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Relevant Obligations

Halcrow’s Contractual Obligations:

¢ In the performance of the Sub Consultancy Services....... (Halcrow) shall exercise a
reasonable level of professional skill, care and diligence to be expected of a properly
qualified and competent....... design provider.

(Sub-contract: Clauses 3.2 & 3.9A)

o (Halcrow) shall use its best endeavours and at its own cost and expense to obtain and
maintain in effect all Consents which may be required....... as is consistent with,
required by or contained within the Sub Consultancy Services. (Clause 5.1.1)

e At the request of (Halcrow), (Parsons Brinckerhoff) may at their discretion render
appropriate assistance, without any obligation, in relation to obtaining any Consent.
(Clause 5.2)

Roads Authority’s Legal Obligations

 The powers in subsection (2) [ for the authorised undertaker to alter the layout of
roads] shall not be exercised without the consent of the Roads Authority, but such
consent shall not be unreasonably withheld. (Edinburgh Tram Acts: Article 3(3))
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Summary Of Our Claim Rationale

e That our roads designhers produced competent designs capable of approval and
implementation in accordance with our contractual obligations.

e That Halcrow’s roads design submissions have been subjected to an unnecessarily
minute and detailed technical audit by CEC officers

e Resulting in thousands of individual comments and requirements for design modification
being issued by the officers

o Far beyond what we could have reasonably expected given our experience - all of which
have to be responded to, evidenced and closed out to the satisfaction of the Roads
Department as a pre-condition of their approval - a hugely time-consuming exercise.

« That CEC Roads Department officers have engaged in adversarial behaviours in
conducting their technical approval process

« This has frustrated the roads technical design approvals process and thereby exposed
Halcrow to unforeseen additional design costs over an extended period.

o That this process has continued beyond the date of our claim

o There is still no prospect whatsoever of full unconditional approval of all of our roads
designs technical submissions being obtained in the foreseeable future.
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Development of the Roads Design

Roads Design Working Group meetings held regularly with CEC Roads Department &
Planning Department officers & tie’s technical advisers Scott Wilson

» In which our designers advised the rationale underlying the configuration and layouts and
obtained feedback and comments on the design solutions we presented as work-in-progress.

o Most CEC officers subsequently undertaking technical approval of roads designs were not
aware of the prior discussions at the Roads Design Working Group

e tie subsequently dispensed with the services of Scott Wilson and left roads matters solely to
CEC officers.

e« CEC Planning Department held a number of Charettes during roads design
development period which resulted in requirements for late changes to roads
layouts previously agreed with Roads Department officers

« Symptomatic of indecision within wider CEC as to acceptability of overall system design and
layout being proposed

« Detailed designs were presented, discussed with and reviewed by CEC Roads
Department officers during design finalisation.

e Unwillingness of CEC to then accept their obligations as Overseeing Authority to
determine the Road Safety Auditor’s recommendations

¢ Thereby preventing us completing our designs for technical submission.
e Eventually CEC conceded but only after considerable delay.
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Submission to CEC for Technical Approval - 1

Key Issues

o« No undertaking exists from CEC Roads Department for their response time
to submissions for technical approval

o CEC Roads Department officers issued our submitted designs for comment to
CEC officers outwith the Roads Department e.g. CEC Planning Department

» Statutory basis of Roads Design approval process used by CEC as a means of
influencing overall design and configuration of Tram project outwith the formal
tie/CEC consultation process.

« No attempt made by CEC officers to rationalise or moderaie the consultee
comments or to eliminate duplicated or conflicting comments.

o CEC officers saw much merit their consultative approach across wider CEC as
evidence (from their perspective) of thorough scrutiny of the design by officers
representing different interests within CEC.
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Submission to CEC for Technical Approval - 2

» Conditional Approval letter received from CEC Director of City Development
for most (but not all) sub-sections submitted for roads technical approval.

e Attached were extensive schedules of comments on each submission “which
must be addressed prior to the commencement of construction work.”

Stated officer requirement “that unless and until designers provided acceptable
responses to each and every comment to the satisfaction of Roads Authority
officers, formal close-out of the conditional approval would not be granted.”

« Despite our misgivings and irrespective of the technical merit of the individual
comments we had no option but to comply with CEC requirements in order to
obtain unconditional consent.

e Clearly the officers were indulging in a war of attrition to force through their
design preferences without having to take designers’ CDM liability for the roads
design solutions they required, and in ignorance of the inter-disciplinary
implications of these changes
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CEC Initial Comments on Designers’ Submissions
for Technical Approval

Route Section | Length (m) | No. Drawings | No. Comments
| 1A1&1A2 1435 61 337
1B 1260 54 644
1C 2980 111 1177
| 1D 1270 58 725
l 2A 810 26 659
5A 1475 31 344
58 4555 88 504
5C 1890 36 610
7A 2580 33 259
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Close-out of Technical Approval - 1

®

In order to address CEC Conditional Approval comments each had to be
reviewed by designers, a technical response or revised solution
developed, drawings and/or specifications amended, and an IDC
undertaken to ensure consistency.

» Close-out meetings for each sub-section then held with Roads Authority
officers to review the designers’ responses

o C(Close-out submission for each sub-section then made to Roads Authority
officers for approval.

e Further comments subsequently received from CEC Director of City
Development on Designers’ close-out submissions (but not yet received
for all sub-sections)
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Close-out of Technical Approval - 2

o Letter received from CEC Director of City Development for each subsection
resubmitted for roads technical approval close-out

« “It is my intention to grant conditional approval of the Close-out Report in terms sufficient
to allow construction works to commence”

e “This conditional approval is predicated on an assurance from the designer that where
technical approval comments have been accepted by the designer the required remedial
actions will be undertaken prior to issue of construction drawings and start of construction
work. This applies also where the designer has rejected the Council’s comment but is
nonetheless modifying the documents”

o “The majority of outstanding issues which are generally matters of detail and listed on the
attached schedules can be resolved in parallel with those works”

o “Itis [the designers’] responsibility to ensure and demonstrate that all matters have been
resolved and agreed with the Council”

o “Anumber of issues (informatives) will have to be ratified by the Council as and when the
information becomes available”

o “While | am satisfied as | can be that the design is technically competent, assuming the
engineering issues are addressed, the scheme will be judged to a large extent on its fit with
the built environment”

10 25 November 2009 }faICI‘OW

CEC02084617_0010



Close-out of Technical Approval - 3

» Each close-out letter from CEC is accompanied by further schedules of comments
including new comments not previously raised at the technical approval stage.

Route Section | No. Close-out Comments Received

1B 114 of which 30 were new comments
1C3 203 of which 44 were new comments
1D 166 of which 21 were new comments
5B 176 of which 20 were new comments
5C 138 of which 14 were new comments

Many comments were listed in the CEC schedules as still live, although previously
agreed with officers at close-out meetings as having been closed-off.
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Example Approval Time-lines

Section 1C3 5B

Design Submitted to CEC for Technical Approval 2 May 08 22 May 08
CEC Comments on Designers’ Submission Received 7 Aug 08 20 Aug 08
Designers’ Responses to CEC Comments Issued to CEC 28 Oct 08 30 Sept 08
(to Close Out)
IFC Drawings lIssued 20 Feb 09 30 Sept 08
CEC Close-out Letter & Comments Received 6 May 09 4 June 09
Designers’ Response to CEC Close-out Comments 1 July 09 14 July 09
Meeting with CEC

Revised IFC Drawings issued 7 @ct 09 4 Sept 09
CEC Confirmation of Designers’ Discharge of All CEC ? ?
Close-out Comments & informatives

12 25 November 2009 Halcrow

CEC02084617_0012



Outstanding Roads Design & Approval Actions

CEC to Issue Response to Designers’ Technical Approval Submission (Conditional
Approval)

» Sections 1C1; 1C2 (Picardy Place); 2A; 3A; 3B & 3C

Designers to Submit Response to CEC Conditional Approval (to Close Out)
e Section 1A3 (Ocean Terminal)

CEC to Issue Close-out Comments
e Sections 1A1; 1A2; 1A4; 5A; 6A & 7A

CEC to Confirm that Designer has Discharged All CEC Close-out Comments &
Informatives

e Sections 1B; 1C3; 1D; 5B & 5C

13 25 November 2009 Halcrow
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Conclusion

» Halcrow incurred unforeseen excess designers’ time charges between w/e
16 May 08 to w/e 5 Dec 08 due to the delay and disruption experienced in
complying with CEC’s unreasonable roads technical approval processes

o This is in the sum of £993,724 which represents 15,940 man-hours of work
of the 14 strong roads design team over the 30 week period.

« Omitting work reimbursed through Change Orders this reduces to £763,267

» Included in the above is the sum of £234,385 for team managers’ time. To
the extent that this is reimbursed through settlement of Extension of Time
Claim No.3 it can be omitted from the sum above.

« It is evident that further delay and disruption to the approvals process
occurred beyond w/e 5 Dec 08 - and continues to occur. Halcrow has given
formal notice that it reserves the opportunity to submit a further claim for
the costs involved.
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SDS ltem 3 Evi

idence of Disruption

same as” in ductile iron pole retention sockets.” This should read - * shall be
slotless, 4 metres in length and installed 1n pole retention sockets (NAL RS115DF or
similar) "

