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1| -- Upon comencing at 9:00 a. m
2
3 PAUL TETREAULT: AFFI RVED.
4 ANTHONY | MBESI: Good nor ni ng,
5| M. Tetreault. 1'll read into the record the
6| paraneters for today's interview and then we can
7| get started.
8 So the purpose of today's interviewis
9| to obtain your evidence under oath or solem
10 | declaration for use at the Comm ssion's Public
11| Heari ngs.
12 This will be a collaborative interview,
13 | such that ny co-counsel, Ms. Mainville, may
14| intervene to ask certain questions. |If tine
15| permts, your counsel may al so ask foll ow up
16 | questions at the end of the interview
17 This interview is being transcribed and
18 | the Comm ssion intends to enter the transcript into
19 | evidence at the Comm ssion's Public Hearings,
20 | either at the hearing or by way of procedural order
21| before the hearings comence.
22 The transcript will be posted to the
23 | Commi ssion's public website, along with any
24 | corrections nade to it, after it is entered into
25 | evidence.
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The transcript, along wth any

corrections later made to it, wll be shared with

the Comm ssion's participants and their counsel on

a confidential basis before being entered into
evi dence.

You will be given the opportunity to
review your transcript and correct any typos or
other errors before the transcript is shared with

the participants or entered into evidence. Any

non-typographi cal corrections made will be appended

to the transcript.

Pursuant to Section 33 (6) of the

Public Inquiries Act 2009: A witness at an inquiry

shall be deened to have objected to answer any
guestion asked hi mor her upon the ground that his
or her answer may tend to incrimnate the wtness,
or may tend to establish his or her liability to
civil proceedings at the instance of the Crown or
of any person, and no answer given by a w tness at
an inquiry shall be used or be receivable in

evi dence against himor her in any trial or other
proceedi ngs agai nst himor her thereafter taking
pl ace, other than a prosecution for perjury, in

gi ving such evi dence.

As required by Section 33 (7) of that
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1| act, you are hereby advised that you have the right
2] to object to answer any question under Section 5 of
3| the Canada Evi dence Act.

4 So with that out of the way,

5| M. Tetreault, we'll proceed. |f you can just

6| start by explaining for us your role in Stage 1 of
7| Otawa's LRT.

8 PAUL TETREAULT: Good norning. | was
9 | engaged or enployed by SNC-Lavalin. | started with

10 | OLRT-C on February 12th of 2013, after the contract
11| award, and pretty nuch at the tinme that the
12 | financi ng had been conpl eted, but basically at the
13 | beginning of the actual Stage 1 project itself.

14 | retired voluntarily on April 14th of
15| 2017. So | was there for just over four years. |
16 | was enpl oyed as the commercial director for the
17| joint venture, reporting to the project director,
18| who at the tinme was David Wwyte, WHY-T-E. And
19| later during the Stage 1 program it was a
20 | gentleman by the nanme of Eugene Creaner.

21 And | had a second reporting |ine
22 | through the Vice-President of Commercial and
23 | Devel opnent at SNC-Lavalin, the gentleman by the
24 | nanme of Alain Lemay, L-E-MA-Y, who was based in
25 | Vancouver.
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ANTHONY | MBESI: Ckay, thank you. And
| wll pull up on ny screen, a copy of your CV
here. And actually, you can take us through it.

Can you see what's on ny screen?

PAUL TETREAULT: Yes, sir.

ANTHONY | MBESI: And you recogni ze this

as an accurate copy of the CV that was provided to
us?

PAUL TETREAULT: That's correct.
That's the docunent that | submtted to you.

ANTHONY | MBESI: Ckay, thank you.

So perhaps you can just take us throug
your past experience prior to being involved with
OLRT- C.

PAUL TETREAULT: Ckay. | spent
40 years in the mass transit business, primarily i
t he devel opnent and manufacturing of rolling stock
for mass transit systens. And also for systens
| npl ementati on and systens integration of nass
transit systens.

And what | nean by "systens
I npl enentation” is all the systens that are
required to build a nass transit system such as
the signalling systens, the communicati on systens,

t he supervisory and data acquisition systens, the

h

n
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1| power systens, the rails, the maintenance, the
2| operations, etcetera, etcetera.
3 So from 1979 to 1995, | was primarily
41 involved in the project nmanagenent, the
5| manufacturing of rolling stock for various transit
6| authorities throughout North Anerica. And in 1995,
7| | joined the Bonbardi er Systens Division, which was
8 | an acquisition fromthe Ontari o Governnent.
9 In 1992, Bonbardi er acquired Urban
10 | Transit Devel opnent Corp. fromthe Governnent of
11| Ontario. | was subsequently transferred as
12 | Vice-President of Project Managenent to that
13 | operation. | stayed with that operation until
14| 2003. And 2004, fromthat point, | went to Al catel
15| Transportation D vision which is now Thal es, which
16 | is a signalling conpany. And they also are the
17| signalling conpany that provided the signalling for
18| Stage 1 in Otawa.
19 Cane back fromthere, | did sone work,
20 did alittle bit of consulting, did sone | ocal
21| work. Went back to Bonbardi er Transportation in
22 | 2008 until 2012, and then | was contacted by one of
23 | ny ex-coll eagues who was with SNC- Lavalin, and he
24 | indicated to ne that there was a project in Otawa,
25| and it was a great opportunity, and they would
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enjoy finding ne a role in that operation, and are
very happy to join OLRT-C. Because | was getting
| ater in nmy career, and after having inpl enented
transit systens throughout the world, it was going
to be very good experience, and a very proud
experience to be able to inplenent such a
state-of-the-art transit systemin OQtawa, our
Nation's Capital, and it also afforded ne the
opportunity to cone hone every weekend whi ch was
quite nice.

So the plan was to, you know, work
there in Gtawa for four, five years and then
eventually retire, and that's exactly what | did.

Long story short, transit systens, |'ve
been i nvolved in one way or another in probably 30
to 35 transit projects throughout the world. But
| "' m not a construction guy, ny background is
primarily mass transit and mass transit facilities.

ANTHONY | MBESI: So you nentioned that
you' re not a construction guy, but you have this
ext ensi ve experience.

So when you tal ked about your prior
experience, | think particularly with Bonbardier in
t he devel opnent and manufacturing of rolling stock,

what woul d you have been doing in that role?
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PAUL TETREAULT: Well, | had various
roles. | started in procurenent and it eventually
led to --

[ Court Reporter intervenes for
clarification].

PAUL TETREAULT: In 1979, | started
wi th Bonbardi er Transportation in procurenent, in
supply managenent.

In 1985, | transferred to the Barre
Vernmont plant, which was a new pl ant that
Bonbardi er had started in the United States in
order to neet the requirenents of the Buy Anerica
Act .

| spent 1985 to 1988 in Barre, Vernont
as the materials manager. So as the materials
manager, | was responsi ble for procurenent,
production planni ng, production control, and
I nventory control for the plant where we were
producing -- at one point, we were produci ng over
40 rail cars a nonth.

| went back to Bonbardier
Transportation as a project director, where | had
the responsibility for project managenent of
various contracts, including contracts wth

New Jersey Transit; MBTA, which is the authority in
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Boston; Antrak, we built the Superliner Il Cars fo
Amrak. | was also the project director for the
T-1 Subway Cars for TTC in Toronto, etcetera,
et cet era.

So from 1988 until 1995, | managed
various rolling stock projects at the project

managenent | evel where | was responsible for the

overall project, and | was al so responsible for the

rel ati onshi p and managenent of the projects with
our various custoners at the tine.
And in 1995, | transferred --
ANTHONY | MBESI: Go ahead, |'m sorry.

PAUL TETREAULT: In 1995, | transferred

to the operation in MII|haven, Ontario, where we
had system contracts with Ankara, Turkey, where we
I npl enented the Ankara Railway system

We al so had contacts in Malaysia with
Kual a Lunpur to inplenent the LRT Il systens as
wel | as various contracts, including the SkyTrain
system i n Vancouver.

ANTHONY IMBESI: In terns of your role
at OLRT-C, in terns of the role of commerci al
director, can you just explain for us what the
responsibilities in the role of sonmeone in that

position woul d have been?

r
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PAUL TETREAULT: Yes. | was
responsi ble for finance for OLRT-C, hunman
resources, prine contract managenent, procurenent
or procurenent and subcontract nmnanagenent; as well
as any other commercial matters that were dealt
with within the joint venture itself.

So I was, for lack of better words, |
was the transaction guy, the back-office guy, | did
not deal directly with the Gty of Otawa for the
nost part. | did attend sone neetings, but the
primary contact wwth the Gty of Gtawa woul d have
been the project director and deputy project
di rector.

| was al so given the responsibility for
t he managenment of the rolling stock provider, which
was Alstom as well as the managenent of the
communi cation signalling supplier, which was
Thal es. And they gave ne that responsibility, only
because of ny extensive experience in rolling stock
and i n systens managenent.

ANTHONY | MBESI: When you say the
managenent of the rolling stock provider and the
signalling supplier, so that's Al stom and Thal es,
as | understand it on this project. Wat does that

entail when you say --
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PAUL TETREAULT: That's correct.
ANTHONY | MBESI :

- when you say
"managenent "; what does that enconpass in terns of
your responsibilities?

PAUL TETREAULT: Through one of ny
subordi nates, which was the contract manager, the
contract manager was responsi ble for managi ng the
overall contract with Al stom and Thal es.

So the contracts have certain
requi renents; they have certain dates; certain
m | estones; certain events that have to be net;
certain conditions that have to be net.

There were requirenents for subm ssion
of docunentation; there were requirenents for
subm ssion of approvals; there are requirenents for
regul atory requirenents. There was a requirenent
in the contract wth Al stomfor Canadi an content,
which required that they assenbled the vehicles in
Canada in order to neet those requirenents.

It's everything but the actual design
of the system The actual design of the system was
under responsibility of the Director of Systens
| nt egrati on, who was Jacques Bergeron, and |
bel i eve you have al ready spoken wi th Jacques.

So it was a collaborative nanagenent of
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the technical by the Director of Systens

| ntegrati on, and then everything el se was managed
by ny contact manager, who was a gentl enman by the
nanme of Al ex Turner.

ANTHONY | MBESI:  Thank you.

And | take it then, in the third bull et

poi nt here when you tal k about being in close
col l aboration with the Director of Systens

| ntegration, that was M. Bergeron that you were
just referring to?

PAUL TETREAULT: That is correct,
absol utely.

ANTHONY | MBESI: Just so | understand
the structure of OLRT-C. D d he report to you or
were they sort of independent roles in parallel to
one anot her ?

PAUL TETREAULT: No. Jacques reported
to the project director, and | reported to the
project director, so we were coll eagues.

And, of course, being coll eagues and
wor ked hand-i n-hand, we collaborated very, very
cl osely.

ANTHONY I MBESI: R ght. So you were
dealing, if it's fair to say, nore with the

comercial side of things and he was dealing wth
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1| the technical side of things?

2 PAUL TETREAULT: | was dealing wth the

3| conmmercial and the |ogistical.
4 ANTHONY | MBESI: Conmerci al and

5| logistical, thank you.

6 PAUL TETREAULT: Absolutely. Yes, sir.
7 ANTHONY IMBESI: So | will -- if we can
8| mark M. Tetreault's CV as Exhibit 1, and I'l| take

91 it down fromthe screen.

10 EXHHBIT NO 1: Curriculum Vitae of

11 Paul Tetreault.

12 ANTHONY | MBESI: Before we nove on. |
13| ternms of M. Bergeron, as | understand it, he was
14| hired in 2014 by OLRT-C?

15 PAUL TETREAULT: He was, absol utely.
16 ANTHONY | MBESI: And as we under st and
171 it, he didn't come in to fill someone else's role.
18 Was he the first director of systens
19| integration on this project.

20 PAUL TETREAULT: Yes, sir, he was. As

21| a matter of fact, we had been | ooking for, I'm

22| going to say a good while, to find an appropriate
23 | individual to fill that responsibility.

24 So, yeah. | nean, if we could have

25| hired Jacques a year earlier, we probably would

n
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have done it, or nine nonths earlier.

We had previously found a candi date for
that role, who basically refused our offer, because
the individual did not want to relocate to Otawa.
So filling the position of systens integrator, or
Director of Systens Integration, was certainly a
chal | enge, because we needed to find the right
person. You know, with all due respect, a |lot of
peopl e see this as a construction project, but sone
of us sawthis as a transit system and there's a
definite difference between the construction
project and the transit system project. Although
construction is an inportant conponent of it, it's
really integration of many, many systens and
technologies that culmnate in the transit system
I tself.

ANTHONY | MBESI: Ckay. So when you say
there's a distinction there, you're tal king about
how the focus is not so nuch on the construction
conmponent, it's nore so on the integration of all
the various systens that conprise the transit
product as a whol e?

PAUL TETREAULT: |'msaying it shoul d
be. You know, it's an opinion |'mgiving you right

NOW.
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ANTHONY | MBESI: Right.

PAUL TETREAULT: Wth all due respect,
It's an opi nion.

In a project of this nature, yes, the
focus should be on the integration of the systens,
it should be on the technol ogy.

| nmean, there were many requirenents in
the O tawa project that had never been done in the
mass transit industry.

For exanple, the rolling stock, or the
vehicle that was selected for this project is a
vehicle that has extensive light rail experience in
Europe, in very mld clinmates, with service which
I's basically in-city service, relatively | ow speed,
etcetera, etcetera.

The Gtawa requirenment, or a nunber of
Otawa requirenents were to winterize the vehicle.
The vehicle had to be winterized in order to deal
with tenperatures of, | think it was up to m nus 40
in the specification, if | recall correctly.
Certainly mnus 30. And, of course, | don't have
t hose docunents in front of ne, soit's hard to
recal | .

The vehicle also had to neet North

American Standards. Now, the rail standards in
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North Anerica, are very, very different than the
rail standards in Europe.

So froma structural standpoint, the
vehicle had to neet North Anerican rail
requi renments. The vehicle also had to be able to
operate at 90 kiloneters per hour. While the
initial design of this platformthat was used to
hybrid into the Otawa vehicle, was not designed
for 90 kiloneters per hour. And this required
substantial changes to the notors of the vehicle,
to the gearboxes, to the suspension and ot her
conmponent s.

So what |'m saying here is that the
Otawa vehicle is basically a hybrid of existing
technol ogy that was further devel oped to neet Nort
America Standards, and that itself was a chall enge

A good chal | enge.

And 1'lIl be honest with you, Alstomdid

a wonderful job. | nean, | have seen -- |'ve seen
alot of rail vehicles inny life, and a | ot of
rail engineering, and | can honestly say that
Alstomdid a world class job in bringing that
vehicle to neet the Ottawa specifications.

Anot her chal |l enge was t he Canadi an

content. So what we had to do there was, i n order

h
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to neet the Canadi an content, Alstomhad to set up

a plant in Canada to assenble the vehicles. That

pl ant ended up being the maintenance facility. And

In effect, what they were doing is transferring
t echnol ogy from Europe to Canada.

So there's a |lot of know how in
building railcars. The analogy | can give you is,
it's |ike buying 737 aircraft from Boeing and
saying, you're going to conme and assenbl e these
aircraft and build these aircraft in OGtawa. It's
a whol e setup, the whole logistics, the | earning
curves, the tooling, the training, it's a huge,
huge job. So those were sonme of the chall enges
that were being faced at the rolling stock |evel.

And then the Al stom vehicle was
traditionally married wth the Alstomtrain
control, or the Alstomcontrol software. In this
particul ar case, Thal es was the chosen technol ogy
that was to be used, CBTC technol ogy. "CBTC
meani ng " Commruni cati ons-Based Train Control".

So you're marrying Thal es technol ogy
wth Alstomvehicles. And that's |ike saying,
okay, we're going to use Boeing body, but we want
to use the McDonnell Dougl as' software.

That in itself is a challenge. You
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have two conpetitors here, and you're using one's
body, and you're using the other's brain, for |ack
of better words. So that in itself was a
chal | enge.

And, honestly | think Al stom and Thal es
did a reasonably good job given the circunstances.
Because when | left the project, we were still on
schedule. So | left the project in April of 2017,
and we were essentially still on schedule, and we
were essentially still in a solid financial
position. W were neeting our costs and we were
nmeeti ng our objectives.

Now, the big nonkey wrench in all of
this, because the project was going very well. |
was very pleased with the progress of this project
t hroughout ny tenure, until that sinkhole happened.
When t hat sinkhol e happened in June of 2016, that
caused a maj or nonkey wench in the project itself.
And then, of course, because it was viewed as a
del ay event under the project, the mtigation
process started at that point.

So June, July, August, Septenber, |
woul d say Septenber 2016, we really started working
hard to try to mtigate the effects of this

si nkhol e that started, that hit us in the m ddl e of
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1| the project. Not only in the mddle of the project
21 in ternms of tineline, but in the mddle of the
3| alignnent. Because the alignnment starts at the
4| MSF, the eastern part of the Gty, and it had
5| segnented east to west.

6 So | think, if I recall properly again,
7| | think we had five segnents. And what you woul d

8| do, the relevance of these segnents is that you

9| would start your testing in the first segnent, and
10 | then you woul d conbi ne your first segnment with your
11| second segnent, and then conbine your first and

12 | second with the third, and so on, and so on, and so
13| on. So you're doing increnmental systemi de

14 | testing.

15 So the sinkhole prevented them from

16 | continuing to do systemm de testing. That in

171 itself is sonmewhat relevant to the fact that in a
18 | normal transit project, in ny experience, the

19| testing commssion tinme for a project the size of
20| Stage 1 Otawa Light Rail would be approxi mately

21| 18 nonths, give or take.

22 So what you're going to do is, you're
23| going to --

24 ANTHONY | MBESI: Go ahead.

25 PAUL TETREAULT: The way you're going
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to do it is, once your construction is conpleted
and the first vehicles are conpl eted, you' re going
to test the vehicle statically. In other words,
you're going to start up the vehicle, you're going
to test all the functionality w thout noving the
vehicle. And predecessor testing to that, would
have been system conponent testing, |ike the
newer notors, the bigger notors had to be tested.
They had to be bench tested. The gearboxes had to
be bench -- all the on-board vehicle systens that
woul d' ve been changed, would have to go through a
qualification testing process.

Once the vehicle is fully assenbl ed,
t he vehicle goes through a testing process. That
testing process itself, it starts with static
testing and it noves to dynamic testing. Now, the
dynami c testing is very increnental, very slowy
done, it starts at the nmaintenance facility where
you' re just noving very slowy on tracks, and then
you start noving the vehicle at 10 kil oneters an
hour, 20 kiloneters an hour, 30 kil oneters an hour,
etcetera, etcetera, down the guideway, as the
gui deway gets conpl et ed.

And to make a |l ong story short, for the

purpose of the tinme here, froma systens
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st andpoi nt, you have about 300 tests that have to
be done on each segnent. So if you're -- if you
have five segnents, you're |ooking at 1,500
different tests that have to be done to nake sure
that all the systenis conponents work together in
every possible scenario. Every possible scenario.

The sinkhole did not allow that to
happen anynore, so they had to mtigate. Now how
they mtigated, |I don't know because | wasn't
there. Because it was beyond the tine that | had
left. And | can only say that when I left, the
proj ect was on schedul e, on budget.

| "' massum ng, rightfully or wongfully
that there was a continuation of mtigation that
shortened the test period. Because of, you know,
time pressures, noney pressures, whatever it my
be. You know, and | don't know that, but naybe yo
could -- if you conpared the initial schedules in
the project, to the |l ast schedules in the project,
you mght be able to see, or view, or analyze the
effects of those scheduled mtigations that were
done as a result of that sinkhole.

Now, that all being said, | understand
that there is an inquiry going on, but given the

fact that there was new technol ogy invol ved, given

u
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1| the fact that the vehicle itself had never been
2 | service-proven or devel oped for North Anerica;
3| given the effects of the over --
4 -- Reporter's Note: (Experienced
5| virtual connection difficulties).
6 ANTHONY I MBESI: Sorry, M. Tetreault.
71 1 believe we lost you there for a nonent. | think
8 | you froze.
9 | heard you say that given there was
10 | new technol ogy, the vehicle was never
11| service-proven, and then | |ost you for about
12 | 20 seconds.
13 PAUL TETREAULT: Am | back? Can you
14 | hear nme now?
15 ANTHONY | MBESI :  Yes.
16 PAUL TETREAULT: So given the fact that
17| the vehicle had to be devel oped for the North
18 | American -- specifically for the Gtawa contract,
19| and given the integration of the systens, and the
20 | sinkhole, the overall outcone of the project, in ny
21 | opinion, based on ny experience, isn't that bad.
22 You know, if you | ook at the
23 | circunmstances that the project had to go through,
24| jt's really -- the outcone isn't that bad.
25 ANTHONY | MBESI: And you had nenti oned
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1| the testing and conm ssi oni ng, and you' ve nenti oned
21 that you' d estinate for a project like this
3| approximately 18 nonths to do the testing and
4 | comm ssi oni ng.

S | s that what had been pl anned for by
6| COLRT-C, do you recall?

7 PAUL TETREAULT: You know what? |

8| really don't. And | don't have the docunents in
9| front of ne, so soneone would have to go back and
10 | take a | ook at that.

11 But, typically, you're |ooking at --
12 | yeah, roughly overall testing, comm ssioning,

13| 18 nonths, that's based on simlar systens, such
14| as -- you know, I'll give you ny benchmark. M
15| benchmark on that was the Ankara Metro in Turkey.
16 | Simlar situation, yeah, it was 18 nonths in order
17| to get through testing and conm ssioning in that
18 | system

19 ANTHONY | MBESI: And you've said a few
20| other things that 1'd like to follow up on.

21 Now, in terns of the Al stom vehi cl e,
22 | that's the Gtadis Spirit, correct?

23 PAUL TETREAULT: That's correct.

24 ANTHONY I MBESI: And so you' ve

25| mentioned that the vehicle wasn't service-proven,
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and | understand that that vehicle was based off of
a prior nodel, the GCtadis nodel that was primarily
used i n Europe.

So in your mnd, was this a brand new
vehicle for all intents and purposes, given the
nodi fi cations?

PAUL TETREAULT: No. It's not a brand
new vehicle. 1'd say it's a further devel opnent.
It's a further devel opnment from an existing
platform \Were probably -- and I'"mgoing to just --
probably, I'm saying that 50 percent of that
vehicle, the drawi ngs on that vehicle, would have
requi red sone formof change, when you're using an
existing platform

ANTHONY | MBESI: Ckay.

PAUL TETREAULT: \Which is, you know,
which is fine. You weren't devel oping the vehicle
from scratch.

You see, the beauty of the Ctadis
vehicle, | believe the attraction to that vehicle
was its lowfloor capability, which was
I nstrunental for -- it was absolutely -- it was an
absolute for the Gty of Otawa.

ANTHONY IMBESI: I'msorry. Was that a

nodi fication that was nade to the Citadis, or are

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
Paul Tetreault on 5/9/2022

27

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

you saying that was a feature of the existing
Ctadis train?
PAUL TETREAULT: Feature of the existi
ANTHONY I MBESI: It was a feature of
the existing Ctadis nodel.
PAUL TETREAULT: That's right.
ANTHONY | MBESI: And given the

nodi fi cations that were made to this, | take it

fromwhat you've indicated, that you didn't believe

that this particular vehicle, the Gtadis Spirit
was service-proven?

PAUL TETREAULT: Well, it was
service-proven in its existing state. But it was
never service-proven in the state that would be
required to be devel oped to neet the OQtawa
speci fication.

So OGtawa was -- you know, Qtawa was
pushing the envel ope in terns of technol ogy, which
is fine. | nean, there's nothing wong in doing
that. But there was engi neering and devel opnent
that had to be done in order to neet those
speci fications.

ANTHONY IMBESI: Right. In terns of
t hose specifications, | think you nentioned speed,

you nentioned -- was the CBTC a conponent of that,

ng.
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1| as well?
2 PAUL TETREAULT: Absolutely. The
3| integration of the Thales train control signalling
41 wth the Al stomvehicle was sonething that had
5 | never been done.
6 ANTHONY | MBESI: Never been done in the
7| sense of marrying a Thales signalling systemwth
8| an Alstomtrain? O marrying a CBTC systemw th
9] this type of train?
10 PAUL TETREAULT: No. Marrying a Thales
11| CBTC with an Alstomtrain, with this particul ar
12| Al stomtrain.
13 ANTHONY I MBESI: And just so |I'mcl ear
14| on that. This particular trainis in the Gtadis
15| Spirit, because it was new? O in ternms of the
16 | Ctadis generally?
17 PAUL TETREAULT: Again, the Ctadis
18 | nmodel itself would have been married with Al stonis
19| own train control technology. So this was a
20 | departure fromthat, we were using the Thales, and
21| it had to be integrated with the Al stom vehicle.
22 ANTHONY IMBESI: In terns of Alstonls
23 | signalling system do they have a CBTC system as
24| well; or is it a different type of systemthat
25| would typically be married with their vehicles?

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
Paul Tetreault on 5/9/2022

29

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

PAUL TETREAULT: No, they have a CBTC
system yes, they do.

ANTHONY | MBESI: Just in ternms of the --
sorry, go ahead.

PAUL TETREAULT: They do. Their
technol ogy i s based out of France, whereas Thal es'
technol ogy is based out of Canada. So | can only
assune that the reason for going with Thal es was
because of --

-- Reporter's Note: (Experienced
virtual connection difficulties.)

(Wher eupon, a portion of the record was
read back).

PAUL TETREAULT: | don't know for sure,
because | was not there when those choices were
made. Those choices were nmade prior to nme joining
the OLRT-C, but |'m assum ng that the reason that
t he Thal es technol ogy was chosen, is because that
technology is Canadian, it's based out of Toronto,
and it's also used in Scarborough, with the
Scar borough Light Rail System and it's al so used
I n Vancouver with the SkyTrain System which is the
| ongest fully automated systemin the world.

ANTHONY | MBESI: So when you spoke

about chall enges then of integrating the Thal es
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systemwth the Alstomvehicle, | take it that the
Al stom vehicle would typically be integrated, |
guess based on your evidence, wth the existing

Al stom vehicle and signalling system

So what woul d the chall enges be in
particular then of integrating another conpany's
CBTC systemwi th an Al stom vehicl e?

PAUL TETREAULT: Well, the
communi cati on-based train control is basically
software-based. So in order to develop that train
control, you need to understand the -- you need to
I ntimately understand the functionality of that
vehicle. You need to understand its speed
profiles, its speed algorithnms. You need to
understand its braking profiles, its braking
al gorithnms. You have to understand its
accel eration capability, braking capability in
service. Braking, as well as energency braking.
As well as other functions of the vehicle, such as
door openi ngs, door closings, you know, supervisory
data acquisition systens, diagnostic systens on the
vehi cl e.

The train control has to be designed
wth |ayers, and | ayers, and | ayers of safety.

Safety is the primary inportance here in devel opi ng
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1| the software. So every behavioral elenent of the
21 vehicle has to take into account the safety of the
3 | passengers.
4 So in order to do that, you have to
5| understand -- if | was providing software to you,
6| train control software to you, | would need to
7| understand every function of your body in detail.
8 So that in itself is a challenge. But
9| again, that challenge, 1'll be honest with you,
10 | that challenge went quite well. W had to work
11| wwth Thales, we had to work with Alstom Sonetines
12| we had to manage them because it's not easy to get
13| two conpetitors to necessarily work together. But
14| at the end of the day, they did. And | think the
15| train -- you know, the CBTC product that Qtawa has
16 | today is a very, very good product, as well as the
17| vehicle, | think, is a very good product.
18 ANTHONY | MBESI: Was this the first
19| tinme that a CBTC system had ever been integrated
20 with a lowfloor LRV; to your know edge?
21 PAUL TETREAULT: To ny know edge, yes.
22 ANTHONY | MBESI: And does that specific
23 | point raise any integration issues? Are there
24 | gspecific considerations given that it's a | owfloor
25 | vehicle?
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PAUL TETREAULT: No. Nothing th
not be overcone in terns of engineering or,

know, testing and conm ssioni ng, no.

