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OTTAWA LI GHT RAIL COW SSI ON
STV - Thomas Prender gast
APRI L 27th, 2022

--- Held via Zoom Vi deoconferencing, with all

participants attending renotely, on the 27th day

of April, 2022, 2:00 p.m to 5:09 p.m
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--- Upon comencing at 2:00 p. m

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  AFFI RMED.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So the purpose
of today's interviewis to obtain your evidence,
under oath or sol emm declaration, for use at the
Comm ssion's public hearings. This will be a
col | aborative interview, such that ny cocounsel,
M. Coonbes may intervene to ask certain
guesti ons.

|f time permts, your counsel wl|
al so -- may al so ask foll owup questions at the
end of the interview.

The interview is being transcri bed and
the Comm ssion intends to enter the transcri pt
i nto evidence at the Conm ssion's public
heari ngs, either at the hearings thensel ves or
by way of procedural order before the hearings
commence. The transcript wll be posted to the
Commi ssion's public website along wth any
corrections made to it after it's entered into
evi dence.

The transcript, along with any
corrections later made to it, will be shared
with the Commission's participants and their

counsel on a confidential basis before being
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entered into evidence.

You wll be given the opportunity to
revi ew your transcript and correct any typos
or other errors before the transcript is shared
wWith the participants or entered into evidence.
Any non-typographi cal corrections nade wll be
appended to the transcript.

And finally, pursuant to section 33(6)
of the Public Inquiries Act 2009, a w tness at
an inquiry shall be deened to have objected to
answer any question asked of hi mupon the ground
that his answer may tend to incrimnate the
wWitness or may tend to establish his liability
to civil proceedings at the instance of the
Crown or of any person. And no answer given by
a wtness at an inquiry shall be used or be
recei vabl e as evidence against himin any tri al
or proceedi ngs agai nst himthereafter taking
pl ace, other than a prosecution for perjury in
gi vi ng such evi dence.

And as required by section 33(7) of
that Act, you are advised that you have the
right to object to answer any question under
section 5 of the Canada Evi dence Act.

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Thank vyou.
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CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And so if we can
begin sinply by having you explain your role in
Stage 1 of Otawa's LRT project.

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: My role was to
serve as a nenber and | eader of the independent
assessnent team that OC Transpo convened as they
wer e approachi ng conpletion of the construction
of the project, noving toward revenue service
avail ability.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And who did you
work for at that tinme?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | worked for STV
| ncor por at ed.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And this is a
consul ti ng conpany?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

Engi neeri ng, constructi on managenent, consulting
conpany, headquartered in the United States.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Is that where
you are located, in the U S?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes, in the New
York office.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And what was the
role of the independent assessnent teanf

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: I n general ternms,
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It was a team of professionals wth discipline,
experti se and project experience in the delivery
of rail transportation systens for public sector
clients.

And their role was to assi st
OC Transpo in ternms of the actions being taken
by the constructor, RTG and the to-be
mai ntainer, RTM to deliver on the work they
contracted with OC Transpo, working toward
revenue service start up.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And was STV
i nvol ved beyond this independent assessnent team
in the project?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: What were its
ot her rol es.

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: STV was a j oi nt
venture partner with AECOV Jacobs, we call it
little Jacobs, a tunneling niche firmin the
United States, and | forget the first nane, a
doubl e nanmed Canadian firmthat was part of a
joint venture program nmanagenment team
supporting OC Transpo.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Was t hat
t hr oughout the project?
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THOVAS PRENDERGAST: No. |t was near
t he, you know, as -- the program managenent
contract was throughout the project. The |AT
was very late in the devel opnent, but the
program managenent contract was for, you know,
the entire effort at Stage 1.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So you were not
i nvolved in that. However, you only becane
i nvol ved in the I AT towards the end --

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: That's correct.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And when exactly
did you becone invol ved?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: It was April or
May of 2017, | believe.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And did your
| nvol venent continue foll owi ng revenue service?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes. But |
believe a short period of the tinme. Mich
shorter than what preceded revenue service.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So did your
i nvol venent end in 2019 or 20207

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | don't recall.
It was toward the end of 2019 or early 2020, but
| don't recall.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Were you
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enbedded with the Gty at all in terns of
working directly in Gtawa on site with the
Cty?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: No. The -- |
woul d conme up when the | AT was on site
perform ng sone of its duties. So it was at
various tinmes throughout the tine fromwhen the
| AT was convened through to its conpletion of
wor k, we would conme up for a week to 10 days at
atinme in response to an ask that the client
woul d make of us.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Was there any
ki nd of division of responsibilities or
different roles within STV's teamas it rel ated
to the AT work? So because | take it -- maybe
| should ask if there were others from STV al so
at --

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Was your role
different fromany of the other people involved?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Well, | was the
| eader of the | AT team So AECOM STV, early on
Jacobs, but then they weren't involved because
there wasn't a need for themto be involved.

But throughout the majority of the IAT' s tine,
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416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
Thomas Prendergast on 4/27/2022 10

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

whi ch was made up of enpl oyee representatives
from AECOM and STV. | was an enpl oyee of STV at
the tine.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Got it. And you
were the | ead for everybody?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAINVI LLE: Was the City
represented on the | AT tean?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: No.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And who did the
teamreport to?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Well, when you
say the "City", does that include OC Transpo?

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  Yes, sorry.

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: At tines |
believe there were representatives from CC
Transpo that woul d provide technical support to
the | AT team

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Who did the I AT
teamreport to at OC Transpo?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: John Manconi .

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And do |
understand that part of the IAT's role was to
provi de advice with respect to operati ons and

mai nt enance?
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THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: So it wasn't
sinmply about construction and the system bei ng
ready froma building perspective. The team was
| ooki ng at preparedness of the systemat all
| evel s? |Is that how you woul d describe it?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes. And that
was why | made the distinction early on between
RTG and RTM

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And you now wor k
for AECOM correct?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: That's correct.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And have you had
any invol venent, since you've been there, with
Otawa's LRT?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: | may have cone
up for one neeting, but it was related nore to
Stage 2. It was related, |I think, entirely to
St age 2.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And naybe we can
bring up your resune and just speak briefly
about your background and experience?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Ckay.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  You recogni ze
this, first of all, as your resune?
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THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes. This is the
resune that AECOM has for ne as it relates to
when we do business with clients, a summary of
my work experience and experti se.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And you have not
j ust experience, but you've been educated in
engi neering and urban transportati on systens?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes. | have a
degree in systens engineering with a
speci alization in urban transportati on systens.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVILLE: So you are a

certified engineer?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: |'m not a
certified engineer. |'ma graduate engineer.
So a certification, |ike a professional
engi neering licence, | do not have.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And we see under
STV that you served in respect of various --
several mmjor transportation projects as the
principal client relationship nmanager?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  Woul d t hat
include the Gty of Otawa in this case?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STINE MAI NVI LLE: And | just want
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to ask you about at the top, you indicate your
experienced with highly visible and politically
sensitive public arenas.

And | would just ask you, would you
consider this project one of these --

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: And | take it
that's not necessarily uncommon in projects of
this nature?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: No, it's not
unconmdn. You're correct.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And woul d you
consi der, however, in this case the political
sensitivities were heightened? D d you get that
sense”?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Well, that's a
relative term So if you take a | ook at ny
resune, | was the CEO of New York City Transit,
the CEO of Long Island Railroad, the two
| argest -- the largest transit and the | argest
commuter rail systemin North America and the
Chai rman of the MIA and CEOQ dual role. So all
projects of this nature have that political
sensitivity. They're -- and | don't think -- |

woul d not distinguish one as being nore
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pronounced from the ot her.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And in terns of
public attention to the project and public |evel
of out spokenness perhaps, was this any different
t han ot hers?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: The only
difference is it was the construction of a new
systemthat didn't exist before. | had been
| nvol ved i n extensions of existing systens, and
so that's a distinction between the two. So
it's a brand new system where there is no rail,
highly visible. The highly visible, they' re all
the same. But the brand new system
di stinguishes it from I|ike, my other
experi ences, as CEGCs.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: So had you
ot herwi se been involved in new systens or brand
new projects like that?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: The majority of
nmy tinme was spent in running existing systens,
| egacy syst ens.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: W'Ill file this
as the first exhibit and we can take it down.

EXH BIT NO 1: Curriculumyvitae of

Thomas Prender gast:
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CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So you nenti oned
you reported to John Manconi. Wo else at the
Cty would you nostly interact with in terns of
bei ng your counterparts?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Jocel yne Begin
woul d be one. [|I'mtrying to renenber who had
the role that M chael Mrgan has now. He was
the | ead of the project for OC Transpo, Steve
Cripps. Steve Cripps.

And then nenbers of their team as |
responded earlier, when we needed to interface
with people that could provide technical
i nformation to them

So -- but the primary peopl e woul d be,
on Stage 1, would be John Manconi, Jocel yne
Begin, first Steve Cripps and then M chael
Mor gan.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And did you
interact a lot wwth Tory Charter?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And the Mayor?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: |t was nowhere
near the sane |evel of involvenent with the
Mayor .

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And aside from
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t he advi sors that you nentioned as being part of
| AT, would you have nmany interactions wth other
advi sors or consultants for the Gty?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Specifically from
the set of consultants for the Cty?

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: Gty, which |
take it as including OC Transpo.

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: No. No other --
| can't recall any other contacts with any other
consultants, to be honest with you. It was the
majority, if not solely OC Transpo staff.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: For i nstance,
are you aware of one called Boxfish? And, in
particular, a consultant called Brian Guest?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: | know t he nane
and | may have net with him but |I can't recall
specifically. Seriously, | can't.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  And how woul d
you characterize the Cty's experience for a
project like this? How -- did you feel that it
had the requisite experience? And to what
extent was that supplenmented by people Iike
yoursel f?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | can't nake a
judgnent on the requisite experience. | can
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offer that not only with respect to the I AT and
t he reachout and the ask of people and firnms who
could provi de expertise to raise issues, provide
answers to issues, et cetera, they were doing
the right things. So -- and they were reaching
out. If a resource was needed, we either
provided it or the City got it. Wen | say
"Cty", excuse ne, OC Transpo woul d get that
resource.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVILLE: So you didn't
perceive any gaps in terns of what the Gty
required in terns of experience and expertise?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: No, | did not.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And did you have
the information you needed to fully advise the
Cty and performyour role?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And did you get
the sense that OC Transpo or the Gty had the
information it needed as wel | ?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes, because we
woul d go to OC Transpo and then we woul d get
that information so, yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And what was the
| evel of receptiveness of -- by the Cty, or OC

neesonsreporting.com
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Transpo, of STV's advice or of the I AT teanis
advi ce?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Very high |evel
of receptivity.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Were there
| nstances where the Gty did not followthe
advi ce provided by the | AT?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | want to make
sure | answer that question correctly. So we
never provided prescriptive advice. W provided
advi ce based upon knowl edge of -- based on that
experience and expertise set that we had,
know edge of simlar projects, and
i dentification of issues that needed to be
addressed. So there was no prescriptive |iKke,
you should do this.

So it's hard for nme to answer the
guestion. It was a high |evel of receptivity on
the part of the client of listening, nmaking sure
t hey understood the significance of the issue,
and why the | AT teamfelt it needed to be
addr essed.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Were there
| nstances where the Gty faced constraints, |ike

I nternal or external constraints, that didn't

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
Thomas Prendergast on 4/27/2022 19

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

allowit to fully inplenent the advice being
provi ded by | AT?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: | can't answer
t hat question in a conplete way. The only thing
| can say is that the -- there was a contract
mechani sm bet ween OC Transpo and RTG and RTM
t hat was the guiding docunent as to how t hat

rel ati onship went forward.

So -- and | don't even know if that's
a constraint, but everything was -- because
that's the starting point. But, no, | don't

know of any constraints.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: For i nstance,
any financial constraints or resourcing or
schedul e pressures and the |ike that woul d have
t hem say, you may be right on this and we woul d
| ove to do that, but we can't?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Never. Seriously
t hat never cane up.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And did you or
ot hers on your team have any areas of concern in
terns of actions the Cty took that you deened
not advi sabl e?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  No.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: One of the
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roles, as | understand it, of the I AT was to
give the Gty a sense of the schedule for the
project and how it was progressing and
tinelines, is that right?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And what was
your understandi ng of the reason for that?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Reason for what ?
| "' m sorry.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: For needing --
for the City wanting that fromthe | AT tean?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Very early on,
first or second neeting, the | AT was assenbl ed
in performng its job. W were trying to get --
ascertain to what extent the project schedul e
was | npacted by the tunnel coll apse.

So we were asking questions with
respect to, how was the contractor performng
wth respect to its own schedule? And the
contractor wasn't really willing to share that
wth us.

So we had a dialogue with the client,
wth OC Transpo, that, for whatever reason, the
contractor wasn't sharing that, with either OC
Transpo or us, there was a need for OC Transpo
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to have granularity, greater detail as to where
the project stood froma schedul e standpoi nt.

So we basically said we could take our
own data, talking to people, the I AT, working in
concert with OC Transpo staff, and create its
own assessnent as to how well the project was
proceedi ng agai nst what ever published materials
the contractor provided OC Transpo. And OC
Transpo agreed with our doing that.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Was t hat
unusual , based on your experience in various
ot her projects? Ws that concerning --
particularly concerning to you or unusual that
you -- that the Gty would not be receiving the
information it was requesting on the schedul e at
that point in tinme?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | think you
asked -- | think you asked, I'"'mnot trying to
pl ay ganes, | think you asked a coupl e of

gquestions there. Ws it concerning? Yes. |
t hink you then added sone | anguage about, you
know, had seen it before? So the answer to the
first question, was it concerning? Yes.

Had we seen it before in terns of the
| AT teanf? Yes. And even in a design-bid-build
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procurenent, which this was not, it was a
design, build procurenent, there was reluctance
on the part of the contractor to show those
types of information.

But those contract nechani snms usually
have a requirenent that they should share that
| nformation. But design builds are, by their
very nature, different and nore of the risk is
transferred to the contractor and | ess detail ed
oversi ght, question-asking froma behavi our
standpoint as to what you would find in a
desi gn- bi d- bui | d.

So the answer to the second question
I's, yes, concern, had seen it before, but then
revert to the first one, which is, you need
greater granularity in terns of where the
project sits in relation to its schedul e.

Projects are all about scope,
schedul e, budget. Those are basic tenets of the
proj ect.

CHRI STINE MAI NVI LLE: So do |
understand that this was not a scenario where
the Gty could enforce a requirenent or insist
on that being provided, could only request it?

O was there a clear requirenent that this
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needed to be provided, and they were just not
conplying with it?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | recall a
conversation along the |ines of what the PA
called for and didn't call for, but it got to a
poi nt where OC Transpo, rather than spend a | ot
of time dwelling on that, let's figure out how
we can devel op a schedul e based on the inputs |
tal ked about, to give themthat granularity they
needed.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And you said
that there can be sone reluctancy or, | don't
want to put words in your nouth, but hesitation
in providing this type of information in sone
projects. What is it that nakes the contractor
reluctant? If you're able to speak to that.

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: (One of the
underlying reasons for going with design, build
is to let the contractor do what he or she needs
to do to deliver the project. Theoretically,
renove as nmuch bureaucratic red tape as possible
and allow themto do their job.

Traditionally, the fornmer nechani sm
desi gn-bi d-buil d, you had nore bureaucracy, and

| don't nean that in a negative, just the checks
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and bal ances and asks for information. So once
you cross into the design, build franmework, the
contractors are reluctant to let it slip back to
a desi gn-bi d-bui | d.

So in answer to your question, was
that -- | don't know the exact word you used,
but was that a behaviour on the part of the
contractor that had been seen before? The
answer is, yes, to varying degrees.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  You tal ked about
the tunnel collapse and that inpacting the
schedule. Are you able to -- and of course the
col | apse occurred before your invol venent,
correct?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: By the tine you
get there, are you able to speak to the inpact
that that did have beyond scheduling, for
| nstance, on the relationships or on the project
nore broadly?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Can't comment on
the relationships. Al that | recall is a
cl ear, al nost unani nous feeling on the part of
the | AT that the progress of the project kind of

got in a suspended ani mati on node whil e they
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were dealing with tunnel collapse issue. |Its
cause, how they're going to conme out of it,
things of that nature. That's as far as it got.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Was it perceived
as a nonentous event for a project like this in
terns of being sonething that would materially
| npact - -

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes. That's as
far as it got.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: This may be --
well, first of all, were you ever asked to
provi de any advice on how to address this event
fromthe GCty's perspective in terns of the
request for a relief event or delay event or
anything like that?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: In relation to
the tunnel coll apse?

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  Yes.

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: No. No, we were
not asked.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Ckay. Are you
able to speak to the relationship generally? So
| eavi ng asi de the tunnel coll apse, what you
perceived in terns of the |evel of collaboration

or partnership as between the Cty and the
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proj ect conpany?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Coul d you repeat
t he question, because you're tal king about an
assessnent of a relationship. | just want to
make sure | understand correctly.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: 1I' m wonderi ng
how you woul d descri be or how you perceive the
relati onship between the City and -- as the
owner and the project conpany? And you may have
seen it evolve over tinme, but if you could
generally speak to your perception of it.

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: The rel ati onshi p,
at a very high level, was fine. There was no
acrinony. There wasn't, you know, disagreenents
that spilled over to any of the neetings we had.
There was an agreenent on nmaki ng sure that we
could get aligned on priorities because John
Manconi was very clear that while we had a task
to do and it was inportant, we did not want to
unduly i npact the delivery of the project.

So I wouldn't characterize -- it was
not acrinonious. |t was probably cordial, or
maybe just a step below, but very professional
in the exchange of the information, with the

exception of the schedul e.
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CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And were -- did
you see, in terns of collaboration, and aside
fromthe schedule, any |ack of partnership? You
know, in terns of the approach being taken, this
is a P3 contract, did you think there was
sonet hi ng | acking on the partnership front?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: No. No.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Are you aware or
were you aware of the Cty underwiting RTG s
debt ?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | was aware and
the teamwas aware that there were a separate
set of discussions between the CGty, OC Transpo,
and RTG in a general sense, but the details of
which | don't recall a lot of information or
know edge on that. That's ny recollection.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: D d you -- would
you have perceived any change in terns of the
| nvol venent of the senior creditors' technical
advi sors?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: No, because we
didn't interact wth them |If there was any
i nteraction with them it was very, very |ate.

It wasn't the full | AT, but, no.
CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And what was
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your |evel of interaction with RTGor its
subcontractors, COLRTC, or others?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: What was the
| evel of interaction?

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  Yes.

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: As we woul d be
doi ng these reviews on a periodic basis, don't
hold ne to the frequency, but |ike generally
ever two, three nonths, we'd be there for 10 to
12 days at a tine. So we would identify the
|ist of areas that we would want to neet with
them on and get alignnent on that.

For the nost part, they were
agreeable. They didn't say no, we won't neet
with you on it.

And then it was the understandi ng of
what resources they needed to bring to the
tabl e, what specific individuals, so that they
could address the i ssues we had and have an open
di scussi on.

And our expectation -- their
expectation of us was that we didn't want to
unduly i npact the delivery of the project,
because you may want to be talking to soneone
who is critical to a construction itemin the
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field, or sone activity taking place.

So that was the nature of the
i nteraction and the involvenent. And it was,
you know, we always found a way to be able to
neet, and everybody's priorities being net.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: D d you have any
awar eness of how systens integration was
perforned on this project by RTG or OLRTC?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes. The I AT did
and | did, yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Can you speak to
that? What was your perception of that?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Well, to begin
with, I'ma systens engineer, so it's ny subject
area of expertise. In terns of experience in
delivery of conplex technol ogical systens, it's
been an area | spent a lot of tine in. So --
and just about everybody on the | AT team
understood the inportance of systens
i ntegration, testing and conmi ssi oni ng.

So that was -- and to be frank, that
woul d be the case of any project of this type
and this magnitude. It would be one of the
first areas you look to. So the overall answer

to that question is, yes.
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CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And so did you
assess that -- and you can speak to when you
arrived or over tine, were there gaps there that
you saw?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Well, the nost
pronounced one was once we were able to, wth
better granularity, assess where they were based
on their own schedul e, based on this shadow
schedul e, maybe we shouldn't call it shadow, but
a parallel schedule that we set up, what we
realized was is that there was this, | tal ked
about it a mnute ago, this suspended ani mati on,
t he suspended ani mati on because they were
dealing with the tunnel collapse issue, but the
end date of revenue service availability was not
novi ng.

So sonmewhere in the schedul e sonet hi ng
| S happeni ng, either sonething' s being
elimnated or sonething' s being conpressed.

And we didn't see any elimnation. W
saw possi bly sonme, | don't want to say short
stopping, but definitely conpression. And early
on, we saw conpression that we just knew coul d
not be sustained given the |level of testing that

needed to be done, integration testing. You
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know, first of all, conponent testing, assenbly
testing, integration testing, and comm ssi oni ng
of service. And the difference between the two
IS conm ssion neans it's okay for service,
you're blessing it.

So very early on, we saw that what
t hey had done was just conpress that schedule to
a point that they didn't nove the end date, but
they had unrealistic tinme constraints placed on
testing and conm ssi on.

CHRI STINE MAI NVI LLE: And did that
conpression remain even as the RSA date was
pushed back?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes, to a point.
And what | nean by that is for the |ongest tine,
they basically, these weren't their exact words,
but they basically said, we hear you, but don't
worry, we got this. Meaning, we're still going
to deliver it.

And then as the conpression continued
and the date was approaching, the realization on
their part that they could no | onger sustain
that, either explainability-wise or actually
project delivery-wise, they started to apply

t hought to, are there ways we can appropriately
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conpress the testing comm ssion.

And actually there was a third el enent
that's nore than just testing and conm ssi oni ng.
It's all the docunentation that needed to be
delivered in relation to the project because the
termused in U K or in Canada, safety case, you
need to neet and denonstrate on paper that
sonet hi ng has net a standard.

So there was a point intine in the
process where they either got honest with
t hensel ves or realized they had to explain they
have to do sonething. |If the date isn't going
to nove, and figure out ways to be w ser and
smarter and nore efficient on testing and
comm ssi oni ng, and do sone of the docunentation
revi ew.

So that's the full answer to -- so
early on it was no, we hear you. And then at
sone point in tinme, no, we have to do sonething.
And then they started to do sone things.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And so what did
the integration testing look like at the end, if
you're able to say?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Al l projects of
t hat magnitude and that type, the integration
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testing is difficult. You're never |ucky enough
for all things to match up and not have things
to deal with, that's why you do the integration
testing. So a |lot of people think that the
whol e is equal to the sumof the parts and it's
not .

You build A perfectly, you build B
perfectly, you put themtogether to get a
functionality of C, and it's in that integration
testing you find out you don't get that C, so
you have to do sonething, either to the design
of A or B, or sone type of interface to get
t hat .

So integration testing is difficult to
begin with. They had to go through that process
and learn on their own that, oh, it really is
difficult and we need to do sonet hing about it.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So woul d you say
there was a | ack of appreciation on -- you say
RTG but I'mgoing to say perhaps OLRTC or at
| east on the project conpany side, was there a
| ack of understanding of the I evel of conplexity
and perhaps inportance of that conponent,
| nt egration conponent ?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Well, | want to
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qualify the answer. There's certainly a sense
of that. To be able to prove it in fact, we
woul d have had to do nore analysis, but the
sense was very clear that they didn't get it.
And it wasn't our job to determ ne, you know,
whet her they had the capability or not, because
this date is out there, the public is expecting
a project to be conpleted, so that was what the
f ocus was.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And just on the
CLRTC and the RTG point, did you perceive a
di stinction or would you be able to say who was
part of OLRTC as opposed to RTG?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | woul dn't make a
di stinction because, at the end of the day, it's
the sumtotal of RTG OLRTC, and RTMthat had to
del i ver a successful project.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: | just wanted to
be clear on that, so when you say RTG it could
be them or their subcontractor?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes, yes. |It's
definitely the consortiumthat nmade up the
delivery of the project.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So woul d you be
able to give us a sense of how nuch the
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i ntegration testing phase changed from what may
have been the original plan and what ultimately
ended up happeni ng?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: |'m certainly not
going to give you a quantitative one because it
woul d be -- we didn't run nunbers. | can't do a
guantitative one. It changed over tine.

And it goes back to ny earlier coment
about first they just acknow edged hearing us.
And then over a period of tine they went, well,
| guess nmaybe there was substance to what you
were saying. And then finally, like, there is
substance to what you're saying, we got to do
sonet hi ng.

So it was kind of the sane thing with
i ntegration. And they started to devote the
right type of resources and | evel of resources
to dealing with it.

Because you need to understand, a
person that has the accountability of delivering
| ntegration needs to understand it. You can't
give it to just anybody. And it's a conbination
of | earned experience in terns of the degree

and -- | earned expertise and | earned experience

in real-life application of that expertise.
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CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And so they
ultimately did bring in soneone |ike that to
finalize the integration piece?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: That was a very
good choice of words. They ultimately did bring
soneone in, yes, and the operative word is
"ultimatel y".

CHRI STINE MAI NVI LLE: And that testing
period, | take it, would have still been
conpressed?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: To neet the
ori gi nal date, yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Well, even at
the end in terns of what transpired, would you
characterize that as a --

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | woul d, but |
woul d also tell you that on the delivery of any
maj or project of this nature, you' ve got two
extrenes.

One extrene is, you have peopl e that
are, | don't want to say perfectionists or
purists, but they wait until everything is
totally resolved and the date keeps novi ng.

And on the other end of the spectrum

you' ve got people that say you don't need to do
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that testing, just put it into service, and
you'll learn things as you go al ong.

And neither one of those are
acceptabl e positions to be in. So they were
nmoving toward the critical mass of, no, this is
now ready to go into service. It had to neet
the safety requirenent. There was no novenent
on the safety, none what soever.

It was the issue of the reliability --
functionality of the systemand the reliability
of the service being delivered.

