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Relevant Obligations 

Halcrow' s Contractual Obligations: 

s 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) 

e (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) 

• 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 authodsed 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 

i) That our roads designers produced competent designs capable of approval and 

implementation in accordance with our contractual obligations. 

O That Halcrow's roads design submissions have been subjected to an unnecessarily 

minute and detailed technical audit by CEC officers 

® Resulting in thousands of individual comments and requirements for design modification 

being issued by the officers 

® 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 

e This has frustrated the roads technical design approvals process and thereby exposed 

Halcrow to unforeseen additional design costs over an extended period. 

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

4 

@ 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 

i.i 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. 

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

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

• 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. 

• 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. 

il Eventually CEC conceded but only after considerable delay. 
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Submission to CEC for Technical Approval - 1 

Key Issues 

(t) No undertaking exists from CEC Roads Department for their response time 

to submissions for technical approval 

Q CEC Roads Department officers issued our submitted designs for comment to 

CEC officers outwith the Roads Department e.g. CEC Planning Department 

6 

@ 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 moderate the consultee 

comments or to eliminate duplicated or conflicting comments. 

e 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. 

7 

(ii Attached were extensive schedules of comments on each submission "which 

must be addressed prior to the commencement of construction work.?, 

Ii) Stated officer requirement 66that 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. 

• 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 1 and in ignorance of the inter-disciplinary 

implications of these changes 
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CEC Initial Comments on Designers' Submissions 
for Technical Approval 

Ro1UJte Section length (m) No. Drawings NoQ Comments 

1A1 & 1A2 1435 61 337 

18 1260 54 644 

1( 2980 111 1177 

1D 1270 58 725 

2A 810 26 659 

5A 1475 31 344 

5B 4555 88 504 

5( 1890 36 610 

7A 2580 33 259 
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Close-out of Technical Approval - 1 

@ !n 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 !DC 

undertaken to ensure consistency. 

� Close-out meetings for each sub-section then held with Roads Authority 

officers to review the designers� responses 

• Close-out submission for each sub-section then made to Roads Authority 

officers for approval. 

• 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 

® Letter received from CEC Director of City Development for each subsection 

resubmitted for roads technical approval close-out 

10 

"' ult is my intention to grant conditional approval of the Close-out Report in terms sufficient 

to allow construction works to commence" 

® uThis 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'' 

"' ''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'' 

ai 66 lt is [the designers'] responsibility to ensure and demonstrate that all matters have been 

resolved and agreed with the Council" 

® "A number of issues (informatives) will have to be ratified by the Council as and when the 

information becomes available'' 

® ''While I am satisfied as I 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" 
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Close-out of Technical Approval - 3 

• Each dose-out letter from CEC is accompanied by further schedules of comments 

induding new comments not previously raised at the technical approval stage. 

11 

Route Section Noe Close-out Comments Received 

1B 114 of which 30 were new comments 

1(3 203 of which 44 were new comments 

1D 166 of which 21 were new comments 

58 176 of which 20 were new comments 

5( 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. 

25 November 2009 Ila/crow 
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Example Approval Time-lines 

Section 1(3 SB 

Design Submitted to CEC for Technical Approval 2 May 08 22 May 08 

CEC Comments on Designers1 Submission Received 7 Aug 08 20 Aug 08 

Designers 9 Responses to CEC Comments issued to CEC 28 Oct 08 30 Sept 08 

(to Close Out) 

IFC Drawings Issued 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 Oct 09 4 Sept 09 

CEC Confirmation of Designers v Discharge of All CEC 7 7 

Close-out Comments & lnformatives 
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Outstanding Roads Design & Approval Actions 

CEC to I ssue Response to Designers ' Technical Approval Submission (Conditional 

Approval ) 

� Sections 1C1; 1C2 (Picardy Place) ; 2A; 3A; 3 B  Et 3C  

Designers to Submit Response to CEC Conditional Approval (to Close Out) 

• Section 1A3 (Ocean Terminal) 

CEC to I ssue Close-out Comments 

• Sections 1A1 ; 1 A2 ;  1 A4 ;  5A; 6A & 7A 

CEC to Confi rm that Designer has Discharged All CEC Close-out Comments & 

lnformatives 

• Sections 1 B ;  1 C3 ; 1 D; SB & 5C 

1 3  25 November 2009 Ila/crow 
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Conclusion 

® Halcrow incurred unforeseen excess designers ' time charges between w/e 

1 6  May 08 to w I e 5 Dec 08 due to the delay and disruption experienced in 

complying with CE( 9 s unreasonable roads technical approval processes 

� This is in the sum of £993 , 714 which represents 1 5 , 940 man-hours of work 

of the 1 4  strong roads design team over the 30 week period. 

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

� included in the above is the sum of £234
y
385 for team managers 9 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. 

1 4  

i t  is evident that further delay and disruption to the approvals process 

occurred beyond w I e 5 Dec 08 - and continues to occur .  Halcrow has given 

formal notice that i t  reserves the opportunity to submit a further c laim for 

the costs involved. 

25 November 2009 Ji a/crow 
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SOS Item 3 Evidence of Disrurtion 

Comment ID Comments Doc Title 11 Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010 

3736 a.4 & 5 (p6) Precast Concrete Flags: Thickness specified is SOmm (Marshalls) MCHW Appendix. L 1  1 A � 
however drawings state 65mm thick nags (63mm 1s spec1�ed by CEC ..standard Kerbs, Footways, 
delaits) Cycleways, Laybys. 

Busbays And Paved Areas 

3876 The wording on Signs TS1 1 3/09 & 51 should be 'No loading 6am • Midnight' The Traffic Signs Layout A 
te(ms '12am' and '12pm' are never used on signs (see Para 12 8 or Chapter 7) 

213  Nole 1 1  · �ff kerb lo  be < 10mm high do  not use  kerb unit" is 1ncorrecVcon\radicts Construction Dela11s A 
details. Note .should be removed. Footways 
SOS Response (1 7Apr08)· Removed 
SOS Response (28May08)' To ref11ove note 
CEC Resoonse 128Mav08) Note not removed al Pre·IFC. version 8. 

240 It 1s not appar�t which locations are specified There are 3 specifica\t0ns for MCHW Appendi,r- 1 1  1 A 
� Precast Concrete Flags however- no lndicat1on wher each is to be used. K"erbs-, Footways, 

SOS Response (1 7Apr08)" Will reviewed and advise for each area as appropriate. Cycleways, Laybys, 

( CEC Response (1 5May08): Document revised bllt still unclear where each material Busbays And Paved Areas 
1s to be used. 
SOS Response (28May08): Th1s is a scherne wide drawing and may contain details 
not pertaining to this isolated section or the works Dra\vings must be taken 1n the 
context of a "For Construction" scheme w,de delivery 
CEC Response (1 1Jun08}: Clarificalion required II l 

1 843 Zigzags are missing from the exit of the southbound pedestrian crossing. Traffic Signal Dueling A 
Lavout 

1 881 1 : 10  taper arrows reQuired prior to road markmqs on Great Junction Street. Road Markinqs Lavout A I 
2 1 25 'No entrv' sions mlssina from Casselbank Street Traffic S,ons Lavout A � �� .... 
2206 Flush Kerb type required nonh of junction into Constitution Street. SOS stated they Kerbs Footways And Paved A-'I 

� were to confirm kerb type and material at 8th November 2007 design review Areas 

2255 Dimens)ons of tram lane to be shovm. SOS stated this would be revised at a Cross Section CH 1 1 0840 A -
l previous design rev1e\v Dropped t(erb Pedestrian 

Crossin!=! I 
251 9 Raised tables arc described as having 25mm upstand lip along the centre line1 and Construction Details Raised (; 1 would ask for clarificatioI'. of this detail. This is also apparent on the dropped kerbs Tables 

and crossings similarly The kerb should be flush or a to 6mm as per CEC/DoT 
� Standards [1 

2714 The offside lane on Leith Walk approaching its Junction with Great Junchon Street is Road Markings Layout A 
of substandard width at the point where rt begins See RSA Comments 

2724 Diag 1012.1  1s used incorrectly as a transverse marking in lay.bys. The Traffic Signs Road Markings (!-ayout A 

Manual Chapter 5 prescribes this llne for use as a longflu inal marking only 
� 

2726 The markings at the bus layby south of Lorne Street should be Diag 1025.4. Road Markings Layout A -- _ .... 
3 1 9 1  8 4  1 {p12) Departures from Standards . Auditor· "No departures from standard have R,SA2 Designers Response A - ti 

-
L. been reported". Response "The Roads deviation report was supplied at the time or 

I 
the audil. This is the formal departures submission " · The auditors comment and 
the fact that the Roads Technical Design Statement (which contains the deviation 

I report) is not listed in the documents reviewed by ttie auditors indicates that the 
auditors have not taken on board any departures from standard. This element 1s 

I II � seen as a critical flaw 1n the Stage 2 audit. CEC need confirmation that Auditors 
nave seen and taken on board the roads dev1at1on report. 

-
3744 13 (p8) Tactile Paving: include the following - 'Tactile paving a! uncontrolled MCHW Appendix 1 1  1 A 

� 

crossings 1s to be bllster surface (unless other.vise indicated) and to the Kerbs, Footways, 
specification s hown on CEC Standard Dela it No 1 1 506. with the exception of the Cycleways, Laybys, 
colour specification. which is amended as follows In areas of natural paving, tactile Busbays And Paved Areas 
paving units shalt 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 " - e___L:i 
Kerbs. Foot ways, :::::::i 
Cycleways. Laybys. � • I Busbays And Paved Areas 

DD -
3747 Specification and locations required for High visibility guardrail. MCHW Appendix 4 1 Safety A 

tJ '-i___r-'-
-

Fencing And Safety Barriers 

3862 Signs TS1 10/82 & 83 and TS1 10/86 & 87 are wrong: should be D1ag 958 in Traffic Signs Layout A 

� advance or bus lane tapers. Signs lo Diag 959 also required at the beginning of bus 
lanes. 

3866 Sign TS1 10f79 cannot be erected as the right turn from Leith WalK (northbound) inlo Traffic Signs Layout t:' 
Crown Place is banned. 

3872 The wording on Signs TS� 12/21 & 22 shollld be 'No loading 6am - Midnight'. The 
terms 112am' and '12pm' are never used on signs (see Para 12.8 or Chapter ?). 

Traffic Signs Layout A � 

3873 Sion TS1 12/55 should be Diao 772. Traffic Signs Layout A 
3877 The location of sion TS1 l 3/62 & 67 conflicts wilh traffic sianals. Traffic Sians Lavout A 
3881 General traffic Leith Walk northbound approach to junction with Dalmeny Street is Pavement Surface Colour A - -

shown rn buff hioh friction surfaclno • 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 surfacino. 
3901 The new left radius for the entry into Manderston Street forces pole 9 and thereby Traffic Signal Ducting A -

the pedestrian push button unit. away from the tactile paving for the Manderston Layout 
Street pedestrian crossing. The tactile paving should be extended to the position of 
the oole. 

3906 A pedestrian pushbutton is missing from pole 3 . phase K. Traffic Signal Ductmg A 
[1 Lavout 

3926 Item 86.3.9 Junction 16 - The designer's response does not answer the safely audit RSA2 Designers Response A 
query, ii has simply been cut and paste from the prevmus item and therefore bears 
no relation to this item_ 

4473 Item 1 .3,3 . The dual socket should also have an RCD device for safety MCt,W Appeod» 1 � A 
Traffic S\gnal Spec1ficat1on 

4474 Section 2 - Installation Requirements - No ducting or chamber specification details MCHW Append1� 12.5 A 

�LJ 

have been given. The type, colour. size or both ducts and chambers needs to e Traffic Signal Spec1ficatlon 
specified to be in keeping with current CEC traffic signal specifications. Thts 
specification should be provided in appendix 5/2, reference should be made to this 
document here. .-, - - -

4476 Item 2.1 .3 . • ... shall be slotless, 4 melres in length and installed �NAL RS1 15DF or MCHW Appendix 12  5 A - - - -

same as" in ductile iron pole retention sockets." This should read - • shall be Traffic Signal Specifica11on 

� 
sfotless, 4 metres in length and installed in pole retention sockets (NAL RS115DF or 
similar) " 

P.igc 1 
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SOS Item 3 - Evidence of Disruption 

CommentJD Comments Doc Title 

4477 Item 2 1 .3 - Remove the last sentence "Where passively safe poles .. p as these are MCHW Appendix 1 2  5 
not to be used for traffic signal poles Traffic Signal Specification 

4483 Item 2 1 13 - • AU signal heads shall be "highly conspicuous" cirrus type or LED MCHW Appendix 12.5 
type · - This should read·- ·AIJ signal heads shal l  be ELV LED type." Trame Signal Specification 

4488 Item 2 1 26 - Th1s label is no! required as it is not a CEC standard MCHW Appendix 12 5 
Traffic Signal Specification 

4469 !tern 2 2 2 - hll cables are lo be ELV and therefore this rtem should be reworded to MCHW Appendix 12 5 
reneci this Traffic Signal Specification 

4490 1tem 2 2 6 - Remove the reference to LV cables MCHW Appendix 12  5 
Traffic Signal Specification 

- -
4491 Item 2 2 11 - Remove the reference to LV cable schedule ,MCHW Appendix 12 .5 

Traffic Sign.at Specification 

4492 Item 2 4 · Site commissioning -A schedule of tests to be conducled should be MCHW Appendix 12 5 
included so that all parties Involved in the SAT know what equipment is required, Traffic Signal Specification 
can estimate of how long 11 will take and the personnel required can be determined 

4494 1tem 3.9 · Factory Acceptance Testing A schedule of tests to be conducled should MCHW Appendix 12.5 
be included so that all parties involved in the FAT �now what equipment is required Traffic Signa\ Spec1f1cahon 
and an estimate of how long it will taKe can be determined 

4497 Item 5. 1 - "The OMCU/OTU shall be compatible with Siemens Remote Monilonng MCHW Appendix 'i 2.5 
and PeeJi,. UTC -equipment unless otherwise arranged through this contract. " Trame Signal Specific.alien 
This should read:- "The OMCU shall be compatible with Siemens Remote 

I• Monitoring system and the OTU compatible with the Peek UTC system unless 
otherwise soecified bv CEC. " 

4498 Item 5.2 - • .compliant to version 2 of the UTMC .. ·· - This should read.- MCHW Appendix 12 5 
• compliant with the latest version of the UTMC. ' Traffic Signal Specification 

4499 Item 6 1 1 - Modems are integral to the OMCU and OTU, but at least one modern at MCHW Appendix 12.5 
the 1n·stat1on will probably be required Traffic Signal SpecificatiOrJ 

I 4500 11em 6 1 .2 - • ensuring that the modems and OTU are setup - This should read MCHW Appendix 12 5 
ensunng that the OTU/OMCU/MOVA Is setup Traffic. Signal Specification 

4501 Section 7 - ,,...,OVA requirements - Specifications for data collection of cruise MCHW Appendix J 2 5 
speeds etc no1 included Traffic Sigri,al Specification 

11 4502 Item 7 1 7 - Tfle latest version of MOVA should be specified and the reference to MCHW Appendix 12 5 
the large number of hnks seems superfluous considering a number of junctions Traffic Signal Specification 
might be considered. 