Traffic Signal Specificalion

CommentID |[Comments |DocTitle 11 Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010
3736|3.4 & 5 (p6) Precast Concrete Flags: Thickness specified is S0mm (Marshalls) MCHW Appendix 11 1 A
however drawings state 65mm thick flags (63mm s specified by CEC standard ISerbs, Footways,
delails) Cycleways, Laybys,
Busbays And Paved Areas
3876 The wording on Signs TS113/09 & 51 should be 'No loading 6am - Midnight' The  [Tralfic Signs Layout A
terms ‘12am’ and '12pm’ are never used on signs (see Para 12 8 of Chapter 7)
213|Nole 11- “Iif kerbtobe < 10mm high do not use kerb unit” is incorrect/contradicts Construction Delaits A
details. Note should be removed. Footways
SDS Response (17Apr08): Removed
SDS Response (28May08)’ To reimove note
CEC Response (28May08) Note not removed at Pre-IFC, version 8.
240(It 1s not apparent which locations are sp There are 3 specifi for MCHW Appendix 11 1 A |
Precast Concrete Flags however no Indication wheri each is to be used. Kerbs, Footways,
SDS Response (17Apr08)" Will reviewed and advise for each area as appropriate. | [Cycleways, Laybys,
CEC Response (15May08): Document revised but still unclear where each material |Busbays And Paved Areas
15 to be used.,
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 fromthe exit of the southbound pedestrian crossing. Traffic Signal Ducling A
Layout
18811:10 taper arrows required prior to road markings on Great Junction Street. lf_"’cad Markings Layout A
2125| 'No entrv’ 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 fram lane to be shown. SDS stated this would be revised at a Cross Section CH 110840 A
previous design review Dropped KKerb Pedestrian
Crossing
2519|Raised tables arc 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 simifarly The kerb shoutd 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 |JRoad Markings Layout A
of substandard width at the point where rt begins See RSA Comments
2724|Diag 1012.11s used incorrectly as atransverse marking in lay-bys. The Traffic Signs|Road Markings Layout A
Manual Chapter 5 prescribes this line for use as a longitufiinal marking only jl
2726 |The markings at the bus layby south of Lorne Street should be Diag 1025 .4. Road Markings Layout A — =
3191|B4 1 (p12) Depariures from Standards - Auditor' “No departures from standard have|RSA2 Designers Response A
been reported”. Response "The Roads deviation reporl was supplied at the time of
the audil. This is the formal departures submission " - The auditors comment and
the fact that the Roads T ical Design {which ins the ion
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.
374413 (p8) Tactile Paving: include the following - ‘Tactile paving at uncontrolled MCHW Appendix 11 1 A
crossings is to be blister surface (uniess otherwise indicated) and to the Kerbs, Footways,
specification shown on CEC Standard Delail No 11506, with the exception of the Cycleways, Laybys,
colour specification, which is amended as follows n areas of natural paving, tactile |Busbays And Paved Areas
paving units shall be grey/white 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,
Cycieways, 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 Stgns Layout A
advance of bus lane tapers. Signs lo 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 Piace 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 contfiicts wilh traffic signals. Traffic Signs Layout A
3881|General traffic Leith Walk northbound approach to junction with Dalmeny Street is  [Pavement Surtace Colour A
shown i 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 lefl radius for the entryinto 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 posttion of
the pole.
3906|A pedestrian pushbuttonis 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 safely audit [RSA2 Designers Response A
quety, it has simply been cut and paste from the previous item and therefore bears
no relation to this item
4473|item 1.3,3 - The dual socket should alsohave anRCD 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 fie 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||tem 2.1.3 - “._shall be slotiess, 4 metres in length and installed "NAL RS115DF or |MCHW Appendix 12 5 A
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SDS Item 3 - Ewn

dence of Disruption

Chainage 102450 1o

CommentiD |Comments |DocTitle 1 Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010
4477|ltem 2 1.3 - Remove the |ast senlence “Where passively safe poles.. *as these are |MCHW Appendix 12 5 A
not fo 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'- “Ali 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
Traftic Signal Specification
4489|ltlem 2 2 2 - All cables are to be ELV and therefore this itesn should be reworded to  [MCHW Appendix 12 5 A
reflect this Traffic Signal Specification
4490|Ilem 2 2 6 - Remove the reference 1o LV cables MCHW Appendix 12 5 A
Traffc Signal Specification
4491|{tem 2 2 11 - Remove lhe reference to LV cable schedule MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
Traffic Signal Specification
4492|llem 2 4 - Site commissioning —A schedule of tests 1o 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 estimale of how long it will take and the personnel required can be determined
4494 1tlem 3.9 - Factory Acceplance Tesling - A schedule of tests to be conducted should | MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
be included so that ali parties involved inthe FAT know what equipment is required |Traffic Signal Specifcation
and an estimate of how long it will take can be determined
4497|ltem 5.1 - "The OMCU/OTU shall be compatible with Siemens Remole Monitonng  [MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
and Peek UTC equipment untess otherwise arranged through this contract.. Traffic Signal Specification
This should read:- “The OMCU shall be compatible with Siemens Remole
Monitoring system and the OTU compalible with the Peek UTC system unless
otherwise specified by CEC. "
4498 |Item 5.2 - * .comphant 1o version 2.0f 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 al [MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
the in-station will probably be required Traff.c Signat Specification
[
4500(ltem 6 1.2 - © ensuring thal the modems and OTU are setup - This shquld read |MCHW Appendix 12 5 A
ensunng thal the OTU/OMCU/MOVA is setup * Traffic Signal Specification
4501|Section 7 - MOVA requirements - Specfficatios for dala collectjon of cruise MCHW Appendix 12 5 A
speeds elc not included Traffic Signal Specification
4502|ltem 7 1 7 - The latest version of MOVA should be specified and the reference o MCHW Appendix 12 5 A
the large number of links seems superfluous considering a number of junctions Traffic Signal Specification
might be considered.
4503(Item 7 3 1 - This_jlem makes reference, (o an unknown/unexplained strategy MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
Traffic Signal Specification
|
4505 |item 8 12 - The method of locating {oops has not been specified MCHW Appendix 12 5 A
Traffic Signal Specification
4515{ltem 94 1 -The explanalion for the ‘follow jnhibil- does nol makg sense MCHW Appendix 12.5 A
Traffic Signal Specification
4525(1tem 10 19 - Not required for LED signal heads MCHW Appendix 12 § A .
Traffic Signal Specification
4527 | Appendix B — Istailation Documenls - As there will be no LV cabling, a schedule for[ MCHW Appendix 12 5 A
LV is not required Traffic Signal Specification |
i 4815|Tactile paving 1s shown orientated inline withthe kerb but notthe crossing Thisis |Conslruction Details Foot A
incorrect and does not tie in with signals drawing Of The Walk Pedestlan
Crossing
4819|Granolfthic Concrete finish is not as shown on the prior approval submission. The |Construction Details Foot A
surface should be paved as the adjacent foolways Of The Walk Pedestian
Crossing
4820 Note 2 “"Kerbs details to comply with BS:7263 Part3 2001" - Thts standard has been|Construction Details Foot A
withdrawn and replaced by BS.EN1340:2003. However this only applies 1o concrele |Of The Walk Pedestian
kerbs which should not be used in this location. Crossing
4827Is§ec;ncalion 11/1 and this drawing do not allign. Further :nformation required. Construction Details Selts A
4847 |Appendix 5/2 - (P13) - Lighting and signals ducts should be specified here - inline MCHW Apgendix 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 joinis 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 visibilily for traffic signal at poles' CH 110918 and | Oulline OLE Layout Pian A
CH 110450 Chainage 110300 1o
110950
4909 [Conflict between OLE pole and visibility for traffic signai at potes' CH 111227 and Oulline OLE Layout Pian A
CH 120237 Chainage 11095010
120300
2494'Excesswe distance between gullies al north of Great Junction StreevLeith Walk Drainage Plan B This would improve the exisling drainage
junction An additional guily Bhoutd be provided on the edge of the LOD half way situation which is considered betierment
between the existing gully on Great Junclion Sireet and the proposed gully west of This is not part of SDS scope
the tramway.
2741|Drawing shows kerblype K7 at the tramstop This Is in conflict with the tramsiop Kerbs Foolways And Paved (& PB disciplines did not engage in the
detaiis drawing The areas around the iramstops are also inconsistent with the Areas agreed IDC process which led 10 conflicts
tramstop drawings with the roads design. Subsequent
revisions 1o roads design due to PB
disciplines 1s a commercial issue
4906|Location of pole at CH 110240 unsuitable as bollard required on end of island. Outline OLE Layout Plan Cc PB disciplines did not engage in the

agreed IDC process which led 1o conflicts

110300 with the roads design. Subsequent
revisions {o roads design due o PB
disciplines is a commercial issue
Page 2
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SDSItem 3 - Evidence of Disruption

CommentlD

Comments

DocTitle

11 Cats

Justification of category 1 April 2010

4907

Location of pole at CH 111194 unsuitable as bollard required on end of island

Outline OLE Layout Plan

Chainage 110950 to
120300

PB disciplines did not engage in the
agreed IDC process which led to conflicts
with the roads design Subsequent
revistons 1o roads design due 1o PB
disciplines 1s a commercial issue

246

2.5 (pS) "Where appropriale, 1o reduce number of posts. signs have been located
on shared posts: Signs can also be located on lighting columns, subject {o
agreement by the Employer's Ageni/Site Representative.” Should also include
sharing OLE poles/traffic signal poles. In addition TRO signage should be located
on adjacen! walls/fences where appropriate.

SDS Response (17Apr08): OLE poles where possible, traffic signals never.

CEC Response (15May08): Specification to be updated. Some signs maybe placed
on traffic signal poles. This conflicts with SDS's response 1o comment #386.

MCHW Appendix 12.1
Traffic Signs General

Significant addiional approvals are
required for locating signage on pnvate
infrastructure. Obtaining these approvals
would require additional costs and is not
within the SDS contract Refer to
D.Simmons letter to PB,

381

Appendix 2/3 should highlight if bus shellers 1o be removed are from "Adshell" as
these will require additional authorisation for removal.

SDS Response (17Apr08) As per site suivey. Dimensions o be provided
Agreement modifications with Adshel not within scope of SDS CEC o advise 1o
te.

CEC Response (15May08). Dimensions included for some bus stops but not all.
Site survey delails nol received.

MCHW Appepdix 2.~ Site

Clearance

Bus shelters are deaft with under CEC's
agreement with Adshell which is not within
the SDS scope The design identifies
shellers 10 be removed.

1752

What are the bus shelter locations and types on Greal Junction Street and Duke
streel? No shelters are shown. To ensure visibility of traffic signals is maintained
and are footway widths are reduced below standard, clearance providedto be
stated.

[Roads Design Layout Pian

Bus shellers in this area are part of CEC's
agreement with Adshell which is not within
the SDS scope

1758

There is a tram Irack crossover close to Manderston Sireet junction If it Is
necessary 10 reverse a tram that is heading South, to head North. the tram blocks
the road junction whilst the driver changes ends and sels back How is this
managed with the signalling - will traffic be signalled into the junction, be blocked
and be sluck when the lights change? If a tram is reversing from heading Norih, 1o
head South (this happens on a piece of iram only highway - good), will it activate
the tram stage of the signal at Mandersion Street junction?

Roads Design .La)m Plan

The crossoveris for Eln?neygéndles.

The design accommodates fhis It is the

operalors responsibility to have a method

statement in place for this operation It is
not within SDS's scope

3202

B7.2 1 (p30) Cycle Lanes - Recommendation: . . Rather than split the 3 45m width
into cycle and Iraffc lanes, combine them as a single all-purpose lane.” Response;
".. This item will be raised with the Overseeing Organisation” A cycle lane should
only be provided where standards can be mel. This is not possible at the Foot of the
Walk, so the 3.45 m lane shouid be an all-purpose iane, as the Auditor notes. It may
be possible 1o provide a cycle lane at the Top of the Walk, on the approaches to
London Road for

RSA2 Designers Response

This is contrary 1o the agﬁedwayforward
as per the RDWG minutes for 7/09/2007
and 21/09/07

3724

IAny lowering of the foolway should result in a new subbase layer. reconsiructed o
150mm deep. Nole should be added !o relocate/lower ducts as required when
lowering foolways.