CHRI STINE MAI NVI LLE: Let ne put it
this way, would it have been -- | take it -- let
me rephrase.

| take it it ultimately net the
require -- the necessary requirenents for
passing the integration testing?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: But beyond t hat,
woul d you say it would have been advisable to
conduct nore integration testing than they
ultimately perforned?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | woul dn't nake
that statenent. |It's -- because that's why |
defined the extrenes. There are sonme people who
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al ways say, make sure it's perfect and make sure
you have no failures at all. That's not
realistic in any project. And the other end of
the spectrumis just throw caution to the w nd.
It was in between those. So | would not nake
the representation that they could have gone
along. | would not.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVILLE: Do you recall
the integration testing being done in bits and
pi eces and parts on different parts of the
track, or on different vehicles?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And so in terns
of the -- well, how long would the entire system
have been able to run, in a fully integrated
f ashi on?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Well, there's two
points there. One of which is the fact that
they were doing the testing, as you characteri ze
it, different places and bits and pieces is
characteristic of a project |ike that, where you
have the tinme and the space and the availability
to run that testing.

And then you get to a point where you
woul d like to be able to have a sufficient
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runni ng revenue service, but you're acting like
you' re running revenue service. So you're
neeting your fleet requirenent. You're
operating the trains according to schedul e.
You're stopping in the stations, opening and

cl osing doors, things of that nature. And
that's the second part of the testing.

That's where, clearly, the | AT team
said that you shouldn't really be conpressing
any part of the testing or conm ssioning, but
that part of it you definitely have to get
right. You don't want to be Beta testing this
i n revenue.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: Is that what you
woul d call the trial running period?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Once again, we're
using a formal contract termin the PA and so it
woul d include that, but it nay be sone testing
even in advance of that.

And | think, just for clarity, what |
nmeant by that |ast piece is is that if you know
you're taking a final examw th sonebody, and

it's a final examthat you have to pass, you
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can't get the certification you need, people

t hat have taken that exam or those exans, or
educators wll tell you, take a couple of dry
runs. Here's tests fromlast year. See how
well you do on these. So even before you enter
that test, you're gaugi ng where you are and how
wel |l prepared you are. So that's the piece
before trial running.

But trial running is a specific
contract termthat | don't recall exactly what
It nmeant so.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Just to finish
up on the integration testing, would you have
had any sense of whether Thal es, who supplied
t he signaling systemon the project, right,
whet her Thales felt there had been sufficient

| ntegration testing or would have --

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: | can't speak for
Thales. | can't speak for any of the subsystem
suppliers or systemsuppliers. | dealt with

them | had a relationship wwth them |
understand them but | can't opine because |
can't get into their heads. | can't answer that
question for you.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Fair enough.
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What can you say about the CBTC system
that Thal es applied? Are you famliar with it
to sone extent?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Very fam i ar
wth it because, for 19 nonths, | was the CEO of
TransLi nk out in Vancouver. And that Thal es
systemwas the original -- the original Alcatel
systemis the building blocker for the Thal es
system so | understand that systemvery well.
It has been nodified over the years and
| mpr oved.

And Thal es was one of the suppliers
that we selected in New York Cty transit to
convert one of the lines to conmuni cati on-based
train control.

So am a signal engi neer that can
design a track circuit? No. AmI| a systens
engi neer who can understand a track circuit and
understand the basic functionality of the signal
systen? Yes. So | amvery famliar with the
Thal es system

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And woul d you
consi der the systemthat was used here as fairly
standard for Thal es?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: That's -- | don't
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t o docunents.

By their very nature there is a basic
underlying el enent of a conmuni cati on-based
train control systemthat is standard, the basic
architecture. That architecture, though, is
nodi fied or tailored to the specific application
for what they're going to put it in, depending
upon the service patterns the client has.

So on one hand, is it a standard
Thal es systen? Yes, at the underpinning |evel.
But it was uniquely specified for OC Transpo's
needs.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: What woul d you
say i s unique to Thal es' systemthat other

providers nmay not have, if you're able to say?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: | woul dn't make
it -- I"'msure there are sonme di stingui shing
el enents between -- if you take a | ook, there's

Thales is in that space, Alstomis in that
space, Sienens is in that space, and they all
have proprietary design el enents that
differentiate themfromtheir conpetitors.

But -- and sone are nore useful at a
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specific application than others, but they're
all in that space. So it's hard for ne to
differenti ate between -- anpbng or between them

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Sure. \What
about the Ctadis train nodel that was used by
Al stonf? Do you understand the Ctadis Spirit,
whi ch was the nanme of this nodel, was sone
adaptation of their Ctadis nodel used
el sewher e?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | don't know the
answer to that if it was used el sewhere. |
don't know.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: D d you have any
sense of how service proven or new this system
was? How that may have conpared to ot her
projects you' ve been invol ved in?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: What woul d you
say on that?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: |'ve had a | ot of
experience with car builders. And car builders
bui | d dependi ng upon whether it's a perfornmance
spec or detail spec, according to what the
client's asking of it.

My experience has been primarily with
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Kawasaki or Bonbardier directly and Alstom And
there's always an iterative devel opnent of
| nprovi ng upon a prior product.

And then every once in a while they
cone out wwth a totally new technol ogy that you
woul dn't call it an iteration. [It's just a
brand new vehi cl e.

And this vehicle was, whether it was
the first in a delivery of one like that, or one
of the first deliveries, it was for a specific
purpose, what | would call a light rail system
simlar to OGtawa's, versus a heavy rail transit
| i ke New York City Transit or Boston or
Phi | adel phi a.

So and was the team aware of that
newness? Yes.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: And in terns of
i ntegrating that with Thal es' signaling system
did you understand that to be a first?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | don't know if
we understood it to be a first, but we were
certainly -- it was an issue that required
attention because you had an interface on the
vehi cl e between signals and all the vehicle

functions. Wereas if you choose a supplier,
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because Sienens and Al stom both have a signal
system so if you choose the vehicle supplier
and the signal supplier is the tane, it's |ess
of an interface issue than it is when it's two
different entities. But we did not know.

| f you say that was the first tine
that that particular signal systemwas put on
that particular vehicle, I would not be shocked
by that, but | can't say that we knew t hat at
the time. Al though we did know the car was
relatively new so.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: R ght. And the
train operators, OC Transpo was new to |i ght
rail?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: And |'ve seen
reference to this not being a mature naintainer
in terns of the naintenance piece or contract.

VWhat -- how woul d you explain that in
terns of the lack of maturity or |ack of
experi ence?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: When we | ooked at
the vehicle issue in total, and it had a
di fferent sub el enent, nunber of issues, a
comm tnment was nmade to do as nmuch of the car
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bui | ding and assenbly on site or in Ontario.

So they hired a workforce that built
the vehicle and they trained themto build a
vehicle. And that was probably |ocal [|abour,
and that's fine, we've seen that at other
projects. But to build a railcar is different
than i nspecting and nmaintaining it and
t roubl eshooti ng.

So the | AT team had concerns about,
okay, you've devel oped a workforce that can
build the car, and maybe you're going to use
sone of that talent to actually roll over into
t he operation and nmai nt enance, and what skill
set did they have to that, because it's a
different skill set. To build sonething is
different than to troubl eshoot sonething.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: But is it just
about the people that they had on the teamin
ternms of not having that skill set? O was it
specific to either RTMor Al stom who was the
mai nt enance subcontractor under RTM? Is it
about their |level of experience as an entity or
is it just about the people on -- hired for the
proj ect ?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: It's the forner.
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supervision; it's the managenent; it's
under st andi ng that construction delivery
requires certain skill sets distinctly different
t han operati ons nai nt enance.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So RTM - -

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: There is
soneti mes people that can bridge both, but there
are a lot of tines people that no, they stay in
their lanes and they just do one and they hand
t he baton to sonebody el se.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And | take it,
you' re speaking primarily of RTM as bei ng
responsi bl e for mai ntenance? So they --

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And they --
well, (a) they're a consortiun they're newin
terms of an entity. Just for the record if you
could say yes?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And then they
woul dn't have, you know, pre-existing
mai nt enance plans, and the like, is part of it?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: They may, but
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you -- we would ask questions to affirmthat
t hey had those nmai nt enance pl ans.
CHRI STINE MAINVI LLE: And | just want

to be clear on this -- the maturity of this
mai nt enance piece. Wll, first of all, Al stom
| woul d i magi ne, though, | don't know, you

correct ne if I'"'mwong, has nmuch experience in
mai ntaining their trains. Wuld that not be the
case”?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes, it would be
t he case, because they had -- because they --
and they did have contracts with entities where
they not only built the vehicle, but they
mai nt ai ned the vehicle. So the answer to your
question i s yes.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: R ght. So in
terns of their level of maturity, is it still
considered -- would you still consider it not
mature in respect of this particul ar project
ei ther because it's a new line or because it's
new people, or a new supervising authority?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: [t's probably the
|ast. And the reason | say that is because it's
not a matter of maturity. They have the

maturity. The question is did they have the
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right resources with that maturity in place in
t he managenent structure? Because it all
emanates fromthe managenent structure.

Even if you have well-skilled peopl e,

i f the managenent structure, in terns of
supervi sion and the nanagers, don't understand
that distinction, it's -- you're going to have
| ssues.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Ckay. So can
you tell nme about that on this project? Wat
gaps did you perceive on that front, on the
mai nt enance nanagenent or structure?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: As we got into
the -- as the client was approachi ng revenue
service availability and the focus of the I|IAT
was starting to -- we had dealt with many of the
constructability issues and getting stations
built, getting track built, getting cars built,
getting the testing done. There was a | ook at
t he RTM organi zati on because this is just from
experience at other agencies, you don't want to
a ribbon cutting cerenony and then problens wth
the delivering service days two, three, four and

five.

So we started | ooking at that and
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| ooki ng at the RTM structure.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And what did you
see?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Saw a coupl e of
very serious concerns, maybe glaring, and sone
| ack of awareness as to what the priority issues
were. And it would start with the term " making
score for service".

So when you're delivering a rail
service, | don't care where you are, you have a
norni ng rush hour, you have an afternoon rush
hour. The way service is delivered is you' ve
got a peak in the norning because everybody's
comng into work. It's going to change with the
pandem c, but it's there up until that tine.

Everybody i s denmandi ng service
requi renents, like 13 trains in the norning, and
t hen between rush hours, it cones down. Then
you have another one in the afternoon. And it's
cal l ed maki ng score. |If you need 13 trains to
deliver the |level of service, you have to have
13 trains ready for service. They have to be
i nspected. If there's a failure that occurred
on one, it has to be troubl eshot and prepared.

And it was apparent, in terns of

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
Thomas Prendergast on 4/27/2022 51

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

talking to the RTM structure, they weren't aware
of the significance of nmaking score.

CHRI STINE MAI NVI LLE: So they woul dn't
have adequate plans for having the nunber of
vehicles in service that would be required at
any given tinme?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: W th respect to
maki ng score, yes, absolutely. At any given
tinme, but the time you' re nobst concerned is
maki ng score in the norning rush, leading into
the nmorning rush hour, and the afternoon rush
hour .

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So was the
concern that they wouldn't have enough vehicles
avail able or -- if sonmething went wong? |Is
that the --

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: There were a host
of issues that drive that concern. Vehicle
availability is one. R ght-of-way issues, if
you had switch problens, if you had signal
problens, if you had weat her-rel ated probl ens.
But we were really concerned about the vehicle
availability, especially with their challenges
in ternms of delivering all 34 cars.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And did that --
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was that still the case going into RSA that you
had those concerns?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: It's in the very
bei ng of the people that operate these systens.
Your concern is daily. The concern of the
I ndividual is daily. | can't enphasize it nore
| nportantly. So even when | ran systens that
were fully steady, good repair, whatever,
there's this sense of focus and sense of urgency
on maki ng score on a per |ine basis.

So -- and that was kind of lacking, to
begin with, in a general sense. And then it was
nore pronounced because of the -- not having the
full 34 cars. Because you'll read in the
docunent ati on, you needed 30 cars to neet your
train service schedule requirenent. You had two
spares in the event that you had a failure of a
car when it was in revenue service. And two
cars, that is what we call a float for ongoing
| nspecti on because every so many kil onetres,
you've got to inspect cars and they're not
avai l abl e for service that day.

So if you don't have the full 34 cars,
it puts additional pressure on the service

provider to having a full conplenent of 30 cars
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to provi de service.

But when you operate this system
it's -- it's like you're going out to drive your
car, you've got to have your wallet. You don't
go out wi thout your wallet. You' ve got to have
your driver's |icence. You don't |eave the door
unl ocked w t hout your key. These are just
basics that are drilled into your head.

CHRI STI NE MAINVILLE: So -- well,

first of all, fewer than 34 cars went into --
were available or -- for going into service,
correct?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Was that 32 or
307?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: There were
various tinmes the nunbers were different. So
the answer to the question is that one tine it
m ght have been 30 and then passed a certain
date it got to be 32. And then, you know, it
eventually got to 34, but that was nonths after
when they were projecting the best case, when
the realization hit that 33 and 34 were going to
cone well beyond what the start of revenue

service availability was going to be.
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CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And beyond this
nunber of cars, did you believe that RTM was
still not, sort of, getting it in terns of
maki ng score for service, entering into RSA?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: The awar eness
finally sunk in, they were dealing wth
addi ti onal resources as well as sone ot her
t echni ques that they would use. So for |ack of
a better phrase, they were clinbing an awar eness
curve and a depl oynent of resource curve to neet
the service | evel requirenents.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: When RSA began,
you woul d say, they had awareness?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: To what extent
woul d the Gty have been concerned in going into
service with a reduced nunber of vehicles in
light of this? |In light of these pre-existing
concer ns.

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yeah, | nean, the
only reason I'mfrowning is | don't know how I
answer to what extent. Was there an awareness
on the part of the Cty and OC Transpo?
Absolutely. D d they comruni cate those concerns

to RTM? Yes. And was a cl ear set of
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requi renents spelled out to RTM? Yes. And
that's about as far as | can say.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: Are you able to
say why the City was prepared to start service
wi t hout the full conplenent of vehicles?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Well, |I'm
definitely not going to get into the m nds of
people -- | don't |ike when people try to get
into ny mnd, but | was not part of those
conversations. But | can tell you, |I'll go back
to ny earlier coment about, you know, when you
deliver projects like this, ideally you'd |ike
to have every | dotted and T crossed in terns of
all requirenents being net.

And certainly not fool heartedly
entering into service when you don't have enough
cars, but it's a judgnent issue because it's
never perfect and we understood that. | nean,
every one of the people on | AT team had been
i nvol ved in sone, way, shape or formw th system
start up. So we understood that. |[It's not a
pass/fail, black/white. You go through shades
of grey.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And not
ultimately your call to nmake, but did you nake
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any recommendations on that front as to whet her
It was advisable or not?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: No. \What we
would try to do is assess qualitatively what the
ri sks were and what, in a general sense, the
| evel of inpact that would have. And it's not
necessarily linear.

What do | nean by that? |f you' re at
30 trains for service -- 30 cars, | should say,
15 trains, and then you drop down to 28, so you
have 14 trains, there'll be sone inpact to
servi ce.

| f you drop down to 26 cars, 13
trains, that'll increase. And then at sone
point intinme, it's like the service is so
conprom sed.

And so we woul d offer input al ong
those lines, but it's not an exact science and
it's not exceptionally quantitative. It's a
conbi nation of qualitative and the quantitati ve.

And it's also -- there's a
rel ati onship between the | evel of ridershinp,
because the way the system was procured and
desi gned was for ridership, you know, the peak

| evel of ridershipinthe life of the system
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So that generally isn't in the first
year of operation. It's sonetine out in the
future.

So the comments and the gui dance and
t he technical support we provided to the client
was in a qualitative sense along those |ines.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  And
qualitatively, how would you have franmed the --
or assessed the level of risk that you foresaw
in ternms of this maintenance preparedness in
particular, including the risk of relating to
vehicle availability and so forth that you've
been di scussing? Like, what woul d have been
your take, as RSA is now right ahead of you,
what woul d you have been telling the Gty about
what the risks are that you're seeing at this
poi nt ?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Well, we gave
them those qualitative summari es and they had us
talk directly to RTM about what those were. And
a certain percentage of them can be nade up wth
addi ti onal resources, neani ng peopl e, neaning
staff.

So and for vehicle issues, that may
mean additional staff around the clock to
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t roubl eshoot trains, get themoff the line if
they're stalled. For switch issues, once you
get through early failure node, you can shrink
t he nunber of resources, but at the front end,
you put a lot of resources out. Those are
tradi tional approaches that agencies use when
t hey operate systens. They nmake up for
unsureness or concerns about reliability wth
addi ti onal staffing.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: And | take it
sone of the -- you conveyed this directly to RTM
or just to the Cty?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Well, to both. |
mean, the nature of the relationship fromthe
start of the I AT, whether it be with RTG or RTM
and this cane from John Manconi, no surprises,
share information, raise concerns, and provide
| ogic and rationale why there's a concern and
what they may want to consider doing, wthout
bei ng prescriptive about what they shoul d do.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And what was
your understanding from RTM at that point in
time about the extent to which they were going
to do that, to be responsive or increase their
resources and what not ?
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THOMAS PRENDERGAST: As | said
earlier, a couple of tines the awareness did
reach themfinally and they realized they had to
do sonething with either a changed approach or
process or additional resources.

And so they were being nore responsive
and nore assertive in terns of neeting that
need.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And that was --
t hat awareness that they gained, was that very
shortly before revenue service?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | can't recall
when it was. It wasn't just before revenue
service, but | can't renmenber how nuch in
advance of revenue service it was.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  And what
i nformation did you or the Gty have about the
extent to which it was able to put that in
pl ace? D d you have a good sense of what -- at
RSA, what their capabilities were |ike?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Well, OC Transpo
al ways made sure that they got back to the I AT
wth a response. Like we agree with your

concern, we don't agree wth your concern,

that's one exanpl e.
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Anot her exanple is, we agree with your
concern, but instead of -- and I"'mpulling a
nunber out of the air, instead of seven
additional staff to watch switches, we think we
can do it with four. And in sone cases we'd
say, okay, fine, we get it. Qher cases we'd
say, | don't know if you can do it wth four.

So there was an exchange of
i nformation, but ultimately the risk was theirs
under the contract, as guided or dictated by the
PA.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: So do | take
that to nean the risk was on them and so -- and
the Gty may not have had conpl ete insight at
that point in tinme into what had been put in
pl ace and how -- and whether they did front | oad
their resources because ultimately it was up to
themto figure out?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | can't answer
the question in terns of what the Cty thought
or did.

| wll go back to the |ast part of
your comment which is, the underlying principle
of a design, build procurenent is transference
of risk.
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So if you say that your performance
needs to neet these standards and that's the
performance standard that's being held to under
the ternms of the contract, it's really not
appropriate for either the client, or the AT to
say, okay, you say you can do it wth four, |
t hi nk you need seven. Because once | assert
that | need seven that risk transfers back over
to the client. You've taken that risk away from
them And that's -- if sonething was unsafe, we
definitely would say that, so would the client,
nanel y John Manconi. But these were not
saf e-unsafe i ssues. These were service
reliability issues.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Yes. And nmaybe
| can ask you this way, in terns of what you
t hought they should be doing, RTM were you
ever -- did you ever gain the |level of
sati sfaction or assurance or infornation, even,
that that was in place, what you thought was
sufficient in termwas of preparedness?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Well, the first
item we noticed was the awareness that okay,
there is sonething here, that's the first.

The second was, I n sone areas, even
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when they cane out with a resource | evel that
was bel ow what was needed, they would respond
with sonething higher. |In other cases, they
didn't; they held firm So that's about as far
as we took it, but we weren't asked, nor would
we say, that's the right |evel of resources.
We'd just say, these are sone chall enges.

And I'll give you an exanple. | nean,
it's like if you're tal ki ng about right-of-way
| ssues, if you have four people and you evenly
di stribute themalong the line, but you can't
tell where the failures are going to occur,
there's a tine associated wth that nearest
person getting to the vehicle, troubl eshooting
and getting it done.

| f you have seven resources out there,
that anount of tinme it takes to get to the
vehicle wll be shorter and so you'll have a
hi gher | evel of confidence that service won't be
affected as drastically.

So that's the nature of the

conversations that were -- and they were
qualitative and -- they weren't pulling nunbers
out of the air. It was based upon enpirical

knowl edge that people on the AT teamhad with
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systens |like this.

CHRI STINE MAI NVI LLE: And did you
ultimately observe, after the -- after the
system went into service, whether they were
prepared or not?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: | can't recall
the |l evel of detail that we went to. It was a
short period of tinme. Like | said earlier in
terns of after revenue service availability
versus before. So as | can't -- | can't recall.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And is it fair
to say that it was expected that there would be
I ncreased pressure on nai ntenance when the
system went into operation?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Is it fair to say
what? | want to nmake sure | understand the
guesti on.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: That there was
going to be increased pressure on nai ntenance?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Onh, absol utely,
yes.

CHRI STINE MAI NVI LLE: And did you
understand that -- did you have any sense of
Al st om nmai nt enance preparedness nore

specifically? So whether there were any
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challenges in terns of themgetting |ined up and
prepared ahead of revenue service?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | want to make
sure when you say "Alstont, are you tal king just
about vehicles or all the responsibility that
Al st om had under RTM?

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: The latter. But
then al so nore specifically the vehicl es.

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Wl l, no, because
it was -- it wasn't till pretty far into the | AT
teamls work that we -- it was when we started to
| ook at the RTMrel ationship and the
organi zational staffing, et cetera, that we
realized that Alstom had a big piece of that.
Because going into it, before we |ooked at the
vehicles, we thought they were just limted to
details, but they weren't. |In the RTM
framework, they got a |lot of the scope. So we
did start to pay attention to it. And we paid
attention to both vehicle as well as
non-vehi cl e.

But a |lot of the concerns and the
hi gh-1evel concerns were with the vehicl es.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And so did you
have any understandi ng of what they had done to
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prepare for revenue service?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Well, through the
neetings that, we |learned of what their |evel of
pr epar edness was.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And what was

t hat ?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Well, first of
all, the window was toward the tail end of [|AT
as we're rolling up to -- as the client was
rolling up to RSA, and it was nonths, not -- |I'd

say weeks, 8, 10, 12 weeks before, nmaybe even
| onger, but it's not a year before.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: D d you ever
hear of any -- anything about the fact that
Al stom on the mai ntenance side, didn't believe
that their work started until RSA under the
contract, such that that inpacted their
preparati ons?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Say t hat again?
|"mnot sure | got it.

CHRI STI NE MAINVI LLE: That in terns of
the lead up to RSA that there were sone
chall enges in terns of Al stom preparing for

revenue service availability, given sone

under st andi ng that, under the contract, their
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work didn't start until RSA. WAs that sonething
t hat you understood or was di scussed?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: |t was di scussed
in general terns and to create the framework as
to why the discussion would ensue, in any case.
Because for those of us that worked at agenci es,
even when it wasn't a design build, when it was
one elenent in the organization delivering a
project and another elenent in the organi zation
accepting it froma standpoint of operations and
mai nt enance, there is a natural tendency within
an organi zation is the people delivering it
don't interface or communicate well with the
people that are going to have to operate and
maintain it.

And the people that don't have to
operate and nmaintain it don't care about it
until it's the magi cal date.

So any system whether it's
desi gn-bid-buil d; design-build; done totally
internally; conbination of internal-external;
that's an interface that needs to be managed.

So when we got to the point of | ooking
at RTM and themgetting to take it over, we
woul d | ook at those issues in the context of our
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own experience, and what was being done to

have -- what we call a snpboth baton pass. Two
runners in a race, |'m handi ng you the baton.
|"mnot throwng it at you and nor are you goi ng
like this, | don't want it. I|I'mhanding it to
you. That's the way we tal ked about it because
that's the best way that you ensure good
delivery and pass-on. And then clearly we saw
that there were sone di sconnects there.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And did that
| npact, from your perspective, readiness for
service?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes, because it
woul d inpact it even if it was internally
delivered in a design-bid-build way. So, yes,
it did.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Wul d you say
ultimately that RTM was ready for normal
operations, but not for the enhanced needs t hat
ultimately were present? O would you not even
say they were ready for nornal operations?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | nherent in the
m ndset of the people that were on the I AT, and
| don't want this to sound |like a pontification,
but inherent in the mndset is there will be
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service problens. There will be failures of
equi pment and of assenblies and parts. And the
people that are responsible for operating it
have to be aware of that; have to have the
requi site resources in place, expertise and
experience wse, to respond to it, troubl eshoot
It, and get the systemrunning. So it's

| nherent in the way we | ooked at it. So it was
just part of our being, part of our |ooking at
it.

So -- and that was -- and certainly
there's this passing of the baton. And now
you're really in a fishbowl. You are delivering
service. The public is imedi ately inpacted and
it's -- and so we were -- we |looked at it from
t he standpoint -- the original question was, did
we ook at it like is it okay with no probl ens
occurring or -- the two are synonynous because
the problens wll occur. W didn't
differenti ate between the two.

There's no such thing as five days of
perfect rush hour. |t doesn't happen.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: But woul d you
say that on any line on any system problens

woul d occur? O, in particular, in this -- on
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this project? O was there an increase -- an
enhanced sense that there would be problens or
| ssues on this project, given the |evel of

pr epar edness?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: A | ot of what we
saw, as an | AT, was consistent with what we saw
I n other design-build projects. So the nature
of the problens, you know, the |ikelihood of
where those problens exi sted was characteristic
of a design-build. So there was no shock there.

There was an increased | evel of
concern that, in this particular case, it took a
while for the "famly" of RTG and RTMto
acknow edge it and deal wth it.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: But in terns of
the performance of the trains, and we'l | deal
wth pre-trial running period and trial running
period, but as RSA is approaching and there are
| ssues surfacing, and we can tal k about what, if
anyt hing, they were, fromyour perspective, but
was there not a sense that things were not going
to run snoothly just based on what was being
seen at that point in tinme?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: There was a | evel
of concern about what the quality of service
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woul d be and its reliability would be. There
was a |l evel of concern. There is always a | evel
of concern. This was probably a little bit nore
pr onounced.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: | know we have
to take a break, so we'll just go off record.