4503 Item 7 3 1 - This .rtem makes reference to an unknown/unexplained strategy MCHW Appendix 12.5 
Traffic Signal Specification 

II 

] 
4505 Item 8 1 2 · The method of locallng loops has not been specified MCH\rv' Appendix 12 5 

Traffic Signal Specification 

4515  Item 94 1 -The explana1ion for the 'follow mh1bit' does not make; sense MCHW Appendix 1 2.5 
Traffic Signa\ Specification 

- 4525 Item 10 1 9 . Not required for LED s ignal heads MCHW Appendix 12 5 
Traffic Signal SpecificaJ1on 

4527 Appendix 8 - Installation Documents - As there will be no LV cabling. a s chedule for MCHW Appendix 12 5 
LV is not required Traffic Signal Specification 

I 4815 Tactile paving is shown orrentated 1nhne wi th  the kerb but not  the crossing Thfs  1s  Co['slruction Details Foot 

I 
incorrect and does no! lie in with signals drawing Of The Walk Pedest!an 

Crossina � 4819  Granolilhic Concrete fin ish is not as shown on the  prior approval submiSSlOn. The Construction Details Foot 

I 
surface should be paved as the adJacent footways Of The Walk Pedesllan 

CroSSIOQ 

I 
4820 Note 2 "Kerbs details to comply with BS:7263 Part3 2001" - This standard has been Construction Details Foot 

Withdrawn and replaced by BS.EN1 340:2003, However this only applies to concrete Of The Walk redesti�n 
kerbs w' hich should not be used in this location. Crossing 

4827 Soecification 1 111  and this drawina do not alhon. Further information reouired. Construction Details Setts 
4847 Appendix 5/2 - (P1 3) - Lighting and signals ducts should be specified here - in line MCHW Appendix 5 -

with CEC soec1fication. Drainaoe Soecificat1on 
4864 2.5 (PG) - Signs that can be mounted on lighting columns should be listed MCHW Appendix 12 . 1  

Traffic Siqns General 
- 4874 Appendix 2411 - 2(x1) - "MortaJ joints to be flOOmm'· is this correct (sl)ould ii oot be MCHW Appendix 24 

10mm) Brickwork. Blockwork And 
Stonework 

- 4908 Con01ct betwef:n OL F role and vis1bilily for traffic signal at poles .. CH 1 1091 8  and Outline OLE Layout Plan 
CH 1 1 0450 Chainage 1 1 0300 to 

1 1 0950 
4909 Conflict between OLE pole and vislblll!y for traffic signal at pates· CH 1 1 1227 and Outline OLE Layout Plan 

CH 1 20237 Chainage 1 1 0950 l o  
120300 

2494 Excessive distance between gullies at north of Great Junction StreeVLeith WalK Drainage Plan 
junction An additional gully houtd be provided on the edge of the LOO half way 
between the existing gully on Great Junclion Street and the proposed gully wesl of 
the lramwav. 

2741 Drawing shows kerb type K7 at the tramstop This 1s in conflict with the tramstop Kerbs Foo\ways f.nd Paved 
detaiis drawing The areas around the tramstops are also inconsistent with the Areas 
tramstop drawings 

4906 Location of pole at CH 1 10240 unsuitable as bollard required on end of island. Outline OLE Layout Plan 
Chainage 1 02450 to 
1 10300 

� - -� 
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This would improve the existing drainage 
sJtuation which is considered betterment 

This is not part of sis scope 

PB d1sc1plines did nol engage in the 
agreed JDC process which led to conrncts 

with the roads design. Subsequent 
revisions to roads design due to PB 

disciplines 1s a commercial issue 

PB disciplines did not engage in the 
agreed IDC process which led to conOicts 

with the roads design. Subsequent 
revisions lo roads design due to PB 

disciplines is a commercial issue 
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CommentlD 

4907 

246 

381  

1752 

1758 

3202 

3724 

3728 

3869 

3878 

I 

3909 

2226 

249 

2227 

3165 

3167 

SOS Item 3 Evidence of DrsrL1ption 

Comments Doc Title 1 1  Cats Justification or category 1 April 2010 

Location of pole at CH 1 1 1  J. 94 unsuitable as bollard required on end of fland Outline OLE Layout Plan c PB disciplines did no\ engage 1n 1he 
Cha1nage 10950 to agreed JDC process whtch led lo conflicts 
120300 w1lh the roads design Subsequef\l 

I 
rev1s1ons to roads design due to PB 

discipi)nes 1s  a commercial  issue 

2.5 (p5) "Where appropriate, to reduce number or posts. signs nave been located MCHW Appendix 12 . 1  
II 

c Significant additional approvals are 
on shared posts.... Signs can ...also be located on lighting columns. subJect 10 Traffic Signs General required for local!ng signage on pnvate 
agreement by the Employer's Agent/Sile Representative_" Should also include infraslructure. Obtaining these approvals 
sharing OLE poles/traffic signal poles. In addllion TRO signage- shou!d be located would regu1re additional costs and 1s nof 
on adJacent walls/fences where appropriate. w1lhin the sos conlract Refer to 
SOS Response (1 ?Apr08): OLE poles where possible. traffic signals never. 
CEC Response (15MayOB): Specification to be updafed. Some signs rnpybe placed 

D.Simmons- letter to PB. 

on traffic signal poles. This conflicts with SDS's response to commenl #386. 

Appendix 2/3 should highlight if bus shelters to be removed are from "Adshe!I" as MCHW Appent:11>1 2 - Sile c Bus shelters are deau with under CEC's 
these will require additional authorisation for removal. Clearance agreement with Adshell which is not within 
SOS Response (17Apr08) As per site survey. Dime[lsions to be provided the SOS scope The des,�n identifies 
Agreement modifications with Adshel not wi!hln scope of SOS CEC lo advise to 

II 
shelters to be removed. 

tie. 
CEC Response ( 1 5MayOB). Dimensions included for some bus stops but not all. 
Sile survey details not received. 
Whal are the bus shelter locations and types on Great Junction Street and Duke Roads Design Layout Plan c Bus s�eltefs in this area are part of CEC's 
street? No shelters are shown. To ensure visibility of traffic signals is maintained agreement with Adshell which fs not within 
and are foolway widths are reduced below standard, clearance provided lo be the SOS scope 
stated. 
There is a tram track crossover close lo Manderston Street Junction If � ts Roads Design Layout Plan c The crossover is for use 1n emergencies. 
necessary to reverse a tram that ls heading South, to head North. the tram bloCks The design accommodates 1his tt 1s the 
the road junction whilst the driver changes ends and sets back How is this operators responsibility 10 have a method 
managed with the signalling - will traffic be signalled mto \he Junct1011, be blocked statement 1n place for lh1s operation It is 
and be stuck when the lfghts change? lf a I ram is reversing from heading North. to not w11h1n SDS's scope 
head South (this happens on a piece of tram only highway - good), will it activate 
the tram stage of the signal at Manderston Street junction? 

87.2 1 (p30) Cycle Lanes - Recommendation: " . .  Rather than split the 3 45m width RSA2 Designers Response c This is contrary to the agreecfway forward 
into cycle and traffic lanes, combine them as a single all-purpose lane." Response: as per the RDWG minutes for 7109/2007 
" ... This item will be raised with the Overseeing Organisation" A cyc!e lane should and 21/09/07 
only be provfded where standards can be met, This is not possible at the Foot of the 
Walk. so the 3.45 m tane should be an alt.purpose lane, as the Aud1tor notes. It may 
be possible to provide a cycle lane at the Top of the Walk. on the approaches to 
London Road for examole. 
Any lowering of the footway should result in a new subbase layer. r.econstructed to Construction Deta!ls c This detail! \vould result ln significant 
15011)m deep. Note should be added to relocate/lower ducts as required when Footways additional excava!ion and subbase works. 
lowering footways. increasing the capital cost of the projecl 

and would not result m best value for 
monev. 

When lowering the footway the subbase layer should be reconstructed to minimum Construction DetaJlS c This detail would result in significant 
150mm deep Footways additional excavation and sUbbase works, 

increasing the capital cost or the project 
and would not result in bes! value for 

money. }his comment is also a duplicate 
With 3724 

General: Inconstancies in sign provision. Signs to Oiag 952 (var.) are shown on Traffic Signs Layout c Use of dia 962 LVar) is  a d irect 
some side roads (TS1 1 1/59 & 67) bUI not on others {Lorne Slreet & Jamieson consequence of CEC w1sfiing the Bus 
Place). Lanes to be caroera enforceable. The 

I I des,gr, minimises the use of this a dltional 
I 

General: Inconsistencies in sign provision. Signs to Diag 962 {var.) are shown on Traffic Signs Layout 
some side roads and accesses (TS 1 1 3{52 & 56) but not on others (three accesses 
south of Shrubhitl House). I 

• • � 

Facilities for pedestrians do not meet CEC standards - pedestrian facJlities are Traffic Signal Ducting 
required on all arms or the junction. Currently there is no pedestrian cr ossing facility Layout 
on the southern arm of the junction. 

Why guardrail In one location, but not fn the other? (looking at areas opposite Arthur Road Restraint Systems 
Street and on RHS of junction with Iona Street) 
SOS Response (08Nov07): To provide explanation 

3.1 (p7) "Advisory Direction Signs for Pedestrians arid Cyclists, Details of logos and MC.HW Appendix 12. 1 
colours to be confirmed by CEC.". SOS to confirm what details they require. Traffic Signs General 
Existing signs to be retained/replaced inline with the TSRGD. Srgns to be included 
with the design.Q 
SOS Response (1 7Apr08): As per site survey Where required CEC to provided slgn 

� 

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 ln 
the road signs package. Existing signs to be retained/replaced. 
SOS Response (2BMay08): As the overseeing organisation we would expect CEC o 
have a si�nage strategy and have appraised the scheme accordingly. Not in SOS 
remit. 
CEC Response (1 1 Jun08): SOS to provide details of siqn survey. 
Further detail needed of measures to discourage road vehicles entering tram only Roads Design Layout Pta'n 
section eg width of white line. rumble strip etc? (at junction with Arthur Street) 

A specification for coloured surface treatments to roads is required mc!udm.9 MCHW Appendix 7 1 
specific colours and required PSV values. (PSV should be inline with HFS). Need to Permitted Pavement 
include green for bus lanes and red for cycle lanes and ASLs oulwtlh the world Options 
heritaoe site. 
Appendix 5/2 {p13) "Note: Refer to traffic signal & ducting drawings and appendices MCHW Appendix 5 .:I 
for all other ducting information." - No appendices for Traffic Signals have been Drainage Spec1fieat1on 
provided. A limited amount or detail is shown on signal drawings. Reference should 
be made to relevant document numbers. 

Page 3 

s1gnage. To use this signage at all 
locations increases !he capital cost wrth 

little or no benefit .. 
c Use of dia 962 {9ar) is a direct 

consequence of CEC w1sh1ng the Bus 
Lanes to be camera enforceable The 

desrgn mimmises the use of this additional 
signage. To use this s1gnage at all 

locaHons Increases the capital cost with 
little or no benefit This 1s a duplicate 

comment with 3869 
c The design provides pedestrian crossrng a! 

all locations wt1e1e 111ere is an exist i n_g 
crossing To provide add1Uonal crossings 

1:1 al all locallons would result in Increased 
capital costs which does not represent 

vatue tor money 

D To remove PGR where lfiere 1s a risk to 
pedestnans would not fulfill SDS's COM 
responsibilities CEC would become the 

designer and therefore would need to 
accept liability under COM 

I 
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SDS Item 3 - Evidence of Disruption 

Comment/D Comments Doc Title 1 1  Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010 

_?196 85. 1 1 (p17) Tram/Road Interface - Recommendation· \'It would be preferred that RSA2 Designers Response I 
suct:i tram only sections were elevated or, a ra1sed kerbed central reserve . .  " 

� i � .. : .t1 
Response; " A raised tram area cannot be provided as 11 will not work horizontally 
or vertically due to the number of constraints throughou! seclion i B. - Tram only 
areas could be segregated with a low height kerb (10mm) and could be surfaced 
usino lmorint or similar contrastino surface. 

3922 Item 86 1 2 J unction 15 - The safety auditor's recommendation 1s correcl and RSA2 Designers Response I 

-c:::;J congruent with CEc·s engineering solution for the Junction The designe(s response • 
and critique of the recommendations is based upon incorrect assumptions -
(pedestrians using islands. islands being clipped) and the final recommendation of .. ,-----, .. I • • • • additional road markings will not address other intrinsic issues 

� - -� - � 
4830 Some bus shelters are ladled (cc) What does tt)is 1nd1cate? MCHW Appendix 2 - Site I 

Clearance 
1 790 1 80075 is an existing taxi information stgn (857 1)  Schedule states that this is to be Site Clearance Survey J No replacement deemed n.ecessary. This 

removed and slored: signs drawing show no replacement. Plans also adhere's to CEC policy of mimm1sfng 
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 lhe works so does 
Areas not need to be replaced.) 

4863 2 .3 (PG} - Foundallon surfaces should not be nush with finished ground leve! MCHW Appendix 1 2 1 J The design provided rs adequate. The 
(normally 100mm below ground level) Traffic Signs Genera! 1 OOmm dimension is not a mandatory 

reouirement. 
236 2. 4 (p5) General Requirements "Footway and foolway/cycleway construction 1s to MCHW Appendix 1 1 . 1  J Design information provided was sufficient 

be shown on Construction Detail drawings." Reference to drawing to be provrded Kerbs. Footways , to gain approval. 
Detail to be provided. Is this to CEC standard details? Cycleways. Laybys. 
sos Response ( 17Apr08). Drawings to be provided. Busbays And Paved Areas 
CEC Response ( 1 5MayOS)· No update made. no draw1rgs provided 
sos Response (28MavOB): Yes lt 1s to the � 

1816  Bollards should be provided a t  signals 6 7 � 7  and 1 8  Traffic Signal Dueling J Bol lards 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 

iudaement. 
221 8  There i s  a bin shown behind the guardrail at Great J.unc!ion StreeL This i s  already a Road Restraint Sys!ems J Existing situation ls a narrow footway. It is 

busy, ()arrow footway. Bin to be relocated. a design judgement whether to maintain 
SOS Response (08Nov07): SOS to check and confifl]1. the existing situation or revise ii 

2257 Section A-A shows PPC (half-batter) kerbs, should be natural stone. whin kerb. Construction Details Foot J This area is outside the WHS and therfore 
SOS Response (08Nov07) SOS to change and detail Of The Walk Pedest1an does not require natural stone kerbs 

Crossina 
2431 Schedule 5 (p1 1) "High Fnc!lon Sur1acing Colour Buff except under hatched MCHW Appendix 7 t J Design comphes with standards and the 

road markings where grey " - HFS should be black.to rnatch road surface colour in Permitted Pavemen1 colour has no impact on the suitability of 
all locations Options the design, 
sos Response (17Apr08): Agree Jll 
CEC Response (15May08): Text has been updated but is still incorrect All HFS -
should be black system wide. 1"'1 -
SOS Response (28May08); Amended on Drawings HRL-01274-012780 but the 
leoend is wron and wil l  be amended. 

