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STV - SCOTT KRI EGER
May 10, 2022

--- Held via Zoom Vi deoconferencing, with all
participants attending renotely, on the 10th day
of May, 2022, 2:00 p.m to 4:00 p.m
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--- Upon comencing at 2:00 p. m
SCOTT KRI EGER.  AFFI RVED.
MARK COOMBES: (Good afternoon,

M. Krieger. |I'mjust going to begin with an
i ntroduction and then we'll junmp in to asking
guesti ons.

The purpose of today's interviewis to
obtai n your evidence, under oath or solemm
decl aration, for use at the Comm ssion's public
hearings. This wll a collaborative interview
such that nmy cocounsel, M. Harland, may
i ntervene to ask certain questions. If tine
permts, your counsel may al so ask foll ow up
questions at the end of the hearing.

The interview is being transcribed and
the Conm ssion intends to enter this transcri pt
I nto evidence at the Conmm ssion's public
hearings, either at the hearings or by way of
procedural order, before the hearings commence.
The transcript will be posted to the
Comm ssion's public website, along with any
corrections nmade to it, after it is entered into
evi dence.

The transcript, along with any
corrections later made to it, will be shared
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with the Conmi ssion's participants and their
counsel, on a confidential basis, before being
entered into evidence. 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 nade wll be appended to the
transcri pt.

Pursuant to section 33(6) of Public
| nquiries act 2009, a witness at an inquiry
shall be deened to have objected to answer any
guesti on asked him or her upon the ground that
his or her answer nmay tend to incrimnate the
wWitness 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 witness at any inquiry shall be used
or be receivable in evidence agai nst himor her
in any trial or other proceedi ngs agai nst him or
her thereafter taking place, other than a
prosecution for perjury in giving such evidence.

As required by section 33(7) of that
Act, you are al so hereby advised that you have

the right to object to answer any question under
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section 5 of the Canada Evi dence Act.

Any questions at the outset?

SCOIT KRI EGER: No questi ons.

MARK COOMBES: Ckay.

Well, good afternoon, M. Krieger. |
think we'll start, your counsel sent ne over a
copy of your CV, so if we can pull up your CV to
start with, we can ask a few questi ons.

Ckay, M. Krieger, do you recognize
t hi s docunent ?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | do.

MARK COOMBES: And is this -- | don't
know i f you woul d describe this as your CV or it
seens to be a docunent maybe that STV uses for
mar keti ng pur poses?

SCOIT KRIEGER: It's based on an STV
docunent, but | brought up ny previ ous work
hi story as well.

MARK COOMBES:. So you've been with STV
for -- from2000 it | ooks |ike?

SCOIT KRIEGER: That is correct.

MARK COOMBES:. And can you descri be
for me what STV, what does it do?

SCOIT KRIEGER: STV is a full service
engi neering consulting conpany. W do
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everything from buil dings and bri dges and
hi ghways to constructi on nmanagenent,
transportation and infrastructure.

My part of STV is what's called the
national vehicle practice. W are directly
| nvol ved i n supporting transportation
authorities with vehicles. M, personally, it's
rail vehi cl es.

MARK COOMBES: And is it fair to say
that nost, if not all, of your experience is
i ndeed with rail operations or rail vehicles?

SCOIT KRIEGER:  Yes, that would be a
good st at enent.

MARK COOMBES: |f we can maybe just go
to page 2 of M. Krieger's CV, down to the entry
for the Gty of Otawa, Confederation Line LRT.

So if we review this paragraph, it
appears that it would be fair to say that you
were involved in several different aspects of
the LRT project in Otawa, is that right?

SCOIT KRIEGER: That's correct.

MARK COOMBES:. And coul d you maybe
break down for us, just at a high level, if
there were different types or periods of your

i nvol venent wth the project?
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SCOIT KRIEGER: Sure. | was invol ved
fromproject kick off, which was about 2010,
getting the project running, starting off
prelimnary investigation and alternatives
anal ysis for the proposed vehicl es.

| then transferred that |ead vehicle
engineer's job to G eg Barstow and pretty much
t ook a backseat with G eg and taking the | ead
with a guy naned Peter Talbot. They really ran
with the specification devel opnent construction
over si ght .

| was called back in 2018 to
participate in what | found out was the I AT, the
| ndependent Assessnent Team which was
supporting OC Transpo with readi ness for
servi ce.

In parallel with the I AT, | was asked
to put a teamtogether to put, let's call them
mai nt enance oversi ght people in Alstomand RTG s
facility to evaluate their performance and their
readi ness for service, alnost |ike prelimnary
auditing, if you want to call it that. That ran
up to the start of revenue service. Fromstart

of revenue service to present, really. | would

call it ongoing support. I'mcalled in as
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needed.

The first tinme we were called in was
an operations' review, which was a paper
generated in January of 2020 that went to the
City Manager on performance to date after RSA.

But then it's other things. W
assisted in review of docunents for the
derail nents, at least the first derailnent. W
assi sted in changes in vehicle configuration.

W call themFMs, field nodifications.

And nost recently, we are hel ping them
with their due diligence of their contractor by
hel pi ng them get an auditing process off the
ground. So we've audited several subsystens and
are continuing to do that for the year.

MARK COOMBES:. Thank you for the
overvi ew.

Maybe if we can just start with your
| nvol venent fromthe begi nning of the project.
You nentioned you cane into the project in 2010.
What was happening in 2010? Wat was the | ay of
the land at the tine you entered the picture?

SCOIT KRIEGER: So that was the very
start of the project. It was nobilization. It

was -- | nean, the very beginning part was just
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getting the project running, charge nunbers and
wor kK breakdown structure, VWBS. How we were
going to do the work.

But we quickly got into vehicle
evaluation. Wat did the Gty want and what
woul d the technical specification ook |ike for
the light rail vehicle?

MARK COOMBES:. And this is prior to
any specific manufacturer or vehicle being
considered. This is really at the begi nning
phases when you're really -- are you designing a
vehicle to neet the specifications that the Gty
I s asking for or designing specifications that
t hat vehicle would need to have in order to be
acceptable for the project?

SCOIT KRIEGER: So we don't design a
vehicle. That's up to the vehicle manufacturer.
What we were doing right then we, | believe --
very early on we had vendors in. | don't
remenber exactly which ones, but the procurenent
departnent at RIO, Rail I|nplenentation, had
vendors in. It was |like an industry outreach,
what's available in the industry right now.

Wth that information and with the
expectations of the City, as far as capacity and

neesonsreporting.com
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what they wanted the systemto | ook |ike, that
woul d start to generate the requirenents of what
turned into the Project Agreenent. Wat was
requested as performance criteria for the
sel ect ed bi dder.

MARK COOMBES: And were you based in
Qtawa at that point?

SCOIT KRREGER: | did a | ot of
travelling, but | was never based in Otawa.

MARK COOMBES:. So you nentioned sort
of, you know, comng up with a concept for the
proj ect based on what the Cty's needs and
requi renents were for the system Do you
recal |, what was your understandi ng of what the
sort of needs and requirenents for the system
wer e?

SCOIT KRIEGER: They had --
essentially the [ayout was understood. The
| ayout of the system that is. They had a
capacity target, which would drive things |ike
train | ength, passenger capacity, speed,
braking. They wanted a light rail vehicle. And
that's where we started is a light rail vehicle
t hat woul d neet the expected capacity.

MARK COOMBES: And did you have any
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sort of considerations at that tinme about
whether a light rail vehicle was the right
choice for this type of project, the right, sort
of, vehicle for the City's goal s?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | nean, there were a
bunch of options, but a light rail vehicle is
what the City wanted. That was fromthe get-go
what it was to be, a light rail system

MARK COOMBES:. | see. So you started
with that, with the concept in mnd, that the
LRV was what we were | ooking at and so you
started on that path with an LRV systemin m nd?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Yes. Those were --

t hose were the arrangenents presented by the

i ndustry when the industry cane in. That was
sort of a starting understanding. That's what
it was to be, a light rail system

MARK COOMBES:. And so at that point
you had nentioned that there was sone, | guess
woul d you call it, industry outreach or was
t here an exam nation of what systens were in
use, what LRV systens were in use elsewhere in
North Anmerica or the world?

SCOTT KRI EGER:  Yeah. Two things
happened. One is, the Gty brought in vendors
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to present their wares, if you use the word.
And they cane in and it was a marketing
opportunity for them but also to present what
their platforns were, what they had avail abl e
that they felt would neet the Cty's needs.

At the sane tinme, we did
| nvestigations on what other cities had done,
especially around the world. Light rail is nore
prolific in Europe and overseas. So we
| nvesti gated what was done, vehicle I ength, you
know, vehicle arrangenent, stuff |ike that.

MARK COOMBES:. And do you recall what
vendors were presenting at that point in tinme or
what sort of systens or vehicles you had been
| nvestigating at that tine?

SCOIT KRI EGER:  Honestly w t hout
review ng the paper, | really couldn't say. |
could guess, but |I don't want to guess for you
guys.

MARK COOMBES:. Sure. And given the
| ocation of the project in OGtawa, did you, at
that tinme, think that there would be any sort of
specific risks or specific requirenents that the
Otawa system woul d be designed to neet?

SCOTT KRIEGER: There woul d be things
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t hat you obviously need to take into
consideration. |Its ability to performin cold
weat her. So you're | ooking at insulation,
you're | ooking at heating, and stuff |ike that.
Its ability to run under a catenary in snowy,
rainy, icy weather. Yeah, we recognized all

t hat .

MARK COOMBES:. You discussed that you
were sort of involved with the vehicles. To
what extent did that extend to the sort of
overall integration with the vehicle in this
overall system from your standpoint?

SCOIT KRI EGER: There was
col | aborati on back and forth. Wen you're
t al ki ng about the vehicle, you need to
col |l aborate with the traction power system and
t he overhead catenary system for voltage and
hei ght and stuff like that. So there was system
i ntegration back and forth.

O course the vehicle is only one
part, a mpjor part, but only one part of the
system

MARK COOMBES:. So, for exanple, in
your CV it says you |led the devel opnent of

technical requirenents for light rail vehicles.
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So presunably, those technical requirenments
woul d have taken into account the environnent in
whi ch the vehicle needed to operate?

SCOIT KRI EGER:  Yes.

MARK COOMBES: In your CV it also
mentions that you led a teamthat devel oped a
concept report. Can you describe for nme what a
concept report is in this contract?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Sure, sure. This is
about the tinme where Greg Barstow took over as
the | ead engi neer, but the concept report was an
initial, high level summary of what the vehicle
was expected to do, nore than sinply saying, you
know 19, 000 passengers an hour, bl ah, bl ah,
bl ah. W expected to have this kind of
propul sion and this kind of acceleration rate
and should we do this? And tenperature should
be this. So the concept report is a bridge
bet ween very high-1evel perfornmance and the
t echni cal specifications.

MARK COOMBES:. In terns of com ng out
of that concept report, did you have any -- |ike
a view or concerns at that point whether the
City's goals could be achi eved by what you were

seeing as being avail able on the market?
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SCOIT KRIEGER: To be honest, |'m
trying to renenber if | was still involved at
that point. That would be a better question for
Greg. So whether it could be net, yeah, that's
really a Greg question.

MARK COOMBES:. | see. So but just
even if we step back from say, a higher |evel,
say back -- step back fromthe concept report,
but when you're brought onto the project and you
hear about what the Gty is -- what their goals
are, is it too early at that point in the
project to say those goals are or are not
achi evabl e using an LRV systemor are you still
at that, it's too early to tell phase?

SCOIT KRREGER: No. | wll say that
I f they were not achievable wth an LRV, we
woul d have said that at this point.

MARK COOMBES:. So beyond that, it's
nore of a question of sort of the specific
technical inplenentation than it is about
whet her or not it's doable?

SCOIT KRIEGER: That's correct. Qur
study showed light rail vehicles delivering
service in all kinds of environnments around the

world. So we didn't think that this was not
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possi bl e.

MARK COOMBES:. And |'m guessing, based
on one of your previous answers, that this nmay
not be a question for you, but did you have any
I nvol venent in the selection of the vehicle or
advi ce on any of the vehicles that were
ultimately considered or sel ected?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | was actually
conplete -- | was actually on anot her project
for another client. So | was not involved in
the selection process. Geg reported back to ne
here and there, but that's how the process was
al so very tightly | ocked down because of its
nature. | really was not involved at all.

MARK COOMBES: So at that point, you
exit the project and then you really cone back
into the picture in 20187

SCOIT KRIEGER: That's correct.

MARK COOMBES: So can you talk
about -- do you have a sense of the reason why
2018? Wiy were you being brought back into the
project at that point?

SCOIT KRIREGER: As it was explained to
me by Tom Prendergast, who | believe you spoke

with, we were asked to cone in and provide sone
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advi sory support to the General Manager and his
senior staff on readi ness for service. Wat

t hey had seen was the consortiumm ss a nunber
of potential RSA dates.

And the expectation was we woul d hel p
evaluate from-- on the agency's side, when we
felt it was appropriate, what an appropriate RSA
dat e was.

So | was not at the beginning of the
| AT, but as it becane evident that vehicles were
a mpjor driver, one way or the other, | knew Tom
froma previous job, he knewthat | had a | ot of
experience, so he asked if | would join himand
the rest of the I AT team

MARK COOMBES: So is it fair to say
then that your involvenent with the | AT was nore
froma vehicle focus?

SCOIT KRI EGER:  Absol utelvy.

MARK COOMBES: And is that a vehicle
focus in terns of both vehicle production and
mai nt enance, or were you nore involved with one
or the other?

SCOIT KRIEGER: It was nore on the
mai nt enance side. Mst of the vehicles had been

produced. They weren't clean of issues, but
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t hey had been produced. It was nore a readi ness
to mai ntain service.

MARK COOMBES:. And maybe you can speak
to nme ajust little bit about the IAT. So when
you arrive at the project in 2018, what does the
| AT ook |ike? Who are the nenbers? How many
peopl e are involved on that side of the advisory
side of things? To your recollection.

SCOIT KRIEGER: My recollection, Tom
Prender gast obvi ously was the head from STV.

Joe North was on the I AT, he was no |longer wth
STV, | believe he was with Rail Pros at the tine.
Larry Gaul was -- participated quite a bit.
Lat er Ron Hopkins took Larry's place. |'m not
sure whether Brian Dwer was an active |AT
person, but he was there quite a bit on the
ranp-up to revenue service. There was a
schedul er, whose nane | conpletely forgot. And
then a couple of other people from other

consul ting conpanies that | can't renenber.

MARK COOMBES:. And at that point,
again, were you located in OGtawa or were you
taking trips to Gtawa? What was the
requi renent of you at that point?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Yeah. | AT was not a
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full-tinme thing. So | would go up, nost of the
tine it was, you know, three days or four days,
sonething |ike that, we would get up. Sonetines
we toured the system W'd see what the

mai nt enance operation | ooked |i ke and then we
woul d get together and eval uate readi ness for
service, effort to conplete, stuff |ike that.
You' ve seen the reports. So those woul d get
generated over those three or four days.

MARK COOMBES: And so was it the case
that then the Gty was -- you would cone up to
OQtawa as a result of a specific ask by the City
or what sort of generated STV and | AT' s
i nvol venent in any part of that tine period?

SCOTT KRIEGER: As far as scheduling
| AT neetings, | was not involved in that
decision. | was just told, we're getting back
t oget her again, does two weeks from Thursday
wor k for you?

MARK COOMBES: And at the tine you
arrive on the project in 2018, can you give us a
sense of what the lay of the |l and was at t hat
point? Wat was it looking like? | guess there
was a potential RSA date approaching. Wat do

you recall about what things |ooked like in the

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
Scott Krieger on 5/10/2022 21

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

project at that point?

SCOIT KRIREGER: | can talk, |ike we
said, on the vehicle side. They did not have
their 34 vehicles. They had issues -- sone
operations issues, they had sone parts issues,

t hey had sone open design stuff, they had
relatively low m | eage on the vehicles.

So it was -- struggle's the wong
word. There were a ot of issues. Let's put it
t hat way.

MARK COOVBES: And | think we'll
| i kely get into sone of those specific issues.
Maybe we'll start taking a | ook through sone
docunents. |'magoing to put sonme docunents to
you and just ask for your recollection on sone
of them

Maybe we can bring up STV0000296.
This is an email. It's from Tom Prendergast to
sone people at the Gty of Otawa, and
specifically Jocelyn Begin, Mchael Morgan,
Steve Cripps, R chard Hol der, John Manconi is
copied as well. | don't expect you to be able
to identify this docunent because you're not
copied on it, but one of the elenents in this --

one of the attachnments, | should say, is a

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
Scott Krieger on 5/10/2022 22

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

docunent called "RTG Novenber 2 RSA Proposal
Kri eger Barstow Comments".

SCOIT KRI EGER:  Uhm hmm

MARK COOMBES: You woul d be that
Krieger in Krieger Barstow | presune?

SCOIT KRIEGER: That'd be ne.

MARK COOMBES:. At this point, the
emai | is about, | suppose, a proposal that RTG
has made to be ready for revenue service, the
emai | indicates Novenber 2nd, and that's
Novenber 2nd of 2018 fromthe context. WNMaybe we
can bring up that specific attachnent, which is
now STV0000299. Sorry, ny apol ogies, can we
bring up STV000297.

This docunent is entitled "RTG
Proposal On RSA'". Do you recall this docunent?

SCOIT KRREGER: | don't recall it
specifically, but it's certainly famliar,
absol utely.

MARK COOMBES:. |If we can go to page 2
of that docunent. So page 2 indicates:

"On Tuesday Septenber 4, 2018,

CLRTC, RTG RTM and Al stom provi ded a

proposal to the Gty of Otawa [...]

