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1 Curriculum Vitae of John
Manconi . ........ ... . 6: 17

* * The followng is a list of docunents undertaken
to be produced, itens to be followed up on, or

questions refused * *

| NDEX OF UNDERTAKI NGS
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-- Upon commencing at 9:00 a.m

JOHN MANCONI ; AFFI RVED.

KATE McGRANN:. Good norni ng, M.
Manconi. M nane is Kate McGrann. | amone of the
co-l ead counsel of the Otawa Light Rail Transit
Public I nquiry.

The purpose of today's interviewis to
obtai n your evidence under oath or sol emm
decl aration for use at the Conm ssion's public
heari ngs.

This will be a coll aborative hearing
such that ny co-Counsel may intervene to ask
certai n questions.

If time permts, your counsel nmay also
ask foll owup questions at the end of this
I ntervi ew.

This is being transcribed and the
Commi ssion intends to enter this transcript into
evi dence at the Conm ssion's public hearings,
either at the hearings or by way of procedural
order before the hearings commence.

The transcript will be posted to the
Commi ssion's public website along with any

corrections made to it, after it is entered into
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evi dence.

The transcript, along with any
corrections later nade to it, wll be shared wth
the Comm ssion's participants and their Counsel on
a confidential basis before being entered into
evi dence.

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

Pursuant to section 33(6) of the Public
| nquiries Act (2009), a witness at an inquiry shall
be deened to have objected to answer any question
asked of himor her upon the ground that his or her
answer may tend to incrimnate the witness and may
tend to establish his or her liability to civil
proceedi ngs at the instance of the Crown or of any
person, and no answer given by a witness at an
inquiry shall be used or be receivable in evidence
against himor her in any trial or other
proceedi ngs against himor her thereafter taking
pl ace other than a prosecution for perjury in

gi vi ng such evi dence.
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As required by section 33(7) of that
Act, you are hereby advised that you have the right
to object to answer any question under Section 5 of
t he Canada Evi dence Act.

At any point if anyone needs to take a
break, please just say so and we'll pause the
recor di ng.

To start, we asked your Counsel to
provide a copy of your CV in advance of this
interview. | amshow ng you a copy of what we
received. It is a one-page docunent. Do you
recogni ze this docunent as your CV?

JOHN MANCONI:  Yes, it is a summary.

It is a bio, yes.

KATE MGRANN:  So we' Il enter that as
Exhi bit 1.

EXH BIT NO. 1: CurriculumVitae

of John Manconi .

KATE McGRANN. M. Manconi, would you
provide us with a description of your professional
experience as it related to the work that you did
on Stage 1 of Otawa's Light Rail Transit Systenf

JOHN MANCONI:  So | have a career that
spans 32 years in nunicipal governnent. Specific

to transit and transit operations, | was originally
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appoi nted the General Manager of OC Transpo in 2012
where | ran the operation for buses and there was
the diesel rail line at tine.

And then there was a re-org when
M. Kanel | akos cane back and becanme Cty Manager,
to which he appointed ne to be General Manager of
Transportation Services.

And at that point he also asked ne to
take on the managenent of the public/private
partnership construction of the LRT program

And fromthat point on, | was
over seei ng both the operation of OC Transpo and
al so the construction of the light rail system

KATE McGRANN:  And | believe that you
retired fromyour role as General Manager of
Transportation Services at the end of Septenber of
2021; is that right?

JOHN MANCONI:  That is correct.

KATE McGRANN:  The re-organi zation that
you mentioned when M. Kanell akos joined, was that
i n or about 20157

JOHAN MANCONI: | believe so. It was
ei ther May or June of that year, yes.

KATE McGRANN:  Prior to the re-org, so

bet ween 2012 and 2015, would you pl ease descri be
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what OC Transpo's involvenent in the Stage 1
proj ect involved.

JOHN MANCONI: At ny |level and ny role,
there was virtually none. Prior to ne joining OC
Transpo, the planning group, people such as
M. Scringeour and others were involved in the
servi ce aspect of what the program would | ook |ike
once it went into service.

So ny role was limted in that regard,
while we did have technical staff predomnantly in
t he planning area providing i nput into, you know,
service levels and so forth.

KATE McGRANN: So during the period
bet ween 2012 and 2015, others at OC Transpo were
I nvol ved in the project |ooking at service
conponents; is that right?

JOHN MANCONI: They were invol ved. |
was involved sitting at the corporate table with
then M. Kent Kirkpatrick, who was the Gty
Manager, so | was listening in at those neetings in
terms of once the contract was awarded, in ternms of
how it woul d be handed over to OC Transpo | ater on.

KATE McGRANN: Can you speak to OC
Transpo's involvenent in the preparation of the

work that would eventually informthe RFP that was
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distributed in respect of this project?

JOHN MANCONI :  Sorry, the work | eading
up to the public/private partnership?

KATE McGRANN: Leading up to the RFP.

JOHN MANCONI: O the P3?

KATE McGRANN:  Yes.

JOHN MANCONI :  Yeah, | wasn't involved
at all in that, so | can't speak it to.

KATE McGRANN: W th respect to the work
t hat was being done during the period between 2012
and 2015 on the service aspects of the project, can
you describe to ne what that would involve, what
t hat neans?

JOHN MANCONI :  The work on the service
aspect woul d have | ooked at passenger vol une,
t hi ngs such as space ratios in the trains, the new
bus network that would eventually need to be
constructed and i npl enented, those types of things.

So because the way the P3 was set up
was we were going to -- we owned the service |evel
aspect of that programin terns of scheduling,
frequency and so forth.

KATE McGRANN:  Wul d that, the work
done during that period of tine, have invol ved

forecasting anticipated ridership at the |aunch of
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t he system and the needs of the system follow ng
the public | aunch?

JOHN MANCONI: Lots of work | eading up
to that. | can't renenber the exact date of when
It was awarded at Council, but absolutely. That is
the prep work that was even done before even ny
time where forecast -- hence, you know, the
ridership forecast that was put forward out there
in terns of capacity that would need to be provided
by the rail system absolutely, that work would
have been done well in advance of that.

KATE McGRANN: | understand that the
plan for the public |aunch contenplated a conplete
conversion frombus rapid transit systemto the LRT
system at one point, wth no parallel bus service
or anything like that, just a conplete transfer.
Was that the plan at sone point in this project?

JOHN MANCONI : | have never heard that.
As long as | was involved, there was al ways a
paral |l el bus plan, and you saw that in the | aunch.
We ran parallel bus service for three weeks, and we
also injected all of the other changes of the bus
routes to feed the system and augnent the system

KATE MGRANN:. Did you say defeat?

JOHN MANCONI :  No, feed, feed the
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system bring ridership to those stations and
augnment it.

KATE McGRANN:  So when you joined in
2011, the plan for the |launch included a parall el
bus service for sone period of tine?

JOHN MANCONI:  No, it wouldn't have

been -- | don't believe there had been any design.
| nmean, | didn't talk to ny predecessor in that
regard. | don't know what the vision was back

t hen.

When | took over in 2015 in terns of
the accountability for the launch, that is when the
wor k on what the | aunch plan would | ook |Iike was
began i n earnest.

KATE McGRANN:.  And when you took over
I n 2015, was there any sort of plan in place for
what the begi nning of public service of the system
woul d | ook |ike?

JOHN MANCONI: There was certainly a
macro level in ternms of what the bus system woul d
| ook |i ke because you are renoving the spine in the
downt own core. The brunt of the work was done once
we established the Ready for Rail Program and the
Rai |l Activation Managenent Program those systens

that ran for many years |eading up to the | aunch.
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KATE McGRANN:  So you descri bed your
I nvol venent and OC Transpo's involvenent in the
project from 2012 to 2015. Wuld you now descri be
what your work | ooked |Iike from 2015 onwards?

JOHN MANCONI:  Certainly. Imediately
when | was appointed, we saw the clear need to
establ i sh operational readi ness prograns and
transitions, and those prograns needed to cover not
just the launch but custoner-facing interfaces in
ternms of outreach, briefings to Council, what our
testing and conm ssi oni ng protocols would be, how
woul d we bring in expertise to help us that have
done and conducted new rail | aunches, not
extensions but actual live rail system | aunches.

So we did two things. W did the Ready
for Rail canpaign, which you nmay have seen sone of
t he docunentation on, and that was a programt hat
| ooked at how do we run the business and transition
the business to nultinodal, and multinodal being of
course bus and rail. W had rail before, but this
was extensive rail that was being added to the
system

And that fed into a series of projects
t hat | ooked at how we becane ready for the | aunch

and the transitioning through that period, which
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led to the Rail Activation Managenent Program which
was a very robust programthat had staff, technical
staff, external advisors, and was stood up on a
regul ar basis and, in fact, had been audited by the
Audi t or General which you may have seen sone
docunentation on in ternms of going into ready
state.

So really the way | woul d describe it
Is Ready for Rail was projecting forward what
needed to be done. How do you run the business and
transition the business. RAM or Rail Activation
Managenent Program was a robust oversight program
In ternms of governance, decision-naking franmework,
projects, who did what, reporting and record taking
and so forth.

KATE McGRANN: The operati onal
readi ness work that you nentioned, would that have

fallen under RAMP or under the Ready for Rail

Canpai gn?

JOHN MANCONI: A bit of both. A bit of
bot h, because you need to -- you think through it.
You think through how -- again, you run the

busi ness and transition the business, how you
transition the conmmunity, your custoners and so

forth, skill sets identification, and that led to
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all of the projects that, you know, perhaps you
have seen in some of the docunentation in terns of
key hiring, staffing, assenbling of shifts, control
room nmanagenent, training, the sinulator that we
bought, all of those things.

KATE McGRANN: Over what tine period
was the Ready for Rail Canpaign active?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't know t he exact
date, but | can tell you that work started
I mredi ately when | was appointed in terns of the
t hi nki ng, the docunentation, the bringing in
experts and then noving into the Rail Activation
Managenent Program

KATE McGRANN: And did that canpaign
wi nd down at any point?

JOHN MANCONI: So again, the Ready for
Rail was the first phase, and then RAMP was about
you are now set up to start the countdown to | aunch
in terns of activation, so it was two-prong.

KATE McGRANN:  WAs there a transition
fromthe Ready for Rail canpaign to the RAWP
pr ogr anf

JOHN MANCONI: Absolutely, and we did
docunent ati on and cl oseout and governance on that

and so forth, project charters and so forth.
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KATE McGRANN:  Approxi mately when did
that transition take place?

JOHN MANCONI: | woul d be guessing, but
It was a nulti-year programin terns of the Ready
for Rail, and then the RAMP program | don't recall
the exact tinme frane on that, but it was nultiyear
al so.

KATE McGRANN: W th respect to the
expertise that was brought in, what approach did
the Gty take to assess what expertise it required?

JOHAN MANCONI:  So even before the 2015
exerci se, when | was appointed in 2012 as General
Manager, renenbering that role was going to be just
to operate the systemonce it cane on board, |
| medi ately asked M. John Jenkins for advice on
did he have anybody in the LRT joint venture team
that could guide ne on external advisors from an
operational lens, not froma build Iens.

So early in 2012 he provided ne two
nanmes who | imedi ately hired, and they began
| mredi ately as ny operational advisors. And that
scope grew significantly once | knew | was going to
be managi ng the | aunch and the transition into full
servi ce.

So that team expanded - and | amj ust
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t hi nking out loud - it could have been up to a
dozen external experts that, you know, spanned the
ganmut of skill sets, operational, rail operations,
vehi cl e operations, track, launching, control room
advi sors, training, shift conposition, all those
skill sets, which eventually led to the | ndependent
Assessnent Team

KATE McGRANN:  Who were the two
ori ginal operational advisors who were working with
you?

JOHN MANCONI: M. Joe North and M.
Brian Dwyer.

KATE McGRANN: Were they associ at ed
with a conpany?

JOHN MANCONI:  Joe North -- yes, they
were both with STV at the tine. They no |onger are
with STV.

PETER WARDLE: Just for the record, |
think the witness referred to John Jenkins. |
assune you neant John Jensen, M. Manconi ?

JOHN MANCONI:  You are right,
apol ogi es.

KATE McGRANN:  After the
re-organi zation in 2015 and the tine that followed,

woul d you describe to ne what kind of reporting was

neesonsreporting.com
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bei ng done to other aspects of the City on the work
that is being done, so for exanple, Cty Council,
FEDCO, the Executive Steering Commttee.

JOHN MANCONI: Certainly. So in terns
of the Executive Steering Commttee, which
M. Kanel |l akos was the Chair, we had regqul ar
neetings there, and ny team post-2015 was required
to provide updates, so people such as M. Cripps
woul d provi de updates, and then subsequent to him
M. Morgan.

In terns of Council reporting, we were
doi ng exactly what we told Council we were going to
do in terns of reporting and we had the quarterly
meno to Council.

In terms of Transit Conm ssion, because
there was a clear delineation as to what would go
to Transit Conmm ssion and what would go to FEDCO
So any operational aspects went to Transit
Comm ssion and there were nunerous reports on how
we were going to reconstruct the bus routes. Even
prior to 2015, we brought mmjor decisions such as
station namng and train decals and interior design
and | ayout of the stations and so forth.

And then we brought updates such as the

Ready for Rail Program custoner-facing updates to

neesonsreporting.com
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Transit Conm ssion.

And then certainly leading up to the
| aunch, there was FEDCO updates in terns of the
chal | enges we were having, in terns of the del ays,
and our assessnents in terns of what was goi ng on
In terns of the delays and our best review in that
regard.

KATE McGRANN: W th respect to the
reporting to City Council, you nentioned that there
were quarterly reports. Wre there any additional
reports made, and if there were reports outside
that quarterly reporting, what would trigger those?

JOHN MANCONI: There was requests to go
to FEDCO w th updates. There was al so techni cal
briefings. | can't renenber exactly how many
technical briefings we did. | do know the first
del ay we had a technical briefing, which all of
Council, of course, is invited and the nedia.

So there was various triggers, and of
course, governance is nmanaged by those that chair
t hose commttees, so the Mayor woul d ask for
updates; Transit Comm ssion Chair Hubl ey, he would
ask for those updates; and of course, Council
menbers could always ask the Chair for updates in

t hat regard.
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So there was nunerous updates stenm ng
from numerous activities.

KATE McGRANN:  What woul d a techni cal
briefing involve on this particul ar project?

JOHN MANCONI:  On this one? The first
del ay, as an exanple, was where nyself, M. Cripps
and others basically were explaining where we sat
with the Project Agreenent vis-a-vis at the tine
t he consortium was not acknow edgi ng that the
| aunch was going to be late. W felt they were
going to be | ate.

And so of course, there was a | ot of
concern about inplenenting bus changes if they
didn't neet their prescribed date of the May | aunch
ori ginal date.

So with the technical briefing, the way
It works at the Gty is the technical briefing, all
of Council was invited;, the nedia is invited.

Staff present. Council nenbers can ask questions,
and then the nedia can ask questions. So that is
an exanple of that.

We al so had technical briefings when
there was sone challenges with the rail system

KATE McGRANN: Can you speak a little

bit nore of the technical briefings that were held

neesonsreporting.com
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I n respect of challenges to the rail systenf

JOHN MANCONI: There was one, and |

can't renenber If it was a fornal technical

briefing. It was certainly a full nedia briefing.

For exanpl e, when the catenary canme down, the

overhead wire in the St-Laurent tunnel that caused

maj or del ays, so we held a nedia briefing on that.

And | was there, M. Charter was there, M. Lauch

was there, | know the Mayor and the Chair were

there also present in terns of speaking to those

t hi ngs.

And then there was al so proactive nedi a

outreach, such as when we met wwth the CEO of

Al st om

and so forth, and I know the Mayor held a

nmedi a availability there.

So it is a conbination of technical

briefings and nedia availabilities.

KATE McGRANN: And the techni cal

briefings, who determ nes when one of those wll

t ake pl

ace?
JOHN MANCONI: It is -- it depends on

who the Chair of the various commttees is. So it

can be

t hat .

any Gty commttee. The Chair can ask for

And then the Cerk obviously is invol ved

from governance. There is certain rules and
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procedures that need to be prescribed in terns of
that. So the City O erk whose office woul d manage
the technical briefing, along with corporate
conmmuni cati ons.

KATE McGRANN:  Wbul d OC Transpo ever
seek on its own initiative to hold a techni cal
briefing?

JOHN MANCONI:  We woul d suggest if we
wanted to. |If you had a matter that you -- because
often the technical briefing is in advance of a
commttee neeting, so that you can share that
information so that if all nenbers of Council can't
attend the technical neeting -- the
governance -- or sorry, the specific standing
conmittee neeting, they can go to the technical
briefing.

So it is a conbination that can be
recommended by staff, yes, absolutely.

KATE McGRANN:  Were you or was OC
Transpo nore generally involved in any reporting to
the Gty's funding partners at the Provincial and
Federal Governnent?

JOHN MANCONI: | was not involved in
t hat di scussion, any of those discussions.

KATE MGRANN:. O reporting to them at

neesonsreporting.com
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11 all, like formally in a witten report or anything
21 like that?

3 JOHN MANCONI @  Mysel f, no.

4 KATE McGRANN: Do you know i f anybody

5| at OC Transpo was?

6 JOHN MANCONI: | believe M chael Morgan
7| woul d have had input into any reporting, but we

8| would have to validate that.

9 KATE McGRANN.  Wbul d you pl ease

10 | describe how the City was approachi ng oversi ght of
11| the construction of the systemwhen it fell under

12 | your supervi sion.

13 JOHN MANCONI:  Certainly. W took an
14| innovative approach, and what | did is |

15| established an | ndependent Assessnment Team because
16 | of course with P3s, it is different than just

171 traditional design and build where you have on-site
18 | full-time supervision. That does not occur wth

19| P3s.

20 And we wanted to know state of

21| readiness and we wanted to know if there was going
22| to be delays, how we woul d manage t hem because the
23| switchover to an integrated nultinodal systemis

24 | conpli cat ed.

25

So we put together an | ndependent
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Assessnent Team of experts. W wanted a fresh set
of eyes, particularly on sonme of the techni cal
| ssues, sone of the nore conplicated aspects such
as the tunnel, tunnel ventilation systens, the
conmuni cati on-based train control system often
call ed the Thal es system control room
construction status, elevators and escal ators which
are very sophisticated, SCADA

So we pul |l ed together an integrated
team of experts that had not just constructed this
i nfrastructure but were involved in the readi ness
and the | aunch of new subways, LRTs, elenents that
had hi gh volunme rail service, tunnels and the | evel
of sophistication that we had in terns of our
system W put that together early on, and that
oversi ght was not just a paper exercise. It was we
physically wal ked the entire systemoften end to
end or parts of the system so we would wal k the
tunnel, as an exanple. W would go see sone of the
stations, the key larger stations, R deau, Bayview,
the term nus stations.

We woul d al so engage the consortiumto
share with us their view of where they felt the
schedul e was, and then we did an i ndependent

assessnent of where we believed the schedul e was
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both through data and through field reconnai ssance.
And they were often done in one-week intervals, so
the team would be here for a week and we woul d
produce an assessnent at the end of that, and that
was done many, nany tines throughout the project.

KATE McGRANN: Can you speak to how t he
oversi ght of construction was bei ng done by the
Cty when you stepped into the role in 2015, so
what was the state of play when you took over?

JOHN MANCONI:  So the Gty had, through
the office of -- the Rail O fice had oversight of
construction through normal public/private
partnership practices, construction managenent
practices. So they had inspectors. They had
reports that they had to review. They had key
docunentation. And the Project Agreenent is very
specific in terns of what needs to be produced and
in terms of docunentation and tests and
verification and so forth.

So there was staff that were overseeing
t hose aspects of the build.

KATE McGRANN:  And when you took over
I n 2015, were there any specific areas of concern
or requiring attention brought to your attention?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yeah, the macro thene
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appeared to be, because they were tracking very
wel | leading up to the sinkhole on R deau Street,
the one thene that canme out from our perspective,
fromour team was that the consortiumhad to
nmobi l i ze a significant anount of the resources that
they had on the ground to deal with the sinkhole
and the downstream effects of the project schedule
on that.

Now, that was never agreed to by the
consortium That was our view that the challenges
of the sinkhole caused disruption in the critical
path and also in terns of the resources. So they
had to redepl oy resources to that area.

Agai n, that was our view. They never
agreed to that assessnent of it. But that was our
concern in terns of the potential delays and the
potential downstream effects on achieving the
outcone of the Project Agreenent.

KATE McGRANN:  Prior to the
establ i shnent of the |Independent Assessnent Team
were there any external advisors to the Gty who
were assisting in the oversight of the construction
pr oj ect ?

JOHN MANCONI: | wasn't overseeing the
day-to-day build, so that would be sonething that
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M. Cripps or others would have to answer.

KATE McGRANN:  What oversight plans did
the Gty have in place in or about 2015 when you
started focussing on this project, so for exanple,
change managenent plans, project control plans,
audit plans?

JOHN MANCONI: So peopl e such as
M. Cripps and others in that office were -- they
had done conplicated projects, so they had a robust
system t hrough their project nmanagenent system on
change managenent. There was a prescribed process
in the Project Agreenent and so forth, and they
brought their construction nmanagenent oversi ght
Into that. The specifics of it, again you would
have to ask themin terns of that regard.

And they had --

KATE McGRANN:  And coul d you speak to
any -- sorry, | didn't nean to interrupt you.

JOHN MANCONI :  They had ful
docunent ati on on change managenent and use of the
e-Buil der and so forth, software technol ogy and so
forth.

KATE McGRANN:  Were there any materi al
changes nade to that approach during your tine on

the project?
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JOHN MANCONI:  No, our approach was to
add additional |ayers of independent expert
assessors that had | aunched and nmanaged and
operated rail systens that had simlar aspects.

KATE McGRANN:  And with respect to the
RAMP - | want to call it the "RAWMP progrant, but |
know that the "P" is for program

So with respect to RAMP, how |l ong did
RAMP remain active for? Was it still active
post-revenue service availability, for exanple?

JOHN MANCONI:  OCh, absolutely. 1t went
t hrough revenue service availability. It went
t hrough the various -- renmenbering that even after
achi eving revenue service availability and the
trial running, we ran a nunber of scenarios to
further test the systemand it ran post-launch. It
ran post the three weeks of parallel service. And
then it wound down after the three weeks of
post - revenue servi ce.

The exact date | don't have, of course,
but it went through all of those major ml estones
and beyond.

KATE McGRANN:  What invol venent, if
any, did RTG and its subcontractors have i n RAVMP?

JOHN MANCONI: They had full
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i nvol venent. They were briefed in the construct of
the program So we wal ked them t hrough how t he
program was going to be governed, what it | ooked
i ke, how often we were going to be reporting, how
we woul d increase that reporting in neeting.
Cobvi ously when you go launch, it is very simlar to
what NASA does in |aunching satellites and systens.
You do a countdown, and so that as you get closer
to launch date, you are neeting nore often,
literally around the clock at the tail end of it.

And so RTG was -- OLRTC, RTG RTM all
of themwere briefed on it. W asked themto
participate in key neetings, so they would be
brought into the RAMP room That was our neeting
| ocati on. They saw the cal endar. They understood
t he countdown. They understood the nunber of
exerci ses. They understood the sequencing. And
there was extensive interaction between the various
teans, and it is all three of them RTG OLRTC and
RTM

KATE McGRANN:  And were they, RTG
OLRTC and RTM receptive to RAMP?

JOHN MANCONI :  Absol utely.

KATE McGRANN:  And how woul d you

descri be the quality of their involvenent in RAMP?
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JOHN MANCONI:  They were very
| npressed. They had experts that had worked in
ot her projects around the world, and they were very
conplinmentary about the robustness, the structure,

t he governance, the ability to nmake -- there was
strict decision-nmaking framework and so forth. So
they were very, very -- they saw it as a true
partnership in terns of how we woul d achi eve
revenue service.

They al so understood and respected the
tight controls that we had in terns of things such
as Go/ No- Go, Project Agreenent, safety
certification, 1C and so forth.

KATE McGRANN:  You nentioned Go/ No- Go.
My understanding is that is a reference to a |list
with a certain nunber of conponents that were
necessary to be in place before the systemcould be
| aunched to public service; is that fair?

JOHN MANCONI :  Correct.

KATE McGRANN:  And | understand with
respect to that list, a col our-coded system was
used to indicate the status of each of the itens on
the list. Could you describe that col our coding
syst enf

JOHN MANCONI:  Correct. The col our
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codi ng system on both Go/No-Go and all of the other
el ements of the RAMP room were green, yellow, red,
green of course neani ng you have net all the
obligations of the Project Agreenent, the |IC,
safety certification, best managenent practices,
all those things.

And the Go/No-Go had to all be green
for us to nove forward in full public Iaunch, and
that was simlar wth all the other elenents of the
system

Yel | ow nmeant there was issues that
needed to be addressed.

Red, of course, was there was
significant challenges that needed to be corrected
and deci si ons nade.

KATE McGRANN: Was it possible for an
Itemthat had been coded green to revert back to

yel l ow or red?

JOHN MANCONI: | amtrying to think if
that occurred on the subsets. | don't renenber
specifically. | nean, it theoretically could have.

Certainly on the Go/ No-Go, we wanted greens on the
"G0". There could have been, you know, fine-tuning
notes and so forth, like there is in any build,

whether it is your house or whether it is a kitchen
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addition, there is always little things that you
are going to tag on to that. But there could have
been.

KATE McGRANN:  Who det erm ned what
Itenms were placed on the Go/No-Go list?

JOHN MANCONI:  So the Go/ No-CGo |i st
cane together as part of our RAMP program
devel opnent. W | ooked at what was in the Project
Agreenent, and we al so inplenented sone best
practices. And again, it was the sumof the m nds
of all those experts and our team OC Transpo,
the -- so the conposition of that room people such
as M chael Mdirgan, Troy Charters, the people that |
mentioned earlier on, the | ndependent Assessnent
Team -- sorry, the advisors that we brought on.

KATE McGRANN:  And was that Go/ No-Go
list used all the way up to the |aunch of public
service?

JOHN MANCONI :  Absol utely.

KATE MCcGRANN:  And so | take it at sone
point all of the itens on that |ist were col our
coded green?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yes.

KATE McGRANN: Do you renenber when

that was? And | don't expect you to know the date,
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but with reference to trial running, the two week
period follow ng revenue service achi evenent ?

JOHN MANCONI: | do not renenber the
exact date. | do renenber standing at the easel
where the physical docunent was pinned, and we were
goi ng through as a group. And again, it was a very
r obust deci si on-nmaki ng framewor k where everybody
had to agree that there was greens on that.

| don't remenber the exact date.

KATE McGRANN:  So the codi ng was done
on a consensus basis with everybody in RAMP?

JOHN MANCONI :  And with evidence. |If
you di sagreed, you had to explain why you
di sagreed, and if it was green, we had
docunent ati on such as trial running that
substantiated the trial running.

KATE McGRANN:.  And with respect to the
deci sions on the coding, were RTG OLRTC or RTM
i nvol ved in those decisions as to what code shoul d
apply to any itemon the list?

JOHN MANCONI :  They had -- | believe
t hey woul d have seen the list, because again it was
physically in the room and perhaps we would have
wal ked them t hrough when we briefed them on that.

But again, that was the CGty's

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 33

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

oversight to say that contractually, through
contract, best practices, |IC, safety certification,
that we the Gty believed we had everything in
pl ace to nove to public |aunch.

KATE McGRANN: Ckay, so | take it that
RTG and its subcontractors did not have any i nput
into the coding of the itens on the Go/No-Go |ist?

JOHN MANCONI: | can't say yes, | can't
say no, because | don't recall. You know, in the
t housands of discussions there could have been
di scussi ons by nenbers of ny team sayi ng what do
you think of that elenent and so forth. | don't
know.

KATE McGRANN:  What, if any, role did
| nfrastructure Ontario have in the project as it
was goi ng through the construction phase?

JOHN MANCONI: They were involved in
the Executive Steering Conmttee neetings and had a
| ot of input early on in terns of mlestone
paynents and things |ike that, but as it got cl oser
to launch and sone of the challenges with |aunch,
that is not their area of experti se.

Their expertise lies in funding -- not
fundi ng, but contract witing and oversight in

terms of the contract and so forth. But they
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don't -- at the tine they had Iimted experience on
| aunchi ng and runni ng operational services.

So their input was focussed on what
does the Project Agreenent say and does
| nfrastructure Ontari o have any advice vis-a-vis
the various clauses and so forth.

KATE McGRANN. Wth respect to their
early involvenent |ooking at the m | estones, what
are you referring to there?

JOHN MANCONI :  So mi | estone paynents in
ternms of how -- | know there was sone changes to
sone of those early on. Again, that would have
been in the period where | was sitting as ny OC
Transpo role in ternms of | think it was early works
associated wth the tunnel, so Infrastructure
Ontari o woul d have provided input vis-a-vis what
their tenplate says and interpretati on and so
forth.

KATE McGRANN:  Were you involved in

di scussi ons about changes to any m | estone

paynent s?

JOHAN MANCONI :  There was one that |
recall. | believe that is the one | amreferring
to. | think it had to do with the tunnel, but ny

I nput at the tinme was very, very limted. Again, |
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was the operator at that tinme. | was not
over seei ng constructi on.

KATE McGRANN:  Ckay, so this is prior
to the re-organi zation in 20157

JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, there was -- yeah,
actually, there was two. There was the tunnel and
then there was the yard, ml estone paynent for the
yard work, the MSF.

KATE McGRANN:  And what did that
I nvol ve?

JOHN MANCONI:  They were substantially
conpl eted under the definition of a "yard", the
mai nt enance facility, where all the trains were
stored and staff are housed and so forth, so that
was a paynent under the Project Agreenent that they
were entitled to.

KATE McGRANN:.  And was there any change
to that mlestone or how it was approached?

JOHN MANCONI:  For the yard, what |
recollect of it is there was work associated with
the CBTC, the communication train control system
the roomwas physically constructed and all the
feeds and so forth, but it wasn't conplete but it
nmet the definition of substantial conpletion, as |

recall.
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KATE MGRANN:  And why was that -- why
do you raise that as sonething to tal k about, as we
are tal king about the involvenent of 10? Ws there
a concern that at any point that the m|l estone had
not been nmet or that there was outstandi ng work
that may lead to a different interpretation of
whet her the m | estone had been net?

JOHN MANCONI:  No, ny input on that
was, you know, nake sure that the oversight is done
to ensure that this doesn't conprom se anyt hi ng
downstreamin terns of the systembeing fitted up,
to which those that were in charge at the tine
said, No, we are good to go in terns of the
m | estone paynent and net the definition of
substantial conpl etion.

KATE McGRANN:  And what oversight were
you hopi ng woul d be conducted when you say nake
sure the oversight is done?

JOHN MANCONI: Make sure -- ny view was
al ways have a lens to revenue service. You know,
what is the path to getting to that service.

And again, | was just the operator at
the time so | didn't have any other inputs into
that, so just a comment in terns of naking sure

that there is nothing in that yard that is not

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 37

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

conpl eted that doesn't conprom se that end goal of
revenue service.

KATE McGRANN: | believe that the CBTC
work in the mai ntenance and storage facility was
not conpleted; is that right?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't know the extent
of what the work was required to be done and what
state it was at the tine. Al | renenber was that
peopl e such as M. Cripps and his staff were saying
everything in the yard that needs to be done to
neet this mlestone paynent is conpl eted.

KATE McGRANN:  The nmai nt enance and
service facility was to be fully automated; is that
right?

JOHN MANCONI :  Correct.

KATE McGRANN:  And was it fully
automated at the tinme that you left the Gty in
Septenber of 20 -- I'msorry --

JOHN MANCONI @ 2021.

KATE McGRANN:  2021.

JOHN MANCONI: It was not.

KATE McGRANN:  And do you know why t hat
I S?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't know all the

technical reasons for it other than obviously there
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is alot going on in that yard. They were

depl oying trains. They were at one point building
trains. They were expanding the system for Stage
2. So CBTCis not ny area of expertise, but there
was chal | enges there.

KATE McGRANN:  And do you know what the
I nplications of not fully automating the yard were
for the preparation for public |aunch?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't know what they
are specifically vis-a-vis a fully automated yard
because they are not used extensively around the
world, but it was not one of my concerns.

KATE McGRANN:  And why is that?

JOHN MANCONI: A very snall fleet. It
Is not a large fleet. Automation of -- | didn't
see any great advantage to full automation at this
point intinmne. And it just sinply wasn't a
constraint in terns of the challenges that they
wer e facing.

KATE McGRANN:  Di d you understand, for
exanpl e, that mai ntenance plans were built on the
presunption that the yard would be fully autonmated?

JOHN MANCONI: | wouldn't have that
| evel of detail fromAstom | wouldn't be aware

of that, no.
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KATE McGRANN: Did you have any
conversations wwth RTG RTM Al stom or Thal es
that -- to informyour view that the fact that the
yard was not fully autonmated was not a cause for
concern?

JOHN MANCONI: They never raised it as
a concern to ne. Qite frankly, when we pushed
themfor it, again, there was no objections that it
woul d cause them any concern.

KATE McGRANN:  And when you say you
pushed them when you pushed themfor it, what are
you referring to?

JOHN MANCONI: | was rem nding them
that that was part of their innovation of their
proposal that they had put forward and that an
automated yard was one of their functionalities
that they wanted, but they never at any point said
that that automati on woul d cause them any service
| ssues.

KATE McGRANN:  The question of the | ack
of automation in the maintenance and storage
facility, is that sonmething that you took advice on
fromthe team of experts that you have descri bed?

JOHN MANCONI :  Absol utely, people such

as Tom Prendergast were encouragi ng, and you nay
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have seen sone of that feedback, that they
Instituted what is called the yardnmaster, so you
are controlling all the train novenents in the
yard. So again, automation is great, but it also
can present its challenges. You know, what happens
when it goes down, you then have to have what are
cal l ed hostlers, and those are the peopl e that nove
the trains. And our approach was if the train
automation wasn't in place or if it was in place,
you woul d still need to have the appropriate
resources to nove those trains around, even of a
fleet of this size.

KATE McGRANN:  And did anybody who was
advising the Gty on this project raise any
concerns about inplications of the yard not being
fully automated for public service and reliability
of service follow ng the | aunch?

JOHN MANCONI:  Not that | am aware of,
no, not to ne.

KATE McGRANN:  Was a yard naster
appointed to the yard?

JOHN MANCONI : RTM acknow edged t hat
they put in the equivalent of a yard master. A
"yvard master" is a very old rail term They did

heed our advice and put additional resources in
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t here.

| don't know at this point intinme if
there is an actual title of a yard naster, but
there are people over at RTM overseeing the yard
operation and train novenents.

KATE McGRANN: And do you renenber
approxi mately when RTM confirnmed that they had put
sonebody in that role or people in that role at the
mai nt enance and service facility?

JOHAN MANCONI : | don't renenber.

KATE McGRANN: Can you say whether it
was before or after the |aunch of public service?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, they had people in
there before the | aunch of public service,
obvi ously. They had people in charge of the yard
and so forth. And that was working with us hand in
hand in terns of hearing our advice in terns of how
to run operations in the yard.

And so they woul d have had peopl e
overseeing the yard well before public |aunch.

KATE McGRANN:  So was it your
under st andi ng t hat what ever the nodern version of
the yard nmaster role is, RTMhad to fill that prior
to public | aunch?

JOHN MANCONI : That was ny
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under st andi ng, yes.

KATE MGRANN:  Did Infrastructure
Ontari o provide any advice about how to approach
the relationship the Gty had with its private
partner at any point through the construction
phase?

JOHN MANCONI: There was gener al
comments that perhaps they would have been nade. |
nmean, in what respect in terns of the relationship?

KATE McGRANN:  How to approach disputes
t hat arose between the Cty and RTG for exanple.

JOHN MANCONI: Well, leading up to the
first delay, there wasn't a ot of -- there wasn't
a | ot of docunented disputes. It was a very good

relationship. W net very, very frequently. You
know, the collective focus of Infrastructure
Ontario, nyself, M. Kanell akos, M. Mrgan was we
had a signed Project Agreenent, legally binding the
consortiumto give us a systemthat net all the
requi renments of the Project Agreenent.

And so the approach that we all took in
a very professional manner was when there were
I ssues, | wouldn't call them disputes, but
I nterpretations and di scussions, we would -- you

know, we would all have our | aptops and we woul d go
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to that | engthy Project Agreenent and say, you
know, what clause are you referring to? And we
woul d open it up, and we woul d get technical people
to ook at it and work our way through it, and we
did that often in a positive, collaborative

envi ronnent .

KATE McGRANN:  And was Infrastructure
Ontario directly involved in that exercise that you
just described where you go to the project clause
and you assess it and you discuss it and things
| i ke that?

JOHN MANCONI: Wl |, they would have
been involved at the nmacro |level. You know, we
woul d gi ve them updates on where we were. But they
weren't involved in the technical areas because
they didn't have technical expertise or, you know,
when you drill down into the clauses and you are
doi ng specific things such as track and so forth,
that is not their area of experti se.

KATE McGRANN:  And you nentioned t hat
there weren't many issues as between the City and
its private partner up until the first delay. Wat
are you referring to when you say "the first
del ay"?

JOHN MANCONI:  When they coul dn't nake
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the May tineline.

KATE McGRANN: That is the May 2018
revenue service availability date?

JOHN MANCONI: | believe so, yes, yeah,
the first date that they were targeting, yes.

KATE MGRANN:  And when did it becone
apparent to the Gty that that date would not be
et ?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, we were showing it
t hrough our various exercises and observations for
nonths. | would have to go back and check the
records. But the position and the way the contract
works is RTG -- COLRTC, RTG RTM were saying they
were going to achieve that date, so the technical
briefing that | nentioned, and | don't renenber the
exact date, that is when we said, you know, there
I's sone chall enges. They have acknow edged t hey
are not going to neet it. It was very late in the
process |l eading up to that date because there was
the notice period if they weren't going to nmake it
and so forth.

So we were concerned and we had
hi ghl i ghted that through our various assessnents.

KATE McGRANN: And follow ng the
failure to neet the May 2018 RSA date, did | O s,
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| nfrastructure Ontario's, involvenent in the
proj ect change?

JOHN MANCONI :  They were involved in
the neetings. They were part of our governance
nmeeting, and again, they couldn't offer nmuch on the
techni cal perspective, but they were clear on what
the Project Agreenent, what the signed | egal
agreenent said and the steps associated with it and
how to nove through it, howto step through it.

KATE McGRANN: At any point during the
life of the project up until your departure, did
| nfrastructure Ontario provide the Gty wth any
advice that the Gty chose not to foll ow?

JOHN MANCONI :  Not that | am aware of.

KATE McGRANN:  Was Infrastructure
Ontario involved in advising the Cty on howto
apply the paynent nechanismw th respect to the
mai nt enance paynents?

JOHAN MANCONI @ You woul d have to ask
M chael Morgan on that. He was involved, and Troy
Charter. They were involved in the detail ed piece.
| was not involved in any discussions with
| nfrastructure Ontario on the paynent. This is
post -l aunch you are talking about?

KATE McGRANN:  Correct.
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JOHN MANCONI :  Yeah, | was not invol ved
wi th any discussions with Infrastructure Ontari o,
no.

KATE McGRANN:  And to your know edge,
was anybody el se?

JOHN MANCONI :  Not that | am aware of.

KATE McGRANN:. So we have spoken about
| nfrastructure Ontario. W have spoken a little
bit about the | ndependent Assessnent Team and |'l]|
cone back to that with sonme questi ons.

Were there any other advisors to the
Cty who were involved in the work that you were
doi ng from 2015 onwards?

JOHN MANCONI:  In terns of disputes and
chal | enges and options when the delays occurred in
performance, there was Deloitte, Renp Bucci, there
was Brian Guest, the Executive Steering Conmmittee,
of which the conposition | amsure you have. | am
trying to think. Sharon Vogel.

KATE McGRANN:  And Ms. Vogel was | egal
Counsel, | believe?

JOHN MANCONI :  Correct.

KATE McGRANN:  So | am not | ooking for
any |l egal advice that you or the Cty received or

that you sought. M. Bucci fromDeloitte, what
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wor k was being -- was Deloitte doi ng?

JOHN MANCONI: Del oitte was hel pi ng us
on cal cul ati ng the points deducti ons,

I nterpretation of the Project Agreenent on how the
paynment nmechani sm wor ked, providi ng support to ny
teamin terns of analyzing all that and ensuring
that we are in conpliance with the Project

Agr eenent .

KATE McGRANN: And over what period of
time was Deloitte doing that work?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, we engaged early
on Deloitte as part of our RAMP work because we
wanted to have a very robust auditable paynent team
ready to make the paynents. While everybody
focuses on the build, the 30-year concession is a
very conplicated space also, so M. Bucci and his
t eam hel ped ny team devel op an organi zati onal
structure and the skill sets and spreadsheets and
how t o nanage t he paynent nechani sms.

So that was involved for | wll say
many, many nonths, if not a few years.

KATE McGRANN:  And then did
Deloitte -- has Deloitte renmai ned invol ved
following the public [aunch of the systenf

JOHN MANCONI: Absolutely. | don't
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know if they are still there. Right up until ny
departure, M. Bucci and his team were invol ved.

KATE McGRANN:  You nentioned Bri an
Guest. | believe he is wwth a conpany called
Boxfi sh?

JOHN MANCONI:  That's correct.

KATE McGRANN:  What work was M. Quest
doi ng?

JOHN MANCONI :  So he was advi sing the
Steering Conmttee and M. Kanel |l akos on what
options were before us once revenue service started
to degrade significantly.

KATE McGRANN:  Coul d you expl ai n what
you nean when you say "once revenue service started
to degrade significantly"?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, we had issues with
the swtch heaters. W had sone poor service
nmonths. W had the catenary issue. And we had the
January 1st New Year's Eve epi sode, those things.
That is when they started to accunul ate a | ot of
poi nts under the Project Agreenent, and you know,
it eventually led up to -- | can't speak to it, or
M. Wardle wll tell nme if | can or can't, but our
| egal action that we took vis-a-vis the service

poi nts.
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KATE McGRANN:  And what ki nd of advice
Is M. Quest providing? |s he providing strategic
advice? |Is he providing technical advice,
financi al advice?

JOHN MANCONI: So he is providing
strategic advice, but that is intertwined with what
the Project Agreenent says, what the value of the
poi nts deductions are, what options existed froma
procurenent | egal perspective, and so forth.

KATE McGRANN:  What did M. Guest bring
to the teamthat wasn't brought by your I egal
advi sors and Deloitte?

PETER WARDLE: | guess | just -- you
know, | hesitate to becone invol ved, but | know
that a nunber of these di scussions woul d have taken
pl ace i nvol ving any partner, Sharon Vogel, and so
t hose are privileged conmuni cati ons.

So | don't have a problemw th you
aski ng questions about M. CGuest's role in a
general way, but | amgoing to have to instruct the
W tness not to provide any information that was --
any advice that was given by M. Guest at a neeting
where outside | egal counsel was present.

KATE MGRANN: Did you have an issue

wth the question | just -- | understand your

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 50

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

caution. Did you have an issue with the question
that | just asked as | just asked it?

PETER WARDLE: | don't. | just think
the wtness is starting to get into the content of
some of those discussions, and so | don't want him
to do so, if that is okay. | amtrying to be
careful here.

KATE McGRANN:.  So with your Counsel's
caution in mnd, | amjust trying to understand
what M. CGuest brought to the table, so can you
hel p me understand that?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yeah, no, thank you to
bot h, because M. Wardle is right. M. Guest was
often in the roomwhen Ms. Vogel was there.

But what he brought at a 100, 000 f oot
el evation is he was involved in the original
Proj ect Agreenent and the program devel opnent,
working for the Gty, for M. Kirkpatrick and Nancy
Schepers and so forth, so he had all the history as
to how the Project Agreenent cane together, and he
has extensive experience in public/private
partnerships and the Infrastructure Ontario
tenplate and the Infrastructure Ontari o experti se.

KATE McGRANN: |Is there any reason that

you wouldn't just go to Infrastructure Ontario for
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expertise on their tenplate and the areas that they
wor k in?

JOHN MANCONI: | would say at that
point intine - and this isn't a criticism it is
just my own view - is that people such as M. Cuest
and M. Bucci and Ms. Vogel and even certain
aspects of nyself and others had nore hands-on real
experti se because we didn't just do the think it.
W planned it. W thought it. W executed. W
were in the build. W were in the operational
aspects.

So the level of expertise that
M. Guest and M. Bucci brought, you know, was
significant, and in nmany cases woul d have
outstripped sone of the folks at Infrastructure
Ontario at that point in tine.