Construction Details
Footways

This detall would result in significant
additional excavation and subbase works,
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
150mm deep

Construction Details
Footways

This detail would result in significant
additional excavation and subbase works,
increasing the capital cost of the project
and would not result in best value for
money. This comment is aiso a duplicate
with 3724

3869

General: Inconstancies in sign provision. Signs 1o Diag 962 (var.) are shown on
some side roads (TS111/59 & 67) but not on others (Lorne Street & Jamieson
Place).

Traffic Signs Layout

Use of dia 962 (var) Is a direct
consequence of CEC wishing the Bus
Lanes to be carnera enforceable. The

design minimises the use of this axditional
signage. To use this signage at alt
locations increases the capital cost with
Jiltle or no befiefit]

3878

General. Inconsisiencies in sign provision. Signs 1o Diag 962 (var.) are shown on
some side roads and accesses (TS113/52 & 56) but not on olhers (three accesses
south of Shrubhill House).

Traffic Signs Layout

Use of dia 962 (var) is a direct
consequence of CEC wishing the Bus
Lanes 1o be camera enforceable The

design minimises the use of this additional
signage. To use this signage at ail
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 slandards - pedestrian faciities are
required on all arms of the junction. Cuirently there is no pedestrian ciossing facility
on the southern arm of the junction.

Traffic Signal Ducting
Layout

The design provides pedesirian crossing a!
all tocations where there is an existing
crossing To provide additional crossings
al all locations would result in increased
capital costs which does not represent
value for money

2226

Why guardraii in one location, but not in the other? (looking al areas opposite Arthur
Street and on RHS of junction with lona Street)
SDS Response (08Nov07): To provide explanation

Road Restraint Systems

W 0 remove PGR where Ifierelis d risk 1o
pedestnans would not fulfili SDS's COM
responsibilities CEC would become the
des:gner and therefore would need to
accept liabity under COM

249

3.1 (p7) "Advisory Direction Signs for Pedeslrians and Cyclists. Details of logos and
colours 1o be confirmed by CEC.". SDS to confirm what detalls they require.
Existing signs to be retained/repiaced inline with the TSRGD. Signs to be included
with the design.0

SDS Response (17Apr08): As per site survey Where required CEC fo 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 organisalion we would expect CEC o
have a signage sirategy and have appraised the scheme accordingly. Not in SDS
remit.

CEC Response (11Jun08): SDS 1o provide details of sign survey

MCHW Appendix 12.1
Traffic Signs General

2227

3165

Further detail needed of measures 1o discourage road vehicles entering fram only
seclion eg width of white line, rumble strip etc? (at junction with Arlhur Street)

#oads Design Layout Plan

A specification for coloured surface ireaiments 10 roads is requred including
specific colours and required PSV values. (PSV should be infine with HFS). Need 1o
include green for bus lanes and red for cycle lanes and ASLs outwith the world
heritage site.

3187

Appendix 5/2 {p13) "Note: Refer to traffic signal & ducling drawinés and appendices
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.

MCHW Appendix 7 1
Permitled Pavement
Options

MCHW Appendix 5 -
Drainage Specification

Page 3

CEC02084617_0017



SDS Item 3 - Evidence of Disruption

CommentID [Comments DocTitle 11 Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010
3195'85.1,1 (p17) Tram/Road Inteiface - 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 il 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 suface.
3922| item B6 1.2 Junction 15 - The safety auditor's recommendation 1s correcl 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 - Sile |
Clearance
1790[1B0075 is an existing taxi information sign (857 1) Schedule states that this is to be |Site Clearance Survey J ~ No rep 1t deemed r y. This
removed and slored: 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) - Foundalion suifaces should not be flush with finished ground level MCHW Appendix 12 1 J The design provided 1s adequate. The
(normally 100mm befow ground level) Traffic Signs Genera! 100mm dimension is not a mandatory
requirement
236|2.4 (p5) General Requirements “Footway and foolway/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
Detall to be provided. Is this to CEC standard details? Cycleways. Laybys.
SDS Response (17Apr08). Drawings to be provided. Busbays And Paved Areas
CEC Response (15May08)' No update made. no drawings provided
SDS Response (26May08): Yes 1l is to the
1816|Bollards should be provided at signais 6 7 17 and 18 Traffic Signal Ducling J Bollards were considered in tine 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 guardraii at Great .Junction Street. Thisis already a [Road Restraint Systems {1 Existing situation Is a narrow footway. !t is
busy, narrow foolway. Bin o be relocated. 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 oulside 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 blackto match road surface colourin [Permifted Pavement colour has no impact on the suitability of
all locations Options the design,
SDS Response (17 Apr08): Agree
CEC Response (15May08): Tex! 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
hegend is wron and will be amended.
ZGOO[Pnor visibilty for vehicles exiting oid bus depot due to proposed bus shelter Afso 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 1slands at the junction ofteith Walk/Great Junction Street/Constftution Street [Traffic Signs Layout J Bollards were considered i line with safety
all require bollards issues, CEC desire to minimise street
furniture and good design practice
Provision of boilards is based on designers
judgement
2680)Sign TS110/51 signs for City Car Club and Doctor's parking must be separate Traffic Signs Layout ) This 1s 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 responsedoes 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 exceplions 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 - Recommendatton: "Instail a |RSA2 Designers Response J This is the designers response which 1s
pedestrian phase across the side road/access " Response’ It would be inappropriate based on the designers judgement. The
to have a formal pedesirian crossing at this location - Dropped Kerbs and tactile designer is required lo prepare this
paving should still be grovided 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 15 (p29) Pedestnans, Tactile Paving - Response’ "The use of grey tactile paving|RSA2 Designers Response J This is the designers response which is
is restricted to the Worid Heritage Site where this'1s a pianning 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 exceplions report or an instruction. As
this is a designer prepared document CEC
should not propose modifications.
37374 & 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 Marshatls do not specify this type Change to 600rnm x Kerbs , Footways, or the design allows another producl 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 [] Consideration was given and the designers
|etement ftags with greater thickness in areas subject to vehicle running (lessen the [Kerbs, Footways, judgement used.
fikely 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 ) The signs can be accommodated in the
available area.
3879|TS113/03 & 58 can be mounted on the same post Traffic Signs Layout d) 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 separaled 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 possiblte as good design
practice.
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Traffic Signal Specification
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CommentiD |Comments [DocTitle 11 Cals Justification of category 1 April 2010
3900|Phase G requires buses to travel ahead only and therefore a regulatory ‘Ahead Oniy'| 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 thal the location of the secondary signals for phases B and E will Traffic Signal Ducling J The junclion is a standard layout To
cause vehicles from the side roads 1o mistakenly stop at these signals. These Layout iniroduce the additional hazard of a traffic
heads should either be moved nearer {o their respeclive stopiines and a central 1sland was not considered appropriale by
island should be constructed 1o relocate phases A and D secondary signals 1o a the designer
more praclical and safer location

3912 The crossing on the western half of Pilng Street should be rotaled so that it is al Traffic Signal Ducling 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 solulion as
visually impaired the crossing will nos not be slaggered

across Piing Streel

3924 tem 86 3.5 Junction 15 - CEC agree thal the inlermediale call bulton should be RSA2 Designers Response J This is the designers response which is
removed but consider that the suggested "0~ island should also be incorporated in based on the designersjudgement. The
the design, all other things being equal Where the island cannot be accommodated designer Is required lo prepare this
the reasons need 1o be stated document and CEC can respond through

an exceplions report or an insiruction. As
this is a designer preparei document CEC
should not propose modificalions
4173|Should double gully at approximate Ch 111225 not tie in 1o exisling double gully 1ail?} Drainage Plan J CEC 1s proposing their own design
solution. The design provided Is suillable
and valid.
4472(ltlem 1.3.1 - A40 Amp fuse is the normal raling {o be used tn the Haldo Pillar. MCHW Appendix 12 5 ) This ts [he normal raling but is not
Traffic Signal Specification appropriate in all situations
4814 Drawing shows various kerb types, these vary from Half battered quadrants, natural 'Consiruclion Details Fool J 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 naturai stone kerbs
slone in this location. Crossing
4824|Note 15: "New raised tables are of block paving construction.” - This musi be Construction Details Raised J Imprint consiruction is a prefererce from
determined by vehicle loading. Further specification required for full depth Tables CEC not previously advised
consliruction of raised tables with impnint construction.
4825|Note 15: "New raised tables are of block paving construction.” - Further specification|Construction Delails Raised J Impnnt construction i1s a preference from
required for impant Tables LCEC not previously advised
48572 (P3) - Specify CEC standard detail numbers MCHW Appendix 7 2 J These are nol required
Excavation, Tnmming And
Exisling Services

4888|Raised table 1o be provided at Shrub Place Lane Kerbs Footways And Paved J Thus is no! required and was agreed with
Areas CEE.

4889|The surface material forthe central refuge at the Fool of the Walk is shown as Kerbs Footways And Paved Ji Design judgement was used in the
granite sells. This is not consistent with other drawing. CEC anlicipate it lo match  |Areas absence of CEC requirements.
existing l.e. PCC paving slabs.

4890(Existing raised lable at junction opposile Crown Sireetshould be replaced Kerbs Foolways And Paved J This is nol 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 widih excessive? Cross Seclion CH 110670 J Judgement. Accepled by CEC at 3 7m

Parking Layby No Cycle

Lane

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

3193(B4.2.2 (p12) Drainage - Greal Junction Sireet Response: "The iram projects ESAZ Designers Response 3 This is the designers response which 1s
employer's requrement is to provide no betlerment lo the existing drainage based on the designers judgement The
siluation The drainage is as existing. We propose no revision." - CEC note that designer I1s required 1o prepare this ‘
kerblines are being changed: drainage should be provided. as necessary, to reflect document and CEC can respond through |
the changes. an exceplions regort or an instruction. As

this is a designer prepared document GEC
should not propose modifications

3195“8!8 6.2 (p15) Skid Resistance - HFS. Recommendation: “The sutface course should [RSA2 Designers Response 4 This is the designers response which is |
have a higher friction on the approach fo junctions and in particular pedesirian 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 (usualiy buff) and continue beyond the stop line in biack colour...”" - CEC document and CEC carrrespond through
standard is to have BLACK HFS on approaches to all signalised junctions. Buff an exceplions report or an instruction As
would not provide a conlrast with fram only areas, particularly at foot of the walk this is a designer prepared documernt CEC
Appendix 7/1 of the Specificalion currently siales that a PSV of 60 is 1o be provided, should not propose modifications
not 65 as slaled in the designer’s response. This needs to be addressed. CEC
would also expect that a sirict application of HD36/06 would identify the need for
HFS on more approaches than the design currenily shows. |

3865 A banned right turn sign is required from Leith Walk (northbound) into Crown Streel. [Traffic Signs Layout J | Judgemen1 as ft requires a furn across a

fram 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 nolonger be able o turn right tnto 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 pedesirians, It
should elther be or=ited or replaced with a suilable pedestrian sign.