The Gty and I AT teamlistened to the
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proposal and starting on slide 4 is

the teanmi s assessnent and

recommendati ons. "

| s that the type of neeting that you
woul d have been in attendance at?

SCOIT KRI EGER:  Yes.

MARK COOMBES: Do you recall attending
that neeting specifically?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | don't specifically
remenber the neeting, but that is the kind of
thing I would have been there for.

MARK COOMBES: So generally speaking,
in this docunent, | presune it's the Gty going
t hrough and identifying a nunber of concerns.

If we go to page 8 of this docunent. So

t hroughout this docunent there's a nunber of
different red, green indicators, presumably red
i ndicating that there's concern with this

el ement .

So can you speak to -- let's just talk
alittle bit about the -- what this slide refers
to as the "fleet count".

SCOIT KRI EGER:  Sure.

MARK COOMBES: Did you have an
under st andi ng or appreci ation of what the
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Project Agreenent called for in terns of fleet
count or what that nunber was based upon?

SCOIT KRIEGER: So again, the Project
Agreenment wasn't sonething | was directly
involved in. As | cane in at this point, it was
explained to ne that the Project Agreenent had a
capacity, it was a perfornmance requirenent,
nunber of people per hour on the system

The contractor proposed the 30
vehicles with 2 -- they call them 2 ready spares
and 2 mai ntenance vehicles. So 30 vehicles, 2
vehicles ready for service, sitting on
sidelines, and 2 vehicles out of service for
mai nt enance.

MARK COOMBES: And can you just nmaybe
comment for nme, fromyour experience, what is
the reason for having two spares and what is the
reason for having two mai ntenance vehicl es?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Sure. Standard
mai nt enance on a fleet of vehicles, you're
al ways going to have peri odi c mai ntenance, a
peri odi ¢ mai nt enance schedul e, things that need
to be done on a regular cycle.

So you end up with what's called a

"spare ratio". |It's the nunber of vehicles out
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of service conpared to the nunber of vehicles in
service. So if you | ook at the standard

mai nt enance that you woul d expect, you cone up
wWth a spare ratio.

And what was cone up with here for
out - of -servi ce vehicles was two vehicles out of
service to performthat maintenance.

It would al so include, of course,
unexpected mai ntenance. So -- but what they're
saying is 32 vehicles to run the service and 2
vehicl es out of service. The spare vehicles are
when sonething fails in service, an unschedul ed
failure, you have a train set to replace it with
| mredi ately and you continue to maintain full
servi ce.

MARK COOMBES: So this nmay be an
obvi ous question to you, but just for ny sake,

I f you don't have those spares or extra

mai nt enance vehicles, what are the concerns, at
| east as far as inpacts on service are

concer ned?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | f you don't have any
spares, your ability to performpreventative
mai nt enance is extrenely hanpered, let's put it

that way. You're -- any tine you're running
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service at capacity, you have nothing to work
on. So your contact tinme with the vehicle fleet
for maintenance is very limted.

You also -- if you | ose sonething
for -- there's going to be in-service failures.
So if you lose a train set for an in-service
failure, you now are not running at capacity.
You're not providing the contracted service.

MARK COOMBES:. And so at that point,
the ridership of the systemis going to be
| npact ed?

SCOIT KRI EGER:  Yes.

MARK COOMBES:. Perhaps we can go to
slide 9 of this presentation? So thisis a --
an indication of -- at this point in tine, so if
this slide show was prepared i n Septenber of
2018, OLRTC, at least as part of that
consortium is advising that they can have
vehicles ready on the 2nd, the 9th, the 30th,
and then other vehicles available in April.

So at that point, had you -- what was
your view of this tineline?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | don't understand the

guesti on.

MARK COOMBES: We're in Septenber,
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right, at this slide show, and OLRTC i s advi si ng
t hey can have vehicles ready. They've got,
presumabl y, 29 vehicles ready, and now vehicle
30 is going to be on the 2nd of Novenber,
vehicle 31 on the 9th of Novenber and so on.

Did you have a view at that tinme about whether
that tineline was realistic? Achievable? Do
you recall any discussi ons about that schedul e?

SCOIT KRIREGER: | don't recall
specific discussions. This was -- this was
their presentation of when they'd conplete
vehi cl es.

MARK COOMBES: And was there a view as
to whether or not that schedule was realistic?

SCOIT KRIREGER: | can't recall.

You're not tal king about ability to support RSA,
right? You're talking strictly construction of
vehi cl es now?

MARK COOVBES: Correct.

SCOIT KRIEGER: Yeah. | can't recall
if we felt that was a reasonable target date for
conpl eti on of vehicl es.

MARK COOMBES:. And then nmaybe we can
go to slide nunber 10, and | can have you wal k

me through a few of these points as well.
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So here the slide starts by saying:
"Traditionally, nonths of
extensive testing in real operating

condi tion would be carried out to
identify [atent design issues.”

So can you naybe speak just generally
about your experience, whether it's on this
project or others, what are we tal ki ng about
when we're trying to identify |atent design
| ssues? Wiat does that nean?

SCOIT KRIEGER: So you can design a
vehicle as best you can at a drafting table or a
CAD system but until you put it in service and
until you run it at performance duty cycle, sone
desi gn issues are going to escape you. The
doors don't quite work right, or you can't cut
sonet hing out, or you can't naintain sonething
wel | enough to keep it in service.

The only way to really know that is to
operate the fleet. That's what that neans, is
you want to get sone -- you want to get a pretty
good nunber of service hours, kilonetres. So
you can kind of work out as many of those bugs
as you can. You don't want to do it with people
on the vehi cl es.
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MARK COOMBES: | see. So that was
going to be ny next question. So ideally this
Is perforned prior to revenue service?

SCOIT KRIEGER:  Yeah. | nean, you can
do it with people on the equi pnment, but each bug
that you find, you're inconveni encing service
and you're taking a performance hit.

MARK COOMBES: And | would presune
t hat another way you could find bugs like this
IS using sonething that we've heard referred to
as a soft start?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Yes and no. The way |
woul d interpret, and this is ne tal king, the way
| would interpret a soft start would be not
running 15, two-car train sets a day. Running
12, two-car train sets a day. You're ranping up
their ability to roll out the contracted nunber
of vehicles every day.

You're not putting that kind of stress
on the mai ntenance operation, but you still have
24 vehicles with passengers on themthat haven't
been burned into a reasonable level, if you know
what | nean.

MARK COOMBES: Do you know, for
exanple, it says:
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"Addi tionally, each vehicle would
have been required to operate failure
free (burn in) for 500 - 1000 kmto
identify infant nortality issues."

So is that burn-in period, is that
separate from what the previous paragraph first
says nont hs of extensive testing? How do those
differ?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Yeah. So one of them
I s looking for design issues, |atent design
| ssues.

The second one is a reliability test
really. [It's trying to work out, you know, as
you know when you buy a car, sone cars are
great, sone cars are mddle of the road and
operate as you expect, and sone cars are |enons,

It's trying to identify conponents
that are at the lower end of reliability so that
t hey can be replaced before you go into service.
It's early failure conponents. |It's not a
design level as nuch as it is a conponent
reliability level.

MARK COOMBES: We can take this slide
down and bring up ST0000299. This is another
attachnent to that previous email that | took
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Do you recall who m ght have drafted this
docunent ?

SCOIT KRIEGER: It | ooks famliar. It
certainly reads like | wote it. | would have
to say, based on what's in there, that this
woul d have been Greg and nyself. Definitely has
i nformati on that we woul d have both partici pated
i n.

MARK COOMBES:. Maybe we can go through
sonme of the concerns that are identified in this
docunent and have you comment on them as we go.

SCOIT KRI EGER:  Sure.

MARK COOMBES: So it's broken down in
several categories. Conpletion of vehicles,
conpl etion of tests, vehicle count on opening
day, and then the next page is additional open
| ssues.

So in terns of conpletion of vehicles,
for exanple, point 2:

"The Gty has not been provided
an up-to-date list of nodifications
required. RTG states that the m ssing

redesigns will not inpact safety or
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t he passenger experience."

So | take it that you're essentially
bei ng passed on, at this point, information from
the Gty. Is it to comment on? To |ook into?
It says:

"The Gty has not been provided
an up-do-date list of nodifications
required.”

Were you having issues getting
i nformation fromthe contractor at that point?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | woul d have to say
that is what | recall.

MARK COOMBES:. And, for exanple, let's
go down to "Conpletion of Tests", point
nunber 5, for exanple:

"There are many PA
non-conpl i ances in the vehicle design.
|t does not appear that Al stonl RTG
intend to address the issues.”

Can you recall what those
nonconpl i ances were?

SCOIT KRIEGER: This would be a Geg
Bar st ow question, to be honest.

MARK COOMBES: Let's go down to
"Vehi cl e Count on Openi ng Day":
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"Al stom RTG have clearly

i ndi cated that the best case scenario

for vehicle availability on opening

day is 30 vehicles. 30 vehicles is

t he m ni nrum nunber needed to neet the

system capacity requirenents.”

So goi ng back to your previous
comments on the slide, if the opening day count
was 30 vehicles, there would be issues?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Yes, that's correct.
So 30 vehicles is the m ni nrum nunber of
vehicles, all operating, all at the sane tine to
neet the contract capacity.

As a system though, which requires
mai nt enance and understands that there woul d be
unexpected failures, 30 vehicles is not enough
to support this system operating.

MARK COOMBES: And | assune, what
soneone, if it was you that drafted this point:

"Mai ntenance will be required,
all of the open nodifications need to
be installed and tested, the open
vehicl es testing nust be conpl et ed.

How wi Il this be perfornmed when all

vehicles are i n service?"
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That's what you're referencing there?

SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yup. And just like if
| were to go with ny recollection, I wote this
vehi cl e count on opening day part.

MARK COOMBES: So then in terns of
poi nt nunber 3:

"Early life failures of
conponents i s always an i ssue on new
vehicle design. It appears that RTG
has reduced the tine for burn-in and
trial running with each new schedul e
subm tted. The risk associated with
an unproven vehicle/infrastructure is
very high."

SCOIT KRIEGER:  Correct.

MARK COOMBES: So did you have a sense
at that tinme, | nean, it sounds as though the
anmpunt of tinme that had been allotted for
burn-in and trial running was sort of being
reduced as tine went on. D d you have a sense
of why that was occurring? Wy that sort of
schedul i ng was bei ng done that way?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | honestly can't
coment on why. Al | can think is, froma

vehicle point of view, the inpact on the system
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MARK COOMBES: So you weren't involved
i n evaluating the schedul e or eval uating any
causes of what m ght have been inpacting the
schedul e from RTG s perspective?

SCOTT KRREGER: Well, | think those
are two different things. | was participating
I n eval uati ng proposed schedules. | was not

participating in RTG s | ogic and deci si on naki ng
on why they woul d request that tine.

MARK COOMBES:. | see. So you didn't
know for what reason the schedul e was bei ng
shortened. You just knew that it was being
shortened and you were eval uating the inpact?

SCOIT KRI EGER: Yeah, yeah. | nean,
personal experience, on the end of a job,
schedul e conpression is not unexpected. But |
was not in the roomwhen RTG said let's do this
or let's do that.

MARK COOMBES: Just to focus on the
| ast point of that, point nunber 3:

"The risk associated with an
unproven vehicle/infrastructure is
very high."

Can you comment on the different types

of risks that m ght be associ ated?
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SCOIT KRIEGER:  Well, | nean, it could
be performance risks, it could be vehicle
anenity risks, it could be inability to conply
with capacity, it could be integration risks,
| i ke we said, |atent design issues; anything
| i ke that.

MARK COOMBES: Maybe we can take that
down and maybe we can bring up STV000312. So
this is an email chain, it |ooks like it was
started by you, sending prelimnary schedul e
assessnent vehicles to Tom Prendergast and
others from presumably, fromthat advisory
group of other people that were sort of in the
| oop on that.

SCOIT KRI EGER: Yeah, those are the
| AT nenbers. That's correct.

MARK COOMBES: So that's just for the
sake of the transcript, that email is to Tom
Prendergast, Anil Parikh, Navin Sagar, Robert
Rocco, Jose Ganmez, Jack D Andrea, Joe North is
al so on that email. And you say in that enmail:

"Here are ny thoughts on the

proposed schedul e.

| did not include any di scussion

of open docunentation, testing, safety
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certification, etc. as | see that as

nore than just a vehicle issue."

So maybe we can bring up now the
attachnment, which is entitled "Comments on
Novenber 30th Proposal", and that is STV0O000313.

Now, do you recogni ze this docunent,
M. Krieger?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Again, it |ooks |ike
sonething | would have wote. It |ooks Iike
sonething in the scope of what | would have
wr ot e.

MARK COOMBES: You don't recall it
specifically?

SCOIT KRIREGER: No, | nean, | don't
recall it specifically. But, you know, |
woul dn't say I didn't wite it. It looks like
sonething | would have provided. And honestly,
we saw the enmmil .

MARK COOMBES:. Right. | just want
to -- to be fair to you, | don't want to drill
down on specific details if you don't recall
drafting them but I'lIl let you say if you do or
not .

So in the first paragraph, it says:

"Wth the requirenent to maintain
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the protect spares ready for service,

this equates to an actual spare ratio

of 6.67 percent which is quite |ow,
especially considering the service is

i ntended to run the vehicles in

pairs."

So maybe | can break that down a
little bit.

You're referring to "protect spares"?

SCOIT KRI EGER.  Yes.

MARK COOMBES:. Wiat is "protect
spares" referring to?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Those are the two
ready spares that, for all intents and purposes,
are in service. They are sitting on a track,
| nspected, ready to put on the rails.

MARK COOMBES: So if a vehicle has to
cone out of service, for whatever reason, those
are the vehicles that are ready to replace it?

SCOIT KRIEGER: That's correct.

MARK COOMVBES:. It says:

"[...] this equates to an act ual
spare ratio of 6.67 percent [...]."
So | think this goes back to an answer

you gave ne earlier about what the spare ratio
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is or should be. Your comment is that
6. 67 percent is quite | ow?

SCOIT KRI EGER:  Yes.

MARK COOMBES: Do you have a view of
what woul d be standard or a good ratio?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Over 10. Ten is also
could be considered |low. Especially with a
small fleet running in pairs, | would have |iked
to have seen nore than that. 15 percent,

20 percent.

MARK COOMBES:. And again, for the sake
of -- for ny sake, it says especially
considering the services are intended to run the
services in pairs. Wat is the additional risk
associated with running vehicles in pairs?

SCOIT KRREGER: | f we're | ooking at
the spare ratio, which is nunber of vehicles in
mai nt enance conpared to vehicles available for
service, and if I"'mrunning in pairs, and one of
ny pairs of vehicles -- one of ny pairs of
vehicles has a failure, | |ose tw vehicles.

So the spare ratio would need to
consider the fact that a single failure takes
two vehicl es out.

You could al nost run the spare ratio
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considering that you have 34 units, if you want,
with only one spare, if you know what | nean.
O no, the other way.

MARK COOVBES: Yes.

SCOIT KRI EGER: Seventeen units wth
only one spare.

MARK COOMBES:. So essentially cutting
the fleet, sort of halving it in a way?

SCOIT KRI EGER: Because you run in
pairs, yes.

MARK COOMBES:. Just going down to the
| ast sentence of that section, it says:

"Additionally, the schedul e

I ncl udes the performance of Overall

Acceptance Testing for 30 vehicles

over a 7 cal endar day period. This

process was originally staggered over

a two nonth period."

Can you comment on what "Overall
Accept ance Testing"” is and what it is designed
to achieve?

SCOIT KRI EGER: Acceptance testing
Is -- this is going by ny recollection here, but
| believe what this is talking to is the

acceptance of the vehicles fromthe buil der.
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So you do an inspection eval uati on,
you review t he paperwork, you put together a
punch list of things that need to be fixed.
It's, you know, it's you're buying sonething.

MARK COOMBES: So this is the client
accepting the vehicles fromthe manufacturer,
essentially?

SCOIT KRI EGER:  Correct.

MARK COOMBES:. Let's go down to a
section "Vehicles Testing and Conm ssi oni ng".
W' ve al ready spoken about, in the first
paragraph, traditionally nonths of extensive
testing in real operating condition is perforned
to identify |atent design issues. | think you
spoke to that earlier, so I'll skip over that.

But just going to the section, the
first sentence of this next paragraph:

"Arelated issue is the seem ng
inability to operate the vehicles in
two vehicle trainsets."

SCOIT KRI EGER:  Uhm hmm

MARK COOMBES:. Could you el aborate on
that? Do you recall what you were seeing that
| ed you to comment on the seeming inability to

operate those vehicl es?
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SCOIT KRIEGER: Yeah. They weren't
running in pairs. And as | understood it,
running in pairs created a problem | can't
tal k nore about what they found as root cause.
| can't talk about how it was fixed, but I know
there was a concern about not running pairs of
vehicles, at this point in tinme. Again, all
this stuff is a snapshot, but at this point in
time.

MARK COOMBES: Let's go down to
"Mai nt enance Readi ness":

"As a new nai nt enance provi der,

it is not expected that the

mai nt ai ners have the experience to

efficiently troubl eshoot or maintain a

new fl eet of vehicles.™

Can you comment on -- | nean, there's
a lot to unpack in that sentence. But, first,
as a new nmai ntenance provider, so and | assune
you're referring to RTM at that juncture?

SCOIT KRIEGER: That is correct.

MARK COOMBES: So comment to ne on how
were they a new nmai ntenance provider? Wat nade
t hem new?

SCOTT KRIEGER: They didn't exi st
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before this contract, right?