KATE McGRANN: And just specifically
Wi th respect to the expertise of Infrastructure
Ontario's tenplates and agreenents and things |ike
that, why wouldn't you go directly to them why go
to M. Quest instead?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, we continued to go
to Infrastructure Ontario. They were part of our
Executive Steering Commttee. They are not part of

Stage 2. That was a conscious decision. But in
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terns of Stage 1, they were involved and they
| istened in on every Executive Steering Commttee
nmeeting and were asked by M. Kanellakos if they
had perspectives and views and there was dial ogue
W th them

KATE McGRANN: Qur focus is on Stage 1,
but because of that focus, we are interested in
changes nade to Stage 2 as a result of the
experience on Stage 1. Was the decision not to
I nclude Infrastructure Ontario in Stage 2 a result
of anything that was experienced during Stage 17

JOHAN MANCONI :  No, it was not.

KATE McGRANN:  You di scussed
M. CGuest's involvenent post the |aunch of public
service, | believe; is that fair?

JOHN MANCONI: He was invol ved
t hr oughout the journey of the project at different
degrees, but post-launch deep into when we had the
chal | enges, you know, further along down the road,
when we got into sone significant challenges, he
was i nvol ved nore than he was before.

So his involvenent varied throughout
the life of the project.

KATE McGRANN:  During the construction

phase, what was his involvenent |ike?
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JOHN MANCONI :  Again, early on, |
wasn't there. Wen | took over in 2015, it was
sporadic. There wasn't a need for his expertise at
the time because we were noving forward towards
substantial conpletion, revenue service
availability, and so forth.

He was aware of what was goi ng on, but
wasn't actively involved in the construction
over si ght pi ece.

KATE McGRANN:  Speaki ng about the
City's oversight of the construction, you have
descri bed the work of RAMP, and | understand that
RTG OLRTC and RTM attended sone of those neetings
and provided information that way.

How el se did the Cty obtain
I nformation from RTG about the progress of the
construction to informits oversight?

JOHN MANCONI: W -- part of the
| ndependent Assessnent Team work, they were
i nvol ved and not in a casual fashion. It was a
structured approach where we woul d assenbl e the
| AT, renmenbering these fol ks cane fromacross North
America, so we would plan it well in advance.

And the front end of the week we woul d
sit wwth RTG OLRTC, RTM ask themto present where
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they believed they were in the construction and in
the path to revenue service, and then we woul d go
out together with themto review. And they gave us
unfettered access to everything. W could -- we
woul d ask to go into control roonms, into escal ator
servi ce doors, wherever we wanted to go, they would
enable us to go and we could talk to anybody we
wanted to as part of our review

KATE McGRANN:  And ot her than those
neeti ngs, was RTG providing regul ar schedul e
updates? Were they providing any sort of
standardi zed or regular reporting to the Gty?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, absolutely. |
mean, M. Mrgan and M. Cripps had their own
regul ar neetings. They had technical neetings. |
had phone calls, discussions at the executive
| evel s. They would reach out to ne and | woul d
reach out to them

So there was constant formal neetings.
There was di al ogue non- st op.

KATE McGRANN: | understand that there
were a nunber of working groups inplenented
t hr oughout the construction period involving people
fromthe Cty and people fromRTG and its

subcontractors; is that right?
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JOHAN MANCONI @ Yes, and we woul d al so
bring in -- | would pay for independent experts,
such as what we did with the tunnel ventilation
system sane with the track switch issues. W
formed workshops. Again, it was a collaborative
effort. Peter Lauch and his teamwere very open to
getting into a room and havi ng good di scussi ons on
resol ving technical issues.

KATE McGRANN: Wl |, fromthe
time -- from2015 to the |aunch of public service,
could you just describe the relationship that the
Cty had with RTG on a day-to-day basis and how
t hat wor ked?

JOHN MANCONI:  In terns of the type of
rel ati onshi p we had?

KATE McGRANN:  Yes.

JOHN MANCONI: | woul d describe it as
col l aborative. They were under inmense pressure
because del ays cost noney, but they were very open
to hearing our views and sharing information and
spending tinme with us on either technical issues,
on strategies, on howto get to revenue service.

They had a | ot of changeover at the
seni or | eadership team The Project Director, |

believe that was the title, you know, | net nmany of
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them and each and every one of them approached ne
in terns of wanting to work together in a
partnership fashion to get to revenue service.

So I would describe it as collaborative
and professional. Certainly they understood that |
was going to be unrelenting in ensuring that we net
all the requirenents of the Project Agreenent and
the safety certification and the | ndependent
Certifier. That was a non-negoti able and they
under st ood t hat.

KATE McGRANN:  Were there any ot her
non- negot i abl e conponents of the relationship from
the Cty's perspective?

JOHN MANCONI: They understood that the
Proj ect Agreenent was a signed | egal docunent and
that neither Steve nor | or anyone had Council's
authority to deviate fromany of that, so if there
was any requests for deviations, we would al ways
consi der them but we -- you know, dependi ng on what
the Project Agreenent says, there was always a path
to how those deci sions needed to be nmade.

So there was no ability for Steve or
myself to arbitrarily make a deci sion that deviated
fromthe Project Agreenent, and that was a

non- negot i abl e.

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 57

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

KATE McGRANN:  So two things in there,
| think. One, | understand that neither you nor
M. Kanel |l akos had the authority to deviate from
the Project Agreenent yourselves. Ws it also the
case that there was no opportunity to deviate from
the Project Agreenent at the City level if such a
devi ation could potentially benefit the project?

JOHAN MANCONI : | woul d have to ask our
clerk and our City solicitor. M understanding is,
bei ng in nmunicipal governnent for 32 years, is that
theoretically Council has authority to change
things, and there is a path to that.

But -- so that would be sonething that
If there was a request to deviate fromthe Project
Agreenent, that would have to be a Council
decision, as far as | amconcerned. That is nore
appropriately put towards the Cerk and the Gty
Solicitor, though.

KATE McGRANN:. To your recollection,
was that a path that was ever explored on this
proj ect ?

JOHAN MANCONI :  There was di scussi ons
from OLRTC, RTG RTMto | ook at different
scenari os, which we always |istened to, and we said

I f we needed to take sonething forward, we woul d,
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but there was nothing of significance that had
technical nerit or any advantage to anybody to take
f orwar d.

KATE MGRANN: I n the context of the
different scenarios that were raised by RTGand its
subcontractors, was there ever any di scussi on about
openi ng public service with | ess than what was
envi sioned in the Project Agreenent and then
ranping up to full public service?

JOHN MANCONI: Yes, there was a neeting
where that suggestion was put forward, and | did
see it in the nedia coverage, to which -- again,
descri bing the environnent that | described since |
have been talking this norning is w said, Tell us
what you are thinking.

There was no formal plan fromthem
There was no specifics. It was ideas such as,
could you close off the R deau Street entrance and
not have that as part of the opening. W didn't
I mredi ately say no. W said, Thanks for the idea.
Here is why you can't do it.

There was di scussions of could we do a
segnent opening. W said, Thanks for the idea.
That gets done on extensions. So often you'll see

across North Anerica, particularly in the States,
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where there is tranms or very | ow volune LRTs. They
just did it in Boston. There is an extension and
you can open up that extension.

This was the core or the spine of the
system and we explained to themin great detail as
to why we couldn't do partial openings, above and
beyond that is not what we were paying for.

Renenbering at the highest |evel, the
Proj ect Agreenent was very specific. W are paying

you 'x' anmount of dollars. You shall give us a
fully tested and comm ssi oned system

So froma pure contractual perspective,
obvi ously our position is that is not what Council
and the taxpayer bought. However, even if it were
a good idea, we would take it forward, but we
explained to themwhy a partial opening wasn't
feasi ble. W explained why closing off the R deau
Street entrance was not feasible and so forth. And
t hey understood it, and we didn't hear anything
back after that fromthem on that.

KATE McGRANN: The suggestion to keep
the Ri deau Street entrance closed, the suggestion
to use a segnent at opening, were both of those
brought up at the sane neeting?

JOHN MANCONI: My recollection was it
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was at the sane neeting, yes.

KATE McGRANN:  And everything that you
just described to your recollection, that was a
si ngl e di scussion?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't know if there
was ot her discussions fromny staff. | renenber
t hat neeting where they brought that up and |
remenber we reported back to FEDCO that those itens
had been brought up, that they gave us ideas, to
whi ch we expl ai ned they were not feasible and why.
And there was no questions after that.

But at that neeting, | asked
M. Scringeour, who was, you know, a very good
transit planner, why those things wouldn't work, to
whi ch there was no foll ow up questions or no
followup witing or anything |like that saying to
nme, that | amaware of, that they wanted to do
phased openings or partial openings and so forth.

KATE McGRANN: Did they explain to you
at this neeting or otherw se the reasons why they
were | ooking to proceed with less than a full
service offering at public |aunch?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't recall. They
coul d have.

KATE McGRANN:  You nentioned that there
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was a -- there were service reasons why these woul d
not be feasible. Could you just briefly explain
what those are?

JOHN MANCONI: Certainly. 1'll take
the partial opening as an exanple. So if you pick
any segnent of that line, the worst thing you can
do to a custoner is introduce a transfer. |If you
| ook at all of the docunentation we brought to
Transit Conm ssion, that is, again, the operating
arm of the governance body, | can't renenber the
exact nunber but | believe 80 percent of our
cust oner base were going to have a change in their
comute as a result of this opening the spine of
the system

Many of those custoners were going to
have a transfer introduced to their commute for the
first time in their conmmute. So if you are comn ng
In from Kanata, Ol eans, the outer suburbs, you
used to take an express bus and you would go all
the way into dowmmtown Otawa. Wth the opening of
the LRT systenis first phase, you were going to get
on a bus, stop at those term nus stations, and
enter into a train and that train would take you
downtown very quickly and efficiently.

|f you did a segnent opening, you would
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then i ntroduce what could theoretically be a double
transfer where you would transfer frombus to train
and train back to bus.

So let's take you didn't want to open
up Lyon Station or you didn't want to open up
Ri deau Station, renenbering this train is going at
a high speed, those are |l ong distances, and so our
job is to protect the custoner, the taxpayer, the
val ue, the outcone, introducing a double transfer
to a custoner, the pain threshold on that commute
in transit terns woul d have been extrene, as an
exanpl e.

The Ri deau Street entrance as anot her
exanpl e, the volunes at R deau Street pre-COVID
you only had to go and sit there and watch that,

t hat woul d have caused nmajor, major flow wthin the
station, renenbering that every station, when you
are in the prelimnary design phase and pl anni ng,
they are nodell ed for people novenent through that
station, corridors, gates, entrance points, |oading
zones, escalators, elevators.

And our system we have doubl e
redundancy. W have doubl e escal ators, double
el evators. Cdosing off a station could have had

| npacts on soneone in a wheelchair or flood the
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gates and coul d have caused congestion, egress for
fire and so forth.

So those are all the things we took
them t hrough, froma custoner |lens, a safety |ens,
operational |ens, and again, you know, to be bl unt
al so contractually we weren't paying for a parti al
system W were paying for an entire system They
knew what they signed up for.

KATE McGRANN. Wth respect to the
paynent aspect of this consideration, was it the
case that RTG was suggesting a partial opening
whi | e si nmul taneously demandi ng paynent for a full
syst enf

JOHN MANCONI: | don't recall if we
even got into that |evel of detail. Again, it was
a great discussion. They brought it up. They
sai d, Have you thought about, and | said, Well,
let's talk about it right now And we wal ked them
t hrough -- we would have had the simlar discussion
that | just wal ked you through right now.

Paynents, we didn't even get to that
poi nt because, again, ny recollection of it is
everybody left the roomand said, Ckay, we
understand. They may not have agreed with it

because obviously they wanted to get substanti al
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conpl eti on paynent, which is a very |arge sum of
noney, but there wasn't any post-objection or could
have, should have. None of that cane back to ne in
terms of that. And | don't even recall if we got
to the paynent piece. | don't recall that.

KATE McGRANN: So when you sayi ng that
they are paying for the full system that is just a
general comment. It is not in response to any part
of any proposal that was made wth respect to | ess
than a full opening?

JOHN MANCONI :  Correct.

KATE McGRANN: At this neeting, do you
think you effectively sent the nessage t hat
anything less than a full opening is a non-starter
and not worth bringing it up again?

JOHN MANCONI :  No, we did what every
rail system does, every |arge-scale capital
project. W said, there is a definition of
substantial conpletion. There is a definition of
revenue service availability. W need to neet
t hose.

And with all that cones what is often
the termin construction is a "punch list". No
di fferent than when you buy a new house or your

ki tchen renovation, you have the little deficiency
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list that you have agreed to that those are

out st andi ng and you w thhol d paynents on that. And
that was -- we were going to be fair and reasonabl e
In that regard and open to ideas and suggestions in
t hat regard.

KATE McGRANN:  How |ikely did you think
It was followi ng that neeting that RTG may suggest
anything less than a full opening to the Gty ever
agai n?

JOHN MANCONI : At that tinme, | think
the relationship was very healthy and | think they
woul d have cone back and -- you know, they knew our
position, both nyself and Steve were very
reasonabl e that there was opportunities that we
could work within the confines of the Project
Agreenent such as | andscaping and things |ike that
that could help themget to that opening.

So at that point in tine, the dial ogue
was very healt hy.

KATE McGRANN: Did any of the experts
who were advising the City ever raise the concept
of opening with anything | ess than public service
in their discussions?

JOHN MANCONI:  Anything | ess than,

sorry, public service, what do you nean?
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KATE McGRANN:  Ful |l public service?

JOHN MANCONI:  Oh, yeah, the sane
things cane up. | nean, this is a comon thing
that is done in extensions, but this was not an
extension. And again, once everybody heard the
rationale that | just took you through, it was an
I mmediate -- if you are in this business and | wal k
you through what | have just wal ked you t hrough,
ever ybody absol utely under st ood.

And we | ooked at it. | nean, if we
coul d have opened up the east end versus just the
west end, but we didn't see a value proposition for
the custoner, which this is a custoner service. It
IS -- we are there to nove at the tine, you know, |
t hi nk 350, 000 passenger trips per day through the
core.

W couldn't see a space where we could
put our custoners and our Council through so much
pai n, renenbering they had been through five years
of detours, bus detours. | think that is what is
| ost on all this. The custoners had gone through
maj or, mmj or deviations, so we had closed the --
sequentially we had cl osed the bus rapid transit
system so your stop may have changed one day, your

pi ckup point, your commute tines were all extended
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fromthe east and the west, all that -- all those
custoners had gone through those pain points, and
to introduce sonething as a double transfer or, no,
you can't go in on the Rideau Street side, you need
to wal k around, and you know, all those things,

that we couldn't see a space for that working

wi t hout conprom si ng service.

KATE McGRANN: W th respect to the
Cty's expert advisors raising the possibility of
sonething less than a full public service fromthe
outset, who was involved in discussions about that
| ssue?

JOHN MANCONI: | renenber it com ng up
once. | don't renenber which expert, and |
renmenber, again, it was literally a five-mnute
conversation where we tal ked about what | just
el aborated to you, and then that was, oh, yeah,

t hat makes total sense. So | --

KATE McGRANN: Do you --

JOHN MANCONI :  There was no -- | don't
recoll ect any constant, you know, discussion of we
shoul d do a partial opening.

KATE McGRANN: Do you recall when that
conversation took place?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't. | don't.
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KATE McGRANN:  Can you place it in tine
inthe [ife of the project with respect to sort of
the major -- | won't say ml estones because t hat
has got a specific neaning here, but the major
check points?

JOHN MANCONI:  All | can tell youis it
was after the first delay, and again, it was a
coment in passing about have you ever thought
about partial openings.

KATE McGRANN: So when you say it was
after the first delay, it was after May 2018?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yes.

KATE McGRANN:  And do you renenber what
t hat comment was responding to or what nmay have
triggered it being made?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, it was all of us
| ooki ng at when could revenue service availability
be achi eved.

KATE McGRANN: And so what sparked that
coment? You are |ooking at a schedule, is that
what it is?

JOHN MANCONI: | honestly don't
remenber. It was a passing conment on would the
Cty -- it wasn't even have you thought. It is

would the Gty ever contenplate a partial opening,
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to which ny response has al ways been, Wat do you
mean by that?

Because a partial opening can nean
different things to different people. A partial
openi ng can nean that all your |andscaping is not
done, all your paths aren't paved, you have got
tenporary lighting versus permanent. Those are the
things that we were very, very open to, but double
transfers, people in wheel chairs not having access
to elevators and escal ators and so forth, that we
were not open to.

KATE McGRANN:  So maybe if | can just
rephrase this to make sure | understand. Anything
| ess than all the prom sed trains running through
all of the prom sed stations with the prom sed
headway and with the prom sed schedul e, that was
required by the Gty?

JOHN MANCONI: The Project Agreenent
specified the outconme, which was nove a certain
vol unme of passengers every single day during the
vari ous schedul es of the week.

KATE McGRANN:  And that was an absol ute
requi renent by the Cty for public |aunch?

JOHN MANCONI :  Refl ective of our

ridership, correct, yes.
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KATE McGRANN: Did the Cty's approach
to nonitoring RTG s conpliance wth the
construction schedul e change at any point through
t he construction phase?

JOHN MANCONI @ You woul d have to ask
M. Morgan the specifics on that. As it pertained
to the AT team | could tell you that the
consortiumwas very open to sharing schedul e
details once we started to do the independent
assessnents.

KATE McGRANN: W th respect to the | AT
team the |Independent Assessnent Team do you
recall when you first asked themto assess the
schedul e?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't know t he exact
date. | can't renmenber the circunstances of it.

KATE McGRANN: That woul d be hel pful.

JOHN MANCONI:  Sorry, and what
specifically would you --

KATE McGRANN: Pl ease explain the
ci rcunstances that led to asking themto adjust the
schedul e.

JOHN MANCONI:  So we | anded the
delay -- or they |landed the delay on us, and | at

the time reached out to Steve and expl ai ned that |
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wanted to do a deeper dive into the schedule. So
we were requesting the - and, Peter, correct ne if
| get the termnology incorrect - | think it is
cal l ed a P26 schedule, the technical termfor the
detail ed schedule, to which they were very, very
reluctant to share that with us because they have
no requirenent to share that with us under a P3.
That i1s their schedule. It is proprietary. It has
got details with their subs and so forth that
theoretically we don't need to -- we shoul d not
have.

And then there was a | eadershi p change.
Peter Lauch took over, and while we didn't get all
the P26 details, there was nore col |l aboration on
sharing the schedule challenges. So M. Lauch
woul d bring his Technical Directors in. | can't
renmenber, there was a gentleman that cane in from
Australia. He was very good at saying, Here is
what we are tracking well on, and here are our
chal | enges within the schedul e.

And that is above and beyond what they
wer e doi ng through the normal oversight with
M chael Mrgan's teamand so forth.

KATE McGRANN:  You sai d when "they

| anded the delay on us", |I'massumng that is RTG?
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JOHN MANCONI :  OLRTC, RTG RTM yeah, |
al ways put them all together.

KATE McGRANN: And that was the del ay
to the Project Agreenent revenue service
avai lability date?

JOHN MANCONI :  Correct.

KATE McGRANN:  And you have said that
you spoke to Steve. Is that M. Kanell akos?

JOHN MANCONI :  Correct.

KATE McCGRANN:  Who was on the
| ndependent Assessnent Teanf

JOHN MANCONI : It changed regul arly.
There was sone core nenbers. So Tom Prender gast,
who was the former Chairman of MIA in New York
Cty, was ny advisor, and he was the person that |
woul d brainstormw th as to what expertise we
needed to bring in, Joe North, Brian Dwer, Larry
Gaul, Anil, and | can't renenber Anil's |ast nane.
We had a scheduling expert that had worked at La
Guar di a extensively.

We had -- we brought in on an as-needed
basis technical experts, such as track. W would
call people in via at the tine conference calls and
so forth. So the conposition of that team-- oh,

we had Jack D Andrea, who was a construction
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expert .

So it varied, nyself, Jocel yne Begin,
M chael Mbrgan, those people, Steve Cripps.

KATE MGRANN:  The core nenbers who
remai ned throughout the project, that woul d be
M. Prendergast, M. North. Anybody el se?

JOHN MANCONI: Larry Gaul stayed on.
Larry Gaul was a key advisor on the |launch. He
stayed there had until the end. M. Dwer ended
earlier. And then, again, there was people in
constant contact right to the end, and beyond, and
still are there, in my understandi ng.

KATE McGRANN: When you say "the end",
are you referring to the public |aunch of the
syst enf

JOHN MANCONI: They were -- the | AT
wor k wrapped up after we went to public |aunch, but
the advisory roles continued. So you would have to
check with M. Charter and M. Mrgan, who is still
advi si ng.

KATE MGRANN: I n addition to | ooking
at the schedule, did the |Independent Assessnent
Team take a | ook at the readi ness of the various
aspects of the system for public | aunch?

JOHN MANCONI: Absolutely. So we had
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Scott Kreiger, who is a vehicle expert. W had
Ani |, who had done subway extensions, 2nd Avenue
Subway, so he was famliar with stations. Again,
t hose are all public-facing.

So everybody on that team again, had
not just constructed but they had been part of
operations. They had worked at agencies and had
that expertise in terns of being able to view it
t hrough the public |l ens and service |ens.

KATE McGRANN: W th respect to the
schedul e del ays, do you have a view of what the
maj or factors were that contributed to the del ays
I n the schedul e?

JOHN MANCONI: My view based on what we
saw was, again, the stress that the sinkhole caused
on the program

Escal ators, they had a major issue wth
escal ators that we could not deviate from and they
had to rectify it. | can't renenber, but it is
double digits. It is a lot of escalators in the
system so they had a major, major design issue
that they had to rectify to get sign-off by the
regul at ory body.

And | eading up to substanti al

conpl etion, they had chall enges on wor kmanshi p and
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quality, and you know, things such as stairwell
types and code issues, so challenges on the code
pi ece.

CBTC was a challenge not froma
t echnol ogy perspective, but CBTC requires
unfettered access to track, so the only way Thal es
wll sign off and certify is if they see obviously
their trains operating in a configuration that
enables themto sign off. So they were buil ding
and couldn't give Thales unfettered access to the
t rack.

The tunnel ventilation systemis very,
very conplicated, so sone chall enges there.

And again, if you go to the IAT
reports, | think you start to see those buckets in
ternms of the chall enges.

KATE McGRANN:. Wth respect to the
si nkhol e, can you speak a little bit nore to the
inplications it had for the overall construction
schedul e, fromwhat you saw?

JOHN MANCONI: Again, it was our Vview.
It was a view and it can't be quantified because it
was a view that they didn't agree with. It
appeared that because of the scope and scal e of

t hat si nkhol e, resources both in the field and
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pr of essi onal advi sors, you know, engineers had to
shift fromthe entire 12 and a half kilonetre build
to a challenging point, obviously with the sinkhole
and they had to fill it and they had to re-mne it
and so forth.

So again, it is an observation. There
IS no data to substantiate that. It is when | sit
in aroomw th people that have built very
conplicated subway systens and tunnels, that was
t he vi ew.

KATE McGRANN: Did you have a view as
to whether the financial inpact of the sinkhole on
RTG had any inplications for the construction of
t he systenf

JOHN MANCONI: | wasn't privy to their
financial cash flow, so I don't have a view on
t hat .

KATE McGRANN: Is this a topic that
anybody from RTG ever spoke to you about?

JOHN MANCONI : I n general terns, they
woul d -- you know, they were worried about cash
flow They were |ate, and when you are late, you
have got a cash flow situation.

And so they were stressed in that

regard, yes.
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KATE McGRANN:  And in the general
conversations that you had with RTG about its
worries about cash flow, did anybody say anything
to you about the inpact of those concerns or the
cash flow reality on the construction of the
syst enf?

JOHN MANCONI:  Not that | recall. It
was nore sharing of, you know, this is difficult on
them and then obviously you just know that when
you are del ayed, again, it is no different than a
renovation of a house. The longer it takes,
sonebody is carrying the cost of that. And the way
the P3 works is that that risk is not on us. It is
on them

KATE MGRANN:  Wth the benefit of
hi ndsi ght, in your view, was it in the best
I nterests of the project for the risk to be
transferred, the geo-technical risk, conpletely to
RTG?

JOHN MANCONI :  Absol utely.

KATE McGRANN:  And why do you say that?

JOHN MANCONI: A coupl e of things.

They were paid to take that risk on. The val ue of
that | wll never know, but they were paid for

t hat .
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And the City did sone really good work
on the geo-technical piece where we provided
addi ti onal bore hole soil information to them nore
than what is typically done in a tunnel. And the
Cty didn't have that expertise. W were not in
the tunnel business. W did not know how to manage
tunnel construction, nor did they want to. And we
went into it eyes wde open, as did every bidder in
ternms of that.

And had we not done that risk transfer,
the Gty would be in deep financial chall enges when
t hat sinkhol e occurred and the downstream effects
on that.

So you know, one of the core principles
of P3 is risk transfer and | ooking at those risks,
and it was absolutely the right decision to do at
that point in tine.

KATE McGRANN: Do you feel that the
Cty was accurately advised of the inpact of the
si nkhol e on the project and the progress of
construction foll ow ng the sinkhol e?

JOHAN MANCONI :  From t he consortiunf

KATE McGRANN:  Yes.

JOHN MANCONI: My view is everybody was
trying to do the best they could, but keep in m nd
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that that's a variable that they planned for it and
t hey responded very well it to.

But it was a very fluid situation. So
they were sharing information to the best of their
ability at that point in tine.

KATE McGRANN: And do you feel that
foll ow ng the sinkhole through to public service,
RTG continued to provide the information that it
had about the schedul e accurately to the Cty?

JOHN MANCONI :  The schedul e was
stressed. | just don't know because | don't know
I f they knew exactly why it was stressed or where
It was stressed and how to recover it. | just know
that there was good di al ogue where we were very
receptive in sharing with themon ideas and how to
recover the schedul e.

Hence bringing in experts to help them
t hi nk through things such as the tunnel ventilation
system the escalator system and so forth.

So again, at that point in tinme, there
was good dialogue. It is a big, conplicated
project, that, you know, had a sinkhole occur to
It, and so there was adjustnents. There was
| eadershi p changes on their front. They were

heedi ng advice. There were sone advice that they
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wer e saying, No, thank you, we are not going to
listen to what the City has to offer.

KATE McGRANN: Do you renenber any
particul ar instances of advice that the Gty
provided to RTGto help recover the schedul e that
RTG did not follow?

JOHN MANCONI: We were encouragi ng them
to triple-shift and work weekends, and you know,
again, | don't know why it was no, whether it was
cash flow or whether it was resource availability,
but they said, W hear you, thanks very nuch. They
were doi ng sone extra shift work, but in certain
areas, like I know in R deau they were working
triple shifts and so forth.

Qur thoughts and our view was triple
shift across the whole network or do it station by
station and start to increase productivity, because
it was the ease of construction work that was
| aggi ng behi nd al so.

KATE McGRANN:  Did the I ndependent
Assessnent Team ever agree with the schedul e and
the projected revenue service availability dates
t hat were being provided by RTG?

JOHN MANCONI : No, our forecast was

al ways | onger.
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KATE McGRANN:  And did that disconnect
between RTG s forecasted schedule and the
| ndependent Assessnent Teanl s forecasted schedul e
have any inpact on the relationship between the
Gty and RTG?

JOHN MANCONI: | wouldn't know. |
mean, things -- again, there was coll aboration
right until public [aunch, so | can't talk on their
behal f .

KATE MCGRANN:  Was there a | oss of
trust on the part of the Cty and the information
that RTG was providing about the schedul e?

JOHN MANCONI:  Loss of trust?

KATE McGRANN:  Yes, did the Gty stop
trusting RTG s projections when it cane to the
constructi on schedul e?

JOHN MANCONI @ You know, those are
powerful words. | would describe it as -- | am
very conservative in projecting tinelines. | think
If there was any frustration, it wasn't about
trust. It was about stop being overly optimstic
t hat you can recover the schedule to the degree
that you can w thout doing sone significant things.

And to their credit, they did do sone

significant things. There was a gl ass issue, and
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they tenplated the glass and procured it |ocally.

So again, it is not lack of trust. It
was | think they were overly optimstic that they
could recover parts of the schedule that we
di sagreed wth.

KATE McGRANN: Did you ever have any
conversations wth anyone at RTG about the source
of their optimsm why they believed that they
could neet the dates that they were sharing with
the Gty?

JOHAN MANCONI: | had | ots of
di scussions with Peter Lauch about, you know,
cautioning himto not be overly optimstic and what
his thought was in terns of what |led to that
optimsm and so forth, and | think sone things
they were doing to feed that optimsm such as
addi ti onal resources or expertise. They were open
t 0 suggesti ons.

KATE MGRANN:  And did he share with
you why he believed that his schedul e was correct,
despite what the work of the | AT team was show ng?

JOHN MANCONI:  No, | think himand his
advi sors were -- they saw our work. They believed
where they were. And it was just a professional

difference of opinion in terns of what our
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assessnent was.

KATE McGRANN:  Several conpletion dates
wer e announced by the Gty that were not achieved.
Was the | AT consulted about the |ikelihood of
nmeeting those dates before the Cty shared those
dates with the public?

JOHN MANCONI: Wl |, renmenber, the
dates cone from RTG and yes, we did our
assessnents of those and, you know, M. Lauch,

i ncl udi ng at public neetings, he commtted to dates
that they didn't achieve. You would have to ask
themas to what |l ed them believing they could

achi eve those dates.

KATE MGRANN:  So was it the case that
RTG was publicly announcing dates and the Cty had
no ability to have any effect on those
announcenents, whether they should be nade or not?

JOHN MANCONI: So if their position,
and just like the first one, they believe they can
achieve it, that they could, and so when M. Lauch
prom sed, and | can't renenber which one it was,
but at one of the commttees that we'll achieve the
next date, perhaps what he had in m nd was
addi ti onal resources that we didn't have eyes on.

They don't have to share all that information with
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us, so he could have done acceleration work. He
could have gone to triple shifts, or he could have
brought in additional resources, or he could have
seen sonething that we didn't see.

So it is -- again, it is their
construction schedule to manage, and if they
bel i eve they can achieve it and they want to
publicly say that, they say that. Qur job is to
oversee it and nmake sure they are in conpliance
with the Project Agreenent.

KATE McGRANN: Can you speak about the
repercussions for the Gty when conpl etion dates
wer e announced for the project that were not net?

JOHN MANCONI:  So as the build
progressed, we nmade those bus changes that | talked
to you about before that caused pain to our
cust oners.

The m nute they announced | aunch dates,
we had to nake certain changes to increnentally
change the bus systemfor the custoners. And then
ultimately when we peel away the three weeks of
parallel service, the final changes are
I npl enmented. It was a conscious increnental change

to commut es.

When you announce a date and then you
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say, Qops, we didn't nmake it, which happened
multiple tinmes with RTG and you are a custoner,

you ask yourself, Wiy did you put ne through that

pain if | have to wait yet again 'x' nunber of

nmonths? That is what led to a | ot of the uproar.
You know, the Councillors felt the brunt of that
because they would call the Councillors and say,

You just changed ny bus route, but now | hear that

IS not going to take effect for another 'x' nunber
of nont hs.

So that was the pain that our custoners
would feel. And staff, they would be denoralized

In ternms of nobody wants to take a custoner through
pai n.

KATE MCGRANN:. Whuld it be fair to say
that every tinme a publicly announced date is not
nmet, the pressure to neet the next date is
I ncreased?

JOHN MANCONI:  No, the enpathy is
al ways there. The pressure to achieve a date is
not pressure. It is a very -- we engrained in our
culture that the path to public | aunch was revenue
service availability, conpliance with the Project
Agreenent, | ndependent Safety Certifier signing

of f, Independent Certifier signing off on the tri al
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runni ng, and then all our prograns associated with
the RAMP programin ternms of all those drills that
we did and the simulation with live | oads and so
forth.

So it was a very structured process of
t hose are the boxes that we need to be in full
conpliance with to get to where we need to get to.

The public pressure is not pressure to
deviate fromthose. |t is about being enpathetic
and under standi ng and know ng that those custoners
are goi ng through a change in their comute.

KATE McGRANN:  Was there a way forward
at any point, in your view, in which the interim
dates that are m ssed are not announced and a nore
realistic view of the schedule is taken and a nore
realistic date i s announced, avoiding the
di sappointnment to the public and all of the
I nplications that you have just described?

JOHN MANCONI :  Hi ndsi ght being 20/ 20,
they couldn't do what you have just suggested
because of that initial delay, because that initial
delay, the May -- is it a 2018 date? Pl ease
correct nme if I amwong. The first contractual
date that they had signed up for.

That was the begi nning of the nost
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significant change for the bus route system so
remenberi ng we were being told we are going to nmake
it, we are going to nake it, we know we are goi ng
to make it, that set off that chain of events that
| just talked to you about. You were in that pain
threshold for the custoner because leading up to
t hat was increnental changes of the bus rapid
transit system being cl osed down for conversion.
You couldn't reverse it back.

And trust ne, we spent a lot of tine
t hi nking what else can we do if there is another
delay. |Is there a way to ratchet this back. And
agai n, bus conputers, rail comuters, you don't
want your commute to change, right. W Ilike
structure. W |like routines. So throttling back
and reinstituting, we didn't do that. W threw
extra buses at the service, as you know, the 40
buses that we were supposed to di spose of. W
br ought those on board to create extra capacity and
so forth when we had probl ens.

So we were always thinking, to your
poi nt, what could we do differently, and there
wasn't anything that stood out because goi ng back
and re-engi neering the bus route changes woul d

cause nore pain and nore disruption and confusion.
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Renenbering that doi ng bus changes, it
Is an algorithm right. It is a bus schedule.
This isn't a small bus system It is a thousand
buses. You need to do scheduling. You need to do
decal changes. You need to do the app changes.
You need to push through the website, the portals,
all their Twitter feeds, all that. So that
takes -- a bus schedul e change takes, | can't
remenber exactly now, | think it is around six
nont hs.

So A you couldn't do it; B, you could
have been causi ng nore change and nore confusion
and nore pain; and C, the |ogistics of doing that
was very, very conplicated.

But we did al ways ask oursel ves, Wat
could we do. And hence, you know, the Red Vest
Anbassadors, the extra buses and so forth. That
was all to take care of our custoners.

KATE MCcGRANN: RTG nmade a claimfor a
delay event and a relief event in connection with

t he sinkhole, right?

JOHN MANCONI: | amgoing to ask Peter
If I should be commenting on that.

PETER WARDLE: Well, let's just take it
guestion by question, M. Manconi. | don't think
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there is anything wong wth this question. This
I's public information.

JOHN MANCONI:  Ckay. Well, they put in
clai ns, yes.

KATE McGRANN:  Were you involved in the
Cty's decision to deny those clains?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yes, | was.

KATE McGRANN: At any point, was there
any consi deration of nmaking any accommopdati on
beyond the terns of the Project Agreenent in the
I nterest of the project overall?

R F PETER WARDLE: | think | amgoing to
have to decline to have the w tness answer that
guestion on the basis that it would get himinto
privil eged advice.

KATE McGRANN:  And just for the record,
woul d you confirmthat is a refusal?

PETER WARDLE: Yes.

KATE McGRANN:  Did the outstandi ng
clainms in respect of the sinkhole have any i npact,
in your view, on the information that RTG provi ded
to you about its construction schedule follow ng
t he denial of --

JOHN MANCONI:  No, again, the

relationship was col | aborative and they were trying

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 a0

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

to get to revenue service availability and
substanti al conpl etion.

KATE McGRANN: W'l | take the norning
break now.

So we can go off the record.

-- RECESSED AT 10:48 A M

-- RESUVED AT 11: 00 A M

KATE McGRANN: At any point during the
construction stage of Otawa's Light Rail Transit
System did the Cty have any concerns that OLRTC
was not sufficiently resourced to conplete the
construction in conpliance with the Project
Agr eenent ?

JOHN MANCONI :  The construction, no.

KATE McGRANN: Were you involved in or
aware of any di scussions wth anyone at RTG or its
contractors about the |level of resourcing for OLRTC
Wi th respect to the construction work that was
bei ng done?

JOHN MANCONI: Agai n, back to the
observations we nmade with the | AT team about
capacity, about extra resources being brought on to
finish the job, those were our comments there.

KATE MGRANN: I n what context did

t hose di scussions take pl ace?
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JOHN MANCONI @ When we are out
visiting, when we are doing our independent
assessnment work on the -- how should | say it? The
straight civil work piece, stations, as an exanpl e,
It was our observation, our view, again, not
knowi ng their cash flow situation or their
constraints, that additional resources could gain
themtraction on their critical path and on their
schedul e overall.

KATE McGRANN:  And what was the
response to those suggestions by the Gty and its
advi sors?

JOHN MANCONI: | think they were
neutral on it. They weren't -- you know, they
woul d say thank you, we are doing what we need to
do. Again, they brought in a new Project Director,
and his nane escapes ne right now, but he knew t hat
Ri deau Station was a very critical, conplicated
build, with a lot of CBTC wiring and SCADA wi ri ng
and so forth. So he brought extra resources to
t hat .

They were very appreciative to working
col | aboratively on workshops in terns of the tunnel
ventilation systemand what we could do to

accel erate that.
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So again, it was a collaborative
effort. They were receptive. But also they had
the right to say, Thanks for your opinion, we are
doi ng what we have got to do.

KATE McGRANN:  And ot her than the
suggestions made in the context that you just
described, did the Cty take any other steps to
question the resources that OLRTC was devoting to
the construction of the system nmanufacturing the
vehicl es, et cetera?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, we nmade comments
and we made suggestions in terns of ensuring they
had experienced people that had built and overseen
t hese construction projects.

We rai sed concerns about there was a
| ot of changes at the Superintendent |evel, for
exanple, at stations. There was -- seened to be a
bit of turnover there. But again, we don't know
the details associated with that. That could have
j ust been people noved on to other jobs.

And, you know, general observations on
maki ng sure that critical infrastructure such as
the catenary is checked and tri pl e-checked and t hat
you have the appropriate resources on that, and

then we did our own oversight. W provided them
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for exanple, a catenary assessnent that we shared
with themthat we paid for independently.

KATE McGRANN:  Were there ot her
assessnents that the Cty did independently that it
shared wth RTG?

JOHN MANCONI:  We brought in a track
swtch expert -- not a track switch, sorry. The
term nol ogy escapes ne. It is an old technol ogy
piece. Track circuit expert.

We brought in tunnel ventilation
experts, and we brought in track experts, and sone
of it was workshop facilitation. Some of it was go
out and assess it and give thema view and so
forth, again, all of which they were very
receptive.

KATE McGRANN:  And all of those experts
that you just described were brought in during the
constructi on phase?

JOHN MANCONI :  Correct.

KATE McGRANN: What led the Gty to
decide to bring in these experts?

JOHN MANCONI : A strong belief in a
fresh set of eyes, nore expertise that, again, has
built, nmanaged and run these operations. It is

about just bringing in perspectives and naking sure
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that we are all coal escing around the right
chal | enges and the right solutions.

KATE McGRANN: Were these experts
brought in in response to any chall enges that were
bei ng seen in the progress of the construction or
manuf acturing of the systenf

JOHN MANCONI:  An exanple is the tunnel
ventilation system we were very concerned about
the lead tine on those systens, the installation,

t he conpletion of the R deau tunnel, so we brought
in a tunnel ventilation expert on how to help them
along with that.

We brought in the fire departnent on
testing and comm ssioning the fire alarm the
e-t el ephones, the energency tel ephone phones that
you woul d have seen in nmany of the reports and we
just brought themin to do that partnership piece
that we tal ked about.

KATE McGRANN:. Wy bring the catenary
expert in?

JOHN MANCONI :  Par don ne?

KATE McGRANN:  Why did you bring the
catenary expert in?

JOHN MANCONI :  On, there was concern

about the catenary in terns of the install quality,
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not the material, and so part of our I|ndependent
Assessnent Team were out doing a field assessnent.
We said, we'll bring in our own set of eyes, and
that i1ndividual did an assessnent of the catenary
system and we shared that information wth RTG and
It helped themin terns of addressing sonme of the
I ssues in terns of the catenary system

KATE McGRANN:  Did that expert provide
any recommendati ons about -- let ne start with
this. D d the expert that you brought in identify
any concerns about the catenary system
installation, quality of materials, anything?

JOHN MANCONI:  There was a report done.
| don't renmenber the specifics of it. | believe we
ei ther gave the report to RTG or we shared the
findings of the report.

KATE McGRANN: And was there any
foll owup done by the City to see if any findings
and recommendati ons were inplenmented by RTG?

JOHN MANCONI :  Every subsequent | AT
review, we were |ooking at the catenary in terns of
quality. W were having discussions with RTG about
our observations on what had i nproved, what sone of
t he outstandi ng chall enges were, such as the

addi ti onal carbon wear. W saw carbon wear on the
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vehicles and so forth. So yes, there was ongoi ng
di al ogue with those.

KATE McGRANN:  And did you j ust
continue to see challenges with the catenary system
t hrough to public | aunch?

JOHN MANCONI:  We saw in the winter of
the first year there was concern of carbon buil dup
on the top of the vehicles which can be attri buted
to certain wear on the catenary and the pantograph.
The pantograph is the armthat connects the vehicle
to the wre.

And so when there is awkward wear
patterns on that, it can |lead to carbon on the
roof, the black soot on the roof, so but that was
early in the first wnter of the public |aunch.

KATE McGRANN: Let ne put it this way.
So you said you continued to see challenges wth
the catenary. At any point before the public
| aunch, did the Gty believe that all issues wth
the catenary had been identified and resol ved?

JOHAN MANCONI :  We continued to nmake
observati ons about the catenary/ pantograph
I nterface, so where those two points touch, to
whi ch Al stom and ot hers expl ai ned and said they had

no concerns wth those. They had | ooked at it.
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There was no issues for us to be concerned about.

KATE McGRANN:  And did those assurances
alleviate the Cty's concerns?

JOHN MANCONI:  What they shared with us
made sense at the tine, and again, | was depending
on catenary experts to |look at those things. And
t here was not hing, you know, during all those
t housands and t housands and thousands of mles of
trial running or kilonetres of trial running and
post trial running, none of the issues that
occurred post |aunch were occurring during our
testing and trial and conm ssioni ng phase.

KATE McGRANN: Did any issues that you
recall appear for the first tinme during trial
runni ng?

JOHN MANCONI:  All the issues post
| aunch did not occur during trial running.

KATE McGRANN: My question is
di fferent.

JOHN MANCONI @  Ckay.

KATE McGRANN:  Did any issues
experienced during trial running appear for the
first time during trial running?

JOHN MANCONI @ You woul d have to ask

t he assessnent teamthat, you know, signed off on
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the scorecard. There was no significant issues
t hat was brought up to the RAMP, other than those
days when we st opped.

KATE McGRANN:  When you refer to the
assessnent team are you tal king about the Tri al
Runni ng Revi ew Teanf?

JOHN MANCONI:  Yes, the Trial Running
Revi ew Team

KATE McGRANN: At any point during
construction did the Gty ask RTGto provide nore
i nformation about its efforts to recover the
schedul e? So beyond the regul ar schedul e updat es,
beyond the P26 information that you referenced, was
there a request for a recovery plan or anything
i ke that?

JOHN MANCONI : Absolutely, and they
were sharing and not waiting until formalization of
t hose things, but they were sharing through regular
updat es, for exanple, what they were doing at
Ri deau Station with the extra shifts, with the
extra -- they brought in new contractors to string
W re because there was literally hundreds of
kilonmetres of wires that had passed through the
Ri deau Station, as an exanple, and they were

sharing that information with us.

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 99

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

KATE McGRANN:  Did the I ndependent
Assessnent Team assess the recovery?

JOHN MANCONI:  Every tinme we did an
assessnent, we assessed everything that they shared
with us, and we al so asked for additional
i nformati on.

KATE McGRANN:.  And | think you said
earlier that the |Independent Assessnent Team never
agreed with RTG s projected dates. Was their view
of the recovery plan -- what was their view of the
recovery plan? D d they agree that that schedul e
was feasi bl e?

JOHN MANCONI: So there was certain
el enents that we -- that the team appreciated and
agreed wwth, and there were certain el enents that
we were less than optimstic on. But it was a
fluid process, right. | can't renenber how many of
those we did, but we did a | ot of assessnents.

And as we progressed through, they
started to knock off those issues that were a big
concern, which is no different than any other rail
project. You cone down. You start to knock off
those big itens and you are always going to be |eft
with sonme things at the end.

And so they were progressing through.
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So for exanple, the escalators, we were very, very
concerned about the escalators, and you know, they
had to do a maj or re-engi neering and reconstruction
on those to get provincial approval for escalators
fromthe governing body.

And that was nothing -- none of us
could deviate fromthat. That is a
provi ncially-regul ated function, that they regul ate
el evators and escal ators, and they had a maj or
chal l enge there, and to their credit, they sorted
their way through it. They brought in experts.
They listened to our panel. They put additional
resources and so forth.

