Victoria Dock | CEC INSHULtnN 1 bhane o VIctona | CEE [sietion 6o ehande (o Victaia
i8] alsie Walkers and cyclists not Tram sources as these are not Bridge as 1 footway exists Dock Bridoe as 1 Dack Bridoe 25 1
i} anticipated until future nearby |buddet items. i.e. this |
5 [Eight maintenance walkway structures No walkways Total cost of 095 099 The proposed design fits within the _[Confirm Operationally acceptable, Assess N0 5sue as 1ong 5310713 53 Na Issuie planning prefer to concentrate | Note from Murrayfield Halt to
structures — per average powers already granted, continuity of [impact on whole project cost prepare operation can be an keynote structures walkways no visual - |Balgreen approx 1km would give
Bilders figs: existing footways is maintained, and |change to SDS design. Inform bidder(s) of |accomodated with adeguate impact longest walking distance of 500m
Bl aticting annass i tantian
1] aloreen Road No room for walkeiay
=] Russell R bridae £1M2
EE Russell Rif Retaining Walls £2M5
2] Roseburn 5t Bridce £3M
2] urravfield Stadlium retaining wall £105
=] urravfield Training oitches retaining wall E0M7
7] ater of Leith Bricge £1M5
Baird Drive retaining wal No room o only bresentiv 1
6 Depot Access bridge Simplity as a result of Depot move north and rotate. ion requi il in [Structures wi continie
Norttwards depot move place of 1 big difficult one SDS estimate |ApprapratE fine S0S hrough design process witnin
increase. Still beneficial as will help realise cantext of Oepot. Hot a Keynote Structure
29] 6ls3 e Dapuve savings Change estimate
7 Lindsay Rd retaining wall Simplify/abolish through FP. 1 1 Agreement of Forth Ports sarrycwss Lnﬁmgnegm:wm FP will Final design will be managed by Planning will continue constitation with
agreement to area works fund Design Forth Ports. FF will fund design
ao] 7|wi anw delta from context of Denot.
] Carick Knowe biidge Simple parapet 0.085 0.085 Ensure that appropriate safety Change would probably not receive prior |No ssue s ong as final aption meets | Itis considered to be a keynote strusture
standards are provided. approval. JMCE to close out whether worth | NR requirerments and is anticlimb Cansiderable effort has gone into
pursuing further with | Spence. agreeing design the intention is to draw
the eye o th flowing line that this wil
provide. Planning have resisted any
ai] s|szs further Charstte
El A8 Underass Reduce headroom from 5 to 2 2 Major cost element is construction — |Instruction to SDS. Clarify with bidder(s) |Na Isste on Headroom. Trarm orly. No lssue;
4.4m also revise construction traffic diversion arrangements likely |whether headroom already banked take | Camirt given that if repair required to
methodology to be key and dependent on which  |forward construction method through PB | Soffit pasession would be required in
bidder is appointed. Choose least  |stage either respect. Any major additional
cost option — but may be most disfuption t AB traffic would be
32| o|ss tirbnr obart tim
70 Hiayinarket iadiet RedUce deck length o & 0z 025 The design can be produced to Clariy 2gal pusiion on parliamentary o fssiie CEC Planning requItEmEnt for crisp S0 raised concern Hiat Use has
spans to 2 and replace those 3 satisfy CEC Planning ubmission. Discuss with | Brown whether this design othenwise niot wedded to 5 span | been found for il § span:
spans with retalning wall can be rationalised. Daes use of these spans structure Parliamentary submissin states 5§
release land back to network rail and therefore spans
3zl 1ojs19 lve befter savings?.
i Russell Rd. Bridge (Adopt"Roley” suggestion for 01 01 Larger excavated footprint during | requires instruction- further consultation |Narmal situation as long as solion Not an issLie as long as this does not
sa] 11]s20 uiling changes will rove hrouah desian brocess to alve comfort | mests desian standards ok effect the oermanent laok
2 Crewe R Gardens Briige Move Tram aligniment Eastards 3 3 No impact on CEC Planning, Policy of | requires instruction- further consultation |Na concern Existing structure was I3 retaining walls will theorefically be | Tram Run fime decision
and adopt shared running over Maintenance issues through design process to give comfort |designed to be extended on street more attractive
approx Tkm. Allows deletion of running no issue
bridge and reduction of adjacent
retaining walls
as] 12512
13 Caltbridge Viaduet Interiace racks over viaduct 08 08  [Noimpact on CEC Planning, Policy of |requires instruction- further consultation | Desirabie less maintenance issue Desirable structure not isted but Tram Run tme and expandabilty
eliminate need for structural Maintenance issues through design process to give comfort important in cityscape proposal would be | decision
6] 13]s2 chanoe less obtrusive
) Gogar Burn Bridge, South Gyle Access Road Bridge, |5% of cost of structures to 012 [XP3 further assessment through detailed as long as there Is no departure from | as long s there is no detriment to visual | these could be added to no footway
Roseburn Terrace Bridge reduce their cost through VE — design process to give comfort standards requested no concem impact and functionalty requested no list
a7] 14 details vet to be specified concern
55] 14 total 12 605 161 7195 36 ] above confirmed with CEC wib - 08/10/07
EE] issLies 0335 0335 T
40 Liet 1227] 586 38] i
10f2

EC01579617_0001




= B C D E F G il ] K N ] N
1 Value i ing Of ities For Tram Project St
2 ACTION PLAN
3 Following Week inning 1st October 2007
Pl
5 Plan will be ance approved by CEC
6 Plan
7 Plan prepared
[ Major issue to resolve risk to option
= CEC Postt
[ 0] [so5 Rer fie VE Ref_|structure Probosal Value Est _|DepotVE |Phase 1A |Phase 18 [Action Plan (L Murphy Lead) CEC Structures Position CEC Planning Position Other
Rough Estmate of 508
41 redesign cost 100k /structure 28 11 02
42 I I 9805 576 36 |
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