ANTHONY | MBESI : In terns of the

I nterfaces then generally for the project, was the

nost critical interface the integration of t
rolling stock and the signalling system in
Vi ew?

PAUL TETREAULT: In ny opinion,
say, | would say yes. From a technol ogi cal
st andpoi nt, yes.

ANTHONY | MBESI: | guess taking
back then, if you could just explain for us,
your experience then, howis systens integra
approached then on a project of this size
typically?

PAUL TETREAULT: Well, thanks fo
questi on.

Visualize a pyramd, right? So
of the pyramd, the very top of your pyramd
your trial running.

ANTHONY | MBESI: |s your what?

PAUL TETREAULT: Trial running.
running, all right? And trial running typic

woul d |l ast 30, 60, 90 days, depending on the

at can

you

he

your

| woul d

a step

in

tion

r the

the top

S

Tri al

ally
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outcone. Because typically you would be required
to neet a systens availability.
So the industry benchmark for systens

availability is about 99.5, 99.6 percent. And

typically, the contracts -- well, systens contracts

will require that the contractor go through a trial

runni ng period and maintain a certain | evel of
systens availability prior to going into revenue
service. | think we had that in OQtawa. |If you
| ook at the contract, | think you'll see that.
After the trial running is the actual
testing of all these five segnents, systemm de
t esting.
So after the trial running, the next
| ayer is systemm de testing. |In that |ayer,
there's probably, as |I said earlier, 300 tests per

segnent that have to be conpl et ed.

Under that |ayer of systemtesting, you

have i ndi vidual systemtests. So you would
i ndividually test the vehicles, you would
I ndividually test the train controls.

And in testing the train control you
woul d put it on sinmulators where you would do what
we call "bust it" testing in the software, where

you try to break the algorithns, you try to break
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1| the safety protocols and do all kinds of scenari os,
2| possibilities, in order to prove that your software
3| is safe and your software is robust.

4 You woul d do power supply testing. You
5| would test your power supply to make sure your

6 | power supply can supply the necessary anount of

7| power given any situation.

8 | f you were operating the full system
9| where each train would be pulling full voltage,

10 | etcetera, etcetera, you would do testing of the

11| conmmuni cati on systens, to nake sure they were

12 | robust, that the various |evel of comunicati on,

13 | emergency conmuni cation, comrunication with the

14 | police, comunication with the paranedics,

15| communication with the fire departnent, you would
16 | create rescue scenarios, etcetera, etcetera,

17 | etcetera.

18 So that woul d be your systemm de

19| testing. Below that, below the individual systens,
20 | you woul d have conponent testing, where certain

21 | conponents woul d be tested.

22 You would test, for exanple, the

23 | gearbox. You would put the gearbox of the vehicles
24| on a test bench and you would run it day and ni ght
25| to sinmulate ten years, 15 years of operations to
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make sure that your gearbox is robust, and that
there's no significant wear and tear, there's no
cracks in it or anything |Iike that.

So this whole pyramd of testing would
go fromthe discrete conponent |evel testing, al
the way up to the systemmi de testing, and the trial
runni ng.

And if it's just -- it's a very
| nportant part of the program And, again, |
wasn't there, but | can only inmagine that the
testing had to be significantly nodified and
mtigated as a result of that sinkhole, because
that sinkhole was right in the mddle. So you
couldn't increnentally do your systemm de testing.

ANTHONY IMBESI: R ght. So, as you
wer e saying, you can test the segnents but you had
to -- there presumably woul d have been sone del ay
in testing the full length, the full track w de
I ntegration testing?

PAUL TETREAULT: Systemm de testing,
absol utely. You know, you could test everything
around the nmaintenance facility, you can test
everything in the first segnent, and possibly the
second segnent, but the sinkhol e happened, let's

say in the third segnent, so you were stym ed
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t here.

You couldn't go any further, right?
You had what you had, you had to wait for that
sinkhole to be mtigated; you had to wait for that
concrete to be re-tunneled; you had to wait for
that station to be finished, so that could open up
so you had access to the third segnent, the fourth
segnent and fifth segnent.

Utimtely you needed all the segnents
in order to conplete your systemm de testing and
that to ne is probably the area where things
started to slide, or things started to go w ong.

Because | know for a fact that OLRT-C
wor ked very, very hard to try to mtigate,
absolutely. That was ongoing as | was just |eavin
the project. And there was a very, very concerted
effort to mtigate.

It was a delay event or it was
categori zed as a del ay event under the contract.
And, you know, part of that, part of the
requi renments under the delay event of the contract
was to mtigate.

And the contractor was obligated to,
you know, put forth his best efforts to mtigate

the delay of it. They were working hard but at

g
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1| sone point they were, perhaps they were overly
2 optimstic, | don't know.
3 ANTHONY | MBESI: When you're talking --
4 PAUL TETREAULT: And they would have to
5| --
6 ANTHONY I MBESI: |'msorry, finish your
7| thought there.
8 PAUL TETREAULT: |'m saying, perhaps we
9| should put a magnifying glass on, you know, the
10 | period, the testing conm ssion period and try to
11| |l ook at perhaps what the effects of that sinkhole
12| were and how it affected this systemu de testing,
13| and how it affected the trial running. Wich
14| ultimately led up to the revenue service date,
15| right?
16 | believe that got del ayed a coupl e of
17| times, if | recall. Again, | wasn't there so...
18 ANTHONY | MBESI: Right. And so, |
19 | nean, the sinkhole happened in 2016, and you had
20 | indicated to us that you left in April of 2017.
21 So during that tine, what was the
22 | status of the LRVs, the testing and commi ssi oni ng
23 | as you've been describing themto us? Were were
24| things at during that period of time, follow ng the
25 | sinkhole and up to your departure?
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PAUL TETREAULT: W were essentially on
schedule, as | recall. W were on schedule, we
were on budget. | nean, the vehicles were being
produced, the vehicles were being tested to the
extent that we could. As | recall, we were pretty
much on schedul e.

ANTHONY | MBESI: And when you're
tal ki ng about the testing that was bei ng done, what
specific conponents of the testing were being done
then at that tinme?

PAUL TETREAULT: When | left, we were
doing testing on the guideways in the first and
second segnent. So we were testing at the
mai nt enance facility, in the yard, as well as the
first two segnents, we were able to test up to the
area of the sinkhole.

So that woul d have been pretty nmuch the
begi nning of the testing conm ssioning period.
Again, if | recall properly, we were pleased,
actually pleased with the situation at that point
in tinmne.

ANTHONY | MBESI: And so you talked
about the testing and conmm ssioning. Can you speak
to us about the LRV production itself? Were was

that at, at that point in tinme?
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1 PAUL TETREAULT: So conponents of the
2] LRV were -- sone of the conponents were produced in
3| France. Sone of the conmponents were produced in
41 the United States. And of course the final
5| assenbly, the assenbly of the vehicles was done at
6| the mai ntenance facility.
7 So basically, Alstomhad to transfer
8 | the technol ogy, or the know how, transfer the know
9| how. They had to hire people in Gtawa. They had
10| to train these people as, you know, vehicle
11| assenbl ers and technici ans.
12 They had to bring in experienced
13| quality people and they had to bring in experienced
14 | met hods people, or industrial engineering folks.
15| They had to set up the assenbly process, they had
16 | to bring in the tooling in order to do that. They
17| had to duplicate tooling fromother assenbly sites.
18 | And they did all that.
19 There was a point in tinme where we felt
20| that they were not investing enough noney and
21 | effort upfront to set up that process. And Jacques
22 | Bergeron, nyself, and Al ex Turner went to neet the
23 | managenent of Alstomat their facility in New York.
24 And we nmet with their managenent and we
25| made our case. And we asked themto increase the
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1| effort, increase the investnent, because we felt
2| that if they did not, the schedule may be in
3| jeopardy.
4 And Al stom responded very favourably,
5| and I'mpleased to say that they did make their
6| transfer of technology and training prograns nuch
7| nmore robust in order to be able to assenble the
8 | vehicle successfully in Otawa.
9 So what |'msaying is that there were a
10 | few bunps in the road and there always is in these
11| situations, and these projects. But they were
12 | very, very responsive.
13 ANTHONY I MBESI: So you' ve i ndicated
14 | what you had done and that you felt they were
15| responsive. But |'d just |like to understand what
16 | did you feel was | acking then that they
17 | subsequently addressed?
18 PAUL TETREAULT: They weren't
19| mobilizing -- they weren't -- they weren't putting
20 | enough manpower, or people power into the work.
21 | Now when | say "people power”, |I'mnot talking
22 | about the guy or the gal who is, you know,
23 | assenbling sonething in the vehicle.
24 It's nore the know how, okay? And the
25| know howis the logistics. [It's the sequencing of
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the work. It's the howto put it together. This
I's a huge vehicle. This vehicle has probably 4,000
components.

And there's a lot -- there's a
| ogi stical way and a |logical way to put it
altogether so that it's efficient.

So they underestinmated the effort
required to transfer the technol ogy, from France
and the U S into Otawa.

So that transfer of technol ogy entail ed
know how, it entailed training, it entailed the
duplication of tooling, which is a cost, right?
These are huge, huge jigs and workstati ons.

And it's also bringing in experienced
people into Otawa, to train the new enpl oyees in
Otawa in ternms of how to build these vehicl es.

So, you know, at the top level it was a
| ack of investnent in the transfer of technol ogy
that was required at the tine. And that translated
into logistics, parts, training people, nethods,
quality control, all of those elenents that you
need to manufacture successfully.

ANTHONY I MBESI: Do you recall when --

| msorry, continue.

PAUL TETREAULT: And the reason why we
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1| intervened was because sone of us had previous
2| transfer of technol ogy experience. And we knew
3| that the effort was greater than what was pl anned
41 or what was provided at the tine.
S ANTHONY I MBESI: Do you recall when you
6| would have gone to New York with M. Bergeron to
7| address this issue?
8 PAUL TETREAULT: | think, | think it
9| was February or March of 2015. But |'mnot sure.
10 ANTHONY I MBESI: No, | appreciate that.
11 PAUL TETREAULT: There will be a record
12| of it sonmewhere in the project, but it was seven
13 | years ago so.
14 ANTHONY | MBESI: \Wiile we're on the
15| topic of Alstomand the manufacturing. Do you
16 | recall a transfer of the manufacturing or the
17| assenbly of the first two prototype vehicles to
18] Otawa ultimately from Hornell?
19 PAUL TETREAULT: Correct. Absolutely.
20| Two were built, yes. Again, they took, you see
21 | what they did there, they took the technol ogy from
22 | France and that technol ogy had to be devel oped.
23 So what they did, is they devel oped
24 | that technology in Hornell with the experienced
25| people that they had there, and they transferred
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1| the two first prototypes to Otawa, absolutely. |
2| do recall.

3 ANTHONY I MBESI: Right. Was the

41 intention for those prototypes to have been

5| assenbled in Hornell originally?

6 PAUL TETREAULT: | believe so.

7 ANTHONY | MBESI: Do you recall then why
8| they transferred the assenbly to Otawa i nstead of
9| followng through with that in Hornell?

10 PAUL TETREAULT: Yes, | do. It was the
11| Canadi an content requirenents and the

12| interpretation of the Canadi an content

13 | requirenents.

14 If |I recall correctly, Al stom sonewhat
15| msinterpreted the Canadi an content requirenent.

16 | They saw it as 25 percent aggregate, whereas the

17 | actual requirenent was on a per vehicle basis.

18 So being on a per vehicle basis that

19| required the transfer of those prototypes to Otawa
20| in order to neet the Canadi an content requirenents.
21 ANTHONY IMBESI: D d the transfer have
22 | anything to do as well with schedule mtigation?

23| O to your knowl edge was it strictly related to the
24 | Canadi an content?

25 PAUL TETREAULT: To ny recollection, it
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was strictly related to the Canadi an content.

ANTHONY | MBESI: And so the two
prototypes were originally going to be assenbl ed or
built in Hornell, they were transferred and
ultimately done in Otawa?

You had nentioned that initially you
had had sone concerns with Al stom s invol venment in
O tawa, sone of what they had commtted to that
facility?

Were there any concerns then with the
construction of the first prototypes with the way
t hat Al stom approached that in Otawa?

PAUL TETREAULT: Not to ny
recol | ecti on.

ANTHONY | MBESI: And was the initial
Intention then wwth the prototypes for those to
undergo validation testing before the entire fl eet
was assenbled in Gtawa?

PAUL TETREAULT: No, that's done in
parallel. You know, it's done in parallel. It is
a practical tool.

The tinelines of projects do not allow
you to do that, where, in the autonotive industry,
for exanple, you wll develop a vehicle, you wll

prototype it, you will test it and then you wl|
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put it in production three years |later.

In the transit industry, you can't do
that, because the projects are too short. So you
buil d your prototypes, you start testing your
prot ot ypes, and you continue your production |ine.
| f you need to nodify, you nodify as you go.

So if the testing of the prototypes
di scovered el enents that needed to be changed, you
woul d i npl enment those changes in-situ, in the
production |line as you progressed in tine.

ANTHONY I MBESI: So is there anything
uni que then about those being referred to as
prototypes, or are they essentially then the first
two LRVs that are constructed in a Iine of several
LRVs?

| s there anything specific done to
t hose prototypes in terns of testing or anything
el se prior to the commencenent of the nmass assenbly
of the remainder of the fleet?

PAUL TETREAULT: There is sone
qualification testing that is done or type testing
that is done. That was done to vehicles 1, 2 and
3.

ANTHONY I MBESI: Can you refer to the

two different tests that you referred to, what were
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t hose call ed?

PAUL TETREAULT: (Qualification testing
or type testing.

ANTHONY | MBESI: Type testing.

PAUL TETREAULT: So qualification or
type testing is "one of" testing.

ANTHONY | MBESI: When you say one of,
do you nean the specific conponent or the LRV in
its entirety?

PAUL TETREAULT: No, a conponent.

ANTHONY | MBESI: Ckay.

PAUL TETREAULT: |'Ill give you an
exanple. Let's take the suspension. So because
t he vehicle goes faster, you need a nore robust
suspension. So they woul d engi neer that suspensio
to be nore robust, but what they would do is take
t hat suspension and they would put it through a
fatigue test.

A fatigue test is cycling that
suspensi on up and down up and down |left and right,
in all the different novenents that suspension can
make to sinulate, for exanple, five years,

10 years, 15 years of service.
Typically what we would do is, you

woul d do nmaybe 1.5 mllion cycles. So you would

n
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put the suspension into a test jig that woul d
simul ate the novenent of the suspension.

And run it for one and a half mllion
cycles. Then do a forensic analysis of it to
determ ne whether or not there's any fatigue.

Fati gue being cracks, or degradation that would not
all ow the vehicle to continue.

You woul d | ook at the wear and tear so
you can determ ne what the mai ntenance cycles would
be for this particular suspension. So that woul d
be an exanple of type testing or qualification
testing that you typically would do on maybe the
first vehicle or the second vehicle.

And the reason why you're doing this
type of testing is because, as we described -- as
we spoke earlier, there are changes to the
platform making it different than what it was
bef or e.

So if it's anything different than what
was before, that elenent of the vehicle is not
service-proven. So if it's not service-proven it
has to go through a rigorous qualification and type
testing regine.

ANTHONY I MBESI: So you've gotten on to

t he next question | was going to ask you then. So
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t he specific conponents of the vehicle then that
are subject to the qualification of a type testing,
t hat woul d have been focused on the nodifications
to the specific vehicle for this project?

PAUL TETREAULT: That is correct.

ANTHONY | MBESI: And you nentioned the
suspension then. Do you have a recollection of any
other itens that nay have been included in that?

PAUL TETREAULT: Ch, there were changes
to the notors. Changes to the gearbox, the
suspensi on. Those would be the nmain areas. There
were changes to the electrical system because the
vehicles, the vehicles had to sustain certain
envi ronnent al condi ti ons.

And what | nmean by environnmental is
heati ng. For exanple, with all the doors open at
m nus 30, you had to be able to sustain an interior
tenperature of let's say, for exanple, maybe
12 degrees or 14 degrees.

So there were additional heating and
ventilation elenments that were put into that
pl atformthat had not been there before. There
were structural conponents, because the structural
capability of a North America vehicle is nuch

hi gher than a European vehicl e.
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1 And by structural, | nmean what they
2| call crash worthiness. So in terns of crash
3| worthiness, the North American requirenents are
4| about four tines higher than what European
5| requirenents are. So that neans that the structure
6| of the car body has to be nmuch nore robust. And
7| that has to be tested.
8 So there's crash worthiness testing,
9| and the way they do that is through a process they
10 | call conpression testing.
11 So what they do is they take the frane
12 | of the vehicle, and they conpress that frane to the
13 | tune of 800,000 pounds, because 800, 000 pounds is
14| the requirenent here in North Anerica. Wereas,
15| the European requirenent is roughly 200, 000 pounds.
16 So, yeah, substantial changes to the
17| vehicle that all have to be tested and rigorously
18| qualified in order to be inplenented into the final
19 | product.
20 ANTHONY I MBESI: Did all that testing
21 | proceed as planned to your recollection?
22 PAUL TETREAULT: You know, it actually
23 | was great, because it actually went quite well.
24| Like | said, Alstom you know, | worked for
25 | Bonbardier for 28 years, Bonbardier transportation,
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great conpany. But what | saw from Al st om was
absolutely world class in terns of engineering.
And | can't say anything negative.

They were excellent in terns of their
engi neering, they were excellent in terns of the
design of the car, excellent in terns of the
rigorous testing, qualifications of the

conponentry. W had certain tests that had to be

done, certain mlestones that had to be net, and we

wer e successful.

You know, by the way, there was al so an

| ndependent review of this during the project. I'm

gi ving you ny point of view or ny opinion, or ny
recoll ection, but there was also a third party
| ndependent review of this project.

There was al so provincial review,
because there was sone provincial noney invol ved
here, | believe. There was a person fromthe
provi nce, there was a representative fromthe
Province of Ontario who acted as an overvi ew and
woul d attend the nonthly project neetings.

ANTHONY | MBESI: Who woul d have done
t he i ndependent review that you nentioned?

PAUL TETREAULT: The name of the

i ndi vidual, the first name of the individual was
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Cr awf or d.

ANTHONY | MBESI: Are you speaki ng about --

PAUL TETREAULT: |I'mtrying to renenber
his | ast nane.

ANTHONY | MBESI: Are you speaki ng of
Crawmford Currie as the I ender's technical advisor?

PAUL TETREAULT: Yes. Yes, Crawford
Currie.

Crawford Currie would attend the
proj ect once a nonth and spend two days revi ew ng
the status of the project, in order to certify the
application for paynent or the paynent application,
yes.

And of course the status of the
vehicles and the status of the train control was
part of that view

ANTHONY | MBESI: Coul d you just explain
for us then what that review enconpassed?

PAUL TETREAULT: The overall review?

ANTHONY | MBESI: The one done by the
LTA, the lender's technical advisor. So M. Currie
or anyone el se who perfornmed that on his behal f?

PAUL TETREAULT: Ckay, so M. Currie
woul d typically cone to the project. He was based

in Britain, based in the UK, so he would typically
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fly over once a nonth. He would spend two days
wal ki ng through the project, literally walking

t hrough the project, reviewi ng the construction,
review ng the progress, review ng the paynment
appl i cati on.

So in terns of doing that, he would
also review the status of Alstonis work at the
mai nt enance facility. He would wal k through the
mai nt enance facility, he would be able to see the
vehicles and their states of assenbly or their
progress in assenbly.

He woul d ask for, you know, test
reports; he would ask for whatever he felt was
necessary, and we provi ded what ever he needed so
that he could certify the progress of the project,
and also certify the paynent applications that

OLRT- C was mnaki ng.

ANTHONY | MBESI: So who woul d have been

i nvol ved then in his project visits? Wuld you

have been invol ved personally?

PAUL TETREAULT: | was only involved to

the extent it involved Alstomand Thales. So
typically the person who escorted M. Crawford
t hrough the two days of review was the deputy

project director, who was Hunberto Ferrer.
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1] FFEERRER
2 But, like | said, they would bring ne
31 in for that specific part of it, right?
4 ANTHONY | MBESI: For the part involving
5| the signalling and rolling stock?
6 PAUL TETREAULT: That's correct. So if
7| that involved a visit to the mai ntenance facility
8 | where they would produce the cars, typically I
9| would acconpany themfor that two-hour visit or
10 | whatever period of tine it was.
11 And there was also, at the end of the
12 | two-day wal k-t hrough period or review period,
13 | physical review period, there was also a sit down
14| meeting that would | ast probably another half a
15 | day.
16 And if they had questions relating to
171 the Alstom or relating to the Thales part of the
18 | project, they would ask ne to cone in and attend
19 | that part of the neeting.
20 ANTHONY | MBESI: And what was their
21 | focus? What were they interested in? Was it the
22 | progression of the construction or the assenbly
23 | dependi ng what conponent they're | ooking at?
24 PAUL TETREAULT: Yes, it was the
25 | progression of the assenbly, the progression of the
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vehi cl es.

But also they put a lot of effort into
review ng the progression, the conponent testing,
the qualification testing, the vehicle testing, yo
know, equal -- | could say, equal enphasis was put
on the testing as well as the actual, physical
progress of assenbling the vehicles.

ANTHONY | MBESI: And was that interest
was that on the progression or the status of the
testing, or was it on the specific nature of the
testing itself?

Were they concerned with what testing
was bei ng done, or just whether the testing was
progressing in accordance with what everybody's
pl an was?

PAUL TETREAULT: It's a little bit of
both, to be honest with you. Because they, M.
Currie understood that the devel opnental el enents
of the vehicle had certain type testing that were
i nportant m | estones in proving out the design of
t hat vehicle.

So he put enphasis on that, as well as
t he standard, you know, serial testing.

So it was both. In nmy opinion, he

understood rolling stock vehicles and systens

u
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1| integration quite well.
2 ANTHONY I MBESI: Was the City involved
3] at all in these site visits or the neeting that you
4| spoke about as well that acconpani ed those?
S PAUL TETREAULT: No, this was OLRT' s
6| application for paynent to RTG which was the
7| concession. So the Cty would not be involved.
8| Although, the Cty would request visits to the
9| Alstomfacility fromtine to tinme and of course we
10 | woul d accommpdate them so they could view the
11| progress and wal k through the progress and expl ain
12 | the progress.
13 The City really didn't have sonmeone who
14 | was experienced in rolling stock vehicles and
15| systens integration until nuch later in the
16 | project, where they hired a gentleman by the nane
171 of M chael Mborgan.
18 ANTHONY | MBESI: How often would the
19| Gty request those visits; or how often would they
20 | attend, for exanple, at Alstomis facility to the
21| best of your recollection? Ws this on a regular
22 | basis or just periodically?
23 PAUL TETREAULT: Periodically.
24 ANTHONY I MBESI: A few tines a year,
25| every few nonths kind of thing?
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PAUL TETREAULT: Well, it would be a
fewtines a year initially. But then, as we
progressed in the project, of course, it becane a
little bit nore invol ved.

| remenber, like nmy recollection was
t hat when M chael Morgan canme on board, there was
nore interest and M chael was interested to view
t he progress on a nmuch nore regul ar basis.

And | think we agreed to a wal k through
every couple of weeks at that point in tinme, if |
recal | properly.

And you know, the collaboration we had
wth the Cty, despite the fact that they were not
experienced or they didn't have people who were
experienced in nmass transit or systens integration,
the collaboration level with the Gty was very
good. Everybody I worked with at the Gty was
extrenely professional in all respects.

ANTHONY | MBESI: And so you nenti oned
M. Morgan, who did have sone of this rolling stock
experi ence, and then you had nentioned at sone
point following his involvenent there were visits
that started to occur every few weeks.

Do you recall when approxi mately that

woul d have been, when that started to become nore
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reqgul ar?

PAUL TETREAULT: | would say the period

starting early 2017. Just before | left, 3,

4 months before | retired, the enphasis becane nuch

greater on the vehicles and the progress of the

rolling stock and the systens works.

And | think that's, again, because they

hired the right guy or sonebody who understood

rolling stock and systens integration. And again,

not to say prior to that they weren't interested,
they were, but it was treated nuch nore as a
construction project than a mass transit project.
ANTHONY IMBESI: In terns of the
production or assenbly of the rolling stock and
ultimately the testing and conmm ssi oni ng, do you
recall there being any delays to those conponents

during your tinme on the project?

PAUL TETREAULT: There were sone m nor

del ays; there were sone m nor supply issues. But,

agai n, you know t he del ays and the m nor

procurenment or supply issues were identified, they

were mtigated, there were work around pl ans.
And, again, Alstomwere very good in
col |l aborating with us to find mtigations in the

way that we would not -- we would not affect the
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overall project schedule.

For exanple, they had initially planned
to have only one production shift at the facility.
And as a result of sonme supply problens at the
time, things started to fall behind. And they were
very proactive in adding a second shift to the
facility so that we could increase the production
rate substantially in order to mtigate the | oss of
schedul e due to the supply problemthat we had at
the tine.

So again, there were sone bunps al ong
the road, but Alstomwere very proactive; they
mtigated. You know, there was a desire for
everybody on the job, Alstom Thal es, Dragados,

El I i sDon, SNC-Lavalin, because it was our Nation's
Capi tal and because, | don't know, call it pride
maybe, everybody wanted to do a good j ob.

There was a bona fide effort by
everybody. The amount of collaboration on this job
was unbelievable. |[|'ve never seen better
col | aborati on by separate conpanies or separate
entities than | saw on the Otawa Light Rai
Proj ect.

ANTHONY IMBESI: D d you have a direct

I nvol venent in the scheduling of Al stom and Thal es?
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PAUL TETREAULT: Not personally. M
contract manager did, and our scheduler did. | ha
the overview, | would | ook at the overall schedul e
| would obtain status of the overall schedul e, and
If | had concerns, | would delegate to these peopl
to get in there and work with Alstomto overcone
it.

ANTHONY | MBESI: Wuld it have been th
sanme person --

PAUL TETREAULT: | did reviewit.

ANTHONY I MBESI: Sorry, you said you
did review?

PAUL TETREAULT: | would review it on
nmont hly basis, not on a continuous basis but a
nmont hly basis, at |east.

So every nonth, for exanple, there's a
production schedul e, and the production schedul e
shows the position of the vehicle in such an
assenbly station. And that's what | would use to
gauge whet her or not we were follow ng the overall

program or not.

d

e

e

a

And if we have saw a slippage there, we

would work with Alstomto mtigate, we would work

wth Thales to mtigate and we did. W did.

ANTHONY | MBESI: So when you tal k about
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production schedule, that's a schedule that's
produced by Alstomto OLRT-C, show ng the status
and the progression of their production?

PAUL TETREAULT: Yes. And you would

al so see that in the overall project schedul e that

OLRT-C woul d be providing to the Cty, on a nonthly

basi s because that's -- the vehicle assenbly
schedul e was part of the overall project schedul e.

ANTHONY | MBESI : Ri ght.

PAUL TETREAULT: Al stom provided
updates --

[ Court Reporter intervenes for
clarification].

PAUL TETREAULT: Al stom would provide
updates to us on a nonthly basis and we woul d
| ncorporate those updates into our overall project
schedul e, which was submtted to the Cty on a
nont hly basi s.