KATE McGRANN:  You nentioned that, you
know, there is disagreenent between RTG and the
| ndependent Assessnent Team about the schedule. It
Is a fluid process.

At sone point did you becone frustrated
with the information that RTG was provi di ng about
t he schedul e and how it was going to recover it
after dates had been m ssed and things |like that?

JOHN MANCONI:  No, ny frustration cane
fromwhen they were nade aware of challenges from
us, they were always very good at either explaining

why or why they were not addressing them or they
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woul d go and address them but what woul d soneti nes
happen is things that they had previously corrected
woul d then flare up and that raised concerns about
did they have enough resources.

And again, it is not necessarily trades
and frontline workers, but was there enough focus
on ensuring that once you resolve the problem- you
know, as | said, we knocked themoff - did they
stay congruent and kept nmnaging that while dealing
with the other challenges. That is where ny
frustration cane from because they had the
expertise. They had access to sone of the best
expertise in the industry.

And when we would tell thembring in
sone experts, like they did with SNC- Lavalin from
t he west coast, they brought in sone experts on the
tunnel ventilation system and worked hand in hand
W th us.

KATE McGRANN:  You know t he focus of
the Comm ssion's work is | ooking at the breakdowns
and derail nments that occurred on the system after
It launched public service. Can you give ne an
exanpl e of an issue that was resol ved that becane
an issue again that was related to the reliability

or safety of the running of the trains?
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JOHN MANCONI: On the safety piece,
they were very safety conscious. |'Il give you a
very sinple, straightforward exanple that nade it
to the news. They forgot to turn off the outdoor
wat er fountains as part of their w nter shutdown,
and we had spent countless hours with them on
w nter readi ness and, you know, checkli sts,
oper ati onal shutdowns, what are you doing. And |lo
and behold, they forgot to shut the water val ves
off on the outdoor water fountains and they froze
and, you know, water spillage and ice everywhere,
and it made the news, to which they went, Yeah, we
mssed it. It should have been on the checkli st.
It was on the checklist. W didn't do it.

And so those are the exanples of the
things that, again, were organi zed, congruent,
docunent ed, and then soneone |ost focus on those.

KATE McGRANN:  Any exanpl es of an issue
t hat you had been advi sed had been corrected but
then flared up again with respect to the
reliability of the vehicles and running the
vehi cl es?

JOHN MANCONI:  Concern about yard
nmovenents. As you know, we had sone derailnents in

the yard. There is a curve in particular, | don't
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11 know exactly where, | don't have that |evel of
2| detail, but that is an exanple of there is an
3| issue. Qur safety officer issued the notice. W
4| were looking intoit. And then we had repetitive
5| yard derailnments in the sanme location. It is
6| problematic. It is concerning.
7 KATE McGRANN:  And with respect to the
8| running of the vehicles on the systemitself, I|ike
9| the actual passenger |ine?
10 JOHN MANCONI :  Sone frustration on the
11| whi stl ebl owers, you are aware of that situation,
12| where the caneras still are not resolved in terns
13| of the platformdoor caneras. That is sonething
14| that has been lingering, well, since the |aunch.
15 In terns of vehicles in the norning,
16 | there is a checklist that you have to -- before the
171 handover occurs to us, has everything been done on
18 | the vehicles. There is a data | ogger, for exanple,
191 in the yard that needs to be reset on a certain
20 | frequency, because we had an interruption on
21| service one tine. Sonebody forgot to reset that
22 | data | ogger.
23 Agai n, an issue that caused service
24| interruption, not a safety infraction, but service
25

Interruption, it gets identified. They junp all
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over it imediately. Like there is never
hesitation. They resolve it, root cause anal ysis,
all those good things you do in engineering. And
then fast forward four, five, six nonths |ater,
what ever that frequency is, sonebody forgot to
reset the data | ogger, as an exanple.

KATE McGRANN:  Are all of the issues
that you are describing related to human error,
failure to follow an operating procedure, take a
st ep?

JOHAN MANCONI:  We don't have that |ine
of sight, right, because | don't have that |evel of
detail. |Is it checklists not being followed? Is
It automated work orders not being generated? |
don't know. Human error? | don't know.

KATE McGRANN: A coupl e of questions
about testing and conm ssi oni ng.

JOHN MANCONI @ Unm hmm

KATE MGRANN:. Did the Gty have the
opportunity to review RTG s testing and
conm ssi oni ng plans when they were first put
t oget her ?

JOHN MANCONI: There is a working group
t hat devel oped that testing and conmm ssioni ng pl an

t hat was because of our -- the PA barely spoke to
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it. It just talked about 12 days, and we were
proactive and we wanted to have a clearly
docunent ed process that both parties agreed to well
I n advance. There was a working group that was
assenbl ed.

KATE McGRANN:  So | think you are
referring to the trial running; is that right?

JOHN MANCONI :  Correct.

KATE McGRANN: | am speaki ng about the
testing and conm ssioning of the various conponents
of the system and then the integration testing
t hat took place in advance of substanti al
conpl etion, | believe.

JOHN MANCONI : Ckay.

KATE McGRANN: Do you know what | am
speaki ng of ?

JOHN MANCONI: Okay, Yyes.

KATE McGRANN: Did the Cty have the
opportunity to review the testing and conm ssi oni ng
pl ans that RTG prepared when they were first put
t oget her ?

JOHAN MANCONI: | would -- | don't have
that level of detail. You would have to ask
M chael Mrgan and his staff.

KATE McGRANN: \What was your
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I nvol venent in the testing and conmm ssi oni ng that
t ook place prior to substantial conpletion?

JOHN MANCONI: The RAMP room was very
specific that everything in the PA that required
testing and conm ssioni ng, sign-off or
certification needed to be done, so it was an
outcone reporting through to the RAMP room and
again, that level of detail | don't have. That
woul d be a M chael Mrgan or his staff.

KATE McGRANN: Did you attend as a
general rule all of the RAMP neetings?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yes.

KATE McGRANN: Did you understand that
there was any conpression of the integration
testing in particular as a result of delays in the
constructi on schedul e?

JOHN MANCONI:  Which integration
testing, sorry?

KATE McGRANN: I ntegration of the
systens on the line, like the entire subway
system -- or LRT systenf

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, there was al ways
tal k about what woul d happen if there was delays to
construction and what woul d be conpressed.

Wth all these delays, | don't know
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what | evel of conpression occurred. There was
not hi ng that got escalated to ne that said we are
conprom sing anything in terns of testing and
conm ssioning that is not in conpliance with the
PA.

KATE McGRANN: And woul d you expect
anything along those lines to be escalated to you?

JOHN MANCONI: Oh, absol utely.

Anything that was not in conpliance with the
Proj ect Agreenent, there was a requirenent to
escal ate to the RAMP room

KATE McGRANN:  Did you understand nore
generally that there was conpression of the testing
and conm ssioni ng schedule that originally had been
put in place?

JOHN MANCONI : So conpression of any
schedul e i s not uncommon. The issue is what is the
| evel of conplexity. What do you do to manage t hat
conpression? Do you do testing at night? Do you
do additional testing? Do you do testing on the
weekends?

And again, | was dependent on ny
experts and ny technical staff to ensure that all
testing was done in accordance with best practices

and the Project Agreenent.
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KATE McGRANN: D d you understand that
t here was conpression of the testing and
comm ssi oni ng schedule on this project?

JOHN MANCONI: | knew there was
conpression. | don't know the exact el enents of
what was conpressed and how t hat conpressi on was
managed.

KATE McGRANN: | understand that there
were nonthly testing and comm ssi oni ng neetings
that took place up until June 2018; are you
famliar wiwth what | amtal ki ng about ?

JOHN MANCONI: | believe so, yes.

KATE McGRANN:  And then | understand
that those neetings stopped in June of 2018. Are
you aware of that?

JOHN MANCONI : | am not aware of that.

KATE McGRANN:.  Are you aware of those
meetings stopping at any point in tinme?

JOHN MANCONI : | am not aware of that.

KATE McGRANN:  Were there any
particul ar conplications experienced in the testing
and comm ssioning of this project that were brought
to your attention as areas of potential concern?

JOHN MANCONI :  No, other than the

overall schedule in terns of how do we ensure we do
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all the testing. For exanple, on the vehicles,
there was a formal handover process for the
vehi cl es, and how we kept track of that through the
RAMP room and so forth.

There was general concern about the
schedul e overall, obviously, because there needed
to be a lot of work done in the time frames that
were set forth.

KATE McGRANN: Was the City -- let's
say fromthe beginning of 2019 onwards, was the
City ever advised of any issues with respect to the
capacity of the nmmintenance and service facility to
do everything that was being done in there,

assenbly of vehicles, maintenance of vehicles, et

cetera?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't renenber the
exact date. | don't think it was 2019. | think it
was nore |ike 2020. Again, | don't know the exact

date. But out of the blue Alstomreached out to ne
to say that they were going to speak to OLRTC, RTG
or whoever they had the contract wwth to nove the
manuf act uri ng out of the MSF.

| imediately escalated that to Peter
Lauch, and he said, Yes, we are under discussions

wth themto nove the manufacturing of the trains
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out of the mai ntenance storage facility to their
new | ocation in Toronto. | don't know exactly
where. | think it is Branpton or sonewhere there.

KATE McGRANN:  Prior to that
out - of -t he- bl ue conversation in 2020, was the Cty
ever advi sed of any pressure or denmand on the
manuf acturing and storage facility as a result of
the various activities that were taking place in
that facility?

JOHN MANCONI: Quite the opposite.

Al stomwas touting it as their nodel. They wanted
to expand it worldw de where they woul d assenbl e
vehicles and maintain them

And again, | don't know the exact date,
whether it was |late 2019 or 2020, that | believe
there was a phone call from Al stomon that. They
said, W need to nove out of there because there is
t oo nmuch goi ng on.

But leading up to that, | was not aware
of any concerns, but it was a unique nodel, there
IS no doubt about that, where vehicles were being
assenbled locally, and then put into service.

KATE MGRANN: Did any of the Cty's
advi sors ever raise any concerns about the ability

of the MSF to support all of the activities and

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 111

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

demands that were being nade on it?

JOHAN MANCONI:  Not that | recollect.

KATE McGRANN:  Now, | understand that
RTG first applied for substantial conpletion in My
of 2019; is that what you recall?

JOHN MANCONI:  You have to forgive ne,
there was a lot of dates and a lot of noving -- so
if that is what the docunentation shows.

KATE McGRANN. Heading into -- let's do
it this way. |In the spring of 2019, so April, My,
can you speak to whether any issues were being
observed with the vehicles at that point in tine?

JOHN MANCONI:  Not on ny | evel, other
than there was a | ot of vehicles that needed to get
to that green status, because we have the
scorecard, about how many vehicles were conpl et ed,
and to get to green, you know, you had to be
literally defect-free other than m nor pieces.

So what the RAMP room was tal ki ng about
was i ssues that were com ng up, nostly mnor, such
as door handles on the cab door, heat on either the
westerly or the easterly direction cab because you
are facing the sun, sun visors, things |ike that,
oh, wi ndows in the cab, the operator cab, whether

we could customze it so that they could have fresh
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11 air.
2 There was certainly a heating and
3| cooling issue in the operator cab in ternms of which
4| direction the train was heading, if it was getting
5| sun all afternoon and so forth.
6 QG her than that, there was nothing
7| major on the vehicles that were on the tracks that
8| was being brought to ny attention. A lot of work
91 to get all the vehicles done leading up to
10 | substantial conpletion and revenue service
11| availability.
12 KATE MGRANN:  And in terns of the work
13| needed to get the vehicles done, there were
141 vehicles that were still being built?
15 JOHN MANCONI:  Well, "built" is a | oose
16| term | nean, they were -- at the tail end they
171 were all built. There was things that needed to be
18 finalized in the vehicles.
19 KATE McGRANN. And when you say "at the
20| tail end they were all built", when, to your
21| understanding, were all of the vehicles built,
22| |leaving aside retrofits and things |ike that?
23 JOHN MANCONI:  We woul d have to check
24| the records. There is records on -- there
25| is -- Richard Holder had this specific process for
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when he accepted vehicl es and under what
condi tions. You would have to ask him

KATE McGRANN:  Was it your
understanding that retrofits were required for the
vehicles all the way through trial running and into
revenue service availability?

JOHN MANCONI: There was things that we
agreed to that could cone after the fact, and in
fact, there was new things that occurred after
revenue service such as strap hangers and things
i ke that.

KATE McGRANN:  When you say there were
things that we agreed to after the fact, after what
fact?

JOHN MANCONI:  So an exanpl e was |
bel i eve operators were asking for a fresh air
w ndow adjustnent. | think that is sonething that
we all realized we could not do for the |aunch and
we said we would do that afterwards.

KATE McGRANN:  Are you aware of any
other retrofits that were agreed to to the vehicles
before public launch to be conpleted after?

JOHN MANCONI :  There is a list of those
that M chael Mrgan woul d have docunented. |

bel i eve anot her exanple was the cab door
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rei nforcenent, because the glass was -- under
certain conditions wasn't holding up and so there
was a reinforcenent process. | believe there was a
hi nge i ssue that was causing the glass to cone

| oose or crack.

KATE MGRANN:  If | refer to the M nor
Deficiencies List, do you know what | amreferring
to?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yes.

KATE McGRANN:  And it is ny
understanding that that was a lIist of outstanding
| ssues that would not inpact the safety, use or
enj oynent of the system but needed to be addressed,;
Is that a fair summary of --

JOHN MANCONI: | believe so, yes.

KATE McGRANN: Who was in charge of
reviewmng that list on the Gty's side?

JOHN MANCONI: M chael Mrgan and his
t eam

KATE McGRANN:  Was the | AT involved in
advi sing on the contents of that list?

JOHN MANCONI : They coul d have been
indirectly. Mchael would have provided us a
summary of what woul d have been on that |ist.

KATE McGRANN: Can you expl ain what the
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| ndependent Certifier's role was with respect to
the M nor Deficiencies List?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't have the exact
wor di ng on what the | C woul d have done on that. |
know t hat they have to sign off on substanti al
conpletion. | would have to refer back to -- if
Peter knows or back to the Project Agreenent. |
don't have the specifics in front of ne.

KATE McGRANN:  That is okay. | amjust
trying to understand what your understandi ng was.
We can't ask you recite the Project Agreenent,
that's not fair. Wat did you understand the
| ndependent Certifier's role was with respect to
the M nor Deficiencies List.

JOHN MANCONI: | viewed it nore on the
substantial conpletion on the Project Agreenent. |
knew t hat we could not nove forward if we didn't
have the | ndependent Certifier and the Safety
Certifier signatures noving forward to get to
eventual |y public revenue service.

KATE McGRANN: I n your view, or do you
know, if the Gty and RTG agreed to place an issue
on the M nor Deficiencies List, could the
| ndependent Certifier reject it fromthat |ist

because it was nore serious than the |ist was
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i ntended to hol d?

JOHN MANCONI: As you can appreci at e,

It is years ago. | honestly don't renenber right
now what the role specific to that list of the IC
Is. | would be speculating.

KATE McGRANN:. Wth respect to the
first failed application that RTG nade for
substantial conpletion, what in your view were the
nost -- were the main indicators that substanti al
conpl eti on had not been achi eved?

JOHAN MANCONI: | don't recall. | would
have to see the docunentati on.

KATE McGRANN: Do you recall having any
concerns about the safety or reliability of the
systemat the tine that the first application for
substantial conpl etion was nade?

JOHN MANCONI:  When was the first

application nade?

KATE MGRANN: | believe it was nmade in
May of 2019.

JOHN MANCONI :  Yeah, again, | don't
remenber the circunstances around that. | nean, it
was rejected. Again, | don't recall why it was

rejected. Cbviously, there was najor things that

we di sagreed with.
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| can renmenber we woul d have had
di scussions on that, but obviously there was
concerns. \Wether they were safety concerns,
whet her they were conpletion concerns, | don't
know. | don't recollect.

KATE McGRANN:. Do you know -- so
substantial conpletion is achieved, | believe, on
July 26th of 2019. There is still matters on the
M nor Deficiencies List at that point in tine; is
that right?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yes.

KATE McGRANN:  Were there any ot her
outstanding matters to be addressed with respect to
conpliance with the Project Agreenent other than
those listed on the M nor Deficiencies List?

JOHN MANCONI: M chael's job was to
grab everything that we needed to, because you have
one shot to do that, and | believe it grabbed
everything that we were aware of at the tine,

W thout the ability to forecast anything that was
going to occur post revenue service |aunch.

KATE McGRANN:  Any known i ssues that
were not captured by the M nor Deficiencies List?

JOHN MANCONI :  Not that | am aware of.

KATE McGRANN:.  Am | right that there
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was a period of pre-trial running in between the
achi evenent of substantial conpletion and the
comencenent of trial running?

JOHN MANCONI: | believe there was.

KATE McGRANN: \What was the purpose of
the pre-trial running?

JOHN MANCONI: It is part of the
process, and it is practising. It is to test the
system test the entire regine.

KATE McGRANN:  And how did that differ
fromtrial running or testing and conmm ssi oni ng?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, trial running you
are into the prescribed -- you have seen the
scorecards and the process on that, and it has to
be certified by the | ndependent Certifier, and
there was the agreenent that we had reached in
ternms of how we woul d neasure things, what we woul d
measure and so forth.

| don't recollect if during pre-trial
Troy and the team were doi ng any nock scoring or
not .

But again, it is not -- you know,
| aunching a rail systemis keep running your
systens. You want to shake out all the issues,

whether it is public-facing systens, whether it is
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your SCADA, whether it is your vehicles. | know
the focus is always on vehicles, but it is an
I ntegrated system So you want the systemto --
you want to exercise the lungs of the system and
put it through its paces.

So the nore you run vehicles and
systens and so forth, the nore you get to see what

coul d possi bly pop up because you can't anticipate

this stuff. And until you get to full, |ive | oads,
you' |l never know what is going to cone.

KATE MGRANN:  What is a full, live
| oad?

JOHN MANCONI :  When you go into full
revenue service.

KATE McGRANN: So - -

JOHN MANCONI:  So in our case, AM and
PM peak where you have got the maxi mnum nunber of
custoners on your system

KATE McGRANN:  When you refer to there
are things that you won't find out until you have
got the full live load, are you referring only to
runni ng the system according to schedule, or are
you referring to running the systemaccording to
schedule with the vol une of passengers that

were --
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JOHN MANCONI: Al of it.

KATE McGRANN:  All of it.

JOHN MANCONI: Al of it. Al the
touch points are touched. Because we did |ots of
nmock sinmul ation, including our buses, through the
transfer stations.

KATE McGRANN:  Were there concerns
about the safety or reliability of the system
heading into the trial running period?

JOHN MANCONI: Nobody raised any safety
| ssues that -- to ne or to the RAMP roomthat | am
aware of. And what was the second part,
reliability?

KATE McGRANN:  Reliability.

JOHN MANCONI :  Yeah, no, the one area
that we had concern was were they going to when the
live | oads cane have enough technicians avail abl e
when there was an issue, that they would be able to
respond qui ckly.

KATE McGRANN:  So there were concerns
about whether RTM was sufficiently resourced to
respond to issues that arose during revenue
service?

JOHN MANCONI: Not sufficiently

resourced. Qur position was you over-resource.
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Wth a systemas busy as this one, our view was
over-resource at the front end with technicians
because there wll be problens that nobody can
anticipate, and that way you can have an on-board
technician on the vehicle, as an exanple, or swtch
techni ci ans that can address those issues

I edi ately.

They did not agree with that view.

KATE McGRANN:  And when was that view
first shared by the Gty wth RTM?

JOHN MANCONI: Constantly. It was
shared many, many tinmes in the RAMP room | eadi ng up
to launch. It was an advice that was given from
people that ran rail systens and people |ike nyself
t hat had done openings of buildings and so forth
where you over-resource it. That way you can
address problens as they occur, because we knew,
anybody that has opened up a rail system you wl|
have i ssues that you can never, ever, ever sinulate
through trial running, testing, pre-trial running,
conmi ssi on.

There w il always be things that cone
up post |aunch that you are not aware of.

KATE McGRANN: W are speaking in very

general ternms right now D dthe Cty provide any
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specific information or advice to RTMin terns of
what it would i ke to see by way of RTM s resources
on the ground to address issues that cane up during
service?

JOHN MANCONI:  Yes, we did. W
recommended to have a technician on every vehicle
and a technician at every swtch.

KATE McGRANN:. And t he response that
was received to those suggestions?

JOHN MANCONI:  No, they were not going
to do that. They did eventually increase a few
technicians for vehicles, and they at one point,
and | can't renmenber when but it was significantly
post |aunch, they added sone switch technicians. |
bel i eve during the opening, they nmay have had sone
extra technicians floating, but we were |ooking for
assi gned techni ci ans on the vehicles and assi gned
technicians at the switches, to which --

KATE McGRANN. And then -- sorry, go
ahead.

JOHN MANCONI :  To which they coul d
listen to our advice, but again, this is a
public/private partnership and we cannot i npose
that on them

KATE McGRANN:  And that advice was

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 123

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

provi ded in advance of the launch of public revenue
service?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yes.

KATE McGRANN: Was it provided in
advance of the trial running phase?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't renenber exactly
when, but it was suggested regularly and they did
provi de sone resources but not one on every
vehi cl e.

KATE McGRANN:  You are speaking to the
need to over-resource so that you are prepared to
respond to unforeseen issues on the system

JOHN MANCONI :  Uhm hnmm

KATE MGRANN: | would like to know
whet her there were any known reliability issues
with the system heading into trial running?

JOHN MANCONI :  There was vehicle
availability [aunching in the norning that appeared
to be about organization in the yard. So in other
words, the trains cone back. You have to clean
them inspect them and then re-I|aunch.

That was our -- you know, it is that
cadence that we were rem nding themof in terns of,
you know, in the norning the termin rail is you

"make score”. |t neans you produce the nunber of
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trains, whether it is New York Gty or the Gty of
Otawa, if you need 'x' nunber of trains, they are
ready to go. It was that cadence that we were

sayi ng, you know, you don't seemto have that
cadence. Make sure that you neet those objectives.

So we were rem ndi ng them of the
| nportance of doing that in the norning.

KATE McGRANN:  And so there is vehicle
availability issues when it cones to |launching in
the norning, and you said that appeared to be about
organi zation in the yard.

JOHN MANCONI :  Yes.

KATE McGRANN:  Was it your
understanding that RTMwas just sinply not able to
get through the regul ar mai ntenance activities
required every evening in tinme to launch the trains
t he next norning?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, that was earlier
on, and then during -- as you can tell by the
scores, they turned that around and focussed and
were able to do that very, very well.

And so they nmade score every day in
terns of the vehicle requirenents. So they had the
skill sets. They had the resources. So they

obvi ously heeded our advi ce.

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 125

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

They did bring in extra resources to
get to the launch, and so that |led to them --
again, it is back to they were listening to our
advi ce and that perspective paid off because they
were able to achieve the requirenents of the trial
runni ng.

KATE MGRANN: O her than the vehicle
avai lability and the ability to neet score, as you
put it, in the norning, were there any other known
reliability issues with the system heading into
trial running?

JOHN MANCONI :  Nothing major that | can
recal |, no.

KATE McGRANN:  Anyt hi ng about running
the trains through the day, anything like that?

JOHN MANCONI:  Nothing that | can
recal l.

KATE McGRANN:  Vehicle failures or
faults on the systemduring the day?

JOHN MANCONI:  Nothing that | can
recall leading up to that, no.

KATE McGRANN: Do you recall any of the
Cty's expert advisors raising any concerns about
t he readi ness of the systemheading into tri al

runni ng?
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JOHAN MANCONI:  We were all concerned
about what | tal ked about before, make sure that
every issue, that you have pat down, that you have
got it under control, doesn't re-creep into the
space, because that was a thene that we had seen in
t he past.

They responded on the resourcing,
over-resourcing for the launch, so they did step up
technicians. They did bring in resources to nmake
sure they could get and nake score every day.

The consistency of that was that we
wer e concerned about in terns of will they sustain
It, and so it was good, good dial ogue, you |istened
to our advice, you have listened to the experts.
Now, don't drop it down. Don't -- you know, keep
going with that cadence that you did during tri al
runni ng.

KATE McGRANN:  As you are heading into
trial running, were all of the itens on the
Go/ No- Go | i st coded green?

JOHN MANCONI:  No, there was a process
for Go/No-Go, and | don't renenber exactly when,
but |leading up to a certain period, there
was -- that Go/No-Go was linked to a tineline, and

|"msorry, | don't renenber whether it was public
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| aunch or whether it was trial running. But
obviously leading up to that, there was -- they
weren't all green. There were sone things that
were green very early on, there were sone things
that were yell ow and sone things that were red.

KATE McGRANN:. Do you recall if
anything was red heading into trial running?

JOHN MANCONI: It was green when it
needed to be green, whether -- | can't renenber if
It was trial running or public |aunch. So whenever
It needed to and our process associated with that
Go/ No-Go list, it was green when it needed to be
green, all of it.

KATE McGRANN:. Wth respect to trial
running, | would Iike to understand how t he
criteria that was applied at the beginning of trial
runni ng and then throughout was determ ned.

So | think you nentioned earlier that
there was a working group, but can you just explain
to me how was the criteria determned for trial
running? And | will let you know before we get
Into these questions, | have a copy of a 2017
criteria and a copy of July 2019 criteria that |
wll showto you. | just don't want to interfere

with your answer.
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JOHAN MANCONI :  Sure.

KATE McGRANN:  So maybe you can start
generally and then we can go to the docunents as
needed.

JOHN MANCONI:  Sure. So when it was
raised to ne that there was no specific criteriato
this trial running, ny direction was very sinple.
Get the experts in the room Partner up with
CLRTC, RTG RTM and come up with neasurable
criteria.

| was not involved in the devel opnent
of that docunent. The expertise cane fromthose
t hat knew how to build, operate and nmaintain, and
It was done with our partner at the table. And
that 1s how that docunent cane into being.

KATE McGRANN:  And just so that we
ensure that we are speaking about the sane
docunent, if you bear with ne for a second. Let ne
know i f you need ne to zoomin on this at all, but
| am showi ng you a docunent COM42401 titled -- the
subject of which is: "Trial Running Eval uation
Process" and, in quotes, "'Scorecard' Approach".

And the date attached at |east is My
11, 2017.

JOHN MANCONI @ Unm hmm
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KATE McGRANN: | am happy to scroll
through this so you can review it, but are you
famliar with this docunent?

JOHN MANCONI: I n general terns, yes.

KATE MGRANN:  And is this the docunent
that you were referring to when you said that
peopl e got together in a roomfromthe Cty, RTG
and its subcontractors and agreed to criteria?

JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, again, as you can

appreci ate, at the General Manager |evel | wasn't
I nvol ved in docunents. | set the direction to say
| want neasurable criteria so that we -- both

parties conme out and we can denonstrate that we
have achieved the trial running period.

KATE McGRANN: Do you know how | ong it
took the parties to cone up with this criteria?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't. There was a
| ot of work that was done with it because nost --
one of the things | |earned was that nost people
don't have any criteria.

KATE McGRANN:  Coul d you tell ne what
you nean by that?

JOHN MANCONI: Sone agencies just run
the trains, and then when they say we think we are

good to go, they are good to go. W wanted
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measurable criteria to it, and that was an
eye-opener for me. So we put criteria to it.

But | don't know how long this took to
get to where -- it took -- they had a | ot of
di al ogue on it and a | ot of perspectives.

KATE McGRANN: When you say that others
do not have criteria, are you aware of any projects
in which the responsibility is divided in the way
it is on this one, being a DVFM in which there is
no trial running criteria?

JOHAN MANCONI: | am not aware. | don't
know. | am not an expert in that area.

KATE MGRANN: Did any of the Cty's
expert advisors review and approve this criteria on
behal f of the Cty?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, I know, for
exanpl e, Joe North was involved in that. | know
t he RAMP room fol ks, we tal ked about it often in
terns of the scores. W saw -- our job was to
recei ve the scorecard on a daily basis when we were
doing this, so there was lots -- | can't -- | don't
know who was involved in it, but I know that people
i ke Joe North were involved, and | see nanes on
here that | amfamliar wth.

KATE McGRANN:  You have junped ahead of
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11 me alittle bit to the scoring. | amstill in 2017
2| when the criteria is being decided upon.

3 JOHN MANCONI :  Sur e.

4 KATE McGRANN: Did you take a | ook at

S| this criteria when it was finalized and agreed to

6| by the parties?

7 JOHN MANCONI:  No, | was told there was
8| a fully docunented programin place, and | asked if
9| everybody was satisfied with it,

10 KATE McGRANN:  Was it your

11| understanding when this criteria was -- first of

12 all, it looks like this criteria is finalized in

13| 2017. 1s that accurate?

14 JOHN MANCONI: | heard of two

15| situations which cane up. One was M. Scringeour
16 | wanted sone changes done to it which | immediately
17| said, Go and speak, and if it is material, | want
18| to hear it back. If it is not material, it is not
19| something that needs to be escal at ed.

20 And then there was sone di al ogue about
21 1 who had signed off which version at what tine.

22 KATE MGRANN:  And is this all in 2017?
23 JOHN MANCONI:  No, | believe the

24 | version was very late in the process, as was

25

M. Scringeour's conments.
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KATE McGRANN:  So just sticking for the
nonment with this 2017 criteria, was it your
understanding that this criteria was finalized in
20177

JOHN MANCONI: We set up the RAMP room
We did up the calendar. And the dial ogue was
al ways we have a process to neasure trial running.

KATE McGRANN:. And was it your
under standi ng that the docunent that we are | ooking
at here was the process?

JOHN MANCONI: | can't confirmthat
that is the docunent. Cbviously at the General
Manager level |I'masking is everything in place to
proceed to where we need to get to. And |
don't -- | depend on ny experts and ny technical
| eaders to provide us what we need to ensure at the
program | evel we have everything in place.

KATE McGRANN: At any point prior to
t he comencenent of trial running, did anybody
raise with you that there wasn't a finalized trial
runni ng process and so that needed to be addressed?

JOHN MANCONI:  No, it cane up. | don't
remenber exactly when and it could have even been
during trial running that the final version had not

been signed off, to which | said imediately get it

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 133

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

signed off because we are using the trial running
process.

KATE McGRANN: Did you have a gener al
under st andi ng heading into trial running as to what
the requirenents were with respect to, for exanple,
t he nunber of days that needed to be pass days in
order to achieve trial running?

JOHN MANCONI: 96 percent 9 days out of
the 12.

KATE McGRANN: Did you say 6 percent?

JOHAN MANCONI :  96.

KATE McGRANN: 96 percent --

JOHN MANCONI: 9 out of 12 days.

KATE McGRANN: 96 percent of what?

JOHN MANCONI: O the score for |
believe it is the peak volune periods. There is a
definition of all those terns.

Renenbering that the score is across a
bunch of |lenses, there is station availability,
there is custoner-facing elenents. | can't
remenber all of them You would have to scroll
down, but | believe there is five or six buckets.

And then there is certain criteria that
you can fail a day on automatically. And then

there is a m ni numthreshol d. | believe it was 94
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percent, no |ower than 94 percent, sonething |like
t hat .

Again, it is many years ago. | would
have to go back and refresh ny nenory.

KATE McGRANN:  So trial running is run
in July of -- well, July and August of 2019, right.
Your understanding fromthe very first day of trial
running is that it is 96 percent on 9 out of 12
days?

JOHAN MANCONI :  That is what the
docunentati on had, and that is what the experts
wer e supposed to be neasuring agai nst, yes.

KATE McGRANN:  And | just want to nake
sure that your answer is clear. D d you understand
fromday one of trial running that the objective
was 96 percent 9 out of 12 days?

JOHN MANCONI: | believe | do. That
was way back then, yes.

KATE McGRANN:  And at any point prior
to trial running, did you ever sit down with the
witten criteria and take a ook at it to
famliarize yourself with the criteria as you head
into this critical tinme for the systenf

JOHN MANCONI: | was depending on all

t he people around ne to bring forward what was
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docunented and signed off on in terns of the
testing regine.

KATE MCGRANN: Did you reviewthe
criteria before trial running started?

JOHN MANCONI:  No, | was expl ai ned how
the trial running would run, and that there was a
group that had been assenbled in accordance with
this docunent and that there was a scorecard that
woul d be produced daily to the RAMP roomin terns
of pass or fail and the scores.

KATE McGRANN: But at no point before
the start of trial running did you reviewthe
criteria as it was witten?

JOHN MANCONI: | nmay have. | reviewed
t housands of docunents, hundreds of docunments. |
may have read this. | don't recollect. It was not
my job to reviewor to sign off on that. The
signing authority was others. But | may have read
it. | don't recall if | did or did not.

KATE McGRANN:  Who briefed you on the
trial running criteria before the start of trial
runni ng?

JOHN MANCONI: | believe we had a
briefing in the RAMP room so we all knew. Again,

many, nmany nonths in advance, there was a -- what |
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was constantly told was there was a structured
process for the nmeasurenent. There would be a
scorecard. There would be a team and there was a
docunent ed process as to what that criteria was and
how to score it.

KATE McGRANN:. And | am going to show
you a different docunent, if ny conputer wll |et
me. So this is a docunent titled "Trial Running
Test Procedure". It is -- it has got a docunent
nunber that | won't read out because it is |ong,
"Rev[ision]: Final RevO2", dated July 31st, 2019,
and for the record, this is OIT377178.

This is a 19-page docunent. | am happy
to scroll through it to give you an opportunity to
reviewit. | amjust going to nove through it
briefly now.

My question for you is have you seen
t hi s docunent before?

JOHN MANCONI: | have glanced at it,
yes.

KATE McGRANN: Did you see this
docunent at any point prior to or during trial
runni ng of the systenf

JOHN MANCONI: | nmay have. Again,

there was a | ot of docunentation on a nulti-billion
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1! dollar system | may have. | don't know.
2 KATE McGRANN:  You nentioned that
3| M. Scringeour said to you at some point that he
4| wanted to nake sone changes to the trial running
S| criteria; have | got that right?
6 JOHN MANCONI:  No, he said it to the
7| RAVP room
8 KATE McGRANN: Oh, he said it to the
9| RAMP roontf?
10 JOHN MANCONI :  Yes.
11 KATE McGRANN:  And do you renenber
12| approxi mately when he raised this desire?
13 JOHN MANCONI: It was during -- |
14| believe it was during trial running, and when he
15| started to explain it, it seenmed very mnor. It
16 | wasn't about -- | don't even renmenber what it was
171 about, to which I quickly said, Take the discussion
18| offline. If it is material and significant,
19| obviously we need to hear about it.
20 KATE McGRANN: Do you renenber what the
21| reaction to the others in the RAMP roomwas to
22 | M. Scringeour suggesting that changes be nade to
23| the trial running criteria during the trial running
24 | period?
25 JOHN MANCONI: | think we were all what
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exactly is it that you need, and that is, you know,
how t he di scussion started. It didn't sound
significant in nature. That is why | said, Take it
offline and cone back if it is significant.

KATE MGRANN:  And did he cone back to
you?

JOHN MANCONI: | can't renenber exactly
when, but | asked if the issue was resol ved and the
| ssue was resol ved.

KATE McGRANN:  And did you ask for any
details about it?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't recall. | am
sure | woul d have.

KATE McGRANN: During the tine that
trial running was taking place, did you ever learn
t hat changes had been nade to the criteria that

wer e being applied?

JOHN MANCONI : | had | earned that the
final docunentation which reflected the 96, 9 out
of 12, had not been signed off and, you know, | put
that in parentheses, and that | imrediately

I nstructed the teamto document it and so forth,
whi ch -- you know, because there was sone
conf usi on.

RTG at one point, sonme nenbers of their
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team were tracking to 98 percent, and that led to
di al ogue to which | imrediately said, Well, what
does the docunent say, and that is when | |earned
It wasn't signed off and I imediately instructed
themto sign it off.

KATE McGRANN: Who did you understand
had not signed off on the criteria?

JOHN MANCONI : My understanding of it
was Ri chard Hol der said, No, there was sone
di scussion that we had done and we didn't sign off
the final revisions, to which | said, Wat are
those final revisions? Again, if they are
substantial, I want to know about it.

But that is when the topic of is it 96
or 98 percent started to occur. And as we all
know, it was always set at 96 percent from dating
back to 2017. And that is when | instructed them
to sign off on it and finalize it.

Whoever was working on this, |

I medi ately instructed at the tinme, | believe
M chael Morgan -- well, Mchael Mdirgan was in
charge. | said, Get the people in the room

together immediately to sign off on this.
KATE McGRANN:  WAs the issue raised by

M. Scringeour related to the issue raised by
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M. Holder? Was this all part of the sane
conversation?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't recall. To be
frank, M. Scringeour's issue seened very m nor and
trivial. It had sonmething -- | believe it had
sonething to do with stations, and to the point
where | said, That sounds very immterial, but go
and sort it out and get back to ne.

And that is how!| work in terns of the
governance of that group, was if there was
substanti al changes, they needed to cone back to
that group, so | don't believe -- M. Holder's
comments was about, you know, we had the criteria,
but we didn't sign all this off in terns of
everybody's signature on it, so they were
Instructed to fix that imediately.

KATE McGRANN:.  Wal k nme t hrough how t he
concern identified by M. Holder was first brought
to your attention.

JOHN MANCONI: | don't -- all |
remenber was we were in a neeting and the words
came out that we hadn't -- and this is soneone
speaking said, We didn't sign off on the final
docunent, to which | said, Wiat do you nean you

didn't sign off onit? WIlIl, the signatures aren't
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11 onit. It was described as we didn't sign off on
21 it. | said go and sign off on it, because as you
3| can tell, we have a very rigorous documentation
4 | managenent process.
5 KATE McGRANN:  So the concern was that
6| the City hadn't signed off on it? RTG had, but the
71 Cty had not?
8 JOHAN MANCONI: | don't know who had
91 signed off and who hadn't. At that point, | didn't
10| care. | said, | want a fully executed signed-off
11| docunent on file that is crystal clear that both
121 parties agreed to in terns of the criteria.
13 KATE McGRANN:  And what docunenti ng of
14| that process was done?
15 JOHN MANCONI: The docunents that you
16 | are presenting here.
17 KATE McGRANN:  Thi s docunent here, the
18 | 2019 docunent ?
19 JOHN MANCONI:  So that and what ever
20 | el se needed to cone out of it in terns of the score
21| sheets and all of it. | don't know the scope of
22 work that they did. Al | know -- or our
23 | requirenment was that when we were in this space, we
24 | needed to have a clear path on what both parties
25

agreed to.
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And when | heard that the final
si gnatures had not been on, | said, Go and execute
and make sure they are all signed off. So I don't
know if that is the final, final one that they said
wasn't signed and then went back and signed and so
forth. But it is full docunentation was the
requi renent.

KATE McGRANN:  Explain to ne, were you
I nvol ved in the evaluation of trial running at all?

JOHN MANCONI :  No.

KATE McGRANN:  Were you tracking the
progress of the trial running procedures and things
i ke that?

JOHN MANCONI: There was a huge
cal endar in the RAMP room on the right-hand side,
and every single day we would put the score and
whether it was a pass or a fail.

KATE McGRANN:. Had you seen a copy of
t he scorecard?

JOHN MANCONI :  They woul d show -- they

woul d flash the scorecard to us in the RAMP room

yeah.

KATE McGRANN:  And - -

JOHN MANCONI : Because they were
neeting -- the procedures were, they were --
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remenber, | believe there is a protocol on the
team a 30-m nute neeting, scoring and so forth,
and they would then cone to the RAMP neeting. W
laid all that out in terns of when they would be
doi ng the scoring. Their job was to cone into the
RAMP roomto say pass or fail and the score.

KATE McGRANN:  You said they woul d
flash the scorecard. D d they showit to you for
| ong enough that you could review the results?

JOHAN MANCONI:  Sure, | |ooked at it and
asked -- particularly on the fail, | wanted to know
where did they fail and what were the chall enges.

And it was a -- it was a verbal wal k-on
presentation from Troy and the team saying, here is
the score; here is what went well; here are the
chal l enges; here is what didn't go well. And
obviously on the fail days we wanted to know
exactly what occurred.

KATE McGRANN:. Did you have the
opportunity to affect the scoring of each day's
results?

JOHN MANCONI :  Absol utely not.

KATE McGRANN:  Was there ever any
di scussi on about, for exanple, whether a day would

be counted as a pause or a restart that you were
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I nvol ved i n?

JOHN MANCONI: | recollect on the pause
they cane in and said we m ght nove to a pause day.
There was sone di scussion on that. And other than
that, that is -- their job was to report to us was
It a pass or a fail and, again, debrief on what
went well and what didn't go well.

KATE McGRANN:  So you are reviewi ng the
scorecard every day. D d you have sufficient tine
to ask any questions you had about the scores and
have t hem answer ed?

JOHN MANCONI : Absolutely. Everybody
I n the RAMP room coul d ask any questi on.

KATE McGRANN: Were you reporting on
the daily results to anybody el se such as

M. Kanel |l akos or the Mayor?

JOHN MANCONI: | renenber | was
reporting to M. Kanellakos. | think it was a
phone call. | don't recollect exactly. And |

think I was just saying whether it was a pass or a
fail.

KATE McGRANN:  Were you providing him
with any details in addition to whether it was a
pass or a fail?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't recall. | know
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when we wanted to pause, we had a di scussi on about
t hat .

KATE McGRANN: | am going to show you
t he package put together by the |Independent
Certifier at the end of trial running. So bear
W th ne.

So this is a 31-page docunent, the
cover letter dated August 23, 2019, from Altus
G oup to Mchael Mrgan, the Gty Representative,

regarding "Validation of Trial Running Acceptance".

Have you seen this |letter before?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yes.

KATE McGRANN:  And then on the third
page in titled "TRRT Concl usion of Trial Running
Statenent"; have you seen this page before?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yes.

KATE McGRANN:. The second par agraph,
whi ch reads:

"As peak service performance
was achi eved over several days, the

TRRT agreed to reduce the peak

service fleet size to 13 from 15

trains to accommobdate a revised

Service Plan as agreed to by the

Parties."
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What can you tell ne about how that
agreenent was reached?

JOHN MANCONI:  So during the trial
runni ng, M. Scringeour brought up the fact that we
did not need 15 trains, to which | said, W don't,
why not? And he said, Because that was based on
way back during the planning of this whole program
we were at 100 million -- 101 mlIlion passengers
and they were projecting the sane rate of growth
five, six years later after construction, which
woul d have put us well over the 100 mllion mark.

Qur ridership at the tine | believe was
around 96 mllion because we had di pped, and to
whi ch he said, We do not need all those trains out
there. And so we agreed that we could go to 13
trains for peak service based on his expertise and
his i nput.

KATE McGRANN:.  And even if you could go
there for peak service, why not continue to require
15 to see if the systemcan do it?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, we did during
trial running. They did do 15 trains. There was
days they scored very, very well wth 15 trains, so
as | shared at ny briefing to Council that we did

see them exercise the 15 trains so we knew we coul d

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 147

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

doit. And we also know that we only needed 13
trains, so we did do both.

KATE McGRANN:.  And then | guess ny
guestion to you is why not just continue to require
during trial running 15 trains all the way through?

JOHN MANCONI :  We had seen the 15
trains. They did well. They even did well on the
back end where, you know, they achieved the 9 out
of the 12 then they kept going.

And in terns of noving into the revenue
service, we didn't need the 15 trains. Renenbering
there was a M nor Deficiency List including
vehicles, this would give themextra trains to
address those deficiencies in a tinely manner. It
was our expectation and our hope that they would do
that, so it would give us extra spares.

And when you are in the train business,
the nore spares, the better, so that if you do have
soneone that gets sick on a vehicle and you need to
pull the train out, you have got an extra spare
vehicle. The spare ratio on this systemwas very,
very light. W had one hot spare and one
mai nt enance vehicle spare.

So this was about doing the right thing

froma capacity-w se and al so providing you
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addi ti onal buffer for spare and for deficiency
cat ch- up.

KATE McGRANN:  Now, as | understand
your evidence, part of the way through tri al
runni ng, M. Scringeour pops up and says, W don't
need 15 trains, and that is the first tinme that you
have heard that; is that right?

JOHN MANCONI :  Absol utely.

KATE McGRANN:  And so the idea is just,
okay, we'll drop it down to 13. Was that deci sion
triggered in any way by any -- |like by any
conversations wth RTG?

JOHN MANCONI:  No. So what foll owed
was, Tell me nore. Tell the RAMP room nore. Tell
the experts nore. Tell everybody nore,

M. Scringeour. Wy would we do this?

And t hen, experts being experts, led to
exactly what | just shared with you, that this wll
enable us to have additional spares. It wll
enable Alstom we had hoped at the tine, to get
t hrough those remai ning vehicle deficiencies in a
timely manner, and provide the Gty with an extra
| ayer of buffer for incidents on trains,
remenberi ng you can never anticipate things going

wrong until you get into full |oads and we would
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have had and we did have the additional vehicles to
address issues during full revenue service
post - | aunch.

