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Thank you for you: ieUer <l2ted 26 ,lune 2(H}/. We can conforn that SDS has now rf,rnobHised those aref:{:-,:. r.,f 
design activity whkt, have br:;;,H1 held awaitinfJ rs=Jso!ution of the Critice.! issues. We am also very pleasHd to 
b,;; able to ack.no1Nli::dge the collaborative approa.ch taken by tie, TEL, and CECJc; th3 resolution of th(J 
Critical lssues, 

As part ol' this response 'Ne ,sls.o acknov.-ledg,:i r,3ct:iipt of th,s err1ail frorn David Crawley dateci ;29 ,}unr:, 2007 
i::ontctinlng the clarification r<?.lating to the letter of the 26';':-

·1r::or the avoic!ance of"rioub( '{,vherei,,er the lt:·tter _ref"ere-nced above provfcie.s ,an instruction to ='confinn 
that the arra.ngemant cietaiied can be a.ccomrnodcded itiiftf;in the design ��tandards and consl'!Bints 
which form pert ot the SDS contract" the subsequent use ota 'Note' in the te:::xtbelov-l hm, the si,uus 
of information provision and da6'-s not form p.at1 of the instruct.ion and do61.s nol mod!(v the insiruction.' 

n ls novv twelve rnonths s[ni::s me SD�i Prelimlnary Dt,s;gn was delivered and wlth the extended consull:ation 
on design options tt"irouqh the period since then it is ourvie\<v that 1Nhat has been developed is so close to 
optirnurn that ther-e ls nothing to be 9ained by del;�ying the completion ot trie det.::.ile<J design whilG further 
possible rdinernents are investi9atedo In our vlev.,· fr1s, major risk. is not thatti-ie dsisign may be 89'i, opfrnun1 
rather than i00�1./ it is thElt further optioneerir,9 may delay completion of the programme to the point ,\•here 
cancellation or the ::-;ch,?.1T1e results. lnterpreHng the "Note0 as part of the instruction m,d taking at fa,:;e Vi.'\IUf; 
the direction to "---- optimise where practicable the design further c:.s a result of ob:;;s,.ffVftfons adsing from the 
rnodeHlng exercise .... " could have put us bcwk to square one with una.cceptab!e pro9rarnrn,,:; prolonga.fnn s.nd 
Gosts, dU::} Gither to rewwrk or tG delay awaiting CEC modelling results. David's clarification is theml0rs v,?,ry 
vvelcorne and we thank you for it, 

For the avoidanGe of ckubt we unde.-stand that should it b{� decided subsequently to revisit ·ttie ck,slgn, {C;thr�r 
than for- reasons of no.n-conlormance witt-i stan�iards), the risk of pro9rnrnrne prolongation and incn::Jas.ed 
costs rernalns with tie. i\s we havB alreaciy suggested, though, we bEdieve the risk to tie ol not pmct';edinq 
on the agreecJbasis wou!d be substantially higher. 

Turning tG the individual Issue�,, we have now reviewod the instructions provided and have cornpiled .:.=i 
detailed response arranged by Critical Issue reforence, Trie response lI, irdudi:;d here as a separate table, 
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V1ie note t1-ie request !or us to provide rsi1/sed prog i-an1rne date�,, tor thOSE! itEHns previously affected. \Ve win 
be able to r.novlde a fu!l response whEin we have conduded our detailed r,c?view of the critical path vith our 
De3ign Te;;trn LeadEm,. (DTL.s). V\Je have a meeting schedufed on \l<fodnesday this vveek i,vlth the OTLs to 
review· rernobifisation progn,,ss and to ensure the remain!ng design scope is del iven::;d in  the rnr.k� t efficient 
v..tay. VVE! will be in a befo:1:· pc.sition to provicie you w:th accumte completion dates following thh:; meeting, 

Shou!d you requlre furth,?.r darifrcatk.>n on the issues detailed in thls response p:ease do not hesrta1e !:e: 
contact eitr-ieF Stephen Reynolds or Jcison Chandler, We Iookrorward to working dosely wjth tise on Uie 
t.irne!y provisk:n of the ren-i;�inhg SL1S de!iverablss. 

Yours slncerelv 

Parsons Brinckerhoff Ltd 
Stephen C Reynolds 
ProffH::i Director 

cc. David Gravley, tie 
C-l re-g Ayres 
.Jsson G�1 ;,indiG=' 
f(im Dorrington 
SCJt,1rs 
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1A /22 The drawings provided , together with the continuing close 
Forth Ports Outside coord ination with Forth Ports, provide sufficient information 
Ocean Terminal for SOS to develop the required revised design.  