ANTHONY I MBESI: And in terns of those
that you had just indicated you had del egated sone
of these, the nore day-to-day aspects of that in
terns of managing the Al stom and Thal es contracts
and dealing with the scheduling.

Was it the sane person dealing both

with Alstom and Thal es, or were there different
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peopl e managi ng the different subcontracts?

PAUL TETREAULT: No. This was the sane

person dealing wth both.

ANTHONY | MBESI: And who woul d those
peopl e have been, to your recollection?

PAUL TETREAULT: The people, the perso
who was managing the -- you're asking the people
who were managi ng the Al stom and Thal es
subcontract; is that the question?

ANTHONY | MBESI: Yes, in dealing with
t he schedul i ng.

PAUL TETREAULT: Ckay, so the

I ndi vi dual who was responsible for that, for us,

was a gentleman by the nane of Alex Turner. He was

a contract nanager. Alex reported to ne.

And, of course, Alex would work very
closely with technical people. So people in
Jacques Bergeron's group. So the engi neers woul d
take care of the technical, the purely technical,
and Al ex Turner would take care of everything el se
bei ng comrerci al, schedule, |ogistics, etcetera,
et cet era.

ANTHONY I MBESI: So it's about 10: 30.
Perhaps we'll take a 15-mnute break here and we'l

cone back and finish off the interview

n
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1 -- RECESS TAKEN AT 10: 28 --
2 -- UPON RESUM NG AT 10: 45 --
3
4 ANTHONY | MBESI: Thank you. |'d just
S| liketotalk alittle bit now about the Al stom and
6 | Thal es subcontracts thensel ves.
7 Were you involved in the negotiation or
8 | preparation of either of those subcontracts?
9 PAUL TETREAULT: No, | was not. That
10 | happened prior to ne being hired.
11 ANTHONY | MBESI: Ckay. Do you know who
12 | woul d have been involved in their negotiation and
13 | drafting?
14 PAUL TETREAULT: Let ne think. Well,
15| from SNC-Lavalin, | think it may have been Hannelie
16 | Stockton (ph) -- | believe it's Stockton, her nane.
17| She was the vice-president of |egal.
18 | know she's still with SNGC Laval i n,
19 | although it may not have been her personally, |I'm
20| sure it would have been one of her attorneys that
21| woul d have been. Possibly Aaron Lal.
22 ANTHONY | MBESI: What about in terns of
23 | the negotiation of the comercial or
24 | project-specific terns?
25 So | eaving aside the | egal conmponent of
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It, do you know who woul d have been invol ved in
dealing with those?

PAUL TETREAULT: | know that Dani el
Botero, who was with Dragados, was very nuch
I nvol ved in the negotiation of sonme of the
conmer ci al el enent s.

Because | renenber having questions

about m | estones, and as such, cash flow m /| estones

and Dani el Botero was able to respond to nost of

them That was Dragados.

From SNC- Lavalin, I'"mnot sure. It may

have been Ron Aitkin. But again, you know, by the
time | got hired and I was brought on board, that
was February of 2013, and all that had been done
before ne.

ANTHONY I MBESI: No, | certainly
appreci ate that.

So when you cane on the subcontracts,
| ' m speaki ng specifically of Alstomand Thal es
t hose were already in place. Wuld you have
reviewed those contracts in terns of starting your

rol e?

PAUL TETREAULT: | did not review them

In detail. They woul d have been -- the nanagenent

of those two contracts was with Al ex Turner, so |
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1| was aware of the contracts.
2 | was aware of the content, the general
3| content of the contracts, the general requirenents
41 of the contracts, but | did not performa detailed
5| read of those contracts.
6 ANTHONY | MBESI: And as the project
7| unfol ded, and | appreciate that there were others
8 | that you were supervising that were really managi ng
9| these contracts, but did you becone aware or have
10 | any concerns about any potential msalignnent in

11| those two subcontracts, whether it's in terns of

12 | the specific deliverables or the timng for

13 | performnce?

14 PAUL TETREAULT: There were sone timng
15| issues in terns of deliverables where there were

16 | obligations put on OLRT and subsequently on the

171 Gty to nake certain selections in terns of

18 | features, textures, colours, floor coverings, or

19 | elenents of that nature that were really, really

20| early in the process.

21 Wll, in ny experience, way too early
22| in the process. And | was concerned that Al stom

23| were going to use that to claimdelays and stuff

24| |ike that. But again, we were able to, with Al stom
25| and with the Cty, and wwth RTG we were able to get
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1| through all of that.
2 So there were sone gaps. | know for a
3| fact that the contracts with Al stom and Thal es were
4| not back-to-back with the consortium agreenent or
5| the construction contract. There were sone, you
6 | know, peculiar requirenents, but again we
7| identified them we managed them we dealt wth
8 | them
9 ANTHONY I MBESI: And so you had
10 | nentioned a conponent of Alstom s subcontract and
11| you nentioned | think it was a nunber of
12 | design-rel ated issues.
13 Are those all part and parcel of what
14| we've heard described as the design book?
15 PAUL TETREAULT: That's correct.
16 ANTHONY | MBESI: And so it would be, so
171 in your view or your experience, those decisions
18| were required to be nade earlier on than is typical
19| or practical on these types of projects; is that
20 | what you've indicated to us?
21 PAUL TETREAULT: That's correct.
22 ANTHONY | MBESI: And --
23 PAUL TETREAULT: | would put the caveat
24 | that despite the fact that they were earlier in the
25 | design process than nornmal, the caveat |'m putting
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1| forward is we were able to identify them we were
2| able to mtigate them And it did not have an
3| effect on the overall schedul e.
4 ANTHONY IMBESI: R ght. D d the nmaking
5| of those selections finalizing that design book,
6| did that initially have a schedul e i npact that was
7| subsequently mtigated? O you're saying it didn't
8 | have an inpact at all in terns of the schedul e?
9 PAUL TETREAULT: In the opinion of
10| Alstom it had an inpact that was subsequently
11| mtigated.
12 In my opinion, it did not have an
13 | i npact.
14 ANTHONY I MBESI: At all, it didn't have
15| an inpact at all on the scheduling?
16 PAUL TETREAULT: Let nme give you an
17| exanple. |If the requirenent was to determ ne the
18 | col our of the flooring six nonths after notice to
19 | proceed, when the flooring would only be
20| inmplenented a year and a half later, and you try to
21 | argue that because | didn't choose the col our of
22 | the flooring ny vehicles are going to be late, I'm
23 | going to chall enge your argunent.
24 And |'mgoing to denonstrate to you
25| that you really don't have an argunent.
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1 How can | say? Sone of these
2| requirenments were put up really early in the
3| process, too early in the process and, you know,
41 froma contract managenent point of view, if you
5| wanted to argue them vyou could argue them
6 But the argunent woul d have no real
7| value at the end of the day. And we were able to
8 | show themthat, hey, you know, if you're going to
9| tell me that -- because | didn't choose the col our
10| of the floor ny vehicles are going to be late, | am
11| going to put the onus on you to denonstrate that to
12| me in great detail.
13 And |'ve built, 1've been invol ved
14 | probably in building 10,000 railcars in the | ast
15| 40 years, so you better have a good argunent, pal.
16 ANTHONY IMBESI: In terns of any
17| decision making with respect to the design that
18 | m ght have been del ayed, your view is that they
19| were not of sufficient inportance to have an i npact
20 | on the actual production and assenbly of the
21| vehicles?
22 PAUL TETREAULT: Exactly what | was
23| trying to say, and thank you for saying it.
24 ANTHONY | MBESI: And you had nentioned,
25| as well, and | don't know if that enconpasses what
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we' ve just tal ked about, but you nentioned that the
subcontracts did not appear to be back-to-back wth
the Project Agreenent?

Are there any other aspects of any
m sal i gnnment that you can recall that you can just
explain for us?

PAUL TETREAULT: No, not really. That
was about it. You know, there were sone progress
requirenents that were a little bit too early, a
little bit too early for the City, a little bit too
early for OLRT-C. But at the end of the day, we
were able to work through them

W were able to, you know, provide sone
tinmelines and get Alstomto agree to | ater decision
poi nt s.

And you know, |like |I said, at the end
of the -- in any relationship, you have your
di scussi ons, you have your, you know, you don't
al ways see eye to eye; you don't always agree.

But with Alstomwe were able to sit
down with their nmanagenent and able to wal k through
the issues. W had a very coll aborative
rel ati onshi p.

ANTHONY | MBESI: And so the exanpl es

that we just touched on, | think, you know, those
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seemto relate to OLRT-C, RTG s obligations, the
Cty's obligations to nmake certain deci sions.

Did you observe or appreciate any
| ssues as between the Thal es subcontract and the
Al stom contract, given the interfacing that's
I nvol ved between the two parties?

PAUL TETREAULT: W had to hold their
hand a little bit technically fromtinme to tine.
Jacques Bergeron woul d have to invol ve hinself.

You know, | renenber one instance
where, you know, Jacques pulled Thales into the
production facility and Hornell on the first
vehicles in order to do a wire to wire
verification.

And | think if | recall properly,
there's Iike 160 wire connections that have to be,
you know, specifically verified and certifi ed.

So, you know, you'd have to bring them
together every once in a while. They would kind of
stray and we woul d have to bring them together.

We were successful in doing that.
Agai n, typical contract nmanagenent, subcontract
managenent, not hi ng, you know, no mmjor issues, no
litigation, no nmajor clains on either side at that

time. | think the clains, if any, cane |later, but
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1| at that tine, no.
2 ANTHONY | MBESI: So specifically,
3| turning to Alstom's subcontract, were you famli ar
41 wth the provision or aware of the provision that
5| required OLRT-C, obviously through Thales, to
6| provide a finalized CBTC specification by
71 April 26th, 20137
8 PAUL TETREAULT: | believe so, yes.
9| Which was totally -- that again, you know, in ny
10| opinion, it's totally unrealistic. |t cannot be
11 | done.
12 ANTHONY I MBESI: Right, and can you
13 | explain --
14 PAUL TETREAULT: That obligation --
15 ANTHONY | MBESI: Sorry, continue.
16 PAUL TETREAULT: That obligation could
17| not be done within that tineline.
18 ANTHONY | MBESI: Can you just explain
19| for us why that is?
20 PAUL TETREAULT: In order to arrive at
21| that specification, Thales needs to fully
22 | understand all the performance requirenents of that
23 | vehicle. And that vehicle not being fully
24 | devel oped cannot all ow Thal es to understand that at
25| that point in tine.
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It al so requires that Al stom understand
the intricate functionality of the CBTC systemt hat
Thales w il be providing.

That tineline does not allow for that
exchange of information, and the devel opnent
required to arrive at that integrated specification
within that tinmefranme, that tineline.

So, for exanple, if the vehicle needs
to go 90 mles an hour, Al stomwould have to
devel op a bigger notor and a bi gger gearbox.

By that date in 2015, they had not
devel oped the specifications of that notor and that
gear box adequately to provide Thales with the
I nformation that they needed to get back to Al stom
with the specification.

So in order to do that, you need to do
-- you need to understand what the speed profile is
going to be, what the acceleration profiles are
going to be, what the braking profiles are going to
be, etcetera, etcetera.

Now, you can do it theoretically. You
can say, here is what we think we're going to do.
We're going to be able to accelerate this vehicle
at 2.2 kiloneters per second. W're going to brake

the vehicle at 2.5 kiloneters per second, and we're

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission

Paul Tetreault on 5/9/2022 72
1| going to brake the vehicle at 4 kil oneters per
2| vehicle in energency braking; and here are the
3| curves.
4 You can do that, with the understanding
5| that as you finalize your engineering, in both
6| cases, you wll further refine the design. So
7| that's design progression.
8 What |'msaying is, wthin that tine
9| period, you cannot freeze at the tine. That design
10| period, to nme, that design period is a year and a
11| half of honing the design and tal king to each
12 | ot her, and exchangi ng i nformati on.
13 ANTHONY | MBESI: Wbuld that tinmefrane
14 | --
15 PAUL TETREAULT: On a --
16 ANTHONY I MBESI: |'msorry, continue.
17 PAUL TETREAULT: | just wanted to add
18| that this is a safety system right? This is a
19| systemthat has to perform and degrade w t hout
20 | causing any injury or any harmto any human bei ngs.
21| So this is taken very, very, very seriously.
22 | Extrenely seriously.
23 For exanple, in the industry, if
24| there's a fire on the transit vehicle, there has to
25| be a way to address the specifications regarding
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toxicity, fire and snoke are of a higher degree
than even the aviation industry. Because in the

aviation industry they figure they're not going to

egr ess.
But in transportation you have to be

able to egress. If that train stops in the tunnel

because there's a fire, first of all, the train

control has to be able to identify that there's a
probl em

Secondly, it has to stop the trainin a
certain position, so that the people can egress and
get out safely.

Those are all elenents of design that
are taken into account, and that doesn't happen
overni ght .

ANTHONY | MBESI: You nentioned the
desi gn period, and you had said, you know
approximately a year and a half.

Does that design period, is it |onger
because we're dealing with a vehicle that was new,
that needed to be devel oped based on further
speci fications and requirenents over and above what
t he existing vehicle was?

| guess ny question is, what would the

period be if you were dealing just wth a
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servi ce-proven Al stomvehicle, you know, as the
Ctadis as seen in Europe, versus dealing now wth
a vehicle that has significantly nodified
conponent s?

Does the design period change given
there were additional requirenents that needed to
be devel oped?

PAUL TETREAULT: Yes, sir, absolutely.
Now i f you were going to do this with a vehicle, a
servi ce-proven existing vehicle with a
servi ce-proven existing train control system the
only el enment that you would have to deal with is
the actual configuration of the guideway or the
track, right?

Because everything between the train
control and everythi ng between the vehicle has
al ready been engi neered, has al ready been proven,
has al ready been tested, the functionality is
wel | -known, and it is also, you know, safety
certified. So I would be --

Sois it half the tinme? Is it athird
of the tinme? Again, it depends on the
configuration of the system the length of the
system how nmany stations, you know, what the

travel times wll be. Those factors are -- those
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1| factors change in every systemdespite the fact
2| that technol ogy may not change.
3 ANTHONY I MBESI: Right. So in your
4| view then, that requirenent that was inposed in
5| Alstomls subcontract, that just didn't take into
6| account the realities of the project, being the
7| newy prescriptiveness of the systemand the
8 | necessary process that has to be undertaken to get
9] to the part where you can have a finalized design?
10 PAUL TETREAULT: That's correct. You
11| know, despite the fact --
12 [ Court Reporter intervenes for
13| clarification].
14 PAUL TETREAULT: That is correct.
15| Despite the fact that it was in the contract,
16 | anybody in the industry knew or woul d know t hat
17| that requirenent could not be nmet. Alstomknewit,
18 | Thales knew it and certainly I knewit. And
19 | ot hers.
20 ANTHONY | MBESI: And others as well?
21| I"'msorry, | cut you off.
22 PAUL TETREAULT: Yes, others such as
23 | Jacques, people who -- how can | say, people who
24 | have mass transit experience would know that that
25 | requirenent could not be net.
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And even if Alstomwould want to use it
agai nst us, but, no, you know, you're an expert in
the field; you know better than this.

You know, we're all experts in the
field. W know better than this, we're going to
wor k together, we're going to overcone this and
we're going to end up producing a product that is
successful to the needs of the project.

Essentially, we got there, right? |
mean, you know, we had those discussions; we had
t hose bi g discussions.

ANTHONY I MBESI: Did you have
di scussions with Al stom about that requirenent, and
how it wasn't feasible?

PAUL TETREAULT: | did not personally
have those di scussions, but |'msure Al ex did, Alex
Turner, who worked for ne. |'msure that others
di d have that.

You know, again, the reality was that
the tinme was progressing normally. | know
we're -- wwth all due respect, | know you're
focusing a lot on Alstom you' re focusing a |lot on
Thales, but | think the real, the real nonkey
wench in all of this project was that unfortunate

si nkhol e.
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1 ANTHONY | MBESI: So when you were
2| tal king about the design period, you nentioned your
3| hypothetical if you re using a service-proven
41 vehicle with a service-proven signalling or train
5| control system
6 How di d you view the Thal es CBTC system
7| that was used for this project? Ws that a
8 | service-proven systen?
9 PAUL TETREAULT: The systemis
10 | service-proven in ternms of the technol ogy. The
11| technol ogy of this system was devel oped in 1986.
12| And it has had numerous worl dw de i npl enentati ons.
13 The nost wel |l -known inplenmentation is
14 | the Vancouver SkyTrain system which is the | ongest
15| driverless automated systemin the world. It's
16 | 43 kil onmeters | ong.
17 So this technol ogy was, this technol ogy
18 | was basically what, 1986, or 25-year old
19 | technology. The hardware itself, you know, it's
20 | based on conputers.
21 You know, conputer technol ogy has
22 | changed, but the hardware itself is just, you know,
23 | better generations of hardware that was designed in
24| the late '80s, where they were using 186 conputers.
25| And now the system has been upgraded to, believe it
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or not, 386 conputers.

The systemis based on three conputers
on a transit vehicle that speak to each other, and
they' re constantly conparing data in terns of
mlliseconds, and that data is retransmtted back
to a control centre.

The control centre basically anal yzes
the data, and this is all happening in
mlliseconds, and that determ nes the behavi our of
t he vehicle.

So that part of the technology is
unchanged. What is changed is, |I'mgoing to take
this technology, and I'mgoing to apply it to a new
vehicle that has different characteristics. So all
of these characteristics have to be known and
progranmmed in terns of accel eration, braking,
degr adat i on.

And when | say "degradation”, it neans
if there's a problemw th one of the notors, does
the system keep going at a | ower speed, etcetera,
et cet er a.

And then there's the guideway, the
configuration of your transit system which in any
transit systemthey're all different. You know,

the mai ntenance facility configuration is different
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In every transit system The alignnent, right?
Where the systemgoes is different in every transit
system

The curves, the separation between
stations, the speed profiles, the desired trip
time, all of that has to be considered and it is
uni que to every transit system

So what |'mtrying to say is, the
technology itself is proven in terns of the train
control, but it had to be adapted to a new vehicle
that had to be devel oped and of course it had to be
adapted to the actual geography of the Otawa Light
Rail Transit System

ANTHONY | MBESI: Ckay. And turning
back, and I had nentioned to you that specific
timng provision for the CBTC specification in
Al stom s subcontract. And as | understand it, the
contract provided that if that specification was
not provided by that date, Al stomcould inpose its
own design and work fromthat.

So what 1'd like to understand from you
I's how the design evolution and integration
proceeded on this project? D d Al stomgo down that
route in terns of inposing its own design, only to

have to be nodified down the line? O how did that
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progress to your know edge?

PAUL TETREAULT: No, they did not at
all. The design progressed coll aboratively with
Thal es and Al stom t hroughout the period of tinme |
was there. There was never any threat or any
reference nade to reverting to any ot her
t echnol ogy.

ANTHONY I MBESI: In terns of that

evol ving design or the integration, how does that

work in practice? | understand there were various

I nterface neetings? Wre you involved in those?

PAUL TETREAULT: No, | was not

I nvol ved. Those interface neetings woul d have been

I nvol ved with Al ex Turner, who was our contract
manager who reported to ne.

He woul d have attended all of those
nmeetings, as well as the engineering fol ks that
wer e invol ved, depending on whether it was --

soneti nes the subject would have been alignnent,

sonetines it would have been stations, sonetines it

woul d have been vehicle performance.
What ever the subject matter engi neer
woul d attend, depending on what the agenda would

be, what the subject would be.

ANTHONY | MBESI: And to your know edge
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11 -- I"msorry, continue.
2 PAUL TETREAULT: Those neetings, in

3| other words, those neetings happened on a regul ar

41 basis. |I'mtalking |ike as-needed, you know,

5| they'd get together every week if they had to.

6 | Whatever was needed in terns of the project to

7| progress the design at the tine.

8 ANTHONY I MBESI: And in terns of the --
9 | please continue.

10 PAUL TETREAULT: A very normal process.
11| A very normal process.

12 ANTHONY I MBESI: And in terns of the
13 | evolution of the design and the interfacing, were
14 | there retrofits that had to be undertaken on sone
15| of the LRvs?

16 PAUL TETREAULT: Not at the point where
171 1 had left, no. But would there be, absolutely.

18 | Absol utely.

19 ANTHONY I MBESI: Sorry, not at the

20 | point you --

21 PAUL TETREAULT: Not at the point when
22| | left the project --

23 ANTHONY | MBESI: | see.

24 PAUL TETREAULT: -- there were no

25| retrofits that | can recall. Because, again, we
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were just starting sone of the testing and
conm ssi oni ng.

Normal |y the testing and conmm ssi oni ng
woul d reveal areas where you woul d have to nake
certain nodifications and to your point, yes, that
woul d cause retrofits to either the train control
or the vehicle, depending on what the situation
coul d have been at the tine.

So typically in the new devel opnent,
there can be many retrofits; it's not unusual.

ANTHONY I MBESI: Right. As |
understand it, when certain retrofits are perforned
that may lead to certain testing having to be
redone; is that correct?

PAUL TETREAULT: That is correct.
Absol ut el y.

So if | need to make a change in
software, to change sone al gorithns because the
performance of a certain elenent of the vehicle is
revealed to be a certain way in testing, then that
software has to be nodifi ed.

And typically what they would do is,
they would test it on a sinulator, and they would
test it off the vehicle.

They woul d i npl enent the software in
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the vehicle and then test it again in various
scenarios, to nmake sure that the retrofit is
adequate and safe. That is known in the industry
as regression testing.

ANTHONY IMBESI: Right. And then so
fromthat, is it when certain conponents are
retrofitted that the testing needs to be redone?
O is it typically followng any retrofit you need
to repeat that aspect of testing that identified
t hat issue?

PAUL TETREAULT: It depends whet her

it's hardware or software. |In the case of
software, the scenario | just explained. In the
case of a conponent, it depends. It depends what

t he conmponent is.

For exanple, if it's sinply, you know,
we don't like the driver's seat and the driver's
seat needs to be, the angle needs to be changed by
three degrees. (Qbviously that's a pretty
straightforward el enent that does not require
testing.

But if it has anything to do with the
performance of the vehicle, or the safety of the
vehicle, yes, it has to be tested.

So if you're going to nodify the door
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1| opening speed, let's say, we're going -- if we were
21 to nodify the door opening speed, that woul d have
3| to be tested.

4 That woul d have to be tested to nake

5| sure that we're neeting the door opening and the

6 | door closing speed that we've agreed to, and it

7| wll also have to be tested for purposes of safety.
8 So you want to nmake sure that a child,
9| you know, a child who has a backpack that has a

10| strap that's, you know, flowing in the wind, when
11| the doors close they don't trap that and don't drag
12| the child along the platformor whatever the

13| criteria nay be.

14 And there is criteria for everything.
15| There's absolute criteria for everything.

16 So if it involves anything that noves,
17| anything that affects the performance of the system
18 | or the safety of the system it has to be tested.
19 ANTHONY | MBESI: But you don't recal

20 | during your tine there, there being extensive

21 | retrofits that were being undertaken on the fleet?
22 PAUL TETREAULT: No, not at the tine.
23 | Because, again, by the tine |I left we were just at
24 | the beginning of the testing and commi ssi oni ng

25

process.
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ANTHONY | MBESI: That's when you expect
some of these issues to be identified?

PAUL TETREAULT: Absolutely, yes, at
that point, yeah. That's -- when you get into that
pyram d of systemtesting and systemm de testing,
you wi || discover issues. Those issues need to be
mtigated either through hardware or through
sof tware changes, yeah. |It's not atypical.

ANTHONY | MBESI: W had touched on this
alittle bit earlier today, but do you recall at
any point in tinme, either Thales or Alstomfalling
behi nd schedul e during your involvenent?

PAUL TETREAULT: Yes, they did fall
behind. But not in materiality in ternms of not
neeting maj or m | estones.

So, you know, there's certain
m | estones, |ike you have to have the first car
produced by a certain date, ten cars produced by a
certain date; you' ve got to be able to be testing
by a certain date; you have to be able to do this
or that.

In the mcro activities leading up to
the major mlestones, there was sone | ateness and,
you know, this is not untypical where you have

hundreds and t housands of activities, and some are
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| ate and they have to be mtigated.

They were mtigated. At the tine |
| eft the project, | had no reason to believe that
Al stom or Thal es woul d not be able to neet the
revenue service date that we had, which was
sonetine in 2018, | believe. | forget.

ANTHONY IMBESI: Is it not the case
that Al stomwas | ooking to extend sone of these
m | est ones?

PAUL TETREAULT: Not the nmjor

m | estones. Perhaps interimactivities or

subactivities, but not the major -- | don't believe

SO. | nean --

ANTHONY IMBESI: So you're --

PAUL TETREAULT: Any good subcontractor

IS going to try to get nore tine. Wether they
need it or not, it's just the nature of conmerci al
managenent, right? You give ne nore tine to do a
task, I'"'mgoing to take it.

And | certainly would try to argue for
nore tinme. | nean, that's not unusual behavi our.
But you know, again, | nean | truly believe that
had we not had the sinkhole, we would have made it

ANTHONY I MBESI: Right. So you don't

recall a request by Alstomfor an extension to the
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1| RSA date?
2 PAUL TETREAULT: | do not.
3 ANTHONY | MBESI: Ckay.
4 PAUL TETREAULT: Honestly, no.
S ANTHONY | MBESI: And so woul d you have
6| been famliar with the schedul es that were being
7| put forward by Alstom or would you only be
8| famliar with those schedul es that were accepted
9| and then provided up to you along with the
10 | integrated schedule for OLRT-C?
11 PAUL TETREAULT: No, | would get
12 | involved in discussions with potential schedul es,
13 | potential changes, potential scenarios. So, yeah,
14| at the working level, | would be infornmed where
15| things were going and how certain el enents may be
16 | mti gated.
17 And | woul d obviously agree to them or
18 | disagree with them and if | disagreed we woul d
19 | engage in further discussion if we were to mtigate
20 | what issues may have been to an acceptabl e |evel.
21 ANTHONY | MBESI: Do you recall whether
22 | Thal es was granted an extension to some of these
23 | key m | estones?
24 PAUL TETREAULT: No, | don't believe
25| they were. | don't believe they were granted any
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1| extension, up to and including April 2017.
2 ANTHONY | MBESI: Ckay. Perhaps after
3| the fact, after that date, but not up to that date.
4 CHRI STINE MAI NVI LLE: Could | just junp
5| in wth a question.
6 You said, "had it not been for the
7| sinkhole, we would have nmade it".
8 | just want to clarify in what way the
9| sinkhole inpacted the rolling stock tinelines? O
10| by that comrent, do you nean it inpacted the
11| project as a whole, and wthout referencing the
12| rolling stock in particular?
13 PAUL TETREAULT: Well, ny answer to
14 | your question would be bot h.
15 So the sinkhole occurred in the mddle
16 | of the alignnment, roughly. And we would be testing
17 ] the systemfromthe maintenance facility going from
18 | the east of the Gty towards the west of the Gty.
19 And the sinkhole would only allow us to
20| do alittle bit of testing. So you could have 36
21 | vehicles, whatever the vehicles was, sitting there
22 | doi ng nothing, because we couldn't go any further.
23| And that's one part of it fromthe testing and
24 | comm ssi oni ng.
25 The other area where | was getting
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concerned, and |I'mnot a construction guy, was
CLRT-C were working very hard to mtigate.

And ny concern was at the tine, that we
were being very optimstic in our mtigation, we
were being too optimstic in our mtigation, to the
extent that this would be eating into the overal
testing and conm ssioning tinme that woul d be needed
in order to attain revenue service.