KATE McGRANN:  Were there concerns
about Alstoms ability to deal wth the outstanding
I ssues on the trains if the nunber of trains in
peak period was not dropped from1l5 to 137

JOHN MANCONI: I n hindsight? Probably.
Again, this was us just forecasting on -- we knew
we had a vehicle deficiency list, and we wanted to
knock those off very quickly. W knew, and this
cane fromthe experts, that the spare ratio for a
smal | fleet like ours that was going to be busy was
very, very light.

So it was -- again, | heard fromthe
experts and ny technical staff that this -- A we
didn't need the capacity; B, this would hel p knock
off the deficiency list; and C, it would give the
Cty nore flexibility to address train issues post
| aunch.

KATE McGRANN:  You nentioned a vehicle
deficiency list. Wre you referring to the M nor
Deficiencies List, or was there sonething el se?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yeah, yeah, no the

things on the list that went to themin terns of
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defi ci enci es.

KATE McGRANN: | asked you if there
wer e concerns about whether Al stomwould be able to
resolve the vehicle issues and the M nor
Deficiencies List if the nunber of trains was not
dropped from 15 to 13, and you answered with the
benefit of hindsight.

At the tinme, during trial running, were
t here concerns that Al stomwas going to have
difficulty addressing the vehicle-related i ssues on
a Mnor Deficiencies List if the nunber of trains
was not reduced?

JOHN MANCONI: At that tine, no,
because they had stepped up their cadence. They
had put extra resources. They had brought those
techs that we tal ked about, and they had done --
you know, through that sense of urgency, they
really brought things together. You know, the
analogy | often bring, it is like a restaurant
opening, at the last mnute everything cones
together if you have got the right team

And they had brought the right team
and at that point in time we believed that had if
we didn't need the capacity, this would help them

deal with those deficiencies and get the
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reliability consistent to address issues when they
occurred and so forth.

Again, that is that point in tinme, not
anticipating, not knowng the ability to see what
was goi ng to happen post |aunch of things that
never cane up during the trial running.

KATE McGRANN:. | am going to scroll
down and just show you the scorecard fromthe first
day of trial running, so it is Mnday, July 29th.

JOHN MANCONI @  Ckay.

KATE McGRANN:  And if you | ook
at -- you had told nme that your understandi ng of
trial running was that it was 96 percent, 9 out of
12 days?

JOHN MANCONI :  Correct.

KATE McGRANN: |s the percentage that
you are referring to the "AVKR (average over 12
days)" nunber that we see on the scorecard?

JOHN MANCONI: | believe so, yeah.

KATE McGRANN:  So the scorecard is 98
percent average over 12 days.

JOHN MANCONI @ Unhm hmm

KATE McGRANN:  So can you hel p ne how
that -- help nme understand how that aligns with

what you understood the criteria was throughout
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trial running?

JOHN MANCONI :  Sonmewhere during the
process sonebody had cone up with 98 percent. That
was not the original criteria. And I nentioned
earlier on that, you know, people on the RTG fol ks
side of things were striving for 98 percent, to
whi ch when | heard about this confusion was it 98
or 96, | said, The nunber is? And everybody said,
It is 96. Well, address it and it has to be 96.

W are not -- you know, Alstom-- RTG would have
| oved to go to 98. They were trying to get to 98.
And then | speak about that in ny notes to Council.

But the pass/fail criteria was the 96
that was originally envisioned.

KATE MCGRANN: | don't think you have
nmenti oned any confusion yet over what the
requi renent was. You have nentioned M. Hol der
rai sing concerns that a docunent was not properly
signed off on, and you instructed that it be signed
of f on.

Tell me about the confusion that you
I dentified about the scoring and what the threshold
was.

JOHN MANCONI @ Yeah, no, | was

nmentioning earlier on that | believe it was M.
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Lauch at one of the neetings talked about is

it -- sorry, | thought | turned these nessages off.
| said, What do you nean 98 percent?

And then that led to the discussion of is it 98 or

96?7 It was always 96 and we were going to neasure

to 96.

So that cane up at one of the neetings.
| don't renenber exactly when. Again, in terns of
our governance, | said, Wat does the agreenent
say? That is when it led to, Ch, we didn't sign
off on all that final stuff. GCkay, but it was
al ways 96, 9 days out of 12. Everybody agreed to
that. | said | want it fully docunent so that we
can denonstrate that we have done what we al ways
I nt ended to do.

KATE MGRANN:. | amfinding it alittle
bit difficult to follow howthis all unrolled. So
| don't believe that you nentioned M. Lauch's
I nvol venent in this before. Could you just wal k ne
t hrough as best you recall how the discrepancy
bet ween the 98 and the 96 percent first canme to
your attention and everything that foll owed.

JOHN MANCONI:  Certainly. The scoring
team woul d do their scoring, of which M. Lauch and

| believe -- sorry, | don't renenber his director's
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name right now. They were on the scoring team
They woul d cone to the RAMP room present the
scori ng.

And at one of those neetings the 98/ 96
percent discussion bubbled up. | don't renenber
how it bubbled up. | don't renenber why it bubbl ed
up. But | said, What does the agreenent speak to?
What was our original agreenment? And it was 96
percent. W were -- and | wanted it addressed and
| wanted it addressed the mnute | found out about
it.

KATE McGRANN:  And what do you recall
M. Lauch contributing to this conversation?

JOHN MANCONI @ Just that when soneone

Is -- | believe it was Ri chard Hol der said, Yeah,
we didn't sign off on the finer final little
pi eces, and M. Lauch said, Yeah, | think we were

measuring to 98 and we shoul d have been neasuri ng
to 96.

And at that point intinme, | didn't see
It as a problem You are going to a higher score.
It wasn't |ike we were going to a | ower score.

KATE McGRANN:  Sorry, you understood
that going from98 to 96 was going to a higher

score?
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JOHN MANCONI:  They were trying to
achi eve a higher score than what we had originally
agreed to.

KATE McGRANN:  And why woul d you
not -- why would the City not want to see its
private partner achieve the higher score, if that
Is what they wanted to do?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, in fact, they did
on certain days, but the agreenent we had in place
t hat was devel oped by those experts that were
tasked with devel oping that sheet, that score,
recommended and everybody agreed to 96 percent 9
days out of 12, with the [ ower threshold of 94.

KATE McGRANN: At any point during the
conversation or otherw se, did anybody say t hat
they didn't want to try for the 98 percent?

JOHN MANCONI: Nobody, and in fact, if
you | ook at -- | believe there was nunerous days
that they exceeded 98 percent. | think one day
they may have hit 99.

KATE McGRANN:  So hel p ne understand if
that is the case why the City would agree to drop
it to 967

JOHN MANCONI: We did not drop it to
96. We stayed with what we agreed to fromthe
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prof essionals and the techni cal people that worked
for me recommended was the appropriate score for
our systemfor themto be neasured upon.

KATE McGRANN:  And ot her than --

JOHN MANCONI: We did not drop it.

KATE McGRANN:  And you are | ooking at

the scorecard every day?

JOHN MANCONI: | amhearing the results
every day. | amnot |ooking through every line. |
am not analyzing it. | have experts to pay -- that
were paid to do that. | was hearing pass/fail, and
as | said before, if it was a fail, | really wanted

to know where they fail ed.
KATE McGRANN:  Were you provided with a
copy of the scorecard every day outside of the RAM

neeti ng?
JOHN MANCONI: Qutside of the neeting?
KATE McGRANN:  Yes.
JOHN MANCONI:  Not that | recollect,
no.

KATE McGRANN:  And during the neeting,
you are telling nme that you did not reviewthe
scorecard top to bottomto see what the results
wer e?

JOHN MANCONI: There was days that we
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| ooked at it, they spoke to ne about it. They may
have even been passing out copies. | don't recall.
It was a long tine ago, but | wanted to know
pass/fail, what was the score, and what were the

| ssues.

KATE McGRANN: Did you understand that
any other -- that there was confusion about any
ot her aspect of the criteria for trial running at
any point during the trial running period?

JOHN MANCONI :  Nobody brought any ot her
matter to ny attention.

KATE McGRANN:  Nunber of days that
criteria needed to be achieved, did you understand
there was any confusion about that or any change to
t hat ?

JOHN MANCONI:  The only two confusion
points that | recollect was M. Scringeour raising
t he i ssue about stations and this discussion about
we are neasuring to a higher |evel than what we had
agreed to.

KATE McGRANN:  Anybody ever nention to
you that you were shooting for 12 consecutive days
as opposed to 9 out of 12 days?

JOHN MANCONI: There were people, and |
am specul ating, | think people thought 12 out of 12
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1! had to be the goal, and it could have been, | don't
21 know.

3 KATE McGRANN:  What is the basis for

4| that specul ation?

5 JOHN MANCONI :  Ch, because of the

6| constant use of 12 days of running. | know there

7| was people that thought we had to run 12 days with
8| full fleet when really, if you | ook at the detail,
9| as you know, there is -- it is a schedule and there
10| is days we run -- there is off peak, we run 11, we
111 run 7, we run 3. It was to exercise the entire

12| schedule, and it was nore than just vehicles.

13 KATE McGRANN:  |'m sorry, when you say
141 that there are days that you run 11, you run 7, you
151 run 3, are you referring to days within the trial

16 | runni ng?

17 JOHN MANCONI: Parts of the day, yes,

18 | because you scale up and you scal e down, right.

191 You go for norning peak, and then you drop down

20 | m dway, and then you ranp back up and you are

21 | exercising the system

22 Sunday service | believe is 10 trains.

23| Of peak service during the day is 11. And at

24| nighttime we go down to 11, 7 and | believe at one

25

point 3, so you had to exercise all that.
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KATE MCGRANN:  When it was clarified
that the criteria that would be applied is the 2017
criteria that we | ooked at earlier in COM42401, do
you recall if any steps were taken to docunent that
decision on the criteria?

JOHN MANCONI: Probably. W had people

doi ng recordkeeping in the RAMP room | don't
know. Again, | had people managing all that for
me.

KATE McGRANN:  You are not aware of
whet her any steps were taken to docunent that
criteria being agreed to by everybody?

JOHN MANCONI: Wl l, they were directed
to sign whatever needed to be signed and nake sure
It was docunented was the direction | gave.

KATE McGRANN:. | am going to show you a
di fferent docunent. So this is docunment COM58931.
It is an August 16th, 2019, letter fromRTGto
M chael ©Mrgan. Have you seen this docunent
bef or e?

JOHN MANCONI: | may have.

KATE McGRANN: Do you want to take a
second to read it and see if you renenber it? Let
me know when you are done.

JOHN MANCONI: [Wtness reviews
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docunent . ]

Ckay, that page is done.

KATE McGRANN:  Ckay.

JOHN MANCONI :  Ckay.

KATE McGRANN: Do you renenber seeing
t his docunent on or about August 16th of 20197

JOHN MANCONI :  No.

KATE McGRANN:. Do you renenber seeing
this docunent any tinme before today?

JOHN MANCONI: | may have.

KATE MCcGRANN:  So it sounds to ne I|ike
the answer is no, you don't renenber seeing it?

JOHN MANCONI: | have seen so nany
docunents. | may have seen this. | believe |I have
seen this recently, but | don't recall.

KATE McGRANN:. Do you recall ever
| earning that the trial running criteria was
nenorialized in a letter fromRTGto the Gty as
part of the process?

JOHAN MANCONI:  Well, | believe this was
part of ny direction. It appears to be the
direction that | set in terns of get it finalized
and docunented. | don't renmenber the -- what is
the date on this one? Does this fit inin ternms of

during the trial period?
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KATE MCcGRANN:  So this docunent is
dated August 16th, 2019. The letter fromthe
| ndependent Certifier that we were | ooking at a
second ago stated that trial running was conduct ed
fromJuly 29th to August 22nd of 2019.

JOHN MANCONI @ Yeah, so that fits in.

KATE MGRANN: It is a date within the
trial running period for sure.

JOHN MANCONI :  Correct, so it fits in
with what | was just tal king about where | gave
direction to nmake sure that everything is
docunented in accordance with the decisions.

KATE McGRANN:  Are you aware of any
ot her docunentation of the decisions wth respect
to the trial running criteria?

JOHN MANCONI:  As | said before, there
was m nute-takers. There was |ots of docunentation
on this programthat could have been. But in terns
of this decision, this lines up with what | was
just explaining in terns of ensuring we are
docunenti ng.

KATE McGRANN:  Were there m nute-takers
In the RAMP room when you were receiving updates on
the scoring of the previous day every day?

JOHN MANCONI: There probably were,
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yes. W had resource-|oading for m nute-takers.

KATE McGRANN: | would like to ask you
sone questions about the decision to pause trial
running, so I'll stop sharing the screen for the
nonent .

| understand that you prepared a draft
meno to Council that reported on performance over
the first three days of trial running and the
deci sion to pause thereafter; is that right?

JOHN MANCONI :  Correct.

KATE McGRANN: | don't know that we
have received a copy of that nmeno. M. Wardle,
could you provide us wiwth a copy, or if it has
al ready been provided, would you please |let us know
under what doc | D?

UT PETER WARDLE: Yeah, it has been
provided to you. It may -- it just may have been
difficult to find. But ny understanding is we have
provided it. W'IlIl get you the docunent nunber.

KATE McGRANN:  Ckay, thank you. Wat |
have got right nowis a quote froma nedia article
fromthat neno that says that part of the neno
stated that:

"Performance over the first

three days of trial running has

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 163

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

resulted in the joint decision to

pause the ongoi ng system

assessnent."” [As read.]

Can you speak to ne about what it was
about the performance over the first three days
that |l ed to discussions about pausing?

JOHN MANCONI:  We woul d have to go back
to the scorecards for those, but obviously things
t hat probably weren't passing is ny recollection of
it right now W would have to go back and | ook.

And the agreenent, as you probably
know, provides an opportunity to pause. Both
parties discuss it. And we had discussed it. The
request had cone to us. W had discussed it in the
RAMP room and we nade a decision to pause.

KATE McGRANN: So a couple of things in

there. How did -- the notion of a potential pause,
who first raised that?

JOHN MANCONI: It was the OLRTC, RTM
RTG t eam

KATE McGRANN:  And how was it raised?

JOHN MANCONI:  They raised it and |
believe it was at a RAMP neeting. They said
obviously if things were not passing, there is a

provision for pause. W would |ike to pause. |
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11 looked at ny teamand | said, |Is that congruent

2| with the terms? And they said, Yes, there is a

3| pause clause in there and they asked to exercise
4| that, and we agreed, and we granted the pause.

S KATE McGRANN: | amgoing to give you
6| the opportunity to review the scorecards for the

7| first few days right now to help refresh your

8 | menory.

9 JOHN MANCONI @  Ckay.

10 KATE McGRANN:  So just |let nme know when
11| you need ne to scroll down?

12 JOHN MANCONI:  kay, you can scroll

13| down there. So that is day one, right? Day one

141 was a fail, right?

15 KATE McGRANN:  Yes.

16 JOHN MANCONI: This is -- it says

171 Tuesday, but it says "Trial Running Day #. 1", so
18 | is that day two?
19 KATE McGRANN: | woul d assune t hat

20 | because it is a fail on day one, they are starting

21| again on day one --

22 JOHN MANCONI:  Ch, yes, got it.

23 KATE McGRANN:  Is that fair? 1Is that
24| right?

25 JOHN MANCONI :  Yeah, | believe that is
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what they did, yes. So was that a pass? Yeah,
that was a pass? And can we get to the bottom
t here?

KATE MGRANN:  This is coded as a
"Repeat", as far as | can tell.

JOHN MANCONI @ A repeat, yes.

KATE McGRANN: Just tell ne when you
want nme to scroll up, | want to nake sure you have
time to read all this.

JOHN MANCONI: [Wtness reviews
docunent . ]

That i s good.

That is a restart. Ckay.

KATE MGRANN:  So those are the
scorecards for the first three days.

JOHN MANCONI :  Yes.

KATE McGRANN:. The RAMP neeting that
you described, is that one of the -- is this a
neeting in which you are briefed on the results of
the previous day or is it a different RAMP neeting?

JOHAN MANCONI: | woul d assunme so. |
nmean, it was a neeting where the request to pause
came up.

KATE McGRANN:  And when you say it is a
RAMP neeting, is it that it is a neeting in the
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RAMP room or is it a neeting of everybody in the
RAMP pr ogr anf?

JOHN MANCONI: Wl |, renenbering at
this point intine we are literally living in the
RAMP room W are there all day.

And so whether it was a point where the
restart came or whether it was, Hey, we want to
neet, anything associated wth the |Iaunch of the
system we were neeting in the RAMP room and we
were actually resourced, if we needed to, to go
24/ 7. So they were very |ong days.

So we were in the RAMP room when the
request to pause cane up.

KATE McGRANN: Do you renenber who
specifically raised the request to pause?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't. | believe it
may have been Peter, but | don't recall
specifically.

KATE McGRANN:. And when you say
"Peter", you nean Peter Lauch?

JOHAN MANCONI :  Peter Lauch it could
have been, yeah.

KATE McGRANN:  And what was the
response to that request?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, | immedi ately
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asked, |Is there a provision for a pause? Again, |
don't know all this stuff in finite details, and |
was explained there is a provision for a pause and
what that would | ook Iike and what needed to occur.

KATE MGRANN: Did you nake any
ilnquiries into whether the provisions for the pause
had been satisfied?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yes.

KATE McGRANN:  So describe that to ne.
Explain to ne how the conversation followed once it
was raised that a pause may be possible.

JOHN MANCONI: So step one, picture the
roomis full of the technical expertise, ny staff,
the score people and so forth, to which |I said,
Ckay, there is a pause provision? Yes.

And what is the basis of that pause
provision? And ny recollection of it, it was | was
expl ai ned why they wanted to pause, what they were
going to do, and that they were entitled to request
that. And there was | anguage that both parties
agreed to to do that pause.

KATE McGRANN:  Why did they want to
pause”?

JOHN MANCONI:  Thi ngs were not

going -- well, ny recollection was things were not

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 168

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

going well and they needed to regroup.

KATE McGRANN:  And do you renenber
specifically what wasn't going well?

JOHN MANCONI:  No. Cbviously, they
weren't passing. They had the fail. They had the
reset and the restart, and --

KATE McGRANN:  And what did they want
to do if a pause was granted?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't recall.

KATE McGRANN: Do you recall being
assured that pausing woul d sonehow i nprove the
results of trial running?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't recall, but
obvi ously that was their objective.

KATE McGRANN:  Whose decision was it on
behal f of the City to agree to the pause?

JOHN MANCONI:  As | did with all the
decisions, | |ooked to ny experts and ny techni cal
people to ensure, A they could request that; and
B, had they satisfied the requirenents of that. So
It was a group decision with obviously the
governance of the agreenent.

KATE McGRANN: Did you understand that
anybody working on behalf of the Cty had had any

di scussi ons about a potential pause before it was

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 169

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

raised in this neeting you are descri bi ng?

JOHN MANCONI:  Sorry, did I know t hat
peopl e --

KATE McGRANN: Were you aware of any
ot her di scussions that had happened about this
prior to the neeting that you are descri bi ng?

JOHN MANCONI:  Not that | recollect.

KATE McGRANN:  How | ong did the
conversation take fromwhen this was raised to the
agreenent to pause?

JOHN MANCONI : | don't honestly
remenber .

KATE McGRANN: Coul d you say whether it
was five mnutes or three hours?

JOHN MANCONI: It took the time it
needed to for ne to, as | do with every deci sion,
t o understand what ny professionals and what ny
technical staff were recommendi ng, why they were
recommendi ng, were they entitled to that.

So we took the tinme necessary to
anal yze it and nmake a recommendati on to support the
pause.

KATE McGRANN:  And what information, if
any, can you give ne about how | ong that

conversation took?
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JOHN MANCONI: | don't recall. Again,
we were in the RAMP room st eady.

KATE McGRANN:  Sorry, | mssed the | ast
part.

JOHN MANCONI:  We were in the RAVP room
for extended periods of tine, so | don't recall how
| ong we spent on this specific issue, but we took
the tinme needed to understand it thoroughly.

KATE McGRANN:  Were there any
conditions inposed on the Gty's agreenent to
pause?

JOHN MANCONI:  Sorry, what do you nean
by conditions?

KATE McGRANN: For exanple, we, the
Cty, wll agree to pause this if you report back
I n four hours on the progress that you are naking;

we, the Gty, will agree to pause this if you, RTG

do 'x', 'y' and 'z'?
JOHN MANCONI : | am not sure what --
where the basis for that would have been. | nean,

we want ed good, reliable service, and so | am sure
t he di scussion was about they are going to regroup
and they are going to reset. They are going to do
well. They are focussed. They have identified

| i ke a soft opening in a restaurant, right, you
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11 have a soft opening. Things don't go well. You
2| regroup, you look at what you did well. You | ook
3| at the things you didn't do well. Then you go to
4| full opening and things inprove, or you do your
5| second soft opening.
6 So | amsure that is what they were
7| doing, and as usual, we said, If there is anything
8| you need fromus, we are happy to share ideas and
9| perspectives.
10 KATE McGRANN:  Were any conditions
111 inposed on the Cty's agreenent to pause?
12 JOHN MANCONI:  Not that | recollect.
13 KATE McGRANN:  Did RTG ask anyt hi ng of
141 the City as part of the pause? You said that you
15| offered to cone back to us. Did they cone back to
16 | you with any requests?
17 JOHN MANCONI:  Not that | recollect.
18 KATE McGRANN:  The news article that |
19| have to work from which | am happy to show you,
20 | reports that your meno was not sent to Council
21| ultimately and that M. Kanell akos said that he
22 | stopped the nenp from goi ng out because it was
23 | inconsistent with the conmmtnent we made to Counci |
241 to notify themonce RTG nmet the testing requirenent
25

and not to tell them about any del ays during
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testing.

Was there a comm tnent made to Council
that they wouldn't be advised of any delays in
testing?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, M. Kanell akos is
right. | nean, when that article cane out, | don't
even renenber the discussion. There was so nuch
that went on. | renmenber the neno not goi ng out,
but as you probably know, M. Kanell akos
articulated to Council a couple of nonths ago that
he did in fact stop the neno and the rationale with
that was that we had told Council, | believe it was
I n a FEDCO deck, that we would | et them know when
the trial running had conpleted and t hey had
satisfied the requirenent of that, including the IC
sign-off and so forth.

And when | | ook back at that
conversation, he was consistent in that we weren't
going to advise our governing body of every little
operational issue that was occurring on the trial
runni ng period. And --

KATE McGRANN:  Was there -- sorry, go
ahead.

JOHN MANCONI:  Sorry, and as the neno

explains, as | recollect, the pausing of the trial
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period is included in the trial running program

KATE McGRANN:  The comm tnent that is
made to Council about what would and woul d not be
reported on, you said it is in a report to FEDCQ,
have | got that right?

JOHN MANCONI: Well, those are your
words. W didn't say what would and what woul d not
be reported on. W said we would advi se Counci |
when they had satisfied the conditions of trial
runni ng.

KATE McGRANN: Ckay, and that
commtnment is made in a presentation to FEDCO?

JOHN MANCONI: | believe so. | can't
remenber if it is a presentation or a neno, but
yeah, we would report when we reached the end of
trial running and noved to revenue servVice,
sonething to that effect.

KATE McGRANN: | just want to nake sure
that | know where to go | ook when | understand the
basis for the statenents and what was to be
reported to Council. Anything else that you are
aware of that | should be |ooking at to understand
the prom ses and commtnents nade to report to
Council on trial running?

JOHN MANCONI: Again, there is so nmany

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission

John Manconi on 5/2/2022 174
1| docunents. | don't renenber if it was a neno or a
2| presentation or a technical briefing. | just know
3| that we told Council we will let you know when
4| trial running has been satisfied and signed off.

S KATE McGRANN: The deci sion to pause,
6| did this all -- | understand that you don't

7| remenber how |l ong the conversation took, but from
8| the tinme that the notion is introduced to the

9| City's agreenent to pause, did that all take place
101 in one neeting, like all the sanme neeting?

11 JOHN MANCONI: | believe so, yes. That
121 is ny recollection of it.

13 KATE McGRANN:  Any breakouts fromthat
14| neeting to have i ndependent discussions only with
151 the City's advisors or anything |like that?

16 JOHN MANCONI :  So there could have

17| been, and | say that because if you | ook at our

18 | governance and our |ayout of our RAMP room there
19| was breakout roons when we wanted to have

20 | confidential discussions. W nmay have done that.
211 | don't recollect. It is along time ago. It is
22| all about the input decision-making process.

23 W coul d have excused them and sai d,

241 We'll get right back to you, or we could
25

have -- there was a discussion. There was input.
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My advisors and ny technical staff explained to ne

t he pause requi renents and what we coul d and

couldn't do, and it was granted. | believe it was
all in the sane neeting. D d we excuse them and
have a deep think on it? Perhaps. | don't
recol | ect.

KATE McGRANN:.  Who do you recall taking
advice fromon this particular topic?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, | had a tradition
of goi ng around the table and asking everybody for
their input, and then | would al ways cl ose off
with, let's -- are we unani nous in our decisions?
And | would go around the room

That was ny traditional decision-naking
framewor k on significant decisions, so | probably
woul d have done the sane thing then.

KATE McGRANN:. \Who do you recall being
part of the table discussion?

JOHN MANCONI: I f you | ook at the
conposition of the RAMP room it is all those
peopl e that are there, so M chael Morgan, Troy,
Larry. | don't know if Tom woul d have been there
or calling in virtually, Jocelyne, other people
that were involved in the operational matters. So

t here woul d have been a group of people in there.
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KATE McGRANN: Do you recall anybody
rai si ng any concerns about agreeing to the pause?

JOHN MANCONI: | don't recall the
conversation. | recall we had the conversation to
ensure they were entitled to that, and we granted
it. And we would have had di scussion again from
I nput from everybody that was part of that
comm ttee.

KATE McGRANN. Wth respect to the
results fromthe trial running, there is a parti al
summary on the | ast page of this docunent.

JOHN MANCONI @ Unm hmm

KATE McGRANN: | think you nentioned
earlier that it ran fromJuly 29th to August 22nd.
There is a chart on the |ast page that starts on
August 3rd, so | believe that is follow ng we
agreed to -- that is the restart day.

JOHN MANCONI @ Unm hmm

KATE MGRANN:  And this shows the AVKR
| amtesting nyself here, but | believe that is the
aggregate vehicle kilonetre ratio; does that ring a
bel | for you?

JOHN MANCONI: | think so, yeah.

KATE McGRANN:  But it doesn't track the

performance of the other conponents that were being

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 177

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

tested. | went through the scorecards and | took a
| ook for the entire 23 days for the category of

mai nt enance practices, there are 12 failure days
for that particul ar category.

And of the 12 days that are used from
the evaluation, so that is Friday, August 9th to
Thur sday, August 22nd, 5 of those days were a fail
for mai ntenance practices.

Were you aware that -- of these failure
rates for the maintenance practices conponent of
trial running at the tinme?

JOHAN MANCONI : | coul d have been, but |

don't know the scope of them It could have been

| ssues that -- on work orders or it could have been
one response that could have thrown -- | don't know
the scope and scale of them | would have to go

back and | ook at it.
KATE McGRANN.  And what woul d you | ook

at i1f you were going to go back and |l ook at it?

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, | would do two
things. | would |ook at the scorecard, then |
woul d go and drill down to those that were invol ved

to ask the specifics and docunentati on and so
forth.
KATE McGRANN:. So | can show you an
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exanpl e of a scorecard where there was a failure of
mai nt enance practices. This one for Mnday, August
19th, it is scored as a "Pass" day. Under
"Mai nt enance Delivery" headi ng, the "M ntenance
practices", it is a "Fail". So does this help you
at all?

JOHN MANCONI: It says on the bottom

"Due to an occurrence,

processes and procedures are being

adj usted. "

So | would need nore details.

KATE McGRANN:  And again -- so we have
| ooked at a scorecard, and the other thing you
menti oned you would do is you would go and speak to
t he people who were involved to try to understand
t hi s?

JOHN MANCONI :  No, that is not what |
did. | thought you were asking ne right nowif I
wanted to drill down what | would do.

KATE McGRANN:  Yeah.

JOHN MANCONI: My job at this point was
to depend on ny experts and ny technical staff. So
| wasn't drilling dowmn. |If they told ne it was a
pass, it is a pass.

| thought you were asking nme if |
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wanted to know what occurred on that day, what
would | do. | would do exactly what you just said,
and then | would drill down and ask peopl e detail
into what that note nunmber 1 is. | don't know what
that note nunmber 1 caused that failure. It could
have been m nor, mgjor, | don't know.

KATE McGRANN:  Who woul d you go speak
to to understand.

JOAN MANCONI: | woul d have started
with Troy and Larry Gaul .

KATE McGRANN:  Was anybody rai si ng
concerns in the RAMP room or ot herw se throughout
the trial running period about the performnce of
RTM on t he mai ntenance side of trial running?

JOHN MANCONI: As | said earlier, we
were al ways wondering if they were going to take
our advice and over-resource consistently. They
did a good job at the tail end leading into tri al
runni ng and during trial running. There was al ways
a concern about sustai nnent of that.

Whet her they were going to -- the key
word, the key concern if | had to describe one, was
consi stency. Wre they going to be consistent in
t he handing of the baton fromtesting and

conm ssioning to live operations, and |ive
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operations is very different.

And so they stepped up the resources.
Their scores reflected that. The forward | ooking,
because we were trying to be proactive, was were
they going to be consistent in that.

KATE McGRANN:  Their scores reflect
that they failed on nmai ntenance practices nore
than -- like nore than half of the days of trial
runni ng.

JOHN MANCONI @  Ckay.

KATE McGRANN:  So where in the scores
is it reflecting that their performance has
| nproved?

JOHN MANCONI: So on the days that were
counted, they passed nai ntenance 7 out of the 12 |
bel i eve you were sayi ng?

KATE McGRANN: They did pass 7 out of
12.

JOHN MANCONI:  Yes, so they passed on
that. M staff were not flagging any significant
mai nt enance i ssues, even on those fails. So | have
to go wth what ny staff and what ny technical
expertise share with ne.

The observation that was general in

nature fromall of us was, were they going to be
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consi stent and ensure that the nmai ntenance regine
either stayed at that 7 out of 12 or inproved on
that 7 out of 12.

KATE MGRANN: Did you have any
concerns about the reliability of service based on
t he mai ntenance performance during trial running?

JOHN MANCONI: The concern that you
al ways need to have, irrespective of what it is, is
what occurs once you get into full revenue service
under different circunstances, full |oads and
things |ike that, degraded service and things |ike
t hat .

KATE McGRANN:  And given the
performance of RTM during trial running on the
mai nt enance conponents, the itens on the M nor
Deficiencies List, and the no need for retrofits
and things like that on the vehicles, was there any
consi deration given to focussing denmands on the
mai nt enance program heading into revenue service on
systemcritical events only or to otherw se shift
the focus of the maintenance demands to help RTMin
the various tasks it was going to need to
acconpl i sh?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yeah, we nade it clear

to themthat we were going to continue our

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



Ottawa Light Rail Commission
John Manconi on 5/2/2022 182

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

noni toring program of vehicles in particular, as an
exanpl e, and we had carried on and they were paying
for that. | believe that was part of the term
sheet, that we were going to ensure that they were
stayi ng focussed and consistent and on top of the
mai nt enance i ssues and deal with the m nor

defici ency pieces.

So that was our proactive approach to
saying they won't agree -- they can't agree to
everything we are asking for, but we can do
oversight on that. W have the ability to provide
oversight, and they agreed to that, as you probably
see in sone of the docunentations, that we woul d
continue to nonitor themin ternms of vehicles and
critical systens and so forth.

KATE McGRANN: Ot her than the
addi ti onal oversight that the Gty inplenented, any
consideration to taking a soft approach to work
orders, for exanple, to try to create sone space
for RTMto deal wth the variety of known issues
pl us the unknown issues that you have identified
that are likely to cone up with a launch of a new
system|li ke this?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yeah, we did. You know,

t here was concerns over the nunber of open work
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orders, as you probably know, which led to sone
chal | enges on nont hly mai nt enance paynents. And
Steve and nyself agreed to put together a working
group to look at all those work orders, and you may
have seen sone of that docunentation. W spent
many, many, nmany nont hs | ooking at how we coul d
hel p them cl ose work orders, because quite frankly
what they were -- it is their work order systemto
manage the system and they were not nmanagi ng the
wor k orders appropriately, which can be very
significant if you don't close off certain work
orders for both -- not just for deduction of
poi nts, but also for systemreliability and us
havi ng the oversight that we need to as the
governing body in terns of the system

So we put together a work group headed
by Troy and M chael and others, and they | ooked at
t he thousands of work orders and | know t hey cl osed
off a bunch of them And we were trying to help
them out in that regard.

KATE McGRANN:  And it sounds |ike that
t ook place after the |aunch of revenue service,
after a couple of nonths; is that right?

JOHN MANCONI: Correct, yeah. They

were struggling closing off work orders and deal i ng
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with their work order nmanagenent systemthat they
I npl enented as part of their proposal.

KATE McGRANN:  Was there any
consi deration heading into the public |aunch of the
system of taking a softer approach to work orders,
non-essential work orders, to allow RTMto focus
its attention on known issues and issues that were
unexpected but you expected to cone up in sone form
as a result of the system bei ng new?

JOHN MANCONI : That request was never
raised to ne. | don't even know if it was an issue
| eading up to | aunch, and so | wasn't aware of that
being a concern of theirs or that it was draw ng up
resources or anything like that. | becane aware of
It after |aunch.

KATE McGRANN: Headi ng into revenue
service, were you aware that there was warranty
wor k that needed to be done on the vehicles and the
system nore general ly?

JOHN MANCONI:  That is common, yes.

KATE McGRANN:  And you were aware that
t here was pl anned nornal course nai ntenance work
that was required to be done on the vehicles and
t he systenf

JOHN MANCONI: O course, yeah, all
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normal , because the vehicles had run for thousands
of kilonetres, right.

KATE McGRANN:  You anti ci pated that
there woul d be reactive nmai ntenance to new i ssues
t hat present thensel ves once the system begins to
run?

JOHN MANCONI :  Absol utely.

KATE MGRANN:  And was there
manuf act uri ng work taking place out of the
mai nt enance and storage facility as you are headi ng
into the public launch of revenue service?

JOHN MANCONI: | believe so, yes.

KATE MCGRANN: Is it fair to say that
you were aware that the maintenance and storage
facility and the staff working on nai ntenance woul d
be subject to significant pressure given all of the
topics that we just outlined?

JOHN MANCONI :  That was never raised to
nme that that was a challenge that they wanted to
overcone at that point in tine.

KATE McGRANN: Regardl ess of whether it
was raised to you by RTM you were aware of all of
t hese conponents. Did you ever turn your mnd to
t he question of whether they were under pressure?

JOHN MANCONI: | visited the site
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nunmerous tinmes, announced and unannounced. Agai n,
you can only go with what you are dealing wth.
They were responsi ble for managi ng both the

manuf acturi ng and the mai ntenance of that system
There were -- there is always conpeting demands in
any operational system It is how you nanage it
and how you plan it and how you organize it.

KATE McGRANN:  Did any of your expert
advi sors raise any concerns with you heading into
revenue service about the nunber of demands on the
mai nt enance teamand their ability to nanage those
demands?

JOHN MANCONI: Again, there was a
general concern about consistency and the ability
to manage the systemand run it and maintain it,
but in terns of the conpeting denmands about they
are building trains and nmai ntaining trains, none
that | recollect in terns of it being a nmgjor
barrier to success.

KATE McGRANN: W tal ked before about
the concept of a less than full launch to public
servi ce.

JOHN MANCONI :  Uhm hmm

KATE McGRANN: Did anybody ever rai se

the notion of holding off on public |aunch for a
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period of tine |onger than the City did to all ow
for nore running, debugging, catching up on
out st andi ng i ssues, anything |like that?

JOHN MANCONI: D d anybody request that
of us?

KATE McGRANN:. Did anybody raise it as
an i dea?

JOHN MANCONI :  No. The vehicl es had
run an extended period of tine. There had been
mul tiple delays. The positive of the delays was
there was extra track tinme. Everything is being
exercised, not just the trains. Again, | know
everybody focussed on the train, but the catenary,
the swtch gear system the wayside system the
sw tches, so everything was bei ng exercised.

The issue is that once you decide to go
into trial running and substantial conpletion, you
have to forecast that cutover, the parall el
service, the bus changes and so forth.

So if you were successful in trial
runni ng, there was no need to extend that because
we had the proper checks and bal ances in place, and
we had the parallel bus service.

KATE McGRANN: Did any of the Cty's

advi sors rai se any concerns about the readi ness of
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the systemfor public service after revenue service
avai lability was achi eved before opening to the
public?

JOHN MANCONI:  No, not that | am aware
of , other than the consistency on the nai ntenance
and the ability to stay focussed. There was
constant di scussi on about that, because when they
performed well, they perforned really well. \Wen
they had issues, |ike | described before, it would
flare up, they would deal with it and then it could
re-flare up. So it was an issue of consistency,
cadence, sense of urgency, naintaining that energy,
which is inportant to operational aspects.

KATE McGRANN:. Wth respect to the
deductions made to the mai ntenance paynents that
the Gty made to RTM- | think | |ooked at this
al ready, but | just want to nake sure - at any
point in looking at that did the Gty consider the
I nplications of those di scussions on the overall
service that the systemwould provide to its
passengers?

R F PETER WARDLE: And | guess | have the
sanme concern that there -- you know, any
di scussions that this witness was present for

I nvol ving that issue likely involved outside
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counsel, so | think I amgoing to ask that he
refuse it.

KATE McGRANN:. Wth respect to the
derail nents, can you wal k ne through your view of
t hose incidents and how they were responded to.

JOHN MANCONI: In terns of the Gty
response or RTM?

KATE McGRANN:  Bot h, how the
partnership responded to the derail nents.

JOHAN MANCONI :  The derail ments or the
cause of the derailnments, or all of it?

KATE McGRANN:  All of it, if you can.

JOHN MANCONI:  Well, it is certain --
you know, once we see the final results, but based
on what | heard when | was there and what | heard
and | have heard subsequently through nedia, it
certainly appears to be | ack of nmintenance, | ack
of that focus that | tal ked about.

And so, again, when it occurred, all
hands on deck, professional, caring,
safety-oriented. W grounded the fleet. W did
all the right things. The issue is, you know, is
this -- you know, the Cty has a right to expect
that its partner has the expertise and the

capabilities to do what it is contractually
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obligated to do, and in many of these mai ntenance
regi nes, when things, you know, went sideways, you
know, it was getting frustrated that -- you know,
It is |like the wheel flats, oops, we didn't have
the technician, or oops, we didn't have the backup
wheel truing machi ne ready.

Those are di sappointing things that, no
different than you hiring a contractor for your
house, you pay a fee, you expect that expert to
have the expertise to plan it, execute it, nmanage
it and oversee it.

And so | would describe it as
di sappointing if it is that it is |ack of
mai nt enance and | ack of routines and structures, so
when | hear about bolts com ng off of key
conponents, those are fundanental things that
shoul d not be occurring fromworld class
organi zations such as Alstomand others. And | am
not pointing fingers or accusing them You have
asked nme for ny opinion, it is disappointing. The
response, the professionalism the ability to work
col | aboratively is there. It is just back to what
| have been saying through these four hours is the
| ssue woul d get resolved, tanp it down, new issue,

and then this issue would pop up. It seened to be
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I nconsi stent.

Has that inproved? | don't know | am
not there. There was many, many nont hs of great
service. And so on the derail nents, you know,

t hose are serious issues.

KATE McGRANN: Com ng back to the item
you nentioned about working wwth RTMto hel p them
cl ose out work orders, and you said that that was a
conversation that went on for many nonths, | think?

JOHN MANCONI :  Yes.

KATE McGRANN:  Was any resol ution of
t hat issue achi eved?

PETER WARDLE: So, yeah, ny
understanding is that is a matter that is still iIn
di spute between the parties, and there have been a
nunber of w thout prejudice discussions that |
bel i eve are conti nui ng.

KATE McGRANN: D d RTM nake any
requests of the City to change its approach to
anything after revenue service to assist in neeting
t he mai nt enance denmands of the systemthat the Cty
did not agree to?

JOHN MANCONI:  Did not agree to?

PETER WARDLE: So, again, | just -- |

know you are trying to find a way to tackle the
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subject, Ms. McGann, and | am bei ng careful
because | don't have direct know edge of this. But
my understanding is, as M. Munconi indicated,
there was a working group forned and it has had a
nunber of discussions. There has been no

resol ution of the issue.

And | believe the discussions that have
taken place within that working group have been on
a W thout prejudice basis.

So if there is anything outside of that
in terns of formal project correspondence either
fromthe RTG side or fromthe Cty side, obviously
we have produced it.

KATE McGRANN: Let's try this. Could
you describe the working relationship between the
Cty and RTMfollow ng the | aunch of public
service?

JOHN MANCONI:  Very col |l aborative. |
personal |y had weekly nmeetings with the CEO -- the
two CEGs, Mario and -- again, there is so many
nanmes and it has been such a long tine, but the
financial CEO who had been brought in after another
org change to resolve cash flow and things |ike
t hat .

W were very supportive. As you know,
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we granted them extended shutdowns, and that is for
themto catch up on their work orders, to inprove
service reliability, to address unknowns. | think
we did two shutdowns that we supported them on.

The wor ki ng group was very
col | aborative. Again, | can't get into the
specifics of it, but there was consensus by certain
parties and unfortunately on their side they can't
get everybody on the sanme page was the feedback I
recei ved on that.

So the Gty was absolutely trying to
hel p them out on cash flow, on being reasonable, on
being fair, and on ensuring that we maintai ned our
oversight role and our accountability to Council
and the taxpayer.

W -- | was thanked literally every
week about being open to ideas and suggestions, the
shut downs, unheard of that we proactively hel ped
t hem on shutdowns and very, very coll aborative on
al | aspects.

KATE McGRANN:  So were the shutdowns
provided for in the Project Agreenent, or were
t hose outside of the Project Agreenent?

JOHN MANCONI: There is an ability to

do an extended shutdown w ndow, but this exceeded
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that. Both occurrences exceeded that, and the
first one | believe we tabled it with themwth a
slight paynent reduction; the second one they cane
back and said, Wuld you ever consi der another
reduction -- shout down, and we, again, had full
support to help them be successful.

KATE McGRANN: Can you hel p ne, when
you say that the first one took place with a slight
paynent deduction, was RTM receiving any paynents
at that point in tine?

JOHN MANCONI :  There was a
reduction -- yeah, they received sone paynents. |
can't get into the specifics based on what Peter is
sayi ng, but yeah, there are -- again, there were
nmont hs that they perforned and they have received
sone paynents. | don't know where it stands right
now, but | had to, again, wth good governance and
good oversi ght because | was asked by Council when
we brought this forward, was we are agreeing to a
shut down and we have negotiated a reduction in
paynent if they are entitled to it.

So the rest are all details on that.
And | think there was a neno issued on that.

KATE McGRANN:. Wth respect to the work

that was done on Stage 2, as | said before, our
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focus is on Stage 1, but can you speak to whet her

any | essons | earned that would be relevant to the

Comm ssion's area of focus were taken from Stage 1
and applied to Stage 27

JOHN MANCONI: Absolutely. W had the
reports that were done froma procurenent. W had
t he KPM5 study that was done and so forth on
stage -- not KPM5 sorry. | think it was Deloitte.
It was a review of Stage 1 that was asked for and
It was conpl et ed.

But nore inportantly, what M chael,
nyself and others did is we kept a running |ist of
| essons | earned and we net with both constructors,
SNC-Lavalin and Kiewmt, for the two different
aspects of Stage 2.

And not only did we give themthe |ist,
and the exanpl es are use gas heaters versus
el ectric, watch your anbient tenperature for
wel ding, there is certain tenperatures that you
shoul d watch for, and so forth, we brought in the
experts, so the Tom Prendergasts and those fol ks,
and we net with the head of those consortiuns and
we did a technical debrief so that one-on-one --
and | can tell you that the head of Kiewit here in

O tawa was very appreciative of the track wel di ng
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| ssue because we have a limted tenperature range
that you can weld a track in Otawa, as an exanpl e,
the gas swtch heaters, all sorts of things were
brought into Stage 2. So not just from
procurenent, but also froma technical aspect on

t hose pi eces.

Bringing in the best of the best, so
Kiewt has hired one of the best CBTC experts in
the world on their teamto help them start early
on all sorts of things related to testing and
conm ssioning on the constructor side of things, so
| ots of | essons | earned were brought forward into
St age 2.

KATE McGRANN:  The running list that
you and M. Morgan prepared, if | wanted to go
searching for that list, where would | ook to find
it? Wiat is it called?