--  RECESSED AT 3:33 P.M --

--  RESUMED AT 3:53 P M --

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: Can you tell ne
whet her there were any di scussi ons about a soft
start or a progressive start to operations?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | believe there
may have been, and -- but they were -- if they
were, they were very brief in nature.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And why was
t hat ?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Because, in large
part, we did not deviate fromthe constraints
spelled out in the PA

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Because that was

the City's preference, | take it?
THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | don't know
whose preference it was. | nean, early on when

t he ask was nmade of the I AT, and under st andi ng
of the scope of the work we were to do, it
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was -- there were a nunber of givens, but two or
t hree basic ones. One of which is we were not
going to opine on levels of detail where we

| nherited operational risk. W weren't going to
go there.

And also it was -- the project was
bei ng executed in accordance with the PA. So it
was |i ke there was one of the original elenents
of the scoping discussion as to what the | AT was
to do.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: What do you nean
by "where we inherited operational risks"?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Well, earlier
in -- when we were discussing, or you asked sone
guesti ons about, you know, if there was an
| nterchange with RTG or RTM and | responded by
saying that we were not -- we never gave
prescriptive recommendati ons, that's what |
nmeant by that. W were in no position to get
anywhere near prescriptive because we did not
want to inherit operational risk.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: "We" being | AT
or STV?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: The i ndi vi dual
menbers of the IAT. So individually and
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col l ectively, both.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And that was
essentially the mandate that was given by the
Cty, is that fair?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: It was part of
t he scope and di scussions. There was an
alignment that we weren't going to get into that
space.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So woul d t hat
have prevented you from giving or recommendi ng a
soft start, for instance, because it had been
aligned wth the PA?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | don't recall
any conversations along those lines, | really
don't. That's the best thing | can say. And
it's like the PA was the PA. So it's |ike --
because once you deviate fromthe PA you' ve got
anot her whol e set of discussions. |[It's just --

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: Did you cone to
believe that a soft start would have been
pr ef er abl e?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: The di scussi ons
never got to that |level. The experience of
soneone who wor ked at an agency, there were

times that those experiences had soft starts,

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
Thomas Prendergast on 4/27/2022 73

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

but there are other tines that it was not an
accept abl e sol uti on.

So if there was a dialogue it was
short in length and never gained critical nass
enough to say we shoul d pursue this seriously,
sinple as that.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: And is it fair
to say there was no appetite on the Cty side
for a deviation fromthat requirenent in the PA?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: |I'Il go back to
ny earlier comment, there was an alignnent that
it was not part of our scope.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: By that you

nmean - -
THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | can't get into

sonebody's mnd, you'll hear that fromnme a

nunber of tinmes. | don't know what -- | can't

say. So it's like we never pursued it, or if we
didit was for very short periods of tine.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: When you say
we", you nean STV or |AT?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: The | AT.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: | understand
that you can't get into anybody's mnd, but in

terns of discussions that were had, you
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menti oned there may have been a brief discussion
of it. And | just wonder, is that as between

| AT and the Cty, or between | AT potentially

and -- sorry, between the Gty and RTG?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | don't know
about that. | don't know of any di scussions
between OC Transpo and RTG | don't. I'm

literally ignorant.

Were there conversations on the | AT
| evel about different experiences they had --
menbers had when they were dealing with system
expansi ons or systemstart-ups? Yes. But it
was nore like this is what we did here, and this
s howit worked. But even when you don't have
a design-bid-build procurenent it's problematic
as to -- it's not an easy thing to do in stages.

Like | said, were there conversations?
Yes. They were nore fleeting and short in
| ength and not deep in nature.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: Is this --
you' ve said you've seen it in sone projects, not
in others. |Is there any kind of best practice
in terns of whether it ought to be provided for
at the outset in the agreenent when it's a new

rail systemlike this one?
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THOVAS PRENDERGAST: There's no
establi shed practice. People have used soft
starts and peopl e have made consci ous deci si ons
not to use soft starts, that's the best thing |
can sunmmari ze, but | can't tell you it's an
est abl i shed practi ce.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  And when it's
not done, is there -- well, is there an effort
to ensure that the systemis operating at a
hi gher level of reliability?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Well, if you're
not going to have a soft start and the benefit
of experiences in terns of how the whol e system
i s working together, then you do have to be nore
sure of the overall reliability, all the system
el ements working together to deliver the
service. So the answer to the question is yes.

CHRI STI NE MAINVILLE: It strikes ne
that you can do it one of two ways. You can do
nore trial runs, nore dry runs ahead of service
and then have a full start, or perhaps |ess of
that and then a nore progressive start. Either
m ght work it just -- but is that fair?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Once you go into

revenue service and you' re having people use the
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system it's difficult to communicate to
people -- it's either on or off in their m nd.
They can use it or they don't use it.

And | hate to use the word "sli ppery
sl ope", but it's a very difficult position to be
| n because the alignnent of expectations on the
part of the custoners, and users, nay be totally
different than what the expectations are of the
agency in terns of what they're trying to get
out of that soft start.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: So ideally
you're ready because you can't fully control the
cust onmer ?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Right. And the
| evel of expectation on their part -- and
initial expectations are very, very
| ong-lasting. Initial inpression is you deliver
transit service, it's in a fish bow. Everybody
sees it and everybody, rightfully so, is their
own expert at it because they use it. Even when
you're in total control of your destiny you're
not dealing wwth a contractor, it's not a
threshold we cross lightly.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: So in |ight of
that, did the Gty -- you know, first
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| npressions, did the Gty not want to be even
nore prepared than the systemwas in this case?
Wul d they not have wanted to have a very high
| evel of assurance of the reliability? Again,
| ' m not asking you to put yourself in their
shoes, but -- or in their mnds, but in ternms of
di scussions that were had -- when the tine
actually cane for RSA in |ate 2019, would they
not have wanted a higher level of reliability
t han they thought they were going to get?
THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Once again it's
getting into the space of sonebody's mnd and |
can't -- | won't do that. | can't do that.
There's no physical way | can do it. That's

what | nean by "can't". | won't do it because
it's -- when |I've been handed t hat
responsibility it's -- it builds over tine and

it can change over tine, it can change a | ot
faster.

If it's building positively and
changi ng negatively, it generally takes a | onger
period of the tinme for things to build
positively, but they can change negatively
over ni ght based on sone incident or sonething.

So it's hard for nme to say, you know, what was
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in their mnds. | just can't.

And what the | AT was focused on was a
gualitative assessnent of -- you'll see terns
| i ke "high", "nmediunt and "I ow' confidence
| evel s. So high confidence | evel that you won't
have a problemin this area. Mbderate
confidence | evel you won't have a problem Low
confidence | evel you won't have a problem

And then the inpact of that, you know,
because sone issues are -- a single door panel
on one train being problematic, that's different
t han, you know, half the doors on a train not
being -- you know what | nean? So we woul d give
them those qualitative assessnents.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Wiy don't we go
to one of those to see about the issues that
wer e bei ng experienced. STV565, which | think
you woul d have had the opportunity to review
recently. W'IIl bring it up on the screen. But
i f you have your own copy that's fine.

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: So what nunber is
t hat ?

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: So you'll see
it's here on the screen, it's an enmil dated
June 24th, 2019, called "RTMreadi ness". The
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nunber is STV565.

MARK COOMBES:. | may be able to
assist, it's tab nunber 4 in the docunents you
recei ved, M. Prendergast.

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: |'mclicking and
| can't get it open, but I'Il read it off yours
SO0 go ahead.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: So you'll see
this is one that is focused on RTM readi ness?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yup.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And this is late
June 2019, with trial running set for July. So
t here you gave "readi ness overall", on a scale
of 1 to 10, a rating of 3 to 4, is that right?
Do you see in the first paragraph?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yeah.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And then, as you
said, you have different categories to -- that
you give a rating for, one being "Vehicle
| nspecti on Mai ntenance and Revenue Service
Support"”, which is the second area?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: That you deemto
be of high inportance and you give it a 3 to 4

rati ng?
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THOVAS PRENDERGAST: That's correct,
yes.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And it talks
about Al stomand their staff, that they have
been using to date, being relatively
| nexperienced in these areas that you're
ref erenci ng?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: D d that cone to
change, to your know edge, or you woul dn't know,
prior to RSA?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: |'m not sure |
woul d know.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And you say
t here:

"When conbi ned with what appears
to be limted resources for these
functions, (one could say 'lean and
nmean',) limted to no ability to
'commit an overabundance of resources'
at the front end of early revenue
service operations, there is a strong
possibility that vehicle availability

wll suffer.™

And | just want to ask you about the
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part where you say:

"[...] limted to no ability to
comm t an overabundance of resources
at the front end [...]."

Do you know why that was that there
was such a limted or no ability to do so?
THOMAS PRENDERGAST: On a gener al
| evel, yes, on a specific level, no. And what
do | nmean by that? D d each one of the -- did
the make-up of RTM have, within its famly of
conpani es, the expertise to be able to provide
that | evel of support at -- when the system
first turned on? Yes. Wre they located in the
ri ght places and were there sufficient nunbers
of themto do it? No, | don't believe there
was. But we weren't sure that they were there.
Certainly a vehicle manufacturer |ike
Al stom who not only manufacturers vehicles but
t hey hold contracts throughout the world for
mai nt enance of vehicles, we knew they had -- in
their core conpetency they had those resources.
And did they put sone of those
resources in OGtawa to assist? And we sonetines
use the word "flood", but overconpensate with

resources to nmake sure you have enough.
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CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And we touched
on this a bit earlier but do you know whet her
that cane to change for revenue service? Do you
know whet her it inproved?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: M recol |l ection
Is that they did add sone additional resources
i n sone areas, not all. And it was definitely
acknow edgnent that they understood they needed
to. Was it the right level of resources? |
can't answer that question.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And you'll see
down bel ow "Runni ng Doubl e Car Consists", and
how there was a -- the mndset to date from
it's OLRTC and perhaps | think you're
referencing Alstomas well, has been on getting
15 consists of either one or two car |engths out
there daily for the practice running.

So | take it nost of the practice
running, and we'll talk about it a bit nore
shortly, was running single cars as opposed
to --

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | don't know if
It was nobst or not, but clearly there was
benefit. Even if you ran just 15, two-car

consists there would be a benefit to doing that.
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Because you're exercising the signal system
you're half exercising the traction power
system and you're exercising the conmunication
systens and stuff like that, but it does not
fully replicate what full, two-car consists
woul d provi de.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And do you
recall during trial running was it -- did they
run nore doubl e-car consists?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | don't recall.
| think they ran as nmany as they could but they
still had availability problens. And it nade
sense for themto at | east get the experience
with single-car consists rather than wait until
they had a full capability of every consist,
bei ng a two-car consi st.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: But for service
operations they needed to run double car, is
that right?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: So is it fair to
say there was perhaps |less practice running wth
doubl e-car consists than you would have liked to

see?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | believe so but
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| can't say we verified that, but | believe so.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: In terns of the
yard master, you said there were issues, as |
understand it, wth there being a |l ack of
si ngl e- person accountability for the yard
operations, which you reference there and give a
low rating of 2 to 3, right?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And did that end
up being resolved, do you know, prior to revenue
service?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: "Resolved" is a
relative term D d they -- once again, did they
cross the threshold of understanding the
| nportance of it? Yes.

Did they resource it appropriately
with the qualified person and experience? W --
| can't say we verified that. They may have,
they may not have. But they finally cane to the
realization of the inportance of the yard naster
function and the assigning of the appropriate
authority of that person.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Do you recall
there were other issues that you saw as

significant in terns of the operations of the
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yard and the preparedness of the NSF?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: | n general terns,
yes. | can't renenber the specifics.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: And then if you
go down to "Revenue Service Support I|ncident
Response Structure and Resources" -- sorry,
the -- yes, right there at the end of the page.
That also is deened out to be of high inportance
and receives a low rating?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: What were -- |
understand there were issues with incidence
response. Could you speak to that a bit?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: The two nost
preval ent ones, as | recall, |leading up to RSA
and once they went into revenue service was
people that could respond to swtch defects out
on the right-of-way in a tinely nmanner.

Correct -- troubleshoot, correct and get service
restored. And the sane thing for people that
woul d respond to vehicle defects that the train
was i nmoveabl e for.

So those were the two critical areas
t hat we had concerns about for sure, there may
have been others but those two for sure. And
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once again, they acknow edged they needed nore
resources and they started to add nore
resources. | don't renenber where they ended
up.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Do you recall
that this -- these issues of incident response
continued to materialize after service
operation?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: | vaguely recall
that there were a couple of incidents, | can't
remenber if it was the sane frequency but there
were a couple of high-profile incidents that
occurred.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: So is it fair to
say that this issue you had identified had not
been entirely resol ved prior to RSA?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes, | think |
coul d nake that statenent.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Generally
speaki ng, this was your assessnent in |ate June
2019. Wen you got to RSA how nmuch would this
assessnment have inproved, to your recollection?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: |t woul d have
i nproved. | can't recall how nmuch it would have

i nproved. It would not necessarily have been
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even across the patch. So sone they responded
to better than others and they were

acknow edgi ng themin applying resources and
corrective actions, and others to a | esser
extent. But that's the best way that | can sum
it up right now, in ny recollection.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  And woul d you
have provided this sort of assessnent right --
just in advance of RSA or around that tine? Do
you recall?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | don't recall.
| nmean, it was an ongoi ng concern bei ng
addressed, to varying degrees, all the way up to
and i ncl udi ng RSA and runni ng of revenue
servi ce.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Ckay, we can
bring this down.

So nmaybe we can tal k about practice
runni ng nore generally.

| think -- am| right that there was a
period of time prior to the actual trial running
where there were sone practice runs?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: That's ny
recol l ection, yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And how woul d

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
Thomas Prendergast on 4/27/2022 88

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

you describe that -- first of all, were you
i nvol ved in that?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: The | AT was
involved with it to the extent that we
comruni cated the benefits that would result from
doing that. Because that was, you know, one
area that | believe the PA did not call out but
we felt that it should be expl ored.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And what was the
plan for that ultimately, once it was devi sed?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | can't recall
the details but there was an awareness on all
parties. Like | said, there would be benefit to
be obtained fromit and to try to do as nuch of
It as possible, that's as nmuch as | can recall
off the top of ny head.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: Do you recall
whet her there was an ability to do as much as
woul d have been -- as perhaps you had i ndicated
shoul d be done?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Recol | ection that
once again their level of awareness got to a
point that they said, There is value in this.

We should do it. And they were trying to find
ways and neans and tine slots to do it, that's
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as much as | recall.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Do you
recall -- | mean, we've seen sone of it in
relation to RTMin the email we just saw, but do
you recall what other concerns you had during or
at the close of practice running?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Not off the top
of ny head, no.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Was there --
what plans was there for trial running? Wat
was the original plan, to your understandi ng?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | don't recall
what the original plan was and where they ended
up. | can't -- but | do know that you have
to -- once you start to run trains, even though
it's practice running or trial running and you
don't have custoners on board, you still have to
foll ow basic rules and procedures for running
trains because it's -- people could get hurt
even though there's no public on the system so
to speak, enpl oyees on the right-of-way, or
whatever. So that's ny recoll ection.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: Did you believe
that the systens were ready for -- to start

trial running?
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THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | n the general
sense, Yyes.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: Am | right that
there were fairly significant performance issues
over the sumer leading up to trial running?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: My recollection
Is that there were a few, yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE:  What ki nd of
| ssues were surfacing?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Sone or nore of
the sanme switch problens, troubleshooting switch
probl ens, failure nodes on vehicles that needed
to be overcone to get the train noving, either
I n revenue service or just take it out of
revenue service and get it off the |ine so that
they could run trains. Because you can't go
around a train, you have to get it off the |ine.
That's ny recollection in those areas.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: Do you recall
any brake issues or brake faults?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes, in a general
way, no in a specific way. | can't recall any
specific probl ens.

CHRI STINE MAINVI LLE: D d any of these
| ssues appear to be or were related to
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i ntegration issues?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Well, we kind of
operate under the National Transportation Safety
Board approach, which is you don't rul e anything
out until you can rule it out.

So for a certain type of failure there
may be two or three causes, potential causes.
There may be five or seven so you don't hone in
on any one, you |look at each one. And if you
can affirmatively say that item nunber 7, that
failure node did not happen, then you take that
off the table. And then you go through a
process of -- through elimnation. Like, what
is the nost likely -- if there was no indication
on the vehicle that gives you a warning, This
specific failure occurred, you have to do sone
| evel of investigation to try and ascertai n what
happened. So that's how it was bei ng done.

And even goi ng back to the brake
| ssues, a lot of people think that "brake" neans
it didn't brake right. |In sone cases it could
nmean the brakes are | ocked and you can't nove
the vehicle, that's a brake issue too. So it's
not just the issue of is it braking in the right

manner? No. |If the brakes are totally | ocked
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and the train can't nove that's a brake failure.
O it's classified initially as a brake failure
until you find out what the failure really is.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: What was your
| evel of participation in trial running?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: M ne personally
limted, the team-- certain team nenbers were
nore invol ved than others.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And did you have
much input in the planning?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Not ne
personal |y, no.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Even though you
don't recall the original plan specifically, do
you - -

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Let ne just --
it's kind of qualifying the | ast answer | gave
and then possibly where you were going with this
one.

The basic purpose of trial running is
to replicate revenue service conditions to beta
test the system So | would have sone | evel of
| nvol venent to say, Ckay, yeah, this is neeting
the standard of replicating revenue service

conditions. So to give you an exanple, we have
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to run 15 trains, not 12. You mght start with
12 but eventually you get to a point where
you're running 15 and exercising the system and
seeing if it works. You' re making sure doors
open and cl ose at the appropriate place, and
you're testing the full functionality of the
systemat large to nake sure that it's -- even
t hough you're not carrying revenue service
custoners, it's able and ready to carry revenue
servi ce custoners.

So ny level of involvenent woul d be at
that -- | nmean, | would not be totally hands-off
on trial running, | would be making sure that
t hose el ements are being done. But the actual
saying, like, on Tuesday, April 29th, we're
going to do this test. No, | didn't go to that
| evel of detail.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So coul d you
speak then to the issues that surfaced during
trial running? Wat was observed?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: O f the top of ny
head | can't recall. | nean, | recall getting
reports on sone, especially the nore pronounced
failures. Like if a train was rendered i mobile

for, you know, you're trying to run a 3-mnute
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headway and it's rendered i mobile for 20

m nutes, that's going to have a significant

| npact on service. So | would be made aware of
t hose but the others I wouldn't necessarily be
made aware of.

And | can't recall, even in general
form where the problens occurred. If | read
sonething | nmay be able to tell, it nmay bring

back nmenory, but | can't recall off the top of
ny head.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Wbul d you have
seen, for instance, the score cards or the
actual results in terns of data?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: For nmmj or
i ncidents that canme ny way on the trial running
and stuff, yes, but for the others, no.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So you do at
| east have sone recollection that there were --
what you descri be as "nmmjor incidents"?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And sone fail ed
days, and things of that nature, where they had
to restart?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Right.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So what was the
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| evel of concern about how -- about the
performance and how thi ngs were going at that
poi nt ?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Well, there's two
t hi ngs, one of which is you used a termthere,
in ternms of what was required under the PA, in
terns of when you entered trial running and what
you counted as a failure that restarted the
cl ock, and how many days you had to go w t hout
certain failures and stuff. And that's one
track that had to be followed contractually.
And then the other is just from-- | wouldn't
say you throw that away but you don't consider
that. And you're just looking at it fromthe
st andpoi nt of good reliable service by the
standards that the industry holds itself to on
time performance, nmmj or system del ays, God
forbid train evacuati ons, you have to get people
off a train, for exanple, that's a pretty
serious defect or failure. Certainly on the
| atter, you know, paying attention to how things
wer e goi ng.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So there were
concerns in terns of good -- there being not

good reliable service, is that fair?
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THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Right. Right.

CHRI STINE MAI NVI LLE: And did that
continue up until the end of trial running,
concerns about that?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Concerns, but
t hey probably, you know, once again
qual itatively speaki ng, you know, the RTM was
| earni ng nore about what it had to do to nanage
t hose issues and how to effectively nmanage t hem
and deliver reliable service so there was
| mprovenents bei ng nade.

But, once again, all of those are
distinctly -- many of themwere distinctly
different than what the PA called for.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Right.

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: How do you reduce
the contract terns sonething that you want to be
concrete, black and white, fail/pass, isn't
easily transl atable to people who run systens.
There are sone elenents that are, certain types
of failures are safety failures, take the
vehicle out of service. But other things like,
you know, 15 m nutes response tine is not

acceptable but 10 mnutes is acceptable. Those

you'll -- they are very hard to reduce to
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contract terns. So there was always that issue
to deal with, what the PA called for versus good
judgment on the part of experienced people
runni ng systens.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Sure. And we've
tal ked about this before, but then |I guess the
way that these reliability concerns were
expected to be addressed was largely on -- by
way of RTM being -- properly managi ng them and
bei ng better prepared?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes. Yes. And
there were -- there were definitely penalties in
the contract, in the PA that neasured their
performance. You know what | nean? | don't
know i f you use the word "fines", but you can
have fines, | guess, and you can have paynents
due to client versus paynents for services
provided. And then that result could be a
positive or a negative. There were nechani sns
in the contract to do that. W were aware of
that. W didn't nmanage that. W nmnage nore
fromthe standpoint of what it takes to deliver
a good servi ce.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: And in terns of
the contract itself, you know, there was a
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provi si on about how many days it had to go --
what's your recollection of what the contract
required in that regard?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | don't recall
the details now, | know that it was -- at one
point in tinme we |ooked at it, especially in
light of, like, if you net the terns of the
contract PA was there a high likelihood that the
service delivery expectations, as we knew t hey
needed to be, would be net? And there was
di al ogue around those issues but | can't
remenber the details.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And what woul d
have been your assessnent of that, you know, in
terns of the requirenents that were provided
for? Was it -- were they such that it was
expected that there would be a high reliability
I f they were net? O that they were too -- were
t hey uncl ear or what was the assessnent?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Sone were uncl ear
but nost were clear.

But even on those that weren't clear
there was a concern as to whether or not neeting
them actually woul d ensure a hi gh degree of

| i kel i hood of delivering good service.
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It's very difficult to reduce -- |
said it earlier, it's very difficult to reduce
to concrete contract terns what's acceptable or
unacceptable. Certain things froma safety
st andpoint are very clear, but when you have
t hese judgnent deci sions about |evel of service
bei ng provided, it's hard to reduce to contract
terns, especially when you're trying to transfer
risk appropriately and you're trying to get the
best value for the noney. |It's very hard to --
it's difficult to -- it's difficult to reduce to
contract terns.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And what was - -
beyond the requirenents in the contract, what
was the City's ability to say -- well, to
approve or not the sufficiency of the results or
the -- you know, based on the performance? What
was available to the Gty in terns of accepting
the systemfollowing trial running or not, in
terns of options?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Well, in terns of
options the contract -- nore than kind of, the
contract spelled out what levers the Gty had to
effectuate performance at a certain | evel, okay.

But if you're asking were they
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sufficient? |'mreluctant because we didn't
spend a lot of tinme |ooking at that. And I'1]
go back to ny earlier comment, it's extrenely
difficult to reduce to contract terns sonething
where you can hol d soneone account abl e and
there's a direct correlation between -- you hold
themto that | evel of accountability and the
service will be at the |level you expect it to
be. And that is not anything other than a
constructive conmment. Because |'m not agai nst
design builds or for design builds, there's a
mechani smfor them but as you're transferring
that risk and you're trying to get a perfornance
met that's a very difficult space to be in. It
wi Il get better over tine industry-w se but
right nowit's a chall enge.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: | guess ny
guestion is, if the -- let's say the
requi renents of the contract are clearly net in
ternms of comm ssioning and trial running.
Does -- but the reliability doesn't appear to be
that satisfactory, let's say, or there are
performance i ssues. Does the Gty have any
| eeway or ability to say, It's not ready? O
woul d their hands be tied?
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THOMAS PRENDERGAST: | don't think
it's either or. Do they have sone ability?
Yes. Are their hands tied? Yes. So it depends
on where -- I'"'mnot trying to be facetious, it
depends on the | evel of -- because once you
start to step into the space of hol di ng sonebody
to a standard that is outside of what the

contract states, you're entering a space that

IS -- that's not a threshold to be crossed
| i ghtly, because you'll get clains com ng back
and you' Il get transfer of risk com ng back. So

it's a difficult space to be in.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: R ght. And
ideally it's provided for clearly in the
contract?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And was there
any deviation to the contract requirenents in

respect of trial running?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: | don't recall
and | can't answer. | don't recall. There may
have been but there may not have been, | don't

know.
CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: Do you recall
just a change to the procedure being foll owed
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for trial running?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | renenber there
was di scussions about it and there were
di scussi ons about different things, that if both
parties agreed it would increase the likelihood
of success, "success" neaning reliable service,
but that's as far as | renenber. | don't recall
| f they went -- if they went further than that.
| don't recall.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Do you recall
what pronpted those di scussions?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Concerns that |
t hi nk OC Transpo had, and concerns that the | AT
had. And then a | evel of awareness on the part
of RTMthat, Ckay, there's an issue there and we
need to discuss it.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: But was there
not a | oosening of the criteria in sone
respects?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Once again there
may have been, | don't recall.

CHRI STINE MAI NVI LLE: Do you recall
t hat the nunber of trains being run was reduced
from1l5 to 137

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: | do recall
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di scussions. And | do recall ultimately, I'm
using the word you used before, that | think it
did come down. And now that you raise it it had
to do wwth -- if you | ook at the PA docunent and
its original purpose, it has to dictate what

| evel of performance the systemthat RTM and RTG
was delivering was going to neet the denmands of
the systemwhen it was fully built out and fully
utilized.