2600 Poor visibility for vehicles exiting o!d bus depot due to proposed bus shelter A!so Roads Design Layout Plan J Design judgement 
limited space for pedestrians to wait at the bus stop Should raised tables be used 
at either access? 

,- 2686 Traffic islands at the junction o(Leith Walk.lGreat Junction StreeVConst1tut1on. Street Traffic Signs Layout J Bollards were considered m hne with safety 
all require bollards issues. CEC desire to minimise street 

furniture and good design practice 
Provision of bollards is based on designers 

iudoe.rnent 
2690 Sign TS1 1 0/51 signs for City Car Club and Doctor's parking must be separate Traffic Signs Layout J This 1s a design Judgement and is 

acceptable given no requirements were 
provided bV CEC ... 

3199 86.3 4 (p23) Junctions. Traffic Signals , J t S - 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.Gm't - Lane widlhs at this point "are 3 Sm based on the designers judgement. The 
and 2 1 m The latter is too narrow This response does not address the issue. CEC designer is required to prepare thls 
suggest that the lane divider line should be modified to split the available 5 6 m at 1....1 document and CEC can respond through 
the start point (creating two 2,8 m lanes at that point} and taper into the point an exceptions report or an instruction As 
currently shown at the stop hne this is a designer prepared document CEC 

should not propose modifications 

3200 86.3, 1 1  (p26) Junctions, Traffic Signals. J 1 7 . Recommendation: ''Install a RSA2 Designers Response J This is the designers response which ts 
pedestrian phase across the side road/access " Response· It would be inappropriate based on the designers judgement. The 
to have a formal pedestrian crossing at this localion - Dropped Kerbs and tactile designer is required lo prepare this 
paving should still be rovided � document and CEC can respond through 

• an exceptions report or an instruction. As 
- this !s a designer prepared document CEC 

should not propose modifications. 

3201 87 1 5 (p29) Pedestnans, Tactlle Paving - Response· 'The use of grey taclile paving RSA2 Desrgners Response J This is the designers response which is 
ls restricted to the World Heritage Site where this 1s a planning requirement .. This based on the designers judgement. The 
restricted to the World Hent�e Site but is the CEC standard detail for tactile paving designer is required lo prepare this 
city wide. ... document and CEC can respond through 

an excephons report or an instruction. As - this is a designer prepared document CEC 
should not propose mod1ficat1ons. 

3737 4 & 5 (p6) Precast Concrete Flags. Sizes specified 600mm x 450rnm x 50mm MCHW Appendix 1 1  1 J These sizes can be supplied by Marshals 
square edge, however Marshatls do not specify this type Change to 600rnm x 

�;�\�:;:.
t
�·=i��s 

or the design allows another producl to be 
450mm x 63mm square edge specified 

Busbays And Paved Areas 

3738 4 (p6) Precast Concrete Flags· Consideration should be given to using smaller MCHW Appendix 1 1  1 J Consideration was given and the designers 
element nags with greater thickness in areas subject to vehicle running (lessen the Kerbs. Footways, judgement used. 
likely hood of breaking) Cycleways, Laybys, 

Busbays And Paved Areas 
I � 

3863 Signs TS1 1 0/82 & 83 and TS1 1 0/71 are mounted too close together Traffic Signs Layout J The signs can be accommodated in the 
available area. 

3879 TS 1 1 3/03 & 58 can be mounted on the same post Traffic Signs Layout J Design judgement, 
3898 In accord with the RSA. the road markings in the centre or the junction require Traffic Signal Ducting J The standard yellow box is considered 

alteration to guide vehicles from Great Junction and Duke Street through ttie layout sufficient for lhis situation. Standard signs 
junction. The yellow box marking should be separaled with a continuous blank 2rea and markings have been provided 
between the islands on either side of the junction (pole 6 to pole 17) similarly to the wherever possible as good design 
method definina the tram envelooe. practice. 
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SOS Item 3 - Evidence of Disruption 

CommentlD Comments OocTitle 1 1  C;, t s  Justific:ition of category 1 April 2010 

3900 Phase G requires buses to travel ahead only and therefore a regulatory 'Ahead Only' Traffic Signal Ducting J The. .J!esigner deemed that an ahead green 
box �n ·s required as an ahead green arrow alone is  not sufficient Layout arrow was- sufficient 

3904 Concern exists that the location of the secondary signals ror phases B and E' w11I Traffic Signal DuctH\9 J The JUnchon is a standard layout lo 
cause veh!cles from the side roads to mistakenly slop al these signals. These Layout introduce the additional hazard ol a traffic 
heads should eitheri be moved nearer to their respective stoplines and a cent(al island was not considered appropriate by 
island should be conslructed lo relocate phases A and D secondary signals to a the des1grre,r 
more oract1ca1 and safer location 

3912 The crossing on the we�tern half of Piing Street should be rotated so that ii is at Daffie Signal Ducting J As discussed at mtg on 20/08/08 we 
right-angles to the kerb as per the existing crossing, which is preferable for the Layout believe this lo be a less safe s-otulion as 
vfsually impaired !he  crossi�g will no not be slaggered 

across Piing Street 
3924 Item 86 3.5 J unction 15 - CEC agree that the intermediate call button st"]ould be RSA2 Desfgners Response J This ts the designers response which is 

removed but consider that the suggested "0- island should also be incorporated in based on the designers judgement. n,e 
!he des1gn1 all other tFiings being equal Wflere the rs land cannot be accommodated designer rs required lo prepare this 
1he reasons need to  be stated I document and CEC can respond through 

an exceptions report or an instruction. As . thts 1s a designer prepare document CEC 
slioufa not propose modifical1Es 

4173 Should double gully at approximate Ch 1 1 1225 nol t1e In to existing double gully tail? Drafnage PJan J CEC 1s proposing their pwn design 
soH.1hon. The deslgp provided 1s-- su1table 

and 'vahd. 
4472 Item 1 .3.1 - A 40 Amp fuse is the normal rating to be used in the Haldo Pillar. MCHW Appendix 12 5 J �This rs ltle normal raltng but is not 

Trarc Signal Spec1ficahf.'.] appropriate m all situations 

4814  Drawing shows various kerb types. these vary from Half battered quadrants. natural Construction Details Foot J This area is outside the WHS and therfore 
stone kerbs and bullnosed kerbs. Consistency required. all kerbs should be natural or The Walk Pedestian does not require natural stone Kerbs 
stone in this location. Cross ma 

4824 Note 15: "New raised tables are of block paving construction." - This must be Construction Details Raised J Imprint constructioo is a prerere.nce from 
determined by vehicle loading. Further specification required for full depth Ta,btes CEC not ,eev1ously advised 
construction of raised tables with imonnt construction. 

4825 Note 15: "New raised tables are of block paving construction.' - Further specification Conslruc\ion Details Ra!sed J 1mpnnt construction 1s a preference from 
reowred for 1monnt. Tables CEC not orevtouslv adv1sed 

4857 2 (P3) • Specify CEC standard detail numbers MCHW AppendTx 7 2 u These are not required 

, r' Excavation. Tnmming And 
Exlstina Services 

4888 Raised table to be provided at Shrub Place Lane Kerbs Footways And Paved J Ttus Is not req_uired and was agreed with 
Areas CEC. 

4889 The surface malerial for the central refuge at the Foot of the Walk is show,;, as Kerbs Footways Aod Raved J Design judgement was used in the 
granite setts. This is not consistent with other drawing, CEC anticipate it to match Areas absence of CEC re�u1rements. 
existino i .e. PCC oavina slabs. 

4890 Existing raised table at junc\io.o opposite Crown Street should be replaced Kerbs Foolways And Paved J This ts not affected by the works so does 
Areas not need lo be reolaced. 

1 773 In  Tram only areas, such as this is the 3 7m tram lane width excessive? Cross Section CH 1 1 0670 J Judgement. Accepted by CEC at 3 7m 
Parking Layby No Cycle 
Lane 

1 778 Why is the large clearance between \he tram vehicle and central reserve kerb Cross Section CH 1 1 0670 v This is a duplicate comment w1th 1 773 
required in tram only area? Particularly when road and parking bay widths are Parking Layby No Cycle 
narrow/sub-standard Lane 

13193 84.2.2 (p12) Drainage - Great Junclton Street Response: ''The tram projects RSA2 Designers Response J This 1s the desfgners response which 1s 
employer's requirement is to provide no betterment to \he existing drainage based on the 1fes1gners Judgement The 
situation The drainage is as ex1st i11.9. We propose no revision." . CEC note that designer is required to prepare this 
kerblines are being changed; drainage should be provided, as necessary, to reflecl .L ::::!r docurnenl and CEC can respond through 
the changes. an exceptions re or\ or an instruction. As 

this Is a designer prepared document CEC 
should not propose modifications 

3 1 95 84.6.2 (p15) Skid Resistance - HFS. Recommendation: "The surface course s�ould RSA2 Designers Response J This ls  the designers response which is 
have a higher friction on the approach to junctions and in particular pedestrian based on the designers judgement. Tile 
crossings. the latter where HFS would be preferred. HFS should be in a contrasting designer 1s required lo prepare this 
colour {usually buff) and continue beyond the stop line in b!ack colour . .  .'' - CEC document and CEC ca respond throogh 
standard is to have BLAC,K HFS on approaches to all signalised junction s. Buff 

-� 
.-

an exceptions report or an instruction As 
would not provide a contrast with tram only areas. particularly at foot of the walk this is a designer prepared documerit CEC 
Appendix 7/1 of the Specification currently states that a PSV of 60 1s to be provjded, I � 

should not propose modifications 
not 65 as stated in the designer"s response. This needs to be adaressed. CEC 
would also expect that a strict application of HD36!06 would identify the need for • 
HFS on more approaches than the design currently shows. 

3865 A banned right 1urn sign is required from Leith Walk (northbound) into Crown Street. Traffic Signs Layout J Judgemen1 as ti requfres a turn across a 
tram only area and the cross-over also the 

sign cannot be sighted in the central - reserve and will be largely obscured from 
drivers view by vehicles m the loading area 

3874 Existing sign TS 1 1 2/60 - traffic wil l no longer be able to turn right into Balfour Street Traffic Signs Layout J The designer Oel1eves this sign is required. 
from Leith Walk, t herefore this sign is of no benefit other than to pedestrians. It 
should either be o "tied or replaced with a suitable pedestrian sign . 

3897 In  accord with the RSA. additional islands are required on the opposite side of the Traffic Signal Ducting J lt ls the designers Judgement that these 
pedestrian crossing to poles 6 & 7. The secondary signal heads for phases A, B and L:ayout islands are not required and reduce the 
E should be relocated to these islands for better visibility and consequenlly pole 6 safety of the unction 
can be removed. 

3899 The secondary signal for phase G. located on pole 10. should be relocated to pole 5 Traffic Signal Ducting J The pole is the standard distance from the 
as oole 10 is verv close lo the kerb edoe. Layout kerb. 

3903 The secondary signal heads for phases D and G will breach the 450mm minimum Traffic Signal Duchng J CE:C's 'policy' is to reduce tt)e amount of 
clearance from kerb edge to any street furniture, due to the projection of the head Layout slreel furniture This has been done 1r this 
assembly. To achieve a solul!on. use 2 poles for the 3 heads which is more instance 
aoorooriate. 

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

4478 I tem 2. 1 .4 - Item not required as CEC do not number poles or controllers MCHW Appendix 12 5 J CEC Judge this 1s not requtred as they clo 
Traffic Signal Specification no! need 11 Hus may be required by the 

contractor or site stafr so 11 has been 
included 

4479 ltem 2. 1 .5 - I tem not required as GEC do not number poles or controllers MCHW Appendix 12 5 J CEC judge this is nol required as tt,ey do 
Traffic Signal Spec1ficat1on not need 1t "'ih1s may be 1equ1red by the. 

contractor or site sl·a f( so 1t has been 
included .. 

4480 Item 2. 1 .7 - l!em not  required as CEC do not number poles or controllers MCHW Appendix 12 5 J CEC judge th1s is not re�uired as they do 
Traffic Signal Specif1ca\lon not need it This rnay be required by the 

contractor or site staff so U has been 
I lncludedL 

Page 5 

CEC02084617 0019 



SOS Item 3 - Evidence of Disruption 

CommentlO Comments Doc Title 11 Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010 

4481 Item 2 1 8 · Item not required as  CEC do not number poles or controllers MCHW Appendix l 2 5 J CEC judge this is not required as they do 
Traffic Signal Specification not need it. This may be required by the 

I I 
contractor or site staff so 11 has been 

included. 

� 4482 !tern 2 1 9 · Item not required as CEC do not number poles or controllers MCHW Appendix 12.5 J CEC judge this is not required as they do 
Traffic Signal Specification not need ii This may be required by the 

conlractor or site staff so 1l /las been 
included..-

4484 Item 2 1 4 - bottom of the signal head/bracket shaU be not less than 2 3 metres MCHW Appendix 12 5 J 2 3 metres had been specified lo allow for 
and not more than 2 55 metres This should read - • bottom of the signal Traffic Signal Specification potential future use as a cycle path 
head/brackel shall be not less than 2 25 metres " 

4493 Item 3 8 1 . This item 1s not required MCHW Appendix 12 5 J CEC judge this is not required as they do 
Traffic Signal Specification not need it SOS have included additional 

information. 
4504 Item 7.4 1 · There is a forma1 error here and the statemenl is also redundant as the MCHW Appendix 12.5 J Format errors do not affect the accuracy or 

controller bit pattern should allow for this Traffic Signal Specification suitability of the design. 

4506 Hem a 1 . 4  - The sta!ement of specification G32 needs to be expanded - 1 e MCHW. MCHW Appendix 12 5 J This information was sufficient to gain 
Volume 3, drawing reference G32 Traffic Signal Specification approval. 