So ny answer is twofold. Now, | was
the comercial guy, so | was |ike, guys, guys
you' re being too aggressive here in the mtigation.
| have ny concerns.

But we had a duty to mtigate, because
this was considered to be a delay event. And those
I nvolved in the mtigation were working very hard
to try to please the City. They wanted A) to
pl ease the Cty, they didn't want to create any --
they didn't want to create tension with the Gty.
They just wanted to get the job done.

O course, you know, honestly it's a
concession. So tinme is noney. So there was a |ot
of pressure to try to mtigate. Not only for the
benefit of the Cty, but for the benefit of the
concessi on.

| believe that, you know, we nmay have
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been too aggressive in trying to mtigate.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Can | just have
you talk a bit nore about this delay event and what
t he paraneters of those are? To what extent --
there's an obligation to mtigate, but obviously
sonetines it's just not realistic. There's only so
much mtigation you can do.

How does that work -- contractually --
in terns of what the obligations are, taking into
account | think in this case the Gty refused any
relief on this front?

PAUL TETREAULT: You're hitting a very,
very inportant point, in ny opinion. Because it
becane defined as a "delay event". | mght be
adventurous here, but |'mnot an expert in
geot echni cal. But sinkholes just don't happen.
Usual I y si nkhol es happen because there's water
I nvol ved.

My opinion at the tine is this may not
be a del ay event; maybe this is, perhaps this is a
| atent defect. And perhaps it is a |latent defect
because perhaps the water cane, or, you know, the
liquid or the water cane from sonet hing that was
not under OLRT's control, but perhaps it was under

the City's control. For exanple, it could have
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been a | eaky water main; we didn't know.

So ny position, being a commercial guy
was initially it's a latent defect until proven
otherwise. W didn't do that.

| renmenber being in substanti al
di scussions with the concession and with ny
col | eagues. And the concession did not want to
upset the Cty.

And they thought that if we took the
position that | was predicating we shoul d have
taken, that we woul d have been upsetting the GCty.

And therefore, they went along with the
del ay event and did not want to pursue the Gty any
further and just try to get on with it and mtigate
the issues and try to neet the revenue service
dat e.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  Who woul d have
made the call on that? Wo were these di scussions
with within OLRT or RTG?

PAUL TETREAULT: U timately, the
di scussi ons woul d have been nmade at the executive
| evel by the joint venture managenent, that would
be the representatives of EllisDon, Dragados,

SNC- Laval in, that were part of the Executive

Comm ttee.
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So there were two nenbers of each
conpany that were on the Executive Commttee and
t hey woul d have nmade this decision in conjunction
with the chief executive of the concession at the
tine with RTG

And the CEO of RTG at the tinme was
Antonio -- |I'msure you have his last nane there --
Antoni o Estrada, | believe.

So this would have been nade in
conjunction with Antoni o and the Executive
Comm ttee, which was two executives from each of
the three conpani es.

ANTHONY | MBESI: So did that decision
take the approach that they did, that that inforned
their scheduling and what they were presenting in
terms of proposed schedules, mtigation nmeasures,
that type of thing?

PAUL TETREAULT: Well, the whole
attitude was try to mtigate the event. And |
think the edict that canme fromthe managenent or
t he executives was for the project to mtigate, and
they were very aggressive wth respect to requiring
that we mtigate.

And | think we becane overly optimstic

in terns of our ability to -- at the tinme, what we
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t hought our ability would be in order to mtigate
t he schedul e.

And | started to be concerned that we
were cutting off the testing and comm ssioning tine
In order to provide for nore construction tine in
order to mtigate the effects of the sinkhole.

So testing and comm ssioning is the
| ast major activity in the project. So when things
go wong that's usually where tine gets cut.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: And | take it you
al erted soneone to those concerns?

PAUL TETREAULT: | would have expressed
my opinion. | had no qual ns about expressing ny
opi nions. Again, you know, it's ny opinion that
the construction guys don't always see the view of
the systens or nmass transit guys.

Yeah, | woul d express ny opinion, but
nmy opi nions woul d be expressed wthin OLRT-C, of
course, and not necessarily to the concessi on,
because | was not responsible for the relationship
with the concessi on.

And al so ny opi nions woul d not be
expressed to the City because again, | was not
responsi ble for communication in relationship with

the City. But within nmy own col |l eagues, ny project

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission

Paul Tetreault on 5/9/2022 94
1| director, ny construction director, ny deputy
2| project director, | would have definitely raised ny
3| concerns at the tine.
4 CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And you nenti oned
5| this at the outset sonme people saw this as a
6 | construction project and perhaps insufficiently as
7| atransit and systens integration project?
8 | take it that was also within OLRT-C.
9| Dd you sense that there was --

10 PAUL TETREAULT: Yeah.

11 CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: -- a lack of

12 | experience, and at what level, if so?

13 PAUL TETREAULT: Absolutely. You know
14| those -- those of us who had transit experience,

15| who were a mnority, we would often, yeah, of

16 | course, we would | ook at each other and say, they
17| just don't understand, right?

18 The construction director does not

19 | understand that you need 18 nonths to test the

20| system He thinks it's |ike buying an autonobil e,
21 | where you go to the deal er, you buy the vehicle,

22 | you turn the key and you drive it away.

23 |"musing that as a little bit of a

24 | sarcastic exanple. But, yeah, absolutely. And

25| |'Il be honest with you, | didn't understand
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construction. | learned a lot. It was a great
experi ence.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  Just to be clear
at what level did you see this |ack of
under st andi ng of the conplexities of the transit
systemls piece? Ws that the Executive Committee
| evel , project director level or...

PAUL TETREAULT: Yes. Al of the
above. The only persons who understood the

intricacies of the transit system were the

representatives from SNC-Laval in. Because they had

previous transit system experience.

But the executives from Dragados and
EllisDon, obviously not. And | don't blane them
because it's not their business. |It's not a
criticismof them it's just a fact.

ANTHONY I MBESI: And so you had tal ked
about your concerns with the potential conpression
as I'Il call it, of the testing and comm ssi oni ng.
| appreciate you weren't on the project when that
phase ranped up and canme up to trial running.

| n your experience, what issues would
you see nmani fest thenselves froma conpression or
reduction in the testing and comm ssioning from

what was originally planned on the project?
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PAUL TETREAULT: To put it very
briefly, the conpression of the testing and
comm ssioning tinme, firstly it would not allow you
to find the bugs quickly enough.

Secondly, it will not allow you
sufficient time to correct the bugs. So if you
need to correct the bugs, you're going to have to
nodi fy hardware, you're going to have to retrofit
hardware, you're going to have to retest. You're
going to have to retrofit software, you're going to
have to retest; right, that takes tine.

You have to cure the situation. So
there's a cure period, if you need anot her
conponent. Say you need a forging, you have to
have a di e nade, you have to have sonebody forge
It, so that takes tine. So that whol e period gets
conpr essed.

Bugs that -- you may find bugs very
| ate in the process that would not allow you
sufficient time to correct wwthin the obligations
of the schedul e, perhaps.

And now |'mjust being very theoretical
right now Again, | wasn't there. | don't know
what happened, right? | don't know how many

retrofits there were; | don't know t he nature of
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the retrofits.

But typically, part of the 18 nonths
not only -- or | use 18 nonths as a benchmarKk.
typically that period of tinme, is a period to
performthe testing and find the bugs, but it's
al so a period to cure the bugs, either by hardwa
or software fix, and then redo that testing and
then nove on to the next thing, and so on and so

on.

IS

But

re

| nean, |'maware of at one point there

was a derailnment of the vehicle when it was in

service. And according to what | read on the

| nternet, or according to ny know edge, it was a

conponent that failed and that's okay, that's fi
| mean, trains derail all the tine.

They're running on sonething that's about three

I nches wi de.

So you got an 80, 000- pound train
running on a three-inch rail, and you know,
sonebody throws a shopping cart on the rail,
chances are it's going to derail; it happens all

the tine.

ne.

But it seened to ne that the nedi a made

a bigthing out of it it's like, I'"mgoing like,

nmy opinion it's like, well, it happens.

I n

neesonsreporting.com

416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
Paul Tetreault on 5/9/2022 98

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Sorry, one question.

G ven how all of these bugs get sorted
out during testing and comm ssi oning, would you say
that only then is after that -- after sufficient
testing and comm ssioning is integration of the
systens fully conplete? Let ne pause there.

PAUL TETREAULT: There's a criteria
t hat needs to be consi dered.

In a retrofit, if the retrofit affects
safety, it nust be done prior to revenue service.

If a retrofit affects performance of
the system then it may or may not be done prior to
revenue service, depending on whether or not the
end custoner agrees to live with the effects of
t hat degraded performance, or there may be -- you
know, there may be a contingency plan, there nmay be
anot her way around it.

And typically if the retrofit is
aesthetic or does not affect safety or performance,
then the tineline is wide open. It can be done as
a matter of conveni ence. Does that answer your
guesti on?

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Partly. Wen you
| eft would you say the integration of the rolling

stock and the Thal es signalling system was
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1| conplete? That they were fully integrated, or is
2| that not sonething...
3 PAUL TETREAULT: Theoretically, yes.
4| Theoretically? Yes. Had it been proven,
5| practically proven through testing? No.
6 W were at that point in juncture,
7| though. The design, the theoretical, the academ c
8 | design, the theoretical design had been done, it
9| had been sinulated but it had not been proven
10 | through actual vehicle and CBTC and systemu de
11| testing.
12 CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Sorry, one nore
13 | questi on.
14 Was there any issue with sharing of
15| informati on as between Thal es and Al stomthat you
16 | did not ultimately overcone? Were there things
17| outstanding at |least by the tine you left, that one
18 | or the other party was reluctant to share?
19 PAUL TETREAULT: No. Not that | know of.
20 ANTHONY I MBESI: Ckay. D d you have
21| any input into the preparation of any trial running
22 | criteria, or were you involved in any discussions
23| with respect to that prior to you |leaving the
24 | project?
25 PAUL TETREAULT: No, | was not. That
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1| was already prescribed. The criteria, the
21 tineline, the performance requirenents, that was
3| already established.
4 ANTHONY | MBESI: When you tal k about it
5| being established, is that established in a plan
6| that was prepared during your tinme? O was that
7| established to your know edge in the contract?
8 | What are you referring to?
9 PAUL TETREAULT: | believe that was
10 | part of the construction contract, | believe.
11 ANTHONY | MBESI: That woul d be the
12| reference to the 12-day trial running period?
13 PAUL TETREAULT: Possibly. 12-day
14| seens very short to nme. Normally it would be nuch
15| nore than that. | nean, industry standard is nuch
16 | nore than 12 days; typically it's no I ess than
171 30 days.
18 ANTHONY | MBESI: | think you had
19 | nmentioned --
20 PAUL TETREAULT: Providing -- typically
21 | 30 days neeting a certain benchmark of service
22 | availability that is typically around the
23| 99.5 percent service availability. That would be
24 | pretty nuch the industry standard.
25 ANTHONY I MBESI: | have a few nore
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1| questions for you.
2 In terns of the relationship with the
3] City, you had indicated | think you said you only
41 had limted involvenent wwth the Gty directly; is
S| that fair?
6 PAUL TETREAULT: Yes. M involvenent
7| wth the Gty would be, | would attend nonthly
8| project neetings, typically. Up to a certain point
9] where it was decided too many people were attending
10 | that neeting so they scaled it down. Once it got
11| scaled down | did not attend those neetings
12 | anynore, | forget exactly when it was, but I'm
13| going to say about a year before | |eft.
14 | would say | attended the nonthly
15| project neetings in 2013, '14, '15. | would al so
16 | attend the -- once in a while, not every tine, but
171 1 would say periodically, I would attend the Change
18 | Control Board Meetings, because there were
19 | commercial elenents there. That's about it.
20 For the nost part, the relationship
21| with the City froman OLRT standpoint was conducted
22 | by the project director and the deputy project
23| director.
24 ANTHONY IMBESI: Did the relationship
25| with the Gty change at all over your invol venment
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1| in the project, for exanple, follow ng the
2 | sinkhol e?
3 PAUL TETREAULT: My answer is going to
4| be based on perception. | think the sinkhole was a
5| mjor event, a nmjor concern. However every
6| dealing | had with the Gty, the Gty's
7| representatives, so it's always very professional.
8 You know, other than the fact that I
9 | thought we should take a different approach to it,
10| the Gty was always very professional. | dealt
11| wth sonme of the commercial people; | would be in
12| neetings with their project directors, their staff.
13| They were all very professional.
14 The response to the sinkhol e was
15| unbelievable. | have never seen that in 40 years
16 | where, you know, a City has cone together so
17| strongly, the contractors, the cenent contractors,
18 | all pulled together.
19 At the end of the day they put 400
20| trucks of cenent in that sinkhole in a 48-hour
21 | period. It's unbelievable how the contractor
22 | community came into support OLRT-C and the Gty
23 | through this event.
24 ANTHONY | MBESI: How woul d you descri be
25| the level of information sharing between COLRT-C and
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1| the CGty. | appreciate the City's contract is wth
2| RTG but if you can just explain your understandi ng
3| of that.

4 PAUL TETREAULT: Yes, RTGis the

5| concession. But the actual constructor is OLRT.

6| So the Gty would be dealing wth us day-to-day

7| wth their construction people, our construction

8| people. The relationship, |I felt, you know, based
9| again, on ny experience in the transit industry, |
10 | thought we had a very transparent relationship with
11| the Gty.

12 You know, there was no mani pul ati on of
13| the status, of the facts. | thought OLRT-C had,

14| fromwhat | could see, | thought OLRT-C had a very
15| good relationship with the Gty of Otawa.

16 Again, the project was just a pleasure
17| to work on.

18 ANTHONY | MBESI: So during your

19| involvenent, did the Cty ever express any concern
20 with the level of information it was receiving?

21 PAUL TETREAULT: Not to ny know edge.
22 We provided a plethora of information
23 | every nonth. The anmount of infornation we provided
24 | them probably surpassed their ability to anal yze
25| it. You know I'Il just give you an exanpl e.

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission

Paul Tetreault on 5/9/2022 104
1 The schedule itself, you' re | ooking at
2| a schedul e that has 20,000 activities, and we have
3| to resubmt that schedule every nonth. You
4| possibly could not have the people power to review
5| that in detail. It was a very transparent
6| relationship.

7 ANTHONY | MBESI: Do you think the Gty
8 | had the expertise to understand the infornmation

9| they were receiving?

10 PAUL TETREAULT: | think the City was
11| understaffed. | don't think they had sufficient
12| staff. | don't think they have pernanent --

13 | sufficient permanent staff or sufficient

14 | consultants to understand all the information that
15| was bei ng provided.

16 ANTHONY | MBESI: Just because of its
17| quantity or because of its conplexity?

18 PAUL TETREAULT: Again, quantity, yes,
19| conplexity, yes, in ternms of not construction, |
20 think the City was well versed in construction.

21| They understood construction very well. But where
22 | they lacked was in, you know, transit systens

23 | expertise.

24 They had a consultant that they woul d
25| use, a U S. based consultancy that they would use
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sporadically fromtime to tine, but very, very
periodically, very sporadically. There was no
continuity.

| mean, you know, they had this
consultant in the States that they would hire to
Wi tness a test in a supplier's facility, for
exanple, stuff like that. But beyond that, they
didn't have a | ot of expertise.

Now don't get nme wong. The people
that were there, were excellent in what -- they
were very well qualified. This is not an issue of
quality here; it's an issue of quantity and
experti se.

ANTHONY IMBESI: R ght. D d the |ack
of expertise in the transit systens particularly,
did any issues manifest fromthat |ack of expertis
during your tinme on the project?

PAUL TETREAULT: There were tines wher
| would have to -- sonething woul d be brought up
and | would have to explain the details on how the
process was -- how a process could nove forward or
what had to be done, predecessor activities and
subsequent activities, stuff like that.

But, you know, they would ask

gquestions; | would try to answer the questions to

e

e
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1| the best of ny know edge.
2 But again, ny opinion is that the
3| conpression period into 2017, 2018, and at that
4| point intinme, | do not know whether or not they
5| understood the ramfications of the mtigation and
6| the effects on the testing and conmmi ssi oni ng.
7 ANTHONY I MBESI: |s there anything you
8 | woul d have changed in respect of your involvenent
9| in the project or of OLRT-C s nanagenent or
10 | invol venent in hindsight?
11 PAUL TETREAULT: You know, again, |
12| really -- no. | think they truly -- | retired
13 | because | wanted to retire. As a matter of fact, |
14| wanted to retire a year earlier and they asked ne
15| to stay on for another year, which | agreed to do.
16 The only reason why | agreed to do that
171 1 enjoyed the project, | thought it was a good
18 | project, we had a good cause, we had a good
19 | custoner.
20 W had a partnership that was
21 | unbelievably strong, well valued. It was, you know
22| -- 1'1l be honest, |I'mproud to have worked on that
23| project. | think that despite the chall enges, |
24| think OQtawa has a great transit system
25 ANTHONY | MBESI: Thank you, those are

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission

Paul Tetreault on 5/9/2022 107
1| my questions.
2 Christine, did you have anyt hing
3| further for M. Tetreault?
4 CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Yes. Are you
5| aware of any request to the lenders or to the Gty
6| regarding the |iquidated danmages that flowed from
7| the delay? | guess you weren't there past the
8 | May 2018 RSA date, correct?
9 PAUL TETREAULT: No.
10 CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: The original RSA
11| date?
12 PAUL TETREAULT: No.
13 CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  So you woul dn't
14 | have been aware of anything, okay.
15 PAUL TETREAULT: Yeah.
16 CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And were you
17| aware of the City underwiting RTG s debt?
18 PAUL TETREAULT: No, | was not.
19 CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Okay. In terns
20 | of who was responsible at the outset for systens
21| integration, we've talked a |ot about the rolling
22 | stock and signalling system Was it always
23 | understood that OLRT-C was responsi ble for that?
24 PAUL TETREAULT: Absolutely.
25 CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  And what about
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1| overall systems integration? D d that
2| responsibility also lie in OLRT-C?
3 PAUL TETREAULT: Absolutely.
4 CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Do you know what
5| part RTG EJV, the engineering joint venture, played
6| in this integration?
7 PAUL TETREAULT: Very little. Very
8| little.
9 They did the engineering for the
10 | construction, the stations, the construction
11| portion of it. They did very little of the systens
12 | integration. Mst of it was done by OLRT-C
13 | oursel ves.
14 CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Did you
15 | understand there to have been any dispute early on
16 | in the project about who woul d take charge of this
17| part of the project?
18 PAUL TETREAULT: | truly believe that
19| systens integration was underesti mated by the
20| BEJV and by OLRT-C. | spent a lot of tine, along
21 with the project director David Wiyte, trying to
22 | convince the nanagenent that we needed to invest
23| strongly in systens integration.
24 To that effect we were successful in
25 | convincing the managenent that we needed to do that
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and we were able to hire Jacques as well as a
nunmber of engi neers who specialized in system
I nt egrati on.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: I f you coul d hav

nore, would you say you woul d have want ed nore than

Jacques and his teanf

PAUL TETREAULT: | think once we
est abl i shed Jacques and his team of systens
I ntegration engineers, we were of sufficient
quantity.

Were we too late in inplenenting?

Early woul d have been better, but | don't think we

were too late. | think we -- | think we were okay.

|'"mvery thankful we were able to
convi nce the managenent team mnake an argunent and
we were able to put together a system

You know, we had to make the conscious
deci sion that despite EJV, we, OLRT, despite our
own estimates, we're going to go out there and
i nvest in these people because we think it's

I nportant in order to nmake the system and the

proj ect successful. You know, |'mthankful that we

were able to do that.
CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: What woul d you

have been able to do with people in place earlier

e
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on on the systens integration piece?

PAUL TETREAULT: | think we woul d have
been able to advance sone of the engi neering
| ssues, you know. It would have been given us a
[ittle bit nore tine, alittle bit nore slack in
the schedule for lack of better words. Alittle
bit nore float in the schedul e.

You know, nore tinme for -- you know, in
every schedul e you have to have sone rainy day or
sone type of float. You know eventually as tine
went along and there were sone mnor issues, little
bunps in the road, but every tinme there's a bunp in
the road you've got to take a little bit of tinme to
fix that bunp and it reduces your float. It
squeezes you a little bit nore.

So I think we got through it okay. |
think we got through it all right. But hey, it
woul d have been nice to have it a little bit
earlier, always.

You're talking to the conservative
commerci al guy who always wants to err on the side
of caution.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And what do you
attribute the issues in finding soneone to? Was it

t he one person who turned it down or were there
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1| challenges in finding a suitable person to fil
2 that role that M. Bergeron ultimately fill ed.
3 PAUL TETREAULT: There's not nany
4| people in this country that are able to fill a role
5| like that. You have to have extensive experience
6| in engineering mass transit systens.
7 So | would say there's a handful of
8 | candi dates in Canada and, you know, | reached out
9] to Jacques. |'Ill be honest with you, Jacques is a
10 | very close personal friend of mne. Jacques was
11| vice-president of engineering with Nova Bus. And
12 | he had many years of experience with Bonbardier,
13| not only in North Anerica, but in Europe.
14 | reached out to Jacques and | said you
15| know we've got a really nice project here, in
16 | Otawa, why don't you conme visit?
17 So he cane and spent the day wth us,
18 | and the project director and other people really
19| liked Jacques. He's a very |ikabl e person.
20 And the project director |ooked at ne
21 | and said, get this guy on board, do what you got to
22| do. And that's what we did. And that's how
23 | Jacques joined the team
24 So ot her than Jacques and anot her
25 | candi date who had refused an offer, there was one
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ot her candi date who cane and | ooked at the project,
but we didn't feel that he was the right person so
we did not make an offer to that candi date.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: One | ast
guestion. In terns of the two first prototype
vehicles ultimately being assenbled in Otawa
I nstead of Hornell, you nentioned that you didn't
see concerns fromthe validation testing
per specti ve.

But was there sonme risk in not having
the prototypes assenbled at a facility |ike the one
in Hornell, where there is the experience and
qualified teans there? |Is there nore risk in
having built the prototypes in Gtawa as opposed
to -- like a new facility, such as the one in
Gt awa?

PAUL TETREAULT: Utimately |I don't
think there's nore risk; ultimately | think there's
nore cost. And the reason why there's nore cost is
because there is a | earning curve when you start up
a new operation. And of course, that |earning
curve would not be present in Hornell, where
t hey' ve produced t housands of vehicl es.

So when the decision was nade to

assenbl e those prototypes in Otawa, resulting from
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1| the interpretation of the Canadi an content
2| requirenents, part of that was that Al stom needed
3| to make their transfer technol ogy plan nore robust.
4 Now what did that involve? That
5| involved bringing nore people in fromHornell, in
6| greater nunbers, and in greater know edge areas to
7| assist with the assenbly of those two prototypes.
8| But their processes are probably anongst the best
91 1've ever seen.
10 So froma technical standpoint | don't
11| think you'll see risk; it's really tinme and noney.
12 CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And was the NMSF
13| delivered late or available late to Alstomto
14 | proceed with assenbly?
15 PAUL TETREAULT: Yes. Yes, it was.
16 CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And to what
17| extent? Can you tell ne a bit about that?
18 PAUL TETREAULT: You know, there was a
19 | date where the MSF had to be turned over to Al stom
20| and the MSF had to be turned over to Alstomin a
21 | state where they coul d assenbl e vehi cl es.
22 So, you know, assenbling rail vehicles
23| -- | call it anintricate operation, it has to be
24 | dust free; it has to be clean; it has to be safe;
25| it has to be of high quality.
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The MSF was kind of like finished. It
was -- the space was avail able, but things |ike
security gates weren't there, power wasn't
avail able. There were a nyriad of |agging
construction issues wwth the turnover of the MSF.

That created many di scussions wth
Alstom and it al so gave ne nmany discussions to be
had with nmy col |l eagues that say, hey, boys, clean
it up.

Get the power in there, get the safety
gates. You know, you can't be standing in the nud
up to your ankles and telling ne that it's
finished. So there were sone internal argunents
goi ng on.

And did it have an effect on the
begi nning of Alstom s operation? M answer is,
yes. Utimtely it did. Wre we able to mtigate
It? Yes, we were. By the tine | left we had an
under st andi ng, we knew where it was goi ng.

Now Al stomhad a little bit of a claim
on us for extra costs related to that. |
negoti ated those costs, tried to get a deal wwth ny
col | eagues and ny executives where | could finalize
that matter before | |eft.

They refused the deal that | put on the
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tabl e, which would have cost us to spend a little

bit nore noney with Alstom and it's ny

understandi ng that after that, well, the clains
just continued to grow and at sone point, | guess
It may have got out of control; | don't know what
happened.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  Thanks very nuch
for that in going overtine. |s there anything we
haven't touched on that you feel is inportant for
us to know?

PAUL TETREAULT: No, not really. |
think we've -- no, I'mvery satisfied wth the
di scussi on, very happy to hel p.

ANTHONY I MBESI: | know we' ve gone
over. Was there anything fromyour end?

PAUL TETREAULT: No.

ANTHONY | MBESI: Sorry, | was speaking
to M. Chowdhury.

MANNU CHOWDHURY: No questions from ou
end. Thank you, M. | nbesi.

ANTHONY | MBESI: Ckay, great.

-- Concluded at 12:05 p.m

r
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 01  -- Upon commencing at 9:00 a.m.

 02  

 03              PAUL TETREAULT:  AFFIRMED.

 04              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Good morning,

 05  Mr. Tetreault.  I'll read into the record the

 06  parameters for today's interview and then we can

 07  get started.

 08              So the purpose of today's interview is

 09  to obtain your evidence under oath or solemn

 10  declaration for use at the Commission's Public

 11  Hearings.

 12              This will be a collaborative interview,

 13  such that my co-counsel, Ms. Mainville, may

 14  intervene to ask certain questions.  If time

 15  permits, your counsel may also ask follow-up

 16  questions at the end of the interview.

 17              This interview is being transcribed and

 18  the Commission intends to enter the transcript into

 19  evidence at the Commission's Public Hearings,

 20  either at the hearing or by way of procedural order

 21  before the hearings commence.

 22              The transcript will be posted to the

 23  Commission's public website, along with any

 24  corrections made to it, after it is entered into

 25  evidence.
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 01              The transcript, along with any

 02  corrections later made to it, will be shared with

 03  the Commission's participants and their counsel on

 04  a confidential basis before being entered into

 05  evidence.

 06              You will be given the opportunity to

 07  review your transcript and correct any typos or

 08  other errors before the transcript is shared with

 09  the participants or entered into evidence.  Any

 10  non-typographical corrections made will be appended

 11  to the transcript.

 12              Pursuant to Section 33 (6) of the

 13  Public Inquiries Act 2009:  A witness at an inquiry

 14  shall be deemed to have objected to answer any

 15  question asked him or her upon the ground that his

 16  or her answer may tend to incriminate the witness,

 17  or may tend to establish his or her liability to

 18  civil proceedings at the instance of the Crown or

 19  of any person, and no answer given by a witness at

 20  an inquiry shall be used or be receivable in

 21  evidence against him or her in any trial or other

 22  proceedings against him or her thereafter taking

 23  place, other than a prosecution for perjury, in

 24  giving such evidence.

 25              As required by Section 33 (7) of that
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 01  act, you are hereby advised that you have the right

 02  to object to answer any question under Section 5 of

 03  the Canada Evidence Act.