The fully built out part you're pretty
close to at RSA, but the fully utilized you're
not. So when you open up a new systemthe
ridership doesn't hit peak right away, it takes
a nunber of nonths or years to get there, for a
variety of reasons. One of which is people
start to cone to use the system but the other
thing is you project the capacity of the system
for atime into the future not the first day of
revenue service operation. You project it like,
you know, ten years in. You know, the growh of
O tawa and the jobs downtown are going to be
t his such-and-such and you want to nmake sure
this systemyou're building is going to neet
t hat capacity demand at that tine.

So there was a realization day one
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didn't need to do that. So you could go into
revenue service and then possibly relax sone of
t he performance standards, nunber of trains
runni ng.

That's my recollection but | don't
remenber if it was actually agreed to. But if |
read sonet hing maybe ny recoll ection woul d
change. Like | said, | renenber the discussions
to the extent that | just said.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: Did it also not
have to do with the fact that all the vehicles
were not ready?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: OCh absol utely.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And then do you
recall the AVKR requirenent was lowered in terns
of the average required being brought down from
98 percent to 96 percent?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: To a nuch | esser
extent we were aware of those neasures. Maybe
sone people in the I AT were aware of them but |
wasn't aware of themto that | evel of detail.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: You don't recall
why t hat was done?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: No. | can't
really shed any light onit. | nean, | think
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they started to | ook at things froma standpoi nt
of , you know, is there a way where we can
under st andabl y change sone of these perfornmance
requi renents at the front end? Because there's
value in getting the asset up and running, for a
variety of reasons, you know? And | think there
were -- ny recollection is there were

di scussi ons al ong those |i nes.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: Is it fair to
say there was quite a bit of pressure to neet
t he RSA?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: It's fair to say
but there is on any project like that. So there
was no greater or |ess than anything than any of
us who have delivered projects have seen. It
was pretty nmuch in line wth what we'd seen.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Was there any
t hought given to pushing it back based on the
performance during trial running?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | can't say it
was based on performance and trial running, but
there was always a -- once again |I'll | ook at
this in layers. |[|f sonething was unsafe and
sonet hing the | AT said, you know, if you keep to

this state you're getting into the grey space of
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what's safe and unsafe, there was an unwaveri ng
comm tnment we were not going to get into that
space.

So froma safety standpoint, if
sonet hi ng was so unknown or so unresol ved that
it would have affected safety, we would have
rai sed our hand and said, This can't conti nue.
But once you get passed that there was nore
di scussi on about, what's the trade-off between
the utility provided for getting the system up
and runni ng versus the not-ideal service quality
and reliability being nmet?

CHRI STINE MAI NVI LLE: And is that
sonet hi ng | AT woul d have provided any input on
at that point?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | n qualitative
terns, yes, absolutely.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And do you
recall what that input was?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: |t was al ong the
| i nes of the docunent that you saw. So we were
trying to give thema flavour in terns of what
the significance of the issue was and what the
confidence level was in terns of being able to

avoi d, you know, a bad performance in that
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particul ar area.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Do you have any
sense of where on the scale it was in terns of
| evel of readi ness and risk?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: It was a | ong
ways away fromwhere it started. It inproved
consi derably. Sone areas they addressed much
better than other areas, that's ny recoll ection.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Wul d you say
your bottomline was that froma reliability
perspective that it was good enough to go into
service? O, you know, | understand that froma
saf ety perspective that was not an issue. But
interns of reliability would you have sai d,
It's ready to go into service?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Well, when you
say "you" are you -- is that specifically
addressed to ne or the | AT?

CHRI STI NE MAI NVILLE: Let's start with
you.

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Well, the way |
was utilized and the way | entered the space of
being lead with the | AT was clearly as sonebody
who had, when you went back to ny resune, CEO

responsi bility.
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So CEO responsibility is different
t han soneone who is |ike a project manager
delivering a project. It's not that |'m
di m ni shing that |evel of responsibility, but
it's generally tighter in scope and it's nore
absolute in terns of a contract docunent.

When it goes into operations it's
sonething different, it's not project scope it's
operational service. But at the CEO level it's
a variety of different things.

So one of the roles that | serve as
| eader of the | AT was to nake sure people
understood we were | ooking at it through a
nunber of different prisnms, project nmanagenent,
professional reliability, executive managenent
and we woul d share that information with OC
Transpo, individually and collectively.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: 1'mnot sure if
t hat answers the question of whether you --
maybe | didn't quite get what you were getting
at .

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Well, what | was
trying to convey is that there were three
different prisns, three different |ooks at it.

But | can't put nyself in John Manconi's mnd, |
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may be the best suited to understand what sone
of his scope of responsibilities are, what sone
of his accountabilities are, but | can't
replicate what is in John Manconi's m nd.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Fair enough.

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: So that's why |
was trying to answer the question that way.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And he woul d
have to bal ance the -- a nunber of
consi derations that --

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: That's correct.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: But would you --
just looking at it fromwhat the antici pated
performance would be, and reliability of the
system would you have deened it advi sable, just
| ooki ng at that piece, to have it enter into
full service when it did?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: | can't opine
because | don't have the full set of
i nformation. | nean, if soneone would -- if
when | had that responsibility if soneone woul d
chal l enge ne and say, | think you made the wong
call. The first question | would ask of them
is, What factors have you put into the equation

to reach that decision? Because if it's not the
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sane factors | had, you have D, E and F and |
have A, B and C, or I"'mrating A, B and C
different than your A, B and C then fine.

So | would take unbrage with soneone
from-- would | be nore likely to listen to a
former CEO? Yes. But | still would be -- and |
woul dn't enter that space. So if you see a
little bit of reluctance because it's in ny
being, | wouldn't do that.

|f it was serious enough that it was a
safety problemor it's going to be terrible,
absol utely woul d have set a tone, but none of
t hose nessages were conveyed by nme personally or
t he | AT.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So there weren't
di rect discussions about, this is not ready,
this shouldn't be going ahead, is what you are
sayi ng?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: That's correct.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And do you
recall being apprised of the termsheet that was
devi sed for going into service?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Once again, that
was part of a separate set of actions and

exercises that we were aware of in a general
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sense but | can't say that we knew at a detail
| evel what they were.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: D d you know
that there would be additional retrofits to be
done that were deferred until after revenue
servi ce?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes. On the
vehicles, yes, definitely. Because we
characterized -- you'll see docunentation in the
| AT file, once again shrunk to a smaller group,
it's primarily me and the vehicle experts on the
work, Greg Barstow, Scott Krieger, maybe Larry
Gaul , where we characterize saying, These have
to be done before revenue service. These can be
done after revenue service. And don't hang on
t he nunber, but they should be done within three
to six nonths, and these other ones they can be
after six nonths.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: There was an
under st andi ng t hough that that would also add to
the pressure on the mai ntenance side of things?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes, yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So based on what
you've just said, | take it you endorsed the

termsheet in terns of what -- it wasn't your
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deci si on but you had no concerns ultimately with
what was deferred or not?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: The reason you're
seeing ne hesitate is |I'mhaving trouble
remenbering the use of the term"term sheet",
because "term sheet" neans sonet hi ng specific.
And so there nmay have been a term sheet but, |
mean, | don't know.

Did we conmuni cate those three
categories? Yes. Wre those three categories
di scussed by OC Transpo with RTM? Yes, that's
ny recollection. Wether it was reduced to a
termsheet or not | don't know. | can't say.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And whether it
refl ected your input you' re not sure? \Wether
it aligned with what your advice was?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: | can't say the
degree to which it utilized our input. Dd it
utilize sonme of our input or the general
approach? Yes. But to the degree it did |
can't say.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And do you
recall the Gty's go/no-go list?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | vaguely recall
a go/no-go list, absolutely, because it was
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di scussed early on. | can't renenber what the
| ast iteration of it was.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Do you recall
whet her there was any deviation fromit
ultimtely?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: No, | can't
recal | .

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: If one of them
and |'mnot saying this was the last iteration
because | don't know that it was, but if one of
the criteria there was:

"System performance during trial
running is sufficiently
robust/resilient to absorb service
| npacts. "

Wul d you -- what woul d be your
assessnent of whether that was achi eved?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Well, the way
that is worded it's all qualitative, there's
not hi ng quantitative at all. There's sone
judgnmental terns there.

So early on in the process, whether
the client -- whether OC Transpo had
conversations with RTM and RTG tied to the
[indiscernible] or not | don't know. But when
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the I AT was | ooking at it | could see that kind
of wording comng out. But that wordi ng woul d
need to be further reduced to nore details, nore
quantitative details. Because how do you define
"robust"?

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And in terns of
what the antici pated custonmer experience would
be, are you able to characterize that in terns
of whether there was a sense that there would be
maj or inpacts or significant inpacts on custoner
experi ence?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: There was an
awar eness that both RTM and OC Transpo had to
pay attention to custoner experience and
perceptions, especially initial perceptions.

How we used the conbi nati on of
gqualitative and quantitative terns to define
that though I don't recall how far that
di scussi on got.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Let's tal k about
operations readi ness. Wat was your sense of
how ready the operators were going into service?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: |If you're talking
about the actual training of the train

operators, the people that are going to be
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responsi ble for the novenent of the trains,
there was a high | evel of engagenent on the part
of OC Transpo early, often, commtnent of
resources, both in terns of the supervisors that
needed to understand what they were supervising,
the performance of the train operators after
they were trained, their |evel of proficiency,
not only in terns of train operation but initial
| evel s of troubleshooting if a defect were to
occur. And those were throughout the entire
effort of the | AT, those were being addressed in
a tinely and conpl ete manner.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And were
there -- were there issues around co-ordination
wi th mai ntenance and, for instance, in terns of
| nci dent response, troubl eshooting and what not ?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So was that an
area that was perhaps less ready comng into
revenue service?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Less ready and
| ack of awareness, |ack of awareness of the
significance of that.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: So t hat

i nterface between operations and nmai nt enance

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
Thomas Prendergast on 4/27/2022 116

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

coul d have been better prepared |I guess?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Were you awar e
of any transparency issues, or issues wth
mai nt enance getting access to information from
QOC Transpo and that co-ordination after an
I nci dent, for instance?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | can't
specifically say that | recall. | do recall the
opposi te happeni ng, OC Transpo not getting full
transparency and access to information that RTM
had, but | don't recall the other way, | have to
be honest with you, | don't.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Woul d you,
| ooking at this project, taking a step back,
were there too nmany interfaces? Too nmany
entities involved? Was that a concern at all?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: Yes, to varying
degrees. There were a lot of interfaces and
every additional interface has to be nmanaged,
and it's not linear it's exponential.

So, you know, you have three
interfaces it doesn't go up linearly, it goes up
because -- | think you understand, | think you

do but it goes up exponentially.
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It's far nore conplicated with the
nunber of interfaces you have to nanage and
| nt egr at e.

CHRI STINE MAINVILLE: So planning this
at the outset you would ideally mnimze the
nunber of interfaces you have to integrate?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Yes. And one of
t he chal l enges in design-buil d-procurenent, and
| ' m not agai nst them but where | think the
i ndustry is in a |earning node, how do you
reduce to contract terns? Because what the
client sees fromthe consortium and it's al ways
a consortiumthat responds, is supposedly a
one- person response back. But on the other side
of the curtain there's an intricate set of
relationship fromall those different parties.

And when the public sector agency has
access to all those parties it's difficult to
get people aligned, but when it's behind the
contract barrier it's even nore difficult to
get .

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And what woul d
you say is the preferred | evel of involvenent of
t he operator during the design and build period?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: The reason |'m
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shaki ng ny head is because that's one of the

bi ggest challenges with a design-build, is you
don't want to cross the threshold where you take
away the benefits of a design-build and you
transfer risk back across.

But there are certain ways where you
can appropriately have a nechani smthat you can
hel p the consortiumor the contractor get to a
nore successful conpletion. And how you do that
within a contract nechanismis one of the
bi ggest chal | enges.

So it's an area that needs to be dealt
with the industry at |arge and we' ve got a ways
to go to inprove upon.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And I'mnot sure
| f you have a sense of this given the tinme when
you entered in project, but would you -- do you
have any sense of whether OC Transpo here, as
t he operator, should have had any earlier
| nvol venent fromthis project, should have been
i nvol ved fromthe get-go if that woul d have
changed t hi ngs?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: The assessnent of
the teamat |arge and ne as a nenber of that

teamis -- OC Transpo did not stop at what the
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limts of the contract docunent were, they would
extend t hensel ves beyond that and ask questi ons.
And even if the contractor said, Well, that's
beyond the scope, they would still, you know,
press themfor answers with the intent of, we
want to nake this is a successful project,
that's the best way for ne to say it.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: | know we're
al nost out of tinme but if I can ask you, were
you or STV involved in the Cty's approach to
KPls and the sort of testing of the work order
system | eadi ng up to RSA?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | believe so but
| can't recall the specific exanple. And the
other thing is that -- and the reason | say that
s there were certain conversations that the
| AT -- that the | AT participation shrunk to a
subset, like ne and Scott Krieger, for exanple.
But the other issue is you have this program
managenent assignnent that's running parallel.
And it's possible that in the scope of that work
OC Transpo asked for assistance in ternms of how
t hey coul d manage thi ngs, separate and apart
fromwhat the | AT was doing. So it's possible

but | can't, off the top of ny head say for sure
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yes or no.

CHRI STINE MAI NVI LLE: So do you recall
any program where, you know, teans of people
went out on the platforns and either sinulated
real issues or service but also just tested them
in --

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | recall that. |
recall that. | recall a nunber of tines where
they were testing out things, or they were, |
woul d say, beta testing where they used OC
Transpo enpl oyees to exercise the system So |
definitely recall that. But specifics as to
where, when and how many, | don't recall.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Do you recall
t hat causing issues in terns of backlog of work
orders to be dealt wth by naintenance?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Well, in terns
of -- certainly on the vehicle side, and there
may have been outstandi ng work orders on the
vehicle facility side, but definitely recall the
out standi ng work orders on the vehicl e side.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And do you
recall, would there have been any input given in
respect of that plan based on the anticipated

pressures on mai ntenance resulting fromthe
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vari ous other things we've discussed? So the
retrofits to be done, the fact that there would
be quite a bit of demand on RTM? Wul d t hat
have been taken into account in terns of how the
Cty shoul d approach and OC Transpo should
approach this exercising of the systen? If you
under stand what |' m sayi ng?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | think | do
under st and what you're saying and the answer to
the question is, yes. Because the defects that
had to be fixed, or the problens that had to be
addressed before you went into revenue service,
that was -- that had to be done so you don't go
I nto revenue service.

But once you get passed revenue
service you' ve dealt with all of those. So you
have those ot her ones that have sone tine stanps
on them And don't hold ne to an exact nunber
but sone needed to be done in 2 or 3 nonths and
sone of them beyond that.

|f the failures on the system were
greater than what RTM expected they woul d have
demands on their resources, the personnel to do
t hat work, and space in the mai ntenance shaft to

get the work done.
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So there was definitely a dial ogue
about, well, what's your |evel of expectation in
terns of how nmany vehicle defects to nake score
for every day is going to be? And if they were
off by half that neant they had half of their
resources not commtting to the schedule to get
t hose 90 day defects fixed and the | onger ones
fixed. And the early part of that discussion
was over RTMs head. They didn't even
understand the significance of that. And then
eventually they cane around to it and they go,
oh, okay.

And it was clear they had sone people
that just didn't have the experience. |'Ill stop
short of saying they weren't qualified, but
didn't have the experience in terns of what it
took to run a systemonce it went into
oper ati on.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: But what about
internally to the City, would there have been
di scussi ons about, well, in light of this and
the fact that it seenms to be over RTM s head, or
at least that there's going to be pressure,
woul d that informthe Cty's approach on how

t hey ought to go about the work orders and how
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much additional pressure they were going to be
putting on the systen?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: Certainly the
Cty, OC Transpo understood the significance of
what we were saying. They didn't just say, Hey,
the contract doesn't allow us to do that. They
did not say that at all.

They engaged RTM and brought the issue
to them and said, what about this? Wat are you
going to do? What are your plans? They
chal l enged them They in sone cases confronted
them like on the yard nmaster issue, it was
closer to a confrontation. Wen | say
"confrontation" not physical but I'"mnot letting
you of f the hook until we have a sol ution here.
Chal | enges |i ke, Ckay, fine, but in the next
three weeks you better conme up with a plan.

Every one of those OC Transpo
responded to and kept the pressure on RTM

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And not
necessarily seeing that RTMwas fully ready or
not having that certainty?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: | n sone pl aces
they could see a response with additional

resources and then the training of those
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resources, and they saw i nprovenents, and ot her
cases not necessarily so.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: And so given the
not necessarily so, would it not be advisable
for the Gty to sort of, like, |ift the foot off
the pedal a bit on work orders, KPIs and that
sort of testing of the systemto not overwhel m
basi cally, the maintainer?

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: | didn't see that
so | can't say that that was the case? | didn't
see that.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: You didn't see
t hat happeni ng?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: But we didn't
live up there day in and day out. Sone nenbers
of the I AT did because they were part of the
program nmanagenent assi gnnent but others did
not. So | didn't see a let-up on the
accelerator at all.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: You didn't see
what, sorry?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: A let-up on the
accel erator.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: And | take it
you didn't provide input or advise that naybe
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t hey should |l et up?

THOMAS PRENDERGAST: The best way for
me to answer that is that if you and | are
havi ng a di scussion and |'m not being effective
in ternms of conmmunicating to you the seriousness
of sonmething, I'mgoing to retreat for a mnute
and say, am | speaking a different | anguage? Am
| not conmmunicating clearly? And so | cone back
at it a second tine. So that's one exanpl e of
where you may pull back but then you cone back.

Anot her exanple is, | overwhel myou.
| give you fifteen things but you can only
handle five. So | know ngly pull back on the
ten but not forever. | just say, You get the
first five under control and I'll conme back for
the next five. You saw all those factors in
pl ay.

It was not a conbative relationship
bet ween OC Transpo and RTM it was not coll egi al
but it was not conbative. It was healthy
tension and they never let up onit. And |
honestly -- ny interpretation of it, as a CEQ
it was the right approach. | have to be honest
Wi th you.

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: | think we're
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out of time. |Is there anything that | haven't
asked you that you think is inportant to point
out for --

THOVAS PRENDERGAST: No, no, | can't
t hi nk of any.

MARK COOMBES:. | just want to nake
sure, as a housekeeping point, that we mark
nunber STV565 as Exhibit 2?

CHRI STINE MAI NVILLE: W're actually
not going to -- if there is a docunent ID |
think those will be incorporated as exhibits
| ater so we don't need to make it a fornmal
exhi bit. Thank you.

Anyt hi ng you need to foll owup on,
Mar k?

M chael, is there anything critical
t hat you needed to ask?

M CHAEL O BRIEN. No, thank you.

CHRI STI NE MAI NVI LLE: Thank you.

--- Conpleted at 5:09 p.m
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|, HELEN MARTI NEAU, CSR, Certified
Short hand Reporter, certify;

That the foregoing proceedi ngs were
taken before ne at the tinme and date therein set
forth;

That the statenents of the presenters
and all comments nade at the tine of the neeting
were recorded stenographically by ne;

That the foregoing is a certified
transcript of ny shorthand notes so taken.

Dated this 27t day of April, 2022.
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 01  ---  Upon commencing at 2:00 p.m.

 02            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  AFFIRMED.

 03            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So the purpose

 04  of today's interview is to obtain your evidence,

 05  under oath or solemn declaration, for use at the

 06  Commission's public hearings.  This will be a

 07  collaborative interview, such that my cocounsel,

 08  Mr. Coombes may intervene to ask certain

 09  questions.

 10            If time permits, your counsel will

 11  also -- may also ask follow-up questions at the

 12  end of the interview.

 13            The interview is being transcribed and

 14  the Commission intends to enter the transcript

 15  into evidence at the Commission's public

 16  hearings, either at the hearings themselves or

 17  by way of procedural order before the hearings

 18  commence.  The transcript will be posted to the

 19  Commission's public website along with any

 20  corrections made to it after it's entered into

 21  evidence.

 22            The transcript, along with any

 23  corrections later made to it, will be shared

 24  with the Commission's participants and their

 25  counsel on a confidential basis before being
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 01  entered into evidence.

 02            You will be given the opportunity to

 03  review your transcript and correct any typos

 04  or other errors before the transcript is shared

 05  with the participants or entered into evidence.

 06  Any non-typographical corrections made will be

 07  appended to the transcript.

 08            And finally, pursuant to section 33(6)

 09  of the Public Inquiries Act 2009, a witness at

 10  an inquiry shall be deemed to have objected to

 11  answer any question asked of him upon the ground

 12  that his answer may tend to incriminate the

 13  witness or may tend to establish his liability

 14  to civil proceedings at the instance of the

 15  Crown or of any person.  And no answer given by

 16  a witness at an inquiry shall be used or be

 17  receivable as evidence against him in any trial

 18  or proceedings against him thereafter taking

 19  place, other than a prosecution for perjury in

 20  giving such evidence.

 21            And as required by section 33(7) of

 22  that Act, you are advised that you have the

 23  right to object to answer any question under

 24  section 5 of the Canada Evidence Act.

 25            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Thank you.
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 01            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And so if we can

 02  begin simply by having you explain your role in

 03  Stage 1 of Ottawa's LRT project.

 04            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  My role was to

 05  serve as a member and leader of the independent

 06  assessment team that OC Transpo convened as they

 07  were approaching completion of the construction

 08  of the project, moving toward revenue service

 09  availability.

 10            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And who did you

 11  work for at that time?

 12            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I worked for STV

 13  Incorporated.

 14            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And this is a

 15  consulting company?

 16            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 17  Engineering, construction management, consulting

 18  company, headquartered in the United States.

 19            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Is that where

 20  you are located, in the U.S?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes, in the New

 22  York office.

 23            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And what was the

 24  role of the independent assessment team?

 25            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  In general terms,
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 01  it was a team of professionals with discipline,

 02  expertise and project experience in the delivery

 03  of rail transportation systems for public sector

 04  clients.

 05            And their role was to assist

 06  OC Transpo in terms of the actions being taken

 07  by the constructor, RTG, and the to-be

 08  maintainer, RTM, to deliver on the work they

 09  contracted with OC Transpo, working toward

 10  revenue service start up.

 11            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And was STV

 12  involved beyond this independent assessment team

 13  in the project?

 14            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 15            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  What were its

 16  other roles.

 17            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  STV was a joint

 18  venture partner with AECOM, Jacobs, we call it

 19  little Jacobs, a tunneling niche firm in the

 20  United States, and I forget the first name, a

 21  double named Canadian firm that was part of a

 22  joint venture program management team,

 23  supporting OC Transpo.

 24            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Was that

 25  throughout the project?
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 01            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  No.  It was near

 02  the, you know, as -- the program management

 03  contract was throughout the project.  The IAT

 04  was very late in the development, but the

 05  program management contract was for, you know,

 06  the entire effort at Stage 1.

 07            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So you were not

 08  involved in that.  However, you only became

 09  involved in the IAT towards the end --

 10            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  That's correct.

 11            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And when exactly

 12  did you become involved?

 13            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  It was April or

 14  May of 2017, I believe.

 15            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And did your

 16  involvement continue following revenue service?

 17            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.  But I

 18  believe a short period of the time.  Much

 19  shorter than what preceded revenue service.

 20            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So did your

 21  involvement end in 2019 or 2020?

 22            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I don't recall.

 23  It was toward the end of 2019 or early 2020, but

 24  I don't recall.

 25            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Were you
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 01  embedded with the City at all in terms of

 02  working directly in Ottawa on site with the

 03  City?

 04            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  No.  The -- I

 05  would come up when the IAT was on site

 06  performing some of its duties.  So it was at

 07  various times throughout the time from when the

 08  IAT was convened through to its completion of

 09  work, we would come up for a week to 10 days at

 10  a time in response to an ask that the client

 11  would make of us.

 12            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Was there any

 13  kind of division of responsibilities or

 14  different roles within STV's team as it related

 15  to the IAT work?  So because I take it -- maybe

 16  I should ask if there were others from STV also

 17  at --

 18            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 19            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Was your role

 20  different from any of the other people involved?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, I was the

 22  leader of the IAT team.  So AECOM, STV, early on

 23  Jacobs, but then they weren't involved because

 24  there wasn't a need for them to be involved.

 25  But throughout the majority of the IAT's time,
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 01  which was made up of employee representatives

 02  from AECOM and STV.  I was an employee of STV at

 03  the time.

 04            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Got it.  And you

 05  were the lead for everybody?

 06            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 07            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Was the City

 08  represented on the IAT team?

 09            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  No.

 10            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And who did the

 11  team report to?

 12            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, when you

 13  say the "City", does that include OC Transpo?

 14            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Yes, sorry.

 15            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  At times I

 16  believe there were representatives from OC

 17  Transpo that would provide technical support to

 18  the IAT team.

 19            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Who did the IAT

 20  team report to at OC Transpo?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  John Manconi.

 22            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And do I

 23  understand that part of the IAT's role was to

 24  provide advice with respect to operations and

 25  maintenance?
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 01            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 02            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So it wasn't

 03  simply about construction and the system being

 04  ready from a building perspective.  The team was

 05  looking at preparedness of the system at all

 06  levels?  Is that how you would describe it?

 07            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.  And that

 08  was why I made the distinction early on between

 09  RTG and RTM.

 10            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And you now work

 11  for AECOM, correct?

 12            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  That's correct.

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And have you had

 14  any involvement, since you've been there, with

 15  Ottawa's LRT?

 16            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I may have come

 17  up for one meeting, but it was related more to

 18  Stage 2.  It was related, I think, entirely to

 19  Stage 2.

 20            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And maybe we can

 21  bring up your resume and just speak briefly

 22  about your background and experience?

 23            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Okay.

 24            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  You recognize

 25  this, first of all, as your resume?
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 01            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.  This is the

 02  resume that AECOM has for me as it relates to

 03  when we do business with clients, a summary of

 04  my work experience and expertise.

