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EXAMINATION AUTHORITY IN SCOTLAND Ltd.

2025/26 PRACTICE PAPER
Day 1: Monday, 17 November 2025

Questions 1 to 4
(Questions are numbered 1 to 8 across both parts of the Practice Paper.)

All 4 questions must be attempted

Answers must be submitted by 7.30 pm on

Monday, 17 November 2025 as per separately issued instructions.

All characters, locations and incidents contained in this Practice Paper are fictitious.

© This paper is the copyright of APEAS (the Architects’ Professional Examination
Authority in Scotland Ltd.) and the contents may not be reproduced in any form without

written approval.
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Question 1
Email
Dear candidate

You will be aware that Kakay has been away from the office even more than usual for a
couple of weeks. | can’t go into any details around this but can say that we do not expect
Kakay to return to work for GFY imminently, and that it is going to be necessary for us all to

overcome resourcing and other handover issues in light of this for the foreseeable future.

There are various balls in the air here, but | need you to look at Floyd’s Farm on the Isle of
Cradock as a priority. Kakay was undertaking CA duties on it and there are some
systematic issues with information management. With bi-weekly travel to site and their
preference to work from home on most other days, we are having to piece together relevant
info from emails and somewhat sporadic meeting minutes. It has become obvious that we
should have been more diligent in our management of the situation and that we may not

have had adequate resources in place for this project after all.
Nonetheless, you'll appreciate we're halfway through Stage 5 and it would appear that:

e We do not have a visual or particularly detailed written record of site / valuation
inspections on our server — apparently photographs were shared in at least one
WhatsApp group with various parties, including our client the Employer and the

Contractor, but we do not have access to these at present

e CDP submissions for both the AV etc, M&E layout of the Cinema Room and the main
stair baluster package have come in and await action - the former from one of the M&E
subcontractors directly some 13 days ago, the latter from the Contractor at the

beginning of this week

e There is an error in the most recent issue of our drawings, in relation to the position and
size of trimmers around the main stair — it looks like this info was revised in the office set
of drawings following last-minute input from Trevor Maillott, but not in the set

subsequently issued by Kakay from their home later that day

e The past three applications for payment by the Contractor are considerably lower than
their own cash-flow forecast (as requested by the Client for funding purposes) and what
has subsequently been certified. The most recent due date was four days ago and
you’ll have seen the severe weather warnings in the news today — we’re not going to be

able to get there until at least after the weekend
| need you to prioritise the challenges here and put together an action plan - for internal use
initially - covering:
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1 Actions to take in the immediate short term to stabilise the administration of the contract
| expectations of the client and external project team

2 Actions to take thereafter to enable as productive and robust transfer of the project as
possible to another member of staff in the office, including how we should communicate

said transfer to relevant parties
3 A suggested protocol for running projects in far-flung locations going forward

4 Brief thoughts on how we can tighten up our working from home policy to prevent similar
things from happening in future — with due regard to any relevant practise or legislation,
obviously. We need to get the right balance between managing our projects and
practice efficiently, and making sure we are compliant and attractive from an HR

perspective — not an easy thing to do...

Thanks

John Young
Director

2025-26 Practice Paper Page 3 of 10



Question 2

Dear Candidate

Please review the background notes | shared last week regarding the Stonebrook Textiles

development bid.

GFY intend to tender for the following professional services:
e Lead Designer

e Project Architect

e Principal Designer

The Lead Designer will be responsible for coordinating the wider consultancy team and

overseeing necessary sub-consultant appointments.
This is an exciting opportunity for GFY, and we are very keen to secure the commission.

The bid comprises several components, the first of which is the Quality Submission. We are

dividing this submission across the office, and your allocated tasks are outlined below.

The developer is relatively inexperienced in projects of this nature and size and has
specifically requested, as part of the Quality Submission, that we include recommendations

on procurement, risk and professional appointments.

As we have limited time your task is to prepare brief notes addressing the following items. |
don’t require a long narrative for each section, just the main points that we can elaborate on

when interviewed:

1 Identify the top principal factors impacting design development arising from the
background notes we distributed last week that may impact the design development of
our bid and explain how each should be addressed including essential information

required to develop the design.