 04              So with that out of the way,

 05  Mr. Tetreault, we'll proceed.  If you can just

 06  start by explaining for us your role in Stage 1 of

 07  Ottawa's LRT.

 08              PAUL TETREAULT:  Good morning.  I was

 09  engaged or employed by SNC-Lavalin.  I started with

 10  OLRT-C on February 12th of 2013, after the contract

 11  award, and pretty much at the time that the

 12  financing had been completed, but basically at the

 13  beginning of the actual Stage 1 project itself.

 14              I retired voluntarily on April 14th of

 15  2017.  So I was there for just over four years.  I

 16  was employed as the commercial director for the

 17  joint venture, reporting to the project director,

 18  who at the time was David Whyte, W-H-Y-T-E.  And

 19  later during the Stage 1 program, it was a

 20  gentleman by the name of Eugene Creamer.

 21              And I had a second reporting line

 22  through the Vice-President of Commercial and

 23  Development at SNC-Lavalin, the gentleman by the

 24  name of Alain Lemay, L-E-M-A-Y, who was based in

 25  Vancouver.
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 01              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Okay, thank you.  And

 02  I will pull up on my screen, a copy of your CV

 03  here.  And actually, you can take us through it.

 04              Can you see what's on my screen?

 05              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yes, sir.

 06              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And you recognize this

 07  as an accurate copy of the CV that was provided to

 08  us?

 09              PAUL TETREAULT:  That's correct.

 10  That's the document that I submitted to you.

 11              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Okay, thank you.

 12              So perhaps you can just take us through

 13  your past experience prior to being involved with

 14  OLRT-C.

 15              PAUL TETREAULT:  Okay.  I spent

 16  40 years in the mass transit business, primarily in

 17  the development and manufacturing of rolling stock

 18  for mass transit systems.  And also for systems

 19  implementation and systems integration of mass

 20  transit systems.

 21              And what I mean by "systems

 22  implementation" is all the systems that are

 23  required to build a mass transit system, such as

 24  the signalling systems, the communication systems,

 25  the supervisory and data acquisition systems, the

�0008

 01  power systems, the rails, the maintenance, the

 02  operations, etcetera, etcetera.

 03              So from 1979 to 1995, I was primarily

 04  involved in the project management, the

 05  manufacturing of rolling stock for various transit

 06  authorities throughout North America.  And in 1995,

 07  I joined the Bombardier Systems Division, which was

 08  an acquisition from the Ontario Government.

 09              In 1992, Bombardier acquired Urban

 10  Transit Development Corp. from the Government of

 11  Ontario.  I was subsequently transferred as

 12  Vice-President of Project Management to that

 13  operation.  I stayed with that operation until

 14  2003.  And 2004, from that point, I went to Alcatel

 15  Transportation Division which is now Thales, which

 16  is a signalling company.  And they also are the

 17  signalling company that provided the signalling for

 18  Stage 1 in Ottawa.

 19              Came back from there, I did some work,

 20  did a little bit of consulting, did some local

 21  work.  Went back to Bombardier Transportation in

 22  2008 until 2012, and then I was contacted by one of

 23  my ex-colleagues who was with SNC-Lavalin, and he

 24  indicated to me that there was a project in Ottawa,

 25  and it was a great opportunity, and they would
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 01  enjoy finding me a role in that operation, and are

 02  very happy to join OLRT-C.  Because I was getting

 03  later in my career, and after having implemented

 04  transit systems throughout the world, it was going

 05  to be very good experience, and a very proud

 06  experience to be able to implement such a

 07  state-of-the-art transit system in Ottawa, our

 08  Nation's Capital, and it also afforded me the

 09  opportunity to come home every weekend which was

 10  quite nice.

 11              So the plan was to, you know, work

 12  there in Ottawa for four, five years and then

 13  eventually retire, and that's exactly what I did.

 14              Long story short, transit systems, I've

 15  been involved in one way or another in probably 30

 16  to 35 transit projects throughout the world.  But

 17  I'm not a construction guy, my background is

 18  primarily mass transit and mass transit facilities.

 19              ANTHONY IMBESI:  So you mentioned that

 20  you're not a construction guy, but you have this

 21  extensive experience.

 22              So when you talked about your prior

 23  experience, I think particularly with Bombardier in

 24  the development and manufacturing of rolling stock,

 25  what would you have been doing in that role?
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 01              PAUL TETREAULT:  Well, I had various

 02  roles.  I started in procurement and it eventually

 03  led to --

 04              [Court Reporter intervenes for

 05  clarification].

 06              PAUL TETREAULT:  In 1979, I started

 07  with Bombardier Transportation in procurement, in

 08  supply management.

 09              In 1985, I transferred to the Barre

 10  Vermont plant, which was a new plant that

 11  Bombardier had started in the United States in

 12  order to meet the requirements of the Buy America

 13  Act.

 14              I spent 1985 to 1988 in Barre, Vermont

 15  as the materials manager.  So as the materials

 16  manager, I was responsible for procurement,

 17  production planning, production control, and

 18  inventory control for the plant where we were

 19  producing -- at one point, we were producing over

 20  40 railcars a month.

 21              I went back to Bombardier

 22  Transportation as a project director, where I had

 23  the responsibility for project management of

 24  various contracts, including contracts with

 25  New Jersey Transit; MBTA, which is the authority in
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 01  Boston; Amtrak, we built the Superliner II Cars for

 02  Amtrak.  I was also the project director for the

 03  T-1 Subway Cars for TTC in Toronto, etcetera,

 04  etcetera.

 05              So from 1988 until 1995, I managed

 06  various rolling stock projects at the project

 07  management level where I was responsible for the

 08  overall project, and I was also responsible for the

 09  relationship and management of the projects with

 10  our various customers at the time.

 11              And in 1995, I transferred --

 12              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Go ahead, I'm sorry.

 13              PAUL TETREAULT:  In 1995, I transferred

 14  to the operation in Millhaven, Ontario, where we

 15  had system contracts with Ankara, Turkey, where we

 16  implemented the Ankara Railway system.

 17              We also had contacts in Malaysia with

 18  Kuala Lumpur to implement the LRT II systems as

 19  well as various contracts, including the SkyTrain

 20  system in Vancouver.

 21              ANTHONY IMBESI:  In terms of your role

 22  at OLRT-C, in terms of the role of commercial

 23  director, can you just explain for us what the

 24  responsibilities in the role of someone in that

 25  position would have been?
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 01              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yes.  I was

 02  responsible for finance for OLRT-C, human

 03  resources, prime contract management, procurement

 04  or procurement and subcontract management; as well

 05  as any other commercial matters that were dealt

 06  with within the joint venture itself.

 07              So I was, for lack of better words, I

 08  was the transaction guy, the back-office guy, I did

 09  not deal directly with the City of Ottawa for the

 10  most part.  I did attend some meetings, but the

 11  primary contact with the City of Ottawa would have

 12  been the project director and deputy project

 13  director.

 14              I was also given the responsibility for

 15  the management of the rolling stock provider, which

 16  was Alstom, as well as the management of the

 17  communication signalling supplier, which was

 18  Thales.  And they gave me that responsibility, only

 19  because of my extensive experience in rolling stock

 20  and in systems management.

 21              ANTHONY IMBESI:  When you say the

 22  management of the rolling stock provider and the

 23  signalling supplier, so that's Alstom and Thales,

 24  as I understand it on this project.  What does that

 25  entail when you say --
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 01              PAUL TETREAULT:  That's correct.

 02              ANTHONY IMBESI:  -- when you say

 03  "management"; what does that encompass in terms of

 04  your responsibilities?

 05              PAUL TETREAULT:  Through one of my

 06  subordinates, which was the contract manager, the

 07  contract manager was responsible for managing the

 08  overall contract with Alstom and Thales.

 09              So the contracts have certain

 10  requirements; they have certain dates; certain

 11  milestones; certain events that have to be met;

 12  certain conditions that have to be met.

 13              There were requirements for submission

 14  of documentation; there were requirements for

 15  submission of approvals; there are requirements for

 16  regulatory requirements.  There was a requirement

 17  in the contract with Alstom for Canadian content,

 18  which required that they assembled the vehicles in

 19  Canada in order to meet those requirements.

 20              It's everything but the actual design

 21  of the system.  The actual design of the system was

 22  under responsibility of the Director of Systems

 23  Integration, who was Jacques Bergeron, and I

 24  believe you have already spoken with Jacques.

 25              So it was a collaborative management of
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 01  the technical by the Director of Systems

 02  Integration, and then everything else was managed

 03  by my contact manager, who was a gentleman by the

 04  name of Alex Turner.

 05              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Thank you.

 06              And I take it then, in the third bullet

 07  point here when you talk about being in close

 08  collaboration with the Director of Systems

 09  Integration, that was Mr. Bergeron that you were

 10  just referring to?

 11              PAUL TETREAULT:  That is correct,

 12  absolutely.

 13              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Just so I understand

 14  the structure of OLRT-C.  Did he report to you or

 15  were they sort of independent roles in parallel to

 16  one another?

 17              PAUL TETREAULT:  No.  Jacques reported

 18  to the project director, and I reported to the

 19  project director, so we were colleagues.

 20              And, of course, being colleagues and

 21  worked hand-in-hand, we collaborated very, very

 22  closely.

 23              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Right.  So you were

 24  dealing, if it's fair to say, more with the

 25  commercial side of things and he was dealing with
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 01  the technical side of things?

 02              PAUL TETREAULT:  I was dealing with the

 03  commercial and the logistical.

 04              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Commercial and

 05  logistical, thank you.

 06              PAUL TETREAULT:  Absolutely.  Yes, sir.

 07              ANTHONY IMBESI:  So I will -- if we can

 08  mark Mr. Tetreault's CV as Exhibit 1, and I'll take

 09  it down from the screen.

 10              EXHIBIT NO. 1:  Curriculum Vitae of

 11              Paul Tetreault.

 12              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Before we move on.  In

 13  terms of Mr. Bergeron, as I understand it, he was

 14  hired in 2014 by OLRT-C?

 15              PAUL TETREAULT:  He was, absolutely.

 16              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And as we understand

 17  it, he didn't come in to fill someone else's role.

 18              Was he the first director of systems

 19  integration on this project.

 20              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yes, sir, he was.  As

 21  a matter of fact, we had been looking for, I'm

 22  going to say a good while, to find an appropriate

 23  individual to fill that responsibility.

 24              So, yeah.  I mean, if we could have

 25  hired Jacques a year earlier, we probably would
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 01  have done it, or nine months earlier.

 02              We had previously found a candidate for

 03  that role, who basically refused our offer, because

 04  the individual did not want to relocate to Ottawa.

 05  So filling the position of systems integrator, or

 06  Director of Systems Integration, was certainly a

 07  challenge, because we needed to find the right

 08  person.  You know, with all due respect, a lot of

 09  people see this as a construction project, but some

 10  of us saw this as a transit system; and there's a

 11  definite difference between the construction

 12  project and the transit system project.  Although

 13  construction is an important component of it, it's

 14  really integration of many, many systems and

 15  technologies that culminate in the transit system

 16  itself.

 17              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Okay.  So when you say

 18  there's a distinction there, you're talking about

 19  how the focus is not so much on the construction

 20  component, it's more so on the integration of all

 21  the various systems that comprise the transit

 22  product as a whole?

 23              PAUL TETREAULT:  I'm saying it should

 24  be.  You know, it's an opinion I'm giving you right

 25  now.
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 01              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Right.

 02              PAUL TETREAULT:  With all due respect,

 03  it's an opinion.

 04              In a project of this nature, yes, the

 05  focus should be on the integration of the systems,

 06  it should be on the technology.

 07              I mean, there were many requirements in

 08  the Ottawa project that had never been done in the

 09  mass transit industry.

 10              For example, the rolling stock, or the

 11  vehicle that was selected for this project is a

 12  vehicle that has extensive light rail experience in

 13  Europe, in very mild climates, with service which

 14  is basically in-city service, relatively low speed,

 15  etcetera, etcetera.

 16              The Ottawa requirement, or a number of

 17  Ottawa requirements were to winterize the vehicle.

 18  The vehicle had to be winterized in order to deal

 19  with temperatures of, I think it was up to minus 40

 20  in the specification, if I recall correctly.

 21  Certainly minus 30.  And, of course, I don't have

 22  those documents in front of me, so it's hard to

 23  recall.

 24              The vehicle also had to meet North

 25  American Standards.  Now, the rail standards in
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 01  North America, are very, very different than the

 02  rail standards in Europe.

 03              So from a structural standpoint, the

 04  vehicle had to meet North American rail

 05  requirements.  The vehicle also had to be able to

 06  operate at 90 kilometers per hour.  While the

 07  initial design of this platform that was used to

 08  hybrid into the Ottawa vehicle, was not designed

 09  for 90 kilometers per hour.  And this required

 10  substantial changes to the motors of the vehicle,

 11  to the gearboxes, to the suspension and other

 12  components.

 13              So what I'm saying here is that the

 14  Ottawa vehicle is basically a hybrid of existing

 15  technology that was further developed to meet North

 16  America Standards, and that itself was a challenge.

 17  A good challenge.

 18              And I'll be honest with you, Alstom did

 19  a wonderful job.  I mean, I have seen -- I've seen

 20  a lot of rail vehicles in my life, and a lot of

 21  rail engineering, and I can honestly say that

 22  Alstom did a world class job in bringing that

 23  vehicle to meet the Ottawa specifications.

 24              Another challenge was the Canadian

 25  content.  So what we had to do there was, in order
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 01  to meet the Canadian content, Alstom had to set up

 02  a plant in Canada to assemble the vehicles.  That

 03  plant ended up being the maintenance facility.  And

 04  in effect, what they were doing is transferring

 05  technology from Europe to Canada.

 06              So there's a lot of know-how in

 07  building railcars.  The analogy I can give you is,

 08  it's like buying 737 aircraft from Boeing and

 09  saying, you're going to come and assemble these

 10  aircraft and build these aircraft in Ottawa.  It's

 11  a whole setup, the whole logistics, the learning

 12  curves, the tooling, the training, it's a huge,

 13  huge job.  So those were some of the challenges

 14  that were being faced at the rolling stock level.

 15              And then the Alstom vehicle was

 16  traditionally married with the Alstom train

 17  control, or the Alstom control software.  In this

 18  particular case, Thales was the chosen technology

 19  that was to be used, CBTC technology.  "CBTC"

 20  meaning "Communications-Based Train Control".

 21              So you're marrying Thales technology

 22  with Alstom vehicles.  And that's like saying,

 23  okay, we're going to use Boeing body, but we want

 24  to use the McDonnell Douglas' software.

 25              That in itself is a challenge.  You
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 01  have two competitors here, and you're using one's

 02  body, and you're using the other's brain, for lack

 03  of better words.  So that in itself was a

 04  challenge.

 05              And, honestly I think Alstom and Thales

 06  did a reasonably good job given the circumstances.

 07  Because when I left the project, we were still on

 08  schedule.  So I left the project in April of 2017,

 09  and we were essentially still on schedule, and we

 10  were essentially still in a solid financial

 11  position.  We were meeting our costs and we were

 12  meeting our objectives.

 13              Now, the big monkey wrench in all of

 14  this, because the project was going very well.  I

 15  was very pleased with the progress of this project

 16  throughout my tenure, until that sinkhole happened.

 17  When that sinkhole happened in June of 2016, that

 18  caused a major monkey wrench in the project itself.

 19  And then, of course, because it was viewed as a

 20  delay event under the project, the mitigation

 21  process started at that point.

 22              So June, July, August, September, I

 23  would say September 2016, we really started working

 24  hard to try to mitigate the effects of this

 25  sinkhole that started, that hit us in the middle of
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 01  the project.  Not only in the middle of the project

 02  in terms of timeline, but in the middle of the

 03  alignment.  Because the alignment starts at the

 04  MSF, the eastern part of the City, and it had

 05  segmented east to west.

 06              So I think, if I recall properly again,

 07  I think we had five segments.  And what you would

 08  do, the relevance of these segments is that you

 09  would start your testing in the first segment, and

 10  then you would combine your first segment with your

 11  second segment, and then combine your first and

 12  second with the third, and so on, and so on, and so

 13  on.  So you're doing incremental systemwide

 14  testing.

 15              So the sinkhole prevented them from

 16  continuing to do systemwide testing.  That in

 17  itself is somewhat relevant to the fact that in a

 18  normal transit project, in my experience, the

 19  testing commission time for a project the size of

 20  Stage 1 Ottawa Light Rail would be approximately

 21  18 months, give or take.

 22              So what you're going to do is, you're

 23  going to --

 24              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Go ahead.

 25              PAUL TETREAULT:  The way you're going
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 01  to do it is, once your construction is completed

 02  and the first vehicles are completed, you're going

 03  to test the vehicle statically.  In other words,

 04  you're going to start up the vehicle, you're going

 05  to test all the functionality without moving the

 06  vehicle.  And predecessor testing to that, would

 07  have been system component testing, like the

 08  newer motors, the bigger motors had to be tested.

 09  They had to be bench tested.  The gearboxes had to

 10  be bench -- all the on-board vehicle systems that

 11  would've been changed, would have to go through a

 12  qualification testing process.

 13              Once the vehicle is fully assembled,

 14  the vehicle goes through a testing process.  That

 15  testing process itself, it starts with static

 16  testing and it moves to dynamic testing.  Now, the

 17  dynamic testing is very incremental, very slowly

 18  done, it starts at the maintenance facility where

 19  you're just moving very slowly on tracks, and then

 20  you start moving the vehicle at 10 kilometers an

 21  hour, 20 kilometers an hour, 30 kilometers an hour,

 22  etcetera, etcetera, down the guideway, as the

 23  guideway gets completed.

 24              And to make a long story short, for the

 25  purpose of the time here, from a systems
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 01  standpoint, you have about 300 tests that have to

 02  be done on each segment.  So if you're -- if you

 03  have five segments, you're looking at 1,500

 04  different tests that have to be done to make sure

 05  that all the system's components work together in

 06  every possible scenario.  Every possible scenario.

 07              The sinkhole did not allow that to

 08  happen anymore, so they had to mitigate.  Now how

 09  they mitigated, I don't know because I wasn't

 10  there.  Because it was beyond the time that I had

 11  left.  And I can only say that when I left, the

 12  project was on schedule, on budget.

 13              I'm assuming, rightfully or wrongfully,

 14  that there was a continuation of mitigation that

 15  shortened the test period.  Because of, you know,

 16  time pressures, money pressures, whatever it may

 17  be.  You know, and I don't know that, but maybe you

 18  could -- if you compared the initial schedules in

 19  the project, to the last schedules in the project,

 20  you might be able to see, or view, or analyze the

 21  effects of those scheduled mitigations that were

 22  done as a result of that sinkhole.

 23              Now, that all being said, I understand

 24  that there is an inquiry going on, but given the

 25  fact that there was new technology involved, given
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 01  the fact that the vehicle itself had never been

 02  service-proven or developed for North America;

 03  given the effects of the over --

 04              -- Reporter's Note: (Experienced

 05  virtual connection difficulties).

 06              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Sorry, Mr. Tetreault.

 07  I believe we lost you there for a moment.  I think

 08  you froze.

 09              I heard you say that given there was

 10  new technology, the vehicle was never

 11  service-proven, and then I lost you for about

 12  20 seconds.

 13              PAUL TETREAULT:  Am I back?  Can you

 14  hear me now?

 15              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Yes.

 16              PAUL TETREAULT:  So given the fact that

 17  the vehicle had to be developed for the North

 18  American -- specifically for the Ottawa contract,

 19  and given the integration of the systems, and the

 20  sinkhole, the overall outcome of the project, in my

 21  opinion, based on my experience, isn't that bad.

 22              You know, if you look at the

 23  circumstances that the project had to go through,

 24  it's really -- the outcome isn't that bad.

 25              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And you had mentioned
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 01  the testing and commissioning, and you've mentioned

 02  that you'd estimate for a project like this

 03  approximately 18 months to do the testing and

 04  commissioning.

 05              Is that what had been planned for by

 06  OLRT-C; do you recall?

 07              PAUL TETREAULT:  You know what?  I

 08  really don't.  And I don't have the documents in

 09  front of me, so someone would have to go back and

 10  take a look at that.

 11              But, typically, you're looking at --

 12  yeah, roughly overall testing, commissioning,

 13  18 months, that's based on similar systems, such

 14  as -- you know, I'll give you my benchmark.  My

 15  benchmark on that was the Ankara Metro in Turkey.

 16  Similar situation, yeah, it was 18 months in order

 17  to get through testing and commissioning in that

 18  system.

 19              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And you've said a few

 20  other things that I'd like to follow up on.

 21              Now, in terms of the Alstom vehicle,

 22  that's the Citadis Spirit, correct?

 23              PAUL TETREAULT:  That's correct.

 24              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And so you've

 25  mentioned that the vehicle wasn't service-proven,
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 01  and I understand that that vehicle was based off of

 02  a prior model, the Citadis model that was primarily

 03  used in Europe.

 04              So in your mind, was this a brand new

 05  vehicle for all intents and purposes, given the

 06  modifications?

 07              PAUL TETREAULT:  No.  It's not a brand

 08  new vehicle.  I'd say it's a further development.

 09  It's a further development from an existing

 10  platform.  Where probably -- and I'm going to just --

 11  probably, I'm saying that 50 percent of that

 12  vehicle, the drawings on that vehicle, would have

 13  required some form of change, when you're using an

 14  existing platform.

 15              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Okay.

 16              PAUL TETREAULT:  Which is, you know,

 17  which is fine.  You weren't developing the vehicle

 18  from scratch.

 19              You see, the beauty of the Citadis

 20  vehicle, I believe the attraction to that vehicle

 21  was its low-floor capability, which was

 22  instrumental for -- it was absolutely -- it was an

 23  absolute for the City of Ottawa.

 24              ANTHONY IMBESI:  I'm sorry.  Was that a

 25  modification that was made to the Citadis, or are
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 01  you saying that was a feature of the existing

 02  Citadis train?

 03              PAUL TETREAULT:  Feature of the existing.

 04              ANTHONY IMBESI:  It was a feature of

 05  the existing Citadis model.

 06              PAUL TETREAULT:  That's right.

 07              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And given the

 08  modifications that were made to this, I take it

 09  from what you've indicated, that you didn't believe

 10  that this particular vehicle, the Citadis Spirit

 11  was service-proven?

 12              PAUL TETREAULT:  Well, it was

 13  service-proven in its existing state.  But it was

 14  never service-proven in the state that would be

 15  required to be developed to meet the Ottawa

 16  specification.

 17              So Ottawa was -- you know, Ottawa was

 18  pushing the envelope in terms of technology, which

 19  is fine.  I mean, there's nothing wrong in doing

 20  that.  But there was engineering and development

 21  that had to be done in order to meet those

 22  specifications.

 23              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Right.  In terms of

 24  those specifications, I think you mentioned speed,

 25  you mentioned -- was the CBTC a component of that,
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 01  as well?

 02              PAUL TETREAULT:  Absolutely.  The

 03  integration of the Thales train control signalling

 04  with the Alstom vehicle was something that had

 05  never been done.

 06              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Never been done in the

 07  sense of marrying a Thales signalling system with

 08  an Alstom train?  Or marrying a CBTC system with

 09  this type of train?

 10              PAUL TETREAULT:  No.  Marrying a Thales

 11  CBTC with an Alstom train, with this particular

 12  Alstom train.

 13              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And just so I'm clear

 14  on that.  This particular train is in the Citadis

 15  Spirit, because it was new?  Or in terms of the

 16  Citadis generally?

 17              PAUL TETREAULT:  Again, the Citadis

 18  model itself would have been married with Alstom's

 19  own train control technology.  So this was a

 20  departure from that, we were using the Thales, and

 21  it had to be integrated with the Alstom vehicle.

 22              ANTHONY IMBESI:  In terms of Alstom's

 23  signalling system, do they have a CBTC system as

 24  well; or is it a different type of system that

 25  would typically be married with their vehicles?
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 01              PAUL TETREAULT:  No, they have a CBTC

 02  system; yes, they do.

 03              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Just in terms of the --

 04  sorry, go ahead.

 05              PAUL TETREAULT:  They do.  Their

 06  technology is based out of France, whereas Thales'

 07  technology is based out of Canada.  So I can only

 08  assume that the reason for going with Thales was

 09  because of --

 10              -- Reporter's Note: (Experienced

 11  virtual connection difficulties.)

 12              (Whereupon, a portion of the record was

 13  read back).

 14              PAUL TETREAULT:  I don't know for sure,

 15  because I was not there when those choices were

 16  made.  Those choices were made prior to me joining

 17  the OLRT-C, but I'm assuming that the reason that

 18  the Thales technology was chosen, is because that

 19  technology is Canadian, it's based out of Toronto,

 20  and it's also used in Scarborough, with the

 21  Scarborough Light Rail System, and it's also used

 22  in Vancouver with the SkyTrain System, which is the

 23  longest fully automated system in the world.

 24              ANTHONY IMBESI:  So when you spoke

 25  about challenges then of integrating the Thales
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 01  system with the Alstom vehicle, I take it that the

 02  Alstom vehicle would typically be integrated, I

 03  guess based on your evidence, with the existing

 04  Alstom vehicle and signalling system.

 05              So what would the challenges be in

 06  particular then of integrating another company's

 07  CBTC system with an Alstom vehicle?

 08              PAUL TETREAULT:  Well, the

 09  communication-based train control is basically

 10  software-based.  So in order to develop that train

 11  control, you need to understand the -- you need to

 12  intimately understand the functionality of that

 13  vehicle.  You need to understand its speed

 14  profiles, its speed algorithms.  You need to

 15  understand its braking profiles, its braking

 16  algorithms.  You have to understand its

 17  acceleration capability, braking capability in

 18  service.  Braking, as well as emergency braking.

 19  As well as other functions of the vehicle, such as

 20  door openings, door closings, you know, supervisory

 21  data acquisition systems, diagnostic systems on the

 22  vehicle.

 23              The train control has to be designed

 24  with layers, and layers, and layers of safety.

 25  Safety is the primary importance here in developing
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 01  the software.  So every behavioral element of the

 02  vehicle has to take into account the safety of the

 03  passengers.

 04              So in order to do that, you have to

 05  understand -- if I was providing software to you,

 06  train control software to you, I would need to

 07  understand every function of your body in detail.

 08              So that in itself is a challenge.  But

 09  again, that challenge, I'll be honest with you,

 10  that challenge went quite well.  We had to work

 11  with Thales, we had to work with Alstom.  Sometimes

 12  we had to manage them, because it's not easy to get

 13  two competitors to necessarily work together.  But

 14  at the end of the day, they did.  And I think the

 15  train -- you know, the CBTC product that Ottawa has

 16  today is a very, very good product, as well as the

 17  vehicle, I think, is a very good product.

 18              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Was this the first

 19  time that a CBTC system had ever been integrated

 20  with a low-floor LRV; to your knowledge?

 21              PAUL TETREAULT:  To my knowledge, yes.

 22              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And does that specific

 23  point raise any integration issues?  Are there

 24  specific considerations given that it's a low-floor

 25  vehicle?
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 01              PAUL TETREAULT:  No.  Nothing that can

 02  not be overcome in terms of engineering or, you

 03  know, testing and commissioning, no.

 04              ANTHONY IMBESI:  In terms of the

 05  interfaces then generally for the project, was the

 06  most critical interface the integration of the

 07  rolling stock and the signalling system, in your

 08  view?

 09              PAUL TETREAULT:  In my opinion, I would

 10  say, I would say yes.  From a technological

 11  standpoint, yes.

 12              ANTHONY IMBESI:  I guess taking a step

 13  back then, if you could just explain for us, in

 14  your experience then, how is systems integration

 15  approached then on a project of this size

 16  typically?

 17              PAUL TETREAULT:  Well, thanks for the

 18  question.

 19              Visualize a pyramid, right?  So the top

 20  of the pyramid, the very top of your pyramid is

 21  your trial running.