4508 ltem 9 3.2 · Not required as thi s  is covered elsewhere MCHW Appendix 12 5 J CEC judge !hrs is not requ1red as l�ey do 
Traffic Signal Specification not need ii SOS have included additional 

information. 
45 14  Item 9.3. 1 2  · ''The Tram phase request demand shall remain in force until t he  phase MCHW Apper:,dix 12 5 J The designers judgement is that the text is 

has been sa! 1sfied • - This should be amended to be more specific:- "The Tram Traffic Signal Specification sufficient 
phase request demalJd shall remain in force until the p)lase minimum t,as been 
satisfied . .  

4524 Item 1 0  1 .7 · Hem not required as  not standard CEC prac11ce,.,,. MCHW Appendix 12.5 J S1andard CEC praclJce I requirements 
Traffic Signal Specificatton have not been supplied so SOS has used 

� desion ludoement. 
793 Where is footway finish/scope of works specified for each location? 

� 
MCHW Appendix 1 1 . 1  NA Sufficient information was provided at time 

SOS Response (17 Apr08): Will clarify in specification. Kerbs, Footways, of Technial Approval 
CEC Response (15May08): Not updated. Cycleways, Laybys, 
SOS Response (28May08): Clarified ln  specificat ion. Busbays And [av:ed Areas 
CEC Resoonse (15Mav08l: Soecifv where o!ease. 

2) 34 Time plate (TS 1 1 1/48 and 49)· ' 1 2am' & ' 12pt are never used on this type of sign Traffic Slgns Layout NA Comment Not Applicable as it is covered 
'Noon' and 'Midnight' are the correct terms through comment 3876. This is a duplicate 

comment 
2137 Time plate (TS 1 1 2/21 & 22)· · 12arn· & ' 1 2pm' are never used on t)1is type of sign Traffic Signs Layout NA Comme11t No! Applicable as ii is covered 

'Noon' and 'Midnight' are the correct terms through comment 3876 This is a duplicate 
comment 

2141  
�::/:�� ����;��·ga�e ��� ����:� ����n

i are ryever used o� this !�1pe of  srgn
LI Traffic Signs Layout NA Comment Not Applicable as it 1s covered 

through comment 3876. This is a duplicate 
comment 

3867 The wording on Signs TS1 1 0/46, 69 & 44 should be ·No loadiog Garn . Midnight' Traffic Signs Layoul NA Comment Not Applicable as rt is covered 
T e terms '12am' and ' 12pm' are never used on signs (see Para 1 2.8 of Chapter 7) through comment 3876. This is a duplicate 

comment 
3870 The wording on Signs TS1 1 1/48  & 49 should be 'No loading 6am . Midnight' The Traffic Signs Layout NA This is a duplicate comment with 2 1 34 

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 P1lrig Slreet is Pavement Surface Colour NA Design complies with standards and the 
shown 1n buff high friction surfacing · should be blac)( colour has no impact on the suitability of 

the desion. 
3886 General traffic Leith Walk northbound approach to junclfon with Oalmeny Street is Pavement Surface Colour NA Design complies with standards and the 

st,own in buff hlgh fnclion surfacing · should be black colour has no impact on !he suitability of 
the desian. 

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

the desiQn, 
3890 General traffic approaches to junction of Leith Walk/Great Junction SlreeVDuke 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 suilab1hly of 
the desmn. 

3999 Appendix 5/1, Sec Hon 1. 9: Are SOS catering to requirements of BS EN 14396:2004 MCHW Appendix 5.- NA SOS have used CEC's standard details 
regarding fixed ladderlhandrail for access to manhole? Drainage Specification which are their requirements 
SOS Response (06Dec07): SOS are currently using CEC standards, hOwever SOS 
will confirm with CEC that these are still suitable for aooroval 

4 1 74 Section 1Bl1C cut-line chainage wrong Drainage Plan N) This does not affect the accuracy of the 
design or the abi!ity of CEC to grant 

technical approval. 
48/1 Note B "for footway construction details refer to Appendix 1 1/1 · . The appendix has Construction Details Foot NA There is no granolilhic concrete specified 

no details for Granollthic concrete finish Of The Walk Pedestian in section 1 B. 
Crossinci 4840 Throughout document there is reference to different types of guardrail etc It 1s not fV!CHW Appendix 4 1 Safety NA SOS has specffied replacing like with like in 

clear which guardrail is specjfied and is confusing. Clarification required Fencing And Safety Barriers terms of PGR and the existing PGR is of 
several different !voes. 

4869 1 (P4) - Refers to ·'( 1 200 Senes)" drawjngs howe\ler in Schedule 1 213 Notes refer to MCHW Appendix 1 2.3 NA This 1s a duplicate comment with 4862 
500 Series drawing numbers for some sections Traffic Signs Road 500 series drawings reference is applicable 

Markinos And Studs lo line 2 not section 1 B. 
2216 Name of street i s  Shrub Place Lane not jusl Place Lane. 

� 
Kerbs Footways And Paved NA This does not affect the accuracy of the 

SOS Response (06Nov07): SOS to update Areas deslgn or the ability of CEC to granl 
technical approval. The OS mapping 

-l 
identifies the street as Place lane. No 

!'or I 

- signage has been proposed stating Place 
I lane. The text only appears on the 

background to the drawing and should not 
be altered to comply with the OS copyright 

2577 Typo in document references, all are shown as ULEE90130 . Should be Cross Section CH 1 1 0840 NA This does not affect the accuracy of the 
ULE90130 Dropped Kerb Pedestrian design or the ability of CEC to grant 

Crossina technical aooroval. 
2585 nmes 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 

olace for aoorovino TRO olans. 
2592 The bus layby south or Lorne Street should have a Clearway (Diag 1025) along the TRO Plan � NA TRO plans were not submitted for 

full lenglh of the layby approval. they were submitted for 
informat ion. A separate process was In 

� pl ace for approvino TRO oJans. 
2594 Al the north bound crossing, north of Balfour Street "No Waiting At Any Time except TRO Plan NA TRO plans were no\ submitted for 

loading Midnight to Garn" is proposed. This conflicts with crossing zigzag lines approval, !hey were submitted for 
Should be changed to no walling/loading at any time informatjon. A separate process was in 

olace for approvino TRO olans. 
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SOS ttem 3 - Evidence of Disruption 

CommantlD Comments 

3170 2 1 (p7) Section 18 General - "Section 18 commences at Leith Wa!k with its 
iuncllon with Annandale St" - This shOuld be changed to Brunswick Street 

3172 2 . 1  (p7) Section 18 General - "Tram; . Tram only space 1s denoted by a brown 
coloured surface." - Thfs should be buff 

Doc Title 

Roads Technical Des,gn 
Statement OeJatled Design 

Roads "T echnicalJOesign 
Statement Detailed Design 

3173 2 1 (p7) Section 18 General - "Bus. 81.Js lraffic rs permilled to use the !ram lane Roads Techqrcal Design 
except at the stops .. - This sryould s ecify tram stops as opposed to bus stops. Bus statement Detailed Design 
traffic is also banned from the cross over area at the foot of the walk A note should 

be made regarding bus prionty at the Foot of lhe Wall< Junction 

3 174 2 1 (p7) Section 18 General - ''Taxi: As for Buses" - This needs to be more specific Roads Techmcal Design 
Taxi lanes is as per bus lanes rovide details of changes to taxi sta ces Statement Dela1led Design 

3176 2 2 (pB) Road Layout and Construction - "Progressing nor1h The McDonald Road Roads Technrcal Design 
junction is signalised and is described tn Appendix ?" -Thts should read Appendix � Statement Detailed Design 

3179 2 4 (p9) Tramstops • "The design for Haymarket lramslop Is being developed by the 
tramstop design team, and whilst some pedestnan facilities are shown on the 
Roads drawings. the final design for these public realm spaces around the 
tramstops resides with the lramstop desig1 team." - This does not apply to section 
1 B and needs to be updated for the Balfour Street stop. In addilion, a fully 
coordinated design is expected at technical approval References to the tramstop 
design and any design commentary details need to be provided here 

3 1 82 2.7 (p10) Footways and Footpaths . "There is, on Great Junction Street, JUSt lo the 
West of the Junction with Leith Walk, a constriction presented by the need to 
maintain existing service for a waste disposal bin .. Providing a footway width of 
approx 1.5m" - It is unclear 1f this is a litter bin. domestic bin or trade waste bin Why 
can the bin not be relocated, 

3185 2 11 (p1 1 )  Road Safely Audit (Stage 2) - "The Road safely Audrt and Designers 
Response are stand alone documents reference TM/USDS/rsa2/S18- 01  rev. 1 and 

ULE90130-01-REP-00108." · The aud it was issued wilh Jeference ULE90130-01-
REP-00094 Rev.2. U 

3929 General: no indication is given on the key of bus stop clearways. 

Roads Technical Design 
Slatemei Detailed Design 

Roads Technical Design 
Statement Detailed Desfgn 

Roads Techmcal Design 
StatemenL Detailed Design 

TRO Plan 

3931 The key states that time periods for loading bays are 1nd1cated on the plan. however TRO Plan 
_ � they are not LI L 

3933 Banned right turn required from Leith Walk �rt!ibound) Into Crown Place. 

3934 Banned right turn required from Leith Walk (norttbound) into Crown Street. 

3935 No entry required for Casslebank Street. 

3937 There is a section of Leith Walk (southbound) south of Jane Street between two 
loading bays where no waiting and loading restrictions are shown. 

TRO Plan 

TRO Plan 

TRO Plan Lr 

TRO Plan 

3942 Bus bay south of Lorne Street (southbound!): the bus stop clearway should extend TRO Plan __J 
over the entire layby. • 

3951 The key states that lime periods for loading bays are lndicated on the plan, however TRO Plan _, 
they are not. 

4468 Subsections 1 2 and 1 . 3  are not in the same format as the rest of the section MCHW Appendix 12 5 
Traffic Signal Specification 

44 70 Item 1 . 2.3  - •. installation of an OTU and an Outslaltan Moniloring and Control Unit MCHW Appendix 12 5 
(OMCU) and MOVA unit. . . "  This should read:· " ... installation of an OTU or an Traffic Signal Spec1fjcat1on 
Outstation Monitorino and Control Unit (OMCU) and MOVA unit if required. � 

44 71 Item 1 .2  4 - ... . preferably at the rear orthe controller. " This should read -
• . .  preferably at the rear of the controller . " 

4475 Item 2.1 .2 - • . .  undertaken to reduce risk of corrosion." Add:- • undertaken to 
reduce risk of corrosion or the Hem s ould be replaced • 

4485 Jtem 2.1 . 16 - "When Tram signal heads shall. • - This should readf· "Tram sign.al 
heads shalt. . ." 

4507 Item 9.2.5 - • . .  controlled by 1nd1vidual tam priority time. • · This should read'­
• . . .  controlled by individual tram priority time 

4509 Item 9.3.4 - "Prepare - shall allows at least six. • - This should read � "Prepare -
shall allow at least six . . .  • 

4 5 1 0  Item 9 3.4 - "Stopllne • A standard phase demand for the phase shall be inserted 

exerted ifthe Tram phase .. . " ·  This should read ·- "Stopline - A standard phase 
demand shall be inserted if the Tram phase ... " 

4 5 1 1  Item 9.3.5 - • . . .  Tram events defined above will require to be confirmed by the 
signal.. ." • This should read:- • . . .  Tram events defined above will require 
confirmation by the siqnal. .. " 

45 12  Item 9.3.9 - ·emclenl passage of all trams This is to be . . . -· There Is a full stop 
missing so that this should read:- "efficient passage of all trams. This is to be 

MCHW Append, 12 5 
Traffic Signal Specification 

MCHW Appendix 12 5 
Traffic Signal Spec1f1cauon 

MCHW Appendix 12 5 
Traffic Signal Specification 

MCHW Appendix 12 S 
Traffic Signal Spec,fica11on 

MCHW Appendix 12 5 
Traffic Signal Specifica11on 

MCHW Appendix 12 5 
Traffic Signal Spec1f1cat1on 

MCHW Appendix 12 5 
Traffic Signal Specification 

MCHW Appendix 12 5 
Traffic Signal Spec1ficat1on 

4 5 1 3  Item 9.3.10 - • . . .  prepare. demand. stopline. exit. if a configured event - This MCHW Appendix l2 5 
needs a full stop to divide these stalemenls:- •. prepare, demand, stopllne. ex1l lf a Traffic Signal Speclficahon 
confiaured event . . . ·  
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1 1  Cats J11stification of category 1 April 2010 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

r..JA 

NA 

I::: 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NI< 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

This does not affect the accuracy of lhe 
design or \he ab�1ty of CEC to grant 

technical approval. 
The colour or the surfacing was not agreed 

at lhe time of issuing the document 'The 
colour of the surfacing was dealt with as a 

sv!>tem wide issue 
This does not affect the accuracy of tbe 

design or the abihty of CEC to grant 
technical approval 

This does not affect the accuracy of tbe., 
design orlhe ability of CEC to grant 
technical approval Changes lo taxi 
stances are shown on the drawin"Qs� 

This does not affect the accuracy of ,he 
design or the ab1l1l y  of CEC to grant 

tecttmcal a ooroval 
The document does;efer to the tram stop 

design No design commentary details are 
required This does not affect the'accuracy 
of the des\gn or the ability of CEC to grant 

technical approval 

The bin is shown on the draw1�s and 1s 
outside the LOO so cannot be moved 

"This does not affect the accuracy ofthe 
design or the ability of CEC to grant 

techmcal approval 

TRO plans were not subrn1tted for 

1nr::��:�
1

::!;:���/�!�:�:
d

\:�: m 
place for aoprovmq 1RO plans 

TRO plans were not submitted for 
approval. they \'{_ere submitted for 

tnformal1on A separate process was Tn 
olace for aoorovino TRO olans. 

TRO plans were not submitted for 
approval, they were submitted for 

... cformat1on A separate process was 1n 
place for approving TRO plans 

TRO plans were not submitted for 
approval, they were submitted for 

information A separate process was in 
place for approvmq TRO plans 

TRO plans were not submllted for 
approval lhey were submitted for 

information. A separate process as in 
olace for aoorovino TRO clans. 

TRO p\ans were not submitted for 
approval. they were submitted for 

rnformat1on A separate process was in 
pl ace for aoorovina TRO otans. 

TRO plans were not submitted fol'li 
approval, they were subm_itted for 

information A separate process was �n 
place for aoprovinq IRO plans 

TRO plans were not subm11ted for 
approval. they were submitted for 

i.nformation A separate process was ]n 
olace for aoorovino TRO o·lans. 

This docs not affect lhe accuracy of the 
design or the abi1ily of CEC to grant 

technical aoproval. 
This does- not affect the accuracy or the 

design or the ability of CEC to granC-
technical aoprovaL 

This does not affect the accuracy of the 
design or the ability of CEC to .granl 

technical approval. 
The text provided is consldered 

appropriate by the desue 

This does riot affect the accuracy of the 
design or the ability of CEC to graot 

technical approval 
This does not affect the accuracy of lhe 

design or the ablllly of CEC to granl 
technical aooroval 

Ttus does not aNect the accuracy of the 
design or tbe ability of CEC 10 grant 

technical appi'oval. 
This does not affect the accuracy of the 

design or the ab1hty of CEC lo grant 
technical aooroval. 