 05            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And you have not

 06  just experience, but you've been educated in

 07  engineering and urban transportation systems?

 08            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.  I have a

 09  degree in systems engineering with a

 10  specialization in urban transportation systems.

 11            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So you are a

 12  certified engineer?

 13            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I'm not a

 14  certified engineer.  I'm a graduate engineer.

 15  So a certification, like a professional

 16  engineering licence, I do not have.

 17            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And we see under

 18  STV that you served in respect of various --

 19  several major transportation projects as the

 20  principal client relationship manager?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 22            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Would that

 23  include the City of Ottawa in this case?

 24            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 25            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And I just want
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 01  to ask you about at the top, you indicate your

 02  experienced with highly visible and politically

 03  sensitive public arenas.

 04            And I would just ask you, would you

 05  consider this project one of these --

 06            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 07            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And I take it

 08  that's not necessarily uncommon in projects of

 09  this nature?

 10            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  No, it's not

 11  uncommon.  You're correct.

 12            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And would you

 13  consider, however, in this case the political

 14  sensitivities were heightened?  Did you get that

 15  sense?

 16            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, that's a

 17  relative term.  So if you take a look at my

 18  resume, I was the CEO of New York City Transit,

 19  the CEO of Long Island Railroad, the two

 20  largest -- the largest transit and the largest

 21  commuter rail system in North America and the

 22  Chairman of the MTA and CEO, dual role.  So all

 23  projects of this nature have that political

 24  sensitivity.  They're -- and I don't think -- I

 25  would not distinguish one as being more
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 01  pronounced from the other.

 02            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And in terms of

 03  public attention to the project and public level

 04  of outspokenness perhaps, was this any different

 05  than others?

 06            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  The only

 07  difference is it was the construction of a new

 08  system that didn't exist before.  I had been

 09  involved in extensions of existing systems, and

 10  so that's a distinction between the two.  So

 11  it's a brand new system where there is no rail,

 12  highly visible.  The highly visible, they're all

 13  the same.  But the brand new system

 14  distinguishes it from, like, my other

 15  experiences, as CEOs.

 16            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So had you

 17  otherwise been involved in new systems or brand

 18  new projects like that?

 19            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  The majority of

 20  my time was spent in running existing systems,

 21  legacy systems.

 22            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  We'll file this

 23  as the first exhibit and we can take it down.

 24            EXHIBIT NO. 1:  Curriculum vitae of

 25            Thomas Prendergast:
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 01            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So you mentioned

 02  you reported to John Manconi.  Who else at the

 03  City would you mostly interact with in terms of

 04  being your counterparts?

 05            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Jocelyne Begin

 06  would be one.  I'm trying to remember who had

 07  the role that Michael Morgan has now.  He was

 08  the lead of the project for OC Transpo, Steve

 09  Cripps.  Steve Cripps.

 10            And then members of their team, as I

 11  responded earlier, when we needed to interface

 12  with people that could provide technical

 13  information to them.

 14            So -- but the primary people would be,

 15  on Stage 1, would be John Manconi, Jocelyne

 16  Begin, first Steve Cripps and then Michael

 17  Morgan.

 18            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And did you

 19  interact a lot with Tory Charter?

 20            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 21            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And the Mayor?

 22            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  It was nowhere

 23  near the same level of involvement with the

 24  Mayor.

 25            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And aside from
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 01  the advisors that you mentioned as being part of

 02  IAT, would you have many interactions with other

 03  advisors or consultants for the City?

 04            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Specifically from

 05  the set of consultants for the City?

 06            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  City, which I

 07  take it as including OC Transpo.

 08            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  No.  No other --

 09  I can't recall any other contacts with any other

 10  consultants, to be honest with you.  It was the

 11  majority, if not solely OC Transpo staff.

 12            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  For instance,

 13  are you aware of one called Boxfish?  And, in

 14  particular, a consultant called Brian Guest?

 15            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I know the name

 16  and I may have met with him, but I can't recall

 17  specifically.  Seriously, I can't.

 18            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And how would

 19  you characterize the City's experience for a

 20  project like this?  How -- did you feel that it

 21  had the requisite experience?  And to what

 22  extent was that supplemented by people like

 23  yourself?

 24            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I can't make a

 25  judgment on the requisite experience.  I can
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 01  offer that not only with respect to the IAT and

 02  the reachout and the ask of people and firms who

 03  could provide expertise to raise issues, provide

 04  answers to issues, et cetera, they were doing

 05  the right things.  So -- and they were reaching

 06  out.  If a resource was needed, we either

 07  provided it or the City got it.  When I say

 08  "City", excuse me, OC Transpo would get that

 09  resource.

 10            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So you didn't

 11  perceive any gaps in terms of what the City

 12  required in terms of experience and expertise?

 13            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  No, I did not.

 14            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And did you have

 15  the information you needed to fully advise the

 16  City and perform your role?

 17            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 18            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And did you get

 19  the sense that OC Transpo or the City had the

 20  information it needed as well?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes, because we

 22  would go to OC Transpo and then we would get

 23  that information so, yes.

 24            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And what was the

 25  level of receptiveness of -- by the City, or OC
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 01  Transpo, of STV's advice or of the IAT team's

 02  advice?

 03            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Very high level

 04  of receptivity.

 05            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Were there

 06  instances where the City did not follow the

 07  advice provided by the IAT?

 08            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I want to make

 09  sure I answer that question correctly.  So we

 10  never provided prescriptive advice.  We provided

 11  advice based upon knowledge of -- based on that

 12  experience and expertise set that we had,

 13  knowledge of similar projects, and

 14  identification of issues that needed to be

 15  addressed.  So there was no prescriptive like,

 16  you should do this.

 17            So it's hard for me to answer the

 18  question.  It was a high level of receptivity on

 19  the part of the client of listening, making sure

 20  they understood the significance of the issue,

 21  and why the IAT team felt it needed to be

 22  addressed.

 23            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Were there

 24  instances where the City faced constraints, like

 25  internal or external constraints, that didn't
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 01  allow it to fully implement the advice being

 02  provided by IAT?

 03            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I can't answer

 04  that question in a complete way.  The only thing

 05  I can say is that the -- there was a contract

 06  mechanism between OC Transpo and RTG and RTM

 07  that was the guiding document as to how that

 08  relationship went forward.

 09            So -- and I don't even know if that's

 10  a constraint, but everything was -- because

 11  that's the starting point.  But, no, I don't

 12  know of any constraints.

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  For instance,

 14  any financial constraints or resourcing or

 15  schedule pressures and the like that would have

 16  them say, you may be right on this and we would

 17  love to do that, but we can't?

 18            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Never.  Seriously

 19  that never came up.

 20            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And did you or

 21  others on your team have any areas of concern in

 22  terms of actions the City took that you deemed

 23  not advisable?

 24            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  No.

 25            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  One of the
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 01  roles, as I understand it, of the IAT was to

 02  give the City a sense of the schedule for the

 03  project and how it was progressing and

 04  timelines, is that right?

 05            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 06            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And what was

 07  your understanding of the reason for that?

 08            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Reason for what?

 09  I'm sorry.

 10            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  For needing --

 11  for the City wanting that from the IAT team?

 12            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Very early on,

 13  first or second meeting, the IAT was assembled

 14  in performing its job.  We were trying to get --

 15  ascertain to what extent the project schedule

 16  was impacted by the tunnel collapse.

 17            So we were asking questions with

 18  respect to, how was the contractor performing

 19  with respect to its own schedule?  And the

 20  contractor wasn't really willing to share that

 21  with us.

 22            So we had a dialogue with the client,

 23  with OC Transpo, that, for whatever reason, the

 24  contractor wasn't sharing that, with either OC

 25  Transpo or us, there was a need for OC Transpo
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 01  to have granularity, greater detail as to where

 02  the project stood from a schedule standpoint.

 03            So we basically said we could take our

 04  own data, talking to people, the IAT, working in

 05  concert with OC Transpo staff, and create its

 06  own assessment as to how well the project was

 07  proceeding against whatever published materials

 08  the contractor provided OC Transpo.  And OC

 09  Transpo agreed with our doing that.

 10            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Was that

 11  unusual, based on your experience in various

 12  other projects?  Was that concerning --

 13  particularly concerning to you or unusual that

 14  you -- that the City would not be receiving the

 15  information it was requesting on the schedule at

 16  that point in time?

 17            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I think you

 18  asked -- I think you asked, I'm not trying to

 19  play games, I think you asked a couple of

 20  questions there.  Was it concerning?  Yes.  I

 21  think you then added some language about, you

 22  know, had seen it before?  So the answer to the

 23  first question, was it concerning?  Yes.

 24            Had we seen it before in terms of the

 25  IAT team?  Yes.  And even in a design-bid-build
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 01  procurement, which this was not, it was a

 02  design, build procurement, there was reluctance

 03  on the part of the contractor to show those

 04  types of information.

 05            But those contract mechanisms usually

 06  have a requirement that they should share that

 07  information.  But design builds are, by their

 08  very nature, different and more of the risk is

 09  transferred to the contractor and less detailed

 10  oversight, question-asking from a behaviour

 11  standpoint as to what you would find in a

 12  design-bid-build.

 13            So the answer to the second question

 14  is, yes, concern, had seen it before, but then

 15  revert to the first one, which is, you need

 16  greater granularity in terms of where the

 17  project sits in relation to its schedule.

 18            Projects are all about scope,

 19  schedule, budget.  Those are basic tenets of the

 20  project.

 21            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So do I

 22  understand that this was not a scenario where

 23  the City could enforce a requirement or insist

 24  on that being provided, could only request it?

 25  Or was there a clear requirement that this
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 01  needed to be provided, and they were just not

 02  complying with it?

 03            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I recall a

 04  conversation along the lines of what the PA

 05  called for and didn't call for, but it got to a

 06  point where OC Transpo, rather than spend a lot

 07  of time dwelling on that, let's figure out how

 08  we can develop a schedule based on the inputs I

 09  talked about, to give them that granularity they

 10  needed.

 11            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And you said

 12  that there can be some reluctancy or, I don't

 13  want to put words in your mouth, but hesitation

 14  in providing this type of information in some

 15  projects.  What is it that makes the contractor

 16  reluctant?  If you're able to speak to that.

 17            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  One of the

 18  underlying reasons for going with design, build

 19  is to let the contractor do what he or she needs

 20  to do to deliver the project.  Theoretically,

 21  remove as much bureaucratic red tape as possible

 22  and allow them to do their job.

 23            Traditionally, the former mechanism,

 24  design-bid-build, you had more bureaucracy, and

 25  I don't mean that in a negative, just the checks
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 01  and balances and asks for information.  So once

 02  you cross into the design, build framework, the

 03  contractors are reluctant to let it slip back to

 04  a design-bid-build.

 05            So in answer to your question, was

 06  that -- I don't know the exact word you used,

 07  but was that a behaviour on the part of the

 08  contractor that had been seen before?  The

 09  answer is, yes, to varying degrees.

 10            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  You talked about

 11  the tunnel collapse and that impacting the

 12  schedule.  Are you able to -- and of course the

 13  collapse occurred before your involvement,

 14  correct?

 15            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 16            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  By the time you

 17  get there, are you able to speak to the impact

 18  that that did have beyond scheduling, for

 19  instance, on the relationships or on the project

 20  more broadly?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Can't comment on

 22  the relationships.  All that I recall is a

 23  clear, almost unanimous feeling on the part of

 24  the IAT that the progress of the project kind of

 25  got in a suspended animation mode while they
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 01  were dealing with tunnel collapse issue.  Its

 02  cause, how they're going to come out of it,

 03  things of that nature.  That's as far as it got.

 04            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Was it perceived

 05  as a momentous event for a project like this in

 06  terms of being something that would materially

 07  impact --

 08            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.  That's as

 09  far as it got.

 10            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  This may be --

 11  well, first of all, were you ever asked to

 12  provide any advice on how to address this event

 13  from the City's perspective in terms of the

 14  request for a relief event or delay event or

 15  anything like that?

 16            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  In relation to

 17  the tunnel collapse?

 18            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Yes.

 19            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  No.  No, we were

 20  not asked.

 21            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Okay.  Are you

 22  able to speak to the relationship generally?  So

 23  leaving aside the tunnel collapse, what you

 24  perceived in terms of the level of collaboration

 25  or partnership as between the City and the
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 01  project company?

 02            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Could you repeat

 03  the question, because you're talking about an

 04  assessment of a relationship.  I just want to

 05  make sure I understand correctly.

 06            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  I'm wondering

 07  how you would describe or how you perceive the

 08  relationship between the City and -- as the

 09  owner and the project company?  And you may have

 10  seen it evolve over time, but if you could

 11  generally speak to your perception of it.

 12            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  The relationship,

 13  at a very high level, was fine.  There was no

 14  acrimony.  There wasn't, you know, disagreements

 15  that spilled over to any of the meetings we had.

 16  There was an agreement on making sure that we

 17  could get aligned on priorities because John

 18  Manconi was very clear that while we had a task

 19  to do and it was important, we did not want to

 20  unduly impact the delivery of the project.

 21            So I wouldn't characterize -- it was

 22  not acrimonious.  It was probably cordial, or

 23  maybe just a step below, but very professional

 24  in the exchange of the information, with the

 25  exception of the schedule.
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 01            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And were -- did

 02  you see, in terms of collaboration, and aside

 03  from the schedule, any lack of partnership?  You

 04  know, in terms of the approach being taken, this

 05  is a P3 contract, did you think there was

 06  something lacking on the partnership front?

 07            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  No.  No.

 08            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Are you aware or

 09  were you aware of the City underwriting RTG's

 10  debt?

 11            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I was aware and

 12  the team was aware that there were a separate

 13  set of discussions between the City, OC Transpo,

 14  and RTG in a general sense, but the details of

 15  which I don't recall a lot of information or

 16  knowledge on that.  That's my recollection.

 17            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Did you -- would

 18  you have perceived any change in terms of the

 19  involvement of the senior creditors' technical

 20  advisors?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  No, because we

 22  didn't interact with them.  If there was any

 23  interaction with them, it was very, very late.

 24  It wasn't the full IAT, but, no.

 25            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And what was
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 01  your level of interaction with RTG or its

 02  subcontractors, OLRTC, or others?

 03            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  What was the

 04  level of interaction?

 05            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Yes.

 06            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  As we would be

 07  doing these reviews on a periodic basis, don't

 08  hold me to the frequency, but like generally

 09  ever two, three months, we'd be there for 10 to

 10  12 days at a time.  So we would identify the

 11  list of areas that we would want to meet with

 12  them on and get alignment on that.

 13            For the most part, they were

 14  agreeable.  They didn't say no, we won't meet

 15  with you on it.

 16            And then it was the understanding of

 17  what resources they needed to bring to the

 18  table, what specific individuals, so that they

 19  could address the issues we had and have an open

 20  discussion.

 21            And our expectation -- their

 22  expectation of us was that we didn't want to

 23  unduly impact the delivery of the project,

 24  because you may want to be talking to someone

 25  who is critical to a construction item in the
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 01  field, or some activity taking place.

 02            So that was the nature of the

 03  interaction and the involvement.  And it was,

 04  you know, we always found a way to be able to

 05  meet, and everybody's priorities being met.

 06            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Did you have any

 07  awareness of how systems integration was

 08  performed on this project by RTG or OLRTC?

 09            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.  The IAT did

 10  and I did, yes.

 11            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Can you speak to

 12  that?  What was your perception of that?

 13            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, to begin

 14  with, I'm a systems engineer, so it's my subject

 15  area of expertise.  In terms of experience in

 16  delivery of complex technological systems, it's

 17  been an area I spent a lot of time in.  So --

 18  and just about everybody on the IAT team

 19  understood the importance of systems

 20  integration, testing and commissioning.

 21            So that was -- and to be frank, that

 22  would be the case of any project of this type

 23  and this magnitude.  It would be one of the

 24  first areas you look to.  So the overall answer

 25  to that question is, yes.
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 01            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And so did you

 02  assess that -- and you can speak to when you

 03  arrived or over time, were there gaps there that

 04  you saw?

 05            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, the most

 06  pronounced one was once we were able to, with

 07  better granularity, assess where they were based

 08  on their own schedule, based on this shadow

 09  schedule, maybe we shouldn't call it shadow, but

 10  a parallel schedule that we set up, what we

 11  realized was is that there was this, I talked

 12  about it a minute ago, this suspended animation,

 13  the suspended animation because they were

 14  dealing with the tunnel collapse issue, but the

 15  end date of revenue service availability was not

 16  moving.

 17            So somewhere in the schedule something

 18  is happening, either something's being

 19  eliminated or something's being compressed.

 20            And we didn't see any elimination.  We

 21  saw possibly some, I don't want to say short

 22  stopping, but definitely compression.  And early

 23  on, we saw compression that we just knew could

 24  not be sustained given the level of testing that

 25  needed to be done, integration testing.  You
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 01  know, first of all, component testing, assembly

 02  testing, integration testing, and commissioning

 03  of service.  And the difference between the two

 04  is commission means it's okay for service,

 05  you're blessing it.

 06            So very early on, we saw that what

 07  they had done was just compress that schedule to

 08  a point that they didn't move the end date, but

 09  they had unrealistic time constraints placed on

 10  testing and commission.

 11            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And did that

 12  compression remain even as the RSA date was

 13  pushed back?

 14            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes, to a point.

 15  And what I mean by that is for the longest time,

 16  they basically, these weren't their exact words,

 17  but they basically said, we hear you, but don't

 18  worry, we got this.  Meaning, we're still going

 19  to deliver it.

 20            And then as the compression continued

 21  and the date was approaching, the realization on

 22  their part that they could no longer sustain

 23  that, either explainability-wise or actually

 24  project delivery-wise, they started to apply

 25  thought to, are there ways we can appropriately
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 01  compress the testing commission.

 02            And actually there was a third element

 03  that's more than just testing and commissioning.

 04  It's all the documentation that needed to be

 05  delivered in relation to the project because the

 06  term used in U.K. or in Canada, safety case, you

 07  need to meet and demonstrate on paper that

 08  something has met a standard.

 09            So there was a point in time in the

 10  process where they either got honest with

 11  themselves or realized they had to explain they

 12  have to do something.  If the date isn't going

 13  to move, and figure out ways to be wiser and

 14  smarter and more efficient on testing and

 15  commissioning, and do some of the documentation

 16  review.

 17            So that's the full answer to -- so

 18  early on it was no, we hear you.  And then at

 19  some point in time, no, we have to do something.

 20  And then they started to do some things.

 21            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And so what did

 22  the integration testing look like at the end, if

 23  you're able to say?

 24            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  All projects of

 25  that magnitude and that type, the integration
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 01  testing is difficult.  You're never lucky enough

 02  for all things to match up and not have things

 03  to deal with, that's why you do the integration

 04  testing.  So a lot of people think that the

 05  whole is equal to the sum of the parts and it's

 06  not.

 07            You build A perfectly, you build B

 08  perfectly, you put them together to get a

 09  functionality of C, and it's in that integration

 10  testing you find out you don't get that C, so

 11  you have to do something, either to the design

 12  of A or B, or some type of interface to get

 13  that.

 14            So integration testing is difficult to

 15  begin with.  They had to go through that process

 16  and learn on their own that, oh, it really is

 17  difficult and we need to do something about it.

 18            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So would you say

 19  there was a lack of appreciation on -- you say

 20  RTG, but I'm going to say perhaps OLRTC or at

 21  least on the project company side, was there a

 22  lack of understanding of the level of complexity

 23  and perhaps importance of that component,

 24  integration component?

 25            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, I want to
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 01  qualify the answer.  There's certainly a sense

 02  of that.  To be able to prove it in fact, we

 03  would have had to do more analysis, but the

 04  sense was very clear that they didn't get it.

 05  And it wasn't our job to determine, you know,

 06  whether they had the capability or not, because

 07  this date is out there, the public is expecting

 08  a project to be completed, so that was what the

 09  focus was.

 10            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And just on the

 11  OLRTC and the RTG point, did you perceive a

 12  distinction or would you be able to say who was

 13  part of OLRTC as opposed to RTG?

 14            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I wouldn't make a

 15  distinction because, at the end of the day, it's

 16  the sum total of RTG, OLRTC, and RTM that had to

 17  deliver a successful project.

 18            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  I just wanted to

 19  be clear on that, so when you say RTG, it could

 20  be them or their subcontractor?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes, yes.  It's

 22  definitely the consortium that made up the

 23  delivery of the project.

 24            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So would you be

 25  able to give us a sense of how much the
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 01  integration testing phase changed from what may

 02  have been the original plan and what ultimately

 03  ended up happening?

 04            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I'm certainly not

 05  going to give you a quantitative one because it

 06  would be -- we didn't run numbers.  I can't do a

 07  quantitative one.  It changed over time.

 08            And it goes back to my earlier comment

 09  about first they just acknowledged hearing us.

 10  And then over a period of time they went, well,

 11  I guess maybe there was substance to what you

 12  were saying.  And then finally, like, there is

 13  substance to what you're saying, we got to do

 14  something.

 15            So it was kind of the same thing with

 16  integration.  And they started to devote the

 17  right type of resources and level of resources

 18  to dealing with it.

 19            Because you need to understand, a

 20  person that has the accountability of delivering

 21  integration needs to understand it.  You can't

 22  give it to just anybody.  And it's a combination

 23  of learned experience in terms of the degree

 24  and -- learned expertise and learned experience

 25  in real-life application of that expertise.
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 01            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And so they

 02  ultimately did bring in someone like that to

 03  finalize the integration piece?

 04            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  That was a very

 05  good choice of words.  They ultimately did bring

 06  someone in, yes, and the operative word is

 07  "ultimately".

 08            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And that testing

 09  period, I take it, would have still been

 10  compressed?

 11            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  To meet the

 12  original date, yes.

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Well, even at

 14  the end in terms of what transpired, would you

 15  characterize that as a --

 16            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I would, but I

 17  would also tell you that on the delivery of any

 18  major project of this nature, you've got two

 19  extremes.

 20            One extreme is, you have people that

 21  are, I don't want to say perfectionists or

 22  purists, but they wait until everything is

 23  totally resolved and the date keeps moving.

 24            And on the other end of the spectrum

 25  you've got people that say you don't need to do
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 01  that testing, just put it into service, and

 02  you'll learn things as you go along.

 03            And neither one of those are

 04  acceptable positions to be in.  So they were

 05  moving toward the critical mass of, no, this is

 06  now ready to go into service.  It had to meet

 07  the safety requirement.  There was no movement

 08  on the safety, none whatsoever.

 09            It was the issue of the reliability --

 10  functionality of the system and the reliability

 11  of the service being delivered.

 12            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Let me put it

 13  this way, would it have been -- I take it -- let

 14  me rephrase.

 15            I take it it ultimately met the

 16  require -- the necessary requirements for

 17  passing the integration testing?

 18            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 19            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  But beyond that,

 20  would you say it would have been advisable to

 21  conduct more integration testing than they

 22  ultimately performed?

 23            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I wouldn't make

 24  that statement.  It's -- because that's why I

 25  defined the extremes.  There are some people who
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 01  always say, make sure it's perfect and make sure

 02  you have no failures at all.  That's not

 03  realistic in any project.  And the other end of

 04  the spectrum is just throw caution to the wind.

 05  It was in between those.  So I would not make

 06  the representation that they could have gone

 07  along.  I would not.

 08            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Do you recall

 09  the integration testing being done in bits and

 10  pieces and parts on different parts of the

 11  track, or on different vehicles?

 12            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And so in terms

 14  of the -- well, how long would the entire system

 15  have been able to run, in a fully integrated

 16  fashion?

 17            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, there's two

 18  points there.  One of which is the fact that

 19  they were doing the testing, as you characterize

 20  it, different places and bits and pieces is

 21  characteristic of a project like that, where you

 22  have the time and the space and the availability

 23  to run that testing.

 24            And then you get to a point where you

 25  would like to be able to have a sufficient
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 01  period of time that you're running -- they call

 02  the term "shadow service".  So you're not really

 03  running revenue service, but you're acting like

 04  you're running revenue service.  So you're

 05  meeting your fleet requirement.  You're

 06  operating the trains according to schedule.

 07  You're stopping in the stations, opening and

 08  closing doors, things of that nature.  And

 09  that's the second part of the testing.

 10            That's where, clearly, the IAT team

 11  said that you shouldn't really be compressing

 12  any part of the testing or commissioning, but

 13  that part of it you definitely have to get

 14  right.  You don't want to be Beta testing this

 15  in revenue.

 16            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Is that what you

 17  would call the trial running period?

 18            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Once again, we're

 19  using a formal contract term in the PA and so it

 20  would include that, but it may be some testing

 21  even in advance of that.

 22            And I think, just for clarity, what I

 23  meant by that last piece is is that if you know

 24  you're taking a final exam with somebody, and

 25  it's a final exam that you have to pass, you
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 01  can't get the certification you need, people

 02  that have taken that exam or those exams, or

 03  educators will tell you, take a couple of dry

 04  runs.  Here's tests from last year.  See how

 05  well you do on these.  So even before you enter

 06  that test, you're gauging where you are and how

 07  well prepared you are.  So that's the piece

 08  before trial running.

 09            But trial running is a specific

 10  contract term that I don't recall exactly what

 11  it meant so.

 12            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Just to finish

 13  up on the integration testing, would you have

 14  had any sense of whether Thales, who supplied

 15  the signaling system on the project, right,

 16  whether Thales felt there had been sufficient

 17  integration testing or would have --

 18            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I can't speak for

 19  Thales.  I can't speak for any of the subsystem

 20  suppliers or system suppliers.  I dealt with

 21  them; I had a relationship with them; I

 22  understand them, but I can't opine because I

 23  can't get into their heads.  I can't answer that

 24  question for you.

 25            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Fair enough.
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 01            What can you say about the CBTC system

 02  that Thales applied?  Are you familiar with it

 03  to some extent?