2 What are the top risks arising from this project’s unique characteristics, their probability
and impact with mitigation strategies. It would be useful to rank or score these in terms
of their severity; state who the risk holder and action holder are. A simple table may be
appropriate here with comments on any conflicts and a brief note on how to reduce the

risk. | suggest no more than 10, we can review additional ones when we meet later.

3 Outline available procurement options and make a recommendation for this
project bid, considering the client’s desire to achieve optimum quality while recognising
this is a commercially driven project with external investors seeking a remunerative and
prompt return. Provide a recommended approach with clear justification for Fundamenta

Prima.
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4 Based on your procurement recommendation, let me know which form of Architect’s

Appointment we should suggest to Fundamenta Prima.
5 Composition of the Design Team. Can you provide notes on the following:

a) Summarise the design team members required and the appropriate forms of

appointment

b) Please also comment on how the design team should be managed, particularly

with emerging technologies and sustainability requirements

c) Explain how professional liabilities would be allocated between design team

members considering the project-specific risks

6 The local heritage action group opposition, combined with investor pressure for returns,

creates potential for significant stakeholder conflict. Can you briefly describe a

stakeholder communication and management strategy that seeks to address these
conflicts. Does our recommended procurement route either mitigate or exacerbate these

challenges?
Peter Sikorsky

Director
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Question 3

Email

To: Candidate
From: John
Subject: Mill Lane
Dear Candidate,

We have an issue on the Mill Lane project. | have received the attached letter from our

client Mrs Harper, and she is very unhappy. I've also received an email from the contractor

below.

As you are aware, the works are quite significant and complex involving the installation of a

lift for disabled access, and the client did not want to use a quantity surveyor against our

advice. You'll remember, the QS prepared a budget cost which Mrs Harper didn’t like, and

she refused to have a Bill of Quantities prepared. We prepared a schedule of works for

pricing along with the drawings. The lowest tender was from R Willing and Sons who noted

a provisional sum allowance of £20,000 for the lift in their submitted tender documents. Mrs

Harper is receiving 80% grant for the cost of the lift supply and installation.

Before we decide how best to proceed, | am interested to know your thoughts on this

matter, including the following:

1.

2.

What should we have done when the QS services were terminated?
How should the arithmetic error be handled at this stage of the contract?
What action should we take in consideration of the risks to all parties?

How should we handle the client’'s complaint? Please can you draft a response to the

client for my review.

What should we do in the future to best protect client interests and limit risk for the

practice if there is no QS appointed?
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Letter:

To: John

From: Mrs K Harper
Subject: Tender Error
Dear John

I’'m writing because I'm absolutely furious about the situation with the lift cost and the
mistake in the tender. | trusted you to manage this whole process properly, and frankly, |

can’t believe we’re in this position.

Let me be clear: the fact that a £20,000 provisional sum for the lift was never even added to
the contract total is an unbelievable oversight. And now, after the lift has been ordered and

the job is well underway, I'm told that the full £26,000 is being added onto the contract, just

like that! This isn’t a small rounding error, this is a major cost, and it should have been

picked up right at the start.

You were responsible for the tender documents, for reviewing the prices, and for advising
me on the contractor, | relied entirely on you and your professional judgment. But instead of
flagging something this obvious, you missed it, and now I’'m expected to deal with the

consequences.

How did you not notice that the lift cost wasn’t included in the total? Why was this not
checked when the tenders came in? This feels like basic stuff, and | honestly feel

completely let down.

I've lost confidence in how this was handled, and | do not see why | should be footing the
bill for a mistake that wasn’t mine. | want a clear answer from you, and | want to know how
you’re going to put this right, because | don’t see any way this added cost should land on

me.

You know | have health conditions, and the stress of this is making it worse. | expect a
response in writing within the next few days. This isn’t something I'm willing to just let go.

Sincerely,

Mrs K Harper
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Email:

From: Bob Willing, R Willing and Sons
To: John
Hi John,

| need to raise this with you directly because the situation with the lift cost is getting out of
hand.

The client is now pushing the line that we should cover the £26,000 cost because the
original £20,000 provisional sum wasn’t added to the contract total, as if that's somehow
our mistake! We priced everything exactly as per the documents you issued. The lift sum

was clearly marked as provisional in our tender. We didn’t hide it; we didn’t leave it out.