3897|In accord with the RSA, additional islands are required on the opposite side of the [ Traffic Signal Ducting J Itis the designers judgement that these
pedesirian crossing to poles 6 & 7. The secondaly signal heads for phases A, B and|l.ayout islands are not required and reduce the
E should be relocaled to these islands for betler visibilily and consequentiy pole 6 safely of the junction
can be removed.

3899 The secondary signal for phase G. located on pole 10, should be relocated fo pole 5|Traffic Signal Ducting J The pole is the standard distance from the
as pole 10 is very close lo 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' 1s 10 reduce the amount of
clearance from kerb edge to any sireet fumiture, 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 Ducling J Aulolrack movements do not allow this.
phases A and D. Layout

4478(l1tem 2.1.4 - llem nol required as CEC do nof number poles or conirollers MCHW Appendix 12 5 J CEC judge this 1s not required as they do

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

4479(1tem2.1.5 - ltem nol required as CEC do not number poles or coniroliers MCHW Appendix 12 5 d CEC judge this is nol required as ihey do

Traffic Signal Specification not need . This may be required by the
contractor or sile staff so it has been
= included
4480|ltem 2.1.7 - [tem not required as CEC do not number poles or controllers MCHW Appendix 12 5 J CEC judge this is not required as they do

nol need i This may be required by the
conlractor or site staff so it has been

included.
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SDS Item 3 - Evidence of Disruption

CommentID |[Comments DocTitle 11 Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010
|
4481((tem 2 1 8 - item not required as CEC do notnumberpoles 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(item 2 19 - item not required as CEC do not number poles or controliers 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[llem 214 -~ bottom of the signal head/bracket shall be not less than 2 3 metres |[MCHW Appendix 12 5§ [l 23 metres had been specified to atiow 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/brackel shall be not less than 2 25 metres "
4493|ltem 3 8 1 - This item Is not required MCHW Appendix 12 § J CEC judge this is not required as they do
 Traffic Signal Specification not need it SDS have included additiona!
information.
4504(ltem 7.4 1 - [nereis a format error here and the sfatemenpt is also redundant as the [MCHW Appendix 12.5 ] Format errors do not affect the accuracy or
controfier bit pattern should allow for this Traffic Signal Specification suitability of the design.
4506(Item 8 1.4 - The statement o{specification G32'needs to be expanded -1 e MCHW,|{MCHW Appendix 12 .5 ] This information was sufficient to gain
Volume 3, drawing reference G32 Traffic Signal Specification approval
4508[item 973.2 - Not required as this fs covered elsewhere MCHW Appendix 12 5 J CEC judge this is not required as Ihey 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 untilthe phase [MCHW Appendix 12 5 4 The designers judgement is that the text is
has been satisfied " - This should be amended to be more specific:- “The Tram Traffic Signal Specification suflicient
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
1 design judgement
793|Where is footway finish/scope of works specified for each location? MCHW Appendix 11.1 NA |Sufficientinformation was provided at time
SDS Response (17Apr08): Will clarify in specification. Kerbs, Footways, of Technial Approval
CEC Response (15May08): Not updated. Cycleways, Laybys,
SDS Response (28May08): Clarified In specification. Busbays And Paved Areas
CEC Response (15May08): Specify where please. |
2134|Time ptate (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 s 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 piate (TS113/09 & 51) "12am’ & '12pm’ are neverused on this type of siga 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 Applicabie as tt is covered
Tie 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 suifacing - should be black colour has no impact on the suitability of
the design.
3886|General traffic Leith Walk northbound approach to junclion with Dalmeny Streetis |Pavement Surface Colour NA Design complies with standards and the
shown in buff high friclion 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 suitabiiity 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
ADDeNndix 5/1. P P e B S T e — _thedesign,
3999|Appendix 5/1. Seclion 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? 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.
4B21|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 1s not |MCHW Appendix 4 1 Safety NA SDS has specified repiacing like with like in
clear which guardrail is specified and is confusing. Clarification required Fencing And Safety Barriers terms of PGR and the existng PGR is of
several different types.
48691 (P4) - Refers to "(1200 Sernes)" drawings however in Schedule 12/3 Notes refer to {MCHW Appendix 12.3 NA This 1s a duplicate comment with 4862
500 Series drawing numbers for some sections Traffic Signs Road 500 series drawings reference is applicabief
Markinos And Studs to line 2 not section 1B
2216|Name of street is Shrub Place Lanenot just Place Lane. Keibs 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 shoutd not
be altered to comply with the O'S copyright
2577|Typo in document references, all are shown as ULEE90130 . 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 tayby 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
p ace for approving TRO pians.
2594 |At the north bound crossing, north of Balfour Street "No Warting At Any Time except| TRO Plan NA TRO plans were nol 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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SDS ttem 3 - Evi

dence of Disruption

CommentlD |Comments DocTitle 11 Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010
3170|2 1(p7) Section 1B General - "Section 1B commences at Leith Walk with ils oads Technical Design NA This does not affecl the accuracy of lhe
junclion with Annandale St*- This should be changed 1o Brunswick Street Statement Detailed Design design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.
3172|2.1 (p7) Section 1B General - "Tram; . Tram on'y space Is denoted by a brown Roads Technical Design NA The colour of the suifacing was not agreed
coloured surface.” - This should be buff Statement Detailed Design al the ime of issuing the document The
colour of the surfacing was dealt with as a
sysiem wide 1ssue
3173|2 1 (p7) Section 1B General - "Bus. Bus traffic 1s permilled 1o use the tram lane Roads Technical Design NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
except at the stops “ - This should skecify 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 fool of the walk A note should technical approval
be made regarding bus prionty at the Foot of the Walk junction
3174/2 1 (p7) Section 1B General - "Taxy: As for Buses" - This needs to be more specific [Roads Techntcal Design NA This does nol affect the accuracy of tha
Taxilanes is as per bus lanes Frovide details of changes 10 taxi stakces Statement Delailed Design design orlhe ability of CEC 1o grant
technical approval Changes 1o taxi
stances are shown on the drawings
3176 2 2 (pB) Road Layout and Construction - "Progressing north THe McDonald Read |Roads Technrcal Design NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
junction is signalised and is described in"Appendix ?" -This should read Appendix B | Stalement Detailed Deslgn design or the abilly of CEC 1o grant
technical approval
317912 4 (p9) Tramslops - "The design for Haymarket iramslop is being developed by the |Roads Technical Design EE The document does sefer 1o the tarp stop
tramstop design team, and whilst some pedestrian facilities are shown on the Slatemeni Detailed Design design No design commenfagy details are
Roads drawings. the final design for these public reaim spaces around the required This does not affectfiReaccuracy
tframstops resides with the tramstop design team.” - This does not apply to section of the designor the ability of CEC to grant
1B and needs to be updated for the Balfour Street stop. In addifion, a fully technical approval
coordinated design is expecled al technical approval References to the tramsiop
design and any design commentary details need 1o be provided here 1
3182/2.7 (p10) Footways and Footpaths - "There is, on Gréat Juncfion Sireet, just fo the |Roads Technical Design NA The bin 1s shown on the drawings and is
West of the junction wilh Leith Walk, a constriction presented by the need to Statement Detailed Design outside the LOD so cannot be moved
maintain existing gervice for a waste disposal bin . Providing a footway width 6f:
approx 1.5m" - It is unclear if this is a litter bin. domestic bin or trade waste bifi; Why|
can the bin not be relocated
3185|2 11 (p11) Road Safely Audit (Stage 2) - "The Road safely Audit and Designers Roads Technical Design NA This does not affect the accuracy ofthe
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 1ssued 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 submfted for
approval, they were subrmitted 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 submilted for
they are not approval, they were submitied for
informalion A separate process was-in
ptace for approving TRO plans.
3933[Banned right turn required from Leth Walk (northbound) into Crown Place. TRO Plan NA TRO plans were not submitted for
approval, they were submrtted for
formation A separate process was in
place for approving TRO pians
3934|Banned right turn required from Leith Walk (northbound) into Crown Street TRO Plan NA TRO plans were not submitted for
approval, they were submutted for
information A separate process was in
place for approving TRO plans
3935|No enlry required for Casslebank Street ITRO Plan NA TRO plans were not submitted for
approval. they were submutted for
information. A separale process ®as in
__ptace for approving TRO plans.
3937|There is a section of Leith Walk (southbound) south of Jane Sireet belween 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
p.ace 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 submitied 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 lime 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 submiited 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 {he rest of the section MCHW Appendix 12 5 NAY This does not affect Ihe accuracy of the
Traffic Signal Specification design or the abilily of CEC to grant
technical approval
4470 Item 1.2.3 - *. installation of an OTU and an Outslalion Moniloring and Control Unit [MCHW Appendix 12 5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
(OMCU) and MOVA unil...” This should read:- “... installation of an OTU or an Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC 1o grart
O 1 Monitoring and Control Unit (OMCU) and MOVA unit if required. " technical approval.
4471 1tem 1.24 - . preferably at the rear &rthe controller. ° This should ead - MCHW Appendis 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 granl
technical approval.
4475|item 2.1.2 - * _.undertaken 1o reduce risk of corrosion.” Add:-* undertaken to MCHW Appendix.12 5 NA The text provided Is considered
reduce risk of corrosion or the ilem sould be replaced ~ Traffic Signal Specification appropriate by the designei
4485/llem 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 shalt..." Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval
4507 |Item 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 abilily of CEC to gran!
B technical approval
4509|Item 9.3.4 - “Prepare - shall allows al 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 lo grant
technical approval
4510|ltem 9 34 - “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 ifthe Tram phase..." - This should read"- “Stopline - A standard phase Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC lo grant
demand shall be inserled if the Tram phase...” technical approval.
4511|tem 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 1o grant
confirmation by the signal...” technical approval.
4512|lem'9.3 9 - "elficien! passage of all rams 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 frams. THis is 0 be Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC 1o granl
technical approval
4513|1tem.9.3.10 - *...prepare, demand, stopiine. exit, if a configured event "  This MCHW Appendix 125 NA This does not affect the accuracy of lhe

needs a full stop to divide these statemenls:- “. prepare, demand, stopline, exit If a

__leonfigured event..."

Traffic Signal Specification
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SDS ltem 3 - Evidence of Disruption

CommentiD |Comments DocTitle 11 Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010

4516 ltem 94 1 - The use of the word consequential’ seems 1o be out of context MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
‘Associaled would be a better word 1o use here Traffic Signal Specification design orthe ability of CEC 1o grant

technical approval

A517|Item 941 - by the inhibit sRa|l prevented from tunning * - This should read '« MCHW Appendix 12.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the

. by The intilbit shall be prevented frop) running Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant
technical approval.