JOHN MANCONI: M chael could give that
to Peter.

KATE McGRANN: M. Wardle, can you take
a look and if that list has been provided to us,
woul d you identify it by doc ID, and if not, would
you send us a copy?

UT PETER WARDLE: Yes, | can ask. |

beli eve M. Myrgan was asked questions about sone
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says there is, so hopefully there is because it
woul d be interesting to | ook at.

Did the conposition of the City team
for Stage 2, is it bigger than the teamused for
Stage 17

JOHAN MANCONI: It fluctuates. | nean,
Stage 2 is broken into different technol ogi es and
so forth, so you have got a diesel |line, you have
got an electric line, and also the Gty has created
It own internal capacity as we grew t hrough the
five, six years of construction, so it varies.

KATE McGRANN:. Changes to the trial
running criteria included in the Project Agreenent
for Stage 27

JOHAN MANCONI: | woul d have to check.

It has been awhile since | have | ooked at the Stage
2 docunents. | believe it has changed, but | don't
remenber what it is.

KATE McGRANN: Do you have any view in

general other than what you have al ready descri bed
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as to what contributed to the breakdowns and
derail nents that were experienced on Stage 1 after
it went into revenue service?

JOHN MANCONI: My own personal views?

KATE McGRANN:  Yes.

JOHN MANCONI: It is what | have tal ked
about through this interview about staying on top
of things, staying focussed. Mbdern railroads need
extensi ve oversi ght and regul ar consi st ent
application of maintenance regines to it, and
outside looking in, I can't -- you know, because
|"mnot in those shops. | don't runit. | know
that, you know, people such as firns that they have
hired, that we have hired, that ny experts and so
forth have all said it is about the maintenance
regi mes and nmaki ng sure you make score every day
and that you | ook ahead to the warranty issues, to
the life cycle issues, and you stay on top of
t hi ngs.

So make score every day. You do that
by very, very, very robust nmintenance regines.

KATE McGRANN:  Wth the benefit of
hi ndsi ght, anything that the Gty could have done
differently that you think nmay have | essened the

| i keli hood of the breakdowns or derail nents?
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JOHN MANCONI:  No, | don't think so. |
t hi nk we exceeded what nost |arge scale --
certainly the experts have told ne they haven't
seen the | evel of oversight and the robustness and,
you know, the mllions of dollars that we have
I nvested in bringing experts in.

Remenbering at one point, you know, |
had a panel of 40 experts. This is back to -- you
know, if you go back to your opening question, what
did | do on day one? Well, | brought in a bunch of
experts and said, Gve ne the top ten risks that we
shoul d govern, and we governed themall, and that
Is sone of the stuff that get to the Go/ No- G and
the culture and the oversi ght.

So in hindsight, the Gty did --
exceeded what it theoretically and technically and
contractually could have and shoul d have done. M
viewis we have a maintainer that either grossly
underesti mated or for whatever reason fell short of
staying on top of maintaining the integrated system
of a conplicated rail road.

KATE McGRANN:  Any vi ew on whet her any
aspect of the physical system so the trains, the
i nfrastructure, the line, et cetera, contributed to

t he breakdowns and derail nents?
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JOHN MANCONI :  Every single expert |
have had in here has said that with the proper
mai nt enance, the vehicles, the catenary, the
stations, the elevators, escalators, there is no
need to be concerned about those. There is nobody
that has told ne otherw se.

KATE McGRANN:  The Commi ssi on has been
asked to ook into the comercial and technical
circunstances that led to the breakdowns and
derail ments. Are there any topics or areas that we
didn't discuss this norning that you think the
Conmm ssion should be looking at in its work?

JOHN MANCONI:  None that cones to m nd.

KATE McGRANN:  And t he Conm ssi oner has
been asked to nake recommendations to try to
prevent simlar issues fromoccurring in the
future. Any specific recomendations or general
areas of recommendati ons that you woul d recommend
for that work?

JOHN MANCONI :  Agai n, none that we
haven't covered today.

KATE McGRANN: M. Wardl e, do you want
to ask any foll ow up questions of the w tness?

PETER WARDLE: No, thank you.

KATE McGRANN:  That brings ny questions
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1] for today to a close. Thank you very nuch for your
21 tinme.
3 JOHN MANCONI: Ckay, you are wel cone.

5| -- Adjourned at 1:08 p. m
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 01  -- Upon commencing at 9:00 a.m.

 02  

 03              JOHN MANCONI; AFFIRMED.

 04              KATE McGRANN:  Good morning, Mr.

 05  Manconi.  My name is Kate McGrann.  I am one of the

 06  co-lead counsel of the Ottawa Light Rail Transit

 07  Public Inquiry.

 08              The purpose of today's interview is to

 09  obtain your evidence under oath or solemn

 10  declaration for use at the Commission's public

 11  hearings.

 12              This will be a collaborative hearing

 13  such that my co-Counsel may intervene to ask

 14  certain questions.

 15              If time permits, your counsel may also

 16  ask follow-up questions at the end of this

 17  interview.

 18              This is being transcribed and the

 19  Commission intends to enter this transcript into

 20  evidence at the Commission's public hearings,

 21  either at the hearings or by way of procedural

 22  order before the hearings commence.

 23              The transcript will be posted to the

 24  Commission's public website along with any

 25  corrections made to it, after it is entered into
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 01  evidence.

 02              The transcript, along with any

 03  corrections later made to it, will be shared with

 04  the Commission's participants and their Counsel on

 05  a confidential basis before being entered into

 06  evidence.

 07              You will be given the opportunity to

 08  review your transcript and correct any typos or

 09  other errors before the transcript is shared with

 10  the participants or entered into evidence.  Any

 11  non-typographical corrections made will be appended

 12  to the transcript.

 13              Pursuant to section 33(6) of the Public

 14  Inquiries Act (2009), a witness at an inquiry shall

 15  be deemed to have objected to answer any question

 16  asked of him or her upon the ground that his or her

 17  answer may tend to incriminate the witness and may

 18  tend to establish his or her liability to civil

 19  proceedings at the instance of the Crown or of any

 20  person, and no answer given by a witness at an

 21  inquiry shall be used or be receivable in evidence

 22  against him or her in any trial or other

 23  proceedings against him or her thereafter taking

 24  place other than a prosecution for perjury in

 25  giving such evidence.
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 01              As required by section 33(7) of that

 02  Act, you are hereby advised that you have the right

 03  to object to answer any question under Section 5 of

 04  the Canada Evidence Act.

 05              At any point if anyone needs to take a

 06  break, please just say so and we'll pause the

 07  recording.

 08              To start, we asked your Counsel to

 09  provide a copy of your CV in advance of this

 10  interview.  I am showing you a copy of what we

 11  received.  It is a one-page document.  Do you

 12  recognize this document as your CV?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes, it is a summary.

 14  It is a bio, yes.

 15              KATE McGRANN:  So we'll enter that as

 16  Exhibit 1.

 17              EXHIBIT NO. 1:  Curriculum Vitae

 18              of John Manconi.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  Mr. Manconi, would you

 20  provide us with a description of your professional

 21  experience as it related to the work that you did

 22  on Stage 1 of Ottawa's Light Rail Transit System?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  So I have a career that

 24  spans 32 years in municipal government.  Specific

 25  to transit and transit operations, I was originally
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 01  appointed the General Manager of OC Transpo in 2012

 02  where I ran the operation for buses and there was

 03  the diesel rail line at time.

 04              And then there was a re-org when

 05  Mr. Kanellakos came back and became City Manager,

 06  to which he appointed me to be General Manager of

 07  Transportation Services.

 08              And at that point he also asked me to

 09  take on the management of the public/private

 10  partnership construction of the LRT program.

 11              And from that point on, I was

 12  overseeing both the operation of OC Transpo and

 13  also the construction of the light rail system.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  And I believe that you

 15  retired from your role as General Manager of

 16  Transportation Services at the end of September of

 17  2021; is that right?

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  That is correct.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  The re-organization that

 20  you mentioned when Mr. Kanellakos joined, was that

 21  in or about 2015?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  I believe so.  It was

 23  either May or June of that year, yes.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  Prior to the re-org, so

 25  between 2012 and 2015, would you please describe
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 01  what OC Transpo's involvement in the Stage 1

 02  project involved.

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  At my level and my role,

 04  there was virtually none.  Prior to me joining OC

 05  Transpo, the planning group, people such as

 06  Mr. Scrimgeour and others were involved in the

 07  service aspect of what the program would look like

 08  once it went into service.

 09              So my role was limited in that regard,

 10  while we did have technical staff predominantly in

 11  the planning area providing input into, you know,

 12  service levels and so forth.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  So during the period

 14  between 2012 and 2015, others at OC Transpo were

 15  involved in the project looking at service

 16  components; is that right?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  They were involved.  I

 18  was involved sitting at the corporate table with

 19  then Mr. Kent Kirkpatrick, who was the City

 20  Manager, so I was listening in at those meetings in

 21  terms of once the contract was awarded, in terms of

 22  how it would be handed over to OC Transpo later on.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  Can you speak to OC

 24  Transpo's involvement in the preparation of the

 25  work that would eventually inform the RFP that was
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 01  distributed in respect of this project?

 02              JOHN MANCONI:  Sorry, the work leading

 03  up to the public/private partnership?

 04              KATE McGRANN:  Leading up to the RFP.

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  Of the P3?

 06              KATE McGRANN:  Yes.

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, I wasn't involved

 08  at all in that, so I can't speak it to.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to the work

 10  that was being done during the period between 2012

 11  and 2015 on the service aspects of the project, can

 12  you describe to me what that would involve, what

 13  that means?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  The work on the service

 15  aspect would have looked at passenger volume,

 16  things such as space ratios in the trains, the new

 17  bus network that would eventually need to be

 18  constructed and implemented, those types of things.

 19              So because the way the P3 was set up

 20  was we were going to -- we owned the service level

 21  aspect of that program in terms of scheduling,

 22  frequency and so forth.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  Would that, the work

 24  done during that period of time, have involved

 25  forecasting anticipated ridership at the launch of
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 01  the system and the needs of the system following

 02  the public launch?

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  Lots of work leading up

 04  to that.  I can't remember the exact date of when

 05  it was awarded at Council, but absolutely.  That is

 06  the prep work that was even done before even my

 07  time where forecast -- hence, you know, the

 08  ridership forecast that was put forward out there

 09  in terms of capacity that would need to be provided

 10  by the rail system, absolutely, that work would

 11  have been done well in advance of that.

 12              KATE McGRANN:  I understand that the

 13  plan for the public launch contemplated a complete

 14  conversion from bus rapid transit system to the LRT

 15  system at one point, with no parallel bus service

 16  or anything like that, just a complete transfer.

 17  Was that the plan at some point in this project?

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  I have never heard that.

 19  As long as I was involved, there was always a

 20  parallel bus plan, and you saw that in the launch.

 21  We ran parallel bus service for three weeks, and we

 22  also injected all of the other changes of the bus

 23  routes to feed the system and augment the system.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  Did you say defeat?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  No, feed, feed the
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 01  system, bring ridership to those stations and

 02  augment it.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  So when you joined in

 04  2011, the plan for the launch included a parallel

 05  bus service for some period of time?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  No, it wouldn't have

 07  been -- I don't believe there had been any design.

 08  I mean, I didn't talk to my predecessor in that

 09  regard.  I don't know what the vision was back

 10  then.

 11              When I took over in 2015 in terms of

 12  the accountability for the launch, that is when the

 13  work on what the launch plan would look like was

 14  began in earnest.

 15              KATE McGRANN:  And when you took over

 16  in 2015, was there any sort of plan in place for

 17  what the beginning of public service of the system

 18  would look like?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  There was certainly a

 20  macro level in terms of what the bus system would

 21  look like because you are removing the spine in the

 22  downtown core.  The brunt of the work was done once

 23  we established the Ready for Rail Program and the

 24  Rail Activation Management Program, those systems

 25  that ran for many years leading up to the launch.
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  So you described your

 02  involvement and OC Transpo's involvement in the

 03  project from 2012 to 2015.  Would you now describe

 04  what your work looked like from 2015 onwards?

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  Certainly.  Immediately

 06  when I was appointed, we saw the clear need to

 07  establish operational readiness programs and

 08  transitions, and those programs needed to cover not

 09  just the launch but customer-facing interfaces in

 10  terms of outreach, briefings to Council, what our

 11  testing and commissioning protocols would be, how

 12  would we bring in expertise to help us that have

 13  done and conducted new rail launches, not

 14  extensions but actual live rail system launches.

 15              So we did two things.  We did the Ready

 16  for Rail campaign, which you may have seen some of

 17  the documentation on, and that was a program that

 18  looked at how do we run the business and transition

 19  the business to multimodal, and multimodal being of

 20  course bus and rail.  We had rail before, but this

 21  was extensive rail that was being added to the

 22  system.

 23              And that fed into a series of projects

 24  that looked at how we became ready for the launch

 25  and the transitioning through that period, which
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 01  led to the Rail Activation Management Program which

 02  was a very robust program that had staff, technical

 03  staff, external advisors, and was stood up on a

 04  regular basis and, in fact, had been audited by the

 05  Auditor General which you may have seen some

 06  documentation on in terms of going into ready

 07  state.

 08              So really the way I would describe it

 09  is Ready for Rail was projecting forward what

 10  needed to be done.  How do you run the business and

 11  transition the business.  RAMP or Rail Activation

 12  Management Program was a robust oversight program

 13  in terms of governance, decision-making framework,

 14  projects, who did what, reporting and record taking

 15  and so forth.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  The operational

 17  readiness work that you mentioned, would that have

 18  fallen under RAMP or under the Ready for Rail

 19  Campaign?

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  A bit of both.  A bit of

 21  both, because you need to -- you think through it.

 22  You think through how -- again, you run the

 23  business and transition the business, how you

 24  transition the community, your customers and so

 25  forth, skill sets identification, and that led to
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 01  all of the projects that, you know, perhaps you

 02  have seen in some of the documentation in terms of

 03  key hiring, staffing, assembling of shifts, control

 04  room management, training, the simulator that we

 05  bought, all of those things.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  Over what time period

 07  was the Ready for Rail Campaign active?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't know the exact

 09  date, but I can tell you that work started

 10  immediately when I was appointed in terms of the

 11  thinking, the documentation, the bringing in

 12  experts and then moving into the Rail Activation

 13  Management Program.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  And did that campaign

 15  wind down at any point?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  So again, the Ready for

 17  Rail was the first phase, and then RAMP was about

 18  you are now set up to start the countdown to launch

 19  in terms of activation, so it was two-prong.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  Was there a transition

 21  from the Ready for Rail campaign to the RAMP

 22  program?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  Absolutely, and we did

 24  documentation and closeout and governance on that

 25  and so forth, project charters and so forth.
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  Approximately when did

 02  that transition take place?

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  I would be guessing, but

 04  it was a multi-year program in terms of the Ready

 05  for Rail, and then the RAMP program, I don't recall

 06  the exact time frame on that, but it was multiyear

 07  also.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to the

 09  expertise that was brought in, what approach did

 10  the City take to assess what expertise it required?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  So even before the 2015

 12  exercise, when I was appointed in 2012 as General

 13  Manager, remembering that role was going to be just

 14  to operate the system once it came on board, I

 15  immediately asked Mr. John Jenkins for advice on

 16  did he have anybody in the LRT joint venture team

 17  that could guide me on external advisors from an

 18  operational lens, not from a build lens.

 19              So early in 2012 he provided me two

 20  names who I immediately hired, and they began

 21  immediately as my operational advisors.  And that

 22  scope grew significantly once I knew I was going to

 23  be managing the launch and the transition into full

 24  service.

 25              So that team expanded - and I am just
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 01  thinking out loud - it could have been up to a

 02  dozen external experts that, you know, spanned the

 03  gamut of skill sets, operational, rail operations,

 04  vehicle operations, track, launching, control room

 05  advisors, training, shift composition, all those

 06  skill sets, which eventually led to the Independent

 07  Assessment Team.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  Who were the two

 09  original operational advisors who were working with

 10  you?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  Mr. Joe North and Mr.

 12  Brian Dwyer.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  Were they associated

 14  with a company?

 15              JOHN MANCONI:  Joe North -- yes, they

 16  were both with STV at the time.  They no longer are

 17  with STV.

 18              PETER WARDLE:  Just for the record, I

 19  think the witness referred to John Jenkins.  I

 20  assume you meant John Jensen, Mr. Manconi?

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  You are right,

 22  apologies.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  After the

 24  re-organization in 2015 and the time that followed,

 25  would you describe to me what kind of reporting was

�0017

 01  being done to other aspects of the City on the work

 02  that is being done, so for example, City Council,

 03  FEDCO, the Executive Steering Committee.

 04              JOHN MANCONI:  Certainly.  So in terms

 05  of the Executive Steering Committee, which

 06  Mr. Kanellakos was the Chair, we had regular

 07  meetings there, and my team post-2015 was required

 08  to provide updates, so people such as Mr. Cripps

 09  would provide updates, and then subsequent to him

 10  Mr. Morgan.

 11              In terms of Council reporting, we were

 12  doing exactly what we told Council we were going to

 13  do in terms of reporting and we had the quarterly

 14  memo to Council.

 15              In terms of Transit Commission, because

 16  there was a clear delineation as to what would go

 17  to Transit Commission and what would go to FEDCO,

 18  so any operational aspects went to Transit

 19  Commission and there were numerous reports on how

 20  we were going to reconstruct the bus routes.  Even

 21  prior to 2015, we brought major decisions such as

 22  station naming and train decals and interior design

 23  and layout of the stations and so forth.

 24              And then we brought updates such as the

 25  Ready for Rail Program, customer-facing updates to
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 01  Transit Commission.

 02              And then certainly leading up to the

 03  launch, there was FEDCO updates in terms of the

 04  challenges we were having, in terms of the delays,

 05  and our assessments in terms of what was going on

 06  in terms of the delays and our best review in that

 07  regard.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to the

 09  reporting to City Council, you mentioned that there

 10  were quarterly reports.  Were there any additional

 11  reports made, and if there were reports outside

 12  that quarterly reporting, what would trigger those?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  There was requests to go

 14  to FEDCO with updates.  There was also technical

 15  briefings.  I can't remember exactly how many

 16  technical briefings we did.  I do know the first

 17  delay we had a technical briefing, which all of

 18  Council, of course, is invited and the media.

 19              So there was various triggers, and of

 20  course, governance is managed by those that chair

 21  those committees, so the Mayor would ask for

 22  updates; Transit Commission Chair Hubley, he would

 23  ask for those updates; and of course, Council

 24  members could always ask the Chair for updates in

 25  that regard.
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 01              So there was numerous updates stemming

 02  from numerous activities.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  What would a technical

 04  briefing involve on this particular project?

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  On this one?  The first

 06  delay, as an example, was where myself, Mr. Cripps

 07  and others basically were explaining where we sat

 08  with the Project Agreement vis-a-vis at the time

 09  the consortium was not acknowledging that the

 10  launch was going to be late.  We felt they were

 11  going to be late.

 12              And so of course, there was a lot of

 13  concern about implementing bus changes if they

 14  didn't meet their prescribed date of the May launch

 15  original date.

 16              So with the technical briefing, the way

 17  it works at the City is the technical briefing, all

 18  of Council was invited; the media is invited.

 19  Staff present.  Council members can ask questions,

 20  and then the media can ask questions.  So that is

 21  an example of that.

 22              We also had technical briefings when

 23  there was some challenges with the rail system.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  Can you speak a little

 25  bit more of the technical briefings that were held
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 01  in respect of challenges to the rail system?

 02              JOHN MANCONI:  There was one, and I

 03  can't remember if it was a formal technical

 04  briefing.  It was certainly a full media briefing.

 05  For example, when the catenary came down, the

 06  overhead wire in the St-Laurent tunnel that caused

 07  major delays, so we held a media briefing on that.

 08  And I was there, Mr. Charter was there, Mr. Lauch

 09  was there, I know the Mayor and the Chair were

 10  there also present in terms of speaking to those

 11  things.

 12              And then there was also proactive media

 13  outreach, such as when we met with the CEO of

 14  Alstom and so forth, and I know the Mayor held a

 15  media availability there.

 16              So it is a combination of technical

 17  briefings and media availabilities.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  And the technical

 19  briefings, who determines when one of those will

 20  take place?

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  It is -- it depends on

 22  who the Chair of the various committees is.  So it

 23  can be any City committee.  The Chair can ask for

 24  that.  And then the Clerk obviously is involved

 25  from governance.  There is certain rules and
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 01  procedures that need to be prescribed in terms of

 02  that.  So the City Clerk whose office would manage

 03  the technical briefing, along with corporate

 04  communications.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  Would OC Transpo ever

 06  seek on its own initiative to hold a technical

 07  briefing?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  We would suggest if we

 09  wanted to.  If you had a matter that you -- because

 10  often the technical briefing is in advance of a

 11  committee meeting, so that you can share that

 12  information so that if all members of Council can't

 13  attend the technical meeting -- the

 14  governance -- or sorry, the specific standing

 15  committee meeting, they can go to the technical

 16  briefing.

 17              So it is a combination that can be

 18  recommended by staff, yes, absolutely.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  Were you or was OC

 20  Transpo more generally involved in any reporting to

 21  the City's funding partners at the Provincial and

 22  Federal Government?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  I was not involved in

 24  that discussion, any of those discussions.

 25              KATE McGRANN:  Or reporting to them at
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 01  all, like formally in a written report or anything

 02  like that?

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  Myself, no.

 04              KATE McGRANN:  Do you know if anybody

 05  at OC Transpo was?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  I believe Michael Morgan

 07  would have had input into any reporting, but we

 08  would have to validate that.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  Would you please

 10  describe how the City was approaching oversight of

 11  the construction of the system when it fell under

 12  your supervision.

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  Certainly.  We took an

 14  innovative approach, and what I did is I

 15  established an Independent Assessment Team, because

 16  of course with P3s, it is different than just

 17  traditional design and build where you have on-site

 18  full-time supervision.  That does not occur with

 19  P3s.

 20              And we wanted to know state of

 21  readiness and we wanted to know if there was going

 22  to be delays, how we would manage them, because the

 23  switchover to an integrated multimodal system is

 24  complicated.

 25              So we put together an Independent
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 01  Assessment Team of experts.  We wanted a fresh set

 02  of eyes, particularly on some of the technical

 03  issues, some of the more complicated aspects such

 04  as the tunnel, tunnel ventilation systems, the

 05  communication-based train control system, often

 06  called the Thales system, control room,

 07  construction status, elevators and escalators which

 08  are very sophisticated, SCADA.

 09              So we pulled together an integrated

 10  team of experts that had not just constructed this

 11  infrastructure but were involved in the readiness

 12  and the launch of new subways, LRTs, elements that

 13  had high volume rail service, tunnels and the level

 14  of sophistication that we had in terms of our

 15  system.  We put that together early on, and that

 16  oversight was not just a paper exercise.  It was we

 17  physically walked the entire system often end to

 18  end or parts of the system, so we would walk the

 19  tunnel, as an example.  We would go see some of the

 20  stations, the key larger stations, Rideau, Bayview,

 21  the terminus stations.

 22              We would also engage the consortium to

 23  share with us their view of where they felt the

 24  schedule was, and then we did an independent

 25  assessment of where we believed the schedule was
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 01  both through data and through field reconnaissance.

 02  And they were often done in one-week intervals, so

 03  the team would be here for a week and we would

 04  produce an assessment at the end of that, and that

 05  was done many, many times throughout the project.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  Can you speak to how the

 07  oversight of construction was being done by the

 08  City when you stepped into the role in 2015, so

 09  what was the state of play when you took over?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  So the City had, through

 11  the office of -- the Rail Office had oversight of

 12  construction through normal public/private

 13  partnership practices, construction management

 14  practices.  So they had inspectors.  They had

 15  reports that they had to review.  They had key

 16  documentation.  And the Project Agreement is very

 17  specific in terms of what needs to be produced and

 18  in terms of documentation and tests and

 19  verification and so forth.

 20              So there was staff that were overseeing

 21  those aspects of the build.

 22              KATE McGRANN:  And when you took over

 23  in 2015, were there any specific areas of concern

 24  or requiring attention brought to your attention?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, the macro theme
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 01  appeared to be, because they were tracking very

 02  well leading up to the sinkhole on Rideau Street,

 03  the one theme that came out from our perspective,

 04  from our team, was that the consortium had to

 05  mobilize a significant amount of the resources that

 06  they had on the ground to deal with the sinkhole

 07  and the downstream effects of the project schedule

 08  on that.

 09              Now, that was never agreed to by the

 10  consortium.  That was our view that the challenges

 11  of the sinkhole caused disruption in the critical

 12  path and also in terms of the resources.  So they

 13  had to redeploy resources to that area.

 14              Again, that was our view.  They never

 15  agreed to that assessment of it.  But that was our

 16  concern in terms of the potential delays and the

 17  potential downstream effects on achieving the

 18  outcome of the Project Agreement.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  Prior to the

 20  establishment of the Independent Assessment Team,

 21  were there any external advisors to the City who

 22  were assisting in the oversight of the construction

 23  project?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  I wasn't overseeing the

 25  day-to-day build, so that would be something that
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 01  Mr. Cripps or others would have to answer.

 02              KATE McGRANN:  What oversight plans did

 03  the City have in place in or about 2015 when you

 04  started focussing on this project, so for example,

 05  change management plans, project control plans,

 06  audit plans?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  So people such as

 08  Mr. Cripps and others in that office were -- they

 09  had done complicated projects, so they had a robust

 10  system through their project management system on

 11  change management.  There was a prescribed process

 12  in the Project Agreement and so forth, and they

 13  brought their construction management oversight

 14  into that.  The specifics of it, again you would

 15  have to ask them in terms of that regard.

 16              And they had --

 17              KATE McGRANN:  And could you speak to

 18  any -- sorry, I didn't mean to interrupt you.

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  They had full

 20  documentation on change management and use of the

 21  e-Builder and so forth, software technology and so

 22  forth.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  Were there any material

 24  changes made to that approach during your time on

 25  the project?
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 01              JOHN MANCONI:  No, our approach was to

 02  add additional layers of independent expert

 03  assessors that had launched and managed and

 04  operated rail systems that had similar aspects.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  And with respect to the

 06  RAMP - I want to call it the "RAMP program", but I

 07  know that the "P" is for program.

 08              So with respect to RAMP, how long did

 09  RAMP remain active for?  Was it still active

 10  post-revenue service availability, for example?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  Oh, absolutely.  It went

 12  through revenue service availability.  It went

 13  through the various -- remembering that even after

 14  achieving revenue service availability and the

 15  trial running, we ran a number of scenarios to

 16  further test the system and it ran post-launch.  It

 17  ran post the three weeks of parallel service.  And

 18  then it wound down after the three weeks of

 19  post-revenue service.

 20              The exact date I don't have, of course,

 21  but it went through all of those major milestones

 22  and beyond.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  What involvement, if

 24  any, did RTG and its subcontractors have in RAMP?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  They had full
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 01  involvement.  They were briefed in the construct of

 02  the program.  So we walked them through how the

 03  program was going to be governed, what it looked

 04  like, how often we were going to be reporting, how

 05  we would increase that reporting in meeting.

 06  Obviously when you go launch, it is very similar to

 07  what NASA does in launching satellites and systems.

 08  You do a countdown, and so that as you get closer

 09  to launch date, you are meeting more often,

 10  literally around the clock at the tail end of it.

 11              And so RTG was -- OLRTC, RTG, RTM, all

 12  of them were briefed on it.  We asked them to

 13  participate in key meetings, so they would be

 14  brought into the RAMP room.  That was our meeting

 15  location.  They saw the calendar.  They understood

 16  the countdown.  They understood the number of

 17  exercises.  They understood the sequencing.  And

 18  there was extensive interaction between the various

 19  teams, and it is all three of them, RTG, OLRTC and

 20  RTM.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  And were they, RTG,

 22  OLRTC and RTM, receptive to RAMP?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  Absolutely.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  And how would you

 25  describe the quality of their involvement in RAMP?
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 01              JOHN MANCONI:  They were very

 02  impressed.  They had experts that had worked in

 03  other projects around the world, and they were very

 04  complimentary about the robustness, the structure,

 05  the governance, the ability to make -- there was

 06  strict decision-making framework and so forth.  So

 07  they were very, very -- they saw it as a true

 08  partnership in terms of how we would achieve

 09  revenue service.

 10              They also understood and respected the

 11  tight controls that we had in terms of things such

 12  as Go/No-Go, Project Agreement, safety

 13  certification, IC and so forth.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  You mentioned Go/No-Go.

 15  My understanding is that is a reference to a list

 16  with a certain number of components that were

 17  necessary to be in place before the system could be

 18  launched to public service; is that fair?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  Correct.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  And I understand with

 21  respect to that list, a colour-coded system was

 22  used to indicate the status of each of the items on

 23  the list.  Could you describe that colour coding

 24  system?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  Correct.  The colour
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 01  coding system on both Go/No-Go and all of the other

 02  elements of the RAMP room, were green, yellow, red,

 03  green of course meaning you have met all the

 04  obligations of the Project Agreement, the IC,

 05  safety certification, best management practices,

 06  all those things.

 07              And the Go/No-Go had to all be green

 08  for us to move forward in full public launch, and

 09  that was similar with all the other elements of the

 10  system.

 11              Yellow meant there was issues that

 12  needed to be addressed.

 13              Red, of course, was there was

 14  significant challenges that needed to be corrected

 15  and decisions made.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  Was it possible for an

 17  item that had been coded green to revert back to

 18  yellow or red?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  I am trying to think if

 20  that occurred on the subsets.  I don't remember

 21  specifically.  I mean, it theoretically could have.

 22  Certainly on the Go/No-Go, we wanted greens on the

 23  "Go".  There could have been, you know, fine-tuning

 24  notes and so forth, like there is in any build,

 25  whether it is your house or whether it is a kitchen
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 01  addition, there is always little things that you

 02  are going to tag on to that.  But there could have

 03  been.

 04              KATE McGRANN:  Who determined what

 05  items were placed on the Go/No-Go list?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  So the Go/No-Go list

 07  came together as part of our RAMP program

 08  development.  We looked at what was in the Project

 09  Agreement, and we also implemented some best

 10  practices.  And again, it was the sum of the minds

 11  of all those experts and our team, OC Transpo,

 12  the -- so the composition of that room, people such

 13  as Michael Morgan, Troy Charters, the people that I

 14  mentioned earlier on, the Independent Assessment

 15  Team -- sorry, the advisors that we brought on.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  And was that Go/No-Go

 17  list used all the way up to the launch of public

 18  service?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  Absolutely.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  And so I take it at some

 21  point all of the items on that list were colour

 22  coded green?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  Do you remember when

 25  that was?  And I don't expect you to know the date,
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 01  but with reference to trial running, the two week

 02  period following revenue service achievement?

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  I do not remember the

 04  exact date.  I do remember standing at the easel

 05  where the physical document was pinned, and we were

 06  going through as a group.  And again, it was a very

 07  robust decision-making framework where everybody

 08  had to agree that there was greens on that.

 09              I don't remember the exact date.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  So the coding was done

 11  on a consensus basis with everybody in RAMP?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  And with evidence.  If

 13  you disagreed, you had to explain why you

 14  disagreed, and if it was green, we had

 15  documentation such as trial running that

 16  substantiated the trial running.

 17              KATE McGRANN:  And with respect to the

 18  decisions on the coding, were RTG, OLRTC or RTM

 19  involved in those decisions as to what code should

 20  apply to any item on the list?

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  They had -- I believe

 22  they would have seen the list, because again it was

 23  physically in the room, and perhaps we would have

 24  walked them through when we briefed them on that.

 25              But again, that was the City's
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 01  oversight to say that contractually, through

 02  contract, best practices, IC, safety certification,

 03  that we the City believed we had everything in

 04  place to move to public launch.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  Okay, so I take it that

 06  RTG and its subcontractors did not have any input

 07  into the coding of the items on the Go/No-Go list?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  I can't say yes, I can't

 09  say no, because I don't recall.  You know, in the

 10  thousands of discussions there could have been

 11  discussions by members of my team saying what do

 12  you think of that element and so forth.  I don't

 13  know.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  What, if any, role did

 15  Infrastructure Ontario have in the project as it

 16  was going through the construction phase?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  They were involved in

 18  the Executive Steering Committee meetings and had a

 19  lot of input early on in terms of milestone

 20  payments and things like that, but as it got closer

 21  to launch and some of the challenges with launch,

 22  that is not their area of expertise.

 23              Their expertise lies in funding -- not

 24  funding, but contract writing and oversight in

 25  terms of the contract and so forth.  But they
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 01  don't -- at the time they had limited experience on

 02  launching and running operational services.

 03              So their input was focussed on what

 04  does the Project Agreement say and does

 05  Infrastructure Ontario have any advice vis-a-vis

 06  the various clauses and so forth.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to their

 08  early involvement looking at the milestones, what

 09  are you referring to there?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  So milestone payments in

 11  terms of how -- I know there was some changes to

 12  some of those early on.  Again, that would have

 13  been in the period where I was sitting as my OC

 14  Transpo role in terms of I think it was early works

 15  associated with the tunnel, so Infrastructure

 16  Ontario would have provided input vis-a-vis what

 17  their template says and interpretation and so

 18  forth.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  Were you involved in

 20  discussions about changes to any milestone

 21  payments?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  There was one that I

 23  recall.  I believe that is the one I am referring

 24  to.  I think it had to do with the tunnel, but my

 25  input at the time was very, very limited.  Again, I
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 01  was the operator at that time.  I was not

 02  overseeing construction.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  Okay, so this is prior

 04  to the re-organization in 2015?

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, there was -- yeah,

 06  actually, there was two.  There was the tunnel and

 07  then there was the yard, milestone payment for the

 08  yard work, the MSF.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  And what did that

 10  involve?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  They were substantially

 12  completed under the definition of a "yard", the

 13  maintenance facility, where all the trains were

 14  stored and staff are housed and so forth, so that

 15  was a payment under the Project Agreement that they

 16  were entitled to.

 17              KATE McGRANN:  And was there any change

 18  to that milestone or how it was approached?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  For the yard, what I

 20  recollect of it is there was work associated with

 21  the CBTC, the communication train control system,

 22  the room was physically constructed and all the

 23  feeds and so forth, but it wasn't complete but it

 24  met the definition of substantial completion, as I

 25  recall.
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  And why was that -- why

 02  do you raise that as something to talk about, as we

 03  are talking about the involvement of IO?  Was there

 04  a concern that at any point that the milestone had

 05  not been met or that there was outstanding work

 06  that may lead to a different interpretation of

 07  whether the milestone had been met?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  No, my input on that

 09  was, you know, make sure that the oversight is done

 10  to ensure that this doesn't compromise anything

 11  downstream in terms of the system being fitted up,

 12  to which those that were in charge at the time

 13  said, No, we are good to go in terms of the

 14  milestone payment and met the definition of

 15  substantial completion.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  And what oversight were

 17  you hoping would be conducted when you say make

 18  sure the oversight is done?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  Make sure -- my view was

 20  always have a lens to revenue service.  You know,

 21  what is the path to getting to that service.

 22              And again, I was just the operator at

 23  the time so I didn't have any other inputs into

 24  that, so just a comment in terms of making sure

 25  that there is nothing in that yard that is not
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 01  completed that doesn't compromise that end goal of

 02  revenue service.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  I believe that the CBTC

 04  work in the maintenance and storage facility was

 05  not completed; is that right?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't know the extent

 07  of what the work was required to be done and what

 08  state it was at the time.  All I remember was that

 09  people such as Mr. Cripps and his staff were saying

 10  everything in the yard that needs to be done to

 11  meet this milestone payment is completed.

 12              KATE McGRANN:  The maintenance and

 13  service facility was to be fully automated; is that

 14  right?

 15              JOHN MANCONI:  Correct.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  And was it fully

 17  automated at the time that you left the City in

 18  September of 20 -- I'm sorry --

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  2021.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  2021.

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  It was not.

 22              KATE McGRANN:  And do you know why that

 23  is?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't know all the

 25  technical reasons for it other than obviously there
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 01  is a lot going on in that yard.  They were

 02  deploying trains.  They were at one point building

 03  trains.  They were expanding the system for Stage

 04  2.  So CBTC is not my area of expertise, but there

 05  was challenges there.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  And do you know what the

 07  implications of not fully automating the yard were

 08  for the preparation for public launch?

 09              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't know what they

 10  are specifically vis-a-vis a fully automated yard

 11  because they are not used extensively around the

 12  world, but it was not one of my concerns.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  And why is that?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  A very small fleet.  It

 15  is not a large fleet.  Automation of -- I didn't

 16  see any great advantage to full automation at this

 17  point in time.  And it just simply wasn't a

 18  constraint in terms of the challenges that they

 19  were facing.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  Did you understand, for

 21  example, that maintenance plans were built on the

 22  presumption that the yard would be fully automated?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  I wouldn't have that

 24  level of detail from Alstom.  I wouldn't be aware

 25  of that, no.
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  Did you have any

 02  conversations with RTG, RTM, Alstom or Thales

 03  that -- to inform your view that the fact that the

 04  yard was not fully automated was not a cause for

 05  concern?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  They never raised it as

 07  a concern to me.  Quite frankly, when we pushed

 08  them for it, again, there was no objections that it

 09  would cause them any concern.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  And when you say you

 11  pushed them, when you pushed them for it, what are

 12  you referring to?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  I was reminding them

 14  that that was part of their innovation of their

 15  proposal that they had put forward and that an

 16  automated yard was one of their functionalities

 17  that they wanted, but they never at any point said

 18  that that automation would cause them any service

 19  issues.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  The question of the lack

 21  of automation in the maintenance and storage

 22  facility, is that something that you took advice on

 23  from the team of experts that you have described?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  Absolutely, people such

 25  as Tom Prendergast were encouraging, and you may
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 01  have seen some of that feedback, that they

 02  instituted what is called the yardmaster, so you

 03  are controlling all the train movements in the

 04  yard.  So again, automation is great, but it also

 05  can present its challenges.  You know, what happens

 06  when it goes down, you then have to have what are

 07  called hostlers, and those are the people that move

 08  the trains.  And our approach was if the train

 09  automation wasn't in place or if it was in place,

 10  you would still need to have the appropriate

 11  resources to move those trains around, even of a

 12  fleet of this size.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  And did anybody who was

 14  advising the City on this project raise any

 15  concerns about implications of the yard not being

 16  fully automated for public service and reliability

 17  of service following the launch?

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  Not that I am aware of,

 19  no, not to me.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  Was a yard master

 21  appointed to the yard?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  RTM acknowledged that

 23  they put in the equivalent of a yard master.  A

 24  "yard master" is a very old rail term.  They did

 25  heed our advice and put additional resources in
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 01  there.

 02              I don't know at this point in time if

 03  there is an actual title of a yard master, but

 04  there are people over at RTM overseeing the yard

 05  operation and train movements.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  And do you remember

 07  approximately when RTM confirmed that they had put

 08  somebody in that role or people in that role at the

 09  maintenance and service facility?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't remember.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  Can you say whether it

 12  was before or after the launch of public service?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, they had people in

 14  there before the launch of public service,

 15  obviously.  They had people in charge of the yard

 16  and so forth.  And that was working with us hand in

 17  hand in terms of hearing our advice in terms of how

 18  to run operations in the yard.

 19              And so they would have had people

 20  overseeing the yard well before public launch.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  So was it your

 22  understanding that whatever the modern version of

 23  the yard master role is, RTM had to fill that prior

 24  to public launch?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  That was my
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 01  understanding, yes.

 02              KATE McGRANN:  Did Infrastructure

 03  Ontario provide any advice about how to approach

 04  the relationship the City had with its private

 05  partner at any point through the construction

 06  phase?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  There was general

 08  comments that perhaps they would have been made.  I

 09  mean, in what respect in terms of the relationship?

 10              KATE McGRANN:  How to approach disputes

 11  that arose between the City and RTG, for example.

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, leading up to the

 13  first delay, there wasn't a lot of -- there wasn't

 14  a lot of documented disputes.  It was a very good

 15  relationship.  We met very, very frequently.  You

 16  know, the collective focus of Infrastructure

 17  Ontario, myself, Mr. Kanellakos, Mr. Morgan was we

 18  had a signed Project Agreement, legally binding the

 19  consortium to give us a system that met all the

 20  requirements of the Project Agreement.

 21              And so the approach that we all took in

 22  a very professional manner was when there were

 23  issues, I wouldn't call them disputes, but

 24  interpretations and discussions, we would -- you

 25  know, we would all have our laptops and we would go
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 01  to that lengthy Project Agreement and say, you

 02  know, what clause are you referring to?  And we

 03  would open it up, and we would get technical people

 04  to look at it and work our way through it, and we

 05  did that often in a positive, collaborative

 06  environment.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  And was Infrastructure

 08  Ontario directly involved in that exercise that you

 09  just described where you go to the project clause

 10  and you assess it and you discuss it and things

 11  like that?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, they would have

 13  been involved at the macro level.  You know, we

 14  would give them updates on where we were.  But they

 15  weren't involved in the technical areas because

 16  they didn't have technical expertise or, you know,

 17  when you drill down into the clauses and you are

 18  doing specific things such as track and so forth,

 19  that is not their area of expertise.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  And you mentioned that

 21  there weren't many issues as between the City and

 22  its private partner up until the first delay.  What

 23  are you referring to when you say "the first

 24  delay"?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  When they couldn't make
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 01  the May timeline.

 02              KATE McGRANN:  That is the May 2018

 03  revenue service availability date?

 04              JOHN MANCONI:  I believe so, yes, yeah,

 05  the first date that they were targeting, yes.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  And when did it become

 07  apparent to the City that that date would not be

 08  met?

 09              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, we were showing it

 10  through our various exercises and observations for

 11  months.  I would have to go back and check the

 12  records.  But the position and the way the contract

 13  works is RTG -- OLRTC, RTG, RTM were saying they

 14  were going to achieve that date, so the technical

 15  briefing that I mentioned, and I don't remember the

 16  exact date, that is when we said, you know, there

 17  is some challenges.  They have acknowledged they

 18  are not going to meet it.  It was very late in the

 19  process leading up to that date because there was

 20  the notice period if they weren't going to make it

 21  and so forth.

 22              So we were concerned and we had

 23  highlighted that through our various assessments.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  And following the

 25  failure to meet the May 2018 RSA date, did IO's,
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 01  Infrastructure Ontario's, involvement in the

 02  project change?

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  They were involved in

 04  the meetings.  They were part of our governance

 05  meeting, and again, they couldn't offer much on the

 06  technical perspective, but they were clear on what

 07  the Project Agreement, what the signed legal

 08  agreement said and the steps associated with it and

 09  how to move through it, how to step through it.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  At any point during the

 11  life of the project up until your departure, did

 12  Infrastructure Ontario provide the City with any

 13  advice that the City chose not to follow?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  Not that I am aware of.

 15              KATE McGRANN:  Was Infrastructure

 16  Ontario involved in advising the City on how to

 17  apply the payment mechanism with respect to the

 18  maintenance payments?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  You would have to ask

 20  Michael Morgan on that.  He was involved, and Troy

 21  Charter.  They were involved in the detailed piece.

 22  I was not involved in any discussions with

 23  Infrastructure Ontario on the payment.  This is

 24  post-launch you are talking about?

 25              KATE McGRANN:  Correct.
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 01              JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, I was not involved

 02  with any discussions with Infrastructure Ontario,

 03  no.

 04              KATE McGRANN:  And to your knowledge,

 05  was anybody else?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  Not that I am aware of.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  So we have spoken about

 08  Infrastructure Ontario.  We have spoken a little

 09  bit about the Independent Assessment Team, and I'll

 10  come back to that with some questions.

 11              Were there any other advisors to the

 12  City who were involved in the work that you were

 13  doing from 2015 onwards?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  In terms of disputes and

 15  challenges and options when the delays occurred in

 16  performance, there was Deloitte, Remo Bucci, there

 17  was Brian Guest, the Executive Steering Committee,

 18  of which the composition I am sure you have.  I am

 19  trying to think.  Sharon Vogel.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  And Ms. Vogel was legal

 21  Counsel, I believe?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  Correct.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  So I am not looking for

 24  any legal advice that you or the City received or

 25  that you sought.  Mr. Bucci from Deloitte, what

�0047

 01  work was being -- was Deloitte doing?

 02              JOHN MANCONI:  Deloitte was helping us

 03  on calculating the points deductions,

 04  interpretation of the Project Agreement on how the

 05  payment mechanism worked, providing support to my

 06  team in terms of analyzing all that and ensuring

 07  that we are in compliance with the Project

 08  Agreement.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  And over what period of

 10  time was Deloitte doing that work?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, we engaged early

 12  on Deloitte as part of our RAMP work because we

 13  wanted to have a very robust auditable payment team

 14  ready to make the payments.  While everybody

 15  focuses on the build, the 30-year concession is a

 16  very complicated space also, so Mr. Bucci and his

 17  team helped my team develop an organizational

 18  structure and the skill sets and spreadsheets and

 19  how to manage the payment mechanisms.