 04            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Very familiar

 05  with it because, for 19 months, I was the CEO of

 06  TransLink out in Vancouver.  And that Thales

 07  system was the original -- the original Alcatel

 08  system is the building blocker for the Thales

 09  system, so I understand that system very well.

 10  It has been modified over the years and

 11  improved.

 12            And Thales was one of the suppliers

 13  that we selected in New York City transit to

 14  convert one of the lines to communication-based

 15  train control.

 16            So am a signal engineer that can

 17  design a track circuit?  No.  Am I a systems

 18  engineer who can understand a track circuit and

 19  understand the basic functionality of the signal

 20  system?  Yes.  So I am very familiar with the

 21  Thales system.

 22            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And would you

 23  consider the system that was used here as fairly

 24  standard for Thales?

 25            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  That's -- I don't
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 01  know if I'd use the word -- I'm just keying up

 02  in case you want to get -- if you want to refer

 03  to documents.

 04            By their very nature there is a basic

 05  underlying element of a communication-based

 06  train control system that is standard, the basic

 07  architecture.  That architecture, though, is

 08  modified or tailored to the specific application

 09  for what they're going to put it in, depending

 10  upon the service patterns the client has.

 11            So on one hand, is it a standard

 12  Thales system?  Yes, at the underpinning level.

 13  But it was uniquely specified for OC Transpo's

 14  needs.

 15            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  What would you

 16  say is unique to Thales' system that other

 17  providers may not have, if you're able to say?

 18            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I wouldn't make

 19  it -- I'm sure there are some distinguishing

 20  elements between -- if you take a look, there's

 21  Thales is in that space, Alstom is in that

 22  space, Siemens is in that space, and they all

 23  have proprietary design elements that

 24  differentiate them from their competitors.

 25            But -- and some are more useful at a
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 01  specific application than others, but they're

 02  all in that space.  So it's hard for me to

 03  differentiate between -- among or between them.

 04            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Sure.  What

 05  about the Citadis train model that was used by

 06  Alstom?  Do you understand the Citadis Spirit,

 07  which was the name of this model, was some

 08  adaptation of their Citadis model used

 09  elsewhere?

 10            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I don't know the

 11  answer to that if it was used elsewhere.  I

 12  don't know.

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Did you have any

 14  sense of how service proven or new this system

 15  was?  How that may have compared to other

 16  projects you've been involved in?

 17            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 18            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  What would you

 19  say on that?

 20            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I've had a lot of

 21  experience with car builders.  And car builders

 22  build depending upon whether it's a performance

 23  spec or detail spec, according to what the

 24  client's asking of it.

 25            My experience has been primarily with
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 01  Kawasaki or Bombardier directly and Alstom.  And

 02  there's always an iterative development of

 03  improving upon a prior product.

 04            And then every once in a while they

 05  come out with a totally new technology that you

 06  wouldn't call it an iteration.  It's just a

 07  brand new vehicle.

 08            And this vehicle was, whether it was

 09  the first in a delivery of one like that, or one

 10  of the first deliveries, it was for a specific

 11  purpose, what I would call a light rail system

 12  similar to Ottawa's, versus a heavy rail transit

 13  like New York City Transit or Boston or

 14  Philadelphia.

 15            So and was the team aware of that

 16  newness?  Yes.

 17            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And in terms of

 18  integrating that with Thales' signaling system,

 19  did you understand that to be a first?

 20            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I don't know if

 21  we understood it to be a first, but we were

 22  certainly -- it was an issue that required

 23  attention because you had an interface on the

 24  vehicle between signals and all the vehicle

 25  functions.  Whereas if you choose a supplier,
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 01  because Siemens and Alstom both have a signal

 02  system, so if you choose the vehicle supplier

 03  and the signal supplier is the tame, it's less

 04  of an interface issue than it is when it's two

 05  different entities.  But we did not know.

 06            If you say that was the first time

 07  that that particular signal system was put on

 08  that particular vehicle, I would not be shocked

 09  by that, but I can't say that we knew that at

 10  the time.  Although we did know the car was

 11  relatively new so.

 12            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Right.  And the

 13  train operators, OC Transpo was new to light

 14  rail?

 15            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 16            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And I've seen

 17  reference to this not being a mature maintainer

 18  in terms of the maintenance piece or contract.

 19            What -- how would you explain that in

 20  terms of the lack of maturity or lack of

 21  experience?

 22            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  When we looked at

 23  the vehicle issue in total, and it had a

 24  different sub element, number of issues, a

 25  commitment was made to do as much of the car
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 01  building and assembly on site or in Ontario.

 02            So they hired a workforce that built

 03  the vehicle and they trained them to build a

 04  vehicle.  And that was probably local labour,

 05  and that's fine, we've seen that at other

 06  projects.  But to build a railcar is different

 07  than inspecting and maintaining it and

 08  troubleshooting.

 09            So the IAT team had concerns about,

 10  okay, you've developed a workforce that can

 11  build the car, and maybe you're going to use

 12  some of that talent to actually roll over into

 13  the operation and maintenance, and what skill

 14  set did they have to that, because it's a

 15  different skill set.  To build something is

 16  different than to troubleshoot something.

 17            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  But is it just

 18  about the people that they had on the team in

 19  terms of not having that skill set?  Or was it

 20  specific to either RTM or Alstom, who was the

 21  maintenance subcontractor under RTM?  Is it

 22  about their level of experience as an entity or

 23  is it just about the people on -- hired for the

 24  project?

 25            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  It's the former.
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 01  It's the first thing you said.  It's more than

 02  just the people.  It's the structure; it's the

 03  supervision; it's the management; it's

 04  understanding that construction delivery

 05  requires certain skill sets distinctly different

 06  than operations maintenance.

 07            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So RTM --

 08            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  There is

 09  sometimes people that can bridge both, but there

 10  are a lot of times people that no, they stay in

 11  their lanes and they just do one and they hand

 12  the baton to somebody else.

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And I take it,

 14  you're speaking primarily of RTM as being

 15  responsible for maintenance?  So they --

 16            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 17            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And they --

 18  well, (a) they're a consortium; they're new in

 19  terms of an entity.  Just for the record if you

 20  could say yes?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 22            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And then they

 23  wouldn't have, you know, pre-existing

 24  maintenance plans, and the like, is part of it?

 25            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  They may, but
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 01  you -- we would ask questions to affirm that

 02  they had those maintenance plans.

 03            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And I just want

 04  to be clear on this -- the maturity of this

 05  maintenance piece.  Well, first of all, Alstom,

 06  I would imagine, though, I don't know, you

 07  correct me if I'm wrong, has much experience in

 08  maintaining their trains.  Would that not be the

 09  case?

 10            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes, it would be

 11  the case, because they had -- because they --

 12  and they did have contracts with entities where

 13  they not only built the vehicle, but they

 14  maintained the vehicle.  So the answer to your

 15  question is yes.

 16            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Right.  So in

 17  terms of their level of maturity, is it still

 18  considered -- would you still consider it not

 19  mature in respect of this particular project

 20  either because it's a new line or because it's

 21  new people, or a new supervising authority?

 22            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  It's probably the

 23  last.  And the reason I say that is because it's

 24  not a matter of maturity.  They have the

 25  maturity.  The question is did they have the
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 01  right resources with that maturity in place in

 02  the management structure?  Because it all

 03  emanates from the management structure.

 04            Even if you have well-skilled people,

 05  if the management structure, in terms of

 06  supervision and the managers, don't understand

 07  that distinction, it's -- you're going to have

 08  issues.

 09            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Okay.  So can

 10  you tell me about that on this project?  What

 11  gaps did you perceive on that front, on the

 12  maintenance management or structure?

 13            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  As we got into

 14  the -- as the client was approaching revenue

 15  service availability and the focus of the IAT

 16  was starting to -- we had dealt with many of the

 17  constructability issues and getting stations

 18  built, getting track built, getting cars built,

 19  getting the testing done.  There was a look at

 20  the RTM organization because this is just from

 21  experience at other agencies, you don't want to

 22  a ribbon cutting ceremony and then problems with

 23  the delivering service days two, three, four and

 24  five.

 25            So we started looking at that and
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 01  looking at the RTM structure.

 02            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And what did you

 03  see?

 04            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Saw a couple of

 05  very serious concerns, maybe glaring, and some

 06  lack of awareness as to what the priority issues

 07  were.  And it would start with the term "making

 08  score for service".

 09            So when you're delivering a rail

 10  service, I don't care where you are, you have a

 11  morning rush hour, you have an afternoon rush

 12  hour.  The way service is delivered is you've

 13  got a peak in the morning because everybody's

 14  coming into work.  It's going to change with the

 15  pandemic, but it's there up until that time.

 16            Everybody is demanding service

 17  requirements, like 13 trains in the morning, and

 18  then between rush hours, it comes down.  Then

 19  you have another one in the afternoon.  And it's

 20  called making score.  If you need 13 trains to

 21  deliver the level of service, you have to have

 22  13 trains ready for service.  They have to be

 23  inspected.  If there's a failure that occurred

 24  on one, it has to be troubleshot and prepared.

 25            And it was apparent, in terms of
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 01  talking to the RTM structure, they weren't aware

 02  of the significance of making score.

 03            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So they wouldn't

 04  have adequate plans for having the number of

 05  vehicles in service that would be required at

 06  any given time?

 07            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  With respect to

 08  making score, yes, absolutely.  At any given

 09  time, but the time you're most concerned is

 10  making score in the morning rush, leading into

 11  the morning rush hour, and the afternoon rush

 12  hour.

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So was the

 14  concern that they wouldn't have enough vehicles

 15  available or -- if something went wrong?  Is

 16  that the --

 17            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  There were a host

 18  of issues that drive that concern.  Vehicle

 19  availability is one.  Right-of-way issues, if

 20  you had switch problems, if you had signal

 21  problems, if you had weather-related problems.

 22  But we were really concerned about the vehicle

 23  availability, especially with their challenges

 24  in terms of delivering all 34 cars.

 25            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And did that --
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 01  was that still the case going into RSA that you

 02  had those concerns?

 03            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  It's in the very

 04  being of the people that operate these systems.

 05  Your concern is daily.  The concern of the

 06  individual is daily.  I can't emphasize it more

 07  importantly.  So even when I ran systems that

 08  were fully steady, good repair, whatever,

 09  there's this sense of focus and sense of urgency

 10  on making score on a per line basis.

 11            So -- and that was kind of lacking, to

 12  begin with, in a general sense.  And then it was

 13  more pronounced because of the -- not having the

 14  full 34 cars.  Because you'll read in the

 15  documentation, you needed 30 cars to meet your

 16  train service schedule requirement.  You had two

 17  spares in the event that you had a failure of a

 18  car when it was in revenue service.  And two

 19  cars, that is what we call a float for ongoing

 20  inspection because every so many kilometres,

 21  you've got to inspect cars and they're not

 22  available for service that day.

 23            So if you don't have the full 34 cars,

 24  it puts additional pressure on the service

 25  provider to having a full complement of 30 cars
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 01  to provide service.

 02            But when you operate this system

 03  it's -- it's like you're going out to drive your

 04  car, you've got to have your wallet.  You don't

 05  go out without your wallet.  You've got to have

 06  your driver's licence.  You don't leave the door

 07  unlocked without your key.  These are just

 08  basics that are drilled into your head.

 09            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So -- well,

 10  first of all, fewer than 34 cars went into --

 11  were available or -- for going into service,

 12  correct?

 13            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 14            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Was that 32 or

 15  30?

 16            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  There were

 17  various times the numbers were different.  So

 18  the answer to the question is that one time it

 19  might have been 30 and then passed a certain

 20  date it got to be 32.  And then, you know, it

 21  eventually got to 34, but that was months after

 22  when they were projecting the best case, when

 23  the realization hit that 33 and 34 were going to

 24  come well beyond what the start of revenue

 25  service availability was going to be.
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 01            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And beyond this

 02  number of cars, did you believe that RTM was

 03  still not, sort of, getting it in terms of

 04  making score for service, entering into RSA?

 05            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  The awareness

 06  finally sunk in, they were dealing with

 07  additional resources as well as some other

 08  techniques that they would use.  So for lack of

 09  a better phrase, they were climbing an awareness

 10  curve and a deployment of resource curve to meet

 11  the service level requirements.

 12            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  When RSA began,

 13  you would say, they had awareness?

 14            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 15            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  To what extent

 16  would the City have been concerned in going into

 17  service with a reduced number of vehicles in

 18  light of this?  In light of these pre-existing

 19  concerns.

 20            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yeah, I mean, the

 21  only reason I'm frowning is I don't know how I

 22  answer to what extent.  Was there an awareness

 23  on the part of the City and OC Transpo?

 24  Absolutely.  Did they communicate those concerns

 25  to RTM?  Yes.  And was a clear set of
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 01  requirements spelled out to RTM?  Yes.  And

 02  that's about as far as I can say.

 03            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Are you able to

 04  say why the City was prepared to start service

 05  without the full complement of vehicles?

 06            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, I'm

 07  definitely not going to get into the minds of

 08  people -- I don't like when people try to get

 09  into my mind, but I was not part of those

 10  conversations.  But I can tell you, I'll go back

 11  to my earlier comment about, you know, when you

 12  deliver projects like this, ideally you'd like

 13  to have every I dotted and T crossed in terms of

 14  all requirements being met.

 15            And certainly not foolheartedly

 16  entering into service when you don't have enough

 17  cars, but it's a judgment issue because it's

 18  never perfect and we understood that.  I mean,

 19  every one of the people on IAT team had been

 20  involved in some, way, shape or form with system

 21  start up.  So we understood that.  It's not a

 22  pass/fail, black/white.  You go through shades

 23  of grey.

 24            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And not

 25  ultimately your call to make, but did you make
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 01  any recommendations on that front as to whether

 02  it was advisable or not?

 03            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  No.  What we

 04  would try to do is assess qualitatively what the

 05  risks were and what, in a general sense, the

 06  level of impact that would have.  And it's not

 07  necessarily linear.

 08            What do I mean by that?  If you're at

 09  30 trains for service -- 30 cars, I should say,

 10  15 trains, and then you drop down to 28, so you

 11  have 14 trains, there'll be some impact to

 12  service.

 13            If you drop down to 26 cars, 13

 14  trains, that'll increase.  And then at some

 15  point in time, it's like the service is so

 16  compromised.

 17            And so we would offer input along

 18  those lines, but it's not an exact science and

 19  it's not exceptionally quantitative.  It's a

 20  combination of qualitative and the quantitative.

 21            And it's also -- there's a

 22  relationship between the level of ridership,

 23  because the way the system was procured and

 24  designed was for ridership, you know, the peak

 25  level of ridership in the life of the system.
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 01            So that generally isn't in the first

 02  year of operation.  It's sometime out in the

 03  future.

 04            So the comments and the guidance and

 05  the technical support we provided to the client

 06  was in a qualitative sense along those lines.

 07            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And

 08  qualitatively, how would you have framed the --

 09  or assessed the level of risk that you foresaw

 10  in terms of this maintenance preparedness in

 11  particular, including the risk of relating to

 12  vehicle availability and so forth that you've

 13  been discussing?  Like, what would have been

 14  your take, as RSA is now right ahead of you,

 15  what would you have been telling the City about

 16  what the risks are that you're seeing at this

 17  point?

 18            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, we gave

 19  them those qualitative summaries and they had us

 20  talk directly to RTM about what those were.  And

 21  a certain percentage of them can be made up with

 22  additional resources, meaning people, meaning

 23  staff.

 24            So and for vehicle issues, that may

 25  mean additional staff around the clock to
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 01  troubleshoot trains, get them off the line if

 02  they're stalled.  For switch issues, once you

 03  get through early failure mode, you can shrink

 04  the number of resources, but at the front end,

 05  you put a lot of resources out.  Those are

 06  traditional approaches that agencies use when

 07  they operate systems.  They make up for

 08  unsureness or concerns about reliability with

 09  additional staffing.

 10            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And I take it

 11  some of the -- you conveyed this directly to RTM

 12  or just to the City?

 13            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, to both.  I

 14  mean, the nature of the relationship from the

 15  start of the IAT, whether it be with RTG or RTM,

 16  and this came from John Manconi, no surprises,

 17  share information, raise concerns, and provide

 18  logic and rationale why there's a concern and

 19  what they may want to consider doing, without

 20  being prescriptive about what they should do.

 21            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And what was

 22  your understanding from RTM at that point in

 23  time about the extent to which they were going

 24  to do that, to be responsive or increase their

 25  resources and whatnot?
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 01            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  As I said

 02  earlier, a couple of times the awareness did

 03  reach them finally and they realized they had to

 04  do something with either a changed approach or

 05  process or additional resources.

 06            And so they were being more responsive

 07  and more assertive in terms of meeting that

 08  need.

 09            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And that was --

 10  that awareness that they gained, was that very

 11  shortly before revenue service?

 12            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I can't recall

 13  when it was.  It wasn't just before revenue

 14  service, but I can't remember how much in

 15  advance of revenue service it was.

 16            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And what

 17  information did you or the City have about the

 18  extent to which it was able to put that in

 19  place?  Did you have a good sense of what -- at

 20  RSA, what their capabilities were like?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, OC Transpo

 22  always made sure that they got back to the IAT

 23  with a response.  Like we agree with your

 24  concern, we don't agree with your concern,

 25  that's one example.
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 01            Another example is, we agree with your

 02  concern, but instead of -- and I'm pulling a

 03  number out of the air, instead of seven

 04  additional staff to watch switches, we think we

 05  can do it with four.  And in some cases we'd

 06  say, okay, fine, we get it.  Other cases we'd

 07  say, I don't know if you can do it with four.

 08            So there was an exchange of

 09  information, but ultimately the risk was theirs

 10  under the contract, as guided or dictated by the

 11  PA.

 12            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So do I take

 13  that to mean the risk was on them and so -- and

 14  the City may not have had complete insight at

 15  that point in time into what had been put in

 16  place and how -- and whether they did front load

 17  their resources because ultimately it was up to

 18  them to figure out?

 19            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I can't answer

 20  the question in terms of what the City thought

 21  or did.

 22            I will go back to the last part of

 23  your comment which is, the underlying principle

 24  of a design, build procurement is transference

 25  of risk.
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 01            So if you say that your performance

 02  needs to meet these standards and that's the

 03  performance standard that's being held to under

 04  the terms of the contract, it's really not

 05  appropriate for either the client, or the IAT to

 06  say, okay, you say you can do it with four, I

 07  think you need seven.  Because once I assert

 08  that I need seven that risk transfers back over

 09  to the client.  You've taken that risk away from

 10  them.  And that's -- if something was unsafe, we

 11  definitely would say that, so would the client,

 12  namely John Manconi.  But these were not

 13  safe-unsafe issues.  These were service

 14  reliability issues.

 15            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Yes.  And maybe

 16  I can ask you this way, in terms of what you

 17  thought they should be doing, RTM, were you

 18  ever -- did you ever gain the level of

 19  satisfaction or assurance or information, even,

 20  that that was in place, what you thought was

 21  sufficient in term was of preparedness?

 22            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, the first

 23  item we noticed was the awareness that okay,

 24  there is something here, that's the first.

 25            The second was, in some areas, even
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 01  when they came out with a resource level that

 02  was below what was needed, they would respond

 03  with something higher.  In other cases, they

 04  didn't; they held firm.  So that's about as far

 05  as we took it, but we weren't asked, nor would

 06  we say, that's the right level of resources.

 07  We'd just say, these are some challenges.

 08            And I'll give you an example.  I mean,

 09  it's like if you're talking about right-of-way

 10  issues, if you have four people and you evenly

 11  distribute them along the line, but you can't

 12  tell where the failures are going to occur,

 13  there's a time associated with that nearest

 14  person getting to the vehicle, troubleshooting

 15  and getting it done.

 16            If you have seven resources out there,

 17  that amount of time it takes to get to the

 18  vehicle will be shorter and so you'll have a

 19  higher level of confidence that service won't be

 20  affected as drastically.

 21            So that's the nature of the

 22  conversations that were -- and they were

 23  qualitative and -- they weren't pulling numbers

 24  out of the air.  It was based upon empirical

 25  knowledge that people on the IAT team had with
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 01  systems like this.

 02            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And did you

 03  ultimately observe, after the -- after the

 04  system went into service, whether they were

 05  prepared or not?

 06            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I can't recall

 07  the level of detail that we went to.  It was a

 08  short period of time.  Like I said earlier in

 09  terms of after revenue service availability

 10  versus before.  So as I can't -- I can't recall.

 11            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And is it fair

 12  to say that it was expected that there would be

 13  increased pressure on maintenance when the

 14  system went into operation?

 15            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Is it fair to say

 16  what?  I want to make sure I understand the

 17  question.

 18            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  That there was

 19  going to be increased pressure on maintenance?

 20            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Oh, absolutely,

 21  yes.

 22            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And did you

 23  understand that -- did you have any sense of

 24  Alstom maintenance preparedness more

 25  specifically?  So whether there were any
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 01  challenges in terms of them getting lined up and

 02  prepared ahead of revenue service?

 03            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I want to make

 04  sure when you say "Alstom", are you talking just

 05  about vehicles or all the responsibility that

 06  Alstom had under RTM?

 07            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  The latter.  But

 08  then also more specifically the vehicles.

 09            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, no, because

 10  it was -- it wasn't till pretty far into the IAT

 11  team's work that we -- it was when we started to

 12  look at the RTM relationship and the

 13  organizational staffing, et cetera, that we

 14  realized that Alstom had a big piece of that.

 15  Because going into it, before we looked at the

 16  vehicles, we thought they were just limited to

 17  details, but they weren't.  In the RTM

 18  framework, they got a lot of the scope.  So we

 19  did start to pay attention to it.  And we paid

 20  attention to both vehicle as well as

 21  non-vehicle.

 22            But a lot of the concerns and the

 23  high-level concerns were with the vehicles.

 24            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And so did you

 25  have any understanding of what they had done to
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 01  prepare for revenue service?

 02            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, through the

 03  meetings that, we learned of what their level of

 04  preparedness was.

 05            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And what was

 06  that?

 07            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, first of

 08  all, the window was toward the tail end of IAT

 09  as we're rolling up to -- as the client was

 10  rolling up to RSA, and it was months, not -- I'd

 11  say weeks, 8, 10, 12 weeks before, maybe even

 12  longer, but it's not a year before.

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Did you ever

 14  hear of any -- anything about the fact that

 15  Alstom, on the maintenance side, didn't believe

 16  that their work started until RSA under the

 17  contract, such that that impacted their

 18  preparations?

 19            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Say that again?

 20  I'm not sure I got it.

 21            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  That in terms of

 22  the lead up to RSA, that there were some

 23  challenges in terms of Alstom preparing for

 24  revenue service availability, given some

 25  understanding that, under the contract, their
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 01  work didn't start until RSA.  Was that something

 02  that you understood or was discussed?

 03            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  It was discussed

 04  in general terms and to create the framework as

 05  to why the discussion would ensue, in any case.

 06  Because for those of us that worked at agencies,

 07  even when it wasn't a design build, when it was

 08  one element in the organization delivering a

 09  project and another element in the organization

 10  accepting it from a standpoint of operations and

 11  maintenance, there is a natural tendency within

 12  an organization is the people delivering it

 13  don't interface or communicate well with the

 14  people that are going to have to operate and

 15  maintain it.

 16            And the people that don't have to

 17  operate and maintain it don't care about it

 18  until it's the magical date.

 19            So any system, whether it's

 20  design-bid-build; design-build; done totally

 21  internally; combination of internal-external;

 22  that's an interface that needs to be managed.

 23            So when we got to the point of looking

 24  at RTM and them getting to take it over, we

 25  would look at those issues in the context of our
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 01  own experience, and what was being done to

 02  have -- what we call a smooth baton pass.  Two

 03  runners in a race, I'm handing you the baton.

 04  I'm not throwing it at you and nor are you going

 05  like this, I don't want it.  I'm handing it to

 06  you.  That's the way we talked about it because

 07  that's the best way that you ensure good

 08  delivery and pass-on.  And then clearly we saw

 09  that there were some disconnects there.

 10            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And did that

 11  impact, from your perspective, readiness for

 12  service?

 13            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes, because it

 14  would impact it even if it was internally

 15  delivered in a design-bid-build way.  So, yes,

 16  it did.

 17            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Would you say

 18  ultimately that RTM was ready for normal

 19  operations, but not for the enhanced needs that

 20  ultimately were present?  Or would you not even

 21  say they were ready for normal operations?

 22            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Inherent in the

 23  mindset of the people that were on the IAT, and

 24  I don't want this to sound like a pontification,

 25  but inherent in the mindset is there will be
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 01  service problems.  There will be failures of

 02  equipment and of assemblies and parts.  And the

 03  people that are responsible for operating it

 04  have to be aware of that; have to have the

 05  requisite resources in place, expertise and

 06  experience wise, to respond to it, troubleshoot

 07  it, and get the system running.  So it's

 08  inherent in the way we looked at it.  So it was

 09  just part of our being, part of our looking at

 10  it.

 11            So -- and that was -- and certainly

 12  there's this passing of the baton.  And now

 13  you're really in a fishbowl.  You are delivering

 14  service.  The public is immediately impacted and

 15  it's -- and so we were -- we looked at it from

 16  the standpoint -- the original question was, did

 17  we look at it like is it okay with no problems

 18  occurring or -- the two are synonymous because

 19  the problems will occur.  We didn't

 20  differentiate between the two.

 21            There's no such thing as five days of

 22  perfect rush hour.  It doesn't happen.

 23            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  But would you

 24  say that on any line on any system, problems

 25  would occur?  Or, in particular, in this -- on
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 01  this project?  Or was there an increase -- an

 02  enhanced sense that there would be problems or

 03  issues on this project, given the level of

 04  preparedness?

 05            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  A lot of what we

 06  saw, as an IAT, was consistent with what we saw

 07  in other design-build projects.  So the nature

 08  of the problems, you know, the likelihood of

 09  where those problems existed was characteristic

 10  of a design-build.  So there was no shock there.