4518|ltem 96 3 and ilem 9 6.4 - A senlence should not be startecf with the word MCHW Appendix 12 § NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
‘however’ Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC 1o grant

technical approval

4520|1tem 9 8 1 - *In addition the stopline influence timer i1s shall be stailed” - This MCHW Appendix 12 & NA This does not affect the accuracy of the
should read - In addition the stopline influence limer shail be started” Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant

technical approval

4521|Ifem 9 10 1 - * _maximum timer is cance|led due 1o 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 imer is. " Traffic Signal Specification design or the ability of CEC to grant

technical approval.

4522|tem 9 12 5- " the Tram phase shalf 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'l abbreviale 1o PGR unless previously staled what this means MCHW Appendix 4 1 Safely| NA This does not affect the accuracy of the

Fencing And SafetyBarriers design or the ability of CEC 1o grant
technical approval.

1765|How does the proposed bus sheller opposite lona Street lie 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 o These elements are outw ith the Roads
50509 Traffic Signal Specification scope of works
1807|Area around Balfour Street Tram Stop s inconsistent with tramstop drawings Kerbs Foolways And Paved [e] PB disciplines did not engage in the
Areas agreed IDC process which led to confiicls
with the roads design. Confiicts identifed
within PB scope of work are outwith Roads
design scope of work and are a
commercial issue

2497|Tram drainage connection opposite Kirk sireet connects inlo sewer direclly below  [Drainage Plan o Trap/sump unit is part of the rail groove
the tram slab. if a trap/sump unit is 10 be used how s it 1o be accessed? Further drainage system which is outwith roads
delails are required. scope of works.

2582|Concern no kerb protection is provided 1o 2 OLE poles at 110087 and 110072. Outline OLE Layout Plan o PB disciplines did not engage in the

Chainage 102450 to agreed IDC process which led 1o 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 [e] OLE cabinets are outwilh 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 nol engaging in the
details of frackside cabinets and the cable route arrangements are not shown on agreed IDC process which led to conflicts
'Reference Design' drawings and they are defined and specified elsewhere as part with the roads design.
of st 1 of app ion for p ing and approvals “ - Such cabinels need 1o be
shown on the roads design 1o allow coordination and a comprehensive Road Safety
Audil.

31681 5 (p6) General Information and References - "Specific consiruction delails refaling |Roads Technicat Design [e] Tramway conslruction details are outwith
to the tramway are included within the drawings (ULE90130-CC-HRL.0 1000 senes) [Statement Detailed Design Roads scope of works
None ofthese drawings have been provided at Technical Approval. Construction
details received are SW-CND-00000 series (road & footway) and 01-HRL-01130
series (foolwa: = =3

317723 (p9) Traffic Signals *..RTC and TPDS cabinels may change following ongoing  |Roads Technical Design [e] These cabinets are outwith the scope of
!coordinalion with the tram signal For details of the Traffic Signais Safely 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 (e] Tramstop and sub station drainage is
drainage drawings " - Confirm this is the drainage design as issued (provide Statement Detailed Design outwfth the scope of the roads design
reference). Details of framstop drainage to be provided Details of sub slation
drainage required.

3192 B4.2 1 (p12) Drainage - Drainage to be provided al Balfour Street Tramstop [RSA2 Designers Response [e] Tramstop drainage is outwith the scope of
'Response: "Accepled, drainage o 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. Foolways theroads design
Cycleways, Laybys
Busbays And Paved Areas

4176 Rail Groove Box drains are hinged on the “up fraffic" end for safely reasons Drainage Plan o Rail Groove Box drains are outwith the
However. it is noled that the boxes in the middie of the junctions will be subject to scope of the roads design
lcross-traffic: can the drainage be moved off the junctions 1o avoid this?

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

250 4.5 (p7) "Bollards will be of aluminium construction when specifically directed.” To |[MCHW Appendix 12.1 o These are nol proposed in section 1B
be clarified, is there a requirement for this? Where are these being proposed? Traffic Signs General
SDS Response (17Apt08). Not on this section
SDS Response (28May08): Not required on this section, if not required at all it will
be remoced for the finaf IFC 1ssue

338 6 (p6) Selt Paving-Goncern that the specification will not be suitable forHGV and  [MCHW Appendix 11 1 o These areas are not in section 1B
bus loadings al Constitulion St & St Andrew Square. Kerbs, Footways,
SDS Response (17Apr08): Designed appropriately. Note not scope of St David Cycleways. Laybys,
Streel submitial. Busbays And Paved Areas
CECR (15May08): 1 does not lie in with CEC detail or SDS
drawing 01-HRL-1138 Rev 2. Specification does not ake account of trafficked and

i ,non trafficked details_To be updated

3396 (p6) Sell Paving: Specification stales exisling setts fo be reused. Nole there are  |MCHW Appendix 11 1 o This does not apply to section 1B.
no sels in Shandwick Place/St Andrew Square al present. Kerbs, Foolways,
SDS Response (17Apr08): Specification intended to note that setls are to be re- Cycleways, Laybys,
used locally as previously advised by CEC. Otherwise. new setis to be used CEC |Busbays And Paved Areas
to advise if setls are available from stock / if 1o be moved from another location.
CEC Response (15May08)° Document needs to stale this. Not revised.

345|Nole 9: "Kerbs to be sourced from retrieval of existing whin kerbs." For St Andrew |Constiruction Details C] This does not apply 1o section 1B
Square new kerbs are 1o be provided. Material fo be specified. Footways
SDS Response (17Apr08): Capitol Streels Project lo design as per agreement.
Drawing note fo be revised.
CEC Response (15May08): Note not updated.
SDS Response (28May08): Capilol Streels Project 1o design as per agreement
Drawinmg note to be revised on receipt of regts.
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SDS ltern 3 Evidence of Disruption

included n the non-standard signs

CommentlD |Comments DocTitle 11 Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010
504|Kerbtype K10 detail must accord with Capital Streets details What is this detail?  iConstruction Detatls o This does not apply to secfion 18
SDS Response (17Apr08) Detail received from CEC Capital Streets subsequent to |Footways
submittal. Will incorporate.
CEC Response (15May08) Fhe detait now shows Granite Kerb, the Capital Streets
detail is for a 300mm by 255rnm vvhin kerb.
SDS Response (28May08) Has now been incorporated in HRL-01131v8 as K10
CEC Response (29May08) The detail for St Andrew Square and Princes Street still
differs. K10 1s used for both, this is not correct
783|Detatls for St Andrew Square are not provided despite this document being tssued |MCHW Appendix 11 1 o This does not apply to section 1B.
for 1C Technical Approval (St David St) Kerbs, Footways,
SDS Response (17Apr08): As previously agreed through coordination, Capital Cycleways, Laybys,
Streets project 1s to provide the details of their project SDS documents submited in|Busbays And Paved Areas
good faith under this premise (1e submitling Capttal Streets doucments to CEC s
not SDS scope).
CEC Response (11Jun08): Detaits required for what tram is constructing
788/2 4 (p4) General Requirements “Where an access crosses a footway or MCHW Appendix 11 1 o This does nol 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 alt accesses? Where [Cycleways, Laybys,
ts the detail showing the increased thickness? Busbays And Paved Areas
SDS Response (17Apr08): N/A for this submittal.!
CEC Response (11Jun08) Where this 1s 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
specifications/thicknesses? Kerbs Footways
SDS Response (17Apr08) Capital Streets issue Tram to be advised and will Cycleways, Laybys,
update accordingly. 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 exampie
H 2569 The two entrances to Ihe west of the McDonald Road Tramstop appear to have a |Roads Design Layout Plan o These are in section 1C
sub-standard radi_Confirm if these are correct
3178)2 3 (p9) Traffic Signals "It should be noted that the specification for the Traffic Roads Technical Design o 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 referto CEC standard MCHW Appendix 11 1 o 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 1
4831/ Appendix 2/3 - Section 1D - Incorrect drawing numbers, shotid be HRL-00221 to MCHW Appendix 2 - Stle [e] This does not appty 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 Appe(dix 2 - Sile This does not appty to section 1B.
00218 not HRL-00017 to 00018 Cant find 00015 to 00016 or even 00215 to 00216 |Ciearance
4834|Appendix 2/3 - Section 3C - Correct drawing numbers However P19 items 0138 and [MCHW Appendix 2.- Site o This does not apply to section 1B.
0139 are on completely different drawings? - .. |Clearance
4836(Appendix 2/3 - Inconsistency in referencing item numbers | e.: Section 2A - 2A0016 |MCHW Appepdix 2:- Site [e] This does not apply to section 1B.
as per drg whilst 3C - 0135 in_schedule but 3C0435 on drg Clearance
4862|1 (P5) - refers to 1200 senes drawings however in schedule 12/1 section 2A refers |MCHW Appendix 12.1 [e] This does not apply 1o seclion 1B
to 500 senes drg nos Traffic Sians General
4870(2 3 (P5) - "Refer to (1200 senes) Drawing Nos . 05-HRL-01201 to 01206 for MCHW Appendix 12 3 [e] This is a duplicate of comment 4862. This
Section 5C" n Schedule 12/3 Seclion 5C lists drawings in Note 1 as 05-HRL- Traffic Signs Road does not apply o section 1B
00561, 00562, 00563 & 00566 Also other sections have 5?? Drgno What i1s what |Markings And Studs
4B22|Drawing shows keib type K7 for istand at Foot of the Walk pedestrian crossings. [Kerbs Footways And Paved =
Drawing ULE90130-01-HRL-00077 should be referenced here Dropped kerbs types |Areas
do not tie in between 1wo 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 technica! approval
Options
510|Phase B secondary signal will breach the 450mm kerb clearance Iherefore 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 Itwould be [Construction Delails R The topography of edinburgh does not
preferable if the height between the kerbs was consistent. | Footways allow a 125mm kerb in this {ocation The
SDS Response {17Apr08): As previously agreed through coordination, the kerb 150mm dimension has been shown as the
upstand vanes as the roads design was changed to eliminate large areas of inlay most appropriate kerb height. The 150
No changes proposed. 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 Ihe appropriate dimensions for|
be used for items relating to vegetation and trees? Footways root removal. Operatives do nol have the
SDS Response (17Apr08) Standard note referenced. relevant BS when underlaking works so
CEC Response (15May08) Rejectedreferto BS the note is considered appropnate and
more useful than a reference to a
—— document
2570|The existing access o the north of 6-10 Croall Place appears 1o be stopped up Roads Design Layout Plan R Croall Place is not stopped up
Confirm if this is correct
2601|Textfor proposed loadingbays 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 pr:wision was
i d
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 dunng the walkihrough
2693|What are the signing arrangements for Iraffic emerging from the access opposite  [Traffic Signs Layout R No signage s required at this tocalion as
Stead's Place? agreed
2697Sign to Diag 602 is missing from the access norih of Balfour Streel Traffic Signs Layout R This sign is not appropriate for a minor
| access
2700|Sign to Diag 772 is missing from the junction of McDonatd Road Traffic Signs Layout R This is as agreed at the RDWG
2703Sign to Diag 772 is missing from the junction of Brunswick Road Traffic Signs Layout | R This is as agreed al 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 1 e behind | These have been provided
the cycle reservoir
2712|The use of Diagram 1050 with a nght-turn arrow i s non-prescribed Road Markings Layout | R This is the most appropriate sign and was

package
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CommentIiD Comments DocTitle 11 Cals Justification of category 1 April 2010

2718|The use of Diag 1050 with a righi-turn arrow is non-prescribed. IRuad Markings Layout R This is the most appropriale sign and was

included in the non-standard signs
1 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.
nol. the offside stop line should in line with the general traffic slop line 1.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 mos! appropriate sign and was

| included in the non-standard signs
package.

