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The Tram Project Soai:d have instrw::ted me to person;:ii\y and direct!y engage wlth PB's top man&gerner,t, 
p;-ior to finalisato:1 of the t2 .5tTl commercial settlement. /\s a pHH:;wsor tot.he visit this week. I asked my 
rrianaf1::HTIH1t team for their consider;,itions as a record of thei,- ;::oncerns and an agenda for our r.Hscus$iOrL 
These comments are Intended to be constructive and helpful in underst,mdlng sorne of iMJ issues vve have 
faced ;;md are facing ahead 

This rdates to SOS prolongation dairn and the disputed chsmges. Thi:,; r1as nov.; been s,:ittled by the two 
comme1cial teams. \Ne are pleased t!,at this is behind us. lt is also :n-1portant t.hat we both recognise the 
key contrac:t 1:xindples involved in reaching the sett!erner1t. Given t·1Ei history of U1e SDS contract, and iri 
particu!ar the need for rny visit last yem. the Board have only agr,.::ed to this ;,:;mount on the pmvisn thd l 
would personaUy seek assurance~, the.t PB rerm.;.in arx,olut.Bly cornmitted to ens.wing the success oi' tile 
Edinburgr·i Tram SDS Contract and ths;t our concerns detailed here 1,,vouid be taken on board. 

We nrn,v have a much improved expectation of success This folb,vs some months 0f prograrn,ne 

,, 
... / 

blockage cause.d by unresolved de$i~1n decisions and critical issues. \Ne accept thc1t somB ot these ros~i!t 
frorn poor managerr;ent focus on the pa.rt of tie. However, we also note that in several cases, PS h,;1s , 
failed to escalate the issue or it has been caused by key third parties outskliJ our direct control. .Sln,:::e the / 
earlv Soring, both sldes have worked well to svstematically tack.le ail of thesr:.; critical issues. such tl1at I 
there are :lOV',i no reasons for a lack of prograrrm1e progress. This concerted effort is contintiing on a J 
weekly bas!s vvith the sole objectlve of preventing critical issues causing furtr,er pn.:igramrne slippage. 
The dashboard trai:::ker shows reasonBble corre\ation v19 (current) and th,~ so cal!ed \~xcuse free' 
baseline programme v·i 7. During each management Period {4 weeks}.Jh<;l_ Bo;;:rd have very dose 
scrutiny of thii;, metric. SDS advise us that they are committed t.o achieving thls prog,mmm~ 

_,.---·---·- --·-- - . . . - ·-.. -~ --· ', 

3, PB performance !n re~p$et'of the MUDFA works 
/ 

( --~~ 
! wls~i the same cou!dlbe said for SDS contract peiformano.;; on the_MJJ{)FA design works {i\!JUDFA is 
the rriw!ti-utility diversli)n..framework agreement., contract§~Ln<zmreeri tie arid Alfred f-1k:,,\1p;ne). Hera SDS 
8{.B"COntracted to provii:ie.B''flilt--~.$.QB .. cl..i.Jt-i-lify-tliv<:§fsion ifosigns culminating With final 'lssue for 

/,t~onstruction' (!FC) drawings In tie's viev,1• SDS's approach and performance has been vE,,y poor iron·, 
// the outset. Fir·stly, V-if: do not beliEive tr1s.t PB recognised thi:i irnportanea oft.he MUDFA des,gn 

/ prograrnma in retatlon to the m8ster ETN works prograrnme, {PEs's attention was evidently focussed rm 
/. tl,e main d~mign progr-:1,nn,e); secondly. SDS failed to engafie wit!i d;;;terrninatkm the Utility Companies 

(SUCs} upon whose cooperation your delivery capabiiity depended; ant thirdly, a large part of Hlese 
design works has been sub--contmcted by F'8 to Hak:tow who have :;,widenfty not been man;;iged ',Nell 
and shown themseives to be insufficiently and poorly resourced. lt is true to ~;ay that f()low,ng mer-mt 
concartec:l prnssurn, PB'i fo-::::us and Haicrow's perforrnance has irnpH)Ved 1:,ornewl1at, although thete 
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remains outstandln;i the, issue of l8te lFC drawings. This impacts ow· on-street w,x~:s prowa,nme 
dlredly. \NhHst VYe 1·ecognls,:.: that for the !FC's to be deHvered, PB ,·eiy upon ti·1e effective <'!rid ti,nely 
tw-riaround of the draw'ings by the SUC's, the forecast de!iverles versu~; actuals have been frank.ly 
abysmal. By wey of i!!ustrafa:1n, at last rnonth's f\>WDFA sub-committee meeting that J chair, we were 
assuff:d of five t1ates dui-ing the mcnth of September on which then:., would rJe tidive,ry of Uw: five 
sectional !FC packages. A.t the foilow,ng sub-committee last \!Vednesday, we were advised th;,;it none of 
these dates had been rnet ln support of P8, the management team at tl~ recognise the crlticai rde 
played by the sue~: .in this respect amd have bei~n incenHvised t(l provide assistance to F'B to bring 
about change. I have v,riUen to Greg i\yres and Alfred Mc.Alpine titging both tc) do like\vise i . .mW we 
break the back of this problem. lt has also been elevated to rf;E.Xlive the full focus of the weekly tle/SDS 
critical issues meeting, The bottom line 1s that fa~ are immediatefy- exposed to c: prolongation of Hw 
MUDFA Contract and an unplanned overlap between SUGs c.Hve:sirms and trie ETN works prograrnrne. 