 11            There was an increased level of

 12  concern that, in this particular case, it took a

 13  while for the "family" of RTG and RTM to

 14  acknowledge it and deal with it.

 15            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  But in terms of

 16  the performance of the trains, and we'll deal

 17  with pre-trial running period and trial running

 18  period, but as RSA is approaching and there are

 19  issues surfacing, and we can talk about what, if

 20  anything, they were, from your perspective, but

 21  was there not a sense that things were not going

 22  to run smoothly just based on what was being

 23  seen at that point in time?

 24            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  There was a level

 25  of concern about what the quality of service
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 01  would be and its reliability would be.  There

 02  was a level of concern.  There is always a level

 03  of concern.  This was probably a little bit more

 04  pronounced.

 05            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  I know we have

 06  to take a break, so we'll just go off record.

 07            --  RECESSED AT 3:33 P.M.  --

 08            --  RESUMED AT 3:53 P.M.  --

 09            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Can you tell me

 10  whether there were any discussions about a soft

 11  start or a progressive start to operations?

 12            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I believe there

 13  may have been, and -- but they were -- if they

 14  were, they were very brief in nature.

 15            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And why was

 16  that?

 17            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Because, in large

 18  part, we did not deviate from the constraints

 19  spelled out in the PA.

 20            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Because that was

 21  the City's preference, I take it?

 22            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I don't know

 23  whose preference it was.  I mean, early on when

 24  the ask was made of the IAT, and understanding

 25  of the scope of the work we were to do, it
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 01  was -- there were a number of givens, but two or

 02  three basic ones.  One of which is we were not

 03  going to opine on levels of detail where we

 04  inherited operational risk.  We weren't going to

 05  go there.

 06            And also it was -- the project was

 07  being executed in accordance with the PA.  So it

 08  was like there was one of the original elements

 09  of the scoping discussion as to what the IAT was

 10  to do.

 11            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  What do you mean

 12  by "where we inherited operational risks"?

 13            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, earlier

 14  in -- when we were discussing, or you asked some

 15  questions about, you know, if there was an

 16  interchange with RTG or RTM and I responded by

 17  saying that we were not -- we never gave

 18  prescriptive recommendations, that's what I

 19  meant by that.  We were in no position to get

 20  anywhere near prescriptive because we did not

 21  want to inherit operational risk.

 22            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  "We" being IAT

 23  or STV?

 24            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  The individual

 25  members of the IAT.  So individually and
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 01  collectively, both.

 02            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And that was

 03  essentially the mandate that was given by the

 04  City, is that fair?

 05            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  It was part of

 06  the scope and discussions.  There was an

 07  alignment that we weren't going to get into that

 08  space.

 09            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So would that

 10  have prevented you from giving or recommending a

 11  soft start, for instance, because it had been

 12  aligned with the PA?

 13            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I don't recall

 14  any conversations along those lines, I really

 15  don't.  That's the best thing I can say.  And

 16  it's like the PA was the PA.  So it's like --

 17  because once you deviate from the PA you've got

 18  another whole set of discussions.  It's just --

 19            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Did you come to

 20  believe that a soft start would have been

 21  preferable?

 22            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  The discussions

 23  never got to that level.  The experience of

 24  someone who worked at an agency, there were

 25  times that those experiences had soft starts,
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 01  but there are other times that it was not an

 02  acceptable solution.

 03            So if there was a dialogue it was

 04  short in length and never gained critical mass

 05  enough to say we should pursue this seriously,

 06  simple as that.

 07            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And is it fair

 08  to say there was no appetite on the City side

 09  for a deviation from that requirement in the PA?

 10            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I'll go back to

 11  my earlier comment, there was an alignment that

 12  it was not part of our scope.

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  By that you

 14  mean --

 15            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I can't get into

 16  somebody's mind, you'll hear that from me a

 17  number of times.  I don't know what -- I can't

 18  say.  So it's like we never pursued it, or if we

 19  did it was for very short periods of time.

 20            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  When you say

 21  "we", you mean STV or IAT?

 22            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  The IAT.

 23            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  I understand

 24  that you can't get into anybody's mind, but in

 25  terms of discussions that were had, you
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 01  mentioned there may have been a brief discussion

 02  of it.  And I just wonder, is that as between

 03  IAT and the City, or between IAT potentially

 04  and -- sorry, between the City and RTG?

 05            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I don't know

 06  about that.  I don't know of any discussions

 07  between OC Transpo and RTG, I don't.  I'm

 08  literally ignorant.

 09            Were there conversations on the IAT

 10  level about different experiences they had --

 11  members had when they were dealing with system

 12  expansions or system start-ups?  Yes.  But it

 13  was more like this is what we did here, and this

 14  is how it worked.  But even when you don't have

 15  a design-bid-build procurement it's problematic

 16  as to -- it's not an easy thing to do in stages.

 17            Like I said, were there conversations?

 18  Yes.  They were more fleeting and short in

 19  length and not deep in nature.

 20            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Is this --

 21  you've said you've seen it in some projects, not

 22  in others.  Is there any kind of best practice

 23  in terms of whether it ought to be provided for

 24  at the outset in the agreement when it's a new

 25  rail system like this one?
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 01            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  There's no

 02  established practice.  People have used soft

 03  starts and people have made conscious decisions

 04  not to use soft starts, that's the best thing I

 05  can summarize, but I can't tell you it's an

 06  established practice.

 07            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And when it's

 08  not done, is there -- well, is there an effort

 09  to ensure that the system is operating at a

 10  higher level of reliability?

 11            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, if you're

 12  not going to have a soft start and the benefit

 13  of experiences in terms of how the whole system

 14  is working together, then you do have to be more

 15  sure of the overall reliability, all the system

 16  elements working together to deliver the

 17  service.  So the answer to the question is yes.

 18            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  It strikes me

 19  that you can do it one of two ways.  You can do

 20  more trial runs, more dry runs ahead of service

 21  and then have a full start, or perhaps less of

 22  that and then a more progressive start.  Either

 23  might work it just -- but is that fair?

 24            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Once you go into

 25  revenue service and you're having people use the
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 01  system, it's difficult to communicate to

 02  people -- it's either on or off in their mind.

 03  They can use it or they don't use it.

 04            And I hate to use the word "slippery

 05  slope", but it's a very difficult position to be

 06  in because the alignment of expectations on the

 07  part of the customers, and users, may be totally

 08  different than what the expectations are of the

 09  agency in terms of what they're trying to get

 10  out of that soft start.

 11            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So ideally

 12  you're ready because you can't fully control the

 13  customer?

 14            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Right.  And the

 15  level of expectation on their part -- and

 16  initial expectations are very, very

 17  long-lasting.  Initial impression is you deliver

 18  transit service, it's in a fish bowl.  Everybody

 19  sees it and everybody, rightfully so, is their

 20  own expert at it because they use it.  Even when

 21  you're in total control of your destiny you're

 22  not dealing with a contractor, it's not a

 23  threshold we cross lightly.

 24            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So in light of

 25  that, did the City -- you know, first
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 01  impressions, did the City not want to be even

 02  more prepared than the system was in this case?

 03  Would they not have wanted to have a very high

 04  level of assurance of the reliability?  Again,

 05  I'm not asking you to put yourself in their

 06  shoes, but -- or in their minds, but in terms of

 07  discussions that were had -- when the time

 08  actually came for RSA in late 2019, would they

 09  not have wanted a higher level of reliability

 10  than they thought they were going to get?

 11            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Once again it's

 12  getting into the space of somebody's mind and I

 13  can't -- I won't do that.  I can't do that.

 14  There's no physical way I can do it.  That's

 15  what I mean by "can't".  I won't do it because

 16  it's -- when I've been handed that

 17  responsibility it's -- it builds over time and

 18  it can change over time, it can change a lot

 19  faster.

 20            If it's building positively and

 21  changing negatively, it generally takes a longer

 22  period of the time for things to build

 23  positively, but they can change negatively

 24  overnight based on some incident or something.

 25  So it's hard for me to say, you know, what was
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 01  in their minds.  I just can't.

 02            And what the IAT was focused on was a

 03  qualitative assessment of -- you'll see terms

 04  like "high", "medium" and "low" confidence

 05  levels.  So high confidence level that you won't

 06  have a problem in this area.  Moderate

 07  confidence level you won't have a problem.  Low

 08  confidence level you won't have a problem.

 09            And then the impact of that, you know,

 10  because some issues are -- a single door panel

 11  on one train being problematic, that's different

 12  than, you know, half the doors on a train not

 13  being -- you know what I mean?  So we would give

 14  them those qualitative assessments.

 15            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Why don't we go

 16  to one of those to see about the issues that

 17  were being experienced.  STV565, which I think

 18  you would have had the opportunity to review

 19  recently.  We'll bring it up on the screen.  But

 20  if you have your own copy that's fine.

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  So what number is

 22  that?

 23            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So you'll see

 24  it's here on the screen, it's an email dated

 25  June 24th, 2019, called "RTM readiness".  The
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 01  number is STV565.

 02            MARK COOMBES:  I may be able to

 03  assist, it's tab number 4 in the documents you

 04  received, Mr. Prendergast.

 05            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I'm clicking and

 06  I can't get it open, but I'll read it off yours

 07  so go ahead.

 08            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So you'll see

 09  this is one that is focused on RTM readiness?

 10            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yup.

 11            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And this is late

 12  June 2019, with trial running set for July.  So

 13  there you gave "readiness overall", on a scale

 14  of 1 to 10, a rating of 3 to 4, is that right?

 15  Do you see in the first paragraph?

 16            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yeah.

 17            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And then, as you

 18  said, you have different categories to -- that

 19  you give a rating for, one being "Vehicle

 20  Inspection Maintenance and Revenue Service

 21  Support", which is the second area?

 22            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 23            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  That you deem to

 24  be of high importance and you give it a 3 to 4

 25  rating?
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 01            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  That's correct,

 02  yes.

 03            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And it talks

 04  about Alstom and their staff, that they have

 05  been using to date, being relatively

 06  inexperienced in these areas that you're

 07  referencing?

 08            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 09            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Did that come to

 10  change, to your knowledge, or you wouldn't know,

 11  prior to RSA?

 12            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I'm not sure I

 13  would know.

 14            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And you say

 15  there:

 16                 "When combined with what appears

 17            to be limited resources for these

 18            functions, (one could say 'lean and

 19            mean',) limited to no ability to

 20            'commit an overabundance of resources'

 21            at the front end of early revenue

 22            service operations, there is a strong

 23            possibility that vehicle availability

 24            will suffer."

 25            And I just want to ask you about the
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 01  part where you say:

 02                 "[...] limited to no ability to

 03            commit an overabundance of resources

 04            at the front end [...]."

 05            Do you know why that was that there

 06  was such a limited or no ability to do so?

 07            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  On a general

 08  level, yes, on a specific level, no.  And what

 09  do I mean by that?  Did each one of the -- did

 10  the make-up of RTM have, within its family of

 11  companies, the expertise to be able to provide

 12  that level of support at -- when the system

 13  first turned on?  Yes.  Were they located in the

 14  right places and were there sufficient numbers

 15  of them to do it?  No, I don't believe there

 16  was.  But we weren't sure that they were there.

 17            Certainly a vehicle manufacturer like

 18  Alstom, who not only manufacturers vehicles but

 19  they hold contracts throughout the world for

 20  maintenance of vehicles, we knew they had -- in

 21  their core competency they had those resources.

 22            And did they put some of those

 23  resources in Ottawa to assist?  And we sometimes

 24  use the word "flood", but overcompensate with

 25  resources to make sure you have enough.
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 01            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And we touched

 02  on this a bit earlier but do you know whether

 03  that came to change for revenue service?  Do you

 04  know whether it improved?

 05            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  My recollection

 06  is that they did add some additional resources

 07  in some areas, not all.  And it was definitely

 08  acknowledgment that they understood they needed

 09  to.  Was it the right level of resources?  I

 10  can't answer that question.

 11            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And you'll see

 12  down below "Running Double Car Consists", and

 13  how there was a -- the mindset to date from,

 14  it's OLRTC and perhaps I think you're

 15  referencing Alstom as well, has been on getting

 16  15 consists of either one or two car lengths out

 17  there daily for the practice running.

 18            So I take it most of the practice

 19  running, and we'll talk about it a bit more

 20  shortly, was running single cars as opposed

 21  to --

 22            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I don't know if

 23  it was most or not, but clearly there was

 24  benefit.  Even if you ran just 15, two-car

 25  consists there would be a benefit to doing that.
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 01  Because you're exercising the signal system,

 02  you're half exercising the traction power

 03  system, and you're exercising the communication

 04  systems and stuff like that, but it does not

 05  fully replicate what full, two-car consists

 06  would provide.

 07            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And do you

 08  recall during trial running was it -- did they

 09  run more double-car consists?

 10            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I don't recall.

 11  I think they ran as many as they could but they

 12  still had availability problems.  And it made

 13  sense for them to at least get the experience

 14  with single-car consists rather than wait until

 15  they had a full capability of every consist,

 16  being a two-car consist.

 17            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  But for service

 18  operations they needed to run double car, is

 19  that right?

 20            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 21            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So is it fair to

 22  say there was perhaps less practice running with

 23  double-car consists than you would have liked to

 24  see?

 25            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I believe so but
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 01  I can't say we verified that, but I believe so.

 02            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  In terms of the

 03  yard master, you said there were issues, as I

 04  understand it, with there being a lack of

 05  single-person accountability for the yard

 06  operations, which you reference there and give a

 07  low rating of 2 to 3, right?

 08            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 09            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And did that end

 10  up being resolved, do you know, prior to revenue

 11  service?

 12            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  "Resolved" is a

 13  relative term.  Did they -- once again, did they

 14  cross the threshold of understanding the

 15  importance of it?  Yes.

 16            Did they resource it appropriately

 17  with the qualified person and experience?  We --

 18  I can't say we verified that.  They may have,

 19  they may not have.  But they finally came to the

 20  realization of the importance of the yard master

 21  function and the assigning of the appropriate

 22  authority of that person.

 23            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Do you recall

 24  there were other issues that you saw as

 25  significant in terms of the operations of the
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 01  yard and the preparedness of the NSF?

 02            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  In general terms,

 03  yes.  I can't remember the specifics.

 04            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And then if you

 05  go down to "Revenue Service Support Incident

 06  Response Structure and Resources" -- sorry,

 07  the -- yes, right there at the end of the page.

 08  That also is deemed out to be of high importance

 09  and receives a low rating?

 10            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 11            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  What were -- I

 12  understand there were issues with incidence

 13  response.  Could you speak to that a bit?

 14            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:   The two most

 15  prevalent ones, as I recall, leading up to RSA

 16  and once they went into revenue service was

 17  people that could respond to switch defects out

 18  on the right-of-way in a timely manner.

 19  Correct -- troubleshoot, correct and get service

 20  restored.  And the same thing for people that

 21  would respond to vehicle defects that the train

 22  was immoveable for.

 23            So those were the two critical areas

 24  that we had concerns about for sure, there may

 25  have been others but those two for sure.  And
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 01  once again, they acknowledged they needed more

 02  resources and they started to add more

 03  resources.  I don't remember where they ended

 04  up.

 05            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Do you recall

 06  that this -- these issues of incident response

 07  continued to materialize after service

 08  operation?

 09            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I vaguely recall

 10  that there were a couple of incidents, I can't

 11  remember if it was the same frequency but there

 12  were a couple of high-profile incidents that

 13  occurred.

 14            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So is it fair to

 15  say that this issue you had identified had not

 16  been entirely resolved prior to RSA?

 17            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes, I think I

 18  could make that statement.

 19            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Generally

 20  speaking, this was your assessment in late June

 21  2019.  When you got to RSA how much would this

 22  assessment have improved, to your recollection?

 23            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  It would have

 24  improved.  I can't recall how much it would have

 25  improved.  It would not necessarily have been
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 01  even across the patch.  So some they responded

 02  to better than others and they were

 03  acknowledging them in applying resources and

 04  corrective actions, and others to a lesser

 05  extent.  But that's the best way that I can sum

 06  it up right now, in my recollection.

 07            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And would you

 08  have provided this sort of assessment right --

 09  just in advance of RSA or around that time?  Do

 10  you recall?

 11            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I don't recall.

 12  I mean, it was an ongoing concern being

 13  addressed, to varying degrees, all the way up to

 14  and including RSA and running of revenue

 15  service.

 16            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Okay, we can

 17  bring this down.

 18            So maybe we can talk about practice

 19  running more generally.

 20            I think -- am I right that there was a

 21  period of time prior to the actual trial running

 22  where there were some practice runs?

 23            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  That's my

 24  recollection, yes.

 25            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And how would
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 01  you describe that -- first of all, were you

 02  involved in that?

 03            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  The IAT was

 04  involved with it to the extent that we

 05  communicated the benefits that would result from

 06  doing that.  Because that was, you know, one

 07  area that I believe the PA did not call out but

 08  we felt that it should be explored.

 09            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And what was the

 10  plan for that ultimately, once it was devised?

 11            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I can't recall

 12  the details but there was an awareness on all

 13  parties.  Like I said, there would be benefit to

 14  be obtained from it and to try to do as much of

 15  it as possible, that's as much as I can recall

 16  off the top of my head.

 17            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Do you recall

 18  whether there was an ability to do as much as

 19  would have been -- as perhaps you had indicated

 20  should be done?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Recollection that

 22  once again their level of awareness got to a

 23  point that they said, There is value in this.

 24  We should do it.  And they were trying to find

 25  ways and means and time slots to do it, that's
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 01  as much as I recall.

 02            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:   Do you

 03  recall -- I mean, we've seen some of it in

 04  relation to RTM in the email we just saw, but do

 05  you recall what other concerns you had during or

 06  at the close of practice running?

 07            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Not off the top

 08  of my head, no.

 09            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Was there --

 10  what plans was there for trial running?  What

 11  was the original plan, to your understanding?

 12            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I don't recall

 13  what the original plan was and where they ended

 14  up.  I can't -- but I do know that you have

 15  to -- once you start to run trains, even though

 16  it's practice running or trial running and you

 17  don't have customers on board, you still have to

 18  follow basic rules and procedures for running

 19  trains because it's -- people could get hurt

 20  even though there's no public on the system so

 21  to speak, employees on the right-of-way, or

 22  whatever.  So that's my recollection.

 23            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Did you believe

 24  that the systems were ready for -- to start

 25  trial running?
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 01            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  In the general

 02  sense, yes.

 03            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Am I right that

 04  there were fairly significant performance issues

 05  over the summer leading up to trial running?

 06            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  My recollection

 07  is that there were a few, yes.

 08            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  What kind of

 09  issues were surfacing?

 10            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Some or more of

 11  the same switch problems, troubleshooting switch

 12  problems, failure modes on vehicles that needed

 13  to be overcome to get the train moving, either

 14  in revenue service or just take it out of

 15  revenue service and get it off the line so that

 16  they could run trains.  Because you can't go

 17  around a train, you have to get it off the line.

 18  That's my recollection in those areas.

 19            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Do you recall

 20  any brake issues or brake faults?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes, in a general

 22  way, no in a specific way.  I can't recall any

 23  specific problems.

 24            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Did any of these

 25  issues appear to be or were related to
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 01  integration issues?

 02            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, we kind of

 03  operate under the National Transportation Safety

 04  Board approach, which is you don't rule anything

 05  out until you can rule it out.

 06            So for a certain type of failure there

 07  may be two or three causes, potential causes.

 08  There may be five or seven so you don't hone in

 09  on any one, you look at each one.  And if you

 10  can affirmatively say that item number 7, that

 11  failure mode did not happen, then you take that

 12  off the table.  And then you go through a

 13  process of -- through elimination.  Like, what

 14  is the most likely -- if there was no indication

 15  on the vehicle that gives you a warning, This

 16  specific failure occurred, you have to do some

 17  level of investigation to try and ascertain what

 18  happened.  So that's how it was being done.

 19            And even going back to the brake

 20  issues, a lot of people think that "brake" means

 21  it didn't brake right.  In some cases it could

 22  mean the brakes are locked and you can't move

 23  the vehicle, that's a brake issue too.  So it's

 24  not just the issue of is it braking in the right

 25  manner?  No.  If the brakes are totally locked
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 01  and the train can't move that's a brake failure.

 02  Or it's classified initially as a brake failure

 03  until you find out what the failure really is.

 04            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  What was your

 05  level of participation in trial running?

 06            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Mine personally

 07  limited, the team -- certain team members were

 08  more involved than others.

 09            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And did you have

 10  much input in the planning?

 11            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Not me

 12  personally, no.

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Even though you

 14  don't recall the original plan specifically, do

 15  you --

 16            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Let me just --

 17  it's kind of qualifying the last answer I gave

 18  and then possibly where you were going with this

 19  one.

 20            The basic purpose of trial running is

 21  to replicate revenue service conditions to beta

 22  test the system.  So I would have some level of

 23  involvement to say, Okay, yeah, this is meeting

 24  the standard of replicating revenue service

 25  conditions.  So to give you an example, we have
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 01  to run 15 trains, not 12.  You might start with

 02  12 but eventually you get to a point where

 03  you're running 15 and exercising the system and

 04  seeing if it works.  You're making sure doors

 05  open and close at the appropriate place, and

 06  you're testing the full functionality of the

 07  system at large to make sure that it's -- even

 08  though you're not carrying revenue service

 09  customers, it's able and ready to carry revenue

 10  service customers.

 11            So my level of involvement would be at

 12  that -- I mean, I would not be totally hands-off

 13  on trial running, I would be making sure that

 14  those elements are being done.  But the actual

 15  saying, like, on Tuesday, April 29th, we're

 16  going to do this test.  No, I didn't go to that

 17  level of detail.

 18            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So could you

 19  speak then to the issues that surfaced during

 20  trial running?  What was observed?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Off the top of my

 22  head I can't recall.  I mean, I recall getting

 23  reports on some, especially the more pronounced

 24  failures.  Like if a train was rendered immobile

 25  for, you know, you're trying to run a 3-minute
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 01  headway and it's rendered immobile for 20

 02  minutes, that's going to have a significant

 03  impact on service.  So I would be made aware of

 04  those but the others I wouldn't necessarily be

 05  made aware of.

 06            And I can't recall, even in general

 07  form, where the problems occurred.  If I read

 08  something I may be able to tell, it may bring

 09  back memory, but I can't recall off the top of

 10  my head.

 11            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Would you have

 12  seen, for instance, the score cards or the

 13  actual results in terms of data?

 14            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  For major

 15  incidents that came my way on the trial running

 16  and stuff, yes, but for the others, no.

 17            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So you do at

 18  least have some recollection that there were --

 19  what you describe as "major incidents"?

 20            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 21            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And some failed

 22  days, and things of that nature, where they had

 23  to restart?

 24            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Right.

 25            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So what was the
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 01  level of concern about how -- about the

 02  performance and how things were going at that

 03  point?

 04            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, there's two

 05  things, one of which is you used a term there,

 06  in terms of what was required under the PA, in

 07  terms of when you entered trial running and what

 08  you counted as a failure that restarted the

 09  clock, and how many days you had to go without

 10  certain failures and stuff.  And that's one

 11  track that had to be followed contractually.

 12  And then the other is just from -- I wouldn't

 13  say you throw that away but you don't consider

 14  that.  And you're just looking at it from the

 15  standpoint of good reliable service by the

 16  standards that the industry holds itself to on

 17  time performance, major system delays, God

 18  forbid train evacuations, you have to get people

 19  off a train, for example, that's a pretty

 20  serious defect or failure.  Certainly  on the

 21  latter, you know, paying attention to how things

 22  were going.

 23            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So there were

 24  concerns in terms of good -- there being not

 25  good reliable service, is that fair?
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 01            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Right.  Right.

 02            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And did that

 03  continue up until the end of trial running,

 04  concerns about that?

 05            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Concerns, but

 06  they probably, you know, once again

 07  qualitatively speaking, you know, the RTM was

 08  learning more about what it had to do to manage

 09  those issues and how to effectively manage them

 10  and deliver reliable service so there was

 11  improvements being made.

 12            But, once again, all of those are

 13  distinctly -- many of them were distinctly

 14  different than what the PA called for.

 15            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Right.

 16            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  How do you reduce

 17  the contract terms something that you want to be

 18  concrete, black and white, fail/pass, isn't

 19  easily translatable to people who run systems.

 20  There are some elements that are, certain types

 21  of failures are safety failures, take the

 22  vehicle out of service.  But other things like,

 23  you know, 15 minutes response time is not

 24  acceptable but 10 minutes is acceptable.  Those

 25  you'll -- they are very hard to reduce to
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 01  contract terms.  So there was always that issue

 02  to deal with, what the PA called for versus good

 03  judgment on the part of experienced people

 04  running systems.

 05            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Sure.  And we've

 06  talked about this before, but then I guess the

 07  way that these reliability concerns were

 08  expected to be addressed was largely on -- by

 09  way of RTM being -- properly managing them and

 10  being better prepared?

 11            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.  Yes.  And

 12  there were -- there were definitely penalties in

 13  the contract, in the PA, that measured their

 14  performance.  You know what I mean?  I don't

 15  know if you use the word "fines", but you can

 16  have fines, I guess, and you can have payments

 17  due to client versus payments for services

 18  provided.  And then that result could be a

 19  positive or a negative.  There were mechanisms

 20  in the contract to do that.  We were aware of

 21  that.  We didn't manage that.  We manage more

 22  from the standpoint of what it takes to deliver

 23  a good service.

 24            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And in terms of

 25  the contract itself, you know, there was a

�0098

 01  provision about how many days it had to go --

 02  what's your recollection of what the contract

 03  required in that regard?

 04            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I don't recall

 05  the details now, I know that it was -- at one

 06  point in time we looked at it, especially in

 07  light of, like, if you met the terms of the

 08  contract PA was there a high likelihood that the

 09  service delivery expectations, as we knew they

 10  needed to be, would be met?  And there was

 11  dialogue around those issues but I can't

 12  remember the details.