The work wi l l  require a modification to the Forth Ports 
agreement. 

SOS notes that at a meeting held on 04 July Forth Ports 
has indicated some dates for a portion of the work. These 
dates appear to be unreal istic from the SOS standpoint, 
and we request that tie reviews expectations with Forth 
Ports. 

1A /22 Assuming the "outside" tracks wi l l  be used for the through 
Cont / . . .  movements when a fai led tram i s  to be stabled , there is 

physical space avai lable to provide th is function. However, 
this situation wi l l  not provide passenger ingress I egress for 
the entire length of the platform (note that the diagram 
assumes a tram longer than 40m , so 90m total length is 
used based on previous coordination d iscussions with tie I 
Transdev for stabl ing and coupl ing a fai led tram) . 
Approximately 8. 7m of tram extends beyond the platform 
edge. An additional 3m of tangent length is available 
assuming that centre running wi l l  occur west of Ocean 
Terminal ,  which wi l l  mitigate a portion of this length . Final 
impacts cannot be determined until vehicle is selected and 
door locations are known. 

The stabled tram wi l l  also foul the "normal" pedestrian 
crossing routes between Ocean Terminal  and the future 
development to the east. This is critical at the south end of 
the platforms, where sightlines are restricted by the fai led 
tram, and l ittle space is avai lable for a safe detour. This is 
more easily mitigated on the east end, where sightli nes are 
not compromised by the fai led tram, and the pedestrian 
crossing wi l l  be fouled only when a l ive tram is at the stop. 
Additional space is more read i ly available on this end for a 
detour provision. The fai led tram wi l l  also restrict to the use 
of the west crossover at Ocean Terminal ,  which wi l l  reduce 
the flexibi l ity of the system during any (infrequent) tram 
vehicle fai lures. 

1A /22a Based on discussions with tie I CEC on 04 July 2007, and 
Forth Ports - Lindsay subsequent discussions with tie I CEC on 06 July 2007 , 
Road SOS understands the requirements to provide a techn ical 

feasibi l ity assessment on the Forth Ports proposals. SOS 
has sufficient information to provide th is to tie for 
consideration. Once the technical feasib i l ity is provided to 
tie, SOS requi res tie to formalise the position to al low SOS 
to move forward into detailed design. Sufficient information 
to complete detai led design is not yet avai lable. 

1A /23 The drawings provided together with the continuing close 
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Forth Ports Bypass 
Road 

1A /23 
Cont / . . .  

1 8  /7 
Foot of the Walk  
Junction 

1 C  /4 
York Place 

coord ination with Forth Ports, provide sufficient information 
for SOS to develop the required revised design.  

The work wi l l  require a modification to the Forth Ports 
agreement. 

SOS notes that at a meeting held on 04 July Forth Ports 
has indicated some dates for a portion of the work. These 
dates appear to be unreal istic from the SOS standpoint, 
and we request that tie reviews expectations with Forth 
Ports. 

Note that SOS wi l l  require tie to defi ne how the work is to 
be procured, as it wi l l  have a fundamental impact on how 
the tram design is presented, and how the packaging of 
drawings wi l l  be completed. In order to assist, the outl i ne 
construction programme is as fo l lows: 

The construction of the new road is envisaged to be broken 
down in to 4 phases: 

1 .  the renewal of the junction with Ocean Drive; 
2. the renewal of the old Ocean Drive al ignment to be 

used (currently access to car park) ; 
3. the new roadway to be constructed adjacent to the 

Scottish Executive bui ld ing; and 
4. the new junction I tie- in with the Scottish Executive 

drive way. 

I t  its envisaged that the construction of these phase's wi l l  
be  in series from Ocean Drive to the junction with the 
Scottish Executive driveway and take approximately 1 4  
weeks. The duration of 1 4  weeks has been based on a 
single lane carriageway, working a standard 8 hour day 5 
days a week with in the Code of Construction Practise. 
Note that this information is outl ine and should only be 
uti l ised or referenced in this l ight, as no final scope, design 
or site investigation has been undertaken ,  and as such, the 
durations provided above need to be verified with the 
actual design that wi l l  be completed.  