The history of tne contrz:Ct has CH:Jated sorr,e entrenched amd unhelpful !)ehi,viourn in PB, This seem:=; to 
ark:;e frorr1 an unspokr:.m aim to recover PB's losses from tie -- irrespective i::f th;;., impsd it. mlgM hiNe on 
co-open3tion, pet"forrnance and corporat,;; reputation. tie needs to ensure $uc:c,.:iss !n terms of 
achievement of ,ts de},iEJr~· objectives. PB need success rn terms d r-eputation reu..wery. Unles.,;; \r,;e work 
tcgethet· positively, we wrn faH In both of these. 

Prior to the engagement of beth Maw·1ew Cmsse as He Proje,::t Director and St::,ve Heynolds as SDS 
Prt)jed Director. 'NS sensed PB 'Nere 'claims focussed' seeking to try to recover their P&L position at i':ny 
opportunity. Our iniiiativ,3 in h:lbruary 'tie together' attempted to bi-ing about real cultural change seeking 
to foster cooperatve '<V(Xkir:g and a positlvi~ spirit~ vvlthout constantly referring to th0 contract ,31,.:l 
sending leUms. Today, we believe that some of these so cailijd 'bad grace' attitudt;;s still prevail ~"/thin 
PB. ctearly, there is much history in the rel.3Honship and sorne {pre-2007) tension which has fed PS to 
retrend1 and use as a. de.fence (or excuse as we would see it.) any 'failure' oi fa\ resl or p,~rceived, to 
Justify fai!1.Jre ag;3inst theii- real coniractua! obligahons and published and contn:<cted pmgrnrnme ,x 
indeed to clairn tor ;:~dditonai costs, p,. sustaina!)!e rels.=Jttoriship [s one in ;,,>,.rhich requlrernents ":end r:eed for 
lnstructions '#Ouid be i:{rawn to th~~ relevant parties attentbn at tl:e ear!ifJst oppGrtunity w/thout >.1vaitng foi­
them to supply the relevant notice. 'Ne are not there yet. 

Members of the Tram Project Boart have witnessed various inciiffemnt or poor rnonth!y SOS pmgr:31T,rr1c:, 
management report::, .. for what.ever reas{:in. !n supporting tt1e £2.5rn settlernent refer-rec to s:'.ltX)ve, ~hey 
recaii the very strong markd:ng hype surrounding PB's origlnal appointment Howev,~r, ttie Bn8rd nov./ 
foe! some what let down They r13late hmv triey naively ast~umed that PB's leadin~J lriternational 
reputation would always prnvail and that its riigh ca!ibre g!oha! m:ana;1ennent team would guar2in\1r-" 
focussecl prograrnrne achievernent, stategic deslgn l0aciersl"1lp and a pn::,active approach 

Consequently, tie hsw had to provide strong mana.gernent assistar,ce to ensure PB Gan meet the 
requirements of their u.mt,·act The legacy ot the recent c@cal issues pf1ase kir example is that the role 
of PB appears to 1·iave changed from a self-leading strategic partner to one workmg from fristn.iction to 
instruction, So!ution to the MUDF/\ problems above is another cm,e in point. 

Finally we have a concern about depletion of resources . .As the pm1ect eriters a Cfitical phase, v,,1e not;3 
that critical project resources are being lost to other schemes - for exa.rnple i\,fanchester. 1./\/e h;;-we 
asked, as indeed we me entitled to 0xpect contractua!ly, th"1t tec:m members ar,s identified and 
committed until the end of the SOS pmgramme. 

l look for-..vard to d;scussing Bach of the points above with a v:e'H to ensuring a consensus on the way 
forvv ard. 

Sincerely, 

Wiille GaHagher 
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