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And what would

 14  have been your assessment of that, you know, in

 15  terms of the requirements that were provided

 16  for?  Was it -- were they such that it was

 17  expected that there would be a high reliability

 18  if they were met?  Or that they were too -- were

 19  they unclear or what was the assessment?

 20            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Some were unclear

 21  but most were clear.

 22            But even on those that weren't clear

 23  there was a concern as to whether or not meeting

 24  them actually would ensure a high degree of

 25  likelihood of delivering good service.
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 01            It's very difficult to reduce -- I

 02  said it earlier, it's very difficult to reduce

 03  to concrete contract terms what's acceptable or

 04  unacceptable.  Certain things from a safety

 05  standpoint are very clear, but when you have

 06  these judgment decisions about level of service

 07  being provided, it's hard to reduce to contract

 08  terms, especially when you're trying to transfer

 09  risk appropriately and you're trying to get the

 10  best value for the money.  It's very hard to --

 11  it's difficult to -- it's difficult to reduce to

 12  contract terms.

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And what was --

 14  beyond the requirements in the contract, what

 15  was the City's ability to say -- well, to

 16  approve or not the sufficiency of the results or

 17  the -- you know, based on the performance?  What

 18  was available to the City in terms of accepting

 19  the system following trial running or not, in

 20  terms of options?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, in terms of

 22  options the contract -- more than kind of, the

 23  contract spelled out what levers the City had to

 24  effectuate performance at a certain level, okay.

 25            But if you're asking were they

�0100

 01  sufficient?  I'm reluctant because we didn't

 02  spend a lot of time looking at that.  And I'll

 03  go back to my earlier comment, it's extremely

 04  difficult to reduce to contract terms something

 05  where you can hold someone accountable and

 06  there's a direct correlation between -- you hold

 07  them to that level of accountability and the

 08  service will be at the level you expect it to

 09  be.  And that is not anything other than a

 10  constructive comment.  Because I'm not against

 11  design builds or for design builds, there's a

 12  mechanism for them, but as you're transferring

 13  that risk and you're trying to get a performance

 14  met that's a very difficult space to be in.  It

 15  will get better over time industry-wise but

 16  right now it's a challenge.

 17            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  I guess my

 18  question is, if the -- let's say the

 19  requirements of the contract are clearly met in

 20  terms of commissioning and trial running.

 21  Does -- but the reliability doesn't appear to be

 22  that satisfactory, let's say, or there are

 23  performance issues.  Does the City have any

 24  leeway or ability to say, It's not ready?  Or

 25  would their hands be tied?
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 01            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I don't think

 02  it's either or.  Do they have some ability?

 03  Yes.  Are their hands tied?  Yes.  So it depends

 04  on where -- I'm not trying to be facetious, it

 05  depends on the level of -- because once you

 06  start to step into the space of holding somebody

 07  to a standard that is outside of what the

 08  contract states, you're entering a space that

 09  is -- that's not a threshold to be crossed

 10  lightly, because you'll get claims coming back

 11  and you'll get transfer of risk coming back.  So

 12  it's a difficult space to be in.

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Right.  And

 14  ideally it's provided for clearly in the

 15  contract?

 16            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 17            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And was there

 18  any deviation to the contract requirements in

 19  respect of trial running?

 20            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I don't recall

 21  and I can't answer.  I don't recall.  There may

 22  have been but there may not have been, I don't

 23  know.

 24            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Do you recall

 25  just a change to the procedure being followed
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 01  for trial running?

 02            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I remember there

 03  was discussions about it and there were

 04  discussions about different things, that if both

 05  parties agreed it would increase the likelihood

 06  of success, "success" meaning reliable service,

 07  but that's as far as I remember.  I don't recall

 08  if they went -- if they went further than that.

 09  I don't recall.

 10            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Do you recall

 11  what prompted those discussions?

 12            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Concerns that I

 13  think OC Transpo had, and concerns that the IAT

 14  had.  And then a level of awareness on the part

 15  of RTM that, Okay, there's an issue there and we

 16  need to discuss it.

 17            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  But was there

 18  not a loosening of the criteria in some

 19  respects?

 20            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Once again there

 21  may have been, I don't recall.

 22            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Do you recall

 23  that the number of trains being run was reduced

 24  from 15 to 13?

 25            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I do recall
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 01  discussions.  And I do recall ultimately, I'm

 02  using the word you used before, that I think it

 03  did come down.  And now that you raise it it had

 04  to do with -- if you look at the PA document and

 05  its original purpose, it has to dictate what

 06  level of performance the system that RTM and RTG

 07  was delivering was going to meet the demands of

 08  the system when it was fully built out and fully

 09  utilized.

 10            The fully built out part you're pretty

 11  close to at RSA, but the fully utilized you're

 12  not.  So when you open up a new system the

 13  ridership doesn't hit peak right away, it takes

 14  a number of months or years to get there, for a

 15  variety of reasons.  One of which is people

 16  start to come to use the system, but the other

 17  thing is you project the capacity of the system

 18  for a time into the future not the first day of

 19  revenue service operation.  You project it like,

 20  you know, ten years in.  You know, the growth of

 21  Ottawa and the jobs downtown are going to be

 22  this such-and-such and you want to make sure

 23  this system you're building is going to meet

 24  that capacity demand at that time.

 25            So there was a realization day one
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 01  didn't need to do that.  So you could go into

 02  revenue service and then possibly relax some of

 03  the performance standards, number of trains

 04  running.

 05            That's my recollection but I don't

 06  remember if it was actually agreed to.  But if I

 07  read something maybe my recollection would

 08  change.  Like I said, I remember the discussions

 09  to the extent that I just said.

 10            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Did it also not

 11  have to do with the fact that all the vehicles

 12  were not ready?

 13            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Oh absolutely.

 14            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And then do you

 15  recall the AVKR requirement was lowered in terms

 16  of the average required being brought down from

 17  98 percent to 96 percent?

 18            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  To a much lesser

 19  extent we were aware of those measures.  Maybe

 20  some people in the IAT were aware of them but I

 21  wasn't aware of them to that level of detail.

 22            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  You don't recall

 23  why that was done?

 24            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  No.  I can't

 25  really shed any light on it.  I mean, I think
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 01  they started to look at things from a standpoint

 02  of, you know, is there a way where we can

 03  understandably change some of these performance

 04  requirements at the front end?  Because there's

 05  value in getting the asset up and running, for a

 06  variety of reasons, you know?  And I think there

 07  were -- my recollection is there were

 08  discussions along those lines.

 09            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Is it fair to

 10  say there was quite a bit of pressure to meet

 11  the RSA?

 12            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  It's fair to say

 13  but there is on any project like that.  So there

 14  was no greater or less than anything than any of

 15  us who have delivered projects have seen.  It

 16  was pretty much in line with what we'd seen.

 17            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Was there any

 18  thought given to pushing it back based on the

 19  performance during trial running?

 20            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I can't say it

 21  was based on performance and trial running, but

 22  there was always a -- once again I'll look at

 23  this in layers.  If something was unsafe and

 24  something the IAT said, you know, if you keep to

 25  this state you're getting into the grey space of
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 01  what's safe and unsafe, there was an unwavering

 02  commitment we were not going to get into that

 03  space.

 04            So from a safety standpoint, if

 05  something was so unknown or so unresolved that

 06  it would have affected safety, we would have

 07  raised our hand and said, This can't continue.

 08  But once you get passed that there was more

 09  discussion about, what's the trade-off between

 10  the utility provided for getting the system up

 11  and running versus the not-ideal service quality

 12  and reliability being met?

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And is that

 14  something IAT would have provided any input on

 15  at that point?

 16            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  In qualitative

 17  terms, yes, absolutely.

 18            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And do you

 19  recall what that input was?

 20            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  It was along the

 21  lines of the document that you saw.  So we were

 22  trying to give them a flavour in terms of what

 23  the significance of the issue was and what the

 24  confidence level was in terms of being able to

 25  avoid, you know, a bad performance in that
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 01  particular area.

 02            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Do you have any

 03  sense of where on the scale it was in terms of

 04  level of readiness and risk?

 05            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  It was a long

 06  ways away from where it started.  It improved

 07  considerably.  Some areas they addressed much

 08  better than other areas, that's my recollection.

 09            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Would you say

 10  your bottom line was that from a reliability

 11  perspective that it was good enough to go into

 12  service?  Or, you know, I understand that from a

 13  safety perspective that was not an issue.  But

 14  in terms of reliability would you have said,

 15  It's ready to go into service?

 16            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, when you

 17  say "you" are you -- is that specifically

 18  addressed to me or the IAT?

 19            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Let's start with

 20  you.

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, the way I

 22  was utilized and the way I entered the space of

 23  being lead with the IAT was clearly as somebody

 24  who had, when you went back to my resume, CEO

 25  responsibility.
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 01            So CEO responsibility is different

 02  than someone who is like a project manager

 03  delivering a project.  It's not that I'm

 04  diminishing that level of responsibility, but

 05  it's generally tighter in scope and it's more

 06  absolute in terms of a contract document.

 07            When it goes into operations it's

 08  something different, it's not project scope it's

 09  operational service.  But at the CEO level it's

 10  a variety of different things.

 11            So one of the roles that I serve as

 12  leader of the IAT was to make sure people

 13  understood we were looking at it through a

 14  number of different prisms, project management,

 15  professional reliability, executive management

 16  and we would share that information with OC

 17  Transpo, individually and collectively.

 18            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  I'm not sure if

 19  that answers the question of whether you --

 20  maybe I didn't quite get what you were getting

 21  at.

 22            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, what I was

 23  trying to convey is that there were three

 24  different prisms, three different looks at it.

 25  But I can't put myself in John Manconi's mind, I
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 01  may be the best suited to understand what some

 02  of his scope of responsibilities are, what some

 03  of his accountabilities are, but I can't

 04  replicate what is in John Manconi's mind.

 05            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Fair enough.

 06            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  So that's why I

 07  was trying to answer the question that way.

 08            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And he would

 09  have to balance the -- a number of

 10  considerations that --

 11            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  That's correct.

 12            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  But would you --

 13  just looking at it from what the anticipated

 14  performance would be, and reliability of the

 15  system, would you have deemed it advisable, just

 16  looking at that piece, to have it enter into

 17  full service when it did?

 18            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I can't opine

 19  because I don't have the full set of

 20  information.  I mean, if someone would -- if

 21  when I had that responsibility if someone would

 22  challenge me and say, I think you made the wrong

 23  call.  The first question I would ask of them

 24  is, What factors have you put into the equation

 25  to reach that decision?  Because if it's not the
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 01  same factors I had, you have D, E and F and I

 02  have A, B and C, or I'm rating A, B and C

 03  different than your A, B and C then fine.

 04            So I would take umbrage with someone

 05  from -- would I be more likely to listen to a

 06  former CEO?  Yes.  But I still would be -- and I

 07  wouldn't enter that space.  So if you see a

 08  little bit of reluctance because it's in my

 09  being, I wouldn't do that.

 10            If it was serious enough that it was a

 11  safety problem or it's going to be terrible,

 12  absolutely would have set a tone, but none of

 13  those messages were conveyed by me personally or

 14  the IAT.

 15            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So there weren't

 16  direct discussions about, this is not ready,

 17  this shouldn't be going ahead, is what you are

 18  saying?

 19            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  That's correct.

 20            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And do you

 21  recall being apprised of the term sheet that was

 22  devised for going into service?

 23            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Once again, that

 24  was part of a separate set of actions and

 25  exercises that we were aware of in a general
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 01  sense but I can't say that we knew at a detail

 02  level what they were.

 03            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Did you know

 04  that there would be additional retrofits to be

 05  done that were deferred until after revenue

 06  service?

 07            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.  On the

 08  vehicles, yes, definitely.  Because we

 09  characterized -- you'll see documentation in the

 10  IAT file, once again shrunk to a smaller group,

 11  it's primarily me and the vehicle experts on the

 12  work, Greg Barstow, Scott Krieger, maybe Larry

 13  Gaul, where we characterize saying, These have

 14  to be done before revenue service.  These can be

 15  done after revenue service.  And don't hang on

 16  the number, but they should be done within three

 17  to six months, and these other ones they can be

 18  after six months.

 19            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  There was an

 20  understanding though that that would also add to

 21  the pressure on the maintenance side of things?

 22            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes, yes.

 23            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So based on what

 24  you've just said, I take it you endorsed the

 25  term sheet in terms of what -- it wasn't your
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 01  decision but you had no concerns ultimately with

 02  what was deferred or not?

 03            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  The reason you're

 04  seeing me hesitate is I'm having trouble

 05  remembering the use of the term "term sheet",

 06  because "term sheet" means something specific.

 07  And so there may have been a term sheet but, I

 08  mean, I don't know.

 09            Did we communicate those three

 10  categories?  Yes.  Were those three categories

 11  discussed by OC Transpo with RTM?  Yes, that's

 12  my recollection.  Whether it was reduced to a

 13  term sheet or not I don't know.  I can't say.

 14            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And whether it

 15  reflected your input you're not sure?  Whether

 16  it aligned with what your advice was?

 17            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I can't say the

 18  degree to which it utilized our input.  Did it

 19  utilize some of our input or the general

 20  approach?  Yes.  But to the degree it did I

 21  can't say.

 22            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And do you

 23  recall the City's go/no-go list?

 24            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I vaguely recall

 25  a go/no-go list, absolutely, because it was
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 01  discussed early on.  I can't remember what the

 02  last iteration of it was.

 03            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Do you recall

 04  whether there was any deviation from it

 05  ultimately?

 06            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  No, I can't

 07  recall.

 08            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  If one of them,

 09  and I'm not saying this was the last iteration

 10  because I don't know that it was, but if one of

 11  the criteria there was:

 12                 "System performance during trial

 13            running is sufficiently

 14            robust/resilient to absorb service

 15            impacts."

 16            Would you -- what would be your

 17  assessment of whether that was achieved?

 18            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, the way

 19  that is worded it's all qualitative, there's

 20  nothing quantitative at all.  There's some

 21  judgmental terms there.

 22            So early on in the process, whether

 23  the client -- whether OC Transpo had

 24  conversations with RTM and RTG, tied to the

 25  [indiscernible] or not I don't know.  But when
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 01  the IAT was looking at it I could see that kind

 02  of wording coming out.  But that wording would

 03  need to be further reduced to more details, more

 04  quantitative details.  Because how do you define

 05  "robust"?

 06            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And in terms of

 07  what the anticipated customer experience would

 08  be, are you able to characterize that in terms

 09  of whether there was a sense that there would be

 10  major impacts or significant impacts on customer

 11  experience?

 12            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  There was an

 13  awareness that both RTM and OC Transpo had to

 14  pay attention to customer experience and

 15  perceptions, especially initial perceptions.

 16            How we used the combination of

 17  qualitative and quantitative terms to define

 18  that though I don't recall how far that

 19  discussion got.

 20            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Let's talk about

 21  operations readiness.  What was your sense of

 22  how ready the operators were going into service?

 23            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  If you're talking

 24  about the actual training of the train

 25  operators, the people that are going to be
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 01  responsible for the movement of the trains,

 02  there was a high level of engagement on the part

 03  of OC Transpo early, often, commitment of

 04  resources, both in terms of the supervisors that

 05  needed to understand what they were supervising,

 06  the performance of the train operators after

 07  they were trained, their level of proficiency,

 08  not only in terms of train operation but initial

 09  levels of troubleshooting if a defect were to

 10  occur.  And those were throughout the entire

 11  effort of the IAT, those were being addressed in

 12  a timely and complete manner.

 13            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And were

 14  there -- were there issues around co-ordination

 15  with maintenance and, for instance, in terms of

 16  incident response, troubleshooting and whatnot?

 17            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 18            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So was that an

 19  area that was perhaps less ready coming into

 20  revenue service?

 21            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Less ready and

 22  lack of awareness, lack of awareness of the

 23  significance of that.

 24            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So that

 25  interface between operations and maintenance
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 01  could have been better prepared I guess?

 02            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.

 03            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Were you aware

 04  of any transparency issues, or issues with

 05  maintenance getting access to information from

 06  OC Transpo and that co-ordination after an

 07  incident, for instance?

 08            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I can't

 09  specifically say that I recall.  I do recall the

 10  opposite happening, OC Transpo not getting full

 11  transparency and access to information that RTM

 12  had, but I don't recall the other way, I have to

 13  be honest with you, I don't.

 14            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Would you,

 15  looking at this project, taking a step back,

 16  were there too many interfaces?  Too many

 17  entities involved?  Was that a concern at all?

 18            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes, to varying

 19  degrees.  There were a lot of interfaces and

 20  every additional interface has to be managed,

 21  and it's not linear it's exponential.

 22            So, you know, you have three

 23  interfaces it doesn't go up linearly, it goes up

 24  because -- I think you understand, I think you

 25  do but it goes up exponentially.
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 01            It's far more complicated with the

 02  number of interfaces you have to manage and

 03  integrate.

 04            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So planning this

 05  at the outset you would ideally minimize the

 06  number of interfaces you have to integrate?

 07            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Yes.  And one of

 08  the challenges in design-build-procurement, and

 09  I'm not against them, but where I think the

 10  industry is in a learning mode, how do you

 11  reduce to contract terms?  Because what the

 12  client sees from the consortium, and it's always

 13  a consortium that responds, is supposedly a

 14  one-person response back.  But on the other side

 15  of the curtain there's an intricate set of

 16  relationship from all those different parties.

 17            And when the public sector agency has

 18  access to all those parties it's difficult to

 19  get people aligned, but when it's behind the

 20  contract barrier it's even more difficult to

 21  get.

 22            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And what would

 23  you say is the preferred level of involvement of

 24  the operator during the design and build period?

 25            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  The reason I'm
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 01  shaking my head is because that's one of the

 02  biggest challenges with a design-build, is you

 03  don't want to cross the threshold where you take

 04  away the benefits of a design-build and you

 05  transfer risk back across.

 06            But there are certain ways where you

 07  can appropriately have a mechanism that you can

 08  help the consortium or the contractor get to a

 09  more successful completion.  And how you do that

 10  within a contract mechanism is one of the

 11  biggest challenges.

 12            So it's an area that needs to be dealt

 13  with the industry at large and we've got a ways

 14  to go to improve upon.

 15            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And I'm not sure

 16  if you have a sense of this given the time when

 17  you entered in project, but would you -- do you

 18  have any sense of whether OC Transpo here, as

 19  the operator, should have had any earlier

 20  involvement from this project, should have been

 21  involved from the get-go if that would have

 22  changed things?

 23            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  The assessment of

 24  the team at large and me as a member of that

 25  team is -- OC Transpo did not stop at what the
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 01  limits of the contract document were, they would

 02  extend themselves beyond that and ask questions.

 03  And even if the contractor said, Well, that's

 04  beyond the scope, they would still, you know,

 05  press them for answers with the intent of, we

 06  want to make this is a successful project,

 07  that's the best way for me to say it.

 08            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  I know we're

 09  almost out of time but if I can ask you, were

 10  you or STV involved in the City's approach to

 11  KPIs and the sort of testing of the work order

 12  system leading up to RSA?

 13            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I believe so but

 14  I can't recall the specific example.  And the

 15  other thing is that -- and the reason I say that

 16  is there were certain conversations that the

 17  IAT -- that the IAT participation shrunk to a

 18  subset, like me and Scott Krieger, for example.

 19  But the other issue is you have this program

 20  management assignment that's running parallel.

 21  And it's possible that in the scope of that work

 22  OC Transpo asked for assistance in terms of how

 23  they could manage things, separate and apart

 24  from what the IAT was doing.  So it's possible

 25  but I can't, off the top of my head say for sure
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 01  yes or no.

 02            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  So do you recall

 03  any program where, you know, teams of people

 04  went out on the platforms and either simulated

 05  real issues or service but also just tested them

 06  in --

 07            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I recall that.  I

 08  recall that.  I recall a number of times where

 09  they were testing out things, or they were, I

 10  would say, beta testing where they used OC

 11  Transpo employees to exercise the system.  So I

 12  definitely recall that.  But specifics as to

 13  where, when and how many, I don't recall.

 14            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Do you recall

 15  that causing issues in terms of backlog of work

 16  orders to be dealt with by maintenance?

 17            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Well, in terms

 18  of -- certainly on the vehicle side, and there

 19  may have been outstanding work orders on the

 20  vehicle facility side, but definitely recall the

 21  outstanding work orders on the vehicle side.

 22            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And do you

 23  recall, would there have been any input given in

 24  respect of that plan based on the anticipated

 25  pressures on maintenance resulting from the
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 01  various other things we've discussed?  So the

 02  retrofits to be done, the fact that there would

 03  be quite a bit of demand on RTM?  Would that

 04  have been taken into account in terms of how the

 05  City should approach and OC Transpo should

 06  approach this exercising of the system?  If you

 07  understand what I'm saying?

 08            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I think I do

 09  understand what you're saying and the answer to

 10  the question is, yes.  Because the defects that

 11  had to be fixed, or the problems that had to be

 12  addressed before you went into revenue service,

 13  that was -- that had to be done so you don't go

 14  into revenue service.

 15            But once you get passed revenue

 16  service you've dealt with all of those.  So you

 17  have those other ones that have some time stamps

 18  on them.  And don't hold me to an exact number

 19  but some needed to be done in 2 or 3 months and

 20  some of them beyond that.

 21            If the failures on the system were

 22  greater than what RTM expected they would have

 23  demands on their resources, the personnel to do

 24  that work, and space in the maintenance shaft to

 25  get the work done.
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 01            So there was definitely a dialogue

 02  about, well, what's your level of expectation in

 03  terms of how many vehicle defects to make score

 04  for every day is going to be?  And if they were

 05  off by half that meant they had half of their

 06  resources not committing to the schedule to get

 07  those 90 day defects fixed and the longer ones

 08  fixed.  And the early part of that discussion

 09  was over RTM's head.  They didn't even

 10  understand the significance of that.  And then

 11  eventually they came around to it and they go,

 12  oh, okay.

 13            And it was clear they had some people

 14  that just didn't have the experience.  I'll stop

 15  short of saying they weren't qualified, but

 16  didn't have the experience in terms of what it

 17  took to run a system once it went into

 18  operation.

 19            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  But what about

 20  internally to the City, would there have been

 21  discussions about, well, in light of this and

 22  the fact that it seems to be over RTM's head, or

 23  at least that there's going to be pressure,

 24  would that inform the City's approach on how

 25  they ought to go about the work orders and how
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 01  much additional pressure they were going to be

 02  putting on the system?

 03            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  Certainly the

 04  City, OC Transpo understood the significance of

 05  what we were saying.  They didn't just say, Hey,

 06  the contract doesn't allow us to do that.  They

 07  did not say that at all.

 08            They engaged RTM and brought the issue

 09  to them and said, what about this?  What are you

 10  going to do?  What are your plans?  They

 11  challenged them.  They in some cases confronted

 12  them, like on the yard master issue, it was

 13  closer to a confrontation.  When I say

 14  "confrontation" not physical but I'm not letting

 15  you off the hook until we have a solution here.

 16  Challenges like, Okay, fine, but in the next

 17  three weeks you better come up with a plan.

 18            Every one of those OC Transpo

 19  responded to and kept the pressure on RTM.

 20            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And not

 21  necessarily seeing that RTM was fully ready or

 22  not having that certainty?

 23            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  In some places

 24  they could see a response with additional

 25  resources and then the training of those
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 01  resources, and they saw improvements, and other

 02  cases not necessarily so.

 03            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And so given the

 04  not necessarily so, would it not be advisable

 05  for the City to sort of, like, lift the foot off

 06  the pedal a bit on work orders, KPIs and that

 07  sort of testing of the system to not overwhelm,

 08  basically, the maintainer?

 09            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  I didn't see that

 10  so I can't say that that was the case?  I didn't

 11  see that.

 12            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  You didn't see

 13  that happening?

 14            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  But we didn't

 15  live up there day in and day out.  Some members

 16  of the IAT did because they were part of the

 17  program management assignment but others did

 18  not.  So I didn't see a let-up on the

 19  accelerator at all.

 20            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  You didn't see

 21  what, sorry?

 22            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  A let-up on the

 23  accelerator.

 24            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  And I take it

 25  you didn't provide input or advise that maybe
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 01  they should let up?

 02            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  The best way for

 03  me to answer that is that if you and I are

 04  having a discussion and I'm not being effective

 05  in terms of communicating to you the seriousness

 06  of something, I'm going to retreat for a minute

 07  and say, am I speaking a different language?  Am

 08  I not communicating clearly?  And so I come back

 09  at it a second time.  So that's one example of

 10  where you may pull back but then you come back.

 11            Another example is, I overwhelm you.

 12  I give you fifteen things but you can only

 13  handle five.  So I knowingly pull back on the

 14  ten but not forever.  I just say, You get the

 15  first five under control and I'll come back for

 16  the next five.  You saw all those factors in

 17  play.

 18            It was not a combative relationship

 19  between OC Transpo and RTM, it was not collegial

 20  but it was not combative.  It was healthy

 21  tension and they never let up on it.  And I

 22  honestly -- my interpretation of it, as a CEO,

 23  it was the right approach.  I have to be honest

 24  with you.

 25            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  I think we're
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 01  out of time.  Is there anything that I haven't

 02  asked you that you think is important to point

 03  out for --

 04            THOMAS PRENDERGAST:  No, no, I can't

 05  think of any.

 06            MARK COOMBES:  I just want to make

 07  sure, as a housekeeping point, that we mark

 08  number STV565 as Exhibit 2?

 09            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  We're actually

 10  not going to -- if there is a document ID I

 11  think those will be incorporated as exhibits

 12  later so we don't need to make it a formal

 13  exhibit.  Thank you.

 14            Anything you need to follow-up on,

 15  Mark?

 16            Michael, is there anything critical

 17  that you needed to ask?

 18            MICHAEL O'BRIEN:  No, thank you.

 19            CHRISTINE MAINVILLE:  Thank you.

 20            ---  Completed at 5:09 p.m.

 21  
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