MARK COOMBES:. Right. But presunably,
sort of, subcontractors of theirs did. Are you
referring to the fact that they had never been
brought together to maintain this system before?

SCOIT KRREGER: So let nme clarify. So
what |'mtal king about now is vehicle
mai ntenance. And I'm-- so then | would be
t al ki ng about the Al stomteam working with MSF.
This is new staff. This is not the construction
staff. And additionally, it's different to
build a vehicle than it is to troubl eshoot what
happened.

So the doors stopped opening, what's
wong? That's a troubleshooting skill. And
that's what this is tal king about.

MARK COOMBES: And did you -- so |
don't know if you can comment on this from your
experience el sewhere, but Alstomis a -- as a
manuf acturer, is a worldwi de entity. They
provi de nmai nt enance el sewhere in the worl d.

What was it about here and in the
O tawa context that they were new to? Like,
what aspect of it was new to Al stonf

SCOIT KRIEGER: The staff on the
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t he specific property.

MARK COOMBES: | see. And maybe we'l |
get into that inalittle bit nore detail. So
we can take down this slide, or this docunent,
NOW.

So generally speaking, these emails
are being sent, these reports, or commentari es,
are being witten for the Gty's consunption.
Your, sort of, target audience is the Cty of
at awa?

SCOIT KRIEGER: That's correct.

MARK COOMBES: And do you have any
sense of how that commentary was received by the
Cty?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | can't coment on
what people thought. | know -- well, | think I
made ny concerns clear, let's put it that way.

MARK COOMBES:. And did you have a
direct interface with the Gty?

SCOIT KRREGER: | was in the | AT
neetings, but as far as the transm ssion of this

ki nd of docunent, as you saw, | didn't transmt
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this stuff directly.

So | would say | did not have direct
contact on this kind of thing. This went
t hrough Tom

MARK COOMBES: | see. And so, |
guess, in other words, you wouldn't be able to
comment on how any i ndividual person at the
Cty, how concerned they were about these
| ssues? Were they concerned in the sane way
t hat you were?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Yeah, | really
coul dn't say.

MARK COOMBES: In ternms of the outcone
of those reports or subm ssions, did you see any
| npact on -- |ike, you woul d make these reports
and then would they just, sort of, disappear
into the void, or did you get a sense that what
you were raising was actually being addressed in
sone way as tinme went on?

SCOIT KRIREGER: So and | can't be
specific. | can talk at a high level. The
General Manager, John Manconi, recogni zed that
there were concerns. There were concerns wth

t he performance of Al stom w appi ng up production

and readying thensel ves to do preventative
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mai nt enance and i nspection and repair on the
fl eet of vehicles.

We did push -- | nean, you can't
direct themwhat to do. That's a P3, but we
made a | ot of recommendations. They tried to
put sone of themin place.

|"'msure we'll talk [ater on the
operational review where we said, you know, you
need a much stronger control over your shop and
your direction and your direction of your work
force. And they did re-allocate sone | abour,
Al stomdid, that is.

So | think there was a drive to change
t hi ngs based on sone of these observations, but
|"'msure you're going to get into docunents,
goi ng forward, which read the sane way.

So it was not a dramatic shift.

MARK COOMBES:. Right. WlIl, you' ve
al ready foreshadowed it, so we mght as well
bring up anot her one, STV000565.

So the text here is small and |'m not
going to ask you to -- | don't expect you'll be
able to identify this docunent because you're
neither copied onit, nor was it sent to you.

But this is an email from Tom Prendergast. |If
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we can just roll this up alittle bit. W can
see it's fromTom Prendergast to City staff.
And it's -- you are copied on this one actually,
| shoul d say.

This was sent on June 24, 2019. So
this is in 2019 com ng close, surpassing,
obvi ously, the previous potential RSA date,
whi ch was proposed to be Novenber 2nd in the
docunents we were | ooking at.

And this is now Tom comnmenti ng on
RTM s readi ness.

SCOIT KRI EGER:  Yup.

MARK COOMBES:. Now, he says in the
first paragraph:

"As sone of you have now heard
when | was asked individually what
rating on a scale of 1-10 | would give
RTM | stated a 3-4 rating. | realize
that this rating mght differ
substantially fromthose others |ikely
provi ded. "

Do you recall what your view of RTM
at least with respect to vehicles, was at this
point? Had things inproved from 2018 when you

were commenti ng previously?
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SCOIT KRIEGER: Yeah. | would say --
|"mjust looking at this email. | either worked
with Tomon this or drafted sone of it.

| think a lot of the issues that we
i dentified six nonths before this were the sane.

MARK COOMBES: And so, for exanpl e,
under "Vehicle Inspection Mintenance and
Revenue Service Support", which Tom says is high
| nportant and he gives a low to noderate rating
of 3 to 4.

"While Alstomwi Il be the prine
party responsi ble for these functions,
the staff that they have been using to
date are relatively inexperienced in
nost of these areas. They have been
al nost solely devoted to the vehicle
build activities and have not had to
performroutine inspection and
mai nt enance functions and |ikely have
little or no experience in
t roubl eshooti ng defects and nmaki ng
effective repairs [...]."

So you woul d say you shared that view
at that tinme?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Yes, | would agree
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with that.

MARK COOMBES:. And do you have a
sense, in terns of they have not had to perform
routi ne inspection and nmai nt enance functions,
was that just because they were -- this was
prior to revenue service? Wy weren't they
getting that experience?

SCOIT KRIEGER: That's -- | can't
answer why. But | would say, yes, it's because
t hey had not entered revenue service.

MARK COOMBES: And do you know, if you
can comment from your understanding, was that a
function of the Project Agreenent or was there
resi stance on their part to becone involved? Do
you know what was driving, sort of, the -- that
di vi si on?

SCOIT KRIEGER: So | can answer that
this way, Alstomhad a, call it a construction
delivery group, and Al stom had a nai nt enance
group. One was on RTG s side, one was on RTM s
side. And I think that organi zati on arrangenent
may have led to this issue.

Again, | wasn't in the roomwhen the
deci si on was bei ng nmade, but from ny own

per sonal observations, | could say that could
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have been the cause.

MARK COOMBES:. Did you have any
i nvol venent in trial running?

SCOTT KRIEGER: Not really.

MARK COOVBES: So you were not
| nvol ved either in the execution of trial
running or planning for it?

SCOIT KRREGER: | nean, | was in | AT
neeti ngs, maybe even during trial running. |
was aware of them having to make deci sions on
restarting the clock on failures in service.
But | was -- | didn't participate in those
decisions at all.

As far as | can recall, | wasn't at
the table for that.

MARK COOMBES:. So in other words, you
may have been aware of what was happeni ng, but
you didn't necessarily have any input over that
process?

SCOIT KRIEGER: That's correct.

MARK COOMBES:. So maybe we can j ust
talk a little bit nore about RTM and sort of the
role that you had or | AT had in evaluating the
mai nt enance capacity of Al stom or nai ntenance

ability. In terns of any sort of gaps you saw
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You' ve commented on the experience
gaps that you maybe saw with Alstom Wre there
any ot her concerns or gaps that you saw in
Alstoms ability to maintain the vehicles once
they entered service?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Wl |, again, |'m not
going to say anything that's not in the
docunents we' ve been | ooking at, but, |ike I
said, we had a teamon the ground starting --
and | don't know the exact dates, |'msorry, but
starting from about August of '18, where |'d
made ny first trip up there, through about the
start of revenue service, that was working in
the mai ntenance facility wwth the A stom
mai nt enance teans, and we were concerned with a
| ot of things.

W were concerned with processes and
procedures and their conpletion or their
availability. W were concerned with spare
parts and material managenent. W were
concerned with quality assurance -- follow up

from supervisors or followup fromaquality

assurance group of inspection and repair
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activities. W were concerned with a strong
directive of what's expected on a shift-by-shift
basi s.

Wt hout a high spare ratio, your goal
has to be to triage the defects and inspections
and turn around alnost the entire fleet for the
next norning and that's a lot of work and that's
a lot of co-ordination. And we were concer ned.
We didn't see that co-ordination.

MARK COOMBES:. And do you know, do you
have a sense of what was driving that |ack of
co-ordi nation?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Again, | think goes
back to | ack of experience in this environnent,
in a rail maintenance environment. And this is
an area that | did. | nean, | ran car shops
wi t h hundreds of nechanics on the floor. And
all you did was | ook at the vehicles out of
service, | ook at what needed to be done, | ook at
your work force and your materials, and you
drove that work for eight hours. That's the
goal. You followed up work, you doubl e checked,
you put your best people, you sent a follow up
person to check a weaker nechanic, all that

stuff. Your goal was to nake the nunber the
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next day.

So | guess ny answer woul d be | ack of
t hat experi ence.

MARK COOMBES: And you nentioned a
spare ratio and sort of a lack of spares. Do
you know what was driving the | ack of access to

Spares?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Are we tal king spare
parts?

MARK COOVBES: Correct.

SCOIT KRI EGER:  Yeah. That woul d have
been -- | don't know why. | can't answer why,
but we felt that material -- access to materi al

was going to be an issue for them

Material is sonething where there is
no workaround. If | don't have a brake unit, |
don't have a brake unit. You can't sort of have
a brake unit. So material can be a nmjor
pr obl em

MARK COOMBES:. So at that point you
woul d have been pointing to the issues with | ack
of spares, but you never really would have had
an understanding as to what was driving the |ack
of spare parts?

SCOTT KRIEGER: Wiy they hadn't
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procured the | evel of spares that we woul d have
| i ked to have seen? No.

MARK COOMBES. So you have no
under st andi ng of whether that was a supply chain
| ssue or a materials m smanagenent issue?

SCOIT KRI EGER:  No.

MARK COOVBES: Were there any concerns
t hat you had about the nmaintenance facility
| tsel f?

SCOIT KRREGER: |I'mtrying to give you
a real answer, so I'mthinking for a second.

MARK COOVBES:. Sure.

SCOIT KRREGER: | don't think so. |
don't think the maintenance facility -- you
know, the -- you always want nore. You al ways

want nore shop spots. You always want better
| ogi stics, you al ways want nore cranes, but |
don't think that was a mmj or concern.

MARK COOMBES: So it wasn't a concern
that the mai ntenance and storage facility was
al so being used as an Al stom assenbly facility?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Ch, okay. So we were
concerned about transition. So that's not the
mai ntenance facility proper. | nean, | was

| ooking at it as a plant engineering facility,
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t he buil di ng.

MARK COOMBES: Ri ght.

SCOIT KRI EGER:  So, yeah, we were
concerned with a couple of things during
transition. One is the continuing of
construction and the other is then they were
t al ki ng about relocating construction to
sonewhere else. And we were worried that those
Al stom construction people, who knew t he nost
about the vehicles, would no | onger be there.
So we were worried about those two things.

MARK COOMBES: So there was never
really a concern that there was a -- at | east
fromyour perspective, that there was naybe
going to be a conpetition for space in the
facilities, at least to the extent that it would
have rai sed a real concern for you?

SCOIT KRIEGER: For ne personally, |
don't recall being that concerned with shop
spot s.

MARK COOMBES: So the issues that
you're seeing at this point, on the naintenance
side, could you comment on, there's issues --
you' re concerned wth Al ston s experience.

Maybe you can comment on whether is it advisable
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to go into service wth those concerns, sort of,
hanging in the air? Like, | assune these

| ssues, fromyour perspective, were they sol ved
prior to revenue service, to your recollection?

SCOTT KRIEGER: Let ne -- first | just
want to clarify, maybe it's obvious, but ny
concern is not wth Alstomas a conpany. M
concern is with the cast of characters here.

So the group that's here. So |I'm not
commenting on Al stom proper. Ckay?

MARK COOVBES:. Yup.

SCOIT KRIEGER: As far as ny concerns,
| think they all spelled out -- | think they
speak for thenselves. They all spell out a risk
of entering service. Those would have to be
wei ghed by ot her people with other variables and
ot her considerations, but | think what was
spelled out in the docunents that we've revi ewed
together is there's a risk here. You know, the
ability to maintain the contracted service. The
ability to rollout the vehicles as expected. To
mai ntain the Cty's assets.

So | don't know if that answers your
qgquestion, but, yeah, there was concerns.

MARK COOMBES: And | suppose it wasn't
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probably your nmandate to say either yes or no
you should or shouldn't go into service with
t hese concerns hanging in the area?

SCOIT KRIEGER: No. No. It was ny
task to do exactly what we reviewed. Wat are
we seeing? What does it look |ike? And what
are the risks? What's the exposure?

MARK COOMBES:. And so | guess nmaybe
comment for ne, you' ve already done this at the
earlier point, but with these issues, wth your
percei ved i ssues about the nmaintenance side of
t he vehicles going into revenue service, what
woul d you assess is the level of risk to the
project? What are the types of risks the
project's going to encounter, after revenue
service, wth these nmai ntenance issues existing?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | think, as we said,
| f you struggle on perform ng nmai ntenance, and
i f you have a limted spare ratio, you wl|
struggle to nake 16, 2-car train sets every day.

So the concern is the provision of
service. Longer term you have ot her concerns.
A backl og of repairs, other issues, degradation
of the fleet, but that's not an openi ng day

concern. The opening day concern is the ability
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to make service.

MARK COOMBES:. And do you have a
sense, at that tinme, about if there were these
concerns wth maintenance at the tine, would it
have been advi sable to delay revenue service or
you just sort of enter revenue service accepting
that there is going to be a risk of degraded
per f or rance?

SCOIT KRI EGER: That was a deci sion
for others besides ne.

MARK COOMBES. So it was your job to
point out the risk, but not necessarily -- and |
shoul dn't say not necessarily, not at all make a
call as to what should or shouldn't be done as a
result of those risks?

SCOIT KRIEGER: No. As | said, other
peopl e have a ot nore variables and a [ ot nore
considerations. Wat | did was present ny
concerns for the mai ntenance of vehicles and
provi sion of, you know, 16 -- 32 vehicles a day,
every day.

MARK COOMBES:. And maybe we're going
to be going past revenue service in this next

guesti on.

SCOIT KRIEGER: [It's okay.
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MARK COOMBES:. But do you have a sense
of whet her sonme of your concerns, even up to the
present, have been addressed? Have been
consi dered? Have been nade acceptable fromthe
perspective of lowering the overall risk to the
systemin terns of nmintenance of vehicles?

SCOIT KRIEGER | can't comment -- so
| et nme caveat this by saying |I'mnot there every
day. So | don't know every day. Wat | do know
is they struggle making the nunber. There are
| ssues with getting nodifications done. So |
woul d say they are not where they need to be.

Have ny concerns all been addressed?
No.

MARK COOMBES: And do you feel that
they're the sane -- again, you' re not there
every day, but do you feel that they're the sane
concerns that you had before in terns of |ack of
experi ence or have steps been taken to inprove
that | ack of experience?

SCOIT KRIEGER:  So | can't comrent
directly on -- you woul d hope that the
mai nt enance force, after two years and change,
woul d becone famliar with troubl eshooting these

vehi cl es and idiosyncrasies, et cetera, et

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
Scott Krieger on 5/10/2022 60

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

cetera.

| don't think that the operations and
t he supervisory teamwas -- expanded their
experience. | don't think they picked up other
people to get a firmcontrol over the
mai nt enance operation. And | think there's --
no, I can't comment. | was going to say |'m not
sure about Alstom the two hal ves of Al stom so
| et's not go there.

MARK COOMBES:. Did you ever hear a
concern com ng from Al st om nai nt enance that, or
at least a commentary fromAl stomin terns of
mai nt enance, that they didn't believe their work
started until RSA?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | woul d be passing you
secondhand i nformation, but if you want, | can
tell you what | understood. RTG was RTG and
RTMwas RTM And | think RTM s belief was they
didn't start perform ng nmai ntenance activities
until revenue service. That was ny
understandi ng. Again, | don't believe | was
ever in a room where soneone from RTM sai d that.

FRASER HARLAND: Can | nmmaybe just junp
in here to ask a clarifying question and it may

be obvi ous, but does that nean that RTM was not
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involved in trial running, to your know edge?

SCOIT KRIEGER: That | can't comrent
and | don't know when they finally nobilized and
stepped in. It may have finally been for trial
running. | know, if I"mrecalling correctly,
the feeling was if this is true trial running,

It should be RTM nmai ntai ning the vehicles
because that's part of what you're testing.

But I can't comment 100 percent on
when RTM st epped up and nobili zed.

MARK COOMBES:. Do you have a sense of
whet her this -- you do have extensive experience
in the industry, and | assunme, to a certain
extent, these problens are present in different
ways on many different projects.

Do you have a sense of whether the
sort of -- the problens that you see or saw with
mai nt enance on this project, is that unusual for
this type of project or is it just one of the
growi ng pai ns that a new system woul d have?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | think any start-up
like this is going to have grow ng pains. Any
start-up is going to have a certain | evel of
| ack of experience, a certain |level of design

surprises, like | said, idiosyncrasies. Not
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just vehicles, everything.

But | think, if we go back to the
concerns that we've been tal king about all
al ong, the expectation is you'll have at |east
sone people that have done this before, that
have nobilized a start-up. And | think that
t hat exacerbated the issues that you' re seeing
as a start-up.

MARK COOMBES:. And are you talking
specifically fromthe maintainer or just in the
project generally, people that have sort of seen
it and done it before?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | guess what |'m
saying is, and it goes back to the -- |I'm not
sayi ng anything that we haven't revi ewed.

|f we go back to the comments, | would
have |i ked to have seen sonebody in charge of
mai nt enance operations, or a couple of people,
or sonmebody in the role that | used to have,
whi ch was cal | ed General Foreman, that had the
experience in maintaining and rolling out a
fl eet every day, what that neant. How to
address issues. How to address infant nortality
| ssues. How to address |atent design issues?