 20              So that was involved for I will say

 21  many, many months, if not a few years.

 22              KATE McGRANN:  And then did

 23  Deloitte -- has Deloitte remained involved

 24  following the public launch of the system?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  Absolutely.  I don't
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 01  know if they are still there.  Right up until my

 02  departure, Mr. Bucci and his team were involved.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  You mentioned Brian

 04  Guest.  I believe he is with a company called

 05  Boxfish?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  That's correct.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  What work was Mr. Guest

 08  doing?

 09              JOHN MANCONI:  So he was advising the

 10  Steering Committee and Mr. Kanellakos on what

 11  options were before us once revenue service started

 12  to degrade significantly.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  Could you explain what

 14  you mean when you say "once revenue service started

 15  to degrade significantly"?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, we had issues with

 17  the switch heaters.  We had some poor service

 18  months.  We had the catenary issue.  And we had the

 19  January 1st New Year's Eve episode, those things.

 20  That is when they started to accumulate a lot of

 21  points under the Project Agreement, and you know,

 22  it eventually led up to -- I can't speak to it, or

 23  Mr. Wardle will tell me if I can or can't, but our

 24  legal action that we took vis-Ã -vis the service

 25  points.
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  And what kind of advice

 02  is Mr. Guest providing?  Is he providing strategic

 03  advice?  Is he providing technical advice,

 04  financial advice?

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  So he is providing

 06  strategic advice, but that is intertwined with what

 07  the Project Agreement says, what the value of the

 08  points deductions are, what options existed from a

 09  procurement legal perspective, and so forth.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  What did Mr. Guest bring

 11  to the team that wasn't brought by your legal

 12  advisors and Deloitte?

 13              PETER WARDLE:  I guess I just -- you

 14  know, I hesitate to become involved, but I know

 15  that a number of these discussions would have taken

 16  place involving any partner, Sharon Vogel, and so

 17  those are privileged communications.

 18              So I don't have a problem with you

 19  asking questions about Mr. Guest's role in a

 20  general way, but I am going to have to instruct the

 21  witness not to provide any information that was --

 22  any advice that was given by Mr. Guest at a meeting

 23  where outside legal counsel was present.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  Did you have an issue

 25  with the question I just -- I understand your
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 01  caution.  Did you have an issue with the question

 02  that I just asked as I just asked it?

 03              PETER WARDLE:  I don't.  I just think

 04  the witness is starting to get into the content of

 05  some of those discussions, and so I don't want him

 06  to do so, if that is okay.  I am trying to be

 07  careful here.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  So with your Counsel's

 09  caution in mind, I am just trying to understand

 10  what Mr. Guest brought to the table, so can you

 11  help me understand that?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, no, thank you to

 13  both, because Mr. Wardle is right.  Mr. Guest was

 14  often in the room when Ms. Vogel was there.

 15              But what he brought at a 100,000 foot

 16  elevation is he was involved in the original

 17  Project Agreement and the program development,

 18  working for the City, for Mr. Kirkpatrick and Nancy

 19  Schepers and so forth, so he had all the history as

 20  to how the Project Agreement came together, and he

 21  has extensive experience in public/private

 22  partnerships and the Infrastructure Ontario

 23  template and the Infrastructure Ontario expertise.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  Is there any reason that

 25  you wouldn't just go to Infrastructure Ontario for
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 01  expertise on their template and the areas that they

 02  work in?

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  I would say at that

 04  point in time - and this isn't a criticism; it is

 05  just my own view - is that people such as Mr. Guest

 06  and Mr. Bucci and Ms. Vogel and even certain

 07  aspects of myself and others had more hands-on real

 08  expertise because we didn't just do the think it.

 09  We planned it.  We thought it.  We executed.  We

 10  were in the build.  We were in the operational

 11  aspects.

 12              So the level of expertise that

 13  Mr. Guest and Mr. Bucci brought, you know, was

 14  significant, and in many cases would have

 15  outstripped some of the folks at Infrastructure

 16  Ontario at that point in time.

 17              KATE McGRANN:  And just specifically

 18  with respect to the expertise of Infrastructure

 19  Ontario's templates and agreements and things like

 20  that, why wouldn't you go directly to them, why go

 21  to Mr. Guest instead?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, we continued to go

 23  to Infrastructure Ontario.  They were part of our

 24  Executive Steering Committee.  They are not part of

 25  Stage 2.  That was a conscious decision.  But in
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 01  terms of Stage 1, they were involved and they

 02  listened in on every Executive Steering Committee

 03  meeting and were asked by Mr. Kanellakos if they

 04  had perspectives and views and there was dialogue

 05  with them.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  Our focus is on Stage 1,

 07  but because of that focus, we are interested in

 08  changes made to Stage 2 as a result of the

 09  experience on Stage 1.  Was the decision not to

 10  include Infrastructure Ontario in Stage 2 a result

 11  of anything that was experienced during Stage 1?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  No, it was not.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  You discussed

 14  Mr. Guest's involvement post the launch of public

 15  service, I believe; is that fair?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  He was involved

 17  throughout the journey of the project at different

 18  degrees, but post-launch deep into when we had the

 19  challenges, you know, further along down the road,

 20  when we got into some significant challenges, he

 21  was involved more than he was before.

 22              So his involvement varied throughout

 23  the life of the project.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  During the construction

 25  phase, what was his involvement like?
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 01              JOHN MANCONI:  Again, early on, I

 02  wasn't there.  When I took over in 2015, it was

 03  sporadic.  There wasn't a need for his expertise at

 04  the time because we were moving forward towards

 05  substantial completion, revenue service

 06  availability, and so forth.

 07              He was aware of what was going on, but

 08  wasn't actively involved in the construction

 09  oversight piece.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  Speaking about the

 11  City's oversight of the construction, you have

 12  described the work of RAMP, and I understand that

 13  RTG, OLRTC and RTM attended some of those meetings

 14  and provided information that way.

 15              How else did the City obtain

 16  information from RTG about the progress of the

 17  construction to inform its oversight?

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  We -- part of the

 19  Independent Assessment Team work, they were

 20  involved and not in a casual fashion.  It was a

 21  structured approach where we would assemble the

 22  IAT, remembering these folks came from across North

 23  America, so we would plan it well in advance.

 24              And the front end of the week we would

 25  sit with RTG, OLRTC, RTM, ask them to present where
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 01  they believed they were in the construction and in

 02  the path to revenue service, and then we would go

 03  out together with them to review.  And they gave us

 04  unfettered access to everything.  We could -- we

 05  would ask to go into control rooms, into escalator

 06  service doors, wherever we wanted to go, they would

 07  enable us to go and we could talk to anybody we

 08  wanted to as part of our review.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  And other than those

 10  meetings, was RTG providing regular schedule

 11  updates?  Were they providing any sort of

 12  standardized or regular reporting to the City?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, absolutely.  I

 14  mean, Mr. Morgan and Mr. Cripps had their own

 15  regular meetings.  They had technical meetings.  I

 16  had phone calls, discussions at the executive

 17  levels.  They would reach out to me and I would

 18  reach out to them.

 19              So there was constant formal meetings.

 20  There was dialogue non-stop.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  I understand that there

 22  were a number of working groups implemented

 23  throughout the construction period involving people

 24  from the City and people from RTG and its

 25  subcontractors; is that right?

�0055

 01              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes, and we would also

 02  bring in -- I would pay for independent experts,

 03  such as what we did with the tunnel ventilation

 04  system, same with the track switch issues.  We

 05  formed workshops.  Again, it was a collaborative

 06  effort.  Peter Lauch and his team were very open to

 07  getting into a room and having good discussions on

 08  resolving technical issues.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  Well, from the

 10  time -- from 2015 to the launch of public service,

 11  could you just describe the relationship that the

 12  City had with RTG on a day-to-day basis and how

 13  that worked?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  In terms of the type of

 15  relationship we had?

 16              KATE McGRANN:  Yes.

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  I would describe it as

 18  collaborative.  They were under immense pressure

 19  because delays cost money, but they were very open

 20  to hearing our views and sharing information and

 21  spending time with us on either technical issues,

 22  on strategies, on how to get to revenue service.

 23              They had a lot of changeover at the

 24  senior leadership team.  The Project Director, I

 25  believe that was the title, you know, I met many of
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 01  them, and each and every one of them approached me

 02  in terms of wanting to work together in a

 03  partnership fashion to get to revenue service.

 04              So I would describe it as collaborative

 05  and professional.  Certainly they understood that I

 06  was going to be unrelenting in ensuring that we met

 07  all the requirements of the Project Agreement and

 08  the safety certification and the Independent

 09  Certifier.  That was a non-negotiable and they

 10  understood that.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  Were there any other

 12  non-negotiable components of the relationship from

 13  the City's perspective?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  They understood that the

 15  Project Agreement was a signed legal document and

 16  that neither Steve nor I or anyone had Council's

 17  authority to deviate from any of that, so if there

 18  was any requests for deviations, we would always

 19  consider them but we -- you know, depending on what

 20  the Project Agreement says, there was always a path

 21  to how those decisions needed to be made.

 22              So there was no ability for Steve or

 23  myself to arbitrarily make a decision that deviated

 24  from the Project Agreement, and that was a

 25  non-negotiable.
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  So two things in there,

 02  I think.  One, I understand that neither you nor

 03  Mr. Kanellakos had the authority to deviate from

 04  the Project Agreement yourselves.  Was it also the

 05  case that there was no opportunity to deviate from

 06  the Project Agreement at the City level if such a

 07  deviation could potentially benefit the project?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  I would have to ask our

 09  clerk and our City solicitor.  My understanding is,

 10  being in municipal government for 32 years, is that

 11  theoretically Council has authority to change

 12  things, and there is a path to that.

 13              But -- so that would be something that

 14  if there was a request to deviate from the Project

 15  Agreement, that would have to be a Council

 16  decision, as far as I am concerned.  That is more

 17  appropriately put towards the Clerk and the City

 18  Solicitor, though.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  To your recollection,

 20  was that a path that was ever explored on this

 21  project?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  There was discussions

 23  from OLRTC, RTG, RTM to look at different

 24  scenarios, which we always listened to, and we said

 25  if we needed to take something forward, we would,
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 01  but there was nothing of significance that had

 02  technical merit or any advantage to anybody to take

 03  forward.

 04              KATE McGRANN:  In the context of the

 05  different scenarios that were raised by RTG and its

 06  subcontractors, was there ever any discussion about

 07  opening public service with less than what was

 08  envisioned in the Project Agreement and then

 09  ramping up to full public service?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes, there was a meeting

 11  where that suggestion was put forward, and I did

 12  see it in the media coverage, to which -- again,

 13  describing the environment that I described since I

 14  have been talking this morning is we said, Tell us

 15  what you are thinking.

 16              There was no formal plan from them.

 17  There was no specifics.  It was ideas such as,

 18  could you close off the Rideau Street entrance and

 19  not have that as part of the opening.  We didn't

 20  immediately say no.  We said, Thanks for the idea.

 21  Here is why you can't do it.

 22              There was discussions of could we do a

 23  segment opening.  We said, Thanks for the idea.

 24  That gets done on extensions.  So often you'll see

 25  across North America, particularly in the States,

�0059

 01  where there is trams or very low volume LRTs.  They

 02  just did it in Boston.  There is an extension and

 03  you can open up that extension.

 04              This was the core or the spine of the

 05  system and we explained to them in great detail as

 06  to why we couldn't do partial openings, above and

 07  beyond that is not what we were paying for.

 08              Remembering at the highest level, the

 09  Project Agreement was very specific.  We are paying

 10  you 'x' amount of dollars.  You shall give us a

 11  fully tested and commissioned system.

 12              So from a pure contractual perspective,

 13  obviously our position is that is not what Council

 14  and the taxpayer bought.  However, even if it were

 15  a good idea, we would take it forward, but we

 16  explained to them why a partial opening wasn't

 17  feasible.  We explained why closing off the Rideau

 18  Street entrance was not feasible and so forth.  And

 19  they understood it, and we didn't hear anything

 20  back after that from them on that.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  The suggestion to keep

 22  the Rideau Street entrance closed, the suggestion

 23  to use a segment at opening, were both of those

 24  brought up at the same meeting?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  My recollection was it
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 01  was at the same meeting, yes.

 02              KATE McGRANN:  And everything that you

 03  just described to your recollection, that was a

 04  single discussion?

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't know if there

 06  was other discussions from my staff.  I remember

 07  that meeting where they brought that up and I

 08  remember we reported back to FEDCO that those items

 09  had been brought up, that they gave us ideas, to

 10  which we explained they were not feasible and why.

 11  And there was no questions after that.

 12              But at that meeting, I asked

 13  Mr. Scrimgeour, who was, you know, a very good

 14  transit planner, why those things wouldn't work, to

 15  which there was no follow-up questions or no

 16  follow-up writing or anything like that saying to

 17  me, that I am aware of, that they wanted to do

 18  phased openings or partial openings and so forth.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  Did they explain to you

 20  at this meeting or otherwise the reasons why they

 21  were looking to proceed with less than a full

 22  service offering at public launch?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't recall.  They

 24  could have.

 25              KATE McGRANN:  You mentioned that there

�0061

 01  was a -- there were service reasons why these would

 02  not be feasible.  Could you just briefly explain

 03  what those are?

 04              JOHN MANCONI:  Certainly.  I'll take

 05  the partial opening as an example.  So if you pick

 06  any segment of that line, the worst thing you can

 07  do to a customer is introduce a transfer.  If you

 08  look at all of the documentation we brought to

 09  Transit Commission, that is, again, the operating

 10  arm of the governance body, I can't remember the

 11  exact number but I believe 80 percent of our

 12  customer base were going to have a change in their

 13  commute as a result of this opening the spine of

 14  the system.

 15              Many of those customers were going to

 16  have a transfer introduced to their commute for the

 17  first time in their commute.  So if you are coming

 18  in from Kanata, Orleans, the outer suburbs, you

 19  used to take an express bus and you would go all

 20  the way into downtown Ottawa.  With the opening of

 21  the LRT system's first phase, you were going to get

 22  on a bus, stop at those terminus stations, and

 23  enter into a train and that train would take you

 24  downtown very quickly and efficiently.

 25              If you did a segment opening, you would
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 01  then introduce what could theoretically be a double

 02  transfer where you would transfer from bus to train

 03  and train back to bus.

 04              So let's take you didn't want to open

 05  up Lyon Station or you didn't want to open up

 06  Rideau Station, remembering this train is going at

 07  a high speed, those are long distances, and so our

 08  job is to protect the customer, the taxpayer, the

 09  value, the outcome, introducing a double transfer

 10  to a customer, the pain threshold on that commute

 11  in transit terms would have been extreme, as an

 12  example.

 13              The Rideau Street entrance as another

 14  example, the volumes at Rideau Street pre-COVID,

 15  you only had to go and sit there and watch that,

 16  that would have caused major, major flow within the

 17  station, remembering that every station, when you

 18  are in the preliminary design phase and planning,

 19  they are modelled for people movement through that

 20  station, corridors, gates, entrance points, loading

 21  zones, escalators, elevators.

 22              And our system, we have double

 23  redundancy.  We have double escalators, double

 24  elevators.  Closing off a station could have had

 25  impacts on someone in a wheelchair or flood the
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 01  gates and could have caused congestion, egress for

 02  fire and so forth.

 03              So those are all the things we took

 04  them through, from a customer lens, a safety lens,

 05  operational lens, and again, you know, to be blunt

 06  also contractually we weren't paying for a partial

 07  system.  We were paying for an entire system.  They

 08  knew what they signed up for.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to the

 10  payment aspect of this consideration, was it the

 11  case that RTG was suggesting a partial opening

 12  while simultaneously demanding payment for a full

 13  system?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't recall if we

 15  even got into that level of detail.  Again, it was

 16  a great discussion.  They brought it up.  They

 17  said, Have you thought about, and I said, Well,

 18  let's talk about it right now.  And we walked them

 19  through -- we would have had the similar discussion

 20  that I just walked you through right now.

 21              Payments, we didn't even get to that

 22  point because, again, my recollection of it is

 23  everybody left the room and said, Okay, we

 24  understand.  They may not have agreed with it

 25  because obviously they wanted to get substantial
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 01  completion payment, which is a very large sum of

 02  money, but there wasn't any post-objection or could

 03  have, should have.  None of that came back to me in

 04  terms of that.  And I don't even recall if we got

 05  to the payment piece.  I don't recall that.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  So when you saying that

 07  they are paying for the full system, that is just a

 08  general comment.  It is not in response to any part

 09  of any proposal that was made with respect to less

 10  than a full opening?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  Correct.

 12              KATE McGRANN:  At this meeting, do you

 13  think you effectively sent the message that

 14  anything less than a full opening is a non-starter

 15  and not worth bringing it up again?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  No, we did what every

 17  rail system does, every large-scale capital

 18  project.  We said, there is a definition of

 19  substantial completion.  There is a definition of

 20  revenue service availability.  We need to meet

 21  those.

 22              And with all that comes what is often

 23  the term in construction is a "punch list".  No

 24  different than when you buy a new house or your

 25  kitchen renovation, you have the little deficiency
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 01  list that you have agreed to that those are

 02  outstanding and you withhold payments on that.  And

 03  that was -- we were going to be fair and reasonable

 04  in that regard and open to ideas and suggestions in

 05  that regard.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  How likely did you think

 07  it was following that meeting that RTG may suggest

 08  anything less than a full opening to the City ever

 09  again?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  At that time, I think

 11  the relationship was very healthy and I think they

 12  would have come back and -- you know, they knew our

 13  position, both myself and Steve were very

 14  reasonable that there was opportunities that we

 15  could work within the confines of the Project

 16  Agreement such as landscaping and things like that

 17  that could help them get to that opening.

 18              So at that point in time, the dialogue

 19  was very healthy.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  Did any of the experts

 21  who were advising the City ever raise the concept

 22  of opening with anything less than public service

 23  in their discussions?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  Anything less than,

 25  sorry, public service, what do you mean?
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  Full public service?

 02              JOHN MANCONI:  Oh, yeah, the same

 03  things came up.  I mean, this is a common thing

 04  that is done in extensions, but this was not an

 05  extension.  And again, once everybody heard the

 06  rationale that I just took you through, it was an

 07  immediate -- if you are in this business and I walk

 08  you through what I have just walked you through,

 09  everybody absolutely understood.

 10              And we looked at it.  I mean, if we

 11  could have opened up the east end versus just the

 12  west end, but we didn't see a value proposition for

 13  the customer, which this is a customer service.  It

 14  is -- we are there to move at the time, you know, I

 15  think 350,000 passenger trips per day through the

 16  core.

 17              We couldn't see a space where we could

 18  put our customers and our Council through so much

 19  pain, remembering they had been through five years

 20  of detours, bus detours.  I think that is what is

 21  lost on all this.  The customers had gone through

 22  major, major deviations, so we had closed the --

 23  sequentially we had closed the bus rapid transit

 24  system, so your stop may have changed one day, your

 25  pickup point, your commute times were all extended
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 01  from the east and the west, all that -- all those

 02  customers had gone through those pain points, and

 03  to introduce something as a double transfer or, no,

 04  you can't go in on the Rideau Street side, you need

 05  to walk around, and you know, all those things,

 06  that we couldn't see a space for that working

 07  without compromising service.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to the

 09  City's expert advisors raising the possibility of

 10  something less than a full public service from the

 11  outset, who was involved in discussions about that

 12  issue?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  I remember it coming up

 14  once.  I don't remember which expert, and I

 15  remember, again, it was literally a five-minute

 16  conversation where we talked about what I just

 17  elaborated to you, and then that was, oh, yeah,

 18  that makes total sense.  So I --

 19              KATE McGRANN:  Do you --

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  There was no -- I don't

 21  recollect any constant, you know, discussion of we

 22  should do a partial opening.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  Do you recall when that

 24  conversation took place?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't.  I don't.

�0068

 01              KATE McGRANN:  Can you place it in time

 02  in the life of the project with respect to sort of

 03  the major -- I won't say milestones because that

 04  has got a specific meaning here, but the major

 05  check points?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  All I can tell you is it

 07  was after the first delay, and again, it was a

 08  comment in passing about have you ever thought

 09  about partial openings.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  So when you say it was

 11  after the first delay, it was after May 2018?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  And do you remember what

 14  that comment was responding to or what may have

 15  triggered it being made?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, it was all of us

 17  looking at when could revenue service availability

 18  be achieved.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  And so what sparked that

 20  comment?  You are looking at a schedule, is that

 21  what it is?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  I honestly don't

 23  remember.  It was a passing comment on would the

 24  City -- it wasn't even have you thought.  It is

 25  would the City ever contemplate a partial opening,
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 01  to which my response has always been, What do you

 02  mean by that?

 03              Because a partial opening can mean

 04  different things to different people.  A partial

 05  opening can mean that all your landscaping is not

 06  done, all your paths aren't paved, you have got

 07  temporary lighting versus permanent.  Those are the

 08  things that we were very, very open to, but double

 09  transfers, people in wheelchairs not having access

 10  to elevators and escalators and so forth, that we

 11  were not open to.

 12              KATE McGRANN:  So maybe if I can just

 13  rephrase this to make sure I understand.  Anything

 14  less than all the promised trains running through

 15  all of the promised stations with the promised

 16  headway and with the promised schedule, that was

 17  required by the City?

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  The Project Agreement

 19  specified the outcome, which was move a certain

 20  volume of passengers every single day during the

 21  various schedules of the week.

 22              KATE McGRANN:  And that was an absolute

 23  requirement by the City for public launch?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  Reflective of our

 25  ridership, correct, yes.
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  Did the City's approach

 02  to monitoring RTG's compliance with the

 03  construction schedule change at any point through

 04  the construction phase?

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  You would have to ask

 06  Mr. Morgan the specifics on that.  As it pertained

 07  to the IAT team, I could tell you that the

 08  consortium was very open to sharing schedule

 09  details once we started to do the independent

 10  assessments.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to the IAT

 12  team, the Independent Assessment Team, do you

 13  recall when you first asked them to assess the

 14  schedule?

 15              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't know the exact

 16  date.  I can't remember the circumstances of it.

 17              KATE McGRANN:  That would be helpful.

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  Sorry, and what

 19  specifically would you --

 20              KATE McGRANN:  Please explain the

 21  circumstances that led to asking them to adjust the

 22  schedule.

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  So we landed the

 24  delay -- or they landed the delay on us, and I at

 25  the time reached out to Steve and explained that I
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 01  wanted to do a deeper dive into the schedule.  So

 02  we were requesting the - and, Peter, correct me if

 03  I get the terminology incorrect - I think it is

 04  called a P26 schedule, the technical term for the

 05  detailed schedule, to which they were very, very

 06  reluctant to share that with us because they have

 07  no requirement to share that with us under a P3.

 08  That is their schedule.  It is proprietary.  It has

 09  got details with their subs and so forth that

 10  theoretically we don't need to -- we should not

 11  have.

 12              And then there was a leadership change.

 13  Peter Lauch took over, and while we didn't get all

 14  the P26 details, there was more collaboration on

 15  sharing the schedule challenges.  So Mr. Lauch

 16  would bring his Technical Directors in.  I can't

 17  remember, there was a gentleman that came in from

 18  Australia.  He was very good at saying, Here is

 19  what we are tracking well on, and here are our

 20  challenges within the schedule.

 21              And that is above and beyond what they

 22  were doing through the normal oversight with

 23  Michael Morgan's team and so forth.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  You said when "they

 25  landed the delay on us", I'm assuming that is RTG?
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 01              JOHN MANCONI:  OLRTC, RTG, RTM, yeah, I

 02  always put them all together.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  And that was the delay

 04  to the Project Agreement revenue service

 05  availability date?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  Correct.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  And you have said that

 08  you spoke to Steve.  Is that Mr. Kanellakos?

 09              JOHN MANCONI:  Correct.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  Who was on the

 11  Independent Assessment Team?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  It changed regularly.

 13  There was some core members.  So Tom Prendergast,

 14  who was the former Chairman of MTA in New York

 15  City, was my advisor, and he was the person that I

 16  would brainstorm with as to what expertise we

 17  needed to bring in, Joe North, Brian Dwyer, Larry

 18  Gaul, Anil, and I can't remember Anil's last name.

 19  We had a scheduling expert that had worked at La

 20  Guardia extensively.

 21              We had -- we brought in on an as-needed

 22  basis technical experts, such as track.  We would

 23  call people in via at the time conference calls and

 24  so forth.  So the composition of that team -- oh,

 25  we had Jack D'Andrea, who was a construction
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 01  expert.

 02              So it varied, myself, Jocelyne Begin,

 03  Michael Morgan, those people, Steve Cripps.

 04              KATE McGRANN:  The core members who

 05  remained throughout the project, that would be

 06  Mr. Prendergast, Mr. North.  Anybody else?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  Larry Gaul stayed on.

 08  Larry Gaul was a key advisor on the launch.  He

 09  stayed there had until the end.  Mr. Dwyer ended

 10  earlier.  And then, again, there was people in

 11  constant contact right to the end, and beyond, and

 12  still are there, in my understanding.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  When you say "the end",

 14  are you referring to the public launch of the

 15  system?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  They were -- the IAT

 17  work wrapped up after we went to public launch, but

 18  the advisory roles continued.  So you would have to

 19  check with Mr. Charter and Mr. Morgan, who is still

 20  advising.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  In addition to looking

 22  at the schedule, did the Independent Assessment

 23  Team take a look at the readiness of the various

 24  aspects of the system for public launch?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  Absolutely.  So we had
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 01  Scott Kreiger, who is a vehicle expert.  We had

 02  Anil, who had done subway extensions, 2nd Avenue

 03  Subway, so he was familiar with stations.  Again,

 04  those are all public-facing.

 05              So everybody on that team, again, had

 06  not just constructed but they had been part of

 07  operations.  They had worked at agencies and had

 08  that expertise in terms of being able to view it

 09  through the public lens and service lens.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to the

 11  schedule delays, do you have a view of what the

 12  major factors were that contributed to the delays

 13  in the schedule?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  My view based on what we

 15  saw was, again, the stress that the sinkhole caused

 16  on the program.

 17              Escalators, they had a major issue with

 18  escalators that we could not deviate from, and they

 19  had to rectify it.  I can't remember, but it is

 20  double digits.  It is a lot of escalators in the

 21  system, so they had a major, major design issue

 22  that they had to rectify to get sign-off by the

 23  regulatory body.

 24              And leading up to substantial

 25  completion, they had challenges on workmanship and
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 01  quality, and you know, things such as stairwell

 02  types and code issues, so challenges on the code

 03  piece.

 04              CBTC was a challenge not from a

 05  technology perspective, but CBTC requires

 06  unfettered access to track, so the only way Thales

 07  will sign off and certify is if they see obviously

 08  their trains operating in a configuration that

 09  enables them to sign off.  So they were building

 10  and couldn't give Thales unfettered access to the

 11  track.

 12              The tunnel ventilation system is very,

 13  very complicated, so some challenges there.

 14              And again, if you go to the IAT

 15  reports, I think you start to see those buckets in

 16  terms of the challenges.

 17              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to the

 18  sinkhole, can you speak a little bit more to the

 19  implications it had for the overall construction

 20  schedule, from what you saw?

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  Again, it was our view.

 22  It was a view and it can't be quantified because it

 23  was a view that they didn't agree with.  It

 24  appeared that because of the scope and scale of

 25  that sinkhole, resources both in the field and

�0076

 01  professional advisors, you know, engineers had to

 02  shift from the entire 12 and a half kilometre build

 03  to a challenging point, obviously with the sinkhole

 04  and they had to fill it and they had to re-mine it

 05  and so forth.

 06              So again, it is an observation.  There

 07  is no data to substantiate that.  It is when I sit

 08  in a room with people that have built very

 09  complicated subway systems and tunnels, that was

 10  the view.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  Did you have a view as

 12  to whether the financial impact of the sinkhole on

 13  RTG had any implications for the construction of

 14  the system?

 15              JOHN MANCONI:  I wasn't privy to their

 16  financial cash flow, so I don't have a view on

 17  that.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  Is this a topic that

 19  anybody from RTG ever spoke to you about?

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  In general terms, they

 21  would -- you know, they were worried about cash

 22  flow.  They were late, and when you are late, you

 23  have got a cash flow situation.

 24              And so they were stressed in that

 25  regard, yes.
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  And in the general

 02  conversations that you had with RTG about its

 03  worries about cash flow, did anybody say anything

 04  to you about the impact of those concerns or the

 05  cash flow reality on the construction of the

 06  system?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  Not that I recall.  It

 08  was more sharing of, you know, this is difficult on

 09  them, and then obviously you just know that when

 10  you are delayed, again, it is no different than a

 11  renovation of a house.  The longer it takes,

 12  somebody is carrying the cost of that.  And the way

 13  the P3 works is that that risk is not on us.  It is

 14  on them.

 15              KATE McGRANN:  With the benefit of

 16  hindsight, in your view, was it in the best

 17  interests of the project for the risk to be

 18  transferred, the geo-technical risk, completely to

 19  RTG?

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  Absolutely.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  And why do you say that?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  A couple of things.

 23  They were paid to take that risk on.  The value of

 24  that I will never know, but they were paid for

 25  that.
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 01              And the City did some really good work

 02  on the geo-technical piece where we provided

 03  additional bore hole soil information to them, more

 04  than what is typically done in a tunnel.  And the

 05  City didn't have that expertise.  We were not in

 06  the tunnel business.  We did not know how to manage

 07  tunnel construction, nor did they want to.  And we

 08  went into it eyes wide open, as did every bidder in

 09  terms of that.

 10              And had we not done that risk transfer,

 11  the City would be in deep financial challenges when

 12  that sinkhole occurred and the downstream effects

 13  on that.

 14              So you know, one of the core principles

 15  of P3 is risk transfer and looking at those risks,

 16  and it was absolutely the right decision to do at

 17  that point in time.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  Do you feel that the

 19  City was accurately advised of the impact of the

 20  sinkhole on the project and the progress of

 21  construction following the sinkhole?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  From the consortium?

 23              KATE McGRANN:  Yes.

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  My view is everybody was

 25  trying to do the best they could, but keep in mind
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 01  that that's a variable that they planned for it and

 02  they responded very well it to.

 03              But it was a very fluid situation.  So

 04  they were sharing information to the best of their

 05  ability at that point in time.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  And do you feel that

 07  following the sinkhole through to public service,

 08  RTG continued to provide the information that it

 09  had about the schedule accurately to the City?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  The schedule was

 11  stressed.  I just don't know because I don't know

 12  if they knew exactly why it was stressed or where

 13  it was stressed and how to recover it.  I just know

 14  that there was good dialogue where we were very

 15  receptive in sharing with them on ideas and how to

 16  recover the schedule.

 17              Hence bringing in experts to help them

 18  think through things such as the tunnel ventilation

 19  system, the escalator system, and so forth.

 20              So again, at that point in time, there

 21  was good dialogue.  It is a big, complicated

 22  project, that, you know, had a sinkhole occur to

 23  it, and so there was adjustments.  There was

 24  leadership changes on their front.  They were

 25  heeding advice.  There were some advice that they
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 01  were saying, No, thank you, we are not going to

 02  listen to what the City has to offer.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  Do you remember any

 04  particular instances of advice that the City

 05  provided to RTG to help recover the schedule that

 06  RTG did not follow?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  We were encouraging them

 08  to triple-shift and work weekends, and you know,

 09  again, I don't know why it was no, whether it was

 10  cash flow or whether it was resource availability,

 11  but they said, We hear you, thanks very much.  They

 12  were doing some extra shift work, but in certain

 13  areas, like I know in Rideau they were working

 14  triple shifts and so forth.

 15              Our thoughts and our view was triple

 16  shift across the whole network or do it station by

 17  station and start to increase productivity, because

 18  it was the ease of construction work that was

 19  lagging behind also.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  Did the Independent

 21  Assessment Team ever agree with the schedule and

 22  the projected revenue service availability dates

 23  that were being provided by RTG?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  No, our forecast was

 25  always longer.
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  And did that disconnect

 02  between RTG's forecasted schedule and the

 03  Independent Assessment Team's forecasted schedule

 04  have any impact on the relationship between the

 05  City and RTG?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  I wouldn't know.  I

 07  mean, things -- again, there was collaboration

 08  right until public launch, so I can't talk on their

 09  behalf.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  Was there a loss of

 11  trust on the part of the City and the information

 12  that RTG was providing about the schedule?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  Loss of trust?

 14              KATE McGRANN:  Yes, did the City stop

 15  trusting RTG's projections when it came to the

 16  construction schedule?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  You know, those are

 18  powerful words.  I would describe it as -- I am

 19  very conservative in projecting timelines.  I think

 20  if there was any frustration, it wasn't about

 21  trust.  It was about stop being overly optimistic

 22  that you can recover the schedule to the degree

 23  that you can without doing some significant things.

 24              And to their credit, they did do some

 25  significant things.  There was a glass issue, and
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 01  they templated the glass and procured it locally.

 02              So again, it is not lack of trust.  It

 03  was I think they were overly optimistic that they

 04  could recover parts of the schedule that we

 05  disagreed with.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  Did you ever have any

 07  conversations with anyone at RTG about the source

 08  of their optimism, why they believed that they

 09  could meet the dates that they were sharing with

 10  the City?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  I had lots of

 12  discussions with Peter Lauch about, you know,

 13  cautioning him to not be overly optimistic and what

 14  his thought was in terms of what led to that

 15  optimism, and so forth, and I think some things

 16  they were doing to feed that optimism, such as

 17  additional resources or expertise.  They were open

 18  to suggestions.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  And did he share with

 20  you why he believed that his schedule was correct,

 21  despite what the work of the IAT team was showing?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  No, I think him and his

 23  advisors were -- they saw our work.  They believed

 24  where they were.  And it was just a professional

 25  difference of opinion in terms of what our
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 01  assessment was.

 02              KATE McGRANN:  Several completion dates

 03  were announced by the City that were not achieved.

 04  Was the IAT consulted about the likelihood of

 05  meeting those dates before the City shared those

 06  dates with the public?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, remember, the

 08  dates come from RTG, and yes, we did our

 09  assessments of those and, you know, Mr. Lauch,

 10  including at public meetings, he committed to dates

 11  that they didn't achieve.  You would have to ask

 12  them as to what led them believing they could

 13  achieve those dates.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  So was it the case that

 15  RTG was publicly announcing dates and the City had

 16  no ability to have any effect on those

 17  announcements, whether they should be made or not?

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  So if their position,

 19  and just like the first one, they believe they can

 20  achieve it, that they could, and so when Mr. Lauch

 21  promised, and I can't remember which one it was,

 22  but at one of the committees that we'll achieve the

 23  next date, perhaps what he had in mind was

 24  additional resources that we didn't have eyes on.

 25  They don't have to share all that information with
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 01  us, so he could have done acceleration work.  He

 02  could have gone to triple shifts, or he could have

 03  brought in additional resources, or he could have

 04  seen something that we didn't see.

 05              So it is -- again, it is their

 06  construction schedule to manage, and if they

 07  believe they can achieve it and they want to

 08  publicly say that, they say that.  Our job is to

 09  oversee it and make sure they are in compliance

 10  with the Project Agreement.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  Can you speak about the

 12  repercussions for the City when completion dates

 13  were announced for the project that were not met?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  So as the build

 15  progressed, we made those bus changes that I talked

 16  to you about before that caused pain to our

 17  customers.

 18              The minute they announced launch dates,

 19  we had to make certain changes to incrementally

 20  change the bus system for the customers.  And then

 21  ultimately when we peel away the three weeks of

 22  parallel service, the final changes are

 23  implemented.  It was a conscious incremental change

 24  to commutes.

 25              When you announce a date and then you
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 01  say, Oops, we didn't make it, which happened

 02  multiple times with RTG, and you are a customer,

 03  you ask yourself, Why did you put me through that

 04  pain if I have to wait yet again 'x' number of

 05  months?  That is what led to a lot of the uproar.

 06  You know, the Councillors felt the brunt of that

 07  because they would call the Councillors and say,

 08  You just changed my bus route, but now I hear that

 09  is not going to take effect for another 'x' number

 10  of months.

 11              So that was the pain that our customers

 12  would feel.  And staff, they would be demoralized

 13  in terms of nobody wants to take a customer through

 14  pain.

 15              KATE McGRANN:  Would it be fair to say

 16  that every time a publicly announced date is not

 17  met, the pressure to meet the next date is

 18  increased?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  No, the empathy is

 20  always there.  The pressure to achieve a date is

 21  not pressure.  It is a very -- we engrained in our

 22  culture that the path to public launch was revenue

 23  service availability, compliance with the Project

 24  Agreement, Independent Safety Certifier signing

 25  off, Independent Certifier signing off on the trial
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 01  running, and then all our programs associated with

 02  the RAMP program in terms of all those drills that

 03  we did and the simulation with live loads and so

 04  forth.

 05              So it was a very structured process of

 06  those are the boxes that we need to be in full

 07  compliance with to get to where we need to get to.

 08              The public pressure is not pressure to

 09  deviate from those.  It is about being empathetic

 10  and understanding and knowing that those customers

 11  are going through a change in their commute.

 12              KATE McGRANN:  Was there a way forward

 13  at any point, in your view, in which the interim

 14  dates that are missed are not announced and a more

 15  realistic view of the schedule is taken and a more

 16  realistic date is announced, avoiding the

 17  disappointment to the public and all of the

 18  implications that you have just described?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  Hindsight being 20/20,

 20  they couldn't do what you have just suggested

 21  because of that initial delay, because that initial

 22  delay, the May -- is it a 2018 date?  Please

 23  correct me if I am wrong.  The first contractual

 24  date that they had signed up for.

 25              That was the beginning of the most
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 01  significant change for the bus route system, so

 02  remembering we were being told we are going to make

 03  it, we are going to make it, we know we are going

 04  to make it, that set off that chain of events that

 05  I just talked to you about.  You were in that pain

 06  threshold for the customer because leading up to

 07  that was incremental changes of the bus rapid

 08  transit system being closed down for conversion.

 09  You couldn't reverse it back.

 10              And trust me, we spent a lot of time

 11  thinking what else can we do if there is another

 12  delay.  Is there a way to ratchet this back.  And

 13  again, bus computers, rail commuters, you don't

 14  want your commute to change, right.  We like

 15  structure.  We like routines.  So throttling back

 16  and reinstituting, we didn't do that.  We threw

 17  extra buses at the service, as you know, the 40

 18  buses that we were supposed to dispose of.  We

 19  brought those on board to create extra capacity and

 20  so forth when we had problems.

 21              So we were always thinking, to your

 22  point, what could we do differently, and there

 23  wasn't anything that stood out because going back

 24  and re-engineering the bus route changes would

 25  cause more pain and more disruption and confusion.
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 01              Remembering that doing bus changes, it

 02  is an algorithm, right.  It is a bus schedule.

 03  This isn't a small bus system.  It is a thousand

 04  buses.  You need to do scheduling.  You need to do

 05  decal changes.  You need to do the app changes.

 06  You need to push through the website, the portals,

 07  all their Twitter feeds, all that.  So that

 08  takes -- a bus schedule change takes, I can't

 09  remember exactly now, I think it is around six

 10  months.

 11              So A, you couldn't do it; B, you could

 12  have been causing more change and more confusion

 13  and more pain; and C, the logistics of doing that

 14  was very, very complicated.

 15              But we did always ask ourselves, What

 16  could we do.  And hence, you know, the Red Vest

 17  Ambassadors, the extra buses and so forth.  That

 18  was all to take care of our customers.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  RTG made a claim for a

 20  delay event and a relief event in connection with

 21  the sinkhole, right?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  I am going to ask Peter

 23  if I should be commenting on that.

 24              PETER WARDLE:  Well, let's just take it

 25  question by question, Mr. Manconi.  I don't think
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 01  there is anything wrong with this question.  This

 02  is public information.

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  Okay.  Well, they put in

 04  claims, yes.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  Were you involved in the

 06  City's decision to deny those claims?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes, I was.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  At any point, was there

 09  any consideration of making any accommodation

 10  beyond the terms of the Project Agreement in the

 11  interest of the project overall?

 12  R/F         PETER WARDLE:  I think I am going to

 13  have to decline to have the witness answer that

 14  question on the basis that it would get him into

 15  privileged advice.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  And just for the record,

 17  would you confirm that is a refusal?

 18              PETER WARDLE:  Yes.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  Did the outstanding

 20  claims in respect of the sinkhole have any impact,

 21  in your view, on the information that RTG provided

 22  to you about its construction schedule following

 23  the denial of --

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  No, again, the

 25  relationship was collaborative and they were trying
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 01  to get to revenue service availability and

 02  substantial completion.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  We'll take the morning

 04  break now.

 05              So we can go off the record.

 06              -- RECESSED AT 10:48 A.M.

 07              -- RESUMED AT 11:00 A.M.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  At any point during the

 09  construction stage of Ottawa's Light Rail Transit

 10  System, did the City have any concerns that OLRTC

 11  was not sufficiently resourced to complete the

 12  construction in compliance with the Project

 13  Agreement?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  The construction, no.

 15              KATE McGRANN:  Were you involved in or

 16  aware of any discussions with anyone at RTG or its

 17  contractors about the level of resourcing for OLRTC

 18  with respect to the construction work that was

 19  being done?

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  Again, back to the

 21  observations we made with the IAT team about

 22  capacity, about extra resources being brought on to

 23  finish the job, those were our comments there.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  In what context did

 25  those discussions take place?
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 01              JOHN MANCONI:  When we are out

 02  visiting, when we are doing our independent

 03  assessment work on the -- how should I say it?  The

 04  straight civil work piece, stations, as an example,

 05  it was our observation, our view, again, not

 06  knowing their cash flow situation or their

 07  constraints, that additional resources could gain

 08  them traction on their critical path and on their

 09  schedule overall.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  And what was the

 11  response to those suggestions by the City and its

 12  advisors?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  I think they were

 14  neutral on it.  They weren't -- you know, they

 15  would say thank you, we are doing what we need to

 16  do.  Again, they brought in a new Project Director,

 17  and his name escapes me right now, but he knew that

 18  Rideau Station was a very critical, complicated

 19  build, with a lot of CBTC wiring and SCADA wiring

 20  and so forth.  So he brought extra resources to

 21  that.

 22              They were very appreciative to working

 23  collaboratively on workshops in terms of the tunnel

 24  ventilation system and what we could do to

 25  accelerate that.
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 01              So again, it was a collaborative

 02  effort.  They were receptive.  But also they had

 03  the right to say, Thanks for your opinion, we are

 04  doing what we have got to do.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  And other than the

 06  suggestions made in the context that you just

 07  described, did the City take any other steps to

 08  question the resources that OLRTC was devoting to

 09  the construction of the system, manufacturing the

 10  vehicles, et cetera?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, we made comments

 12  and we made suggestions in terms of ensuring they

 13  had experienced people that had built and overseen

 14  these construction projects.

 15              We raised concerns about there was a

 16  lot of changes at the Superintendent level, for

 17  example, at stations.  There was -- seemed to be a

 18  bit of turnover there.  But again, we don't know

 19  the details associated with that.  That could have

 20  just been people moved on to other jobs.

 21              And, you know, general observations on

 22  making sure that critical infrastructure such as

 23  the catenary is checked and triple-checked and that

 24  you have the appropriate resources on that, and

 25  then we did our own oversight.  We provided them,
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 01  for example, a catenary assessment that we shared

 02  with them that we paid for independently.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  Were there other

 04  assessments that the City did independently that it

 05  shared with RTG?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  We brought in a track

 07  switch expert -- not a track switch, sorry.  The

 08  terminology escapes me.  It is an old technology

 09  piece.  Track circuit expert.

 10              We brought in tunnel ventilation

 11  experts, and we brought in track experts, and some

 12  of it was workshop facilitation.  Some of it was go

 13  out and assess it and give them a view and so

 14  forth, again, all of which they were very

 15  receptive.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  And all of those experts

 17  that you just described were brought in during the

 18  construction phase?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  Correct.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  What led the City to

 21  decide to bring in these experts?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  A strong belief in a

 23  fresh set of eyes, more expertise that, again, has

 24  built, managed and run these operations.  It is

 25  about just bringing in perspectives and making sure
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 01  that we are all coalescing around the right

 02  challenges and the right solutions.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  Were these experts

 04  brought in in response to any challenges that were

 05  being seen in the progress of the construction or

 06  manufacturing of the system?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  An example is the tunnel

 08  ventilation system, we were very concerned about

 09  the lead time on those systems, the installation,

 10  the completion of the Rideau tunnel, so we brought

 11  in a tunnel ventilation expert on how to help them

 12  along with that.