2730 |A number of half-width cycle ASLs are shown ASLs should eilher be full-width or. if {Road Markings Layout R Comment 2581 asks for half widlh 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 pedesirian crossing noith of Pilrig  |Road Markings Layout R Cyclists do not need 1o 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 tayout R This is the most appropriale sign and was
| includedin the non-standard signs
package.

2735|A number of half-widih cycle ASLs are shown. ASLs should either be full-width or, if |Road Markings Layout R Comment 2581 asks for half widih ASL's

no, the offside stop line should in line with the general fraffic slop line i e. behind These have been provided.
Ithe cycle reservoir

318026 (p9) Bus Stops - “The ireatment of bus slops has been targeted to optimise Roads Technical Design R Reference to 12 m bus slops arise from
mulli-modal usage such as tram and bus Bus slops have #een sized for 12m long |Stalement Delailed Design criteria listed early 2007. Bus slops have
vehicles." - Slandard bus length in Edinburgh1s up lo 12.5rm and slandard bus stop been sized for 12m long buses Bus stops
length is 25m fo allow buses to maneeuvre into the slop withoul obsiruction. have been stzed as appropriale {0 each

location. This has been accepted by CEC.

3183/2.8 (p]0) Cyeling Facililies - “There are N 0 existing cycling facjlities in Leith Walk. As|Roads T.echnical Design R Cycle lanes etc are not considered safe
noted preyiously.a 1 cycle lane Will beprovided where possible {n cBnjunction with |Stafement Detailed Design with the narrower Leith Walk cross section.
advanced stop lines at junctions " - Prior to fram w.orks there were cycielanes,
shared cycle/bus lanes. advanced stop lines, and cycle racks along the length of
Leith Walk.

:3186(2.14 (p11) WUnresolved Issues / Recommendatiens - “Due to the advancement of the [Roads Technical Design R Thisdoesnot affect the accuracy of the
Roads Design in parallel this other secl;ons of the desjgn such as ®LE and lighting |Statement Detailed Design design or the ability of CEC to grant
there reguires 1o be a value engineering exercise to rafiopalise the design - Th's technical approval
needs to be clarified. The design should be fully coordinaled prior to issuing for
Technical Approval

3189|Appendix C (p22) Departures From Standards - Shouid 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

1 superfluous and a duplicate

3198|B6.1.2 (p18) Junclions, Layout, J15 - Response. “These islands would preclude the [RSA2 Designers Response R This is the designers response which ts
Clients aspirations (hal buses at a fulure date Not with standingthis " - This based on the designers judgement. The
response needs to be clarified. CEC accept the Auditor's recommendation and suggestions made by CEC should Se made
agree that the junction should be maodified to incorperate the suggestedislands, through an exceptions repeit
wilh some modifications. This shou'd be done in consultation with CEC

The layout of this junction is as agreed at
the RDWG.

3203’_8843,1 (p34) Carriageway Markings, Greal Junction Streef - Response “The bus |RSA2 Designers Response R The bus lane has been signed
lane was added during consuitation with CEC and the bus operalors and has been appropriately.
sign appropriately sign the issue of the drawings 1o the Auditor* This response is
unclear. incorrect signs have been plovided.

3743| 10 (p8) Flexible Surfacing" Construction thicknesses do not match with those on MCHW Appendix 11.1 R "The design previded minimises the amount
Drawings ULES031-01-HRL-01134 - Also nofe that CEC current standard Kerbs, Foolways, of excavalion requirediand fhicknesses 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 al locations of existing
fooly/ay the CEC detail is not entirely
appropriate.

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

this has been agreed with CEC.
38Y5|The signal heads for phase E are required to have straignt 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 lo have strarght ahead and left-turn arrow | Traffic Signal Ducting R This would provide 5 aspects on one signal
assemblies Layout head. Layout was agreedwith CEC.

3902|The phase B secondary signal will breach the 450mm mimmum distance from kerb |Traffic Signal Ducling R The pole has been localed i the most
to street furniture arid therefore needs to be either side mounted or the pole moved |Layout appropriate location. Swan neck poles are
1o a more appropriate position. not permitied 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 siub poles. Layout used when tram is slopped. This has been
agreed wilh 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 pedesinan crossing should be moved to the junction fo make it more Traffic Signal Ducting R CEC have agreed the design is
efficient, reduce street furniture, cater for obvious pedesirian movements and make |Layoul appropriate.

— it a less complicated and more Iraditional junction.
3911|Phase B secondary signal is located loo close to the kerb. This signal needs lo be |Traffic Signal Ducting R The pole has been localed in the most
either side mounted or moved. Layout appropriale location. Swan neck poles are
not permilled by CEC.
3913|The Pilrig Street right turn lane stopline should be moved 1o be 3 melres from the  |Traffic Signal Ducting R Stopline cannot be moved forward as it
now rofaled pedesirian studs and pole 3 adjusted 1o suil iLayout would hinder turning movements from
Leith Walk.

3914 |Pole 7 is mounted with 3 signal heads. There is insufficient clearance 1o 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 1o have a push butlon unit and the secondary for phase keeping with CEC policy of reducing street
H from pole 7 The primay signal for phase H on pole 4 is not required. clutter.

T 3916|Phase A Is redundant as the right turn into Pifrig Street is controlied by phase E. All |Traffic Signal Ducling R The design providedis correct and allows
normal traffic movements from this approach ¢an be controlled using a single Layout for modification following revised traffic
|phase. — o e modelling_

3917 | The secondary signals on poles 9 and 15 are not regquired. Traflic Signal Ducling R The nearside secondary signals will be

LayouT used when tramis stopped. This has been
= agreed with CEC.

3923 | ltem B6 3.2 Junclion 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 acknowiedges the issue will
SO be resolved elsewhere.

3925(Item B6.3.7 Junction 16 - CEC agree that the intermediate call bution shouid be |RSA2 Designers Response R As accepted by CEC the D islands are not

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

Pa
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SDS item 3 - Evidence of Disruption

CommentiD |Comments DocTitle 11 Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010
3927/Item 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 cannol be accommodated
the reasons need lo be slaled
3928(Item B6 3 13 Junction 21 - CEC agree that the intermediate call button shouldbe  [RSA2 Designers Response R As accepted by CEC the D islands are not |
removed but consider thal the suggested “D” 1sland should also be incorporated in appropriate
the design, all other things being equal Where the 1sland cannot be accommodated
the reasons need 1o be stated
4146|Page 6 "Adwvisory Direction Signs for Pedestrians and Cyclists™ — for what MCHW Appendix 12.1 R No revisions 1o cyclist routes are proposed.
location? Traffic Signs General
SDS Response (22Nov07). SDS to confirm
4817|Generally the arrangement shown does nol tie in with the roads/signals destgn Construction Details Fool R CEC have agreed the design is
Location of signal poles will nol be achievable. Crossing widihs shown here are Of The Watk Pedestian appropriate.
greater than shown on other drawings Crossing
4818 |Guardrail on the existing island at this location has been hit by vehicles on Conslruction 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 1s 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
1o the Stage 2 Road Safety Audil guardrail is 1o be used - Clarification required Fencing And Safety Barriers have CEC
4849|Appendix 5/5 - 1 1 (P19-20) - Envirokerbs are nol permilted - must comply with MCHW Appendix 5.- R Envirokerbs have been provided to comply
planning guidelines as previously discussed Drawings and specificalion to be Drainage Specification with current legislation regarding heavy
revised lifting 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 Anciflary concrete mixes 10 contain MCHW Appendix 26 R All structures on the projec! have been
sulphale 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 HFSdrawings, however no drawings show HFS MCHW Appendix 7.1 X Pavement surface colour drawrings show
Permitled Pavement HFS
‘_ Options
3204|B6.2 3 (p21) Signing, Bus Lanes: Recommendation* "Appropriate signing be tRSAZ Designers Response X Signage details are shown on drawings
installed al the slarl of bus lanes " P . " Theil has quently 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 1o the edinburgh lopography 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 [MC W Appendix 5 X Drainage standard details are as per CEC
Dranage Specification standard details.
4846[AppendiS/1 - 1,14 (P 10) - Reference to slandard delail drg DNE-00058 This has |MCHW Appendix 5.- X Ths 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 gelails.
4868 |(P10-82) - Schedule inconsistency - Some have key others don't, Some have a note [MCHW Appendix 12.1 X This does nol affect the accuracy of the
1 others have it as nole 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/ , elc technical approval. All relevant delails
were provided on drawings orin
specification
4877/ Appendix 26/2 - 1(P4) - Compressive strength to be stipulated X Reference was made 1o made lo the

MCHW Appendix 26

1eous

MCHW. This is sufficient

Total Generic comments

11 Categories

Accepted - A
Betterment - B
Commercial - C
Design - D
Inforrnation - |
Judgement - J

Not applicable - NA
Outwith - O

Page 11
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&3 00 omEn

%age against Halcrow total

25%
0%
0%
0%

10%
8%

30%
%
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SDS item 3 - Evidence of Disruption

CommentiD [Comments DocTitle [ 11 Cats Justification of category 1 Aprit 2010
Minor - P = — 5%
] -R 9 15%
Cross-reference - X 0 0%
Total Halcrow 60
Total accepted 15
Not Halcrow - NH 59
————
TOTAL COMMENTS 644
Total Halcrow comments 367 57%
11 Categories Number %age of Halcrow total
Accepted - A 73 20%
Betterment - B 1 0%
Commercial - C 13 4%
Design- D 1 0%
Information - | 13 4%
Judgement - J 59 16%
Not applicable - NA 72 20%
Oulwith - O 34 9%
Minof - P 33 9%
Rejected - R 59 16%
Cross-reference - X 9 2%