It's not our job to double-check the maths in the tender documents, especially when we
were responding to a schedule of works you provided that didn’t come with a bill of
quantities. That’s your role. If the provisional sum didn’t get added into the contract sum

before it was signed, that’s not something we had control over.

Now the lift has been instructed properly through the contract and the cost added, as it
should be. But we’re being blamed for the fact that the total has gone up. Frankly, | don’t
think it’s fair at all, and | won'’t be accepting responsibility for a mistake that didn’t come

from our side.

I’d appreciate it if you could speak with the client directly and set the record straight. This
isn’t something I’'m prepared to take the fall for.

Regards,

Bob
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Question 4

Dear Candidate

I’'m just back in the office from attending the Site Progress Meeting for the Cityburgh Health

Centre build and there’s an issue | need you to look at this afternoon.

Dennis, the Site Manager, insisted | went out on site to inspect the progress of the build. As

you know we haven’t been on site since the foundations were poured and the works have

progressed quite nicely since then. But Dennis insisted that | go out on site with him as

there was some detail he wanted me to advise him on. Anyway, we ended up not looking at

the detail as we got distracted by the Building Control Officer who was on site carrying out

an inspection.

Tom, the Building Control Inspector, was focused on the internal partitions. In his opinion

there are issues with how one of them was built and then Dennis started comparing our

drawings to what had been built which then caused even more discussion on site.

Broadly, the issues with the internal partition we looked at on site were as follows:

The deflection head is not installed as per our detail, however, according to Tom, our detail

is wrong as it doesn’t match with the manufacturer’s standard details!

Dennis said the partition we looked at was meant to have a double stud arrangement with
acoustic insulation (he confirmed this with our Acoustic Sub-Consultant on the phone
before | arrived on site this morning), but it's only a single stud that’'s been installed and
there is no insulation. Dennis said our drawing was wrong! Although Dennis didn’t have a
copy of the Acoustician’s report on site, | know we followed their recommendations, and
they haven’t previously confirmed anywhere that we need double studs, but they have

now backtracked on this on the phone with Dennis.

Similarly, the plasterboard layers on this partition are moisture resistant (the boards are
green and have ‘MR’ markings on them) when it should be fire-rated plasterboard, as

noted on our drawing. Dennis’ team have installed this incorrectly!

The M&E Contractor has put ductwork through the partition at high-level and Dennis said
there isn’t a detail for this so his team have stuck some plasterboard around the ducting
with some mastic but this partition is on a compartment line and needs to achieve a 2hr
fire resistance, as set out in the Fire Engineer’s report, but the detail Dennis’ team has

installed is awful and won’t achieve anywhere near that!

This seems like a huge mess, and this is only one partition, it makes me a little nervous as to

the state of the rest of the partitions and the construction as a whole....!

| got the impression from Dennis he was extremely annoyed as he was already talking about
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having to inspect all of the internal partitions to make sure they are correct as the Building

Control Officer wasn’t happy with what he saw and said he wouldn’t be issuing a Completion

Certificate anytime soon on the basis of what he saw. | fear he may be looking for someone

on the Project Team to blame and we might be in the firing line, given there’s only 6 weeks

to Practical Completion....

Without considering the technical design/ construction aspects of what I've set out above,

please could you set out some notes for me on the below itemised list (points 1-5) which

specifically consider the following:

5

a) What steps do we need to take within the office immediately?
b) Are there any implications for us in our Appointment Agreement?
c) Are there any issues we need to be aware of within the Building Contract?

What are the issues if we have detailed the deflection head incorrectly and it doesn’t

match the manufacturer’s literature?

What are the issues if we have followed the Acoustician’s recommendations stated in their
report, but they have changed their mind / the specification when speaking with Dennis

earlier today?

What are the issues if Dennis and his team have installed moisture resistant plasterboard

instead of fire rated plasterboard?

What are the issues with the M&E Contractor not having a detail showing the firestopping

around the ductwork?

Set out recommendations for the project as it moves towards Practical Completion.

Thanks

John

END OF DAY 1 PAPER
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