 13              We brought in the fire department on

 14  testing and commissioning the fire alarm, the

 15  e-telephones, the emergency telephone phones that

 16  you would have seen in many of the reports and we

 17  just brought them in to do that partnership piece

 18  that we talked about.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  Why bring the catenary

 20  expert in?

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  Pardon me?

 22              KATE McGRANN:  Why did you bring the

 23  catenary expert in?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  Oh, there was concern

 25  about the catenary in terms of the install quality,
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 01  not the material, and so part of our Independent

 02  Assessment Team were out doing a field assessment.

 03  We said, we'll bring in our own set of eyes, and

 04  that individual did an assessment of the catenary

 05  system and we shared that information with RTG and

 06  it helped them in terms of addressing some of the

 07  issues in terms of the catenary system.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  Did that expert provide

 09  any recommendations about -- let me start with

 10  this.  Did the expert that you brought in identify

 11  any concerns about the catenary system,

 12  installation, quality of materials, anything?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  There was a report done.

 14  I don't remember the specifics of it.  I believe we

 15  either gave the report to RTG or we shared the

 16  findings of the report.

 17              KATE McGRANN:  And was there any

 18  follow-up done by the City to see if any findings

 19  and recommendations were implemented by RTG?

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  Every subsequent IAT

 21  review, we were looking at the catenary in terms of

 22  quality.  We were having discussions with RTG about

 23  our observations on what had improved, what some of

 24  the outstanding challenges were, such as the

 25  additional carbon wear.  We saw carbon wear on the
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 01  vehicles and so forth.  So yes, there was ongoing

 02  dialogue with those.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  And did you just

 04  continue to see challenges with the catenary system

 05  through to public launch?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  We saw in the winter of

 07  the first year there was concern of carbon buildup

 08  on the top of the vehicles which can be attributed

 09  to certain wear on the catenary and the pantograph.

 10  The pantograph is the arm that connects the vehicle

 11  to the wire.

 12              And so when there is awkward wear

 13  patterns on that, it can lead to carbon on the

 14  roof, the black soot on the roof, so but that was

 15  early in the first winter of the public launch.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  Let me put it this way.

 17  So you said you continued to see challenges with

 18  the catenary.  At any point before the public

 19  launch, did the City believe that all issues with

 20  the catenary had been identified and resolved?

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  We continued to make

 22  observations about the catenary/pantograph

 23  interface, so where those two points touch, to

 24  which Alstom and others explained and said they had

 25  no concerns with those.  They had looked at it.
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 01  There was no issues for us to be concerned about.

 02              KATE McGRANN:  And did those assurances

 03  alleviate the City's concerns?

 04              JOHN MANCONI:  What they shared with us

 05  made sense at the time, and again, I was depending

 06  on catenary experts to look at those things.  And

 07  there was nothing, you know, during all those

 08  thousands and thousands and thousands of miles of

 09  trial running or kilometres of trial running and

 10  post trial running, none of the issues that

 11  occurred post launch were occurring during our

 12  testing and trial and commissioning phase.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  Did any issues that you

 14  recall appear for the first time during trial

 15  running?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  All the issues post

 17  launch did not occur during trial running.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  My question is

 19  different.

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  Okay.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  Did any issues

 22  experienced during trial running appear for the

 23  first time during trial running?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  You would have to ask

 25  the assessment team that, you know, signed off on
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 01  the scorecard.  There was no significant issues

 02  that was brought up to the RAMP, other than those

 03  days when we stopped.

 04              KATE McGRANN:  When you refer to the

 05  assessment team, are you talking about the Trial

 06  Running Review Team?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes, the Trial Running

 08  Review Team.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  At any point during

 10  construction did the City ask RTG to provide more

 11  information about its efforts to recover the

 12  schedule?  So beyond the regular schedule updates,

 13  beyond the P26 information that you referenced, was

 14  there a request for a recovery plan or anything

 15  like that?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  Absolutely, and they

 17  were sharing and not waiting until formalization of

 18  those things, but they were sharing through regular

 19  updates, for example, what they were doing at

 20  Rideau Station with the extra shifts, with the

 21  extra -- they brought in new contractors to string

 22  wire because there was literally hundreds of

 23  kilometres of wires that had passed through the

 24  Rideau Station, as an example, and they were

 25  sharing that information with us.
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  Did the Independent

 02  Assessment Team assess the recovery?

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  Every time we did an

 04  assessment, we assessed everything that they shared

 05  with us, and we also asked for additional

 06  information.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  And I think you said

 08  earlier that the Independent Assessment Team never

 09  agreed with RTG's projected dates.  Was their view

 10  of the recovery plan -- what was their view of the

 11  recovery plan?  Did they agree that that schedule

 12  was feasible?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  So there was certain

 14  elements that we -- that the team appreciated and

 15  agreed with, and there were certain elements that

 16  we were less than optimistic on.  But it was a

 17  fluid process, right.  I can't remember how many of

 18  those we did, but we did a lot of assessments.

 19              And as we progressed through, they

 20  started to knock off those issues that were a big

 21  concern, which is no different than any other rail

 22  project.  You come down.  You start to knock off

 23  those big items and you are always going to be left

 24  with some things at the end.

 25              And so they were progressing through.
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 01  So for example, the escalators, we were very, very

 02  concerned about the escalators, and you know, they

 03  had to do a major re-engineering and reconstruction

 04  on those to get provincial approval for escalators

 05  from the governing body.

 06              And that was nothing -- none of us

 07  could deviate from that.  That is a

 08  provincially-regulated function, that they regulate

 09  elevators and escalators, and they had a major

 10  challenge there, and to their credit, they sorted

 11  their way through it.  They brought in experts.

 12  They listened to our panel.  They put additional

 13  resources and so forth.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  You mentioned that, you

 15  know, there is disagreement between RTG and the

 16  Independent Assessment Team about the schedule.  It

 17  is a fluid process.

 18              At some point did you become frustrated

 19  with the information that RTG was providing about

 20  the schedule and how it was going to recover it

 21  after dates had been missed and things like that?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  No, my frustration came

 23  from when they were made aware of challenges from

 24  us, they were always very good at either explaining

 25  why or why they were not addressing them or they
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 01  would go and address them but what would sometimes

 02  happen is things that they had previously corrected

 03  would then flare up and that raised concerns about

 04  did they have enough resources.

 05              And again, it is not necessarily trades

 06  and frontline workers, but was there enough focus

 07  on ensuring that once you resolve the problem - you

 08  know, as I said, we knocked them off - did they

 09  stay congruent and kept managing that while dealing

 10  with the other challenges.  That is where my

 11  frustration came from, because they had the

 12  expertise.  They had access to some of the best

 13  expertise in the industry.

 14              And when we would tell them bring in

 15  some experts, like they did with SNC-Lavalin from

 16  the west coast, they brought in some experts on the

 17  tunnel ventilation system and worked hand in hand

 18  with us.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  You know the focus of

 20  the Commission's work is looking at the breakdowns

 21  and derailments that occurred on the system after

 22  it launched public service.  Can you give me an

 23  example of an issue that was resolved that became

 24  an issue again that was related to the reliability

 25  or safety of the running of the trains?
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 01              JOHN MANCONI:  On the safety piece,

 02  they were very safety conscious.  I'll give you a

 03  very simple, straightforward example that made it

 04  to the news.  They forgot to turn off the outdoor

 05  water fountains as part of their winter shutdown,

 06  and we had spent countless hours with them on

 07  winter readiness and, you know, checklists,

 08  operational shutdowns, what are you doing.  And lo

 09  and behold, they forgot to shut the water valves

 10  off on the outdoor water fountains and they froze

 11  and, you know, water spillage and ice everywhere,

 12  and it made the news, to which they went, Yeah, we

 13  missed it.  It should have been on the checklist.

 14  It was on the checklist.  We didn't do it.

 15              And so those are the examples of the

 16  things that, again, were organized, congruent,

 17  documented, and then someone lost focus on those.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  Any examples of an issue

 19  that you had been advised had been corrected but

 20  then flared up again with respect to the

 21  reliability of the vehicles and running the

 22  vehicles?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  Concern about yard

 24  movements.  As you know, we had some derailments in

 25  the yard.  There is a curve in particular, I don't
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 01  know exactly where, I don't have that level of

 02  detail, but that is an example of there is an

 03  issue.  Our safety officer issued the notice.  We

 04  were looking into it.  And then we had repetitive

 05  yard derailments in the same location.  It is

 06  problematic.  It is concerning.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  And with respect to the

 08  running of the vehicles on the system itself, like

 09  the actual passenger line?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  Some frustration on the

 11  whistleblowers, you are aware of that situation,

 12  where the cameras still are not resolved in terms

 13  of the platform door cameras.  That is something

 14  that has been lingering, well, since the launch.

 15              In terms of vehicles in the morning,

 16  there is a checklist that you have to -- before the

 17  handover occurs to us, has everything been done on

 18  the vehicles.  There is a data logger, for example,

 19  in the yard that needs to be reset on a certain

 20  frequency, because we had an interruption on

 21  service one time.  Somebody forgot to reset that

 22  data logger.

 23              Again, an issue that caused service

 24  interruption, not a safety infraction, but service

 25  interruption, it gets identified.  They jump all
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 01  over it immediately.  Like there is never

 02  hesitation.  They resolve it, root cause analysis,

 03  all those good things you do in engineering.  And

 04  then fast forward four, five, six months later,

 05  whatever that frequency is, somebody forgot to

 06  reset the data logger, as an example.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  Are all of the issues

 08  that you are describing related to human error,

 09  failure to follow an operating procedure, take a

 10  step?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  We don't have that line

 12  of sight, right, because I don't have that level of

 13  detail.  Is it checklists not being followed?  Is

 14  it automated work orders not being generated?  I

 15  don't know.  Human error?  I don't know.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  A couple of questions

 17  about testing and commissioning.

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  Uhm-hmm.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  Did the City have the

 20  opportunity to review RTG's testing and

 21  commissioning plans when they were first put

 22  together?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  There is a working group

 24  that developed that testing and commissioning plan

 25  that was because of our -- the PA barely spoke to
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 01  it.  It just talked about 12 days, and we were

 02  proactive and we wanted to have a clearly

 03  documented process that both parties agreed to well

 04  in advance.  There was a working group that was

 05  assembled.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  So I think you are

 07  referring to the trial running; is that right?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  Correct.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  I am speaking about the

 10  testing and commissioning of the various components

 11  of the system, and then the integration testing

 12  that took place in advance of substantial

 13  completion, I believe.

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  Okay.

 15              KATE McGRANN:  Do you know what I am

 16  speaking of?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  Okay, yes.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  Did the City have the

 19  opportunity to review the testing and commissioning

 20  plans that RTG prepared when they were first put

 21  together?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  I would -- I don't have

 23  that level of detail.  You would have to ask

 24  Michael Morgan and his staff.

 25              KATE McGRANN:  What was your
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 01  involvement in the testing and commissioning that

 02  took place prior to substantial completion?

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  The RAMP room was very

 04  specific that everything in the PA that required

 05  testing and commissioning, sign-off or

 06  certification needed to be done, so it was an

 07  outcome reporting through to the RAMP room, and

 08  again, that level of detail I don't have.  That

 09  would be a Michael Morgan or his staff.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  Did you attend as a

 11  general rule all of the RAMP meetings?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  Did you understand that

 14  there was any compression of the integration

 15  testing in particular as a result of delays in the

 16  construction schedule?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  Which integration

 18  testing, sorry?

 19              KATE McGRANN:  Integration of the

 20  systems on the line, like the entire subway

 21  system -- or LRT system?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, there was always

 23  talk about what would happen if there was delays to

 24  construction and what would be compressed.

 25              With all these delays, I don't know
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 01  what level of compression occurred.  There was

 02  nothing that got escalated to me that said we are

 03  compromising anything in terms of testing and

 04  commissioning that is not in compliance with the

 05  PA.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  And would you expect

 07  anything along those lines to be escalated to you?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  Oh, absolutely.

 09  Anything that was not in compliance with the

 10  Project Agreement, there was a requirement to

 11  escalate to the RAMP room.

 12              KATE McGRANN:  Did you understand more

 13  generally that there was compression of the testing

 14  and commissioning schedule that originally had been

 15  put in place?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  So compression of any

 17  schedule is not uncommon.  The issue is what is the

 18  level of complexity.  What do you do to manage that

 19  compression?  Do you do testing at night?  Do you

 20  do additional testing?  Do you do testing on the

 21  weekends?

 22              And again, I was dependent on my

 23  experts and my technical staff to ensure that all

 24  testing was done in accordance with best practices

 25  and the Project Agreement.
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  Did you understand that

 02  there was compression of the testing and

 03  commissioning schedule on this project?

 04              JOHN MANCONI:  I knew there was

 05  compression.  I don't know the exact elements of

 06  what was compressed and how that compression was

 07  managed.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  I understand that there

 09  were monthly testing and commissioning meetings

 10  that took place up until June 2018; are you

 11  familiar with what I am talking about?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  I believe so, yes.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  And then I understand

 14  that those meetings stopped in June of 2018.  Are

 15  you aware of that?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  I am not aware of that.

 17              KATE McGRANN:  Are you aware of those

 18  meetings stopping at any point in time?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  I am not aware of that.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  Were there any

 21  particular complications experienced in the testing

 22  and commissioning of this project that were brought

 23  to your attention as areas of potential concern?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  No, other than the

 25  overall schedule in terms of how do we ensure we do
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 01  all the testing.  For example, on the vehicles,

 02  there was a formal handover process for the

 03  vehicles, and how we kept track of that through the

 04  RAMP room and so forth.

 05              There was general concern about the

 06  schedule overall, obviously, because there needed

 07  to be a lot of work done in the time frames that

 08  were set forth.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  Was the City -- let's

 10  say from the beginning of 2019 onwards, was the

 11  City ever advised of any issues with respect to the

 12  capacity of the maintenance and service facility to

 13  do everything that was being done in there,

 14  assembly of vehicles, maintenance of vehicles, et

 15  cetera?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't remember the

 17  exact date.  I don't think it was 2019.  I think it

 18  was more like 2020.  Again, I don't know the exact

 19  date.  But out of the blue Alstom reached out to me

 20  to say that they were going to speak to OLRTC, RTG

 21  or whoever they had the contract with to move the

 22  manufacturing out of the MSF.

 23              I immediately escalated that to Peter

 24  Lauch, and he said, Yes, we are under discussions

 25  with them to move the manufacturing of the trains
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 01  out of the maintenance storage facility to their

 02  new location in Toronto.  I don't know exactly

 03  where.  I think it is Brampton or somewhere there.

 04              KATE McGRANN:  Prior to that

 05  out-of-the-blue conversation in 2020, was the City

 06  ever advised of any pressure or demand on the

 07  manufacturing and storage facility as a result of

 08  the various activities that were taking place in

 09  that facility?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  Quite the opposite.

 11  Alstom was touting it as their model.  They wanted

 12  to expand it worldwide where they would assemble

 13  vehicles and maintain them.

 14              And again, I don't know the exact date,

 15  whether it was late 2019 or 2020, that I believe

 16  there was a phone call from Alstom on that.  They

 17  said, We need to move out of there because there is

 18  too much going on.

 19              But leading up to that, I was not aware

 20  of any concerns, but it was a unique model, there

 21  is no doubt about that, where vehicles were being

 22  assembled locally, and then put into service.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  Did any of the City's

 24  advisors ever raise any concerns about the ability

 25  of the MSF to support all of the activities and
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 01  demands that were being made on it?

 02              JOHN MANCONI:  Not that I recollect.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  Now, I understand that

 04  RTG first applied for substantial completion in May

 05  of 2019; is that what you recall?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  You have to forgive me,

 07  there was a lot of dates and a lot of moving -- so

 08  if that is what the documentation shows.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  Heading into -- let's do

 10  it this way.  In the spring of 2019, so April, May,

 11  can you speak to whether any issues were being

 12  observed with the vehicles at that point in time?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  Not on my level, other

 14  than there was a lot of vehicles that needed to get

 15  to that green status, because we have the

 16  scorecard, about how many vehicles were completed,

 17  and to get to green, you know, you had to be

 18  literally defect-free other than minor pieces.

 19              So what the RAMP room was talking about

 20  was issues that were coming up, mostly minor, such

 21  as door handles on the cab door, heat on either the

 22  westerly or the easterly direction cab because you

 23  are facing the sun, sun visors, things like that,

 24  oh, windows in the cab, the operator cab, whether

 25  we could customize it so that they could have fresh
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 01  air.

 02              There was certainly a heating and

 03  cooling issue in the operator cab in terms of which

 04  direction the train was heading, if it was getting

 05  sun all afternoon and so forth.

 06              Other than that, there was nothing

 07  major on the vehicles that were on the tracks that

 08  was being brought to my attention.  A lot of work

 09  to get all the vehicles done leading up to

 10  substantial completion and revenue service

 11  availability.

 12              KATE McGRANN:  And in terms of the work

 13  needed to get the vehicles done, there were

 14  vehicles that were still being built?

 15              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, "built" is a loose

 16  term.  I mean, they were -- at the tail end they

 17  were all built.  There was things that needed to be

 18  finalized in the vehicles.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  And when you say "at the

 20  tail end they were all built", when, to your

 21  understanding, were all of the vehicles built,

 22  leaving aside retrofits and things like that?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  We would have to check

 24  the records.  There is records on -- there

 25  is -- Richard Holder had this specific process for
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 01  when he accepted vehicles and under what

 02  conditions.  You would have to ask him.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  Was it your

 04  understanding that retrofits were required for the

 05  vehicles all the way through trial running and into

 06  revenue service availability?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  There was things that we

 08  agreed to that could come after the fact, and in

 09  fact, there was new things that occurred after

 10  revenue service such as strap hangers and things

 11  like that.

 12              KATE McGRANN:  When you say there were

 13  things that we agreed to after the fact, after what

 14  fact?

 15              JOHN MANCONI:  So an example was I

 16  believe operators were asking for a fresh air

 17  window adjustment.  I think that is something that

 18  we all realized we could not do for the launch and

 19  we said we would do that afterwards.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  Are you aware of any

 21  other retrofits that were agreed to to the vehicles

 22  before public launch to be completed after?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  There is a list of those

 24  that Michael Morgan would have documented.  I

 25  believe another example was the cab door
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 01  reinforcement, because the glass was -- under

 02  certain conditions wasn't holding up and so there

 03  was a reinforcement process.  I believe there was a

 04  hinge issue that was causing the glass to come

 05  loose or crack.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  If I refer to the Minor

 07  Deficiencies List, do you know what I am referring

 08  to?

 09              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  And it is my

 11  understanding that that was a list of outstanding

 12  issues that would not impact the safety, use or

 13  enjoyment of the system but needed to be addressed;

 14  is that a fair summary of --

 15              JOHN MANCONI:  I believe so, yes.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  Who was in charge of

 17  reviewing that list on the City's side?

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  Michael Morgan and his

 19  team.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  Was the IAT involved in

 21  advising on the contents of that list?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  They could have been

 23  indirectly.  Michael would have provided us a

 24  summary of what would have been on that list.

 25              KATE McGRANN:  Can you explain what the
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 01  Independent Certifier's role was with respect to

 02  the Minor Deficiencies List?

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't have the exact

 04  wording on what the IC would have done on that.  I

 05  know that they have to sign off on substantial

 06  completion.  I would have to refer back to -- if

 07  Peter knows or back to the Project Agreement.  I

 08  don't have the specifics in front of me.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  That is okay.  I am just

 10  trying to understand what your understanding was.

 11  We can't ask you recite the Project Agreement,

 12  that's not fair.  What did you understand the

 13  Independent Certifier's role was with respect to

 14  the Minor Deficiencies List.

 15              JOHN MANCONI:  I viewed it more on the

 16  substantial completion on the Project Agreement.  I

 17  knew that we could not move forward if we didn't

 18  have the Independent Certifier and the Safety

 19  Certifier signatures moving forward to get to

 20  eventually public revenue service.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  In your view, or do you

 22  know, if the City and RTG agreed to place an issue

 23  on the Minor Deficiencies List, could the

 24  Independent Certifier reject it from that list

 25  because it was more serious than the list was
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 01  intended to hold?

 02              JOHN MANCONI:  As you can appreciate,

 03  it is years ago.  I honestly don't remember right

 04  now what the role specific to that list of the IC

 05  is.  I would be speculating.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to the

 07  first failed application that RTG made for

 08  substantial completion, what in your view were the

 09  most -- were the main indicators that substantial

 10  completion had not been achieved?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't recall.  I would

 12  have to see the documentation.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  Do you recall having any

 14  concerns about the safety or reliability of the

 15  system at the time that the first application for

 16  substantial completion was made?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  When was the first

 18  application made?

 19              KATE McGRANN:  I believe it was made in

 20  May of 2019.

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, again, I don't

 22  remember the circumstances around that.  I mean, it

 23  was rejected.  Again, I don't recall why it was

 24  rejected.  Obviously, there was major things that

 25  we disagreed with.
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 01              I can remember we would have had

 02  discussions on that, but obviously there was

 03  concerns.  Whether they were safety concerns,

 04  whether they were completion concerns, I don't

 05  know.  I don't recollect.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  Do you know -- so

 07  substantial completion is achieved, I believe, on

 08  July 26th of 2019.  There is still matters on the

 09  Minor Deficiencies List at that point in time; is

 10  that right?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes.

 12              KATE McGRANN:  Were there any other

 13  outstanding matters to be addressed with respect to

 14  compliance with the Project Agreement other than

 15  those listed on the Minor Deficiencies List?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  Michael's job was to

 17  grab everything that we needed to, because you have

 18  one shot to do that, and I believe it grabbed

 19  everything that we were aware of at the time,

 20  without the ability to forecast anything that was

 21  going to occur post revenue service launch.

 22              KATE McGRANN:  Any known issues that

 23  were not captured by the Minor Deficiencies List?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  Not that I am aware of.

 25              KATE McGRANN:  Am I right that there
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 01  was a period of pre-trial running in between the

 02  achievement of substantial completion and the

 03  commencement of trial running?

 04              JOHN MANCONI:  I believe there was.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  What was the purpose of

 06  the pre-trial running?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  It is part of the

 08  process, and it is practising.  It is to test the

 09  system, test the entire regime.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  And how did that differ

 11  from trial running or testing and commissioning?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, trial running you

 13  are into the prescribed -- you have seen the

 14  scorecards and the process on that, and it has to

 15  be certified by the Independent Certifier, and

 16  there was the agreement that we had reached in

 17  terms of how we would measure things, what we would

 18  measure and so forth.

 19              I don't recollect if during pre-trial

 20  Troy and the team were doing any mock scoring or

 21  not.

 22              But again, it is not -- you know,

 23  launching a rail system is keep running your

 24  systems.  You want to shake out all the issues,

 25  whether it is public-facing systems, whether it is
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 01  your SCADA, whether it is your vehicles.  I know

 02  the focus is always on vehicles, but it is an

 03  integrated system.  So you want the system to --

 04  you want to exercise the lungs of the system and

 05  put it through its paces.

 06              So the more you run vehicles and

 07  systems and so forth, the more you get to see what

 08  could possibly pop up because you can't anticipate

 09  this stuff.  And until you get to full, live loads,

 10  you'll never know what is going to come.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  What is a full, live

 12  load?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  When you go into full

 14  revenue service.

 15              KATE McGRANN:  So --

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  So in our case, AM and

 17  PM peak where you have got the maximum number of

 18  customers on your system.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  When you refer to there

 20  are things that you won't find out until you have

 21  got the full live load, are you referring only to

 22  running the system according to schedule, or are

 23  you referring to running the system according to

 24  schedule with the volume of passengers that

 25  were --
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 01              JOHN MANCONI:  All of it.

 02              KATE McGRANN:  All of it.

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  All of it.  All the

 04  touch points are touched.  Because we did lots of

 05  mock simulation, including our buses, through the

 06  transfer stations.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  Were there concerns

 08  about the safety or reliability of the system

 09  heading into the trial running period?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  Nobody raised any safety

 11  issues that -- to me or to the RAMP room that I am

 12  aware of.  And what was the second part,

 13  reliability?

 14              KATE McGRANN:  Reliability.

 15              JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, no, the one area

 16  that we had concern was were they going to when the

 17  live loads came have enough technicians available

 18  when there was an issue, that they would be able to

 19  respond quickly.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  So there were concerns

 21  about whether RTM was sufficiently resourced to

 22  respond to issues that arose during revenue

 23  service?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  Not sufficiently

 25  resourced.  Our position was you over-resource.
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 01  With a system as busy as this one, our view was

 02  over-resource at the front end with technicians

 03  because there will be problems that nobody can

 04  anticipate, and that way you can have an on-board

 05  technician on the vehicle, as an example, or switch

 06  technicians that can address those issues

 07  immediately.

 08              They did not agree with that view.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  And when was that view

 10  first shared by the City with RTM?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  Constantly.  It was

 12  shared many, many times in the RAMP room leading up

 13  to launch.  It was an advice that was given from

 14  people that ran rail systems and people like myself

 15  that had done openings of buildings and so forth

 16  where you over-resource it.  That way you can

 17  address problems as they occur, because we knew,

 18  anybody that has opened up a rail system, you will

 19  have issues that you can never, ever, ever simulate

 20  through trial running, testing, pre-trial running,

 21  commission.

 22              There will always be things that come

 23  up post launch that you are not aware of.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  We are speaking in very

 25  general terms right now.  Did the City provide any
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 01  specific information or advice to RTM in terms of

 02  what it would like to see by way of RTM's resources

 03  on the ground to address issues that came up during

 04  service?

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes, we did.  We

 06  recommended to have a technician on every vehicle

 07  and a technician at every switch.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  And the response that

 09  was received to those suggestions?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  No, they were not going

 11  to do that.  They did eventually increase a few

 12  technicians for vehicles, and they at one point,

 13  and I can't remember when but it was significantly

 14  post launch, they added some switch technicians.  I

 15  believe during the opening, they may have had some

 16  extra technicians floating, but we were looking for

 17  assigned technicians on the vehicles and assigned

 18  technicians at the switches, to which --

 19              KATE McGRANN:  And then -- sorry, go

 20  ahead.

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  To which they could

 22  listen to our advice, but again, this is a

 23  public/private partnership and we cannot impose

 24  that on them.

 25              KATE McGRANN:  And that advice was
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 01  provided in advance of the launch of public revenue

 02  service?

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes.

 04              KATE McGRANN:  Was it provided in

 05  advance of the trial running phase?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't remember exactly

 07  when, but it was suggested regularly and they did

 08  provide some resources but not one on every

 09  vehicle.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  You are speaking to the

 11  need to over-resource so that you are prepared to

 12  respond to unforeseen issues on the system.

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  Uhm-hmm.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  I would like to know

 15  whether there were any known reliability issues

 16  with the system heading into trial running?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  There was vehicle

 18  availability launching in the morning that appeared

 19  to be about organization in the yard.  So in other

 20  words, the trains come back.  You have to clean

 21  them, inspect them, and then re-launch.

 22              That was our -- you know, it is that

 23  cadence that we were reminding them of in terms of,

 24  you know, in the morning the term in rail is you

 25  "make score".  It means you produce the number of
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 01  trains, whether it is New York City or the City of

 02  Ottawa, if you need 'x' number of trains, they are

 03  ready to go.  It was that cadence that we were

 04  saying, you know, you don't seem to have that

 05  cadence.  Make sure that you meet those objectives.

 06              So we were reminding them of the

 07  importance of doing that in the morning.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  And so there is vehicle

 09  availability issues when it comes to launching in

 10  the morning, and you said that appeared to be about

 11  organization in the yard.

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  Was it your

 14  understanding that RTM was just simply not able to

 15  get through the regular maintenance activities

 16  required every evening in time to launch the trains

 17  the next morning?

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, that was earlier

 19  on, and then during -- as you can tell by the

 20  scores, they turned that around and focussed and

 21  were able to do that very, very well.

 22              And so they made score every day in

 23  terms of the vehicle requirements.  So they had the

 24  skill sets.  They had the resources.  So they

 25  obviously heeded our advice.
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 01              They did bring in extra resources to

 02  get to the launch, and so that led to them --

 03  again, it is back to they were listening to our

 04  advice and that perspective paid off because they

 05  were able to achieve the requirements of the trial

 06  running.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  Other than the vehicle

 08  availability and the ability to meet score, as you

 09  put it, in the morning, were there any other known

 10  reliability issues with the system heading into

 11  trial running?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  Nothing major that I can

 13  recall, no.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  Anything about running

 15  the trains through the day, anything like that?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  Nothing that I can

 17  recall.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  Vehicle failures or

 19  faults on the system during the day?

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  Nothing that I can

 21  recall leading up to that, no.

 22              KATE McGRANN:  Do you recall any of the

 23  City's expert advisors raising any concerns about

 24  the readiness of the system heading into trial

 25  running?
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 01              JOHN MANCONI:  We were all concerned

 02  about what I talked about before, make sure that

 03  every issue, that you have pat down, that you have

 04  got it under control, doesn't re-creep into the

 05  space, because that was a theme that we had seen in

 06  the past.

 07              They responded on the resourcing,

 08  over-resourcing for the launch, so they did step up

 09  technicians.  They did bring in resources to make

 10  sure they could get and make score every day.

 11              The consistency of that was that we

 12  were concerned about in terms of will they sustain

 13  it, and so it was good, good dialogue, you listened

 14  to our advice, you have listened to the experts.

 15  Now, don't drop it down.  Don't -- you know, keep

 16  going with that cadence that you did during trial

 17  running.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  As you are heading into

 19  trial running, were all of the items on the

 20  Go/No-Go list coded green?

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  No, there was a process

 22  for Go/No-Go, and I don't remember exactly when,

 23  but leading up to a certain period, there

 24  was -- that Go/No-Go was linked to a timeline, and

 25  I'm sorry, I don't remember whether it was public
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 01  launch or whether it was trial running.  But

 02  obviously leading up to that, there was -- they

 03  weren't all green.  There were some things that

 04  were green very early on, there were some things

 05  that were yellow and some things that were red.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  Do you recall if

 07  anything was red heading into trial running?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  It was green when it

 09  needed to be green, whether -- I can't remember if

 10  it was trial running or public launch.  So whenever

 11  it needed to and our process associated with that

 12  Go/No-Go list, it was green when it needed to be

 13  green, all of it.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to trial

 15  running, I would like to understand how the

 16  criteria that was applied at the beginning of trial

 17  running and then throughout was determined.

 18              So I think you mentioned earlier that

 19  there was a working group, but can you just explain

 20  to me how was the criteria determined for trial

 21  running?  And I will let you know before we get

 22  into these questions, I have a copy of a 2017

 23  criteria and a copy of July 2019 criteria that I

 24  will show to you.  I just don't want to interfere

 25  with your answer.

�0128

 01              JOHN MANCONI:  Sure.

 02              KATE McGRANN:  So maybe you can start

 03  generally and then we can go to the documents as

 04  needed.

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  Sure.  So when it was

 06  raised to me that there was no specific criteria to

 07  this trial running, my direction was very simple.

 08  Get the experts in the room.  Partner up with

 09  OLRTC, RTG, RTM, and come up with measurable

 10  criteria.

 11              I was not involved in the development

 12  of that document.  The expertise came from those

 13  that knew how to build, operate and maintain, and

 14  it was done with our partner at the table.  And

 15  that is how that document came into being.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  And just so that we

 17  ensure that we are speaking about the same

 18  document, if you bear with me for a second.  Let me

 19  know if you need me to zoom in on this at all, but

 20  I am showing you a document COW442401 titled -- the

 21  subject of which is:  "Trial Running Evaluation

 22  Process" and, in quotes, "'Scorecard' Approach".

 23              And the date attached at least is May

 24  11, 2017.

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  Uhm-hmm.
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  I am happy to scroll

 02  through this so you can review it, but are you

 03  familiar with this document?

 04              JOHN MANCONI:  In general terms, yes.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  And is this the document

 06  that you were referring to when you said that

 07  people got together in a room from the City, RTG

 08  and its subcontractors and agreed to criteria?

 09              JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, again, as you can

 10  appreciate, at the General Manager level I wasn't

 11  involved in documents.  I set the direction to say

 12  I want measurable criteria so that we -- both

 13  parties come out and we can demonstrate that we

 14  have achieved the trial running period.

 15              KATE McGRANN:  Do you know how long it

 16  took the parties to come up with this criteria?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't.  There was a

 18  lot of work that was done with it because most --

 19  one of the things I learned was that most people

 20  don't have any criteria.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  Could you tell me what

 22  you mean by that?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  Some agencies just run

 24  the trains, and then when they say we think we are

 25  good to go, they are good to go.  We wanted
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 01  measurable criteria to it, and that was an

 02  eye-opener for me.  So we put criteria to it.

 03              But I don't know how long this took to

 04  get to where -- it took -- they had a lot of

 05  dialogue on it and a lot of perspectives.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  When you say that others

 07  do not have criteria, are you aware of any projects

 08  in which the responsibility is divided in the way

 09  it is on this one, being a DVFM, in which there is

 10  no trial running criteria?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  I am not aware.  I don't

 12  know.  I am not an expert in that area.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  Did any of the City's

 14  expert advisors review and approve this criteria on

 15  behalf of the City?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, I know, for

 17  example, Joe North was involved in that.  I know

 18  the RAMP room folks, we talked about it often in

 19  terms of the scores.  We saw -- our job was to

 20  receive the scorecard on a daily basis when we were

 21  doing this, so there was lots -- I can't -- I don't

 22  know who was involved in it, but I know that people

 23  like Joe North were involved, and I see names on

 24  here that I am familiar with.

 25              KATE McGRANN:  You have jumped ahead of
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 01  me a little bit to the scoring.  I am still in 2017

 02  when the criteria is being decided upon.

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  Sure.

 04              KATE McGRANN:  Did you take a look at

 05  this criteria when it was finalized and agreed to

 06  by the parties?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  No, I was told there was

 08  a fully documented program in place, and I asked if

 09  everybody was satisfied with it.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  Was it your

 11  understanding when this criteria was -- first of

 12  all, it looks like this criteria is finalized in

 13  2017.  Is that accurate?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  I heard of two

 15  situations which came up.  One was Mr. Scrimgeour

 16  wanted some changes done to it which I immediately

 17  said, Go and speak, and if it is material, I want

 18  to hear it back.  If it is not material, it is not

 19  something that needs to be escalated.

 20              And then there was some dialogue about

 21  who had signed off which version at what time.

 22              KATE McGRANN:  And is this all in 2017?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  No, I believe the

 24  version was very late in the process, as was

 25  Mr. Scrimgeour's comments.
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  So just sticking for the

 02  moment with this 2017 criteria, was it your

 03  understanding that this criteria was finalized in

 04  2017?

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  We set up the RAMP room.

 06  We did up the calendar.  And the dialogue was

 07  always we have a process to measure trial running.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  And was it your

 09  understanding that the document that we are looking

 10  at here was the process?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  I can't confirm that

 12  that is the document.  Obviously at the General

 13  Manager level I'm asking is everything in place to

 14  proceed to where we need to get to.  And I

 15  don't -- I depend on my experts and my technical

 16  leaders to provide us what we need to ensure at the

 17  program level we have everything in place.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  At any point prior to

 19  the commencement of trial running, did anybody

 20  raise with you that there wasn't a finalized trial

 21  running process and so that needed to be addressed?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  No, it came up.  I don't

 23  remember exactly when and it could have even been

 24  during trial running that the final version had not

 25  been signed off, to which I said immediately get it
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 01  signed off because we are using the trial running

 02  process.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  Did you have a general

 04  understanding heading into trial running as to what

 05  the requirements were with respect to, for example,

 06  the number of days that needed to be pass days in

 07  order to achieve trial running?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  96 percent 9 days out of

 09  the 12.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  Did you say 6 percent?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  96.

 12              KATE McGRANN:  96 percent --

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  9 out of 12 days.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  96 percent of what?

 15              JOHN MANCONI:  Of the score for I

 16  believe it is the peak volume periods.  There is a

 17  definition of all those terms.

 18              Remembering that the score is across a

 19  bunch of lenses, there is station availability,

 20  there is customer-facing elements.  I can't

 21  remember all of them.  You would have to scroll

 22  down, but I believe there is five or six buckets.

 23              And then there is certain criteria that

 24  you can fail a day on automatically.  And then

 25  there is a minimum threshold.  I believe it was 94

�0134

 01  percent, no lower than 94 percent, something like

 02  that.

 03              Again, it is many years ago.  I would

 04  have to go back and refresh my memory.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  So trial running is run

 06  in July of -- well, July and August of 2019, right.

 07  Your understanding from the very first day of trial

 08  running is that it is 96 percent on 9 out of 12

 09  days?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  That is what the

 11  documentation had, and that is what the experts

 12  were supposed to be measuring against, yes.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  And I just want to make

 14  sure that your answer is clear.  Did you understand

 15  from day one of trial running that the objective

 16  was 96 percent 9 out of 12 days?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  I believe I do.  That

 18  was way back then, yes.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  And at any point prior

 20  to trial running, did you ever sit down with the

 21  written criteria and take a look at it to

 22  familiarize yourself with the criteria as you head

 23  into this critical time for the system?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  I was depending on all

 25  the people around me to bring forward what was
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 01  documented and signed off on in terms of the

 02  testing regime.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  Did you review the

 04  criteria before trial running started?

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  No, I was explained how

 06  the trial running would run, and that there was a

 07  group that had been assembled in accordance with

 08  this document and that there was a scorecard that

 09  would be produced daily to the RAMP room in terms

 10  of pass or fail and the scores.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  But at no point before

 12  the start of trial running did you review the

 13  criteria as it was written?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  I may have.  I reviewed

 15  thousands of documents, hundreds of documents.  I

 16  may have read this.  I don't recollect.  It was not

 17  my job to review or to sign off on that.  The

 18  signing authority was others.  But I may have read

 19  it.  I don't recall if I did or did not.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  Who briefed you on the

 21  trial running criteria before the start of trial

 22  running?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  I believe we had a

 24  briefing in the RAMP room, so we all knew.  Again,

 25  many, many months in advance, there was a -- what I
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 01  was constantly told was there was a structured

 02  process for the measurement.  There would be a

 03  scorecard.  There would be a team, and there was a

 04  documented process as to what that criteria was and

 05  how to score it.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  And I am going to show

 07  you a different document, if my computer will let

 08  me.  So this is a document titled "Trial Running

 09  Test Procedure".  It is -- it has got a document

 10  number that I won't read out because it is long,

 11  "Rev[ision]:  Final RevO2", dated July 31st, 2019,

 12  and for the record, this is OTT377178.

 13              This is a 19-page document.  I am happy

 14  to scroll through it to give you an opportunity to

 15  review it.  I am just going to move through it

 16  briefly now.

 17              My question for you is have you seen

 18  this document before?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  I have glanced at it,

 20  yes.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  Did you see this

 22  document at any point prior to or during trial

 23  running of the system?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  I may have.  Again,

 25  there was a lot of documentation on a multi-billion

�0137

 01  dollar system.  I may have.  I don't know.

 02              KATE McGRANN:  You mentioned that

 03  Mr. Scrimgeour said to you at some point that he

 04  wanted to make some changes to the trial running

 05  criteria; have I got that right?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  No, he said it to the

 07  RAMP room.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  Oh, he said it to the

 09  RAMP room?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  And do you remember

 12  approximately when he raised this desire?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  It was during -- I

 14  believe it was during trial running, and when he

 15  started to explain it, it seemed very minor.  It

 16  wasn't about -- I don't even remember what it was

 17  about, to which I quickly said, Take the discussion

 18  offline.  If it is material and significant,

 19  obviously we need to hear about it.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  Do you remember what the

 21  reaction to the others in the RAMP room was to

 22  Mr. Scrimgeour suggesting that changes be made to

 23  the trial running criteria during the trial running

 24  period?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  I think we were all what
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 01  exactly is it that you need, and that is, you know,

 02  how the discussion started.  It didn't sound

 03  significant in nature.  That is why I said, Take it

 04  offline and come back if it is significant.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  And did he come back to

 06  you?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  I can't remember exactly

 08  when, but I asked if the issue was resolved and the

 09  issue was resolved.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  And did you ask for any

 11  details about it?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't recall.  I am

 13  sure I would have.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  During the time that

 15  trial running was taking place, did you ever learn

 16  that changes had been made to the criteria that

 17  were being applied?

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  I had learned that the

 19  final documentation which reflected the 96, 9 out

 20  of 12, had not been signed off and, you know, I put

 21  that in parentheses, and that I immediately

 22  instructed the team to document it and so forth,

 23  which -- you know, because there was some

 24  confusion.

 25              RTG at one point, some members of their
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 01  team were tracking to 98 percent, and that led to

 02  dialogue to which I immediately said, Well, what

 03  does the document say, and that is when I learned

 04  it wasn't signed off and I immediately instructed

 05  them to sign it off.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  Who did you understand

 07  had not signed off on the criteria?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  My understanding of it

 09  was Richard Holder said, No, there was some

 10  discussion that we had done and we didn't sign off

 11  the final revisions, to which I said, What are

 12  those final revisions?  Again, if they are

 13  substantial, I want to know about it.

 14              But that is when the topic of is it 96

 15  or 98 percent started to occur.  And as we all

 16  know, it was always set at 96 percent from dating

 17  back to 2017.  And that is when I instructed them

 18  to sign off on it and finalize it.

 19              Whoever was working on this, I

 20  immediately instructed at the time, I believe

 21  Michael Morgan -- well, Michael Morgan was in

 22  charge.  I said, Get the people in the room

 23  together immediately to sign off on this.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  Was the issue raised by

 25  Mr. Scrimgeour related to the issue raised by
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 01  Mr. Holder?  Was this all part of the same

 02  conversation?

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't recall.  To be

 04  frank, Mr. Scrimgeour's issue seemed very minor and

 05  trivial.  It had something -- I believe it had

 06  something to do with stations, and to the point

 07  where I said, That sounds very immaterial, but go

 08  and sort it out and get back to me.

 09              And that is how I work in terms of the

 10  governance of that group, was if there was

 11  substantial changes, they needed to come back to

 12  that group, so I don't believe -- Mr. Holder's

 13  comments was about, you know, we had the criteria,

 14  but we didn't sign all this off in terms of

 15  everybody's signature on it, so they were

 16  instructed to fix that immediately.

 17              KATE McGRANN:  Walk me through how the

 18  concern identified by Mr. Holder was first brought

 19  to your attention.

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't -- all I

 21  remember was we were in a meeting and the words

 22  came out that we hadn't -- and this is someone

 23  speaking said, We didn't sign off on the final

 24  document, to which I said, What do you mean you

 25  didn't sign off on it?  Well, the signatures aren't
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 01  on it.  It was described as we didn't sign off on

 02  it.  I said go and sign off on it, because as you

 03  can tell, we have a very rigorous documentation

 04  management process.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  So the concern was that

 06  the City hadn't signed off on it?  RTG had, but the

 07  City had not?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't know who had

 09  signed off and who hadn't.  At that point, I didn't

 10  care.  I said, I want a fully executed signed-off

 11  document on file that is crystal clear that both

 12  parties agreed to in terms of the criteria.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  And what documenting of

 14  that process was done?

 15              JOHN MANCONI:  The documents that you

 16  are presenting here.

 17              KATE McGRANN:  This document here, the

 18  2019 document?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  So that and whatever

 20  else needed to come out of it in terms of the score

 21  sheets and all of it.  I don't know the scope of

 22  work that they did.  All I know -- or our

 23  requirement was that when we were in this space, we

 24  needed to have a clear path on what both parties

 25  agreed to.
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 01              And when I heard that the final

 02  signatures had not been on, I said, Go and execute

 03  and make sure they are all signed off.  So I don't

 04  know if that is the final, final one that they said

 05  wasn't signed and then went back and signed and so

 06  forth.  But it is full documentation was the

 07  requirement.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  Explain to me, were you

 09  involved in the evaluation of trial running at all?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  No.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  Were you tracking the

 12  progress of the trial running procedures and things

 13  like that?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  There was a huge

 15  calendar in the RAMP room on the right-hand side,

 16  and every single day we would put the score and

 17  whether it was a pass or a fail.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  Had you seen a copy of

 19  the scorecard?

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  They would show -- they

 21  would flash the scorecard to us in the RAMP room,

 22  yeah.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  And --

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  Because they were

 25  meeting -- the procedures were, they were --
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 01  remember, I believe there is a protocol on the

 02  team, a 30-minute meeting, scoring and so forth,

 03  and they would then come to the RAMP meeting.  We

 04  laid all that out in terms of when they would be

 05  doing the scoring.  Their job was to come into the

 06  RAMP room to say pass or fail and the score.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  You said they would

 08  flash the scorecard.  Did they show it to you for

 09  long enough that you could review the results?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  Sure, I looked at it and

 11  asked -- particularly on the fail, I wanted to know

 12  where did they fail and what were the challenges.