SOS acknowledges the formal change of status from R ED 
to AMBER, and detailed design is being progressed based 
upon the agreed layout. The arrangement shown is 
deemed feasible based upon the level of design 
completed. Further design refinement wi l l  occur as the 
detai led design is developed . 

SOS acknowledges the formal change of status from R ED 
to AMBER. Detai led design is being progressed based 
upon the layout d iscussed and agreed at the Roads Design 
Working group of 28 June 2007. Further design refinement 
wi l l  occur as the detailed design is developed. 
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1 C  /6 SOS acknowledges the formal change of status from R ED 
Junction Mound I to AMBER. I nformation available in these drawings is not 
Princes Street suitable to complete the design.  However, based on the 

continuing discussions with CEC and TEL (after the Roads 
Design Working Group meeting referenced) , and the 
additional advance model l ing that SOS has undertaken to 
resolve this issue, the attached sketch shows SOS' 
understanding of the up-to-date concept that CEC prefers 
over the layout I signal phasing in the drawing referenced 
in your letter for this issue. It is understood that th is wi l l  
introduce fundamental changes to the traffic patterns 
outwith the tram scope to accommodate bus movements, 
however, CEC agreed that the modification to laneage and 
signal staging would benefit the overal l  operations at this 
location over the prel iminary design concept. 

Consequently, based on the d iscussions to date, SOS is 
moving forward with the detai led design and traffic 
model l ing based on this more optimal solution. 

1C /1 2 SOS acknowledges the formal change of status from RED 
Waverley Bridge to AMBER. I nformation available in the referenced 

drawings is not su itable to complete the design,  as the 
drawing noted did not contain detai ls for the junction. 
However, based on the continuing discussions with CEC, 
and the additional advance model l ing that SOS has 
undertaken to resolve this issue, the attached sketch 
shows SOS' understanding of the up-to-date concept that 
CEC prefers .  CEC agreed that the SOS proposed laneage 
and signal staging would benefit the overal l  operations at 
this location over the prel iminary design concept. 

Consequently, based on the d iscussions to date, SOS is 
moving forward with the detai led design and traffic 
model l ing based on this more optimal solution. 

1C /1 3 & 1C /1 5 SOS acknowledges the formal change of status from R ED 
Picardy Place to AMBER. I nformation available in the sketches 

referenced and subsequent d iscussions with CEC is 
suitable to complete the design.  

1C /1 4 As per 1 C/6 above. 
The Mound Junction 

1 0  /7 & 1 0  /8 SOS acknowledges the formal change of status from R ED 
Haymarket to AMBER. I nformation available in the sketches 

referenced and subsequent d iscussions with CEC is 
suitable to complete the design.  

3A /2 The instruction to proceed is sufficient. 
Coltbridge Viaduct 

3A /1 0 The instruction to proceed is sufficient. SOS confi rms that 
System Wide design is proceeding on the basis of the quantitative 
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information received from the only one of the two tram 
bidders to have responded with fu l l  information. 

3A /1 4 The instruction to proceed is sufficient. 
Coltbridge Viaduct 

SA /1 The instruction is sufficient for SOS to proceed with 
SRU Training Pitches detai led design. SOS takes this opportunity to confirm that 

the Tram design wi l l  proceed as instructed by tie at the Cl 
meeting of 2 1 st June, with an embankment design (as per 
Prel im inary Design) for Structure 821 D. 

7A /2 The instruction is sufficient for SOS to proceed with 
RBS "Landmark detai led design. 
Stop" 

7A /3 SOS acknowledges the instruction from tie. SOS now 
Delta at Newbridge requests a letter removing the ' red' status for this area to 
Branch supersede the RFI response. 

7A /9 Please note that the drawi ngs l isted were not attached to 
Eastfield Avenue the letter however Kate Shudal l has received these from 

the EAR L  team via Lindsay Murphy. The meeting on the 
25th took place (with KS and Gavin Murray) and KS noted 
that the drawings l isted were incorrect because EARL had 
added the incorrect track al ignment for tram.  This does not 
give SOS confidence that the Eastfield A venue Bridge 
design is progressing consideri ng tram correctly. SOS 
requested revised plans to be sent to tie and SOS from the 
EARL team. This issue remains open. 

7A /1 0 The instruction is sufficient for SOS to proceed with 
Airport Stop detai led design. 

7A /1 1 Please note that the drawi ngs l isted were not attached to 
Burnside Road this letter however SOS has received these from tie via 

letter from Lindsay Murphy. SOS has replied to the letter -
U LE901 30-07-LET-00295. 
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