 22              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Is your what?

 23              PAUL TETREAULT:  Trial running.  Trial

 24  running, all right?  And trial running typically

 25  would last 30, 60, 90 days, depending on the
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 01  outcome.  Because typically you would be required

 02  to meet a systems availability.

 03              So the industry benchmark for systems

 04  availability is about 99.5, 99.6 percent.  And

 05  typically, the contracts -- well, systems contracts

 06  will require that the contractor go through a trial

 07  running period and maintain a certain level of

 08  systems availability prior to going into revenue

 09  service.  I think we had that in Ottawa.  If you

 10  look at the contract, I think you'll see that.

 11              After the trial running is the actual

 12  testing of all these five segments, systemwide

 13  testing.

 14              So after the trial running, the next

 15  layer is systemwide testing.  In that layer,

 16  there's probably, as I said earlier, 300 tests per

 17  segment that have to be completed.

 18              Under that layer of system testing, you

 19  have individual system tests.  So you would

 20  individually test the vehicles, you would

 21  individually test the train controls.

 22              And in testing the train control you

 23  would put it on simulators where you would do what

 24  we call "bust it" testing in the software, where

 25  you try to break the algorithms, you try to break

�0034

 01  the safety protocols and do all kinds of scenarios,

 02  possibilities, in order to prove that your software

 03  is safe and your software is robust.

 04              You would do power supply testing.  You

 05  would test your power supply to make sure your

 06  power supply can supply the necessary amount of

 07  power given any situation.

 08              If you were operating the full system,

 09  where each train would be pulling full voltage,

 10  etcetera, etcetera, you would do testing of the

 11  communication systems, to make sure they were

 12  robust, that the various level of communication,

 13  emergency communication, communication with the

 14  police, communication with the paramedics,

 15  communication with the fire department, you would

 16  create rescue scenarios, etcetera, etcetera,

 17  etcetera.

 18              So that would be your systemwide

 19  testing.  Below that, below the individual systems,

 20  you would have component testing, where certain

 21  components would be tested.

 22              You would test, for example, the

 23  gearbox.  You would put the gearbox of the vehicles

 24  on a test bench and you would run it day and night

 25  to simulate ten years, 15 years of operations to

�0035

 01  make sure that your gearbox is robust, and that

 02  there's no significant wear and tear, there's no

 03  cracks in it or anything like that.

 04              So this whole pyramid of testing would

 05  go from the discrete component level testing, all

 06  the way up to the systemwide testing, and the trial

 07  running.

 08              And if it's just -- it's a very

 09  important part of the program.  And, again, I

 10  wasn't there, but I can only imagine that the

 11  testing had to be significantly modified and

 12  mitigated as a result of that sinkhole, because

 13  that sinkhole was right in the middle.  So you

 14  couldn't incrementally do your systemwide testing.

 15              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Right.  So, as you

 16  were saying, you can test the segments but you had

 17  to -- there presumably would have been some delay

 18  in testing the full length, the full track wide

 19  integration testing?

 20              PAUL TETREAULT:  Systemwide testing,

 21  absolutely.  You know, you could test everything

 22  around the maintenance facility, you can test

 23  everything in the first segment, and possibly the

 24  second segment, but the sinkhole happened, let's

 25  say in the third segment, so you were stymied
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 01  there.

 02              You couldn't go any further, right?

 03  You had what you had, you had to wait for that

 04  sinkhole to be mitigated; you had to wait for that

 05  concrete to be re-tunneled; you had to wait for

 06  that station to be finished, so that could open up

 07  so you had access to the third segment, the fourth

 08  segment and fifth segment.

 09              Ultimately you needed all the segments

 10  in order to complete your systemwide testing and

 11  that to me is probably the area where things

 12  started to slide, or things started to go wrong.

 13              Because I know for a fact that OLRT-C

 14  worked very, very hard to try to mitigate,

 15  absolutely.  That was ongoing as I was just leaving

 16  the project.  And there was a very, very concerted

 17  effort to mitigate.

 18              It was a delay event or it was

 19  categorized as a delay event under the contract.

 20  And, you know, part of that, part of the

 21  requirements under the delay event of the contract

 22  was to mitigate.

 23              And the contractor was obligated to,

 24  you know, put forth his best efforts to mitigate

 25  the delay of it.  They were working hard but at
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 01  some point they were, perhaps they were overly

 02  optimistic, I don't know.

 03              ANTHONY IMBESI:  When you're talking --

 04              PAUL TETREAULT:  And they would have to

 05  --

 06              ANTHONY IMBESI:  I'm sorry, finish your

 07  thought there.

 08              PAUL TETREAULT:  I'm saying, perhaps we

 09  should put a magnifying glass on, you know, the

 10  period, the testing commission period and try to

 11  look at perhaps what the effects of that sinkhole

 12  were and how it affected this systemwide testing,

 13  and how it affected the trial running.  Which

 14  ultimately led up to the revenue service date,

 15  right?

 16              I believe that got delayed a couple of

 17  times, if I recall.  Again, I wasn't there so...

 18              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Right.  And so, I

 19  mean, the sinkhole happened in 2016, and you had

 20  indicated to us that you left in April of 2017.

 21              So during that time, what was the

 22  status of the LRVs, the testing and commissioning

 23  as you've been describing them to us?  Where were

 24  things at during that period of time, following the

 25  sinkhole and up to your departure?
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 01              PAUL TETREAULT:  We were essentially on

 02  schedule, as I recall.  We were on schedule, we

 03  were on budget.  I mean, the vehicles were being

 04  produced, the vehicles were being tested to the

 05  extent that we could.  As I recall, we were pretty

 06  much on schedule.

 07              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And when you're

 08  talking about the testing that was being done, what

 09  specific components of the testing were being done

 10  then at that time?

 11              PAUL TETREAULT:  When I left, we were

 12  doing testing on the guideways in the first and

 13  second segment.  So we were testing at the

 14  maintenance facility, in the yard, as well as the

 15  first two segments, we were able to test up to the

 16  area of the sinkhole.

 17              So that would have been pretty much the

 18  beginning of the testing commissioning period.

 19  Again, if I recall properly, we were pleased,

 20  actually pleased with the situation at that point

 21  in time.

 22              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And so you talked

 23  about the testing and commissioning.  Can you speak

 24  to us about the LRV production itself?  Where was

 25  that at, at that point in time?
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 01              PAUL TETREAULT:  So components of the

 02  LRV were -- some of the components were produced in

 03  France.  Some of the components were produced in

 04  the United States.  And of course the final

 05  assembly, the assembly of the vehicles was done at

 06  the maintenance facility.

 07              So basically, Alstom had to transfer

 08  the technology, or the know how, transfer the know

 09  how.  They had to hire people in Ottawa.  They had

 10  to train these people as, you know, vehicle

 11  assemblers and technicians.

 12              They had to bring in experienced

 13  quality people and they had to bring in experienced

 14  methods people, or industrial engineering folks.

 15  They had to set up the assembly process, they had

 16  to bring in the tooling in order to do that.  They

 17  had to duplicate tooling from other assembly sites.

 18  And they did all that.

 19              There was a point in time where we felt

 20  that they were not investing enough money and

 21  effort upfront to set up that process.  And Jacques

 22  Bergeron, myself, and Alex Turner went to meet the

 23  management of Alstom at their facility in New York.

 24              And we met with their management and we

 25  made our case.  And we asked them to increase the
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 01  effort, increase the investment, because we felt

 02  that if they did not, the schedule may be in

 03  jeopardy.

 04              And Alstom responded very favourably,

 05  and I'm pleased to say that they did make their

 06  transfer of technology and training programs much

 07  more robust in order to be able to assemble the

 08  vehicle successfully in Ottawa.

 09              So what I'm saying is that there were a

 10  few bumps in the road and there always is in these

 11  situations, and these projects.  But they were

 12  very, very responsive.

 13              ANTHONY IMBESI:  So you've indicated

 14  what you had done and that you felt they were

 15  responsive.  But I'd just like to understand what

 16  did you feel was lacking then that they

 17  subsequently addressed?

 18              PAUL TETREAULT:  They weren't

 19  mobilizing -- they weren't -- they weren't putting

 20  enough manpower, or people power into the work.

 21  Now when I say "people power", I'm not talking

 22  about the guy or the gal who is, you know,

 23  assembling something in the vehicle.

 24              It's more the know how, okay?  And the

 25  know how is the logistics.  It's the sequencing of
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 01  the work.  It's the how to put it together.  This

 02  is a huge vehicle.  This vehicle has probably 4,000

 03  components.

 04              And there's a lot -- there's a

 05  logistical way and a logical way to put it

 06  altogether so that it's efficient.

 07              So they underestimated the effort

 08  required to transfer the technology, from France

 09  and the U.S. into Ottawa.

 10              So that transfer of technology entailed

 11  know how, it entailed training, it entailed the

 12  duplication of tooling, which is a cost, right?

 13  These are huge, huge jigs and workstations.

 14              And it's also bringing in experienced

 15  people into Ottawa, to train the new employees in

 16  Ottawa in terms of how to build these vehicles.

 17              So, you know, at the top level it was a

 18  lack of investment in the transfer of technology

 19  that was required at the time.  And that translated

 20  into logistics, parts, training people, methods,

 21  quality control, all of those elements that you

 22  need to manufacture successfully.

 23              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Do you recall when --

 24              I'm sorry, continue.

 25              PAUL TETREAULT:  And the reason why we
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 01  intervened was because some of us had previous

 02  transfer of technology experience.  And we knew

 03  that the effort was greater than what was planned

 04  or what was provided at the time.

 05              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Do you recall when you

 06  would have gone to New York with Mr. Bergeron to

 07  address this issue?

 08              PAUL TETREAULT:  I think, I think it

 09  was February or March of 2015.  But I'm not sure.

 10              ANTHONY IMBESI:  No, I appreciate that.

 11              PAUL TETREAULT:  There will be a record

 12  of it somewhere in the project, but it was seven

 13  years ago so.

 14              ANTHONY IMBESI:  While we're on the

 15  topic of Alstom and the manufacturing.  Do you

 16  recall a transfer of the manufacturing or the

 17  assembly of the first two prototype vehicles to

 18  Ottawa ultimately from Hornell?

 19              PAUL TETREAULT:  Correct.  Absolutely.

 20  Two were built, yes.  Again, they took, you see

 21  what they did there, they took the technology from

 22  France and that technology had to be developed.

 23              So what they did, is they developed

 24  that technology in Hornell with the experienced

 25  people that they had there, and they transferred
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 01  the two first prototypes to Ottawa, absolutely.  I

 02  do recall.

 03              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Right.  Was the

 04  intention for those prototypes to have been

 05  assembled in Hornell originally?

 06              PAUL TETREAULT:  I believe so.

 07              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Do you recall then why

 08  they transferred the assembly to Ottawa instead of

 09  following through with that in Hornell?

 10              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yes, I do.  It was the

 11  Canadian content requirements and the

 12  interpretation of the Canadian content

 13  requirements.

 14              If I recall correctly, Alstom somewhat

 15  misinterpreted the Canadian content requirement.

 16  They saw it as 25 percent aggregate, whereas the

 17  actual requirement was on a per vehicle basis.

 18              So being on a per vehicle basis that

 19  required the transfer of those prototypes to Ottawa

 20  in order to meet the Canadian content requirements.

 21              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Did the transfer have

 22  anything to do as well with schedule mitigation?

 23  Or to your knowledge was it strictly related to the

 24  Canadian content?

 25              PAUL TETREAULT:  To my recollection, it
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 01  was strictly related to the Canadian content.

 02              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And so the two

 03  prototypes were originally going to be assembled or

 04  built in Hornell, they were transferred and

 05  ultimately done in Ottawa?

 06              You had mentioned that initially you

 07  had had some concerns with Alstom's involvement in

 08  Ottawa, some of what they had committed to that

 09  facility?

 10              Were there any concerns then with the

 11  construction of the first prototypes with the way

 12  that Alstom approached that in Ottawa?

 13              PAUL TETREAULT:  Not to my

 14  recollection.

 15              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And was the initial

 16  intention then with the prototypes for those to

 17  undergo validation testing before the entire fleet

 18  was assembled in Ottawa?

 19              PAUL TETREAULT:  No, that's done in

 20  parallel.  You know, it's done in parallel.  It is

 21  a practical tool.

 22              The timelines of projects do not allow

 23  you to do that, where, in the automotive industry,

 24  for example, you will develop a vehicle, you will

 25  prototype it, you will test it and then you will
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 01  put it in production three years later.

 02              In the transit industry, you can't do

 03  that, because the projects are too short.  So you

 04  build your prototypes, you start testing your

 05  prototypes, and you continue your production line.

 06  If you need to modify, you modify as you go.

 07              So if the testing of the prototypes

 08  discovered elements that needed to be changed, you

 09  would implement those changes in-situ, in the

 10  production line as you progressed in time.

 11              ANTHONY IMBESI:  So is there anything

 12  unique then about those being referred to as

 13  prototypes, or are they essentially then the first

 14  two LRVs that are constructed in a line of several

 15  LRVs?

 16              Is there anything specific done to

 17  those prototypes in terms of testing or anything

 18  else prior to the commencement of the mass assembly

 19  of the remainder of the fleet?

 20              PAUL TETREAULT:  There is some

 21  qualification testing that is done or type testing

 22  that is done.  That was done to vehicles 1, 2 and

 23  3.

 24              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Can you refer to the

 25  two different tests that you referred to, what were
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 01  those called?

 02              PAUL TETREAULT:  Qualification testing

 03  or type testing.

 04              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Type testing.

 05              PAUL TETREAULT:  So qualification or

 06  type testing is "one of" testing.

 07              ANTHONY IMBESI:  When you say one of,

 08  do you mean the specific component or the LRV in

 09  its entirety?

 10              PAUL TETREAULT:  No, a component.

 11              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Okay.

 12              PAUL TETREAULT:  I'll give you an

 13  example.  Let's take the suspension.  So because

 14  the vehicle goes faster, you need a more robust

 15  suspension.  So they would engineer that suspension

 16  to be more robust, but what they would do is take

 17  that suspension and they would put it through a

 18  fatigue test.

 19              A fatigue test is cycling that

 20  suspension up and down up and down left and right,

 21  in all the different movements that suspension can

 22  make to simulate, for example, five years,

 23  10 years, 15 years of service.

 24              Typically what we would do is, you

 25  would do maybe 1.5 million cycles.  So you would
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 01  put the suspension into a test jig that would

 02  simulate the movement of the suspension.

 03              And run it for one and a half million

 04  cycles.  Then do a forensic analysis of it to

 05  determine whether or not there's any fatigue.

 06  Fatigue being cracks, or degradation that would not

 07  allow the vehicle to continue.

 08              You would look at the wear and tear so

 09  you can determine what the maintenance cycles would

 10  be for this particular suspension.  So that would

 11  be an example of type testing or qualification

 12  testing that you typically would do on maybe the

 13  first vehicle or the second vehicle.

 14              And the reason why you're doing this

 15  type of testing is because, as we described -- as

 16  we spoke earlier, there are changes to the

 17  platform, making it different than what it was

 18  before.

 19              So if it's anything different than what

 20  was before, that element of the vehicle is not

 21  service-proven.  So if it's not service-proven it

 22  has to go through a rigorous qualification and type

 23  testing regime.

 24              ANTHONY IMBESI:  So you've gotten on to

 25  the next question I was going to ask you then.  So
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 01  the specific components of the vehicle then that

 02  are subject to the qualification of a type testing,

 03  that would have been focused on the modifications

 04  to the specific vehicle for this project?

 05              PAUL TETREAULT:  That is correct.

 06              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And you mentioned the

 07  suspension then.  Do you have a recollection of any

 08  other items that may have been included in that?

 09              PAUL TETREAULT:  Oh, there were changes

 10  to the motors.  Changes to the gearbox, the

 11  suspension.  Those would be the main areas.  There

 12  were changes to the electrical system because the

 13  vehicles, the vehicles had to sustain certain

 14  environmental conditions.

 15              And what I mean by environmental is

 16  heating.  For example, with all the doors open at

 17  minus 30, you had to be able to sustain an interior

 18  temperature of let's say, for example, maybe

 19  12 degrees or 14 degrees.

 20              So there were additional heating and

 21  ventilation elements that were put into that

 22  platform that had not been there before.  There

 23  were structural components, because the structural

 24  capability of a North America vehicle is much

 25  higher than a European vehicle.
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 01              And by structural, I mean what they

 02  call crash worthiness.  So in terms of crash

 03  worthiness, the North American requirements are

 04  about four times higher than what European

 05  requirements are.  So that means that the structure

 06  of the car body has to be much more robust.  And

 07  that has to be tested.

 08              So there's crash worthiness testing,

 09  and the way they do that is through a process they

 10  call compression testing.

 11              So what they do is they take the frame

 12  of the vehicle, and they compress that frame to the

 13  tune of 800,000 pounds, because 800,000 pounds is

 14  the requirement here in North America.  Whereas,

 15  the European requirement is roughly 200,000 pounds.

 16              So, yeah, substantial changes to the

 17  vehicle that all have to be tested and rigorously

 18  qualified in order to be implemented into the final

 19  product.

 20              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Did all that testing

 21  proceed as planned to your recollection?

 22              PAUL TETREAULT:  You know, it actually

 23  was great, because it actually went quite well.

 24  Like I said, Alstom, you know, I worked for

 25  Bombardier for 28 years, Bombardier transportation,
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 01  great company.  But what I saw from Alstom was

 02  absolutely world class in terms of engineering.

 03  And I can't say anything negative.

 04              They were excellent in terms of their

 05  engineering, they were excellent in terms of the

 06  design of the car, excellent in terms of the

 07  rigorous testing, qualifications of the

 08  componentry.  We had certain tests that had to be

 09  done, certain milestones that had to be met, and we

 10  were successful.

 11              You know, by the way, there was also an

 12  independent review of this during the project.  I'm

 13  giving you my point of view or my opinion, or my

 14  recollection, but there was also a third party

 15  independent review of this project.

 16              There was also provincial review,

 17  because there was some provincial money involved

 18  here, I believe.  There was a person from the

 19  province, there was a representative from the

 20  Province of Ontario who acted as an overview and

 21  would attend the monthly project meetings.

 22              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Who would have done

 23  the independent review that you mentioned?

 24              PAUL TETREAULT:  The name of the

 25  individual, the first name of the individual was
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 01  Crawford.

 02              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Are you speaking about --

 03              PAUL TETREAULT:  I'm trying to remember

 04  his last name.

 05              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Are you speaking of

 06  Crawford Currie as the lender's technical advisor?

 07              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yes.  Yes, Crawford

 08  Currie.

 09              Crawford Currie would attend the

 10  project once a month and spend two days reviewing

 11  the status of the project, in order to certify the

 12  application for payment or the payment application,

 13  yes.

 14              And of course the status of the

 15  vehicles and the status of the train control was

 16  part of that view.

 17              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Could you just explain

 18  for us then what that review encompassed?

 19              PAUL TETREAULT:  The overall review?

 20              ANTHONY IMBESI:  The one done by the

 21  LTA, the lender's technical advisor.  So Mr. Currie

 22  or anyone else who performed that on his behalf?

 23              PAUL TETREAULT:  Okay, so Mr. Currie

 24  would typically come to the project.  He was based

 25  in Britain, based in the UK, so he would typically
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 01  fly over once a month.  He would spend two days

 02  walking through the project, literally walking

 03  through the project, reviewing the construction,

 04  reviewing the progress, reviewing the payment

 05  application.

 06              So in terms of doing that, he would

 07  also review the status of Alstom's work at the

 08  maintenance facility.  He would walk through the

 09  maintenance facility, he would be able to see the

 10  vehicles and their states of assembly or their

 11  progress in assembly.

 12              He would ask for, you know, test

 13  reports; he would ask for whatever he felt was

 14  necessary, and we provided whatever he needed so

 15  that he could certify the progress of the project,

 16  and also certify the payment applications that

 17  OLRT-C was making.

 18              ANTHONY IMBESI:  So who would have been

 19  involved then in his project visits?  Would you

 20  have been involved personally?

 21              PAUL TETREAULT:  I was only involved to

 22  the extent it involved Alstom and Thales.  So

 23  typically the person who escorted Mr. Crawford

 24  through the two days of review was the deputy

 25  project director, who was Humberto Ferrer.
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 01  F-E-R-R-E-R.

 02              But, like I said, they would bring me

 03  in for that specific part of it, right?

 04              ANTHONY IMBESI:  For the part involving

 05  the signalling and rolling stock?

 06              PAUL TETREAULT:  That's correct.  So if

 07  that involved a visit to the maintenance facility

 08  where they would produce the cars, typically I

 09  would accompany them for that two-hour visit or

 10  whatever period of time it was.

 11              And there was also, at the end of the

 12  two-day walk-through period or review period,

 13  physical review period, there was also a sit down

 14  meeting that would last probably another half a

 15  day.

 16              And if they had questions relating to

 17  the Alstom, or relating to the Thales part of the

 18  project, they would ask me to come in and attend

 19  that part of the meeting.

 20              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And what was their

 21  focus?  What were they interested in?  Was it the

 22  progression of the construction or the assembly

 23  depending what component they're looking at?

 24              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yes, it was the

 25  progression of the assembly, the progression of the
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 01  vehicles.

 02              But also they put a lot of effort into

 03  reviewing the progression, the component testing,

 04  the qualification testing, the vehicle testing, you

 05  know, equal -- I could say, equal emphasis was put

 06  on the testing as well as the actual, physical

 07  progress of assembling the vehicles.

 08              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And was that interest,

 09  was that on the progression or the status of the

 10  testing, or was it on the specific nature of the

 11  testing itself?

 12              Were they concerned with what testing

 13  was being done, or just whether the testing was

 14  progressing in accordance with what everybody's

 15  plan was?

 16              PAUL TETREAULT:  It's a little bit of

 17  both, to be honest with you.  Because they, Mr.

 18  Currie understood that the developmental elements

 19  of the vehicle had certain type testing that were

 20  important milestones in proving out the design of

 21  that vehicle.

 22              So he put emphasis on that, as well as

 23  the standard, you know, serial testing.

 24              So it was both.  In my opinion, he

 25  understood rolling stock vehicles and systems
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 01  integration quite well.

 02              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Was the City involved

 03  at all in these site visits or the meeting that you

 04  spoke about as well that accompanied those?

 05              PAUL TETREAULT:  No, this was OLRT's

 06  application for payment to RTG, which was the

 07  concession.  So the City would not be involved.

 08  Although, the City would request visits to the

 09  Alstom facility from time to time and of course we

 10  would accommodate them so they could view the

 11  progress and walk through the progress and explain

 12  the progress.

 13              The City really didn't have someone who

 14  was experienced in rolling stock vehicles and

 15  systems integration until much later in the

 16  project, where they hired a gentleman by the name

 17  of Michael Morgan.

 18              ANTHONY IMBESI:  How often would the

 19  City request those visits; or how often would they

 20  attend, for example, at Alstom's facility to the

 21  best of your recollection?  Was this on a regular

 22  basis or just periodically?

 23              PAUL TETREAULT:  Periodically.

 24              ANTHONY IMBESI:  A few times a year,

 25  every few months kind of thing?
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 01              PAUL TETREAULT:  Well, it would be a

 02  few times a year initially.  But then, as we

 03  progressed in the project, of course, it became a

 04  little bit more involved.

 05              I remember, like my recollection was

 06  that when Michael Morgan came on board, there was

 07  more interest and Michael was interested to view

 08  the progress on a much more regular basis.

 09              And I think we agreed to a walk through

 10  every couple of weeks at that point in time, if I

 11  recall properly.

 12              And you know, the collaboration we had

 13  with the City, despite the fact that they were not

 14  experienced or they didn't have people who were

 15  experienced in mass transit or systems integration,

 16  the collaboration level with the City was very

 17  good.  Everybody I worked with at the City was

 18  extremely professional in all respects.

 19              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And so you mentioned

 20  Mr. Morgan, who did have some of this rolling stock

 21  experience, and then you had mentioned at some

 22  point following his involvement there were visits

 23  that started to occur every few weeks.

 24              Do you recall when approximately that

 25  would have been, when that started to become more
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 01  regular?

 02              PAUL TETREAULT:  I would say the period

 03  starting early 2017.  Just before I left, 3,

 04  4 months before I retired, the emphasis became much

 05  greater on the vehicles and the progress of the

 06  rolling stock and the systems works.

 07              And I think that's, again, because they

 08  hired the right guy or somebody who understood

 09  rolling stock and systems integration.  And again,

 10  not to say prior to that they weren't interested,

 11  they were, but it was treated much more as a

 12  construction project than a mass transit project.

 13              ANTHONY IMBESI:  In terms of the

 14  production or assembly of the rolling stock and

 15  ultimately the testing and commissioning, do you

 16  recall there being any delays to those components

 17  during your time on the project?

 18              PAUL TETREAULT:  There were some minor

 19  delays; there were some minor supply issues.  But,

 20  again, you know the delays and the minor

 21  procurement or supply issues were identified, they

 22  were mitigated, there were work around plans.

 23              And, again, Alstom were very good in

 24  collaborating with us to find mitigations in the

 25  way that we would not -- we would not affect the
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 01  overall project schedule.

 02              For example, they had initially planned

 03  to have only one production shift at the facility.

 04  And as a result of some supply problems at the

 05  time, things started to fall behind.  And they were

 06  very proactive in adding a second shift to the

 07  facility so that we could increase the production

 08  rate substantially in order to mitigate the loss of

 09  schedule due to the supply problem that we had at

 10  the time.

 11              So again, there were some bumps along

 12  the road, but Alstom were very proactive; they

 13  mitigated.  You know, there was a desire for

 14  everybody on the job, Alstom, Thales, Dragados,

 15  EllisDon, SNC-Lavalin, because it was our Nation's

 16  Capital and because, I don't know, call it pride

 17  maybe, everybody wanted to do a good job.

 18              There was a bona fide effort by

 19  everybody.  The amount of collaboration on this job

 20  was unbelievable.  I've never seen better

 21  collaboration by separate companies or separate

 22  entities than I saw on the Ottawa Light Rail

 23  Project.

 24              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Did you have a direct

 25  involvement in the scheduling of Alstom and Thales?
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 01              PAUL TETREAULT:  Not personally.  My

 02  contract manager did, and our scheduler did.  I had

 03  the overview, I would look at the overall schedule,

 04  I would obtain status of the overall schedule, and

 05  if I had concerns, I would delegate to these people

 06  to get in there and work with Alstom to overcome

 07  it.

 08              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Would it have been the

 09  same person --

 10              PAUL TETREAULT:  I did review it.

 11              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Sorry, you said you

 12  did review?

 13              PAUL TETREAULT:  I would review it on a

 14  monthly basis, not on a continuous basis but a

 15  monthly basis, at least.

 16              So every month, for example, there's a

 17  production schedule, and the production schedule

 18  shows the position of the vehicle in such an

 19  assembly station.  And that's what I would use to

 20  gauge whether or not we were following the overall

 21  program or not.

 22              And if we have saw a slippage there, we

 23  would work with Alstom to mitigate, we would work

 24  with Thales to mitigate and we did.  We did.

 25              ANTHONY IMBESI:  So when you talk about
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 01  production schedule, that's a schedule that's

 02  produced by Alstom to OLRT-C, showing the status

 03  and the progression of their production?

 04              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yes.  And you would

 05  also see that in the overall project schedule that

 06  OLRT-C would be providing to the City, on a monthly

 07  basis because that's -- the vehicle assembly

 08  schedule was part of the overall project schedule.

 09              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Right.

 10              PAUL TETREAULT:  Alstom provided

 11  updates --

 12              [Court Reporter intervenes for

 13  clarification].