How t o del egate and nmake t hese nai nt enance

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
Scott Krieger on 5/10/2022 63

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

t hi ngs happen with a sense of urgency that
you' re novi ng peopl e.

MARK COOMBES. And just in terns of,
i f you can comment broadly on the inpacts, if
you have a system-- nmaybe |'m going to be
asking you to specul ate here, and you don't have
to do that, so if you don't feel |ike you can
answer this question, you can say that.

But if you have a systemthat hasn't
been tested maybe as nuch as it should be
because the schedul e has been conpressed and
testing that has ot herw se been taking place
over nonths is taking place over the span of a
week or weeks or not at all, would you say that
woul d put nore pressure on the nmaintainer
entering into service?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | don't think it's
specul ation to say that if you conpress your
burn-in and your testing tinme, you are shifting
identification of |atent design issues and
infant nortality fromthe acceptance period to
t he mai nt enance period, the operations period.

And again, |I'mnot saying anything
new, this was the concern, by shortening that

time, by deferring nodifications, by deferring
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retrofits, you're pushing it all to post-RSA to
t he mai ntenance contract. So yes, that's a
risk. That's exposure.

MARK COOMBES: So | think actually
this mght be a good tine to take a break.

--  RECESSED AT 3:22 P.M  --

--  RESUMED AT 3:37 P. M - -

MARK COOMBES:. M. Krieger, | think at
this point, we will start to explore sone of
your activities since revenue service has
started. So this would be, | suppose, fromthe
| ate 2019 period forward.

Coul d you just give us an anot her
overview, |ike you did at the start, about what
have your general activities been with the
QO tawa LRT project since the revenue service
started?

SCOIT KRIEGER: So after revenue
service, and |'mgoing by nenory, after revenue
service, there was a bit of a lull, but | was
call ed backed up in -- wait, we did a -- we did
an operational review that was rel eased in
January of 2020 for -- presented to Steve
Kanel | akos. It was kind of l|ike, how are they

doi ng? \Where can they inprove? Wat are the
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| ssues that we see with the provision of
service? Like | said, that was delivered in the
end of January 2020. | don't believe | went
back up before the pandemic in md-March. And |
haven't been to O tawa since.

But we've been supporting the
operations, the train systens operations group
that is under Matt Pieters who works for Troy
Charter, on an as-requested, kind of, services
bl anket, if you will. Maintenance service plan
gets submtted they send it to us to take a | ook
at .

The first derailnent issue with the
cracki ng wheels, we were involved in review ng
RTM and Alstomis mtigation plan. And we
provi ded, you know, comments back to the Cty.

Little things here and there until we
started hel pi ng them devel op an audit plan, an
annual audit plan, to identify which systens and
subsystens woul d be audited, the frequency of
the audit. Then we started to develop the audit
pl ans and procedures.

And then at the end of |ast year, we
actually started hel ping them performaudits. |
believe the first one was on the tunnel
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ventilation system then light rail vehicle
system then the overhead catenary system which
we just did. And the track systemis comng up
in June or July.

| am not an expert in that stuff, of
course. But I'"'mkind of the person who rallies
the troops, the appropriate staff, for each one
of those.

The light rail vehicle | was supposed
to go nyself and assist with that audit, but
that was right at the Omcron surge and we
cancell ed that, and OC Transpo did that one
t hensel ves. But | expect the followup audit,
"Il be personally involved in.

MARK COOMBES: So thank you for that
overview. Maybe we'll just step sort of in a
stepw se fashion through sone of those different
| tenrs and we can ask questions and you can
di scuss.

So you nentioned the operational
review at the end of January 2020.

You said that the -- | just wanted to
clarify because you said that that presentation
was to sort of assess how they were doing. And
who is "they"?
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SCOIT KRI EGER:  RTM

MARK COOMBES: |s that RTM
specifically with respect to vehicles again or
is this RTMwi th respect to maintenance,
generally, at this point?

SCOIT KRIEGER: This is mai ntenance --
| can't recall directly if it's RTGRTM but it
IS systemwide. So this was not authored solely
by ne.

MARK COOMBES:. And can you give us a
sense, you know, if the operational review was
designed to sort of assess how t hey were doi ng,
at that point, in January 2020, how were they
doi ng?

SCOIT KRIEGER: The comments, and |||
be honest, | had to refresh ny nenory on this
one, the comments were the sane as the comments
we' ve been tal ki ng about throughout this
I ntervi ew.

Lack of strong | eadership, |ack of
resources. | can't quote it verbatim but the
concerns were the sane.

MARK COOMBES: And when you say "l ack
of resources”, | just want to clarify on that,
because |'ve heard other w tnesses use that word
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specifically. Wen you say "resources", are you
referring specifically to people? Mney? Tine?
Parts? What is "resources" referring to?

SCOIT KRIEGER: When | used it just
now, that's people.

MARK COOMBES:. And is that in terns of
experienced people or in terns of just raw
manpower ?

SCOIT KRIEGER. It's -- well,
experi enced raw manpower, | guess we woul d say.
You know, you're running a 7-day a week, 24-hour
day operation through OGtawa winters. That
takes a significant anount of |abour. So
that -- it's tal king about nunbers of people.

MARK COOMBES: And you comment ed t hat
you were also involved in either providing
commentary on or in conjunction with the
derailment. \Wich derailnment are you referring

to?

SCOIT KRIEGER: | believe that was the
first significant derailnment. |t happened early
in -- it was early in 2020. | don't renenber

the date. It had to do wth the wheel cracking

| ssue.

MARK COOMBES: Do you recall what
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specifically was your role in that assessnent or
review? What were you called upon to do in that
| nst ance?

SCOIT KRIEGER: So as is the nature of
this contract, design, build, maintain, it is
Al stom and RTM s responsibility to identify what
happened and how to address it and how to fix
it. That's what they're contracted for.

But we were called in to assist the
Cty inreviewng RTMand Al stom s findings, and
provi de advice back to the City, if there's
additional information we would request, or if
there's a concern or if it seenmed reasonabl e,

t hat was our scope.

MARK COOMBES: And do you recall what
your assessnent of the mtigation plan was at
that time?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Again, | can't comment
verbatim \What | can say, fromnmenory, is the
mtigation plan | ooked reasonable. There was
ot her things we thought should be foll owed up
on, sonme things that -- that seened |like they
were the right answer, but you didn't want to
just junp to a conclusion, so we tal ked about

sone additional research and investigation that
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we woul d have liked to see going forward.

MARK COOMBES:. And do you recall that
t he conclusion of that, | suppose, the
| nvestigation into the causes was determ ned to
be -- or at |least the supposition was that it
was caused by the, sort of, |oosening of a nut
on a gear box or assenbly?

SCOIT KRIEGER: That's the second
derai | ment.

MARK COOMBES: Yes, sorry. My
apol ogies. You're correct.

SCOIT KRI EGER: The second derai |l nent
is when the City called in a third-party
| ndependent oversi ght engi neering and we were
not i ndependent. W' d been working for the City
for 10 years. So we weren't really involved in
t hat one.

MARK COOMBES:. So if we go back then
to the first derailnent, so | suppose, in other
wor ds, your involvenent at that point was,
again, as a -- not necessarily determ ning
causes or determ ning sol utions, but assessing
other entities' approach to the problem is that
fair to say?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Yes. It would be
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review ng their process and procedure and nmaking
sure, in our opinion, it nade sense.

MARK COOMBES:. And maybe you can j ust
speak to us briefly about this discussion you
have about the audit plans and procedures that
you nentioned. So maybe you can just talk to us
about what an audit plan is and why it's
requi red and sort of what it |ooks |ike?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Sure. So to state the
obvious, the Gty is paying RTMa | ot of nobney
to maintain mllions of dollars worth of
equi pment. Performng an audit is a due
diligence activity to validate that the
contractor is doing what they should be doing,
doi ng what they're both contracted to do and
doing both -- also what they told the authority
t hey would be doing. |In other words, with the
mai nt enance plan or with a mai ntenance schedul e,
are you living up to your own process and
procedures? So the audit is an eval uation of
RTM s appropriate performance of their
contracted mai ntenance activities.

So when we started doing this, we
worked with Matt Pieters' group to come up with

a sequence of annual audits. So how often?
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VWhat's the inspection interval between an audit?
Maybe we do the light rail vehicles twi ce a
year. Maybe we do -- and these are just --

t hese are nmade up, but maybe we do a track audit
four tines a year. Maybe we do an inspection of
cl eanl i ness on stations once a nonth,

So we start with that. Then we
generate the process for an audit. So we woul d
go in, we would request docunentation. This is
in a process. You know, step 1, request
i nformati on from RTM as necessary to performa
docunentation review. Step 2, reviewthe
docunentation. Step 3, schedule an on-site
audit. So we would devel op an audit process, an
audi t pl an.

Then after that, it's perform ng the
audit. It's doing that stuff in the audit plan.
Requesti ng docunentation, review ng the
docunent ati on, going on site, doing an
| nspection, or an audit, or an evaluation, or
shadow ng RTM or their subcontractors on a
mai nt enance activity, and generating an audit
report with findings.

You know, what was -- what needs to be

renedi ed? What's an opportunity for
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| mprovenent? And that would get transmtted
back to RTMas the results of an audit.

MARK COOMBES: So, in other words, the
audit woul d be designed to, sort of, ensure that
the maintainer is doing what it's supposed to be
doing and if there's any deficiencies found,
suggesting areas that they need to i nprove?

SCOIT KRIEGER Wl |, yeah. | nean,
you can say the findings are two-tiered. One is
telling them vyou dropped the ball sonmewhere,
you need to go fix that. The other is what
maybe we call an opportunity for inprovenent
where you don't have to do this, you probably
still would be conpliant, but it would be a
whol e heck of a ot nore efficient if you did
this. So this is sort of two | evels of
fi ndi ngs.

MARK COOMBES:. So have you been
i nvol ved -- it sounds |ike there's two
perspectives. One is designing the audit plans
and procedures and then also performng the
audits thensel ves?

SCOIT KRIREGER: As | said, | haven't
been site, but | did participate in sone

docunentation review, nostly on the |ight rail
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vehicle audit.

So the answer to your question, in
short, is yes. But not on site, not yet.

MARK COOMBES: Maybe we can just talk
at a high | evel about, sort of, your view at
| east as far as your involvenent in assessing
derail ments or other issues.

Do you have a sense of whether, and
again if this speculative, you can tell ne this,
but whet her the nmai ntenance issues that you have
been identifying throughout this interview
resulted in sone of these issues that the system
has seen in operation?

SCOTT KRREGER: | couldn't say if
t hese issues resulted, if there's a direct cause
and effect. | can't say that. Like you say, |
woul d be junping to a concl usion.

MARK COOMBES:. Fraser, do you have any
addi ti onal questions for M. Krieger?

FRASER HARLAND: No, | don't think so.

MARK COOMBES: So | think that's all
of ny -- the areas that | wanted to explore with
M. Krieger.

Do you have any conmments you woul d

|i ke to make that | haven't asked you about or
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any issues that you had seen in your tine
i nvol ved with the project that you think I
shoul d know about that | haven't asked you
about ?

SCOIT KRIEGER: To be honest, |
think -- and from ny understandi ng of your goal,
as it was explained to ne and as we've been
talking, | think we've covered the concerns that
nmy group identified, the issues identified, what
was shared. | nean, you have the docunentati on,
what was shared with OC Transpo.

| can't think of anything else. |
can't think of anything else that we haven't
really touched on, to be totally honest.

MARK COOMBES: Thank you.

M. OBrien, did you have any
foll ow up questions?

FRASER HARLAND: Sorry, just rel ated
to that, M. Krieger, the Conm ssion, part of
the Comm ssion's role is to identify
recommendati ons that m ght prevent sone of the
| ssues that have happened. And obviously we can
gl ean things fromthis discussion and from sone
of the docunents, but if you were to try and

sunmari ze sone key recommendations that you
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woul d provide, do any cone to mnd for you?

SCOIT KRIEGER: Are we talking
recommendati ons going forward or what shoul d
have been done two years ago?

FRASER HARLAND: Well, I'minterested
i n both, | guess.

SCOIT KRIEGER: So what shoul d have
been done two years ago is pretty well spelled

out in the docunents we've been | ooking at. |

woul dn't change any of that. |It's resources,
it's experience, it's material, it's nmanagenent,
it's all the sane stuff. | wouldn't append t hat
at all.

Goi ng forward now, | would assune sone

of that has been addressed, but | would still --
and this is just Scott speaking to you guys, |
woul d still go in, I would eval uate where they
are resource wise. | would do -- and that's
| abour count, actual nunber of people. W used
to do this, where you cone up with -- how | ong
does it take to do sonething? How many things
do | need to do? And you build all the way up
to the right nunber of people you' re supposed to
have.

| would |ike to see the results of
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that, a staffing level, and | would like to see
the |l evel of experience on simlar assignnents
el sewhere in North Anerica, or the world, and

t here needs to be sone senior people involved in
t he mai nt enance activity.

Again, | can't comment on who's there
now. | haven't been there in two and a half
years. But ny recommendations would be | would
start with evaluating how many people are there
and what's their experience?

FRASER HARLAND: Thank you.

MARK COOMBES:. Thank you.

M. OBrien, did you have any

foll owup questions for the wtness?

MCHAEL O BRIEN. | don't have any
questions for M. Krieger, thank you.
MARK COOMBES: kay. | think that can

conclude the interview W can go off the
record.
--- Conpleted at 4:00 p. m
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 01  ---  Upon commencing at 2:00 p.m.

 02            SCOTT KRIEGER:  AFFIRMED.

 03            MARK COOMBES:  Good afternoon,

 04  Mr. Krieger.  I'm just going to begin with an

 05  introduction and then we'll jump in to asking

 06  questions.

 07            The purpose of today's interview is to

 08  obtain your evidence, under oath or solemn

 09  declaration, for use at the Commission's public

 10  hearings.  This will a collaborative interview

 11  such that my cocounsel, Mr.  Harland, may

 12  intervene to ask certain questions.  If time

 13  permits, your counsel may also ask follow-up

 14  questions at the end of the hearing.

 15            The interview is being transcribed and

 16  the Commission intends to enter this transcript

 17  into evidence at the Commission's public

 18  hearings, either at the hearings or by way of

 19  procedural order, before the hearings commence.

 20  The transcript will be posted to the

 21  Commission's public website, along with any

 22  corrections made to it, after it is entered into

 23  evidence.

 24            The transcript, along with any

 25  corrections later made to it, will be shared
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 01  with the Commission's participants and their

 02  counsel, on a confidential basis, before being

 03  entered into evidence.  You will be given the

 04  opportunity to review your transcript and

 05  correct any typos or other errors before the

 06  transcript is shared with the participants or

 07  entered into evidence.  Any non-typographical

 08  corrections made will be appended to the

 09  transcript.

 10            Pursuant to section 33(6) of Public

 11  Inquiries act 2009, a witness at an inquiry

 12  shall be deemed to have objected to answer any

 13  question asked him or her upon the ground that

 14  his or her answer may tend to incriminate the

 15  witness or may tend to establish his or her

 16  liability to civil proceedings at the instance

 17  of the Crown or of any person, and no answer

 18  given by a witness at any inquiry shall be used

 19  or be receivable in evidence against him or her

 20  in any trial or other proceedings against him or

 21  her thereafter taking place, other than a

 22  prosecution for perjury in giving such evidence.

 23            As required by section 33(7) of that

 24  Act, you are also hereby advised that you have

 25  the right to object to answer any question under
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 01  section 5 of the Canada Evidence Act.

 02            Any questions at the outset?

 03            SCOTT KRIEGER:  No questions.

 04            MARK COOMBES:  Okay.

 05            Well, good afternoon, Mr. Krieger.  I

 06  think we'll start, your counsel sent me over a

 07  copy of your CV, so if we can pull up your CV to

 08  start with, we can ask a few questions.

 09            Okay, Mr. Krieger, do you recognize

 10  this document?

 11            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I do.

 12            MARK COOMBES:  And is this -- I don't

 13  know if you would describe this as your CV or it

 14  seems to be a document maybe that STV uses for

 15  marketing purposes?

 16            SCOTT KRIEGER:  It's based on an STV

 17  document, but I brought up my previous work

 18  history as well.

 19            MARK COOMBES:  So you've been with STV

 20  for -- from 2000 it looks like?

 21            SCOTT KRIEGER:  That is correct.

 22            MARK COOMBES:  And can you describe

 23  for me what STV, what does it do?

 24            SCOTT KRIEGER:  STV is a full service

 25  engineering consulting company.  We do
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 01  everything from buildings and bridges and

 02  highways to construction management,

 03  transportation and infrastructure.

 04            My part of STV is what's called the

 05  national vehicle practice.  We are directly

 06  involved in supporting transportation

 07  authorities with vehicles.  Me, personally, it's

 08  rail vehicles.

 09            MARK COOMBES:  And is it fair to say

 10  that most, if not all, of your experience is

 11  indeed with rail operations or rail vehicles?

 12            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yes, that would be a

 13  good statement.

 14            MARK COOMBES:  If we can maybe just go

 15  to page 2 of Mr. Krieger's CV, down to the entry

 16  for the City of Ottawa, Confederation Line LRT.

 17            So if we review this paragraph, it

 18  appears that it would be fair to say that you

 19  were involved in several different aspects of

 20  the LRT project in Ottawa, is that right?