This does not affect the accuracy of the 
design or the abihty of CEC to granl 

technical approval. 
This does not affect the accuracy of the 

destgn or the ab1hty o( CEC to granl 
technical aooroval 

This does not affect !he accuracy of lhe 
design or the ab,hty of CEC to granl 

technical aooroval 

CEC02084617 _0021 



SDS llem 3 • Evidence of Disruption 

CornmentlD Comments Doc Title 11 Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010 

I 

• 

4516 Item 9 4 1 - The use of the word-consequential' seems to be out of contex1 
'Associated' would be a better word to use here 

MCHW Appendix 1 2.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy or the 
Traffic Signal Specification design orthe ability of CEC to grant 

technical aooroval 
451 7 Item 9 4 1 - " by the inh1 b1t shall prevented from running " - This should read·· 

� . by the inhibit shall be prevented from running 
MCHW Appendix 1 2.5 NA This does not affect the accuracy or the 
Traffic Signal Specification design or the abllily of CEC to grant 

4518  Hern 9 6 3 and Item 9 6.4 - A sentence should not be startecf with the word 
'however' 

4520 Item 9 8 1 - "In addition !he slopline influence timer is shall be started� - This 
should read · In addillon the slopline influence limer shall be started· 

4521 Hem 9 10 1 - • maximum timer is cancelled due to then the exit timer is - This 
should read·- " maximum timer is cancelled then lhe exrt t1mer 1s. • 

4522 !tern 9 12 5 · • the Tram phase shall inhibited and the · - This should read·­
" the Tram phase shall be inhibited and the 

MCHW Appendix 12 5 
Traffic Signal Specification 

MCHW Appendix 12 5 
Traffic Signa Specification 

MCHW Appendix 12.5 
Traffic Signal Specification 

MCHW Appendix 12.5 
Traffic Signal Specification 

4838 2 . 1  (P4) - Don'I abbreviate to PGR unless previously stated what lh.!LJ11eans MCHW Appendix 4 1 Safety 
Fencing And Safety Barners 

1765 How does the proposed bus shelter opposile \ona Street lie in with signals? Roads Deslgo Layout Plan 

4467 Sect ion 1 · General requirements · Addit ional specification for RTC - DD CLCfTS MCHW Appendix 12.5 
50509 Traffic Srgnal Specification 

1 807 Area around Balfour Street Tram Stop is inconsistent with lramstop drawings Kerbs Footways And Paved 
Areas 

2497 Tram drainage connection opposite KirlC street connects into sewer directly below 
the tram stab. If a trap/sump unit is to be used how 1s it to be accessed? Further 
details are reouired. 

2582 Concern no kerb protection is provided to 2 OLE po!es at 1 10087 and 1 1 0072. 

2684 SectTon 2. "For clarity and design coordination purposes the pnnc1ple of tile power 
feeding.  switching and sectioning requiremen1s are defined and shown on OLE' 
reference design drawmgs but. not the actual location of trackside cabinets The 
details of trackside cabinets and the cable route arrangements are not shown on 
'Reference Design' drawings and they are defin�d and specified elsewhere as part 
of submission of application for planning and approvals " . Such cabinets need to be 
shown on the roads design to allow coordination and a comprehensive Road Safely 
Audit. 

Drainage Plan 

Outline OLE Layout Plan 
Chainage 1 02450 to 
1 1 0300 

OLE Design Commentry 

� . 
3168 1 5 (p6) General Information and References - "Specific construction details relating Roads Technical Design 

to the tramway are included within the drawings (ULE901 30-CC·HRL:- 0 1 000 senes) Statement Detailed Design 
None of these drawings have been provided al  Technical Approval. Conslruction 
details received are SW-CND-00000 series (road & footway) and 01 -HRL-01 130 
series {footway) 

3 1 77 2 3 (p9) Traffic Signals " ... RTC and TPDS cabmels may change followmg ongoing Roads Technical Design 
coordination with the tram signal For details of the Traffic Signals Safety Case " To Statement Detailed Desrgn 
be c larified, 

3 1 84 2.9 (p10) Drainage - "Any new Road drainage will be shown on the tramway 
drainage drawings � - Confirm this is the drainage des,gn as issued (provide 
reference) . Details of tramstop drainage to be provided Details of sl.lb station 
drainage required. 

Roads Technical Design 
Statement Detailed Design 

3 1 92 84 .2 1 (p12) Drainage - Drainage to be provided at Balfour Street Tramstop 
Response: "Accepted. drainage to be provided " - This information has not been 
suool!ed. was not included In orevious drainaoe or tramsloo desions 

RSA2 Designers Response 

3745 Specrfication required for the type of paving used for the tram p!atform edgfng MCHW Appendix 1 1  1 
'5erbs. Footways 
Cycleways. Laybys 
Busbays And Paved Areas 

4 1 76 Rail Groove Box drains are hlnged on the "up lraffic" end for safely reasons Drainage Plan 
However, it is noted that the boxes in the m1ddte of the junctions will be subject to 
cross-traffic: can the drainaae be moved off the junctions to avoid this? 

4901 Proposed location of CCTV camera not shown. Details need to be provided and Roads Design Layout Plar, 
approved by CEC CCTV control and police. Cabling/dueling will need provided. Prior 
Approval shows CCTV located on OLE column. if approved this is likely to require 
an additional control cabinet. 

250 4.5 (p7) "Bollards wfll be of aluminium constructfon when specifically directed." lo MCHW Appendix 12. 1 
be clarified. is lhere a requirement for this? Where are lhese being proposed? Traffic Signs General 
SDS Response (17 Ap,08), Not on this section 
SOS Response (28May08): Not required QD th,s section. 11 not required al all 11 will 
be reinoced for the final IFC issue 

338 6 (p6) Sett Paving: Concern that the specification will not be suitable for HGV and 
bus loadings al Constitution St & St Andrew Square.L 
SOS Response ( 17Apr08): Desjgned appropriately. Nole not scope of St David 
Street submittal. 
CEC Response (15May08): Specification does nol tie 1n with CEC detail or SOS 
drawing 01-HRL-1 1 38 Rev 2. Specification does not take account of trafficked and 
non trafficked details To be uodated 

339 6 (p6) Sett Paving: Specification states existing setts to be reused. Note there are 
po sets m Shandwick Place/St Andrew Square at present. 
SOS Response (17Apr08): Specification intended to note that setts are to be re­
used locally as previously advised by CEC. Otherwise. new setts lo be used CEC 
to advise if setts are available from stock ( 1f to be moved from another location. 
CEC Response (1 5May08)· Document needs lo state this. Not revised. 

MCHW Appendix 1 1  �1 
Kerbs, Footways, 
Cycleways, Laybys , 
Bus bays And Paved Areas 

MCHW Appendix 1 1  1 
Kerbs, Footways ,  
Cycleways, Laybys, 
Busbays And Paved Areas 

345 Note 9� "Kerbs lo be sourced from retrieval of existing whin kerbs." For St AndJew Construction Details 
Square new kerbs are to be provided. Material to be specified. Foolways 
SOS Response (1 7Apr08)' Capitol Streets Project to design as per agreement. 
Drawing note to be revised. 
CEC Response (15May08): Note not updated. 
SOS Response (28May08) : Capitol Streets Project to design as per agreement. 
Drawinma note to be revised on receiot of reals. 
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NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0-

0 

0 

0 

technical aoorova!. 
This does not affect the accuracy of the 

design or the ability of CEC to grant 
technical aooroval 

This does .not affect the accuracy of the 
design or the ability of CEC to grant 

technical aooroval_ 
This does not affect the accuracy of the 

design or the abilfty of CEC to grant 
technical aooroval. 

This does not affect the accuracy of the 
des,gn or the ability of CEC to grant 

technical approval. 
This does not affect the accuracy of the 

design or the ability of CEC to grant 
technical approval. 

Bus Shelters are covered under the 
Adshell Aoreement 

These elements are outwith the Roads 
scope of works 

PB disciplines did not engage in the 
agreed IDC process which led to conflicts 
with the roads design. Conn1cts ldenlifed 

within PB scope of work are outwith Roads 
design scope of work and are a 

commercial issue. 
Trap/sump unit is part of the rail groove 
drainage system which is ou!wilh roads 

scope of works. 
PB discipJines did not engage in the 

agreed IDC process which led to conflicts 
with the roads design. Conrticts identifed 

within PB scope of work are outwith Roads 
design scope of work and are a 

commercial issue. 
OLE cabinets are outwrth the scope of the 
roads design. They were not identified due 

to PB d1sc1phnes not engaging io the 
agreed IDC process which led to conflicts 

with the roads design. 

Tramway construction details are outwith 
Roads scope of works 

These cabinets are outwith the scope of 
the roads design 

Tramstop and sub station drainage is 
outwith the scope of the roads design 

T�amstop drainage is outwith the scope of 
I the roads design 

Trams top paving is outwith the scope of 
!he roads design 

Rail Groove Box drains are outwlth the 
scope of the roads design 

CCTV design is outwlth the scope ofthe 
roads design 

These are not proposed in section 1 8  

These areas are not i n  section 1 8  

I� 

This does not apply to section 1 B. 

• 
This does not apply to section 1 B 

CEC02084617_0022 



SOS ltun 3 Evtdc·ncc of D1srupllon 

Comment ID Comments Doc Title 1 1  Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010 

504 Kerb lype K 1 0  detail must accord with Capital Streets details What 1s_ this detail? Construction Details 0 This does not apply to secffon 1 B 
SOS fesponse ( 17Apr08) Detail received from CEC Cap11'at Slteets sllbs-cque--nt to rootways 
submittal. Will incorporate. 
CEC Response (15May0B) he detail now shows Grarnte Kerb. the Capital Streets 

I detail is  for a 300mm by 255ritm vJh1n kerb. 

1 [ 
SOS Response (28May08) Has now been mcorporaled in HRL-01 l31v8 as K l O  
C E C  Response (29May08) The detail fO{ S t  Andrew Square a n d  Prmces Street shll 
differs. K10 1s used for both. lh,s ls not correcl 

783 Details for St Andrew Square are not provided despite this document being rssued MCHW Appendix 1 1  1 0 This does not apply to section 1 B. 
ronc Technical Approval {St David St) kerbs, P'ootways, 
SOS Response (17Apr08); As prevlously agreed through coord1nat1on, Capital Cycleways, Laybys, 
Streets project 1s 10 provide the details onheir proiecl SOS documenls subm1ted 10 Busbays And Paved ,Areas 

r good faith under this premise (1e submitling Capital Streets doucmenls to CEC 1s 
not SOS scope). 
CEC Resoonse ( 1 1Jun08): Dela1ts reauired for what tram 1s constructina 

789 2 4 (p4) General Requirements "Where an access crosses a footway or MCHW Appendix 1 1  1 0 This does not apply to section 1 B 
footway/cycleway the construction thickness will be increased lo that shown on Kerbs, Footways, 
Construction Detail drawings " ls  this a standard increase for alt accesses? Where Cycleways, Laybys, 
1s the detail showing lhe increased thickness? Busbays And Paved Areas II ' 
SOS Response {1 7Apr08): NIA for this subm1ttaU 
CEC Response ( 1 1Jun08)· Where this 1s proposed a construction detail will be 
reauired This does aoolv to Le1lh Walk and details are reauired 

2096 4 (pS) Natural Slone Caithness Flagstone Pavmg What are the beddmgfS:ub-base MCHW Append1x l 1 1 0 This does not apply to sectfon 1 8  
specifications/thicknesses? Kerbs, Foolways, 
SOS Response ( 17  Apr08)' Capital Streets issue Tram to be advised and Wtll Cycleways, Laybys, 
update accordrngly. Busbays And Paved Areas I 

! 
CEC Response ( 1 1 Jun08) Details required as not only a capital streets issue It 1s 
assumed this is proposed for the West End al Queensferry Street for example 

2569 The two entrances to lhe west of the McDonald Road Tramstop appear to have a Roads Design Layout Plan 0 These are in section 1 c 
sub-standard radu Confirm 1f these are correct. 

3178 2 3 (p9) Traffic Signals "II  should be noted that the spec1fica110n for the Traffic Roads Technical Design 0 This is  not within the SOS scope 
Signal Controllers is not part or the SOS .scope and is not covered by the Design Statement Detalled Design 
Statement." - This specification or a performance specification is required before 
Technical Aooroval can be oranted as orev1ouslv discussed 

3739 6 (p7) Natural Stone Catthness Flagstone Paving: Could refer to CEC standard MCHW Appendix 1 1  1 0 This does not apply to section 1 B 
detail 1 1 507 (however this does no! include a base course also beddtng depths are Kerbs. Footways, 
different) Cycleways, Laybys, 

Busbays And Paved Areas 

4831 Appendix 2/3 - Section 1 D - Incorrect drawing numbers, should be HRL-00221 to MCHW Appendix 2 - St\e 0 Th1s does not apply to section 1 B 
00224 nol HRL-00021 to 00024 Clearance 

4832 Appendix 2/3 - Section 1 C . lncorr_ect drawing numbers, should be HRL-00217  to MCHW Appendix 2 - Sile 0 This does oot apply to section 1 B. 
00218 not HRL-00017  to 00018 Cant find 00015 to 00016 or even 00215 to 00216 Clearance 

4834 Appendix 213 . Section 3C - Correct drawing numbers However P 1 9 1tems 0138 and MCHW Appendix: 2.· Site 0 This does not apply to section 1 B. 
0139 are on comotetelv different drawinas? Clearance 

4836 Appendix 2/3 . lncons!slency io referencing item numbers I e.� Section 2A - 2A0016 MCHW Appendix 2 · Site 0 This does not apply to section 1 B. 
as oer dro whilst 3C - 0135 in schedule but 3C0135 on dro Clearance 

4862 1 (PS) - refers to 1200 senes drawings however in scbedule 1211 section 2A refers MCHW Appendix 12.1 0 This does not apply 10 sechon 1 B 
to 500 senes drg nos Traffic Sians General 

4870 2 3 (P5) - "Refer to (1200 senes) Drawing Nos . 05-HRL-01201 to 01 206 for MCHW Appendlx 12 3 0 This is a duplicate of comment 4862. This 
Sechon SC" in Schedule 1 213 Section SC lists drawings in No!e 1 as 05-HRl- Traffic Signs Road does not apply lo section 1 8  
00561 ,  00562, 00563 & 00566 Also other sections have 5?? Drg n o  Whal 1 s  what Markings And Studs 

4822 Drawing shows kerb type K7 for island at Foot or lhe Walk pedestrian crossings. Kerbs Footways And Paved p ------...r' lro----' Drawing ULE90130-01-HRL-00077 should be referenced here Dropped kerbs types Areas 
do not tie in between 1wo drawmqs. � 

3727 Raised tables should be laid flush with the top of kerb (drawmgs show 25mrn Constru.clion Details Raised p 
uosland) Tables 

4856 (P9) - Nole 7 has been removed • 5 year guarantee on HFS MCHW Appendix 7. 1 R The design provides sufflic1ent detail to 
Permitted Pavement allow for technical approval 
Options 

5 \ 0  Phase B secondary signal will breach the 450mm kerb clearance lherefore this Traffic Signal Ducting R The pole has been located in the most 
needs to be side mounted or lhe pole moved to a more appropriate pos1t1on Layout appropriate location. Swan neck poles are 

not oermitted bv CEC. 
693 Deta1l 8 ,  9, 10 - 150mm upstand sbould be typ1cal 125mm nol 150mm It would be Construction Details R The topography of edmburgh does not 

preferable 1f the height between the kerbs was consistent. I Footways allow a 125mm kerb in this location The 
SOS Response ( 17Apr08): As previously agreed through coordmal1on. the kerb 150mm dimension has been shown as the 
upstand vanes as the roads design v,•as changed to eltmlnate large areas of inlay .. r- most appropriate kerb height. The 150 
No changes proposed. dimension eliminates large areas of inlay 
CEC Response (1 5May08): If the kerb upstand varies why show 150mm? Remove I 

which was agreed wjth CEC. 
1 SOmm note and add note staling standard is 125mm but mav varv. 