 14              PAUL TETREAULT:  Alstom would provide

 15  updates to us on a monthly basis and we would

 16  incorporate those updates into our overall project

 17  schedule, which was submitted to the City on a

 18  monthly basis.

 19              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And in terms of those

 20  that you had just indicated you had delegated some

 21  of these, the more day-to-day aspects of that in

 22  terms of managing the Alstom and Thales contracts

 23  and dealing with the scheduling.

 24              Was it the same person dealing both

 25  with Alstom and Thales, or were there different
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 01  people managing the different subcontracts?

 02              PAUL TETREAULT:  No.  This was the same

 03  person dealing with both.

 04              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And who would those

 05  people have been, to your recollection?

 06              PAUL TETREAULT:  The people, the person

 07  who was managing the -- you're asking the people

 08  who were managing the Alstom and Thales

 09  subcontract; is that the question?

 10              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Yes, in dealing with

 11  the scheduling.

 12              PAUL TETREAULT:  Okay, so the

 13  individual who was responsible for that, for us,

 14  was a gentleman by the name of Alex Turner.  He was

 15  a contract manager.  Alex reported to me.

 16              And, of course, Alex would work very

 17  closely with technical people.  So people in

 18  Jacques Bergeron's group.  So the engineers would

 19  take care of the technical, the purely technical,

 20  and Alex Turner would take care of everything else

 21  being commercial, schedule, logistics, etcetera,

 22  etcetera.

 23              ANTHONY IMBESI:  So it's about 10:30.

 24  Perhaps we'll take a 15-minute break here and we'll

 25  come back and finish off the interview.
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 01              -- RECESS TAKEN AT 10:28 --

 02              -- UPON RESUMING AT 10:45 --

 03  

 04              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Thank you.  I'd just

 05  like to talk a little bit now about the Alstom and

 06  Thales subcontracts themselves.

 07              Were you involved in the negotiation or

 08  preparation of either of those subcontracts?

 09              PAUL TETREAULT:  No, I was not.  That

 10  happened prior to me being hired.

 11              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Okay.  Do you know who

 12  would have been involved in their negotiation and

 13  drafting?

 14              PAUL TETREAULT:  Let me think.  Well,

 15  from SNC-Lavalin, I think it may have been Hannelie

 16  Stockton (ph) -- I believe it's Stockton, her name.

 17  She was the vice-president of legal.

 18              I know she's still with SNC-Lavalin,

 19  although it may not have been her personally, I'm

 20  sure it would have been one of her attorneys that

 21  would have been.  Possibly Aaron Lal.

 22              ANTHONY IMBESI:  What about in terms of

 23  the negotiation of the commercial or

 24  project-specific terms?

 25              So leaving aside the legal component of
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 01  it, do you know who would have been involved in

 02  dealing with those?

 03              PAUL TETREAULT:  I know that Daniel

 04  Botero, who was with Dragados, was very much

 05  involved in the negotiation of some of the

 06  commercial elements.

 07              Because I remember having questions

 08  about milestones, and as such, cash flow milestones

 09  and Daniel Botero was able to respond to most of

 10  them.  That was Dragados.

 11              From SNC-Lavalin, I'm not sure.  It may

 12  have been Ron Aitkin.  But again, you know, by the

 13  time I got hired and I was brought on board, that

 14  was February of 2013, and all that had been done

 15  before me.

 16              ANTHONY IMBESI:  No, I certainly

 17  appreciate that.

 18              So when you came on the subcontracts,

 19  I'm speaking specifically of Alstom and Thales

 20  those were already in place.  Would you have

 21  reviewed those contracts in terms of starting your

 22  role?

 23              PAUL TETREAULT:  I did not review them

 24  in detail.  They would have been -- the management

 25  of those two contracts was with Alex Turner, so I
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 01  was aware of the contracts.

 02              I was aware of the content, the general

 03  content of the contracts, the general requirements

 04  of the contracts, but I did not perform a detailed

 05  read of those contracts.

 06              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And as the project

 07  unfolded, and I appreciate that there were others

 08  that you were supervising that were really managing

 09  these contracts, but did you become aware or have

 10  any concerns about any potential misalignment in

 11  those two subcontracts, whether it's in terms of

 12  the specific deliverables or the timing for

 13  performance?

 14              PAUL TETREAULT:  There were some timing

 15  issues in terms of deliverables where there were

 16  obligations put on OLRT and subsequently on the

 17  City to make certain selections in terms of

 18  features, textures, colours, floor coverings, or

 19  elements of that nature that were really, really

 20  early in the process.

 21              Well, in my experience, way too early

 22  in the process.  And I was concerned that Alstom

 23  were going to use that to claim delays and stuff

 24  like that.  But again, we were able to, with Alstom

 25  and with the City, and with RTG we were able to get

�0065

 01  through all of that.

 02              So there were some gaps.  I know for a

 03  fact that the contracts with Alstom and Thales were

 04  not back-to-back with the consortium agreement or

 05  the construction contract.  There were some, you

 06  know, peculiar requirements, but again we

 07  identified them, we managed them, we dealt with

 08  them.

 09              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And so you had

 10  mentioned a component of Alstom's subcontract and

 11  you mentioned I think it was a number of

 12  design-related issues.

 13              Are those all part and parcel of what

 14  we've heard described as the design book?

 15              PAUL TETREAULT:  That's correct.

 16              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And so it would be, so

 17  in your view or your experience, those decisions

 18  were required to be made earlier on than is typical

 19  or practical on these types of projects; is that

 20  what you've indicated to us?

 21              PAUL TETREAULT:  That's correct.

 22              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And --

 23              PAUL TETREAULT:  I would put the caveat

 24  that despite the fact that they were earlier in the

 25  design process than normal, the caveat I'm putting
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 01  forward is we were able to identify them, we were

 02  able to mitigate them.  And it did not have an

 03  effect on the overall schedule.

 04              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Right.  Did the making

 05  of those selections finalizing that design book,

 06  did that initially have a schedule impact that was

 07  subsequently mitigated?  Or you're saying it didn't

 08  have an impact at all in terms of the schedule?

 09              PAUL TETREAULT:  In the opinion of

 10  Alstom, it had an impact that was subsequently

 11  mitigated.

 12              In my opinion, it did not have an

 13  impact.

 14              ANTHONY IMBESI:  At all, it didn't have

 15  an impact at all on the scheduling?

 16              PAUL TETREAULT:  Let me give you an

 17  example.  If the requirement was to determine the

 18  colour of the flooring six months after notice to

 19  proceed, when the flooring would only be

 20  implemented a year and a half later, and you try to

 21  argue that because I didn't choose the colour of

 22  the flooring my vehicles are going to be late, I'm

 23  going to challenge your argument.

 24              And I'm going to demonstrate to you

 25  that you really don't have an argument.
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 01              How can I say?  Some of these

 02  requirements were put up really early in the

 03  process, too early in the process and, you know,

 04  from a contract management point of view, if you

 05  wanted to argue them, you could argue them.

 06              But the argument would have no real

 07  value at the end of the day.  And we were able to

 08  show them that, hey, you know, if you're going to

 09  tell me that -- because I didn't choose the colour

 10  of the floor my vehicles are going to be late, I am

 11  going to put the onus on you to demonstrate that to

 12  me in great detail.

 13              And I've built, I've been involved

 14  probably in building 10,000 railcars in the last

 15  40 years, so you better have a good argument, pal.

 16              ANTHONY IMBESI:  In terms of any

 17  decision making with respect to the design that

 18  might have been delayed, your view is that they

 19  were not of sufficient importance to have an impact

 20  on the actual production and assembly of the

 21  vehicles?

 22              PAUL TETREAULT:  Exactly what I was

 23  trying to say, and thank you for saying it.

 24              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And you had mentioned,

 25  as well, and I don't know if that encompasses what
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 01  we've just talked about, but you mentioned that the

 02  subcontracts did not appear to be back-to-back with

 03  the Project Agreement?

 04              Are there any other aspects of any

 05  misalignment that you can recall that you can just

 06  explain for us?

 07              PAUL TETREAULT:  No, not really.  That

 08  was about it.  You know, there were some progress

 09  requirements that were a little bit too early, a

 10  little bit too early for the City, a little bit too

 11  early for OLRT-C.  But at the end of the day, we

 12  were able to work through them.

 13              We were able to, you know, provide some

 14  timelines and get Alstom to agree to later decision

 15  points.

 16              And you know, like I said, at the end

 17  of the -- in any relationship, you have your

 18  discussions, you have your, you know, you don't

 19  always see eye to eye; you don't always agree.

 20              But with Alstom we were able to sit

 21  down with their management and able to walk through

 22  the issues.  We had a very collaborative

 23  relationship.

 24              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And so the examples

 25  that we just touched on, I think, you know, those
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 01  seem to relate to OLRT-C, RTG's obligations, the

 02  City's obligations to make certain decisions.

 03              Did you observe or appreciate any

 04  issues as between the Thales subcontract and the

 05  Alstom contract, given the interfacing that's

 06  involved between the two parties?

 07              PAUL TETREAULT:  We had to hold their

 08  hand a little bit technically from time to time.

 09  Jacques Bergeron would have to involve himself.

 10              You know, I remember one instance

 11  where, you know, Jacques pulled Thales into the

 12  production facility and Hornell on the first

 13  vehicles in order to do a wire to wire

 14  verification.

 15              And I think if I recall properly,

 16  there's like 160 wire connections that have to be,

 17  you know, specifically verified and certified.

 18              So, you know, you'd have to bring them

 19  together every once in a while.  They would kind of

 20  stray and we would have to bring them together.

 21              We were successful in doing that.

 22  Again, typical contract management, subcontract

 23  management, nothing, you know, no major issues, no

 24  litigation, no major claims on either side at that

 25  time.  I think the claims, if any, came later, but
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 01  at that time, no.

 02              ANTHONY IMBESI:  So specifically,

 03  turning to Alstom's subcontract, were you familiar

 04  with the provision or aware of the provision that

 05  required OLRT-C, obviously through Thales, to

 06  provide a finalized CBTC specification by

 07  April 26th, 2013?

 08              PAUL TETREAULT:  I believe so, yes.

 09  Which was totally -- that again, you know, in my

 10  opinion, it's totally unrealistic.  It cannot be

 11  done.

 12              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Right, and can you

 13  explain --

 14              PAUL TETREAULT:  That obligation --

 15              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Sorry, continue.

 16              PAUL TETREAULT:  That obligation could

 17  not be done within that timeline.

 18              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Can you just explain

 19  for us why that is?

 20              PAUL TETREAULT:  In order to arrive at

 21  that specification, Thales needs to fully

 22  understand all the performance requirements of that

 23  vehicle.  And that vehicle not being fully

 24  developed cannot allow Thales to understand that at

 25  that point in time.
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 01              It also requires that Alstom understand

 02  the intricate functionality of the CBTC system that

 03  Thales will be providing.

 04              That timeline does not allow for that

 05  exchange of information, and the development

 06  required to arrive at that integrated specification

 07  within that timeframe, that timeline.

 08              So, for example, if the vehicle needs

 09  to go 90 miles an hour, Alstom would have to

 10  develop a bigger motor and a bigger gearbox.

 11              By that date in 2015, they had not

 12  developed the specifications of that motor and that

 13  gearbox adequately to provide Thales with the

 14  information that they needed to get back to Alstom

 15  with the specification.

 16              So in order to do that, you need to do

 17  -- you need to understand what the speed profile is

 18  going to be, what the acceleration profiles are

 19  going to be, what the braking profiles are going to

 20  be, etcetera, etcetera.

 21              Now, you can do it theoretically.  You

 22  can say, here is what we think we're going to do.

 23  We're going to be able to accelerate this vehicle

 24  at 2.2 kilometers per second.  We're going to brake

 25  the vehicle at 2.5 kilometers per second, and we're
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 01  going to brake the vehicle at 4 kilometers per

 02  vehicle in emergency braking; and here are the

 03  curves.

 04              You can do that, with the understanding

 05  that as you finalize your engineering, in both

 06  cases, you will further refine the design.  So

 07  that's design progression.

 08              What I'm saying is, within that time

 09  period, you cannot freeze at the time.  That design

 10  period, to me, that design period is a year and a

 11  half of honing the design and talking to each

 12  other, and exchanging information.

 13              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Would that timeframe

 14  --

 15              PAUL TETREAULT:  On a --

 16              ANTHONY IMBESI:  I'm sorry, continue.

 17              PAUL TETREAULT:  I just wanted to add

 18  that this is a safety system, right?  This is a

 19  system that has to perform and degrade without

 20  causing any injury or any harm to any human beings.

 21  So this is taken very, very, very seriously.

 22  Extremely seriously.

 23              For example, in the industry, if

 24  there's a fire on the transit vehicle, there has to

 25  be a way to address the specifications regarding
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 01  toxicity, fire and smoke are of a higher degree

 02  than even the aviation industry.  Because in the

 03  aviation industry they figure they're not going to

 04  egress.

 05              But in transportation you have to be

 06  able to egress.  If that train stops in the tunnel

 07  because there's a fire, first of all, the train

 08  control has to be able to identify that there's a

 09  problem.

 10              Secondly, it has to stop the train in a

 11  certain position, so that the people can egress and

 12  get out safely.

 13              Those are all elements of design that

 14  are taken into account, and that doesn't happen

 15  overnight.

 16              ANTHONY IMBESI:  You mentioned the

 17  design period, and you had said, you know

 18  approximately a year and a half.

 19              Does that design period, is it longer

 20  because we're dealing with a vehicle that was new,

 21  that needed to be developed based on further

 22  specifications and requirements over and above what

 23  the existing vehicle was?

 24              I guess my question is, what would the

 25  period be if you were dealing just with a
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 01  service-proven Alstom vehicle, you know, as the

 02  Citadis as seen in Europe, versus dealing now with

 03  a vehicle that has significantly modified

 04  components?

 05              Does the design period change given

 06  there were additional requirements that needed to

 07  be developed?

 08              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yes, sir, absolutely.

 09  Now if you were going to do this with a vehicle, a

 10  service-proven existing vehicle with a

 11  service-proven existing train control system, the

 12  only element that you would have to deal with is

 13  the actual configuration of the guideway or the

 14  track, right?

 15              Because everything between the train

 16  control and everything between the vehicle has

 17  already been engineered, has already been proven,

 18  has already been tested, the functionality is

 19  well-known, and it is also, you know, safety

 20  certified.  So I would be --

 21              So is it half the time?  Is it a third

 22  of the time?  Again, it depends on the

 23  configuration of the system, the length of the

 24  system, how many stations, you know, what the

 25  travel times will be.  Those factors are -- those
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 01  factors change in every system despite the fact

 02  that technology may not change.

 03              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Right.  So in your

 04  view then, that requirement that was imposed in

 05  Alstom's subcontract, that just didn't take into

 06  account the realities of the project, being the

 07  newly prescriptiveness of the system and the

 08  necessary process that has to be undertaken to get

 09  to the part where you can have a finalized design?

 10              PAUL TETREAULT:  That's correct.  You

 11  know, despite the fact --

 12              [Court Reporter intervenes for

 13  clarification].

 14              PAUL TETREAULT:  That is correct.

 15  Despite the fact that it was in the contract,

 16  anybody in the industry knew or would know that

 17  that requirement could not be met.  Alstom knew it,

 18  Thales knew it and certainly I knew it.  And

 19  others.

 20              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And others as well?

 21  I'm sorry, I cut you off.

 22              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yes, others such as

 23  Jacques, people who -- how can I say, people who

 24  have mass transit experience would know that that

 25  requirement could not be met.
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 01              And even if Alstom would want to use it

 02  against us, but, no, you know, you're an expert in

 03  the field; you know better than this.

 04              You know, we're all experts in the

 05  field.  We know better than this, we're going to

 06  work together, we're going to overcome this and

 07  we're going to end up producing a product that is

 08  successful to the needs of the project.

 09              Essentially, we got there, right?  I

 10  mean, you know, we had those discussions; we had

 11  those big discussions.

 12              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Did you have

 13  discussions with Alstom about that requirement, and

 14  how it wasn't feasible?

 15              PAUL TETREAULT:  I did not personally

 16  have those discussions, but I'm sure Alex did, Alex

 17  Turner, who worked for me.  I'm sure that others

 18  did have that.

 19              You know, again, the reality was that

 20  the time was progressing normally.  I know

 21  we're -- with all due respect, I know you're

 22  focusing a lot on Alstom, you're focusing a lot on

 23  Thales, but I think the real, the real monkey

 24  wrench in all of this project was that unfortunate

 25  sinkhole.
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 01              ANTHONY IMBESI:  So when you were

 02  talking about the design period, you mentioned your

 03  hypothetical if you're using a service-proven

 04  vehicle with a service-proven signalling or train

 05  control system.

 06              How did you view the Thales CBTC system

 07  that was used for this project?  Was that a

 08  service-proven system?

 09              PAUL TETREAULT:  The system is

 10  service-proven in terms of the technology.  The

 11  technology of this system was developed in 1986.

 12  And it has had numerous worldwide implementations.

 13              The most well-known implementation is

 14  the Vancouver SkyTrain system, which is the longest

 15  driverless automated system in the world.  It's

 16  43 kilometers long.

 17              So this technology was, this technology

 18  was basically what, 1986, or 25-year old

 19  technology.  The hardware itself, you know, it's

 20  based on computers.

 21              You know, computer technology has

 22  changed, but the hardware itself is just, you know,

 23  better generations of hardware that was designed in

 24  the late '80s, where they were using 186 computers.

 25  And now the system has been upgraded to, believe it
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 01  or not, 386 computers.

 02              The system is based on three computers

 03  on a transit vehicle that speak to each other, and

 04  they're constantly comparing data in terms of

 05  milliseconds, and that data is retransmitted back

 06  to a control centre.

 07              The control centre basically analyzes

 08  the data, and this is all happening in

 09  milliseconds, and that determines the behaviour of

 10  the vehicle.

 11              So that part of the technology is

 12  unchanged.  What is changed is, I'm going to take

 13  this technology, and I'm going to apply it to a new

 14  vehicle that has different characteristics.  So all

 15  of these characteristics have to be known and

 16  programmed in terms of acceleration, braking,

 17  degradation.

 18              And when I say "degradation", it means

 19  if there's a problem with one of the motors, does

 20  the system keep going at a lower speed, etcetera,

 21  etcetera.

 22              And then there's the guideway, the

 23  configuration of your transit system, which in any

 24  transit system they're all different.  You know,

 25  the maintenance facility configuration is different
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 01  in every transit system.  The alignment, right?

 02  Where the system goes is different in every transit

 03  system.

 04              The curves, the separation between

 05  stations, the speed profiles, the desired trip

 06  time, all of that has to be considered and it is

 07  unique to every transit system.

 08              So what I'm trying to say is, the

 09  technology itself is proven in terms of the train

 10  control, but it had to be adapted to a new vehicle

 11  that had to be developed and of course it had to be

 12  adapted to the actual geography of the Ottawa Light

 13  Rail Transit System.

 14              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Okay.  And turning

 15  back, and I had mentioned to you that specific

 16  timing provision for the CBTC specification in

 17  Alstom's subcontract.  And as I understand it, the

 18  contract provided that if that specification was

 19  not provided by that date, Alstom could impose its

 20  own design and work from that.

 21              So what I'd like to understand from you

 22  is how the design evolution and integration

 23  proceeded on this project?  Did Alstom go down that

 24  route in terms of imposing its own design, only to

 25  have to be modified down the line?  Or how did that
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 01  progress to your knowledge?

 02              PAUL TETREAULT:  No, they did not at

 03  all.  The design progressed collaboratively with

 04  Thales and Alstom throughout the period of time I

 05  was there.  There was never any threat or any

 06  reference made to reverting to any other

 07  technology.

 08              ANTHONY IMBESI:  In terms of that

 09  evolving design or the integration, how does that

 10  work in practice?  I understand there were various

 11  interface meetings?  Were you involved in those?

 12              PAUL TETREAULT:  No, I was not

 13  involved.  Those interface meetings would have been

 14  involved with Alex Turner, who was our contract

 15  manager who reported to me.

 16              He would have attended all of those

 17  meetings, as well as the engineering folks that

 18  were involved, depending on whether it was --

 19  sometimes the subject would have been alignment,

 20  sometimes it would have been stations, sometimes it

 21  would have been vehicle performance.

 22              Whatever the subject matter engineer

 23  would attend, depending on what the agenda would

 24  be, what the subject would be.

 25              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And to your knowledge
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 01  -- I'm sorry, continue.

 02              PAUL TETREAULT:  Those meetings, in

 03  other words, those meetings happened on a regular

 04  basis.  I'm talking like as-needed, you know,

 05  they'd get together every week if they had to.

 06  Whatever was needed in terms of the project to

 07  progress the design at the time.

 08              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And in terms of the --

 09  please continue.

 10              PAUL TETREAULT:  A very normal process.

 11  A very normal process.

 12              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And in terms of the

 13  evolution of the design and the interfacing, were

 14  there retrofits that had to be undertaken on some

 15  of the LRVs?

 16              PAUL TETREAULT:  Not at the point where

 17  I had left, no.  But would there be, absolutely.

 18  Absolutely.

 19              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Sorry, not at the

 20  point you --

 21              PAUL TETREAULT:  Not at the point when

 22  I left the project --

 23              ANTHONY IMBESI:  I see.

 24              PAUL TETREAULT:  -- there were no

 25  retrofits that I can recall.  Because, again, we
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 01  were just starting some of the testing and

 02  commissioning.

 03              Normally the testing and commissioning

 04  would reveal areas where you would have to make

 05  certain modifications and to your point, yes, that

 06  would cause retrofits to either the train control

 07  or the vehicle, depending on what the situation

 08  could have been at the time.

 09              So typically in the new development,

 10  there can be many retrofits; it's not unusual.

 11              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Right.  As I

 12  understand it, when certain retrofits are performed

 13  that may lead to certain testing having to be

 14  redone; is that correct?

 15              PAUL TETREAULT:  That is correct.

 16  Absolutely.

 17              So if I need to make a change in

 18  software, to change some algorithms because the

 19  performance of a certain element of the vehicle is

 20  revealed to be a certain way in testing, then that

 21  software has to be modified.

 22              And typically what they would do is,

 23  they would test it on a simulator, and they would

 24  test it off the vehicle.

 25              They would implement the software in
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 01  the vehicle and then test it again in various

 02  scenarios, to make sure that the retrofit is

 03  adequate and safe.  That is known in the industry

 04  as regression testing.

 05              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Right.  And then so

 06  from that, is it when certain components are

 07  retrofitted that the testing needs to be redone?

 08  Or is it typically following any retrofit you need

 09  to repeat that aspect of testing that identified

 10  that issue?

 11              PAUL TETREAULT:  It depends whether

 12  it's hardware or software.  In the case of

 13  software, the scenario I just explained.  In the

 14  case of a component, it depends.  It depends what

 15  the component is.

 16              For example, if it's simply, you know,

 17  we don't like the driver's seat and the driver's

 18  seat needs to be, the angle needs to be changed by

 19  three degrees.  Obviously that's a pretty

 20  straightforward element that does not require

 21  testing.

 22              But if it has anything to do with the

 23  performance of the vehicle, or the safety of the

 24  vehicle, yes, it has to be tested.

 25              So if you're going to modify the door
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 01  opening speed, let's say, we're going -- if we were

 02  to modify the door opening speed, that would have

 03  to be tested.

 04              That would have to be tested to make

 05  sure that we're meeting the door opening and the

 06  door closing speed that we've agreed to, and it

 07  will also have to be tested for purposes of safety.

 08              So you want to make sure that a child,

 09  you know, a child who has a backpack that has a

 10  strap that's, you know, flowing in the wind, when

 11  the doors close they don't trap that and don't drag

 12  the child along the platform or whatever the

 13  criteria may be.

 14              And there is criteria for everything.

 15  There's absolute criteria for everything.

 16              So if it involves anything that moves,

 17  anything that affects the performance of the system

 18  or the safety of the system, it has to be tested.

 19              ANTHONY IMBESI:  But you don't recall

 20  during your time there, there being extensive

 21  retrofits that were being undertaken on the fleet?

 22              PAUL TETREAULT:  No, not at the time.

 23  Because, again, by the time I left we were just at

 24  the beginning of the testing and commissioning

 25  process.
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 01              ANTHONY IMBESI:  That's when you expect

 02  some of these issues to be identified?

 03              PAUL TETREAULT:  Absolutely, yes, at

 04  that point, yeah.  That's -- when you get into that

 05  pyramid of system testing and systemwide testing,

 06  you will discover issues.  Those issues need to be

 07  mitigated either through hardware or through

 08  software changes, yeah.  It's not atypical.

 09              ANTHONY IMBESI:  We had touched on this

 10  a little bit earlier today, but do you recall at

 11  any point in time, either Thales or Alstom falling

 12  behind schedule during your involvement?

 13              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yes, they did fall

 14  behind.  But not in materiality in terms of not

 15  meeting major milestones.

 16              So, you know, there's certain

 17  milestones, like you have to have the first car

 18  produced by a certain date, ten cars produced by a

 19  certain date; you've got to be able to be testing

 20  by a certain date; you have to be able to do this

 21  or that.

 22              In the micro activities leading up to

 23  the major milestones, there was some lateness and,

 24  you know, this is not untypical where you have

 25  hundreds and thousands of activities, and some are
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 01  late and they have to be mitigated.

 02              They were mitigated.  At the time I

 03  left the project, I had no reason to believe that

 04  Alstom or Thales would not be able to meet the

 05  revenue service date that we had, which was

 06  sometime in 2018, I believe.  I forget.

 07              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Is it not the case

 08  that Alstom was looking to extend some of these

 09  milestones?

 10              PAUL TETREAULT:  Not the major

 11  milestones.  Perhaps interim activities or

 12  subactivities, but not the major -- I don't believe

 13  so.  I mean --

 14              ANTHONY IMBESI:  So you're --

 15              PAUL TETREAULT:  Any good subcontractor

 16  is going to try to get more time.  Whether they

 17  need it or not, it's just the nature of commercial

 18  management, right?  You give me more time to do a

 19  task, I'm going to take it.

 20              And I certainly would try to argue for

 21  more time.  I mean, that's not unusual behaviour.

 22  But you know, again, I mean I truly believe that

 23  had we not had the sinkhole, we would have made it.

 24              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Right.  So you don't

 25  recall a request by Alstom for an extension to the
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 01  RSA date?

 02              PAUL TETREAULT:  I do not.

 03              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Okay.

 04              PAUL TETREAULT:  Honestly, no.

 05              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And so would you have

 06  been familiar with the schedules that were being

 07  put forward by Alstom, or would you only be

 08  familiar with those schedules that were accepted

 09  and then provided up to you along with the

 10  integrated schedule for OLRT-C?

 11              PAUL TETREAULT:  No, I would get

 12  involved in discussions with potential schedules,

 13  potential changes, potential scenarios.  So, yeah,

 14  at the working level, I would be informed where

 15  things were going and how certain elements may be

 16  mitigated.

 17              And I would obviously agree to them or

 18  disagree with them, and if I disagreed we would

 19  engage in further discussion if we were to mitigate

 20  what issues may have been to an acceptable level.

 21              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Do you recall whether

 22  Thales was granted an extension to some of these

 23  key milestones?

 24              PAUL TETREAULT:  No, I don't believe

 25  they were.  I don't believe they were granted any
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 01  extension, up to and including April 2017.

 02              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Okay.  Perhaps after

 03  the fact, after that date, but not up to that date.

 04              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Could I just jump

 05  in with a question.

 06              You said, "had it not been for the

 07  sinkhole, we would have made it".