 21            SCOTT KRIEGER:  That's correct.

 22            MARK COOMBES:  And could you maybe

 23  break down for us, just at a high level, if

 24  there were different types or periods of your

 25  involvement with the project?
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 01            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Sure.  I was involved

 02  from project kick off, which was about 2010,

 03  getting the project running, starting off

 04  preliminary investigation and alternatives

 05  analysis for the proposed vehicles.

 06            I then transferred that lead vehicle

 07  engineer's job to Greg Barstow and pretty much

 08  took a backseat with Greg and taking the lead

 09  with a guy named Peter Talbot.  They really ran

 10  with the specification development construction

 11  oversight.

 12            I was called back in 2018 to

 13  participate in what I found out was the IAT, the

 14  Independent Assessment Team, which was

 15  supporting OC Transpo with readiness for

 16  service.

 17            In parallel with the IAT, I was asked

 18  to put a team together to put, let's call them,

 19  maintenance oversight people in Alstom and RTG's

 20  facility to evaluate their performance and their

 21  readiness for service, almost like preliminary

 22  auditing, if you want to call it that.  That ran

 23  up to the start of revenue service.  From start

 24  of revenue service to present, really.  I would

 25  call it ongoing support.  I'm called in as
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 01  needed.

 02            The first time we were called in was

 03  an operations' review, which was a paper

 04  generated in January of 2020 that went to the

 05  City Manager on performance to date after RSA.

 06            But then it's other things.  We

 07  assisted in review of documents for the

 08  derailments, at least the first derailment.  We

 09  assisted in changes in vehicle configuration.

 10  We call them FMIs, field modifications.

 11            And most recently, we are helping them

 12  with their due diligence of their contractor by

 13  helping them get an auditing process off the

 14  ground.  So we've audited several subsystems and

 15  are continuing to do that for the year.

 16            MARK COOMBES:  Thank you for the

 17  overview.

 18            Maybe if we can just start with your

 19  involvement from the beginning of the project.

 20  You mentioned you came into the project in 2010.

 21  What was happening in 2010?  What was the lay of

 22  the land at the time you entered the picture?

 23            SCOTT KRIEGER:  So that was the very

 24  start of the project.  It was mobilization.  It

 25  was -- I mean, the very beginning part was just
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 01  getting the project running, charge numbers and

 02  work breakdown structure, WBS.  How we were

 03  going to do the work.

 04            But we quickly got into vehicle

 05  evaluation.  What did the City want and what

 06  would the technical specification look like for

 07  the light rail vehicle?

 08            MARK COOMBES:  And this is prior to

 09  any specific manufacturer or vehicle being

 10  considered.  This is really at the beginning

 11  phases when you're really -- are you designing a

 12  vehicle to meet the specifications that the City

 13  is asking for or designing specifications that

 14  that vehicle would need to have in order to be

 15  acceptable for the project?

 16            SCOTT KRIEGER:  So we don't design a

 17  vehicle.  That's up to the vehicle manufacturer.

 18  What we were doing right then we, I believe --

 19  very early on we had vendors in.  I don't

 20  remember exactly which ones, but the procurement

 21  department at RIO, Rail Implementation, had

 22  vendors in.  It was like an industry outreach,

 23  what's available in the industry right now.

 24            With that information and with the

 25  expectations of the City, as far as capacity and
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 01  what they wanted the system to look like, that

 02  would start to generate the requirements of what

 03  turned into the Project Agreement.  What was

 04  requested as performance criteria for the

 05  selected bidder.

 06            MARK COOMBES:  And were you based in

 07  Ottawa at that point?

 08            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I did a lot of

 09  travelling, but I was never based in Ottawa.

 10            MARK COOMBES:  So you mentioned sort

 11  of, you know, coming up with a concept for the

 12  project based on what the City's needs and

 13  requirements were for the system.  Do you

 14  recall, what was your understanding of what the

 15  sort of needs and requirements for the system

 16  were?

 17            SCOTT KRIEGER:  They had --

 18  essentially the layout was understood.  The

 19  layout of the system, that is.  They had a

 20  capacity target, which would drive things like

 21  train length, passenger capacity, speed,

 22  braking.  They wanted a light rail vehicle.  And

 23  that's where we started is a light rail vehicle

 24  that would meet the expected capacity.

 25            MARK COOMBES:  And did you have any
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 01  sort of considerations at that time about

 02  whether a light rail vehicle was the right

 03  choice for this type of project, the right, sort

 04  of, vehicle for the City's goals?

 05            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I mean, there were a

 06  bunch of options, but a light rail vehicle is

 07  what the City wanted.  That was from the get-go

 08  what it was to be, a light rail system.

 09            MARK COOMBES:  I see.  So you started

 10  with that, with the concept in mind, that the

 11  LRV was what we were looking at and so you

 12  started on that path with an LRV system in mind?

 13            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yes.  Those were --

 14  those were the arrangements presented by the

 15  industry when the industry came in.  That was

 16  sort of a starting understanding.  That's what

 17  it was to be, a light rail system.

 18            MARK COOMBES:  And so at that point

 19  you had mentioned that there was some, I guess

 20  would you call it, industry outreach or was

 21  there an examination of what systems were in

 22  use, what LRV systems were in use elsewhere in

 23  North America or the world?

 24            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yeah.  Two things

 25  happened.  One is, the City brought in vendors
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 01  to present their wares, if you use the word.

 02  And they came in and it was a marketing

 03  opportunity for them, but also to present what

 04  their platforms were, what they had available

 05  that they felt would meet the City's needs.

 06            At the same time, we did

 07  investigations on what other cities had done,

 08  especially around the world.  Light rail is more

 09  prolific in Europe and overseas.  So we

 10  investigated what was done, vehicle length, you

 11  know, vehicle arrangement, stuff like that.

 12            MARK COOMBES:  And do you recall what

 13  vendors were presenting at that point in time or

 14  what sort of systems or vehicles you had been

 15  investigating at that time?

 16            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Honestly without

 17  reviewing the paper, I really couldn't say.  I

 18  could guess, but I don't want to guess for you

 19  guys.

 20            MARK COOMBES:  Sure.  And given the

 21  location of the project in Ottawa, did you, at

 22  that time, think that there would be any sort of

 23  specific risks or specific requirements that the

 24  Ottawa system would be designed to meet?

 25            SCOTT KRIEGER:  There would be things
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 01  that you obviously need to take into

 02  consideration.  Its ability to perform in cold

 03  weather.  So you're looking at insulation,

 04  you're looking at heating, and stuff like that.

 05  Its ability to run under a catenary in snowy,

 06  rainy, icy weather.  Yeah, we recognized all

 07  that.

 08            MARK COOMBES:  You discussed that you

 09  were sort of involved with the vehicles.  To

 10  what extent did that extend to the sort of

 11  overall integration with the vehicle in this

 12  overall system, from your standpoint?

 13            SCOTT KRIEGER:  There was

 14  collaboration back and forth.  When you're

 15  talking about the vehicle, you need to

 16  collaborate with the traction power system and

 17  the overhead catenary system for voltage and

 18  height and stuff like that.  So there was system

 19  integration back and forth.

 20            Of course the vehicle is only one

 21  part, a major part, but only one part of the

 22  system.

 23            MARK COOMBES:  So, for example, in

 24  your CV it says you led the development of

 25  technical requirements for light rail vehicles.
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 01  So presumably, those technical requirements

 02  would have taken into account the environment in

 03  which the vehicle needed to operate?

 04            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yes.

 05            MARK COOMBES:  In your CV it also

 06  mentions that you led a team that developed a

 07  concept report.  Can you describe for me what a

 08  concept report is in this contract?

 09            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Sure, sure.  This is

 10  about the time where Greg Barstow took over as

 11  the lead engineer, but the concept report was an

 12  initial, high level summary of what the vehicle

 13  was expected to do, more than simply saying, you

 14  know 19,000 passengers an hour, blah, blah,

 15  blah.  We expected to have this kind of

 16  propulsion and this kind of acceleration rate

 17  and should we do this?  And temperature should

 18  be this.  So the concept report is a bridge

 19  between very high-level performance and the

 20  technical specifications.

 21            MARK COOMBES:  In terms of coming out

 22  of that concept report, did you have any -- like

 23  a view or concerns at that point whether the

 24  City's goals could be achieved by what you were

 25  seeing as being available on the market?
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 01            SCOTT KRIEGER:  To be honest, I'm

 02  trying to remember if I was still involved at

 03  that point.  That would be a better question for

 04  Greg.  So whether it could be met, yeah, that's

 05  really a Greg question.

 06            MARK COOMBES:  I see.  So but just

 07  even if we step back from, say, a higher level,

 08  say back -- step back from the concept report,

 09  but when you're brought onto the project and you

 10  hear about what the City is -- what their goals

 11  are, is it too early at that point in the

 12  project to say those goals are or are not

 13  achievable using an LRV system or are you still

 14  at that, it's too early to tell phase?

 15            SCOTT KRIEGER:  No.  I will say that

 16  if they were not achievable with an LRV, we

 17  would have said that at this point.

 18            MARK COOMBES:  So beyond that, it's

 19  more of a question of sort of the specific

 20  technical implementation than it is about

 21  whether or not it's doable?

 22            SCOTT KRIEGER:  That's correct.  Our

 23  study showed light rail vehicles delivering

 24  service in all kinds of environments around the

 25  world.  So we didn't think that this was not
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 01  possible.

 02            MARK COOMBES:  And I'm guessing, based

 03  on one of your previous answers, that this may

 04  not be a question for you, but did you have any

 05  involvement in the selection of the vehicle or

 06  advice on any of the vehicles that were

 07  ultimately considered or selected?

 08            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I was actually

 09  complete -- I was actually on another project

 10  for another client.  So I was not involved in

 11  the selection process.  Greg reported back to me

 12  here and there, but that's how the process was

 13  also very tightly locked down because of its

 14  nature.  I really was not involved at all.

 15            MARK COOMBES:  So at that point, you

 16  exit the project and then you really come back

 17  into the picture in 2018?

 18            SCOTT KRIEGER:  That's correct.

 19            MARK COOMBES:  So can you talk

 20  about -- do you have a sense of the reason why

 21  2018?  Why were you being brought back into the

 22  project at that point?

 23            SCOTT KRIEGER:  As it was explained to

 24  me by Tom Prendergast, who I believe you spoke

 25  with, we were asked to come in and provide some
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 01  advisory support to the General Manager and his

 02  senior staff on readiness for service.  What

 03  they had seen was the consortium miss a number

 04  of potential RSA dates.

 05            And the expectation was we would help

 06  evaluate from -- on the agency's side, when we

 07  felt it was appropriate, what an appropriate RSA

 08  date was.

 09            So I was not at the beginning of the

 10  IAT, but as it became evident that vehicles were

 11  a major driver, one way or the other, I knew Tom

 12  from a previous job, he knew that I had a lot of

 13  experience, so he asked if I would join him and

 14  the rest of the IAT team.

 15            MARK COOMBES:  So is it fair to say

 16  then that your involvement with the IAT was more

 17  from a vehicle focus?

 18            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Absolutely.

 19            MARK COOMBES:  And is that a vehicle

 20  focus in terms of both vehicle production and

 21  maintenance, or were you more involved with one

 22  or the other?

 23            SCOTT KRIEGER:  It was more on the

 24  maintenance side.  Most of the vehicles had been

 25  produced.  They weren't clean of issues, but
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 01  they had been produced.  It was more a readiness

 02  to maintain service.

 03            MARK COOMBES:  And maybe you can speak

 04  to me a just little bit about the IAT.  So when

 05  you arrive at the project in 2018, what does the

 06  IAT look like?  Who are the members?  How many

 07  people are involved on that side of the advisory

 08  side of things?  To your recollection.

 09            SCOTT KRIEGER:  My recollection, Tom

 10  Prendergast obviously was the head from STV.

 11  Joe North was on the IAT, he was no longer with

 12  STV, I believe he was with RailPros at the time.

 13  Larry Gaul was -- participated quite a bit.

 14  Later Ron Hopkins took Larry's place.  I'm not

 15  sure whether Brian Dwyer was an active IAT

 16  person, but he was there quite a bit on the

 17  ramp-up to revenue service.  There was a

 18  scheduler, whose name I completely forgot.  And

 19  then a couple of other people from other

 20  consulting companies that I can't remember.

 21            MARK COOMBES:  And at that point,

 22  again, were you located in Ottawa or were you

 23  taking trips to Ottawa?  What was the

 24  requirement of you at that point?

 25            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yeah.  IAT was not a
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 01  full-time thing.  So I would go up, most of the

 02  time it was, you know, three days or four days,

 03  something like that, we would get up.  Sometimes

 04  we toured the system.  We'd see what the

 05  maintenance operation looked like and then we

 06  would get together and evaluate readiness for

 07  service, effort to complete, stuff like that.

 08  You've seen the reports.  So those would get

 09  generated over those three or four days.

 10            MARK COOMBES:  And so was it the case

 11  that then the City was -- you would come up to

 12  Ottawa as a result of a specific ask by the City

 13  or what sort of generated STV and IAT's

 14  involvement in any part of that time period?

 15            SCOTT KRIEGER:  As far as scheduling

 16  IAT meetings, I was not involved in that

 17  decision.  I was just told, we're getting back

 18  together again, does two weeks from Thursday

 19  work for you?

 20            MARK COOMBES:  And at the time you

 21  arrive on the project in 2018, can you give us a

 22  sense of what the lay of the land was at that

 23  point?  What was it looking like?  I guess there

 24  was a potential RSA date approaching.  What do

 25  you recall about what things looked like in the
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 01  project at that point?

 02            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I can talk, like we

 03  said, on the vehicle side.  They did not have

 04  their 34 vehicles.  They had issues -- some

 05  operations issues, they had some parts issues,

 06  they had some open design stuff, they had

 07  relatively low mileage on the vehicles.

 08            So it was -- struggle's the wrong

 09  word.  There were a lot of issues.  Let's put it

 10  that way.

 11            MARK COOMBES:  And I think we'll

 12  likely get into some of those specific issues.

 13  Maybe we'll start taking a look through some

 14  documents.  I'm going to put some documents to

 15  you and just ask for your recollection on some

 16  of them.

 17            Maybe we can bring up STV0000296.

 18  This is an email.  It's from Tom Prendergast to

 19  some people at the City of Ottawa, and

 20  specifically Jocelyn Begin, Michael Morgan,

 21  Steve Cripps, Richard Holder, John Manconi is

 22  copied as well.  I don't expect you to be able

 23  to identify this document because you're not

 24  copied on it, but one of the elements in this --

 25  one of the attachments, I should say, is a
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 01  document called "RTG November 2 RSA Proposal

 02  Krieger Barstow Comments".

 03            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Uhm-hmm.

 04            MARK COOMBES:  You would be that

 05  Krieger in Krieger Barstow I presume?

 06            SCOTT KRIEGER:  That'd be me.

 07            MARK COOMBES:  At this point, the

 08  email is about, I suppose, a proposal that RTG

 09  has made to be ready for revenue service, the

 10  email indicates November 2nd, and that's

 11  November 2nd of 2018 from the context.  Maybe we

 12  can bring up that specific attachment, which is

 13  now STV0000299.  Sorry, my apologies, can we

 14  bring up STV000297.

 15            This document is entitled "RTG

 16  Proposal On RSA".  Do you recall this document?

 17            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I don't recall it

 18  specifically, but it's certainly familiar,

 19  absolutely.

 20            MARK COOMBES:  If we can go to page 2

 21  of that document.  So page 2 indicates:

 22                 "On Tuesday September 4, 2018,

 23            OLRTC, RTG, RTM and Alstom provided a

 24            proposal to the City of Ottawa [...]

 25            The City and IAT team listened to the
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 01            proposal and starting on slide 4 is

 02            the team's assessment and

 03            recommendations."

 04            Is that the type of meeting that you

 05  would have been in attendance at?

 06            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yes.

 07            MARK COOMBES:  Do you recall attending

 08  that meeting specifically?

 09            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I don't specifically

 10  remember the meeting, but that is the kind of

 11  thing I would have been there for.

 12            MARK COOMBES:  So generally speaking,

 13  in this document, I presume it's the City going

 14  through and identifying a number of concerns.

 15  If we go to page 8 of this document.  So

 16  throughout this document there's a number of

 17  different red, green indicators, presumably red

 18  indicating that there's concern with this

 19  element.

 20            So can you speak to -- let's just talk

 21  a little bit about the -- what this slide refers

 22  to as the "fleet count".

 23            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Sure.

 24            MARK COOMBES:  Did you have an

 25  understanding or appreciation of what the
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 01  Project Agreement called for in terms of fleet

 02  count or what that number was based upon?

 03            SCOTT KRIEGER:  So again, the Project

 04  Agreement wasn't something I was directly

 05  involved in.  As I came in at this point, it was

 06  explained to me that the Project Agreement had a

 07  capacity, it was a performance requirement,

 08  number of people per hour on the system.

 09            The contractor proposed the 30

 10  vehicles with 2 -- they call them 2 ready spares

 11  and 2 maintenance vehicles.  So 30 vehicles, 2

 12  vehicles ready for service, sitting on

 13  sidelines, and 2 vehicles out of service for

 14  maintenance.

 15            MARK COOMBES:  And can you just maybe

 16  comment for me, from your experience, what is

 17  the reason for having two spares and what is the

 18  reason for having two maintenance vehicles?

 19            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Sure.  Standard

 20  maintenance on a fleet of vehicles, you're

 21  always going to have periodic maintenance, a

 22  periodic maintenance schedule, things that need

 23  to be done on a regular cycle.

 24            So you end up with what's called a

 25  "spare ratio".  It's the number of vehicles out
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 01  of service compared to the number of vehicles in

 02  service.  So if you look at the standard

 03  maintenance that you would expect, you come up

 04  with a spare ratio.