993 Note 2 is not referencing good practice Reference to BS 5837 2005 should always Construction Details R Nole 2 gave lhe appropriate dimensions for 
be used for items relaling to vegetation and lrees? Footways root removal. Operatives do not have the 
SOS Response (1 7Apr08)· Standard note referenced, relevant BS when undertaking works so 
CEC Response {1 5May0B)· Reiected refer to BS the note is considered appropnate and 

more useful than a reference to a 
document 

2570 The existing access to the north of 6-10 Croall Place appears to be stopped up Roads Design Layout Plan R Croall Place is not stopped up 
Confirm 1f this is correct. 

2601 Text for proposed loading bays not printed Roads Design Layoul Plan R This complies with the TSM CEC policy is 

',-I_ 
for s(gnage and markings to be m1nim1sed 

2689 Taxi stance sign plates are not shown. D1ag 857 1 - - Traffic Signs Layout R There is an existing taxi stance at this 
location Existing provision was 

maintained ..... 
2691 Sign to 01ag 772 Js niissing from the access between Springfield Street and Stead's Traffic Signs Layout R This sign was removed as agreed w1th 

Place CEC dunna the walk1hrouQh 
2693 What are the signing arrangemenls for lraffic emerging from the access opposite Traffic Signs Layout R No sjgnage ,s required at this tocal!On as 

Stead's Place? aareed 
2697 Sign to Diag 602 is miss ing from the access north of Balfour Streel Traffic Signs Layout R This sign is nol appropriate for a minor 

access 
2700 Sign lo Diao 772 is m1ssino from lhe 1unct!on of McDonald Road Traffic Signs Lavout R This 1s as aareed at the RDWG 
2703 Sian to Oiaa 772 is m,ssina from the Junction of Brunswick Road Traffic Siqns Layout R This is  as agreed at the RDWG 
271 0  A number of half-width cycle ASLs are shown ASLs should either be. full-width or, 11 Road Markings Layout R Comment 2581 asks for half width ASL's 

not, the offside stop line should in line with the general traffic stop line I e behind These have been provided 
the cvcle reservmr 

271 2  The use of Diagram 1050 with a nghl-turn arrow i s  non-prescribed Road Markings Layout R This is the most appropriate sign and was 
included ,n the non-standard signs 

oackaae 
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SOS Item 3 - Evidence of Disruption 

CommentlD Comments Doc Title 

[ 
r 
l 
{ 
[ 

271 8 The use of Oiag 1050 with a right-turn arrow is non-pcescribed. Road Markings Layout 

2720 A number of half-width cycle ASLs are shown. ASLs should either be full-width or, if foad Markir:,gs Layout 

not, the offside stop line should in line with the general traffic stop line 1,e behind 
the cvcle reservoir. 

2728 The use of Diag 1 050 with a right-turn arrow is non-prescribed. Road Markings Layout 

2730 A number of half-w1d1h cycle ASLs are shown ASLs should either be full-width or, if Road Markings Layout 
not, the offside stop line should in line v.·ith the general traffic stop line i e. behind 
the cycle reservoir. 

2731 No ASL 1s shown on the northbound side of the pedestrian crossing AOrth of Pi1rig Road Markings Layout 
Street 

2733 The use of Diag 1 050 with a right-tum arrow is non-prescribed Road Markings Layout 

2735 A number of half-width cycle ASLs are shown. ASLs should either be full-width or. if Road Markings Layout 
not, the offside stop line should in line with the general traffic slop line i e. behind 
the cvcle reservoir 

3 1 80 2.6 (p9) Sus Stops - "The treatment of bus stops has been targeted to optimise Roads Technical Design 
multi-modal usage such as tram and bus Bus stops have been s ized for 12m long Statement Detailed Design 
vehicles." - Standard bus length in Edinburgh 1 s  up to 12.Sm and standard bus stop 
length is 25m to allow buses to manoeuvre into the stop without obstruction. 

3 1 83 2.8 (p10} Cycling Facilities - "There are r,o existing cycling facilities 1n Leith Walk. As Roads Technical Design 
noted previously a 1 m cyc[e lane will be provided where possible 1n conjunction with Statement Detai!ed Design 
advanced stop lines at Junctions " · Pnor to tram works there were cycle!anes. 
shared cycle/bus lanes. advanced stop lines. and cycle racks along the length of 
Leith Walk. 

31 86 2.1 4 {p1 1)  Unresolved Issues I Recommendations - "Due to the advancement of the Roads Technical Design 
Roads Design in parallel this other sections of the design such as OLE and lighting Statement Detailed Design 
there requires to be a value engineering exercise to rationalise the design." - This 
needs to be clarified. The design should be fully coordinated prior to issuing for 
Technical Approval 

3 1 89 Appendix C (p22) Departures From Standards - Should be checked to confirm i s  Roads Technical Design 
complete and comprehensive inline with previous comments on this document Statement Detailed Design 

3 1 98 86.1 .2 (p18) Junctions. Layout, J i 5  - fesponse. "Tt,ese islands would preclude the RSA2 Designers Response 
Clients aspirations that buses at a future date Not with standing th is " · This 
response needs to be clarified. CEC accept the Auditor's recommendation and 
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3203 88.3.1 (p34) Carriageway Markings, Great Junction Street - Response ''The bus 
lane was added during consultahon with CEC and the bus operators and has been 
sign appropriate!y sign the issue of the drawings to the Auditor" This response is 
unclear. Incorrect sfans have been orovsded. 

3743 10 (pB) Flexible Surfacing· Construction thicknesses do not match with those on  
Drawings ULE9031-01 -HRL:-01 1 34 - Also no!e that CEC current standard 
construction is 30mm surface course and 50mm binder course 

RSA2 Designers Response 

MCHW Appendix 1 1 . 1  
Kerbs, Footways , 
Cycleways, Laybys, 
Busbays And Paved Areas 

3864 A banned right turn sJgn is  required from Leith Walk (northbound) in1o Crown Place. Traffic Signs Layout 

3895 The signal heads for phase E are required to have straignt ahead and right-turn 
arrow assemblies 

Trame Signal Ducting 
Layout 

3896 The signal heads for phase A are required to have strafghl ahead and left-turn arrow Traffic Signal Ducting 
assemblies Layout 

3902 The phase B secondary signal will breach the 450mm minimum distance from kerb Traffic Signal Ducting 
to street furniture arid therefore needs to be either side mounted or lhe pole movecf Layout 
to a more aoprooriate position. 

3907 The nearside secondary signals are not required for phases A and B on poles 1 and Traffic Signal Ducting 
8 . These 2 poles can be replaced with stub poles. Layout 

3908 The secondary signals for phases A and E are in excess of requirements - remove Traffic Signal Ducting 
secondary heads from poles 10 and 3 and replace pole 3 with a stub pole Layout 

391 0  Phase H pedestrian crossing should be moved to the junction to make It more Traffic Sfgnal Ducting 
efficient, reduce street furniture, cater for obvious pedestrian movements and make Layout 

it a less comolicated and more traditional iunction. 
391 1 Phase B secondary signal is located loo close to the kerb. This signal needs lo be Traffic Signal Ducting 

either side mounted or moved, Layout 

3913 The Pilrig Street right turn lane stopline should be moved to be 3 metres from the Traffic Signal Ducting 
now rotated pedestrian studs and pole 3 adjusted to suit Layout 

3914 Pole 7 is mounted with 3 signal heads. There is insufficient clearance to the kerb Traffic Signa( Ducting 
edge for this arrangement. Install a pole on the opposite side of the tactile paving Layout 
adjacent to pole 4. This pole to have a push button unit and the secondary for phase 
H from pole 7 The primary signal for phase H on pole 4 is not required. 

3916 Phase A is redundant as the right turn into Pi!rig Street is controlled by phase E.  All Traffic Signal Ducting 
normal !raffic movements from this approach can be controlled using a single Layout 
phase.. 

3917 The secondary signals on poles 9 and 15 are not required. Traffic Signal Dueling 
Layout 

3923 Item 86 3.2 Junction 1 5  - The designer's response does not address the issue RSA2 Designers Response 

raised by lhe Auditor However, the design revisions noted under 86 1 2 shou!d do 
SO. 

3925 Item 86.3.7 Junction 1 6  - CEC agree that the in!errnediate call button should be RSA2 Designers Response 
removed but consider that the suggested "D" island should also be incorporated in 
the design , all other things being equal. Where the island cannot be accommodated 
the reasons need to be stated. 
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Justification of category 1 April 201 0 

This is the most appropriate sign and was 
included in the non-standard signs 

oackage. 
Comment 2581 asks for half width ASL's. 

These have been provided. 

This is the most appropriate sign and was 
included in the non-standard signs 

packaqe. 
Comment 2581 asks for half width ASL's. 

These have been provided 

Cyclists do not need to make turnfng 
manoeuvre. This is agreed with CEC. 

This is the most appropriate sign and was 
included in the non-standard signs 

oackaae. 
Comment 2581 asks for half width ASL's­

These have been provided. 

Reference to 12 m bus stops arise from 
criteria listed early 2007. Bus stops have 

been sized for 12m long buses Bus stops 
have been sized as appropriate to each 

location. This has been accepted by CEC. 

Cycle lanes etc are not considered safe 
with the narro\·,er Leith Walk cross section.  

This does not  affect the accuracy of the 
design or the ability of CEC to grarit 

technical approval. 

This comment requesls compliance with 
other comments and is therefore 

superfluous and a dui::licate 
This is  the designers response which 1s 
based on the designers judgement. The 

suggestions made by CEC should be made 
through an exceptions report . 

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

The bus lane has been signed 
appropriately. 

The design provided minimises the amount 
of excavation required and !hicknesses are 

deemed appropriate. As the proposed 
detail is for use at locations of existing 
footway the CEC detail is not entirely 

aoorooriate. 
This would provide a less safe layout and 

this has been aqreed with CEC. 
This would provide 5 aspects on one signal 

head. Layout was agreed wit h CEC 

This would provide 5 aspects on one signal 
head. Layout was agreed with CEC. 

The pole has been located m the most 
appropriate location. Swan neck poles are 

not permitted by CEC. 
The nearside secondary signals will be 

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

CEC have agreed the design is 
appropriate. 

CEC have agreed the design is 
appropriate, 

The pole has been located in the most 

appropriate location. Swan neck poles are 
not oermitted bv CEC. 

Stophne cannot be moved forward as ii 
would hinder turning movements from 

Leith Walk. 
The designer considers the signal layout 
provided is the most appropriate and in 

keeping with CEC policy of reducing street 

clutter. 

The design provided is correct and allows 
for modification following revised traffic 

rnodeUina 
The nearside secondary signals wil! be 

used when tram is stopped. This has been 
aareed with CEC. 

This comment does not propose any 
revisions and acknowledges the issue wifl 

be resolved elsewhere. 
As accepted by CEC the D Islands are not 

appropriate. 

CEC02084617 0024 



SOS Item 3 - Evidence of Disruption 

Comment ID Comments Doc Tille 11 Cats Justification of category 1 April 2010 

� 3927 Item 86 3 10 Junction 17  - CEC agree that the mlermediate call bulton shourd be RSA2 Designers ResponS'e R As accepted by CEC the D islands are not 

� 
removed but consider that the suggested ·o· Isl.ind should also be mcorporated in appropriate 
the design, all other things bemg equal Where the island cannot be accommodated 
the reasons need to be slated 

3928 Item BG 3 13 Junction 21 CEC agree Iha! the intermediate call button should be RSA2 Designers Response R As accepted by CEC the D islands are not 
1emoved but consider Iha! the suggested 1.D. island should also be Incorporated Jn appropriate 
the design. all other \hmgs bemg equal Where the rsland cannot be accommodated 
the reasons need to be stated 

[ 
4146 Page 6 "Advisory Direction Signs ror Pedestrians and Cyclists' - for what MCHW AppendJX 12. 1 R No revisions to cyclist routes are proposed. 

loca\1on? Traffic Signs General 
SOS Resoonse (22Nov07lJ sos to confirm 

4817 Generally the arrangement shown does not t ie 1n with the roads/signals design Construchon Details Foot R CEC have agreed the design is 
Location of signal poles will not be achievable. Crossing widths shown here are Of The Walk Pedestian appropriate. 
oreater than shown on olher drawinos Crossino 

4818 Guardrarl on the existing island at this location has been hit by vehicles on Construction Details Foot R CEC have agreed the design is 
numerous occasions. This design shows guardrail and signal poles beside kerbs Of The Walk Pedest1an appropriate. 
flush with the road. This 1s unsuitable for this location Crossino 

) 
4839 In Guardrail schedule double kerb is mentioned hOwever in the Designers Response MCHW Appendix 4.1 Safely R Safety auditor has agreed with the detail as 

to the S1age 2 Road Safety Aud!l guardrail rs to be used - Cla11fica110n required Fencing And Safety Barriers have CEC 

4849 Appendix 515 . 1 1 (P19-20) · Enwokerbs are not permitted · musl comply with MCHW Appendix 5.- R Envirokerbs have been provided to comply 
planning guidelines as previously discussed Drawings and specification to be Drainage Specification with current legislation regarding heavy 
rev1sed lifting and to comply wtlh the designers 

COM responsibilities. To spec1fy heavy 
stone kerbs provid,es a less safe design 

4876 Appendix 2611 ., (P3) - Normally stipulate Anci11ary concrete mixes 10 contam MCHW Appendix 26 R Al! structures on the project have been 
sulphate resisting Portland cement. MisceUaneous approved separately by CEC and audited 

by a third party checker. Al no point has 
I the use of sulphate resistant cement been 

required by the ground conditions. This has 

I I 
been._ agreed with CEC 

4855 (P9) - Note 6 Specifies HFS drawings. however no drawings show HFS MCHW Appendix 7.1 x Pavement surface colour dra.,.,iings show 
Permitted Pavement HFS 
Options 

3204 86.2 3 (p21) Signing, Bus Lanes: Recommendation· "Appropriate signing be RSA2 Designers Response x Signage details are shown on drawings 
installed at the start of bus lanes " Response: .. The signage has subsequently been 1240 · 1243 and were issued for TAA 
amended " . These signage details have not been provided for technical approval 

4823 All proposed kerb upstands to be shown as 125mm Construction Details x Due to the edinburgh topography the kerb 
Footways height vary and are given in the setting out 

information. 
4844 Appendix 5/1 - 1 .10 (P9) - Rodding eye detail - Stan,dard detail drawings need to be MCHW Appe,ndix 5 - x No rodding eyes are required for section 

issued Drainage Spec11Tcatfon 1 B Rodding eyes are as per CEC standard 
detail. 