 08              I just want to clarify in what way the

 09  sinkhole impacted the rolling stock timelines?  Or

 10  by that comment, do you mean it impacted the

 11  project as a whole, and without referencing the

 12  rolling stock in particular?

 13              PAUL TETREAULT:  Well, my answer to

 14  your question would be both.

 15              So the sinkhole occurred in the middle

 16  of the alignment, roughly.  And we would be testing

 17  the system from the maintenance facility going from

 18  the east of the City towards the west of the City.

 19              And the sinkhole would only allow us to

 20  do a little bit of testing.  So you could have 36

 21  vehicles, whatever the vehicles was, sitting there

 22  doing nothing, because we couldn't go any further.

 23  And that's one part of it from the testing and

 24  commissioning.

 25              The other area where I was getting
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 01  concerned, and I'm not a construction guy, was

 02  OLRT-C were working very hard to mitigate.

 03              And my concern was at the time, that we

 04  were being very optimistic in our mitigation, we

 05  were being too optimistic in our mitigation, to the

 06  extent that this would be eating into the overall

 07  testing and commissioning time that would be needed

 08  in order to attain revenue service.

 09              So my answer is twofold.  Now, I was

 10  the commercial guy, so I was like, guys, guys

 11  you're being too aggressive here in the mitigation.

 12  I have my concerns.

 13              But we had a duty to mitigate, because

 14  this was considered to be a delay event.  And those

 15  involved in the mitigation were working very hard

 16  to try to please the City.  They wanted A) to

 17  please the City, they didn't want to create any --

 18  they didn't want to create tension with the City.

 19  They just wanted to get the job done.

 20              Of course, you know, honestly it's a

 21  concession.  So time is money.  So there was a lot

 22  of pressure to try to mitigate.  Not only for the

 23  benefit of the City, but for the benefit of the

 24  concession.

 25              I believe that, you know, we may have
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 01  been too aggressive in trying to mitigate.

 02              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Can I just have

 03  you talk a bit more about this delay event and what

 04  the parameters of those are?  To what extent --

 05  there's an obligation to mitigate, but obviously

 06  sometimes it's just not realistic.  There's only so

 07  much mitigation you can do.

 08              How does that work -- contractually --

 09  in terms of what the obligations are, taking into

 10  account I think in this case the City refused any

 11  relief on this front?

 12              PAUL TETREAULT:  You're hitting a very,

 13  very important point, in my opinion.  Because it

 14  became defined as a "delay event".  I might be

 15  adventurous here, but I'm not an expert in

 16  geotechnical.  But sinkholes just don't happen.

 17  Usually sinkholes happen because there's water

 18  involved.

 19              My opinion at the time is this may not

 20  be a delay event; maybe this is, perhaps this is a

 21  latent defect.  And perhaps it is a latent defect

 22  because perhaps the water came, or, you know, the

 23  liquid or the water came from something that was

 24  not under OLRT's control, but perhaps it was under

 25  the City's control.  For example, it could have
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 01  been a leaky water main; we didn't know.

 02              So my position, being a commercial guy

 03  was initially it's a latent defect until proven

 04  otherwise.  We didn't do that.

 05              I remember being in substantial

 06  discussions with the concession and with my

 07  colleagues.  And the concession did not want to

 08  upset the City.

 09              And they thought that if we took the

 10  position that I was predicating we should have

 11  taken, that we would have been upsetting the City.

 12              And therefore, they went along with the

 13  delay event and did not want to pursue the City any

 14  further and just try to get on with it and mitigate

 15  the issues and try to meet the revenue service

 16  date.

 17              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Who would have

 18  made the call on that?  Who were these discussions

 19  with within OLRT or RTG?

 20              PAUL TETREAULT:  Ultimately, the

 21  discussions would have been made at the executive

 22  level by the joint venture management, that would

 23  be the representatives of EllisDon, Dragados,

 24  SNC-Lavalin, that were part of the Executive

 25  Committee.
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 01              So there were two members of each

 02  company that were on the Executive Committee and

 03  they would have made this decision in conjunction

 04  with the chief executive of the concession at the

 05  time with RTG.

 06              And the CEO of RTG at the time was

 07  Antonio -- I'm sure you have his last name there --

 08  Antonio Estrada, I believe.

 09              So this would have been made in

 10  conjunction with Antonio and the Executive

 11  Committee, which was two executives from each of

 12  the three companies.

 13              ANTHONY IMBESI:  So did that decision

 14  take the approach that they did, that that informed

 15  their scheduling and what they were presenting in

 16  terms of proposed schedules, mitigation measures,

 17  that type of thing?

 18              PAUL TETREAULT:  Well, the whole

 19  attitude was try to mitigate the event.  And I

 20  think the edict that came from the management or

 21  the executives was for the project to mitigate, and

 22  they were very aggressive with respect to requiring

 23  that we mitigate.

 24              And I think we became overly optimistic

 25  in terms of our ability to -- at the time, what we
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 01  thought our ability would be in order to mitigate

 02  the schedule.

 03              And I started to be concerned that we

 04  were cutting off the testing and commissioning time

 05  in order to provide for more construction time in

 06  order to mitigate the effects of the sinkhole.

 07              So testing and commissioning is the

 08  last major activity in the project.  So when things

 09  go wrong that's usually where time gets cut.

 10              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And I take it you

 11  alerted someone to those concerns?

 12              PAUL TETREAULT:  I would have expressed

 13  my opinion.  I had no qualms about expressing my

 14  opinions.  Again, you know, it's my opinion that

 15  the construction guys don't always see the view of

 16  the systems or mass transit guys.

 17              Yeah, I would express my opinion, but

 18  my opinions would be expressed within OLRT-C, of

 19  course, and not necessarily to the concession,

 20  because I was not responsible for the relationship

 21  with the concession.

 22              And also my opinions would not be

 23  expressed to the City because again, I was not

 24  responsible for communication in relationship with

 25  the City.  But within my own colleagues, my project
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 01  director, my construction director, my deputy

 02  project director, I would have definitely raised my

 03  concerns at the time.

 04              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And you mentioned

 05  this at the outset some people saw this as a

 06  construction project and perhaps insufficiently as

 07  a transit and systems integration project?

 08              I take it that was also within OLRT-C.

 09  Did you sense that there was --

 10              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yeah.

 11              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  -- a lack of

 12  experience, and at what level, if so?

 13              PAUL TETREAULT:  Absolutely.  You know

 14  those -- those of us who had transit experience,

 15  who were a minority, we would often, yeah, of

 16  course, we would look at each other and say, they

 17  just don't understand, right?

 18              The construction director does not

 19  understand that you need 18 months to test the

 20  system.  He thinks it's like buying an automobile,

 21  where you go to the dealer, you buy the vehicle,

 22  you turn the key and you drive it away.

 23              I'm using that as a little bit of a

 24  sarcastic example.  But, yeah, absolutely.  And

 25  I'll be honest with you, I didn't understand
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 01  construction.  I learned a lot.  It was a great

 02  experience.

 03              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Just to be clear,

 04  at what level did you see this lack of

 05  understanding of the complexities of the transit

 06  system's piece?  Was that the Executive Committee

 07  level, project director level or...

 08              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yes.  All of the

 09  above.  The only persons who understood the

 10  intricacies of the transit system were the

 11  representatives from SNC-Lavalin.  Because they had

 12  previous transit system experience.

 13              But the executives from Dragados and

 14  EllisDon, obviously not.  And I don't blame them,

 15  because it's not their business.  It's not a

 16  criticism of them, it's just a fact.

 17              ANTHONY IMBESI:  And so you had talked

 18  about your concerns with the potential compression,

 19  as I'll call it, of the testing and commissioning.

 20  I appreciate you weren't on the project when that

 21  phase ramped up and came up to trial running.

 22              In your experience, what issues would

 23  you see manifest themselves from a compression or

 24  reduction in the testing and commissioning from

 25  what was originally planned on the project?
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 01              PAUL TETREAULT:  To put it very

 02  briefly, the compression of the testing and

 03  commissioning time, firstly it would not allow you

 04  to find the bugs quickly enough.

 05              Secondly, it will not allow you

 06  sufficient time to correct the bugs.  So if you

 07  need to correct the bugs, you're going to have to

 08  modify hardware, you're going to have to retrofit

 09  hardware, you're going to have to retest.  You're

 10  going to have to retrofit software, you're going to

 11  have to retest; right, that takes time.

 12              You have to cure the situation.  So

 13  there's a cure period, if you need another

 14  component.  Say you need a forging, you have to

 15  have a die made, you have to have somebody forge

 16  it, so that takes time.  So that whole period gets

 17  compressed.

 18              Bugs that -- you may find bugs very

 19  late in the process that would not allow you

 20  sufficient time to correct within the obligations

 21  of the schedule, perhaps.

 22              And now I'm just being very theoretical

 23  right now.  Again, I wasn't there.  I don't know

 24  what happened, right?  I don't know how many

 25  retrofits there were; I don't know the nature of
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 01  the retrofits.

 02              But typically, part of the 18 months is

 03  not only -- or I use 18 months as a benchmark.  But

 04  typically that period of time, is a period to

 05  perform the testing and find the bugs, but it's

 06  also a period to cure the bugs, either by hardware

 07  or software fix, and then redo that testing and

 08  then move on to the next thing, and so on and so

 09  on.

 10              I mean, I'm aware of at one point there

 11  was a derailment of the vehicle when it was in

 12  service.  And according to what I read on the

 13  Internet, or according to my knowledge, it was a

 14  component that failed and that's okay, that's fine.

 15              I mean, trains derail all the time.

 16  They're running on something that's about three

 17  inches wide.

 18              So you got an 80,000-pound train

 19  running on a three-inch rail, and you know,

 20  somebody throws a shopping cart on the rail,

 21  chances are it's going to derail; it happens all

 22  the time.

 23              But it seemed to me that the media made

 24  a big thing out of it it's like, I'm going like, in

 25  my opinion it's like, well, it happens.
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 01              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Sorry, one question.

 02              Given how all of these bugs get sorted

 03  out during testing and commissioning, would you say

 04  that only then is after that -- after sufficient

 05  testing and commissioning is integration of the

 06  systems fully complete?  Let me pause there.

 07              PAUL TETREAULT:  There's a criteria

 08  that needs to be considered.

 09              In a retrofit, if the retrofit affects

 10  safety, it must be done prior to revenue service.

 11              If a retrofit affects performance of

 12  the system, then it may or may not be done prior to

 13  revenue service, depending on whether or not the

 14  end customer agrees to live with the effects of

 15  that degraded performance, or there may be -- you

 16  know, there may be a contingency plan, there may be

 17  another way around it.

 18              And typically if the retrofit is

 19  aesthetic or does not affect safety or performance,

 20  then the timeline is wide open.  It can be done as

 21  a matter of convenience.  Does that answer your

 22  question?

 23              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Partly.  When you

 24  left would you say the integration of the rolling

 25  stock and the Thales signalling system was
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 01  complete?  That they were fully integrated, or is

 02  that not something...

 03              PAUL TETREAULT:  Theoretically, yes.

 04  Theoretically?  Yes.  Had it been proven,

 05  practically proven through testing?  No.

 06              We were at that point in juncture,

 07  though.  The design, the theoretical, the academic

 08  design, the theoretical design had been done, it

 09  had been simulated but it had not been proven

 10  through actual vehicle and CBTC and systemwide

 11  testing.

 12              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Sorry, one more

 13  question.

 14              Was there any issue with sharing of

 15  information as between Thales and Alstom that you

 16  did not ultimately overcome?  Were there things

 17  outstanding at least by the time you left, that one

 18  or the other party was reluctant to share?

 19              PAUL TETREAULT:  No.  Not that I know of.

 20              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Okay.  Did you have

 21  any input into the preparation of any trial running

 22  criteria, or were you involved in any discussions

 23  with respect to that prior to you leaving the

 24  project?

 25              PAUL TETREAULT:  No, I was not.  That
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 01  was already prescribed.  The criteria, the

 02  timeline, the performance requirements, that was

 03  already established.

 04              ANTHONY IMBESI:  When you talk about it

 05  being established, is that established in a plan

 06  that was prepared during your time?  Or was that

 07  established to your knowledge in the contract?

 08  What are you referring to?

 09              PAUL TETREAULT:  I believe that was

 10  part of the construction contract, I believe.

 11              ANTHONY IMBESI:  That would be the

 12  reference to the 12-day trial running period?

 13              PAUL TETREAULT:  Possibly.  12-day

 14  seems very short to me.  Normally it would be much

 15  more than that.  I mean, industry standard is much

 16  more than 12 days; typically it's no less than

 17  30 days.

 18              ANTHONY IMBESI:  I think you had

 19  mentioned --

 20              PAUL TETREAULT:  Providing -- typically

 21  30 days meeting a certain benchmark of service

 22  availability that is typically around the

 23  99.5 percent service availability.  That would be

 24  pretty much the industry standard.

 25              ANTHONY IMBESI:  I have a few more
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 01  questions for you.

 02              In terms of the relationship with the

 03  City, you had indicated I think you said you only

 04  had limited involvement with the City directly; is

 05  that fair?

 06              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yes.  My involvement

 07  with the City would be, I would attend monthly

 08  project meetings, typically.  Up to a certain point

 09  where it was decided too many people were attending

 10  that meeting so they scaled it down.  Once it got

 11  scaled down I did not attend those meetings

 12  anymore, I forget exactly when it was, but I'm

 13  going to say about a year before I left.

 14              I would say I attended the monthly

 15  project meetings in 2013, '14, '15.  I would also

 16  attend the -- once in a while, not every time, but

 17  I would say periodically, I would attend the Change

 18  Control Board Meetings, because there were

 19  commercial elements there.  That's about it.

 20              For the most part, the relationship

 21  with the City from an OLRT standpoint was conducted

 22  by the project director and the deputy project

 23  director.

 24              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Did the relationship

 25  with the City change at all over your involvement
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 01  in the project, for example, following the

 02  sinkhole?

 03              PAUL TETREAULT:  My answer is going to

 04  be based on perception.  I think the sinkhole was a

 05  major event, a major concern.  However every

 06  dealing I had with the City, the City's

 07  representatives, so it's always very professional.

 08              You know, other than the fact that I

 09  thought we should take a different approach to it,

 10  the City was always very professional.  I dealt

 11  with some of the commercial people; I would be in

 12  meetings with their project directors, their staff.

 13  They were all very professional.

 14              The response to the sinkhole was

 15  unbelievable.  I have never seen that in 40 years

 16  where, you know, a City has come together so

 17  strongly, the contractors, the cement contractors,

 18  all pulled together.

 19              At the end of the day they put 400

 20  trucks of cement in that sinkhole in a 48-hour

 21  period.  It's unbelievable how the contractor

 22  community came into support OLRT-C and the City

 23  through this event.

 24              ANTHONY IMBESI:  How would you describe

 25  the level of information sharing between OLRT-C and
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 01  the City.  I appreciate the City's contract is with

 02  RTG but if you can just explain your understanding

 03  of that.

 04              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yes, RTG is the

 05  concession.  But the actual constructor is OLRT.

 06  So the City would be dealing with us day-to-day

 07  with their construction people, our construction

 08  people.  The relationship, I felt, you know, based

 09  again, on my experience in the transit industry, I

 10  thought we had a very transparent relationship with

 11  the City.

 12              You know, there was no manipulation of

 13  the status, of the facts.  I thought OLRT-C had,

 14  from what I could see, I thought OLRT-C had a very

 15  good relationship with the City of Ottawa.

 16              Again, the project was just a pleasure

 17  to work on.

 18              ANTHONY IMBESI:  So during your

 19  involvement, did the City ever express any concern

 20  with the level of information it was receiving?

 21              PAUL TETREAULT:  Not to my knowledge.

 22              We provided a plethora of information

 23  every month.  The amount of information we provided

 24  them probably surpassed their ability to analyze

 25  it.  You know I'll just give you an example.
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 01              The schedule itself, you're looking at

 02  a schedule that has 20,000 activities, and we have

 03  to resubmit that schedule every month.  You

 04  possibly could not have the people power to review

 05  that in detail.  It was a very transparent

 06  relationship.

 07              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Do you think the City

 08  had the expertise to understand the information

 09  they were receiving?

 10              PAUL TETREAULT:  I think the City was

 11  understaffed.  I don't think they had sufficient

 12  staff.  I don't think they have permanent --

 13  sufficient permanent staff or sufficient

 14  consultants to understand all the information that

 15  was being provided.

 16              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Just because of its

 17  quantity or because of its complexity?

 18              PAUL TETREAULT:  Again, quantity, yes,

 19  complexity, yes, in terms of not construction, I

 20  think the City was well versed in construction.

 21  They understood construction very well.  But where

 22  they lacked was in, you know, transit systems

 23  expertise.

 24              They had a consultant that they would

 25  use, a U.S. based consultancy that they would use
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 01  sporadically from time to time, but very, very

 02  periodically, very sporadically.  There was no

 03  continuity.

 04              I mean, you know, they had this

 05  consultant in the States that they would hire to

 06  witness a test in a supplier's facility, for

 07  example, stuff like that.  But beyond that, they

 08  didn't have a lot of expertise.

 09              Now don't get me wrong.  The people

 10  that were there, were excellent in what -- they

 11  were very well qualified.  This is not an issue of

 12  quality here; it's an issue of quantity and

 13  expertise.

 14              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Right.  Did the lack

 15  of expertise in the transit systems particularly,

 16  did any issues manifest from that lack of expertise

 17  during your time on the project?

 18              PAUL TETREAULT:  There were times where

 19  I would have to -- something would be brought up

 20  and I would have to explain the details on how the

 21  process was -- how a process could move forward or

 22  what had to be done, predecessor activities and

 23  subsequent activities, stuff like that.

 24              But, you know, they would ask

 25  questions; I would try to answer the questions to
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 01  the best of my knowledge.

 02              But again, my opinion is that the

 03  compression period into 2017, 2018, and at that

 04  point in time, I do not know whether or not they

 05  understood the ramifications of the mitigation and

 06  the effects on the testing and commissioning.

 07              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Is there anything you

 08  would have changed in respect of your involvement

 09  in the project or of OLRT-C's management or

 10  involvement in hindsight?

 11              PAUL TETREAULT:  You know, again, I

 12  really -- no.  I think they truly -- I retired

 13  because I wanted to retire.  As a matter of fact, I

 14  wanted to retire a year earlier and they asked me

 15  to stay on for another year, which I agreed to do.

 16              The only reason why I agreed to do that

 17  I enjoyed the project, I thought it was a good

 18  project, we had a good cause, we had a good

 19  customer.

 20              We had a partnership that was

 21  unbelievably strong, well valued.  It was, you know

 22  -- I'll be honest, I'm proud to have worked on that

 23  project.  I think that despite the challenges, I

 24  think Ottawa has a great transit system.

 25              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Thank you, those are
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 01  my questions.

 02              Christine, did you have anything

 03  further for Mr. Tetreault?

 04              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Yes.  Are you

 05  aware of any request to the lenders or to the City

 06  regarding the liquidated damages that flowed from

 07  the delay?  I guess you weren't there past the

 08  May 2018 RSA date, correct?

 09              PAUL TETREAULT:  No.

 10              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  The original RSA

 11  date?

 12              PAUL TETREAULT:  No.

 13              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So you wouldn't

 14  have been aware of anything, okay.

 15              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yeah.

 16              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And were you

 17  aware of the City underwriting RTG's debt?

 18              PAUL TETREAULT:  No, I was not.

 19              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Okay.  In terms

 20  of who was responsible at the outset for systems

 21  integration, we've talked a lot about the rolling

 22  stock and signalling system.  Was it always

 23  understood that OLRT-C was responsible for that?

 24              PAUL TETREAULT:  Absolutely.

 25              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And what about
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 01  overall systems integration?  Did that

 02  responsibility also lie in OLRT-C?

 03              PAUL TETREAULT:  Absolutely.

 04              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Do you know what

 05  part RTG EJV, the engineering joint venture, played

 06  in this integration?

 07              PAUL TETREAULT:  Very little.  Very

 08  little.

 09              They did the engineering for the

 10  construction, the stations, the construction

 11  portion of it.  They did very little of the systems

 12  integration.  Most of it was done by OLRT-C

 13  ourselves.

 14              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Did you

 15  understand there to have been any dispute early on

 16  in the project about who would take charge of this

 17  part of the project?

 18              PAUL TETREAULT:  I truly believe that

 19  systems integration was underestimated by the

 20  EJV and by OLRT-C.  I spent a lot of time, along

 21  with the project director David Whyte, trying to

 22  convince the management that we needed to invest

 23  strongly in systems integration.

 24              To that effect we were successful in

 25  convincing the management that we needed to do that
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 01  and we were able to hire Jacques as well as a

 02  number of engineers who specialized in system

 03  integration.

 04              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  If you could have

 05  more, would you say you would have wanted more than

 06  Jacques and his team?

 07              PAUL TETREAULT:  I think once we

 08  established Jacques and his team of systems

 09  integration engineers, we were of sufficient

 10  quantity.

 11              Were we too late in implementing?

 12  Early would have been better, but I don't think we

 13  were too late.  I think we -- I think we were okay.

 14              I'm very thankful we were able to

 15  convince the management team, make an argument and

 16  we were able to put together a system.

 17              You know, we had to make the conscious

 18  decision that despite EJV, we, OLRT, despite our

 19  own estimates, we're going to go out there and

 20  invest in these people because we think it's

 21  important in order to make the system and the

 22  project successful.  You know, I'm thankful that we

 23  were able to do that.

 24              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  What would you

 25  have been able to do with people in place earlier
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 01  on on the systems integration piece?

 02              PAUL TETREAULT:  I think we would have

 03  been able to advance some of the engineering

 04  issues, you know.  It would have been given us a

 05  little bit more time, a little bit more slack in

 06  the schedule for lack of better words.  A little

 07  bit more float in the schedule.

 08              You know, more time for -- you know, in

 09  every schedule you have to have some rainy day or

 10  some type of float.  You know eventually as time

 11  went along and there were some minor issues, little

 12  bumps in the road, but every time there's a bump in

 13  the road you've got to take a little bit of time to

 14  fix that bump and it reduces your float.  It

 15  squeezes you a little bit more.

 16              So I think we got through it okay.  I

 17  think we got through it all right.  But hey, it

 18  would have been nice to have it a little bit

 19  earlier, always.

 20              You're talking to the conservative

 21  commercial guy who always wants to err on the side

 22  of caution.

 23              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And what do you

 24  attribute the issues in finding someone to?  Was it

 25  the one person who turned it down or were there
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 01  challenges in finding a suitable person to fill

 02  that role that Mr. Bergeron ultimately filled.

 03              PAUL TETREAULT:  There's not many

 04  people in this country that are able to fill a role

 05  like that.  You have to have extensive experience

 06  in engineering mass transit systems.

 07              So I would say there's a handful of

 08  candidates in Canada and, you know, I reached out

 09  to Jacques.  I'll be honest with you, Jacques is a

 10  very close personal friend of mine.  Jacques was

 11  vice-president of engineering with Nova Bus.  And

 12  he had many years of experience with Bombardier,

 13  not only in North America, but in Europe.

 14              I reached out to Jacques and I said you

 15  know we've got a really nice project here, in

 16  Ottawa, why don't you come visit?

 17              So he came and spent the day with us,

 18  and the project director and other people really

 19  liked Jacques.  He's a very likable person.

 20              And the project director looked at me

 21  and said, get this guy on board, do what you got to

 22  do.  And that's what we did.  And that's how

 23  Jacques joined the team.

 24              So other than Jacques and another

 25  candidate who had refused an offer, there was one
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 01  other candidate who came and looked at the project,

 02  but we didn't feel that he was the right person so

 03  we did not make an offer to that candidate.

 04              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  One last

 05  question.  In terms of the two first prototype

 06  vehicles ultimately being assembled in Ottawa

 07  instead of Hornell, you mentioned that you didn't

 08  see concerns from the validation testing

 09  perspective.

 10              But was there some risk in not having

 11  the prototypes assembled at a facility like the one

 12  in Hornell, where there is the experience and

 13  qualified teams there?  Is there more risk in

 14  having built the prototypes in Ottawa as opposed

 15  to -- like a new facility, such as the one in

 16  Ottawa?

 17              PAUL TETREAULT:  Ultimately I don't

 18  think there's more risk; ultimately I think there's

 19  more cost.  And the reason why there's more cost is

 20  because there is a learning curve when you start up

 21  a new operation.  And of course, that learning

 22  curve would not be present in Hornell, where

 23  they've produced thousands of vehicles.

 24              So when the decision was made to

 25  assemble those prototypes in Ottawa, resulting from
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 01  the interpretation of the Canadian content

 02  requirements, part of that was that Alstom needed

 03  to make their transfer technology plan more robust.

 04              Now what did that involve?  That

 05  involved bringing more people in from Hornell, in

 06  greater numbers, and in greater knowledge areas to

 07  assist with the assembly of those two prototypes.

 08  But their processes are probably amongst the best

 09  I've ever seen.

 10              So from a technical standpoint I don't

 11  think you'll see risk; it's really time and money.

 12              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And was the MSF

 13  delivered late or available late to Alstom to

 14  proceed with assembly?

 15              PAUL TETREAULT:  Yes.  Yes, it was.

 16              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And to what

 17  extent?  Can you tell me a bit about that?

 18              PAUL TETREAULT:  You know, there was a

 19  date where the MSF had to be turned over to Alstom,

 20  and the MSF had to be turned over to Alstom in a

 21  state where they could assemble vehicles.

 22              So, you know, assembling rail vehicles

 23  -- I call it an intricate operation, it has to be

 24  dust free; it has to be clean; it has to be safe;

 25  it has to be of high quality.
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 01              The MSF was kind of like finished.  It

 02  was -- the space was available, but things like

 03  security gates weren't there, power wasn't

 04  available.  There were a myriad of lagging

 05  construction issues with the turnover of the MSF.

 06              That created many discussions with

 07  Alstom, and it also gave me many discussions to be

 08  had with my colleagues that say, hey, boys, clean

 09  it up.

 10              Get the power in there, get the safety

 11  gates.  You know, you can't be standing in the mud

 12  up to your ankles and telling me that it's

 13  finished.  So there were some internal arguments

 14  going on.

 15              And did it have an effect on the

 16  beginning of Alstom's operation?  My answer is,

 17  yes.  Ultimately it did.  Were we able to mitigate

 18  it?  Yes, we were.  By the time I left we had an

 19  understanding, we knew where it was going.

 20              Now Alstom had a little bit of a claim

 21  on us for extra costs related to that.  I

 22  negotiated those costs, tried to get a deal with my

 23  colleagues and my executives where I could finalize

 24  that matter before I left.

 25              They refused the deal that I put on the
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 01  table, which would have cost us to spend a little

 02  bit more money with Alstom, and it's my

 03  understanding that after that, well, the claims

 04  just continued to grow and at some point, I guess

 05  it may have got out of control; I don't know what

 06  happened.

 07              CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Thanks very much

 08  for that in going overtime.  Is there anything we

 09  haven't touched on that you feel is important for

 10  us to know?

 11              PAUL TETREAULT:  No, not really.  I

 12  think we've -- no, I'm very satisfied with the

 13  discussion, very happy to help.

 14              ANTHONY IMBESI:  I know we've gone

 15  over.  Was there anything from your end?

 16              PAUL TETREAULT:  No.

 17              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Sorry, I was speaking

 18  to Mr. Chowdhury.

 19              MANNU CHOWDHURY:  No questions from our

 20  end.  Thank you, Mr. Imbesi.

 21              ANTHONY IMBESI:  Okay, great.

 22  

 23  -- Concluded at 12:05 p.m.

 24  

 25  
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