 05            And what was come up with here for

 06  out-of-service vehicles was two vehicles out of

 07  service to perform that maintenance.

 08            It would also include, of course,

 09  unexpected maintenance.  So -- but what they're

 10  saying is 32 vehicles to run the service and 2

 11  vehicles out of service.  The spare vehicles are

 12  when something fails in service, an unscheduled

 13  failure, you have a train set to replace it with

 14  immediately and you continue to maintain full

 15  service.

 16            MARK COOMBES:  So this may be an

 17  obvious question to you, but just for my sake,

 18  if you don't have those spares or extra

 19  maintenance vehicles, what are the concerns, at

 20  least as far as impacts on service are

 21  concerned?

 22            SCOTT KRIEGER:  If you don't have any

 23  spares, your ability to perform preventative

 24  maintenance is extremely hampered, let's put it

 25  that way.  You're -- any time you're running
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 01  service at capacity, you have nothing to work

 02  on.  So your contact time with the vehicle fleet

 03  for maintenance is very limited.

 04            You also -- if you lose something

 05  for -- there's going to be in-service failures.

 06  So if you lose a train set for an in-service

 07  failure, you now are not running at capacity.

 08  You're not providing the contracted service.

 09            MARK COOMBES:  And so at that point,

 10  the ridership of the system is going to be

 11  impacted?

 12            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yes.

 13            MARK COOMBES:  Perhaps we can go to

 14  slide 9 of this presentation?  So this is a --

 15  an indication of -- at this point in time, so if

 16  this slide show was prepared in September of

 17  2018, OLRTC, at least as part of that

 18  consortium, is advising that they can have

 19  vehicles ready on the 2nd, the 9th, the 30th,

 20  and then other vehicles available in April.

 21            So at that point, had you -- what was

 22  your view of this timeline?

 23            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I don't understand the

 24  question.

 25            MARK COOMBES:  We're in September,
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 01  right, at this slide show, and OLRTC is advising

 02  they can have vehicles ready.  They've got,

 03  presumably, 29 vehicles ready, and now vehicle

 04  30 is going to be on the 2nd of November,

 05  vehicle 31 on the 9th of November and so on.

 06  Did you have a view at that time about whether

 07  that timeline was realistic?  Achievable?  Do

 08  you recall any discussions about that schedule?

 09            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I don't recall

 10  specific discussions.  This was -- this was

 11  their presentation of when they'd complete

 12  vehicles.

 13            MARK COOMBES:  And was there a view as

 14  to whether or not that schedule was realistic?

 15            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I can't recall.

 16  You're not talking about ability to support RSA,

 17  right?  You're talking strictly construction of

 18  vehicles now?

 19            MARK COOMBES:  Correct.

 20            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yeah.  I can't recall

 21  if we felt that was a reasonable target date for

 22  completion of vehicles.

 23            MARK COOMBES:  And then maybe we can

 24  go to slide number 10, and I can have you walk

 25  me through a few of these points as well.
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 01            So here the slide starts by saying:

 02                 "Traditionally, months of

 03            extensive testing in real operating

 04            condition would be carried out to

 05            identify latent design issues."

 06            So can you maybe speak just generally

 07  about your experience, whether it's on this

 08  project or others, what are we talking about

 09  when we're trying to identify latent design

 10  issues?  What does that mean?

 11            SCOTT KRIEGER:  So you can design a

 12  vehicle as best you can at a drafting table or a

 13  CAD system, but until you put it in service and

 14  until you run it at performance duty cycle, some

 15  design issues are going to escape you.  The

 16  doors don't quite work right, or you can't cut

 17  something out, or you can't maintain something

 18  well enough to keep it in service.

 19            The only way to really know that is to

 20  operate the fleet.  That's what that means, is

 21  you want to get some -- you want to get a pretty

 22  good number of service hours, kilometres.  So

 23  you can kind of work out as many of those bugs

 24  as you can.  You don't want to do it with people

 25  on the vehicles.
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 01            MARK COOMBES:  I see.  So that was

 02  going to be my next question.  So ideally this

 03  is performed prior to revenue service?

 04            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yeah.  I mean, you can

 05  do it with people on the equipment, but each bug

 06  that you find, you're inconveniencing service

 07  and you're taking a performance hit.

 08            MARK COOMBES:  And I would presume

 09  that another way you could find bugs like this

 10  is using something that we've heard referred to

 11  as a soft start?

 12            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yes and no.  The way I

 13  would interpret, and this is me talking, the way

 14  I would interpret a soft start would be not

 15  running 15, two-car train sets a day.  Running

 16  12, two-car train sets a day.  You're ramping up

 17  their ability to roll out the contracted number

 18  of vehicles every day.

 19            You're not putting that kind of stress

 20  on the maintenance operation, but you still have

 21  24 vehicles with passengers on them that haven't

 22  been burned into a reasonable level, if you know

 23  what I mean.

 24            MARK COOMBES:  Do you know, for

 25  example, it says:
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 01                 "Additionally, each vehicle would

 02            have been required to operate failure

 03            free (burn in) for 500 - 1000 km to

 04            identify infant mortality issues."

 05            So is that burn-in period, is that

 06  separate from what the previous paragraph first

 07  says months of extensive testing?  How do those

 08  differ?

 09            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yeah.  So one of them

 10  is looking for design issues, latent design

 11  issues.

 12            The second one is a reliability test

 13  really.  It's trying to work out, you know, as

 14  you know when you buy a car, some cars are

 15  great, some cars are middle of the road and

 16  operate as you expect, and some cars are lemons.

 17            It's trying to identify components

 18  that are at the lower end of reliability so that

 19  they can be replaced before you go into service.

 20  It's early failure components.  It's not a

 21  design level as much as it is a component

 22  reliability level.

 23            MARK COOMBES:  We can take this slide

 24  down and bring up ST0000299.  This is another

 25  attachment to that previous email that I took
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 01  you to.  It's entitled "Critical Ottawa Vehicle

 02  Issues".  Do you recall drafting this document?

 03  Do you recall who might have drafted this

 04  document?

 05            SCOTT KRIEGER:  It looks familiar.  It

 06  certainly reads like I wrote it.  I would have

 07  to say, based on what's in there, that this

 08  would have been Greg and myself.  Definitely has

 09  information that we would have both participated

 10  in.

 11            MARK COOMBES:  Maybe we can go through

 12  some of the concerns that are identified in this

 13  document and have you comment on them as we go.

 14            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Sure.

 15            MARK COOMBES:  So it's broken down in

 16  several categories.  Completion of vehicles,

 17  completion of tests, vehicle count on opening

 18  day, and then the next page is additional open

 19  issues.

 20            So in terms of completion of vehicles,

 21  for example, point 2:

 22                 "The City has not been provided

 23            an up-to-date list of modifications

 24            required.  RTG states that the missing

 25            redesigns will not impact safety or
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 01            the passenger experience."

 02            So I take it that you're essentially

 03  being passed on, at this point, information from

 04  the City.  Is it to comment on?  To look into?

 05  It says:

 06                 "The City has not been provided

 07            an up-do-date list of modifications

 08            required."

 09            Were you having issues getting

 10  information from the contractor at that point?

 11            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I would have to say

 12  that is what I recall.

 13            MARK COOMBES:  And, for example, let's

 14  go down to "Completion of Tests", point

 15  number 5, for example:

 16                 "There are many PA

 17            non-compliances in the vehicle design.

 18            It does not appear that Alstom/RTG

 19            intend to address the issues."

 20            Can you recall what those

 21  noncompliances were?

 22            SCOTT KRIEGER:  This would be a Greg

 23  Barstow question, to be honest.

 24            MARK COOMBES:  Let's go down to

 25  "Vehicle Count on Opening Day":
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 01                 "Alstom/RTG have clearly

 02            indicated that the best case scenario

 03            for vehicle availability on opening

 04            day is 30 vehicles.  30 vehicles is

 05            the minimum number needed to meet the

 06            system capacity requirements."

 07            So going back to your previous

 08  comments on the slide, if the opening day count

 09  was 30 vehicles, there would be issues?

 10            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yes, that's correct.

 11  So 30 vehicles is the minimum number of

 12  vehicles, all operating, all at the same time to

 13  meet the contract capacity.

 14            As a system, though, which requires

 15  maintenance and understands that there would be

 16  unexpected failures, 30 vehicles is not enough

 17  to support this system operating.

 18            MARK COOMBES:  And I assume, what

 19  someone, if it was you that drafted this point:

 20                 "Maintenance will be required,

 21            all of the open modifications need to

 22            be installed and tested, the open

 23            vehicles testing must be completed.

 24            How will this be performed when all

 25            vehicles are in service?"
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 01            That's what you're referencing there?

 02            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yup.  And just like if

 03  I were to go with my recollection, I wrote this

 04  vehicle count on opening day part.

 05            MARK COOMBES:  So then in terms of

 06  point number 3:

 07                 "Early life failures of

 08            components is always an issue on new

 09            vehicle design. It appears that RTG

 10            has reduced the time for burn-in and

 11            trial running with each new schedule

 12            submitted.  The risk associated with

 13            an unproven vehicle/infrastructure is

 14            very high."

 15            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Correct.

 16            MARK COOMBES:  So did you have a sense

 17  at that time, I mean, it sounds as though the

 18  amount of time that had been allotted for

 19  burn-in and trial running was sort of being

 20  reduced as time went on.  Did you have a sense

 21  of why that was occurring?  Why that sort of

 22  scheduling was being done that way?

 23            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I honestly can't

 24  comment on why.  All I can think is, from a

 25  vehicle point of view, the impact on the system.
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 01            MARK COOMBES:  So you weren't involved

 02  in evaluating the schedule or evaluating any

 03  causes of what might have been impacting the

 04  schedule from RTG's perspective?

 05            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Well, I think those

 06  are two different things.  I was participating

 07  in evaluating proposed schedules.  I was not

 08  participating in RTG's logic and decision making

 09  on why they would request that time.

 10            MARK COOMBES:  I see.  So you didn't

 11  know for what reason the schedule was being

 12  shortened.  You just knew that it was being

 13  shortened and you were evaluating the impact?

 14            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yeah, yeah.  I mean,

 15  personal experience, on the end of a job,

 16  schedule compression is not unexpected.  But I

 17  was not in the room when RTG said let's do this

 18  or let's do that.

 19            MARK COOMBES:  Just to focus on the

 20  last point of that, point number 3:

 21                 "The risk associated with an

 22            unproven vehicle/infrastructure is

 23            very high."

 24            Can you comment on the different types

 25  of risks that might be associated?
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 01            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Well, I mean, it could

 02  be performance risks, it could be vehicle

 03  amenity risks, it could be inability to comply

 04  with capacity, it could be integration risks,

 05  like we said, latent design issues; anything

 06  like that.

 07            MARK COOMBES:  Maybe we can take that

 08  down and maybe we can bring up STV000312.  So

 09  this is an email chain, it looks like it was

 10  started by you, sending preliminary schedule

 11  assessment vehicles to Tom Prendergast and

 12  others from, presumably, from that advisory

 13  group of other people that were sort of in the

 14  loop on that.

 15            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yeah, those are the

 16  IAT members.  That's correct.

 17            MARK COOMBES:  So that's just for the

 18  sake of the transcript, that email is to Tom

 19  Prendergast, Anil Parikh, Navin Sagar, Robert

 20  Rocco, Jose Gamez, Jack D'Andrea, Joe North is

 21  also on that email.  And you say in that email:

 22                 "Here are my thoughts on the

 23            proposed schedule.

 24                 I did not include any discussion

 25            of open documentation, testing, safety
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 01            certification, etc. as I see that as

 02            more than just a vehicle issue."

 03            So maybe we can bring up now the

 04  attachment, which is entitled "Comments on

 05  November 30th Proposal", and that is STV0000313.

 06            Now, do you recognize this document,

 07  Mr. Krieger?

 08            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Again, it looks like

 09  something I would have wrote.  It looks like

 10  something in the scope of what I would have

 11  wrote.

 12            MARK COOMBES:  You don't recall it

 13  specifically?

 14            SCOTT KRIEGER:  No, I mean, I don't

 15  recall it specifically.  But, you know, I

 16  wouldn't say I didn't write it.  It looks like

 17  something I would have provided.  And honestly,

 18  we saw the email.

 19            MARK COOMBES:  Right.  I just want

 20  to -- to be fair to you, I don't want to drill

 21  down on specific details if you don't recall

 22  drafting them, but I'll let you say if you do or

 23  not.

 24            So in the first paragraph, it says:

 25                 "With the requirement to maintain
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 01            the protect spares ready for service,

 02            this equates to an actual spare ratio

 03            of 6.67 percent which is quite low,

 04            especially considering the service is

 05            intended to run the vehicles in

 06            pairs."

 07            So maybe I can break that down a

 08  little bit.

 09            You're referring to "protect spares"?

 10            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yes.

 11            MARK COOMBES:  What is "protect

 12  spares" referring to?

 13            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Those are the two

 14  ready spares that, for all intents and purposes,

 15  are in service.  They are sitting on a track,

 16  inspected, ready to put on the rails.

 17            MARK COOMBES:  So if a vehicle has to

 18  come out of service, for whatever reason, those

 19  are the vehicles that are ready to replace it?

 20            SCOTT KRIEGER:  That's correct.

 21            MARK COOMBES:  It says:

 22                 "[...] this equates to an actual

 23            spare ratio of 6.67 percent [...]."

 24            So I think this goes back to an answer

 25  you gave me earlier about what the spare ratio
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 01  is or should be.  Your comment is that

 02  6.67 percent is quite low?

 03            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yes.

 04            MARK COOMBES:  Do you have a view of

 05  what would be standard or a good ratio?

 06            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Over 10.  Ten is also

 07  could be considered low.  Especially with a

 08  small fleet running in pairs, I would have liked

 09  to have seen more than that.  15 percent,

 10  20 percent.

 11            MARK COOMBES:  And again, for the sake

 12  of -- for my sake, it says especially

 13  considering the services are intended to run the

 14  services in pairs.  What is the additional risk

 15  associated with running vehicles in pairs?

 16            SCOTT KRIEGER:  If we're looking at

 17  the spare ratio, which is number of vehicles in

 18  maintenance compared to vehicles available for

 19  service, and if I'm running in pairs, and one of

 20  my pairs of vehicles -- one of my pairs of

 21  vehicles has a failure, I lose two vehicles.

 22            So the spare ratio would need to

 23  consider the fact that a single failure takes

 24  two vehicles out.

 25            You could almost run the spare ratio
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 01  considering that you have 34 units, if you want,

 02  with only one spare, if you know what I mean.

 03  Or no, the other way.

 04            MARK COOMBES:  Yes.

 05            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Seventeen units with

 06  only one spare.

 07            MARK COOMBES:  So essentially cutting

 08  the fleet, sort of halving it in a way?

 09            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Because you run in

 10  pairs, yes.

 11            MARK COOMBES:  Just going down to the

 12  last sentence of that section, it says:

 13                 "Additionally, the schedule

 14            includes the performance of Overall

 15            Acceptance Testing for 30 vehicles

 16            over a 7 calendar day period.  This

 17            process was originally staggered over

 18            a two month period."

 19            Can you comment on what "Overall

 20  Acceptance Testing" is and what it is designed

 21  to achieve?

 22            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Acceptance testing

 23  is -- this is going by my recollection here, but

 24  I believe what this is talking to is the

 25  acceptance of the vehicles from the builder.
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 01            So you do an inspection evaluation,

 02  you review the paperwork, you put together a

 03  punch list of things that need to be fixed.

 04  It's, you know, it's you're buying something.

 05            MARK COOMBES:  So this is the client

 06  accepting the vehicles from the manufacturer,

 07  essentially?

 08            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Correct.

 09            MARK COOMBES:  Let's go down to a

 10  section "Vehicles Testing and Commissioning".

 11  We've already spoken about, in the first

 12  paragraph, traditionally months of extensive

 13  testing in real operating condition is performed

 14  to identify latent design issues.  I think you

 15  spoke to that earlier, so I'll skip over that.

 16            But just going to the section, the

 17  first sentence of this next paragraph:

 18                 "A related issue is the seeming

 19            inability to operate the vehicles in

 20            two vehicle trainsets."

 21            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Uhm-hmm.

 22            MARK COOMBES:  Could you elaborate on

 23  that?  Do you recall what you were seeing that

 24  led you to comment on the seeming inability to

 25  operate those vehicles?
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 01            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yeah.  They weren't

 02  running in pairs.  And as I understood it,

 03  running in pairs created a problem.  I can't

 04  talk more about what they found as root cause.

 05  I can't talk about how it was fixed, but I know

 06  there was a concern about not running pairs of

 07  vehicles, at this point in time.  Again, all

 08  this stuff is a snapshot, but at this point in

 09  time.

 10            MARK COOMBES:  Let's go down to

 11  "Maintenance Readiness":

 12                 "As a new maintenance provider,

 13            it is not expected that the

 14            maintainers have the experience to

 15            efficiently troubleshoot or maintain a

 16            new fleet of vehicles."

 17            Can you comment on -- I mean, there's

 18  a lot to unpack in that sentence.  But, first,

 19  as a new maintenance provider, so and I assume

 20  you're referring to RTM at that juncture?

 21            SCOTT KRIEGER:  That is correct.

 22            MARK COOMBES:  So comment to me on how

 23  were they a new maintenance provider?  What made

 24  them new?

 25            SCOTT KRIEGER:  They didn't exist
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 01  before this contract, right?

 02            MARK COOMBES:  Right.  But presumably,

 03  sort of, subcontractors of theirs did.  Are you

 04  referring to the fact that they had never been

 05  brought together to maintain this system before?