4845 Appendix 5J1 - (P10, - Reference to standard detail drawings? - Need to be issued MCHW Appendix 5 x Drainage standard details are as per CEC 
Drainage Specification standard details , 

4846 Append1)(5/1 • 1 .14 (P 10) - Reference to standard oeta1I drg DNE-00058 This has MCHW Appendix 5.- x This is not required for section 18  
not been provided DrainaQe Specification 

4850 Appendix 515 - 1 8 (P23) - Minimum sizes for covers should be specified here. MCHW Appendix 5.- x No new manholes were proposed for 
Drainage Specification section 18. Reference should be made to 

CEC standard details. 
4868 (P10-82) . Schedule inconsistency - Some have key olhers don't, Some have a note MCHW Appendix 12 . 1  x This does nol affect the accuracy of the 

1 others have it as note 2 bul no nole 1. Some schedules ))ave signs ref an as Traffic Signs General design or the ability of CEC to grant 
TS .. ! while others have a mix of RSI IS/ . etc technical approval. All relevant details 

were provided on drawings or in 
� soecification 

4877 Appendix 2612 - 1 (P4J - Compressive strength to be sl1pulaled 
_l 

MCHW Appendix 26 x Reference was made to made to the 
Miscellaneous MCHW. This is sufficient. 

Total specific comm�nts 
525 

11 categories Number %age against Halcrow total 

Accepted - A  58 19% 
Betterment - B  1 0% 
Commercial - C 13 4% 
Design · D 1 0% 
Information - I 7 2% 
Judgement • J 54 18% 
Not applicable • NA 54 18% 
Outwlth - 0  30 10% 
Minor · P  30 10% 
Rejected- R 50 16% 
Cross-reference - X 9 3% 

1iota1 Halcrow 307 
T otaJ accepted SB 

Nol Halcrow • NH 218 42% 

Total Generic comments 
119 

11 Categories Number %age against Hal crow total 

Accepted - A  15 25% 
Betterment - B 0% 
Commercial - C 0% 
Design - D 0 0% 
lnfonnation - I 6 1 0% 
Judgement - J 5 8% 
Not applicable - NA 18 30% 
Outwith - 0  4 7% 
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SOS Item 3 - Evidence of Disruption 

r
omment!D I Comments Doc Title I 11 Cats 

I 
Justification of category 1 April 2010 

Minor - P 3 5% 
Rejected - R 9 15% 
Cross-reference - X 0 0% 

Total Halcrow 60 
Total accepted 1 5  

Not Halcrow - NH 59 

TOTAL COMMENTS 644 

Total Halcrow comments 367 57% 

11 Categories Number %age of Halcrow total 
Accepted - A 73 20'Yo 
Betterment - B 1 0% 
Commercial - C 1 3  4% 

Design - D 0% 

Information • I 1 3  4% 
Judgement - J 59 16% -
Not applicable • .NA 72 20% 
Outwitt) - 0  34 9% • Minor - P 33 9% 
Rejected - R 59 16% 
Cross-reference - X 9 2% 
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Payment Appl ication l ncentivisation U LE90130-SW -AFP-001 00 V1 

Edinburgh Tram Network 

Post Novation 

Payment Application lncentivisation 

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

- - PARSONS 
BRINCKERHOFF 

Parsons Brinckerhoff Ltd 

Edinburgh Tram Network 

9 Lochside Avenue 

Edinburgh 

EH12 9DJ 

Telephone· 
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Payment Appl ication l ncentivisation 

Summary 

lncentivisation 

Delivered on Time 
Delayed at no fau lt of SOS 

Delayed due to SOS 

Total Value of Work Done 

Less Previously Certified 

This Application 

Value per deliverable 

£8,928.57 
£8,928.57 

£8,928.57 
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£1 ,000,000.00 

No .of deliverables 

57 £508 ,928.57 

52 £464,285.71 
3 -£26,785 .71  

£973,214.2� 

£0.0C 

£973,214.29 
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Payment Application lncen!Nlsation ULES0130-SV.J.AFP-OD100 V1 

Agreed with SDS •ricl be that this was delMi:red as pervJ1 • to be mcentJVJsed 
Agreed ws'.h SOS ,inc,. t.e thllt ttvs "''""" delayed as per "31 due to,. 11•/CEC del.ay 
Net Agreed· SOS and ue 1o discuss further· see SOS comments to substantiate delay 
11.'o: 1�d in lnc:ean11visat11m IEsl 

IFC Delivery D;iite.s agaln5t vJ1 d;ltes 

� � Im! ActlvltylO Actlvl!lOriscrlellon ill llt! rt!cordt!d 
dale SOS Actual Dale St.1tus lnct!ntlvlsallon 

!!3.1!!! Change Numbt!r Lt!tter Reference & d:ue � SOS comment 

1C Substation A549290 Tr.llm Cathedral Lane Substation(Task300.4.10) 2310412008 23/0412008 23/0t:12008 on time incenbvlHd 

6124 Sbvdure 50586990 Building Foundations (Task870.1.2) 25/0412008 13/0512008 1 3/0512008 delayod SOS delay Notdelay11dby 11pprovals SOS Delay 

612' s:ru= 50587020 Ground Floor Slab & Pits (Tuk870, 1.3) 25/04/2008 13/05/2008 13/05!2008 delayed SOS delay Not delayed by approvals SOS Delay 

18 1HO Substation AS4911!0 Tram Leith Walk 163 5ubsbttion (Taslc:300.3.11} 02J05/200B 13/05/2008 1JJOSJ2ooe datayed SDS delay 
Delayed by bul!dlng ....._mm! for which SOS SOS Del.1y responsible 

6121 50UdW• SOS86980 Depot GeN!tal • layout d�v.,ngs 1210512008 12/05/2008 12J05/2008 on lime lncentivlsed 

SC 5119 SINclUre 50566500 Wl6 Gyle Stop Retaining Walls (Taak700.4.6) 13l05/200B 13KJ51200B 1 3J1)512008 on lime inc.ntivised 

"" Structure 50536510 529 Gogarbum Bridg, (Task800.2.8) 15/0512008 15/0512008 1 5/US/2008 on lime inc,nlivised 

SS 
15.f

17 Slr\H:t!Jre 81 S27 Edinburgh Park Stauon Viaduct (NR Raf 070/003·2) 23/0512008 2310512008 23/05/2008 Jncanfivlsed 

58 5115 SIJ\Jcture SDS36240 526 South Gyle Access Road Bridge (Task700.3.12) 23/0512008 09/0612008 06/0612008 delayed tie/CEC de1ay CEC val!dation delay 

58 5115 5>u<N,o 50557380 W11 Bankhoad Drive Ret.unlng Wall (Task700.3.11)  23(0512008 06/06/2008 06/06/2008 delayed Ue/CEC dolay CEC validation delay 

2A 2!03 Structure SDS62440 501 Rvssell Road Bridge 23(0512008 23/0512008 23/0512008 on l!me Jncentivlsed 

6123 Slructure V02750 EARTHWORKS · DEPOT· NEW FOR VJO 29/0512008 29/05/2008 29/05/2008 on limo incentivised 

SW Envm,nmental SDSB7240 Badgar MltigalionPJilln 30/0512008 30/05/2008 30/05J2008 on time lncontivlsed tie records don't show delivery • being checked 

JS 3/15 S!Ncture A10240 Cre't.111 Road Gardans bndge 04/0612008 27,06/2008 27J0612008 dela)'ed tie/CEC delay Priorltisabon of Phase 1a approvals 

58 s11, Tram stop A26840 Tram Stop Sau9hton (Task700.3.6) 13/0512008 19/0612008 1 3f06/Z008 on lime incontivlsed on time Disagreement over dollvory dalo to b11 resolved See esc tr;u,smlttal (or evidence of timely delivery. This 
should read lncenbv'ised. 

6/21 Slructure A45i110 Depol Ductwork ·Exlemal Services 17f0iil2008 17f06/2008 17/06/2008 on time inc,ntivised 

38 3119 Tr.im stop A26360 Tram Stop Caroline Park (TaskS00.3.8) 18/0512008 22/0712008 22/0712008 delayed tielCEC delay Priorili!.ation of Phase 1 a approvals 

"'' Stn.lciure 50586090 Steel Supen.iructure (Task670.1.4) 24/05(2008 24/0612008 2<1/06/2008 on ti/Tie incentivised 

Envircnmental sos8n6o Envitonmentll • 5NH Approval lor final Species mitigation plan 25/0512008 25(0612008 25/0612008 on time 1ncentivisod 

SOS noto rece]ptof INFCORR,045 dated 22107/08 bul remain 
ULE90130-01-LET-00670 Date: 0<1106/08 of the opinion \hat CEC clarified what supplementary 

18 1"9 Tram stop A25920 Tram Stop Balfour SlJeot (Task'300.3.8) 27/06/2008 15/0712008 1 5f07/2008 delayod tielCECdelay ULE90130-01·LET-00701 Date: 30/06/08 link to 1 B roads delay inlormation was requried atler the main sobmissons ware 
ULE90130-01·LET-00801 Dato: 10/09/08 made, and that thfs should not have affected the Approvals 

lime, 

SA 5/06 Tram stop A266BO Tram Stop Murtayfield Stadium (Task700.2.6) 27/0612008 01/1012009 delayed lie/CEC delay CEC valJdation delay 

SA 5I06 Structure 50$51560 WIS Murraylield Stop Rabinlng Walls (Task700.2.17) 27f06/2008 02/08/2010 delayed tie/CEC delay CEC vatJdalion delay 

6121 StnJcture V02140 OeDOt OLE delaved tie/CEC dela Prior Aooroval not oranled until 04/07/08 No iustific:aition for dela offered bv SOS 
6121 

B 
VO:i:580 Track on time 

Ii 
2A 2/01 51 519 ticn Viiiduct on lime 

Z/01 A26130 Trnm ket 1Task400.2.7 on time 
2!01 A54S450 Trnm emce 1 Sub Station ask400.2.8 on time d 

ULE90130-01·LET-006<16 Data: 28/05/08 SOS en!itlod to in!lia1 relief for CEC validation ULE90130-01·LET-00671 Date: 04/06/08 
10 1117 Tram s1op A26070 Tram Stop Shand.....;ck Place 03/0712008 18/02/2009 18/02/2009 delayed lie/CEC delay OCR0011 tie minutes · Prior and Technlc:ail Approvals delay tien for lie Change. However, subsequent 

Section 2 Data: 1 5/07/08 delaydueto resoludon ol legitimato ptannlng 

ULE90130-SW-LET-01130 Date 28/07/08 issues re trees. 

10 Road 50526020 Roads, Street Lighting & landscaping (Task300.S.2) 031Q7/2008 11/02/2009 1 1/02/2009 delayed tle/CEC delay Oet:1yed due to redul9n that tie has .iecepted as 
chan o 

3C 3121 Tram stop A26520 Tram Stop Granton (TaskS00.4.9) 0410712008 0<110712008 04f07/2008 on time lncentiviscd 
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Payment Appfleation lncentivlsation 

IFC Delivery O.i.tes ag.i.lnst \'31 dates 

Section Batch � Activity ID Activity OescrfpUon V31 ::t:
ecorded 

SOS Actu:tl OalC! Stat\Js s:�:;s
tlvlsatlon 

Change Number LC!tter RC!ference & date tie Comment 

18 Road 50525040 Road&, Slreol Lighting & Landscaping (T.isk:300.3.2) 04/0712008 11/09/2008 10f09f2008 delayed ti11fCEC delay DCR0064 

ULE90130-SW-LET�1074 Oat,; 29/05/08 
ULE.90130-01-LET-00670 D•te: 04106/08 
ULE901J0.01-LET-00701 Data: 30f06/08 

�::;����:���:;,;;M
nical Approvals 

:::::;s!!n
s

��n: �:�t�� ;:r:_
mmenm 

f 

3A 

3A 

3A 

3A 

3A 
3A 

3A 

3A 
3A 
3A 
3A 
3A 

3A 

3A 

JA 
JA 

3A 

3A 

SB 

3A 

58 

58 

58 

3A 

3C 

SA 

SA 

SS 

3/02 Structure 966 Rosebum Corridor Retainint:J Slructure A 

3/04 SlrUcture 1016 Rosebum Corridor Retaining Slnlcture C 

3/07 Structure 104i Rosebum Corridor Retalnino Slructure O 

3/09 Structuro 1066 RClsebum Corridor Retaining Structure E 

3/09 Structure 1091 Rose bum Corridor Rebinfnn Slructure F 
3111 Structure 1116 Rosebum Corridor Reb!nino Sfructure G 

3/02 Tnim 1,lop A26160 Tram Stop Rosebum (TasltS00.2.6) 

3/10 Tram stoD A.26220 
3/13 Tram stoo A26250 
3/14 Tram stoo A26280 
3Jtl3 Stn1c11Jre A8540 
3/04 Strvcture A8730 

3J1l4 

3J1)7 Struct\lre 

3/09 SlrUcture 
311 1 Structure 

lm9 Structure 

A8910 

A92SO 

A9480 
A9670 

A9880 

Sta 

Structute 

St Georgos School Footbridge Structu,e 

Craig!eith Orfve Bridge StnJcture 

OueensferN Road SIJ\ldure 
Groalhill Road South Brid e Structure 

Holiday IM Access Bridge Sln.Jcture 

3/02 Structure 50562410 501 Rosebum Terrace Bridge 

6/24 Sln.Jcture SDS86220 Depot Main Building (TaskS70.1)  