Page 12
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Payment Application Incentivisation ULE90130-SW-AFP-00100 V1

Edinburgh Tram Network

Post Novation
Payment Application Incentivisation

Doc. Ref: ULE90130-SW-AFP-00098 V1

OFF

Parsons Brinckerhoff Ltd
Edinburgh Tram Network
9 Lochside Avenue
Edinburgh

EH12 9DJ

reiephone [
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Payment Application Incaniivisation

AUTHORISATION PAGE

ULES0130-SW-AFP-00106 Vi

Title: Payment Application No. 01

e r—

Signed

Date

f\;pg@!als Mame Position

Author Kate Shudall Iﬂﬂmercial i‘\/!ana_ggr
E/ie_\fv_er_'_ Alan Dolan Deputy I?r_oject Manager
]A_pE)rover {Jason Chandler _,Prc-ject Manager

Revision History

20/10/2010
20/10/2010,

20/10/2010

[Ver No Date Description Prepared By

| 1120110710 “|Final Version — |Kate Shudall

|| = S —— i

—t ——

Distribution

Ver No bate ~ [Name o [Role Company |
1120/10/10 Steven Bell Contract Representative |tie

S R ——— -
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Payment Application Incentivisation

ULE90130-SW-AFP-00100 V1

Summary

Incentivisation

Value per deliverable

No .of deliverables

£1,000,000.00

Delivered on Time £8,928.57 57 £508,928.57
|Delayed at no fault of SDS £8,928.57 52 £464,285.71
Delayed due to SDS £8,928.57 3 -£26,785.71
Total Value of Work Done £973,214.29
Less Previously Certified £0.00
This Application £973,214.29
Page 3 of 7
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Payment Application Incentivisation

Agreed with SDS anc te that this v.as delivered as perv31 - to be insentvised
Agreed wath SDS and lie that this was defayed as per v31 due toa ue/CEC delay
Not Agreed- SDS and e to discuss further- see SDS comments to substantiate delay

I ot inciuced n Inc=nuwisation list

ULESO0130-SW.AFP-00100 V1

IFC Delivery Dates agalnstva1 dates
i
. . —_— — -
secvon  [Baten |Type Activity ID | Activity Deseriplion Va1 ::":‘ﬂ SDS Actual Date  |Status -';;:f::""“““ Change Number  [Letter Reference & date tie Comment SDS comment
1c [substaton  [as45280  |Tram Cathedral Lane Substaton(Tasi300.4.10) on tme [incentvised
|+ 6124 |S!ru:‘.ure SDS86890 |Building Foundations (Task870.1.2) 251042008 |13/05/2008 1310572008 delayed  |SDS delay Notdelayedby approvals S0S Delay
s 626 |strvoure SDSB7020 |Ground Floor Slab & Pits (Taek870,1.3) delayed  |SDS delay Not delayed by approvals SDS Delay
18 110 |Subs(ahun AS49180 | Tram Leith Walk 163 Substation (Task300.3.11) 131052008 delayed |SDS delay z‘s':::;{ buldiogvamantifcrdiehiSES S o Soatay)
: 621 |Sﬂ'uemre SDSB6980 |Depot General - layoutdrawangs 12/052008 ontime [incentivised
+
sc jstta |swucaure SDSBBS500 | W16 Gyle Stop Retaining Walls (Task700.4.6) 13/05/2008  [13/05/2008  [13/0512008 on time  fincontiised
- -
T 724 |Stuctre SDS36510 |S29 Gogarbum Bridge (Task800.2.8) on time  incentivised
53 sn7 |sm:mm 1 527 Edinburgh Park Staton Viaduct (NR Ref 070/003-2) 2310512008 e | [Incanthiesd
58 sns  [stucture SDS36240 [$26 South Gyle Access Road Bridge (Task700.3.12) dolayed  [telCEG defay CEC validation delay
s8 5115 |stucture SDS57380 W1t Bankhoad Drive Retianing Wall (Task700.3.11) delayed  [lie/CEC dolay CEC validation delay
24 203 |Stucture  [SDS62440 |SO1 Russell Road Bridge ontme [incentivised
g 23 |Stucture V02750  [EARTHWORKS - DEPOT- NEW FOR V30 ontimo jincentivised
sw [nvronmentaljsDse7240 - |Badger MitgatonPlan ontme incontivised e records don't show delivery - being checked
T
38 |3ns Structure A10240  [Crev.e Road Gardens bndge l04/06/2008 delayed  [tie/CEC delay Prioritisation of Phase 1a approvals
3 s ransmi {tmely deivery. Th
58 514 [Tremstop | A26840  [Tram Stop Saughion (Task700.3.6) 13/08/2008  [19/06/2008  [13/06/2008 ontme fincentivised lon tme Bissgtesmant STR Tl e Tt deeom rINEIE AL DA (e fevichcaeSimelyjoek vety ihi
should read Incontivised.
[+ 6721 |Stucture A45810  |Depot Ductwork -Extemal Services 17/08/2008  |17/06/2008  [17/0612008 ontime lincentvised
38 3119 |Tramstop | A26360  [Tram Stop Caroline Park (Task500.3.8) 22107 delayed  |lielCEG delay Priorifsation of Phase 1a approvals
i 624 [Stucture SDSBE0S0 |Steel Supenstiucture (Task670.1.4) 2410512008 ontime [incentivised
————
i i $D$B7760 = SNH Approval for final on tme |incenn'visad
|SDS note recelptofl INFCORR.045 dated 22/07/08 but remain
ULES0130-01-LET-00670 Da of the opinion that CEC clarilied what supplementary
B 109 |Tramstop | A25920  [Tram Stop Balfour Strect (Task300.38) delayed  [Ne/CECdelay ULES0130-01-LET-00701 Da Link to 1B roads delay information was requried after the main submissions were
ULES0130-01-LET-00801 Dato: 10/09/08 made, and that this should not have affected the Approvals
ime.
5A 56 |Tramstop | A26680  [Tram Stop Murrayfield Stadium (Task7002.6) 27/0612008 o1/1012008 delayed  [tie/CEC delay CEC validation delay
5A 5m6  [Stucture SDS51560 W18 Murrayfield StopRetaining Walls (Task700.2.17) 2710612008 0210872010 delayed  [ie/CEC delay CEC validation delay
| V02140__[Depot OLE (B2 ] S [T delayed [Ue/CEC defay Prior Approval not granted untl 04/07/08__|No justhicabon for delaj offered by SDS T e .
VO2580 _|Track (1w ontime __[incentvised
51 519 Tion Viaguct on time _ _[incentvised
AZST0___[Tram Fp e kel (Taskd002.7, on time B = S
A549450 __|Tram “sy=—s== ferrace 1 Sub Station |{ask400.2.8 C E on me " [incantuised —
ULES0130.01-LET-00646 Date: 28105108 |1y ittt i for CEC validation
ULESO130 01-LET-00671 Date: O4/06108 | 1.0 y,o1 for tie Change. However subsequent
1D 117 |Tmmswop | A26070  |Tram Stop Shandwick Place delayed  ie/CEC detay [DCROON lie minutes - Prior and Technical Approvals |2%/2Y e e s
delaydueto resolution of legitimate planning
Section 2 Date: 15/07/08 e
ULES0130-SW-LET.01130 Date 28/07/08 *
1D | Road SDS26020 |Roads, Street Lighting & Landscaping (Task300.5.2) 0307/2008  [11/02/2008  |11/02/2009 delayed  [tie/CEC delay ?:l‘r'::" jdugilo redeslgnithabi ghaspcemtides
ac j321  [Tramstop | A26520  [Tram Stop Granton (Task500.49) on time  fincentvised
Page 40f 7
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Payment Application Incentivisaton ULESG130-SW-AFP-00100V1