 06            SCOTT KRIEGER:  So let me clarify.  So

 07  what I'm talking about now is vehicle

 08  maintenance.  And I'm -- so then I would be

 09  talking about the Alstom team working with MSF.

 10  This is new staff.  This is not the construction

 11  staff.  And additionally, it's different to

 12  build a vehicle than it is to troubleshoot what

 13  happened.

 14            So the doors stopped opening, what's

 15  wrong?  That's a troubleshooting skill.  And

 16  that's what this is talking about.

 17            MARK COOMBES:  And did you -- so I

 18  don't know if you can comment on this from your

 19  experience elsewhere, but Alstom is a -- as a

 20  manufacturer, is a worldwide entity.  They

 21  provide maintenance elsewhere in the world.

 22            What was it about here and in the

 23  Ottawa context that they were new to?  Like,

 24  what aspect of it was new to Alstom?

 25            SCOTT KRIEGER:  The staff on the
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 01  ground, as far as I could tell, was not an

 02  experienced Alstom staff.  That's it.  I mean,

 03  it's not a comment on Alstom.  I'm talking about

 04  the specific property.

 05            MARK COOMBES:  I see.  And maybe we'll

 06  get into that in a little bit more detail.  So

 07  we can take down this slide, or this document,

 08  now.

 09            So generally speaking, these emails

 10  are being sent, these reports, or commentaries,

 11  are being written for the City's consumption.

 12  Your, sort of, target audience is the City of

 13  Ottawa?

 14            SCOTT KRIEGER:  That's correct.

 15            MARK COOMBES:  And do you have any

 16  sense of how that commentary was received by the

 17  City?

 18            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I can't comment on

 19  what people thought.  I know -- well, I think I

 20  made my concerns clear, let's put it that way.

 21            MARK COOMBES:  And did you have a

 22  direct interface with the City?

 23            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I was in the IAT

 24  meetings, but as far as the transmission of this

 25  kind of document, as you saw, I didn't transmit
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 01  this stuff directly.

 02            So I would say I did not have direct

 03  contact on this kind of thing.  This went

 04  through Tom.

 05            MARK COOMBES:  I see.  And so, I

 06  guess, in other words, you wouldn't be able to

 07  comment on how any individual person at the

 08  City, how concerned they were about these

 09  issues?  Were they concerned in the same way

 10  that you were?

 11            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yeah, I really

 12  couldn't say.

 13            MARK COOMBES:  In terms of the outcome

 14  of those reports or submissions, did you see any

 15  impact on -- like, you would make these reports

 16  and then would they just, sort of, disappear

 17  into the void, or did you get a sense that what

 18  you were raising was actually being addressed in

 19  some way as time went on?

 20            SCOTT KRIEGER:  So and I can't be

 21  specific.  I can talk at a high level.  The

 22  General Manager, John Manconi, recognized that

 23  there were concerns.  There were concerns with

 24  the performance of Alstom wrapping up production

 25  and readying themselves to do preventative
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 01  maintenance and inspection and repair on the

 02  fleet of vehicles.

 03            We did push -- I mean, you can't

 04  direct them what to do.  That's a P3, but we

 05  made a lot of recommendations.  They tried to

 06  put some of them in place.

 07            I'm sure we'll talk later on the

 08  operational review where we said, you know, you

 09  need a much stronger control over your shop and

 10  your direction and your direction of your work

 11  force.  And they did re-allocate some labour,

 12  Alstom did, that is.

 13            So I think there was a drive to change

 14  things based on some of these observations, but

 15  I'm sure you're going to get into documents,

 16  going forward, which read the same way.

 17            So it was not a dramatic shift.

 18            MARK COOMBES:  Right.  Well, you've

 19  already foreshadowed it, so we might as well

 20  bring up another one, STV000565.

 21            So the text here is small and I'm not

 22  going to ask you to -- I don't expect you'll be

 23  able to identify this document because you're

 24  neither copied on it, nor was it sent to you.

 25  But this is an email from Tom Prendergast.  If
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 01  we can just roll this up a little bit.  We can

 02  see it's from Tom Prendergast to City staff.

 03  And it's -- you are copied on this one actually,

 04  I should say.

 05            This was sent on June 24, 2019.  So

 06  this is in 2019 coming close, surpassing,

 07  obviously, the previous potential RSA date,

 08  which was proposed to be November 2nd in the

 09  documents we were looking at.

 10            And this is now Tom commenting on

 11  RTM's readiness.

 12            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yup.

 13            MARK COOMBES:  Now, he says in the

 14  first paragraph:

 15                 "As some of you have now heard

 16            when I was asked individually what

 17            rating on a scale of 1-10 I would give

 18            RTM, I stated a 3-4 rating.  I realize

 19            that this rating might differ

 20            substantially from those others likely

 21            provided."

 22            Do you recall what your view of RTM,

 23  at least with respect to vehicles, was at this

 24  point?  Had things improved from 2018 when you

 25  were commenting previously?
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 01            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yeah.  I would say --

 02  I'm just looking at this email.  I either worked

 03  with Tom on this or drafted some of it.

 04            I think a lot of the issues that we

 05  identified six months before this were the same.

 06            MARK COOMBES:  And so, for example,

 07  under "Vehicle Inspection Maintenance and

 08  Revenue Service Support", which Tom says is high

 09  important and he gives a low to moderate rating

 10  of 3 to 4:

 11                 "While Alstom will be the prime

 12            party responsible for these functions,

 13            the staff that they have been using to

 14            date are relatively inexperienced in

 15            most of these areas.  They have been

 16            almost solely devoted to the vehicle

 17            build activities and have not had to

 18            perform routine inspection and

 19            maintenance functions and likely have

 20            little or no experience in

 21            troubleshooting defects and making

 22            effective repairs [...]."

 23            So you would say you shared that view

 24  at that time?

 25            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yes, I would agree
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 01  with that.

 02            MARK COOMBES:  And do you have a

 03  sense, in terms of they have not had to perform

 04  routine inspection and maintenance functions,

 05  was that just because they were -- this was

 06  prior to revenue service?  Why weren't they

 07  getting that experience?

 08            SCOTT KRIEGER:  That's -- I can't

 09  answer why.  But I would say, yes, it's because

 10  they had not entered revenue service.

 11            MARK COOMBES:  And do you know, if you

 12  can comment from your understanding, was that a

 13  function of the Project Agreement or was there

 14  resistance on their part to become involved?  Do

 15  you know what was driving, sort of, the -- that

 16  division?

 17            SCOTT KRIEGER:  So I can answer that

 18  this way, Alstom had a, call it a construction

 19  delivery group, and Alstom had a maintenance

 20  group.  One was on RTG's side, one was on RTM's

 21  side.  And I think that organization arrangement

 22  may have led to this issue.

 23            Again, I wasn't in the room when the

 24  decision was being made, but from my own

 25  personal observations, I could say that could
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 01  have been the cause.

 02            MARK COOMBES:  Did you have any

 03  involvement in trial running?

 04            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Not really.

 05            MARK COOMBES:  So you were not

 06  involved either in the execution of trial

 07  running or planning for it?

 08            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I mean, I was in IAT

 09  meetings, maybe even during trial running.  I

 10  was aware of them having to make decisions on

 11  restarting the clock on failures in service.

 12  But I was -- I didn't participate in those

 13  decisions at all.

 14            As far as I can recall, I wasn't at

 15  the table for that.

 16            MARK COOMBES:  So in other words, you

 17  may have been aware of what was happening, but

 18  you didn't necessarily have any input over that

 19  process?

 20            SCOTT KRIEGER:  That's correct.

 21            MARK COOMBES:  So maybe we can just

 22  talk a little bit more about RTM and sort of the

 23  role that you had or IAT had in evaluating the

 24  maintenance capacity of Alstom or maintenance

 25  ability.  In terms of any sort of gaps you saw
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 01  in -- we can take this document down now as

 02  well.

 03            You've commented on the experience

 04  gaps that you maybe saw with Alstom.  Were there

 05  any other concerns or gaps that you saw in

 06  Alstom's ability to maintain the vehicles once

 07  they entered service?

 08            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Well, again, I'm not

 09  going to say anything that's not in the

 10  documents we've been looking at, but, like I

 11  said, we had a team on the ground starting --

 12  and I don't know the exact dates, I'm sorry, but

 13  starting from about August of '18, where I'd

 14  made my first trip up there, through about the

 15  start of revenue service, that was working in

 16  the maintenance facility with the Alstom

 17  maintenance teams, and we were concerned with a

 18  lot of things.

 19            We were concerned with processes and

 20  procedures and their completion or their

 21  availability.  We were concerned with spare

 22  parts and material management.  We were

 23  concerned with quality assurance -- follow-up

 24  from supervisors or follow-up from quality

 25  assurance group of inspection and repair
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 01  activities.  We were concerned with a strong

 02  directive of what's expected on a shift-by-shift

 03  basis.

 04            Without a high spare ratio, your goal

 05  has to be to triage the defects and inspections

 06  and turn around almost the entire fleet for the

 07  next morning and that's a lot of work and that's

 08  a lot of co-ordination.  And we were concerned.

 09  We didn't see that co-ordination.

 10            MARK COOMBES:  And do you know, do you

 11  have a sense of what was driving that lack of

 12  co-ordination?

 13            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Again, I think goes

 14  back to lack of experience in this environment,

 15  in a rail maintenance environment.  And this is

 16  an area that I did.  I mean, I ran car shops

 17  with hundreds of mechanics on the floor.  And

 18  all you did was look at the vehicles out of

 19  service, look at what needed to be done, look at

 20  your work force and your materials, and you

 21  drove that work for eight hours.  That's the

 22  goal.  You followed up work, you double checked,

 23  you put your best people, you sent a follow-up

 24  person to check a weaker mechanic, all that

 25  stuff.  Your goal was to make the number the
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 01  next day.

 02            So I guess my answer would be lack of

 03  that experience.

 04            MARK COOMBES:  And you mentioned a

 05  spare ratio and sort of a lack of spares.  Do

 06  you know what was driving the lack of access to

 07  spares?

 08            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Are we talking spare

 09  parts?

 10            MARK COOMBES:  Correct.

 11            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yeah.  That would have

 12  been -- I don't know why.  I can't answer why,

 13  but we felt that material -- access to material

 14  was going to be an issue for them.

 15            Material is something where there is

 16  no workaround.  If I don't have a brake unit, I

 17  don't have a brake unit.  You can't sort of have

 18  a brake unit.  So material can be a major

 19  problem.

 20            MARK COOMBES:  So at that point you

 21  would have been pointing to the issues with lack

 22  of spares, but you never really would have had

 23  an understanding as to what was driving the lack

 24  of spare parts?

 25            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Why they hadn't
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 01  procured the level of spares that we would have

 02  liked to have seen?  No.

 03            MARK COOMBES:  So you have no

 04  understanding of whether that was a supply chain

 05  issue or a materials mismanagement issue?

 06            SCOTT KRIEGER:  No.

 07            MARK COOMBES:  Were there any concerns

 08  that you had about the maintenance facility

 09  itself?

 10            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I'm trying to give you

 11  a real answer, so I'm thinking for a second.

 12            MARK COOMBES:  Sure.

 13            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I don't think so.  I

 14  don't think the maintenance facility -- you

 15  know, the -- you always want more.  You always

 16  want more shop spots.  You always want better

 17  logistics, you always want more cranes, but I

 18  don't think that was a major concern.

 19            MARK COOMBES:  So it wasn't a concern

 20  that the maintenance and storage facility was

 21  also being used as an Alstom assembly facility?

 22            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Oh, okay.  So we were

 23  concerned about transition.  So that's not the

 24  maintenance facility proper.  I mean, I was

 25  looking at it as a plant engineering facility,
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 01  the building.

 02            MARK COOMBES:  Right.

 03            SCOTT KRIEGER:  So, yeah, we were

 04  concerned with a couple of things during

 05  transition.  One is the continuing of

 06  construction and the other is then they were

 07  talking about relocating construction to

 08  somewhere else.  And we were worried that those

 09  Alstom construction people, who knew the most

 10  about the vehicles, would no longer be there.

 11  So we were worried about those two things.

 12            MARK COOMBES:  So there was never

 13  really a concern that there was a -- at least

 14  from your perspective, that there was maybe

 15  going to be a competition for space in the

 16  facilities, at least to the extent that it would

 17  have raised a real concern for you?

 18            SCOTT KRIEGER:  For me personally, I

 19  don't recall being that concerned with shop

 20  spots.

 21            MARK COOMBES:  So the issues that

 22  you're seeing at this point, on the maintenance

 23  side, could you comment on, there's issues --

 24  you're concerned with Alstom's experience.

 25  Maybe you can comment on whether is it advisable
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 01  to go into service with those concerns, sort of,

 02  hanging in the air?  Like, I assume these

 03  issues, from your perspective, were they solved

 04  prior to revenue service, to your recollection?

 05            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Let me -- first I just

 06  want to clarify, maybe it's obvious, but my

 07  concern is not with Alstom as a company.  My

 08  concern is with the cast of characters here.

 09            So the group that's here.  So I'm not

 10  commenting on Alstom proper.  Okay?

 11            MARK COOMBES:  Yup.

 12            SCOTT KRIEGER:  As far as my concerns,

 13  I think they all spelled out -- I think they

 14  speak for themselves.  They all spell out a risk

 15  of entering service.  Those would have to be

 16  weighed by other people with other variables and

 17  other considerations, but I think what was

 18  spelled out in the documents that we've reviewed

 19  together is there's a risk here.  You know, the

 20  ability to maintain the contracted service.  The

 21  ability to rollout the vehicles as expected.  To

 22  maintain the City's assets.

 23            So I don't know if that answers your

 24  question, but, yeah, there was concerns.

 25            MARK COOMBES:  And I suppose it wasn't
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 01  probably your mandate to say either yes or no

 02  you should or shouldn't go into service with

 03  these concerns hanging in the area?

 04            SCOTT KRIEGER:  No.  No.  It was my

 05  task to do exactly what we reviewed.  What are

 06  we seeing?  What does it look like?  And what

 07  are the risks?  What's the exposure?

 08            MARK COOMBES:  And so I guess maybe

 09  comment for me, you've already done this at the

 10  earlier point, but with these issues, with your

 11  perceived issues about the maintenance side of

 12  the vehicles going into revenue service, what

 13  would you assess is the level of risk to the

 14  project?  What are the types of risks the

 15  project's going to encounter, after revenue

 16  service, with these maintenance issues existing?

 17            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I think, as we said,

 18  if you struggle on performing maintenance, and

 19  if you have a limited spare ratio, you will

 20  struggle to make 16, 2-car train sets every day.

 21            So the concern is the provision of

 22  service.  Longer term, you have other concerns.

 23  A backlog of repairs, other issues, degradation

 24  of the fleet, but that's not an opening day

 25  concern.  The opening day concern is the ability
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 01  to make service.

 02            MARK COOMBES:  And do you have a

 03  sense, at that time, about if there were these

 04  concerns with maintenance at the time, would it

 05  have been advisable to delay revenue service or

 06  you just sort of enter revenue service accepting

 07  that there is going to be a risk of degraded

 08  performance?

 09            SCOTT KRIEGER:  That was a decision

 10  for others besides me.

 11            MARK COOMBES:  So it was your job to

 12  point out the risk, but not necessarily -- and I

 13  shouldn't say not necessarily, not at all make a

 14  call as to what should or shouldn't be done as a

 15  result of those risks?

 16            SCOTT KRIEGER:  No.  As I said, other

 17  people have a lot more variables and a lot more

 18  considerations.  What I did was present my

 19  concerns for the maintenance of vehicles and

 20  provision of, you know, 16 -- 32 vehicles a day,

 21  every day.

 22            MARK COOMBES:  And maybe we're going

 23  to be going past revenue service in this next

 24  question.

 25            SCOTT KRIEGER:  It's okay.
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 01            MARK COOMBES:  But do you have a sense

 02  of whether some of your concerns, even up to the

 03  present, have been addressed?  Have been

 04  considered?  Have been made acceptable from the

 05  perspective of lowering the overall risk to the

 06  system in terms of maintenance of vehicles?

 07            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I can't comment -- so

 08  let me caveat this by saying I'm not there every

 09  day.  So I don't know every day.  What I do know

 10  is they struggle making the number.  There are

 11  issues with getting modifications done.  So I

 12  would say they are not where they need to be.

 13            Have my concerns all been addressed?

 14  No.

 15            MARK COOMBES:  And do you feel that

 16  they're the same -- again, you're not there

 17  every day, but do you feel that they're the same

 18  concerns that you had before in terms of lack of

 19  experience or have steps been taken to improve

 20  that lack of experience?

 21            SCOTT KRIEGER:  So I can't comment

 22  directly on -- you would hope that the

 23  maintenance force, after two years and change,

 24  would become familiar with troubleshooting these

 25  vehicles and idiosyncrasies, et cetera, et
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 01  cetera.

 02            I don't think that the operations and

 03  the supervisory team was -- expanded their

 04  experience.  I don't think they picked up other

 05  people to get a firm control over the

 06  maintenance operation.  And I think there's --

 07  no, I can't comment.  I was going to say I'm not

 08  sure about Alstom, the two halves of Alstom, so

 09  let's not go there.

 10            MARK COOMBES:  Did you ever hear a

 11  concern coming from Alstom maintenance that, or

 12  at least a commentary from Alstom in terms of

 13  maintenance, that they didn't believe their work

 14  started until RSA?