3/02 Structure 991 Rosebl.lm Comdor Retaiilng Slr\Jcturo B 

Hos ital fTaskS00.2.11 

5112 Structuto 267 523 Carrick Kno.,.... Underbrid e NR Ref 0901009·1 

3112 Structure 1141 Rosebum Corridor Retaining Structure H 

5115 Tram stop A26920 Tram Stop Bankhead (Task700.3.10) 

5116 Tnim sfop A27000 Tram Stop Ectlnburgh Park Station (Task700.3.14) 

Tram stop A27080 Tram Stop Edinburgh Park C11nlr.lf (Task700.3. 17) 

3112 StructlJre A9860 Telford Road Bridge Structure 

3120 Tram slop A26440 Tram Stop Sa16r• Square (TaskS00.4.7) 

07/07/2008 15/07/2008 1 5/07'2008 

07/0712008 15/0712008 15/0712008 

07/0712008 15/07/2008 15/0712008 

07/07/2008 15/0712008 15/07/2008 

07/0712008 15/0712008 15/0712008 
07/0712008 15/0712008 1 5/0712008 

07107/2008 11/09/2008 10/09/2008 

0710712008 • 07/0712008 07/07/2008 

07/0712008 07/0712008 04/0712008 

07/07/2008 07/07/2008 07/0712008 
07/0712008 07I07/2008 04/07/2008 

07/0712008 07/07/2008 07/0712008 

07/07/2008 15/0712008 15/07n:008 

07/07(2008 07/0712008 07/0712008 

08/07/2008 1 5/0712008 15/07/2008 

1 1/0712008 10/0712008 09/0712009 

1 1/07/2008 15/07/2008 15/07n.008 

1 1/07/2008 1 1/0712008 1 1/0712008 

11107/2008 11/0712008 11/0712008 

1 1/07/2008 1 1/0712008 11/07/2008 

1 1/07/2008 1 1/07(2008 10/07(2008 

1 6/0712008 1 6/0712008 16/0712008 

Structure 185 Vl.�1 RuHell Road Retaining Wall One - GEOTECHNICAL SURVEY5 -TAA 18/07/2008 18Jtl7/2008 1 8/0712008 

5/05 SlrUctlJJe SDS62400 1M)2 Russell Road Retaining Wall T-.w • GEOTECHNlCAL SURVEYS -TAA 18107/2008 18/07(2008 18/071.2008 

5111 Road 50529940 Roads, Streat UgMng & Landscaplng (Task700,3.2) 21/07l2008 21110/2008 1s11onooa 

l�E�����;;�lil��::i·���' jiilJBli�1rr.,� .. �'�'·=0.=2.�l'�--- --

5A S.IOS StnlctlKe 50559280 S21E \Na!Dr of Leith Bridge (Task700.2.16) 

SC 

3A 

JC 

5120 

3/05 Tram stcrp 

l/05 SlnJcture 
3122 Road 

SDS36780 V028 SZB A8 Underpass (Task-700.-4.9) CNS010 

A26190 Tr.am Stop Ravelston (TaskS00.2.7) 

A9t00 Ravel!alon Q11kes Structure 
SOS27980 Roads Jc 

25/07(2008 25/07/2008 25ro7/2008 

29/07/2008 28/0712008 28/07f2008 

30/07'2008 30/07/2008 30f07f2008 

J0/07/2008 1-4/07/2008 1<1/07/2008 
01!08J2008 not J�ued 

delayed lit/CEC delay 

delayed tielCEC delay 

dela ed tlo/CEC delav 

delayed belCEC delay 

delayed tle/CEC delay 
delaYed tiefCEC delav 

delayed tit/CEC delay 

on time 
on time 
on time 
on time 
on time 

on time 
1
incentivised 

on time lnc9nti11lsod 
on time incentivised 

on time lincentivisod 

delayed tie/CEC delay 

on time lrncentivi&ad 

delayed tle/CEC delay 

on time lnc:entivised 

delayed tie/CEC delay 

on time 

on tima 

on time 

on time 

on time 

on time 

on6me 

delayed 

on tim11 
on lime 
on time 
on time 

on Gme 

on time 

lrncentivised 

lincentivlsed 

1rnceniivls.ed 

tielCEC delay 

1
rncentivised 

:rncenfivised 

on time linc.entivis.ed 

on lime inoantivfscd 
de!a od t:e/CEC delav 
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DCR0090 
OCRoog2 
DCR0166 

ULE90130-SW.MIN-00832V2 Dato: 
30107108 ULE90130-

ULE90130-SW-LET�1074 Date: 29/0SI08 
ULE901 30-05-LET-00296 Dahl: 15/07/08 
ULE90130-SW-MJN�2V2 Data: 
30/07/0B ULE90130-SW-LET�1174 Date: 
27/08,08 

Prioritisation of Phaso 1a aonrovals 

Prioritisation of Phase 1 a app1ova1s 

Prioritisation of Phase 1 a approvals 

Prioritisation of Phase 1 a approvals 

Prioritisation of Phase 1 a aoorova1s 
Prioritisation of Phase 1 a ,aDDrova1s 

Prioritisation of Phase 1a approvals 

Prioritisation of Phase 1 a  :approvals 

Priori6sation of Phase 1 a approvals 

Prlorihation of Phase 1 a approvals 

Partial issue only - section B ol the RW rill lD be 
Issued • impae1 of this on incentivit.alion to b• 
reviewed 

Time tabn by sos tD resolve TMconvnen:&/ 
late submlsaionof kito t.o CEC forTAA 

Priorihation of Phas.e 1• aootovals 

ULE9013�SW-AFP-00100V1 

SOS comment 

SOS note receipt of INFCORR.045 dated Z2107/08 & 
JNFCORR104A dated 27/06/08 but remain or the opinion that 
CEC clarified v.hal supplt11T1C1ntaiy Information was requried 
aner the main submls.slons wera made, and thal lhi& 5hould no 
have affec:tadth0 Approval1 

0111Jnago busino&o11 sham wa1. 1.11'\fllMllved at tme ofV31 IFC 

CEC02084617 _0031 
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Paymenl Application lncenbv.sation 

IFC Delivery D.ttcs :ig.alnst v31 dates 

Section � :Ila!< Activity ID Activity Description V31 

IA 1i()4;i Ro.ad SOS87B10 Ro.id,, Street Lightii,g & Landscaping SubSec:ions 1A2 2SJ09/2008 

IA 1JD1b SIS\lcture A7810 \IVJ1 Lindsay Road Retllning Wiltl 30)09/2008 

7/ZJ Road 50530920 Roads, Sireet Lighting & LandSC!'lping (T:ask800.2.2) 01/1012008 

IA Road SOS78930 V0253 Subsection 1A4 • Roads (Nev.haven to Ocean Terminal) 06/10/2008 

3A Road 50527000 Roads.Ja 07110/2008 

6Q2 sou,•," SOSS7660 Depot Structure (bridge) 07110/2008 

7!2B ·""""'· 431 W14 Goaar Bum R•tainln vvan One 08/10!2008 
7129 Slrud.ure 461 Wl4 Goo;ir Bum Retafnin Wall One 08/1012008 

1A 1m Sln.Jeture SOS6'2420 516 Victoria Dock En\tllnct! Bridge 12/11/2008 

IC 1112 Tnim stop A26010 Tnim Slop Picardy Plu:.e (T.isk300.4,9) 24111/2008 

1C Rood SOSMS'IO R.oad& - 1 C2 - LondotJRoldlr:l pcmrdyplace 2411 1/2008 

IA 1"'5 SIJ\lcture $0$62.¢30 517 Tower Place Bridce 09/12/2008 

5A 5/10 Slructwe 50583500 5228 Balgrun Road NR Access Bridge (Task700.2.10) 05/01/2009 

IA 1/02 Tram stop A258SO Tram Stop Ocean Termlrial {Task300.2.10) 21/01/2009 

IA 1J01a Tram stop 1\25890 Tram Slop Nev..+iaven (raslC00.2.1 1) 21101/2009 

IA """ Ro:r.d SDS789�0 V0252 Subsection 1A3- Roads (Ocean Terminal to Port or Leith) 21/01/2009 

No. of IFC s 1n hst 11' 
No. of lFC's in list not included in  lncentiv1sation list {1C 2 & 1 CJ) 2 
No. of IFC's considered for lncentivisation 112  

lie recorded SOS Actu.il Date date 

02/02/2009 02/02n009 

30f09/2008 30/09/2008 

14f0112009 14fDll2009 

22J04/2009 

not Issued 

10/10/2008 10/10/2008 

28/02/2009 26/0212009 
28.I02n009 2610212009 

1 2/1112008 10/1 1 /2008 

not Issued 

09/12n008 09/1212008 

0211212009 

19/02/2010 

16/02/2009 1 8/02/2009 

27f01/2010 

��u
n
5
Uvls.atlon Change Number Letter Reference & d.:ite tie Comment 

delayed tie/CEC delay 

on time incentivised 

delayed tie/CEC delay 

delayed tio/CEC delay 

delaved tie/CEC dola 

delayed tie/CEC delay 

delaYed tie/CEC delay 
delaved lie/CEC de1a 

on time lncentivised 

delay1d tie/CEC delay 

on time ncenlivised 

delayed lio/CEC de1ay 

delayed tie/CEC de1ay 

delayed lie/CEC delay 

delayed lie/CEC delay 

lncentivlsed 57 
tle/CEC del.iy 52 

SOS del.iy 3 
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ULE90130-SW-lET-01074 Date,: 29/05108 
ULE90130-0t-LET-00703 Oat&: 30/06/08 DCR0096 

DCR0
.
103 

DCR0202 

ULE90130-01-lET-00743 Cate: 25/07/08 Time ta.ken by SOS to resolve TAAeomment5/ 
ULE90130-SW-LET-0117<1 Date: 27/08/08 lato submission of infu to CEC for TAA 
ULE90130-01-LET-OOn9 Oat.: 29/08/08 
ULE9013D-01�LET-0081<1 Dahl: 25109/08 

ULE90130-SW-LET.()1074 Doto: 29/05/08 0CR0134 
OCR0198 
OCR0200 
OCR0205 

ULE90130-07-LET-00337 Cate: 13/06,06 Time taken by SOS to resolve TM comments / ��:��;����:�:�j
4
D

;:����:�8 !
late submls.slon of info to CEC for TAA 

OCR0141 OCR0147 ULE90130-SW.LET-0107'1 Dat.: 29/0SJOB 
I OCR0131 ULE90130-01-LET-00703 Date: 30/06/08 

DCR0\11  ULE90lJO-SW-LET.()l l74 Date: 27108/08 Time taken �y SD� to resotve TAA comments I 

OCR0202 ULE90lJO-Oi-LET-OOBi2 D:ite: 22109108 late submission ol 1nlo to CEC for TAA 

DCR0203 ULE.90130-01-LET-00831 Date: 16110/08 

OCR0016 

£8,928.57 
£8,928.57 

ULE90130-05-LET-00266 Date: 04/06/08 
ULE90130-05-LET-00299 Date: 22107/08 
ULE901 JO-OS-LET-00300 0.ate: 23f7/08 

ULE90130-01·LET-00703 Dote: 30/06/08 
ULE90130-01·LET-00812 Date: 22109/08 

£508,928.57 
£464,285.71 

Prioritisation of Phase 1a aoorovals 
Lale delivery ofTAA dedslon notice by CEC 
dolaved lFC 
Dela ed by elrtema!IY driven desian chances 
Dela ed bv externallv driven desicn chances 

CEC Changes to Plcardy Place layout 

,.ot lt)e1ndviMd •• 1G Rcwlde WNeholiWI .. Clfl9 
fF'Cin\'91 progr1!IVT)II. 

Original delay arose over SOS not securing 
access lo Network Rail land 

Link to 1A3 roads delay 

Link to 1A4 roads delay 

lnftial d!llay due lo introducijon of Ocean Terminal 
bypass road. 

ULE90tJO.S'ALAFP-00UlO V1 

SOS comment 

SOS noto receipt of INFCORR.045 dated 22107/08 bvt r.main 
of the opinion !hat CEC clarified what slJpplementa,y 
information was requried after the main submissions were 
made, and that lh[g should not have .atrected the Approvals 
lime. SOS nole receipl ol  IN 

SOS note rec:9lpt of INFCORR.045 d:itod 22/07(08 but remain 
of I.he opinion lhal CEC d:irified what supplemental)' 
lnform.ition was requried after lhe main submissions �re 
made, ;,.nd that lhl1 should not have :ilfectod the Approvals 
�ma. Drainage b1alneu stre 

Forth Ports 

CEC02084617 _0033 
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Our Ref: ULE901 30-SW-LET-02239 

20th October 20 1 0  

tie Lim ited 
C ityPoint, 1 st Floor 
65 Haymarket Terrace 
Edinburgh  
E H 1 2  5HD  

Attention : Damian Sharp 

Dear Damian 

Post Novation lncentivisation - Application for P'ayment 

Parsons Edinburgh Tram Project Office 
Brinckerhoff 9 Lochside Avenue 

Edinburgh 
El-112 9DJ 

United Kingdom 

www.pbworld.com/ea 

Further to your l etter I NF  CORR 5500/SC, dated 071h Ju ly 201 0, SOS can advise that the remain i ng 
I FC that is with in SOS' power to del iver, W1 8 Murrayfield Tram Stop Retaining Wal ls ,  was issued to 
B SC on 02nd August 20 1 0 . 

The remain ing o rig ina l  I FC del iverables: 

• Section 3a,  3b & 3c Roads are held up because CEC have de-prioritised the Approvals 
comments ,  and have not responde·d to the T AA submissions.  

• The Gogarburn Tramstop was held up by the RBS design Change, which has only recently 
been resolved. SOS have now gained Prior Approval for this tram Stop but cannot IFC it unti l  
the other Tram Stop related changes are instructed, with regard to B rand ing, TVM's etc. 

• The Picardy P lace Tramstop is on hold pending instruction on the redesig n of P icardy P lace 
general ly .  

The above issues a re outwith SOS control , and therefore, reasonably, should not hold up  incentivation 
payment for the I FC's that have been del ivered. 

We the refore enclose for your scrutiny and ag reement SOS Appl ication for Payment for l n centivisation 
in accordance with clause 8.8 of the Novation Agreement. 

If you have any q ueries, p lease contact our Kate Shudall . 

J son Chandier 
Project Manager 
Parsons Brinckerhoff 

encl. Application for Payment 

cc. Alan Dolan 
Kate Shudall 
Martin Foerder (BSC) 

Over a Century of 
Engineering Excellence 

Jin association with 
Halcmw, Co,rderoy and SDG 

Parsons Brinckerhoff Ltd 
Registered in England and Wales No. 2554514 
Regis·terod Office: 
Amber Court, V\lilliam Armstrong Drive 
Newcastle upon Tyne NE.4 7YQ 

CEC02084617 0034 


