





















































Quality e Council have complete control over e Contractor is responsible for quality
all design decisions in accordance with the specified

e Requires strong technical expertise requirements.
not available within Council to e Quality is monitored through
supervise works to ensure quality 1ISO9000 and 9001 and the Council
has right to intervene if the quality
falls below that specified.

o Contractor is incentivised to provide
a quality product as completion of
the works and final sign off by the
Council will depend on it. This
model for ensuring quality is used
successfully throughout the UK and
overseas on a range of _
infrastructure projects, including
tram projects

Lessons
L earned

e Adopting a Design and Build
approach puts the responsibility for
design, including integration, with
the Contractor and it would be the
responsibility of the Council to
define its requirements through a
series of outputs in a Performance
Specification.

e The 85% design from the first
phase would not be wasted as this
would be provided to all bidders in
the form of an unwarranted
reference design. It would then be
the responsibility of the Contractor
to either carry out the necessary
due diligence on the existing design
or to discard it and develop a
design from scratch.

» Based on experience from other
schemes, it is likely the Contractor
would utilise parts of the design and
re-design other elements. Either
way the Council would not be
responsible if the design failed to
meet the output requirements set
out in the Performance
Specification.

5.10 The Design and Build approach performs similarly to or better than the Client Design
approach under all criteria.

5.11 In relation to the primary procurement objectives, the Design and Build model will provide
the Council with more opportunity to drive value for money and more opportunity to
transfer delay risk and interface risks to the contractor. The models perform similarly In
terms of delivering quality.
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Completion of enabling works to
specified standard

Consideration being given to
sharing this risk to avoid bidders
pricing for unnecessary works In
their tenders

Consideration being given to
appropriate risk sharing approach.

Appropriate site investigation.

Diversion of known utilities v Consideration being given to
appropriate risk sharing approach,
Including appointment of a
specialist contractor to carry out
advanced works.

Diversion of unknown utilities Consideration being given to
appropriate risk sharing approach,
Including appointment of a
specilalist contractor to carry out
advanced works.

Necessary Consents

Adequacy of Powers v Legal review of Tram Act carried
out

Obtaining of all necessary v CEC resources to ensure timely

consents response to Prior Approval
requests

Aiiking firg corserts I A D

Ability of CEC Specification to
meet CEC business objectives

Inconsistency / ambiguity within Obligation on bidders to review
CEC Specification specifications at tender stage

Accuracy of "Relied Upon Verification of information by
Information” relating to the survey or with relevant authority
Existing System (e.g. Edinburgh Trams)

Development of design | Previous design being made
available on an unwarranted basis

Construction

Build quality ’ Include appropriate measures In
contract and ensure strong client
team on site.

Advance TRO approval being
sought.

Define FM on a "closed list" basis
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6.8

6.9

Europe. The factors considered by the working group in arriving at this decision are
summarised in Table 23.

Table 23: Advantages and disadvantages of proposed traffic management approach

Overall programme saving Disruption over a wider area at any point
Economies of scale through completing In ime . _ _
utility diversions in single phase Impact of traffic diversions on a wider
area

Additional road modifications to support

Savings on traffic management costs
Fewer traffic management changes

allowing all road users adapt to revised diversion route_-s | _
arrangements Some reduction in public transport

Flexibility to solve site issues as they arise accessibility due to bus route diversions

More efficient track construction

More efficient testing of built infrastructure
Continuity of access and dedicated
logistics support for business deliveries
and collections

Better quality road surfacing with fewer
transverse joints

To facilitate the works there Is a need to provide significant traffic management. The
current proposals are to deliver the project in substantial sections with wider city traffic
management required to facilitate the required closures. These will be supplemented
by provision for parking and loading, pedestrian crossings and logistics support for local
pusinesses.

From a traffic management perspective, the route has been split into four sections, with
a different approach being adopted in each section, as set out in Table 24.

T'able 24: Traffic management proposals by route section

York Place to Carry out works in sub-phases to maintain traffic in both directions at all
London Road times:

e Picardy Place to Union Street
e Union Street to London Road
e York Place tie-In

London Road Close 3 lanes of Leith Walk for approximately 18 months

to Foot of the | |ntroduce a temporary gyratory system with single direction running on

Walk Leith Walk and traffic in opposite direction diverted to Easter Road and
Bonnington Road. This will be supported with the provision of loading
areas, logistics support and pedestrian crossings to minimise disruption.

Constitution Given the constraints in relation to road width, and the availability of

Street to diversionary routes, the strategy is to close the full width of the road In

Tower Street sections to allow the works to take place. Access to all business and
residential premises will be maintained at all times.

Forth Port to Carry out works In phases to maintain traffic in both directions at all times:

Newhaven Newhaven to Ocean Terminal West Side
Ocean Terminal West to Ocean Terminal East
Ocean Terminal East to Rennie’s Isle
Rennie’s Isle to Tower Place
Tower Place to Constitution Place
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Partial completion of PQQ for Main PQQ documentation for main works
Works and Residual Enabling Works | complete and PQQs finalised for all
enabling works

Complete designs and specifications | Complete
for Leith Walk Footway Enabling
Works — Phase 5

Stage 2
7.3 Stage 2, which is scheduled to take approximately 12 months, is the procurement phase.
7.4 During this phase a formal OJEU prequalification for the main works will be conducted

and a tender shortlist drawn up. This will be followed by a formal tender process; the
evaluation of tenders; and the finalisation of financing arrangements.

7.5 Table 30 sets out the recommended Stage 2 activities and the expected outcomes at
the end of the stage.

Table 30: Stage 2 activities

Final review of tender Upon completion of the technical and legal documentation a

documentation thorough “claims” review will be carried out wherein the
documentation will be reviewed for potential contractual
claims. This can only be done once all documentation is
complete and will be done by a body/person independent of
the team that drafted the documentation.

Outcome

Procurement of main The project will run a prequalification process in accordance

contractor with OJEU rules and shortlist a number of contractors for
tender. Tender documents will be issued to the shortlisted
contractors. Tenders will be received and evaluated and a
preferred tenderer selected.

Finalise funding Work will conclude with prospective lenders during this stage
arrangements with facilities being put in place at contract award stage.

Public consultation Public consultation processes and arrangements will be
established and implemented and recommendations for
business support measures will be developed.

Continue stakeholder The stakeholder consultation process will run continuously
consultation process throughout the life of the project.

Modelling impact of revised | The revised service pattern proposed by Edinburgh Trams In
service pattern response to the funding gap will be modelled to determine its
Impact on costs and revenues, and hence the funding gap

Affordability test This Outline Business Case will be reviewed using the actual
tender prices received for the main works, and the results of

the modelling of the revised service pattern, to confirm that the
project can be delivered within the Council’s affordability
envelope.

Estimated costs

[.6 Turner & Townsend have estimated the costs for Stage 2 of the project up to the award
of the main contract. This estimate is summarised in Table 31 and is broken down into
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