 15            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I would be passing you

 16  secondhand information, but if you want, I can

 17  tell you what I understood.  RTG was RTG, and

 18  RTM was RTM.  And I think RTM's belief was they

 19  didn't start performing maintenance activities

 20  until revenue service.  That was my

 21  understanding.  Again, I don't believe I was

 22  ever in a room where someone from RTM said that.

 23            FRASER HARLAND:  Can I maybe just jump

 24  in here to ask a clarifying question and it may

 25  be obvious, but does that mean that RTM was not
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 01  involved in trial running, to your knowledge?

 02            SCOTT KRIEGER:  That I can't comment

 03  and I don't know when they finally mobilized and

 04  stepped in.  It may have finally been for trial

 05  running.  I know, if I'm recalling correctly,

 06  the feeling was if this is true trial running,

 07  it should be RTM maintaining the vehicles

 08  because that's part of what you're testing.

 09            But I can't comment 100 percent on

 10  when RTM stepped up and mobilized.

 11            MARK COOMBES:  Do you have a sense of

 12  whether this -- you do have extensive experience

 13  in the industry, and I assume, to a certain

 14  extent, these problems are present in different

 15  ways on many different projects.

 16            Do you have a sense of whether the

 17  sort of -- the problems that you see or saw with

 18  maintenance on this project, is that unusual for

 19  this type of project or is it just one of the

 20  growing pains that a new system would have?

 21            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I think any start-up

 22  like this is going to have growing pains.  Any

 23  start-up is going to have a certain level of

 24  lack of experience, a certain level of design

 25  surprises, like I said, idiosyncrasies.  Not
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 01  just vehicles, everything.

 02            But I think, if we go back to the

 03  concerns that we've been talking about all

 04  along, the expectation is you'll have at least

 05  some people that have done this before, that

 06  have mobilized a start-up.  And I think that

 07  that exacerbated the issues that you're seeing

 08  as a start-up.

 09            MARK COOMBES:  And are you talking

 10  specifically from the maintainer or just in the

 11  project generally, people that have sort of seen

 12  it and done it before?

 13            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I guess what I'm

 14  saying is, and it goes back to the -- I'm not

 15  saying anything that we haven't reviewed.

 16            If we go back to the comments, I would

 17  have liked to have seen somebody in charge of

 18  maintenance operations, or a couple of people,

 19  or somebody in the role that I used to have,

 20  which was called General Foreman, that had the

 21  experience in maintaining and rolling out a

 22  fleet every day, what that meant.  How to

 23  address issues.  How to address infant mortality

 24  issues.  How to address latent design issues?

 25  How to delegate and make these maintenance
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 01  things happen with a sense of urgency that

 02  you're moving people.

 03            MARK COOMBES:  And just in terms of,

 04  if you can comment broadly on the impacts, if

 05  you have a system -- maybe I'm going to be

 06  asking you to speculate here, and you don't have

 07  to do that, so if you don't feel like you can

 08  answer this question, you can say that.

 09            But if you have a system that hasn't

 10  been tested maybe as much as it should be

 11  because the schedule has been compressed and

 12  testing that has otherwise been taking place

 13  over months is taking place over the span of a

 14  week or weeks or not at all, would you say that

 15  would put more pressure on the maintainer

 16  entering into service?

 17            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I don't think it's

 18  speculation to say that if you compress your

 19  burn-in and your testing time, you are shifting

 20  identification of latent design issues and

 21  infant mortality from the acceptance period to

 22  the maintenance period, the operations period.

 23            And again, I'm not saying anything

 24  new, this was the concern, by shortening that

 25  time, by deferring modifications, by deferring
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 01  retrofits, you're pushing it all to post-RSA to

 02  the maintenance contract.  So yes, that's a

 03  risk.  That's exposure.

 04            MARK COOMBES:  So I think actually

 05  this might be a good time to take a break.

 06            --  RECESSED AT 3:22 P.M.  --

 07            --  RESUMED AT 3:37 P.M.   --

 08            MARK COOMBES:  Mr. Krieger, I think at

 09  this point, we will start to explore some of

 10  your activities since revenue service has

 11  started.  So this would be, I suppose, from the

 12  late 2019 period forward.

 13            Could you just give us an another

 14  overview, like you did at the start, about what

 15  have your general activities been with the

 16  Ottawa LRT project since the revenue service

 17  started?

 18            SCOTT KRIEGER:  So after revenue

 19  service, and I'm going by memory, after revenue

 20  service, there was a bit of a lull, but I was

 21  called backed up in -- wait, we did a -- we did

 22  an operational review that was released in

 23  January of 2020 for -- presented to Steve

 24  Kanellakos.  It was kind of like, how are they

 25  doing?  Where can they improve?  What are the
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 01  issues that we see with the provision of

 02  service?  Like I said, that was delivered in the

 03  end of January 2020.  I don't believe I went

 04  back up before the pandemic in mid-March.  And I

 05  haven't been to Ottawa since.

 06            But we've been supporting the

 07  operations, the train systems operations group

 08  that is under Matt Pieters who works for Troy

 09  Charter, on an as-requested, kind of, services

 10  blanket, if you will.  Maintenance service plan

 11  gets submitted they send it to us to take a look

 12  at.

 13            The first derailment issue with the

 14  cracking wheels, we were involved in reviewing

 15  RTM and Alstom's mitigation plan.  And we

 16  provided, you know, comments back to the City.

 17            Little things here and there until we

 18  started helping them develop an audit plan, an

 19  annual audit plan, to identify which systems and

 20  subsystems would be audited, the frequency of

 21  the audit.  Then we started to develop the audit

 22  plans and procedures.

 23            And then at the end of last year, we

 24  actually started helping them perform audits.  I

 25  believe the first one was on the tunnel
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 01  ventilation system, then light rail vehicle

 02  system, then the overhead catenary system, which

 03  we just did.  And the track system is coming up

 04  in June or July.

 05            I am not an expert in that stuff, of

 06  course.  But I'm kind of the person who rallies

 07  the troops, the appropriate staff, for each one

 08  of those.

 09            The light rail vehicle I was supposed

 10  to go myself and assist with that audit, but

 11  that was right at the Omicron surge and we

 12  cancelled that, and OC Transpo did that one

 13  themselves.  But I expect the follow-up audit,

 14  I'll be personally involved in.

 15            MARK COOMBES:  So thank you for that

 16  overview.  Maybe we'll just step sort of in a

 17  stepwise fashion through some of those different

 18  items and we can ask questions and you can

 19  discuss.

 20            So you mentioned the operational

 21  review at the end of January 2020.

 22            You said that the -- I just wanted to

 23  clarify because you said that that presentation

 24  was to sort of assess how they were doing.  And

 25  who is "they"?
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 01            SCOTT KRIEGER:  RTM.

 02            MARK COOMBES:  Is that RTM

 03  specifically with respect to vehicles again or

 04  is this RTM with respect to maintenance,

 05  generally, at this point?

 06            SCOTT KRIEGER:  This is maintenance --

 07  I can't recall directly if it's RTG/RTM, but it

 08  is system wide.  So this was not authored solely

 09  by me.

 10            MARK COOMBES:  And can you give us a

 11  sense, you know, if the operational review was

 12  designed to sort of assess how they were doing,

 13  at that point, in January 2020, how were they

 14  doing?

 15            SCOTT KRIEGER:  The comments, and I'll

 16  be honest, I had to refresh my memory on this

 17  one, the comments were the same as the comments

 18  we've been talking about throughout this

 19  interview.

 20            Lack of strong leadership, lack of

 21  resources.  I can't quote it verbatim, but the

 22  concerns were the same.

 23            MARK COOMBES:  And when you say "lack

 24  of resources", I just want to clarify on that,

 25  because I've heard other witnesses use that word
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 01  specifically.  When you say "resources", are you

 02  referring specifically to people?  Money?  Time?

 03  Parts?  What is "resources" referring to?

 04            SCOTT KRIEGER:  When I used it just

 05  now, that's people.

 06            MARK COOMBES:  And is that in terms of

 07  experienced people or in terms of just raw

 08  manpower?

 09            SCOTT KRIEGER:  It's -- well,

 10  experienced raw manpower, I guess we would say.

 11  You know, you're running a 7-day a week, 24-hour

 12  day operation through Ottawa winters.  That

 13  takes a significant amount of labour.  So

 14  that -- it's talking about numbers of people.

 15            MARK COOMBES:  And you commented that

 16  you were also involved in either providing

 17  commentary on or in conjunction with the

 18  derailment.  Which derailment are you referring

 19  to?

 20            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I believe that was the

 21  first significant derailment.  It happened early

 22  in -- it was early in 2020.  I don't remember

 23  the date.  It had to do with the wheel cracking

 24  issue.

 25            MARK COOMBES:  Do you recall what
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 01  specifically was your role in that assessment or

 02  review?  What were you called upon to do in that

 03  instance?

 04            SCOTT KRIEGER:  So as is the nature of

 05  this contract, design, build, maintain, it is

 06  Alstom and RTM's responsibility to identify what

 07  happened and how to address it and how to fix

 08  it.  That's what they're contracted for.

 09            But we were called in to assist the

 10  City in reviewing RTM and Alstom's findings, and

 11  provide advice back to the City, if there's

 12  additional information we would request, or if

 13  there's a concern or if it seemed reasonable,

 14  that was our scope.

 15            MARK COOMBES:  And do you recall what

 16  your assessment of the mitigation plan was at

 17  that time?

 18            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Again, I can't comment

 19  verbatim.  What I can say, from memory, is the

 20  mitigation plan looked reasonable.  There was

 21  other things we thought should be followed up

 22  on, some things that -- that seemed like they

 23  were the right answer, but you didn't want to

 24  just jump to a conclusion, so we talked about

 25  some additional research and investigation that
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 01  we would have liked to see going forward.

 02            MARK COOMBES:  And do you recall that

 03  the conclusion of that, I suppose, the

 04  investigation into the causes was determined to

 05  be -- or at least the supposition was that it

 06  was caused by the, sort of, loosening of a nut

 07  on a gear box or assembly?

 08            SCOTT KRIEGER:  That's the second

 09  derailment.

 10            MARK COOMBES:  Yes, sorry.  My

 11  apologies.  You're correct.

 12            SCOTT KRIEGER:  The second derailment

 13  is when the City called in a third-party

 14  independent oversight engineering and we were

 15  not independent.  We'd been working for the City

 16  for 10 years.  So we weren't really involved in

 17  that one.

 18            MARK COOMBES:  So if we go back then

 19  to the first derailment, so I suppose, in other

 20  words, your involvement at that point was,

 21  again, as a -- not necessarily determining

 22  causes or determining solutions, but assessing

 23  other entities' approach to the problem, is that

 24  fair to say?

 25            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Yes.  It would be
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 01  reviewing their process and procedure and making

 02  sure, in our opinion, it made sense.

 03            MARK COOMBES:  And maybe you can just

 04  speak to us briefly about this discussion you

 05  have about the audit plans and procedures that

 06  you mentioned.  So maybe you can just talk to us

 07  about what an audit plan is and why it's

 08  required and sort of what it looks like?

 09            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Sure.  So to state the

 10  obvious, the City is paying RTM a lot of money

 11  to maintain millions of dollars worth of

 12  equipment.  Performing an audit is a due

 13  diligence activity to validate that the

 14  contractor is doing what they should be doing,

 15  doing what they're both contracted to do and

 16  doing both -- also what they told the authority

 17  they would be doing.  In other words, with the

 18  maintenance plan or with a maintenance schedule,

 19  are you living up to your own process and

 20  procedures?  So the audit is an evaluation of

 21  RTM's appropriate performance of their

 22  contracted maintenance activities.

 23            So when we started doing this, we

 24  worked with Matt Pieters' group to come up with

 25  a sequence of annual audits.  So how often?
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 01  What's the inspection interval between an audit?

 02  Maybe we do the light rail vehicles twice a

 03  year.  Maybe we do -- and these are just --

 04  these are made up, but maybe we do a track audit

 05  four times a year.  Maybe we do an inspection of

 06  cleanliness on stations once a month.

 07            So we start with that.  Then we

 08  generate the process for an audit.  So we would

 09  go in, we would request documentation.  This is

 10  in a process.  You know, step 1, request

 11  information from RTM as necessary to perform a

 12  documentation review.  Step 2, review the

 13  documentation.  Step 3, schedule an on-site

 14  audit.  So we would develop an audit process, an

 15  audit plan.

 16            Then after that, it's performing the

 17  audit.  It's doing that stuff in the audit plan.

 18  Requesting documentation, reviewing the

 19  documentation, going on site, doing an

 20  inspection, or an audit, or an evaluation, or

 21  shadowing RTM or their subcontractors on a

 22  maintenance activity, and generating an audit

 23  report with findings.

 24            You know, what was -- what needs to be

 25  remedied?  What's an opportunity for
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 01  improvement?  And that would get transmitted

 02  back to RTM as the results of an audit.

 03            MARK COOMBES:  So, in other words, the

 04  audit would be designed to, sort of, ensure that

 05  the maintainer is doing what it's supposed to be

 06  doing and if there's any deficiencies found,

 07  suggesting areas that they need to improve?

 08            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Well, yeah.  I mean,

 09  you can say the findings are two-tiered.  One is

 10  telling them, you dropped the ball somewhere,

 11  you need to go fix that.  The other is what

 12  maybe we call an opportunity for improvement

 13  where you don't have to do this, you probably

 14  still would be compliant, but it would be a

 15  whole heck of a lot more efficient if you did

 16  this.  So this is sort of two levels of

 17  findings.

 18            MARK COOMBES:  So have you been

 19  involved -- it sounds like there's two

 20  perspectives.  One is designing the audit plans

 21  and procedures and then also performing the

 22  audits themselves?

 23            SCOTT KRIEGER:  As I said, I haven't

 24  been site, but I did participate in some

 25  documentation review, mostly on the light rail
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 01  vehicle audit.

 02            So the answer to your question, in

 03  short, is yes.  But not on site, not yet.

 04            MARK COOMBES:  Maybe we can just talk

 05  at a high level about, sort of, your view, at

 06  least as far as your involvement in assessing

 07  derailments or other issues.

 08            Do you have a sense of whether, and

 09  again if this speculative, you can tell me this,

 10  but whether the maintenance issues that you have

 11  been identifying throughout this interview

 12  resulted in some of these issues that the system

 13  has seen in operation?

 14            SCOTT KRIEGER:  I couldn't say if

 15  these issues resulted, if there's a direct cause

 16  and effect.  I can't say that.  Like you say, I

 17  would be jumping to a conclusion.

 18            MARK COOMBES:  Fraser, do you have any

 19  additional questions for Mr. Krieger?

 20            FRASER HARLAND:  No, I don't think so.

 21            MARK COOMBES:  So I think that's all

 22  of my -- the areas that I wanted to explore with

 23  Mr. Krieger.

 24            Do you have any comments you would

 25  like to make that I haven't asked you about or
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 01  any issues that you had seen in your time

 02  involved with the project that you think I

 03  should know about that I haven't asked you

 04  about?

 05            SCOTT KRIEGER:  To be honest, I

 06  think -- and from my understanding of your goal,

 07  as it was explained to me and as we've been

 08  talking, I think we've covered the concerns that

 09  my group identified, the issues identified, what

 10  was shared.  I mean, you have the documentation,

 11  what was shared with OC Transpo.

 12            I can't think of anything else.  I

 13  can't think of anything else that we haven't

 14  really touched on, to be totally honest.

 15            MARK COOMBES:  Thank you.

 16            Mr. O'Brien, did you have any

 17  follow-up questions?

 18            FRASER HARLAND:  Sorry, just related

 19  to that, Mr. Krieger, the Commission, part of

 20  the Commission's role is to identify

 21  recommendations that might prevent some of the

 22  issues that have happened.  And obviously we can

 23  glean things from this discussion and from some

 24  of the documents, but if you were to try and

 25  summarize some key recommendations that you
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 01  would provide, do any come to mind for you?

 02            SCOTT KRIEGER:  Are we talking

 03  recommendations going forward or what should

 04  have been done two years ago?

 05            FRASER HARLAND:  Well, I'm interested

 06  in both, I guess.

 07            SCOTT KRIEGER:  So what should have

 08  been done two years ago is pretty well spelled

 09  out in the documents we've been looking at.  I

 10  wouldn't change any of that.  It's resources,

 11  it's experience, it's material, it's management,

 12  it's all the same stuff.  I wouldn't append that

 13  at all.

 14            Going forward now, I would assume some

 15  of that has been addressed, but I would still --

 16  and this is just Scott speaking to you guys, I

 17  would still go in, I would evaluate where they

 18  are resource wise.  I would do -- and that's

 19  labour count, actual number of people.  We used

 20  to do this, where you come up with -- how long

 21  does it take to do something?  How many things

 22  do I need to do?  And you build all the way up

 23  to the right number of people you're supposed to

 24  have.

 25            I would like to see the results of
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 01  that, a staffing level, and I would like to see

 02  the level of experience on similar assignments

 03  elsewhere in North America, or the world, and

 04  there needs to be some senior people involved in

 05  the maintenance activity.

 06            Again, I can't comment on who's there

 07  now.  I haven't been there in two and a half

 08  years.  But my recommendations would be I would

 09  start with evaluating how many people are there

 10  and what's their experience?

 11            FRASER HARLAND:  Thank you.

 12            MARK COOMBES:  Thank you.

 13            Mr. O'Brien, did you have any

 14  follow-up questions for the witness?

 15            MICHAEL O'BRIEN:  I don't have any

 16  questions for Mr. Krieger, thank you.

 17            MARK COOMBES:  Okay.  I think that can

 18  conclude the interview.  We can go off the

 19  record.

 20            ---  Completed at 4:00 p.m.

 21  

 22  

 23  

 24  
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