IFC Delivery Dates agalnst v31 dates
T n e rd [
Section  [Batch  [Type Activity1D |Activity Descrlption V3 :—:; ";"“ ed. lsps Actual Date  [Status !“'—':ﬁs-""lm"- Change Number [Letter Reference & date tie Comment sDScomment
—_ —
ULES0130-SVWLET-01074 Date: 29/05/08
ULES0130-01-LET-00870 Date: 04/06/08 SDS note recaipt of INFCORR.04S dated Z2/07/08 &
ULE90130:01-LET-00701 Date: 30/06/108. | 0\ e o can 15, [NFCORR104A dated 27/06/08 butremain of the opinion that
18 Road SDS25040 |Roads. Street Lighting & Landscaping (Task300.3:2) 04/07/2008  [11/09/2008  [10/09/2008 detayed  [tis/CEC delay |DCROO64 i minutes - Prior and T echnical Approvals |nlx- mm; u:n - mh’.‘ c;:: s TZ‘:’"“‘" [CEC clarified what supplernenta.y information was requried
Section 2 Data: 15/0708 % R [after the main submisslons v/ere made. and that this should no|
ULES0130-SW.MIN-00832V2 Dato: have affectadtha Approvals
30107108 ULES0130-
3A Rosebum Corildor Retaining Sirocture A 07/07/2008__ [15/07/2008___|15/07/2008 delayed _|[ti/CEC delay Prioritisation of Phase 1 aporovals
3A 3/04 IRosebum Corridor Retaining Structure C delayed tie/CEC delay Priorigsation of Phase 1a approvals
3R Rosebum Colridor Retalning Structure D (0710772008__|15107/2008__ |15/07/2008 |delased__[1=/CEC defay |Prioritisaion of Phase 1a approvals
3A 3/09 Rosebum Corridor Retaining Structure E delayed tie/CEC delay Prioritisation of Phase 1a approvals
3A [Rosebum Corridor Retaining Structure F 15/07/2008__|15/07/2008 [delayed _|tie/CEC delay 7 D
A 301 [Rosebum Corridor Retalning Structure G 15/07/2008__|15/07/2008 dolayed |t y Prioritisation of Phase 1a =Egirmp_gvas
3A A26160 {Ti1am Stop Rosebum (Task500.2.6) 11/09/2008  |10/09/2008 delayed tie/CEC delay Prioritisation of Phase 1a approvals
A A26220
3A A26250
A A26280
A 'AB540
3A AB730
ABS10 St Georges School Footbridge Structure . on time [incentivised
3A 307 Structure A92s0 Craigleith Orive Br dge Stucture on time
3A 3/09 Structure A9480 Queensferrv Road Sticture 07/07/2008 __[07/07/2008 _ |07/07/2008 on time incentivised
[3A En Stucture ASE70 Groathil Road South Bridiie Structure 07/07/2008__[07/07/2008 __|04/07/2008 on time __lincentivised
3a am9 A9880 Holiday Inn Access Bridge Stiucture ontme [incentivised
- 3m2  |Structure SDS62410 |S01 Rosebum Terrace Bridge delayed  [tie/CEC delay Prioritisation of Phase 1a approvals
i 624  |Structure SDS86220 |Depot Main Building (Task870 1) on time
ELY 302 Stucture 991 [Rosebum Comdor Retaining Structure B 1 delayed le/CEC delay Priotitisation of Phase 1a approvals
S8 Stucture 267 S23 Carmick Knows Underbridie s NR Ref 030/003-1- [11/07/2008__[10/07/2008 _|08/07/2008 on ime __incentivised
A 312 |Stucture 1141 Rosebum Corridor Retaining Structure H 11/07/2008  [15/07/2008  (15/07/2008 delayed  [tie/CEC delay Priorifisation of Phase 1 approvals
58 5(5  |Tram stop A26920  |Tram Stop Bankhead (Task700.3.10) 11/07/2008  [11/07/2008  [11/07/2008 on time  [incentivised
s8 5116 |Tramstop A27000  [Tram Stop Edinburgh Park Station (Task700.3.14) 11/07/2008  [11/07/2008  [11/0772008 ontime [incentivised
s8 i#i Tram stop A27080  |Tram Stop Edinburgh Park Cantral (Task700.3.17) 11/07/2008  {11/07/2008  |11/07/2008 ontime [incentivised
3a 3112 |Stucture A9850  [Telford Road Bridge Structure 11/07/2008  [11/07/2008  |10/07/2008 ontime |incentivised
3c 320 [Tram stop A26440  |Tram Stop Saltira Square (Task500.4.7) i ontime [incentivised
Parlal issue only - section B of e RW stillto be
5A mET [Sructure 185 W01 Russell Road Retaining Wall One - GEOTECHNICAL SURVEYS - TAA 1 on time - issuad - impact of this on ncentivisation to be
reviewed
5A 505 Structure SDS62400 [WO2 Russel! Road Retaining Wall Two - GEOTECHNICAL SURVEYS -TAA ontime
— ULES0130-SW-LE1-01074 Dato: 29/05/08 ¥
DCR00S0 ULE90130-05-LET-00296 Date: 15/07/08 |
53 511 [Road 50529940 [Roads, Streat Lighting & Landscaping (Task700.3.2) 211072008 [21/102008 157102008 detayed  |tie/CEC defay |DCROOS2 ULES0130-SWEMIN-00832V2 Date: Time taken by SDS to resolve TAA commenss! [ 2inage businesa siream was uniesalved at tma 0fV31 IFC
DCRO168 30/07/08 ULE90130-SWLET-01174 Dale:
=) J 27/08/08
—— _lsne [Tamso [24/07/2008 _|24107/2008 __|24107/2008 time.
SA 507 [Shuchre 25/07/2008 _ |25/07/2008 _ [25/07/2008 on time
508 |Stucture 25/07/2008 _[25/07/2008 _[25/07/2008 on ime
[5a 507 |Stuchure [S21A Rosebum Street Viaduct (Task700. 25/07/2008__[25/07/2008 _|25/07/2008 on time
5A 508 |Stucture SDS59280 [S21E Water of Leith Bridge (Task700.2.16) 25/07/2008 onGme [incentvised
=
Isc 520 |imramew SDS36780 [VO28'S28 ABUnderpass (Task700.4.9) CNSO10 on time
BA 3105 |Tram stop A26180  [Tram Stop Ravelston (Task500.2.7) ontime [incantiviced
= Stucture 5100 avelsion Oykes Stchire 30/07/2008__|14107/2008__ |14/07/2008 on tme __fincentivised
3¢ Road SDS27980 |Roads 3c Towosizoos || [delazed__[te/CEC dela; PiiorEsaton of Phass ia aporoval
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Payment Applicatien Incentvisation

ULESO130.S\W-AFP-OC100 V1

|FC Delivery Dates against v31 dates

section  [Baten |Type [Activity ID |Activity Description va1 SDS ActualDate | Hammi  [0SS0UMERMO0. Joranoe number  |Letter Reference & date tie Comment DS comment
™ y p Ir — :
ULES0130-SW-LET 01074 Dates 29705708 SDS ot recaipt of INFCORR 045 dated 22/07/08 butramain
ULE90130.01-LET 00703 Data: 30/06/08 o ;
IDGROGRS ULES0130-01-LET-00743 Date: 25/07/08 |Time taken by SDS to resolve TAAcomments / _[01.0® OPinion that CEC clarified what supplementaty
1A 1023 Road SDS87810 |Roads, St eet Lighting & Landscaping SubSections 1A2 delayed  [tie/CEC delay |DCRO103 ;. " information was requried after the main submissions were
ULES0130-SW-LET-01174 Date: 27/08/08 |late submission of info to CEC for TAA
DCR0202 Imade, and that this should not have affected the Approvals
ULE0130-01-LET-00779 Date: 29/08/08 R e
ULES0130.01-LET-00814 Dats: 25/08/08 ; i
1A 101b Stucture A7810 W01 Lindsay Road Retaining Wall on ime incentivised
DCROT34 OLES0130-SW-LET-01074 Dals: 29105108
= ) DCRO198 ULES0130-07-LET-00337 Date: 13/06/08 |Time taken by SDS to resolve TAA comments /
723 [Road SDS30920 |Roads, Steet Lighting & Landscaping (Task800.2.2) 01/10/2008 delayed  [te/CEC detay DS 0 e o P e o dbatoonans’ bt e ) LeaRi s
OCR0205 ULEBO130-SWALE T-01174 Date. 27/08/08
DCRO141 DCRO147 [ULE9O130-SWALET-01074 Date: 29/08/08 SDS rote receipt of INFCORR. 045 dated 22/07/08 but remain
DCRO131 ULE90130.01-LET-00703 Dats: 30/06/08 of tho opinion thal CEC dlarified what supplementary
1A Road SDS78830 (VO253 Subseckon 1A4 - Roads (Newhaven to Ocean Terminal) 06/10/2008 delayed  (tie/CEC delay |DCRO111 ULESO130-SW-LET-01174 Dats: 27/08/08 L“"“ ":‘." 4 Su,sinzz’;:;:xrzm‘"" information was requiied after the main submissions were
DCR0202 ULES0130-01-LET-00B12 Date; 22/08/08  |2'¢ SUPMission of made. and that this should not have affected the Approvals
DCR0203 ULES013001-LET-00831 Dets: 16/10/08 ime. Drainage business ste
3R Road SDS27000 |Roads3a notlssued elaved elag. Priorlisabon of Phaseda
= 622 |Stuctre SDS57660 |Depot Structure (bridge) 07/10/2008 (1011072008  10/10/2008 delayed CEC delay ::E ‘::"“';:y LS guonales BEEC
128 Structure 431 'ﬁu Gogar Bum ﬁuﬂhmv’hu One 28/02/2009__ 126/02/2009 lelayed _|tie/CEC delay Delaged by externally driven design changes
7128 [Stucture 461 W14 Gogar Bum Retaining Wall One 2810212009 _|26/02/2008 elayed _[lie/CEC delaj Delajod by externally driven design changes
1A 102 [Stucture SDS62420 |'S16 Vicloria Dack Entrance Bridge 12/14/2008  [12/11/2008  |10/1112008 ontime [incentvised
-
1c 112 [Tamstop  |A26010 I'ham Stop Picardy Place (Task300.4.9) 2411112008 not issued detayed  [lie/CEC delay CEC Changes to Picardy Place layout
09/12/2008__|09/12/2008
ULES0130 05-LET-00268 Date: 04/06/08 |- -
B 510 [stuctre | SDS83500 | 5228 Balgreen Road NR Access Bridge (Task700.2.10) 05/01/2009 021222009 delayed  [ie/CEC delay |DCRO016 ULES0130-05-LET-00299 Dale: 2207108 [ Srora) 492y arosoouer SDS not securng
ULES0130-05-LET-00300 Date; 23/7/08
[y M2 [Tramstop | A25850 Tram Stop Ocean Termirial {Task300.2.10) 21/01/2009 18/02/2010 delayed [lie/CEC delay Link to 1A3 roads delay
; ULES0130-01-LET-00703 Dats; 30/06/08
1A 2. -
iM1a  [Tiamstop | A25830 [ Tiam Stop Newhaven (faska00.2.11) 21012009  |16/02/2009 1810272009 ldelayed  [te/CEC delay OLE9010 01 LET 00812 Dot 29100108 |k @ 1A4 roads dlay Forth Ports
Iy w22 [Road SDS78940 | V0252 Subsection 1A3- Roads (Ocean Tetminal to Port of Leith) 2110172008 27012010 delayed  [tie/CEC delay L’;::::’r':: i introcuetah of,OFe s TEmigy
No. of (FC s In st i
No. of IFC's nlist not included in Incentivisation list {1C 2 & 1C3) 2
No. of IFC's considered for Incentivisation M2 incentivised 57 £8,928.57 £508,928.57
tie/CEC delay 52 £8.928.57 £464,285.71
SDS delay 3
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Our Ref: ULE90130-SW-LET-02239
20"™ October 2010
tie Limited

CityPoint, 1% Floor

65 Haymarket Terrace
Edinburgh

EH12 5HD

Attention: Damian Sharp

Dear Damian

Post Nevation Incentivisation — Application for Payment

Parsons
Brinckerhoff

Edinburgh Tram FProject Office
9 Lochside Avenue
Edinburgh

Efi12 SDJ

United Kingdom

www.pbworld.com/ea

Further to your letter INF CORR 5500/SC, dated 07" July 2010, SDS can advise that the remaining
{FC that is within SDS’ power to deliver, W18 Murrayfield Tram Stop Retaining Walls, was issued to

BSC on 02™ August 2010.

The remaining original IFC deliverables:

e Section 3a, 3b & 3c Roads are held up because CEC have de-prioritised the Approvals
comments, and have not responded to the TAA submissions.

e The Gogarburn Tramstop was held up by the RBS design Change, which has only recently
been resolved. SDS have now gained Prior Approval for this tram Stop but cannot IFC it until
the other Tram Stop related changes are instructed, with regard to Branding, TVM’s etc.

e« The Picardy Place Tramstop is on hold pending instruction on the redesign of Picardy Place

generally.

The above issues are outwith SDS control, and therefore, reasonably, should not hold up incentivation

payment for the IFC’s that have been delivered.

We therefore enclose for your scrutiny and agreement SDS Application for Payment for Incentivisation

in accordance with clause 8.8 of the Novation Agreement.

If you have any queries, please contact our Kate Shudall.

Jiiéon Chandler
Project Manager
Parsons Brinckerhoff

encl. Application for Payment

cc. Alan Dolan
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