 13              And it was a -- it was a verbal walk-on

 14  presentation from Troy and the team saying, here is

 15  the score; here is what went well; here are the

 16  challenges; here is what didn't go well.  And

 17  obviously on the fail days we wanted to know

 18  exactly what occurred.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  Did you have the

 20  opportunity to affect the scoring of each day's

 21  results?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  Absolutely not.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  Was there ever any

 24  discussion about, for example, whether a day would

 25  be counted as a pause or a restart that you were
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 01  involved in?

 02              JOHN MANCONI:  I recollect on the pause

 03  they came in and said we might move to a pause day.

 04  There was some discussion on that.  And other than

 05  that, that is -- their job was to report to us was

 06  it a pass or a fail and, again, debrief on what

 07  went well and what didn't go well.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  So you are reviewing the

 09  scorecard every day.  Did you have sufficient time

 10  to ask any questions you had about the scores and

 11  have them answered?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  Absolutely.  Everybody

 13  in the RAMP room could ask any question.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  Were you reporting on

 15  the daily results to anybody else such as

 16  Mr. Kanellakos or the Mayor?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  I remember I was

 18  reporting to Mr. Kanellakos.  I think it was a

 19  phone call.  I don't recollect exactly.  And I

 20  think I was just saying whether it was a pass or a

 21  fail.

 22              KATE McGRANN:  Were you providing him

 23  with any details in addition to whether it was a

 24  pass or a fail?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't recall.  I know
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 01  when we wanted to pause, we had a discussion about

 02  that.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  I am going to show you

 04  the package put together by the Independent

 05  Certifier at the end of trial running.  So bear

 06  with me.

 07              So this is a 31-page document, the

 08  cover letter dated August 23, 2019, from Altus

 09  Group to Michael Morgan, the City Representative,

 10  regarding "Validation of Trial Running Acceptance".

 11  Have you seen this letter before?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  And then on the third

 14  page in titled "TRRT Conclusion of Trial Running

 15  Statement"; have you seen this page before?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes.

 17              KATE McGRANN:  The second paragraph,

 18  which reads:

 19                   "As peak service performance

 20              was achieved over several days, the

 21              TRRT agreed to reduce the peak

 22              service fleet size to 13 from 15

 23              trains to accommodate a revised

 24              Service Plan as agreed to by the

 25              Parties."
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 01              What can you tell me about how that

 02  agreement was reached?

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  So during the trial

 04  running, Mr. Scrimgeour brought up the fact that we

 05  did not need 15 trains, to which I said, We don't,

 06  why not?  And he said, Because that was based on

 07  way back during the planning of this whole program

 08  we were at 100 million -- 101 million passengers

 09  and they were projecting the same rate of growth

 10  five, six years later after construction, which

 11  would have put us well over the 100 million mark.

 12              Our ridership at the time I believe was

 13  around 96 million because we had dipped, and to

 14  which he said, We do not need all those trains out

 15  there.  And so we agreed that we could go to 13

 16  trains for peak service based on his expertise and

 17  his input.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  And even if you could go

 19  there for peak service, why not continue to require

 20  15 to see if the system can do it?

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, we did during

 22  trial running.  They did do 15 trains.  There was

 23  days they scored very, very well with 15 trains, so

 24  as I shared at my briefing to Council that we did

 25  see them exercise the 15 trains so we knew we could
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 01  do it.  And we also know that we only needed 13

 02  trains, so we did do both.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  And then I guess my

 04  question to you is why not just continue to require

 05  during trial running 15 trains all the way through?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  We had seen the 15

 07  trains.  They did well.  They even did well on the

 08  back end where, you know, they achieved the 9 out

 09  of the 12 then they kept going.

 10              And in terms of moving into the revenue

 11  service, we didn't need the 15 trains.  Remembering

 12  there was a Minor Deficiency List including

 13  vehicles, this would give them extra trains to

 14  address those deficiencies in a timely manner.  It

 15  was our expectation and our hope that they would do

 16  that, so it would give us extra spares.

 17              And when you are in the train business,

 18  the more spares, the better, so that if you do have

 19  someone that gets sick on a vehicle and you need to

 20  pull the train out, you have got an extra spare

 21  vehicle.  The spare ratio on this system was very,

 22  very light.  We had one hot spare and one

 23  maintenance vehicle spare.

 24              So this was about doing the right thing

 25  from a capacity-wise and also providing you
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 01  additional buffer for spare and for deficiency

 02  catch-up.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  Now, as I understand

 04  your evidence, part of the way through trial

 05  running, Mr. Scrimgeour pops up and says, We don't

 06  need 15 trains, and that is the first time that you

 07  have heard that; is that right?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  Absolutely.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  And so the idea is just,

 10  okay, we'll drop it down to 13.  Was that decision

 11  triggered in any way by any -- like by any

 12  conversations with RTG?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  No.  So what followed

 14  was, Tell me more.  Tell the RAMP room more.  Tell

 15  the experts more.  Tell everybody more,

 16  Mr. Scrimgeour.  Why would we do this?

 17              And then, experts being experts, led to

 18  exactly what I just shared with you, that this will

 19  enable us to have additional spares.  It will

 20  enable Alstom, we had hoped at the time, to get

 21  through those remaining vehicle deficiencies in a

 22  timely manner, and provide the City with an extra

 23  layer of buffer for incidents on trains,

 24  remembering you can never anticipate things going

 25  wrong until you get into full loads and we would
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 01  have had and we did have the additional vehicles to

 02  address issues during full revenue service

 03  post-launch.

 04              KATE McGRANN:  Were there concerns

 05  about Alstom's ability to deal with the outstanding

 06  issues on the trains if the number of trains in

 07  peak period was not dropped from 15 to 13?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  In hindsight?  Probably.

 09  Again, this was us just forecasting on -- we knew

 10  we had a vehicle deficiency list, and we wanted to

 11  knock those off very quickly.  We knew, and this

 12  came from the experts, that the spare ratio for a

 13  small fleet like ours that was going to be busy was

 14  very, very light.

 15              So it was -- again, I heard from the

 16  experts and my technical staff that this -- A, we

 17  didn't need the capacity; B, this would help knock

 18  off the deficiency list; and C, it would give the

 19  City more flexibility to address train issues post

 20  launch.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  You mentioned a vehicle

 22  deficiency list.  Were you referring to the Minor

 23  Deficiencies List, or was there something else?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, yeah, no the

 25  things on the list that went to them in terms of
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 01  deficiencies.

 02              KATE McGRANN:  I asked you if there

 03  were concerns about whether Alstom would be able to

 04  resolve the vehicle issues and the Minor

 05  Deficiencies List if the number of trains was not

 06  dropped from 15 to 13, and you answered with the

 07  benefit of hindsight.

 08              At the time, during trial running, were

 09  there concerns that Alstom was going to have

 10  difficulty addressing the vehicle-related issues on

 11  a Minor Deficiencies List if the number of trains

 12  was not reduced?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  At that time, no,

 14  because they had stepped up their cadence.  They

 15  had put extra resources.  They had brought those

 16  techs that we talked about, and they had done --

 17  you know, through that sense of urgency, they

 18  really brought things together.  You know, the

 19  analogy I often bring, it is like a restaurant

 20  opening, at the last minute everything comes

 21  together if you have got the right team.

 22              And they had brought the right team,

 23  and at that point in time we believed that had if

 24  we didn't need the capacity, this would help them

 25  deal with those deficiencies and get the
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 01  reliability consistent to address issues when they

 02  occurred and so forth.

 03              Again, that is that point in time, not

 04  anticipating, not knowing the ability to see what

 05  was going to happen post launch of things that

 06  never came up during the trial running.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  I am going to scroll

 08  down and just show you the scorecard from the first

 09  day of trial running, so it is Monday, July 29th.

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  Okay.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  And if you look

 12  at -- you had told me that your understanding of

 13  trial running was that it was 96 percent, 9 out of

 14  12 days?

 15              JOHN MANCONI:  Correct.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  Is the percentage that

 17  you are referring to the "AVKR (average over 12

 18  days)" number that we see on the scorecard?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  I believe so, yeah.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  So the scorecard is 98

 21  percent average over 12 days.

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  Uhm-hmm.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  So can you help me how

 24  that -- help me understand how that aligns with

 25  what you understood the criteria was throughout
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 01  trial running?

 02              JOHN MANCONI:  Somewhere during the

 03  process somebody had come up with 98 percent.  That

 04  was not the original criteria.  And I mentioned

 05  earlier on that, you know, people on the RTG folks

 06  side of things were striving for 98 percent, to

 07  which when I heard about this confusion was it 98

 08  or 96, I said, The number is?  And everybody said,

 09  It is 96.  Well, address it and it has to be 96.

 10  We are not -- you know, Alstom -- RTG would have

 11  loved to go to 98.  They were trying to get to 98.

 12  And then I speak about that in my notes to Council.

 13              But the pass/fail criteria was the 96

 14  that was originally envisioned.

 15              KATE McGRANN:  I don't think you have

 16  mentioned any confusion yet over what the

 17  requirement was.  You have mentioned Mr. Holder

 18  raising concerns that a document was not properly

 19  signed off on, and you instructed that it be signed

 20  off on.

 21              Tell me about the confusion that you

 22  identified about the scoring and what the threshold

 23  was.

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, no, I was

 25  mentioning earlier on that I believe it was Mr.
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 01  Lauch at one of the meetings talked about is

 02  it -- sorry, I thought I turned these messages off.

 03              I said, What do you mean 98 percent?

 04  And then that led to the discussion of is it 98 or

 05  96?  It was always 96 and we were going to measure

 06  to 96.

 07              So that came up at one of the meetings.

 08  I don't remember exactly when.  Again, in terms of

 09  our governance, I said, What does the agreement

 10  say?  That is when it led to, Oh, we didn't sign

 11  off on all that final stuff.  Okay, but it was

 12  always 96, 9 days out of 12.  Everybody agreed to

 13  that.  I said I want it fully document so that we

 14  can demonstrate that we have done what we always

 15  intended to do.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  I am finding it a little

 17  bit difficult to follow how this all unrolled.  So

 18  I don't believe that you mentioned Mr. Lauch's

 19  involvement in this before.  Could you just walk me

 20  through as best you recall how the discrepancy

 21  between the 98 and the 96 percent first came to

 22  your attention and everything that followed.

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  Certainly.  The scoring

 24  team would do their scoring, of which Mr. Lauch and

 25  I believe -- sorry, I don't remember his director's
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 01  name right now.  They were on the scoring team.

 02  They would come to the RAMP room, present the

 03  scoring.

 04              And at one of those meetings the 98/96

 05  percent discussion bubbled up.  I don't remember

 06  how it bubbled up.  I don't remember why it bubbled

 07  up.  But I said, What does the agreement speak to?

 08  What was our original agreement?  And it was 96

 09  percent.  We were -- and I wanted it addressed and

 10  I wanted it addressed the minute I found out about

 11  it.

 12              KATE McGRANN:  And what do you recall

 13  Mr. Lauch contributing to this conversation?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  Just that when someone

 15  is -- I believe it was Richard Holder said, Yeah,

 16  we didn't sign off on the finer final little

 17  pieces, and Mr. Lauch said, Yeah, I think we were

 18  measuring to 98 and we should have been measuring

 19  to 96.

 20              And at that point in time, I didn't see

 21  it as a problem.  You are going to a higher score.

 22  It wasn't like we were going to a lower score.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  Sorry, you understood

 24  that going from 98 to 96 was going to a higher

 25  score?

�0155

 01              JOHN MANCONI:  They were trying to

 02  achieve a higher score than what we had originally

 03  agreed to.

 04              KATE McGRANN:  And why would you

 05  not -- why would the City not want to see its

 06  private partner achieve the higher score, if that

 07  is what they wanted to do?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, in fact, they did

 09  on certain days, but the agreement we had in place

 10  that was developed by those experts that were

 11  tasked with developing that sheet, that score,

 12  recommended and everybody agreed to 96 percent 9

 13  days out of 12, with the lower threshold of 94.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  At any point during the

 15  conversation or otherwise, did anybody say that

 16  they didn't want to try for the 98 percent?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  Nobody, and in fact, if

 18  you look at -- I believe there was numerous days

 19  that they exceeded 98 percent.  I think one day

 20  they may have hit 99.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  So help me understand if

 22  that is the case why the City would agree to drop

 23  it to 96?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  We did not drop it to

 25  96.  We stayed with what we agreed to from the
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 01  professionals and the technical people that worked

 02  for me recommended was the appropriate score for

 03  our system for them to be measured upon.

 04              KATE McGRANN:  And other than --

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  We did not drop it.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  And you are looking at

 07  the scorecard every day?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  I am hearing the results

 09  every day.  I am not looking through every line.  I

 10  am not analyzing it.  I have experts to pay -- that

 11  were paid to do that.  I was hearing pass/fail, and

 12  as I said before, if it was a fail, I really wanted

 13  to know where they failed.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  Were you provided with a

 15  copy of the scorecard every day outside of the RAMP

 16  meeting?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  Outside of the meeting?

 18              KATE McGRANN:  Yes.

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  Not that I recollect,

 20  no.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  And during the meeting,

 22  you are telling me that you did not review the

 23  scorecard top to bottom to see what the results

 24  were?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  There was days that we
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 01  looked at it, they spoke to me about it.  They may

 02  have even been passing out copies.  I don't recall.

 03  It was a long time ago, but I wanted to know

 04  pass/fail, what was the score, and what were the

 05  issues.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  Did you understand that

 07  any other -- that there was confusion about any

 08  other aspect of the criteria for trial running at

 09  any point during the trial running period?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  Nobody brought any other

 11  matter to my attention.

 12              KATE McGRANN:  Number of days that

 13  criteria needed to be achieved, did you understand

 14  there was any confusion about that or any change to

 15  that?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  The only two confusion

 17  points that I recollect was Mr. Scrimgeour raising

 18  the issue about stations and this discussion about

 19  we are measuring to a higher level than what we had

 20  agreed to.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  Anybody ever mention to

 22  you that you were shooting for 12 consecutive days

 23  as opposed to 9 out of 12 days?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  There were people, and I

 25  am speculating, I think people thought 12 out of 12
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 01  had to be the goal, and it could have been, I don't

 02  know.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  What is the basis for

 04  that speculation?

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  Oh, because of the

 06  constant use of 12 days of running.  I know there

 07  was people that thought we had to run 12 days with

 08  full fleet when really, if you look at the detail,

 09  as you know, there is -- it is a schedule and there

 10  is days we run -- there is off peak, we run 11, we

 11  run 7, we run 3.  It was to exercise the entire

 12  schedule, and it was more than just vehicles.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  I'm sorry, when you say

 14  that there are days that you run 11, you run 7, you

 15  run 3, are you referring to days within the trial

 16  running?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  Parts of the day, yes,

 18  because you scale up and you scale down, right.

 19  You go for morning peak, and then you drop down

 20  midway, and then you ramp back up and you are

 21  exercising the system.

 22              Sunday service I believe is 10 trains.

 23  Off peak service during the day is 11.  And at

 24  nighttime we go down to 11, 7 and I believe at one

 25  point 3, so you had to exercise all that.
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  When it was clarified

 02  that the criteria that would be applied is the 2017

 03  criteria that we looked at earlier in COW442401, do

 04  you recall if any steps were taken to document that

 05  decision on the criteria?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  Probably.  We had people

 07  doing recordkeeping in the RAMP room.  I don't

 08  know.  Again, I had people managing all that for

 09  me.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  You are not aware of

 11  whether any steps were taken to document that

 12  criteria being agreed to by everybody?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, they were directed

 14  to sign whatever needed to be signed and make sure

 15  it was documented was the direction I gave.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  I am going to show you a

 17  different document.  So this is document COW158931.

 18  It is an August 16th, 2019, letter from RTG to

 19  Michael Morgan.  Have you seen this document

 20  before?

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  I may have.

 22              KATE McGRANN:  Do you want to take a

 23  second to read it and see if you remember it?  Let

 24  me know when you are done.

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  [Witness reviews
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 01  document.]

 02              Okay, that page is done.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  Okay.

 04              JOHN MANCONI:  Okay.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  Do you remember seeing

 06  this document on or about August 16th of 2019?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  No.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  Do you remember seeing

 09  this document any time before today?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  I may have.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  So it sounds to me like

 12  the answer is no, you don't remember seeing it?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  I have seen so many

 14  documents.  I may have seen this.  I believe I have

 15  seen this recently, but I don't recall.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  Do you recall ever

 17  learning that the trial running criteria was

 18  memorialized in a letter from RTG to the City as

 19  part of the process?

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, I believe this was

 21  part of my direction.  It appears to be the

 22  direction that I set in terms of get it finalized

 23  and documented.  I don't remember the -- what is

 24  the date on this one?  Does this fit in in terms of

 25  during the trial period?
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 01              KATE McGRANN:  So this document is

 02  dated August 16th, 2019.  The letter from the

 03  Independent Certifier that we were looking at a

 04  second ago stated that trial running was conducted

 05  from July 29th to August 22nd of 2019.

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, so that fits in.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  It is a date within the

 08  trial running period for sure.

 09              JOHN MANCONI:  Correct, so it fits in

 10  with what I was just talking about where I gave

 11  direction to make sure that everything is

 12  documented in accordance with the decisions.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  Are you aware of any

 14  other documentation of the decisions with respect

 15  to the trial running criteria?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  As I said before, there

 17  was minute-takers.  There was lots of documentation

 18  on this program that could have been.  But in terms

 19  of this decision, this lines up with what I was

 20  just explaining in terms of ensuring we are

 21  documenting.

 22              KATE McGRANN:  Were there minute-takers

 23  in the RAMP room when you were receiving updates on

 24  the scoring of the previous day every day?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  There probably were,
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 01  yes.  We had resource-loading for minute-takers.

 02              KATE McGRANN:  I would like to ask you

 03  some questions about the decision to pause trial

 04  running, so I'll stop sharing the screen for the

 05  moment.

 06              I understand that you prepared a draft

 07  memo to Council that reported on performance over

 08  the first three days of trial running and the

 09  decision to pause thereafter; is that right?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  Correct.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  I don't know that we

 12  have received a copy of that memo.  Mr. Wardle,

 13  could you provide us with a copy, or if it has

 14  already been provided, would you please let us know

 15  under what doc ID?

 16  U/T         PETER WARDLE:  Yeah, it has been

 17  provided to you.  It may -- it just may have been

 18  difficult to find.  But my understanding is we have

 19  provided it.  We'll get you the document number.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  Okay, thank you.  What I

 21  have got right now is a quote from a media article

 22  from that memo that says that part of the memo

 23  stated that:

 24                   "Performance over the first

 25              three days of trial running has
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 01              resulted in the joint decision to

 02              pause the ongoing system

 03              assessment."  [As read.]

 04              Can you speak to me about what it was

 05  about the performance over the first three days

 06  that led to discussions about pausing?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  We would have to go back

 08  to the scorecards for those, but obviously things

 09  that probably weren't passing is my recollection of

 10  it right now.  We would have to go back and look.

 11              And the agreement, as you probably

 12  know, provides an opportunity to pause.  Both

 13  parties discuss it.  And we had discussed it.  The

 14  request had come to us.  We had discussed it in the

 15  RAMP room, and we made a decision to pause.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  So a couple of things in

 17  there.  How did -- the notion of a potential pause,

 18  who first raised that?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  It was the OLRTC, RTM,

 20  RTG team.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  And how was it raised?

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  They raised it and I

 23  believe it was at a RAMP meeting.  They said

 24  obviously if things were not passing, there is a

 25  provision for pause.  We would like to pause.  I
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 01  looked at my team and I said, Is that congruent

 02  with the terms?  And they said, Yes, there is a

 03  pause clause in there and they asked to exercise

 04  that, and we agreed, and we granted the pause.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  I am going to give you

 06  the opportunity to review the scorecards for the

 07  first few days right now to help refresh your

 08  memory.

 09              JOHN MANCONI:  Okay.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  So just let me know when

 11  you need me to scroll down?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  Okay, you can scroll

 13  down there.  So that is day one, right?  Day one

 14  was a fail, right?

 15              KATE McGRANN:  Yes.

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  This is -- it says

 17  Tuesday, but it says "Trial Running Day #: 1", so

 18  is that day two?

 19              KATE McGRANN:  I would assume that

 20  because it is a fail on day one, they are starting

 21  again on day one --

 22              JOHN MANCONI:  Oh, yes, got it.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  Is that fair?  Is that

 24  right?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, I believe that is
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 01  what they did, yes.  So was that a pass?  Yeah,

 02  that was a pass?  And can we get to the bottom

 03  there?

 04              KATE McGRANN:  This is coded as a

 05  "Repeat", as far as I can tell.

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  A repeat, yes.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  Just tell me when you

 08  want me to scroll up, I want to make sure you have

 09  time to read all this.

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  [Witness reviews

 11  document.]

 12              That is good.

 13              That is a restart.  Okay.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  So those are the

 15  scorecards for the first three days.

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes.

 17              KATE McGRANN:  The RAMP meeting that

 18  you described, is that one of the -- is this a

 19  meeting in which you are briefed on the results of

 20  the previous day or is it a different RAMP meeting?

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  I would assume so.  I

 22  mean, it was a meeting where the request to pause

 23  came up.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  And when you say it is a

 25  RAMP meeting, is it that it is a meeting in the
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 01  RAMP room, or is it a meeting of everybody in the

 02  RAMP program?

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, remembering at

 04  this point in time we are literally living in the

 05  RAMP room.  We are there all day.

 06              And so whether it was a point where the

 07  restart came or whether it was, Hey, we want to

 08  meet, anything associated with the launch of the

 09  system, we were meeting in the RAMP room and we

 10  were actually resourced, if we needed to, to go

 11  24/7.  So they were very long days.

 12              So we were in the RAMP room when the

 13  request to pause came up.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  Do you remember who

 15  specifically raised the request to pause?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't.  I believe it

 17  may have been Peter, but I don't recall

 18  specifically.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  And when you say

 20  "Peter", you mean Peter Lauch?

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  Peter Lauch it could

 22  have been, yeah.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  And what was the

 24  response to that request?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, I immediately
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 01  asked, Is there a provision for a pause?  Again, I

 02  don't know all this stuff in finite details, and I

 03  was explained there is a provision for a pause and

 04  what that would look like and what needed to occur.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  Did you make any

 06  inquiries into whether the provisions for the pause

 07  had been satisfied?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  So describe that to me.

 10  Explain to me how the conversation followed once it

 11  was raised that a pause may be possible.

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  So step one, picture the

 13  room is full of the technical expertise, my staff,

 14  the score people and so forth, to which I said,

 15  Okay, there is a pause provision?  Yes.

 16              And what is the basis of that pause

 17  provision?  And my recollection of it, it was I was

 18  explained why they wanted to pause, what they were

 19  going to do, and that they were entitled to request

 20  that.  And there was language that both parties

 21  agreed to to do that pause.

 22              KATE McGRANN:  Why did they want to

 23  pause?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  Things were not

 25  going -- well, my recollection was things were not
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 01  going well and they needed to regroup.

 02              KATE McGRANN:  And do you remember

 03  specifically what wasn't going well?

 04              JOHN MANCONI:  No.  Obviously, they

 05  weren't passing.  They had the fail.  They had the

 06  reset and the restart, and --

 07              KATE McGRANN:  And what did they want

 08  to do if a pause was granted?

 09              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't recall.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  Do you recall being

 11  assured that pausing would somehow improve the

 12  results of trial running?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't recall, but

 14  obviously that was their objective.

 15              KATE McGRANN:  Whose decision was it on

 16  behalf of the City to agree to the pause?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  As I did with all the

 18  decisions, I looked to my experts and my technical

 19  people to ensure, A, they could request that; and

 20  B, had they satisfied the requirements of that.  So

 21  it was a group decision with obviously the

 22  governance of the agreement.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  Did you understand that

 24  anybody working on behalf of the City had had any

 25  discussions about a potential pause before it was
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 01  raised in this meeting you are describing?

 02              JOHN MANCONI:  Sorry, did I know that

 03  people --

 04              KATE McGRANN:  Were you aware of any

 05  other discussions that had happened about this

 06  prior to the meeting that you are describing?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  Not that I recollect.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  How long did the

 09  conversation take from when this was raised to the

 10  agreement to pause?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't honestly

 12  remember.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  Could you say whether it

 14  was five minutes or three hours?

 15              JOHN MANCONI:  It took the time it

 16  needed to for me to, as I do with every decision,

 17  to understand what my professionals and what my

 18  technical staff were recommending, why they were

 19  recommending, were they entitled to that.

 20              So we took the time necessary to

 21  analyze it and make a recommendation to support the

 22  pause.

 23              KATE McGRANN:  And what information, if

 24  any, can you give me about how long that

 25  conversation took?
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 01              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't recall.  Again,

 02  we were in the RAMP room steady.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  Sorry, I missed the last

 04  part.

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  We were in the RAMP room

 06  for extended periods of time, so I don't recall how

 07  long we spent on this specific issue, but we took

 08  the time needed to understand it thoroughly.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  Were there any

 10  conditions imposed on the City's agreement to

 11  pause?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  Sorry, what do you mean

 13  by conditions?

 14              KATE McGRANN:  For example, we, the

 15  City, will agree to pause this if you report back

 16  in four hours on the progress that you are making;

 17  we, the City, will agree to pause this if you, RTG,

 18  do 'x', 'y' and 'z'?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  I am not sure what --

 20  where the basis for that would have been.  I mean,

 21  we wanted good, reliable service, and so I am sure

 22  the discussion was about they are going to regroup

 23  and they are going to reset.  They are going to do

 24  well.  They are focussed.  They have identified

 25  like a soft opening in a restaurant, right, you
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 01  have a soft opening.  Things don't go well.  You

 02  regroup, you look at what you did well.  You look

 03  at the things you didn't do well.  Then you go to

 04  full opening and things improve, or you do your

 05  second soft opening.

 06              So I am sure that is what they were

 07  doing, and as usual, we said, If there is anything

 08  you need from us, we are happy to share ideas and

 09  perspectives.

 10              KATE McGRANN:  Were any conditions

 11  imposed on the City's agreement to pause?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  Not that I recollect.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  Did RTG ask anything of

 14  the City as part of the pause?  You said that you

 15  offered to come back to us.  Did they come back to

 16  you with any requests?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  Not that I recollect.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  The news article that I

 19  have to work from, which I am happy to show you,

 20  reports that your memo was not sent to Council

 21  ultimately and that Mr. Kanellakos said that he

 22  stopped the memo from going out because it was

 23  inconsistent with the commitment we made to Council

 24  to notify them once RTG met the testing requirement

 25  and not to tell them about any delays during
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 01  testing.

 02              Was there a commitment made to Council

 03  that they wouldn't be advised of any delays in

 04  testing?

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, Mr. Kanellakos is

 06  right.  I mean, when that article came out, I don't

 07  even remember the discussion.  There was so much

 08  that went on.  I remember the memo not going out,

 09  but as you probably know, Mr. Kanellakos

 10  articulated to Council a couple of months ago that

 11  he did in fact stop the memo and the rationale with

 12  that was that we had told Council, I believe it was

 13  in a FEDCO deck, that we would let them know when

 14  the trial running had completed and they had

 15  satisfied the requirement of that, including the IC

 16  sign-off and so forth.

 17              And when I look back at that

 18  conversation, he was consistent in that we weren't

 19  going to advise our governing body of every little

 20  operational issue that was occurring on the trial

 21  running period.  And --

 22              KATE McGRANN:  Was there -- sorry, go

 23  ahead.

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  Sorry, and as the memo

 25  explains, as I recollect, the pausing of the trial
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 01  period is included in the trial running program.

 02              KATE McGRANN:  The commitment that is

 03  made to Council about what would and would not be

 04  reported on, you said it is in a report to FEDCO;

 05  have I got that right?

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, those are your

 07  words.  We didn't say what would and what would not

 08  be reported on.  We said we would advise Council

 09  when they had satisfied the conditions of trial

 10  running.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  Okay, and that

 12  commitment is made in a presentation to FEDCO?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  I believe so.  I can't

 14  remember if it is a presentation or a memo, but

 15  yeah, we would report when we reached the end of

 16  trial running and moved to revenue service,

 17  something to that effect.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  I just want to make sure

 19  that I know where to go look when I understand the

 20  basis for the statements and what was to be

 21  reported to Council.  Anything else that you are

 22  aware of that I should be looking at to understand

 23  the promises and commitments made to report to

 24  Council on trial running?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  Again, there is so many
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 01  documents.  I don't remember if it was a memo or a

 02  presentation or a technical briefing.  I just know

 03  that we told Council we will let you know when

 04  trial running has been satisfied and signed off.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  The decision to pause,

 06  did this all -- I understand that you don't

 07  remember how long the conversation took, but from

 08  the time that the notion is introduced to the

 09  City's agreement to pause, did that all take place

 10  in one meeting, like all the same meeting?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  I believe so, yes.  That

 12  is my recollection of it.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  Any breakouts from that

 14  meeting to have independent discussions only with

 15  the City's advisors or anything like that?

 16              JOHN MANCONI:  So there could have

 17  been, and I say that because if you look at our

 18  governance and our layout of our RAMP room, there

 19  was breakout rooms when we wanted to have

 20  confidential discussions.  We may have done that.

 21  I don't recollect.  It is a long time ago.  It is

 22  all about the input decision-making process.

 23              We could have excused them and said,

 24  We'll get right back to you, or we could

 25  have -- there was a discussion.  There was input.
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 01  My advisors and my technical staff explained to me

 02  the pause requirements and what we could and

 03  couldn't do, and it was granted.  I believe it was

 04  all in the same meeting.  Did we excuse them and

 05  have a deep think on it?  Perhaps.  I don't

 06  recollect.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  Who do you recall taking

 08  advice from on this particular topic?

 09              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, I had a tradition

 10  of going around the table and asking everybody for

 11  their input, and then I would always close off

 12  with, let's -- are we unanimous in our decisions?

 13  And I would go around the room.

 14              That was my traditional decision-making

 15  framework on significant decisions, so I probably

 16  would have done the same thing then.

 17              KATE McGRANN:  Who do you recall being

 18  part of the table discussion?

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  If you look at the

 20  composition of the RAMP room, it is all those

 21  people that are there, so Michael Morgan, Troy,

 22  Larry.  I don't know if Tom would have been there

 23  or calling in virtually, Jocelyne, other people

 24  that were involved in the operational matters.  So

 25  there would have been a group of people in there.

�0176

 01              KATE McGRANN:  Do you recall anybody

 02  raising any concerns about agreeing to the pause?

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  I don't recall the

 04  conversation.  I recall we had the conversation to

 05  ensure they were entitled to that, and we granted

 06  it.  And we would have had discussion again from

 07  input from everybody that was part of that

 08  committee.

 09              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to the

 10  results from the trial running, there is a partial

 11  summary on the last page of this document.

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  Uhm-hmm.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  I think you mentioned

 14  earlier that it ran from July 29th to August 22nd.

 15  There is a chart on the last page that starts on

 16  August 3rd, so I believe that is following we

 17  agreed to -- that is the restart day.

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  Uhm-hmm.

 19              KATE McGRANN:  And this shows the AVKR.

 20  I am testing myself here, but I believe that is the

 21  aggregate vehicle kilometre ratio; does that ring a

 22  bell for you?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  I think so, yeah.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  But it doesn't track the

 25  performance of the other components that were being
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 01  tested.  I went through the scorecards and I took a

 02  look for the entire 23 days for the category of

 03  maintenance practices, there are 12 failure days

 04  for that particular category.

 05              And of the 12 days that are used from

 06  the evaluation, so that is Friday, August 9th to

 07  Thursday, August 22nd, 5 of those days were a fail

 08  for maintenance practices.

 09              Were you aware that -- of these failure

 10  rates for the maintenance practices component of

 11  trial running at the time?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  I could have been, but I

 13  don't know the scope of them.  It could have been

 14  issues that -- on work orders or it could have been

 15  one response that could have thrown -- I don't know

 16  the scope and scale of them.  I would have to go

 17  back and look at it.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  And what would you look

 19  at if you were going to go back and look at it?

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, I would do two

 21  things.  I would look at the scorecard, then I

 22  would go and drill down to those that were involved

 23  to ask the specifics and documentation and so

 24  forth.

 25              KATE McGRANN:  So I can show you an
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 01  example of a scorecard where there was a failure of

 02  maintenance practices.  This one for Monday, August

 03  19th, it is scored as a "Pass" day.  Under

 04  "Maintenance Delivery" heading, the "Maintenance

 05  practices", it is a "Fail".  So does this help you

 06  at all?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  It says on the bottom:

 08                   "Due to an occurrence,

 09              processes and procedures are being

 10              adjusted."

 11              So I would need more details.

 12              KATE McGRANN:  And again -- so we have

 13  looked at a scorecard, and the other thing you

 14  mentioned you would do is you would go and speak to

 15  the people who were involved to try to understand

 16  this?

 17              JOHN MANCONI:  No, that is not what I

 18  did.  I thought you were asking me right now if I

 19  wanted to drill down what I would do.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  Yeah.

 21              JOHN MANCONI:  My job at this point was

 22  to depend on my experts and my technical staff.  So

 23  I wasn't drilling down.  If they told me it was a

 24  pass, it is a pass.

 25              I thought you were asking me if I
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 01  wanted to know what occurred on that day, what

 02  would I do.  I would do exactly what you just said,

 03  and then I would drill down and ask people detail

 04  into what that note number 1 is.  I don't know what

 05  that note number 1 caused that failure.  It could

 06  have been minor, major, I don't know.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  Who would you go speak

 08  to to understand.

 09              JOHN MANCONI:  I would have started

 10  with Troy and Larry Gaul.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  Was anybody raising

 12  concerns in the RAMP room or otherwise throughout

 13  the trial running period about the performance of

 14  RTM on the maintenance side of trial running?

 15              JOHN MANCONI:  As I said earlier, we

 16  were always wondering if they were going to take

 17  our advice and over-resource consistently.  They

 18  did a good job at the tail end leading into trial

 19  running and during trial running.  There was always

 20  a concern about sustainment of that.

 21              Whether they were going to -- the key

 22  word, the key concern if I had to describe one, was

 23  consistency.  Were they going to be consistent in

 24  the handing of the baton from testing and

 25  commissioning to live operations, and live
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 01  operations is very different.

 02              And so they stepped up the resources.

 03  Their scores reflected that.  The forward looking,

 04  because we were trying to be proactive, was were

 05  they going to be consistent in that.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  Their scores reflect

 07  that they failed on maintenance practices more

 08  than -- like more than half of the days of trial

 09  running.

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  Okay.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  So where in the scores

 12  is it reflecting that their performance has

 13  improved?

 14              JOHN MANCONI:  So on the days that were

 15  counted, they passed maintenance 7 out of the 12 I

 16  believe you were saying?

 17              KATE McGRANN:  They did pass 7 out of

 18  12.

 19              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes, so they passed on

 20  that.  My staff were not flagging any significant

 21  maintenance issues, even on those fails.  So I have

 22  to go with what my staff and what my technical

 23  expertise share with me.

 24              The observation that was general in

 25  nature from all of us was, were they going to be
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 01  consistent and ensure that the maintenance regime

 02  either stayed at that 7 out of 12 or improved on

 03  that 7 out of 12.

 04              KATE McGRANN:  Did you have any

 05  concerns about the reliability of service based on

 06  the maintenance performance during trial running?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  The concern that you

 08  always need to have, irrespective of what it is, is

 09  what occurs once you get into full revenue service

 10  under different circumstances, full loads and

 11  things like that, degraded service and things like

 12  that.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  And given the

 14  performance of RTM during trial running on the

 15  maintenance components, the items on the Minor

 16  Deficiencies List, and the no need for retrofits

 17  and things like that on the vehicles, was there any

 18  consideration given to focussing demands on the

 19  maintenance program heading into revenue service on

 20  system-critical events only or to otherwise shift

 21  the focus of the maintenance demands to help RTM in

 22  the various tasks it was going to need to

 23  accomplish?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, we made it clear

 25  to them that we were going to continue our
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 01  monitoring program of vehicles in particular, as an

 02  example, and we had carried on and they were paying

 03  for that.  I believe that was part of the term

 04  sheet, that we were going to ensure that they were

 05  staying focussed and consistent and on top of the

 06  maintenance issues and deal with the minor

 07  deficiency pieces.

 08              So that was our proactive approach to

 09  saying they won't agree -- they can't agree to

 10  everything we are asking for, but we can do

 11  oversight on that.  We have the ability to provide

 12  oversight, and they agreed to that, as you probably

 13  see in some of the documentations, that we would

 14  continue to monitor them in terms of vehicles and

 15  critical systems and so forth.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  Other than the

 17  additional oversight that the City implemented, any

 18  consideration to taking a soft approach to work

 19  orders, for example, to try to create some space

 20  for RTM to deal with the variety of known issues

 21  plus the unknown issues that you have identified

 22  that are likely to come up with a launch of a new

 23  system like this?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  Yeah, we did.  You know,

 25  there was concerns over the number of open work
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 01  orders, as you probably know, which led to some

 02  challenges on monthly maintenance payments.  And

 03  Steve and myself agreed to put together a working

 04  group to look at all those work orders, and you may

 05  have seen some of that documentation.  We spent

 06  many, many, many months looking at how we could

 07  help them close work orders, because quite frankly

 08  what they were -- it is their work order system to

 09  manage the system, and they were not managing the

 10  work orders appropriately, which can be very

 11  significant if you don't close off certain work

 12  orders for both -- not just for deduction of

 13  points, but also for system reliability and us

 14  having the oversight that we need to as the

 15  governing body in terms of the system.

 16              So we put together a work group headed

 17  by Troy and Michael and others, and they looked at

 18  the thousands of work orders and I know they closed

 19  off a bunch of them.  And we were trying to help

 20  them out in that regard.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  And it sounds like that

 22  took place after the launch of revenue service,

 23  after a couple of months; is that right?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  Correct, yeah.  They

 25  were struggling closing off work orders and dealing
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 01  with their work order management system that they

 02  implemented as part of their proposal.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  Was there any

 04  consideration heading into the public launch of the

 05  system of taking a softer approach to work orders,

 06  non-essential work orders, to allow RTM to focus

 07  its attention on known issues and issues that were

 08  unexpected but you expected to come up in some form

 09  as a result of the system being new?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  That request was never

 11  raised to me.  I don't even know if it was an issue

 12  leading up to launch, and so I wasn't aware of that

 13  being a concern of theirs or that it was drawing up

 14  resources or anything like that.  I became aware of

 15  it after launch.

 16              KATE McGRANN:  Heading into revenue

 17  service, were you aware that there was warranty

 18  work that needed to be done on the vehicles and the

 19  system more generally?

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  That is common, yes.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  And you were aware that

 22  there was planned normal course maintenance work

 23  that was required to be done on the vehicles and

 24  the system?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  Of course, yeah, all
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 01  normal, because the vehicles had run for thousands

 02  of kilometres, right.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  You anticipated that

 04  there would be reactive maintenance to new issues

 05  that present themselves once the system begins to

 06  run?

 07              JOHN MANCONI:  Absolutely.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  And was there

 09  manufacturing work taking place out of the

 10  maintenance and storage facility as you are heading

 11  into the public launch of revenue service?

 12              JOHN MANCONI:  I believe so, yes.

 13              KATE McGRANN:  Is it fair to say that

 14  you were aware that the maintenance and storage

 15  facility and the staff working on maintenance would

 16  be subject to significant pressure given all of the

 17  topics that we just outlined?

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  That was never raised to

 19  me that that was a challenge that they wanted to

 20  overcome at that point in time.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  Regardless of whether it

 22  was raised to you by RTM, you were aware of all of

 23  these components.  Did you ever turn your mind to

 24  the question of whether they were under pressure?

 25              JOHN MANCONI:  I visited the site
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 01  numerous times, announced and unannounced.  Again,

 02  you can only go with what you are dealing with.

 03  They were responsible for managing both the

 04  manufacturing and the maintenance of that system.

 05  There were -- there is always competing demands in

 06  any operational system.  It is how you manage it

 07  and how you plan it and how you organize it.

 08              KATE McGRANN:  Did any of your expert

 09  advisors raise any concerns with you heading into

 10  revenue service about the number of demands on the

 11  maintenance team and their ability to manage those

 12  demands?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  Again, there was a

 14  general concern about consistency and the ability

 15  to manage the system and run it and maintain it,

 16  but in terms of the competing demands about they

 17  are building trains and maintaining trains, none

 18  that I recollect in terms of it being a major

 19  barrier to success.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  We talked before about

 21  the concept of a less than full launch to public

 22  service.

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  Uhm-hmm.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  Did anybody ever raise

 25  the notion of holding off on public launch for a
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 01  period of time longer than the City did to allow

 02  for more running, debugging, catching up on

 03  outstanding issues, anything like that?

 04              JOHN MANCONI:  Did anybody request that

 05  of us?

 06              KATE McGRANN:  Did anybody raise it as

 07  an idea?

 08              JOHN MANCONI:  No.  The vehicles had

 09  run an extended period of time.  There had been

 10  multiple delays.  The positive of the delays was

 11  there was extra track time.  Everything is being

 12  exercised, not just the trains.  Again, I know

 13  everybody focussed on the train, but the catenary,

 14  the switch gear system, the wayside system, the

 15  switches, so everything was being exercised.

 16              The issue is that once you decide to go

 17  into trial running and substantial completion, you

 18  have to forecast that cutover, the parallel

 19  service, the bus changes and so forth.

 20              So if you were successful in trial

 21  running, there was no need to extend that because

 22  we had the proper checks and balances in place, and

 23  we had the parallel bus service.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  Did any of the City's

 25  advisors raise any concerns about the readiness of
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 01  the system for public service after revenue service

 02  availability was achieved before opening to the

 03  public?

 04              JOHN MANCONI:  No, not that I am aware

 05  of, other than the consistency on the maintenance

 06  and the ability to stay focussed.  There was

 07  constant discussion about that, because when they

 08  performed well, they performed really well.  When

 09  they had issues, like I described before, it would

 10  flare up, they would deal with it and then it could

 11  re-flare up.  So it was an issue of consistency,

 12  cadence, sense of urgency, maintaining that energy,

 13  which is important to operational aspects.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to the

 15  deductions made to the maintenance payments that

 16  the City made to RTM - I think I looked at this

 17  already, but I just want to make sure - at any

 18  point in looking at that did the City consider the

 19  implications of those discussions on the overall

 20  service that the system would provide to its

 21  passengers?

 22  R/F         PETER WARDLE:  And I guess I have the

 23  same concern that there -- you know, any

 24  discussions that this witness was present for

 25  involving that issue likely involved outside
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 01  counsel, so I think I am going to ask that he

 02  refuse it.

 03              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to the

 04  derailments, can you walk me through your view of

 05  those incidents and how they were responded to.

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  In terms of the City

 07  response or RTM?

 08              KATE McGRANN:  Both, how the

 09  partnership responded to the derailments.

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  The derailments or the

 11  cause of the derailments, or all of it?

 12              KATE McGRANN:  All of it, if you can.

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  Well, it is certain --

 14  you know, once we see the final results, but based

 15  on what I heard when I was there and what I heard

 16  and I have heard subsequently through media, it

 17  certainly appears to be lack of maintenance, lack

 18  of that focus that I talked about.

 19              And so, again, when it occurred, all

 20  hands on deck, professional, caring,

 21  safety-oriented.  We grounded the fleet.  We did

 22  all the right things.  The issue is, you know, is

 23  this -- you know, the City has a right to expect

 24  that its partner has the expertise and the

 25  capabilities to do what it is contractually
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 01  obligated to do, and in many of these maintenance

 02  regimes, when things, you know, went sideways, you

 03  know, it was getting frustrated that -- you know,

 04  it is like the wheel flats, oops, we didn't have

 05  the technician, or oops, we didn't have the backup

 06  wheel truing machine ready.

 07              Those are disappointing things that, no

 08  different than you hiring a contractor for your

 09  house, you pay a fee, you expect that expert to

 10  have the expertise to plan it, execute it, manage

 11  it and oversee it.

 12              And so I would describe it as

 13  disappointing if it is that it is lack of

 14  maintenance and lack of routines and structures, so

 15  when I hear about bolts coming off of key

 16  components, those are fundamental things that

 17  should not be occurring from world class

 18  organizations such as Alstom and others.  And I am

 19  not pointing fingers or accusing them.  You have

 20  asked me for my opinion, it is disappointing.  The

 21  response, the professionalism, the ability to work

 22  collaboratively is there.  It is just back to what

 23  I have been saying through these four hours is the

 24  issue would get resolved, tamp it down, new issue,

 25  and then this issue would pop up.  It seemed to be
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 01  inconsistent.

 02              Has that improved?  I don't know.  I am

 03  not there.  There was many, many months of great

 04  service.  And so on the derailments, you know,

 05  those are serious issues.

 06              KATE McGRANN:  Coming back to the item

 07  you mentioned about working with RTM to help them

 08  close out work orders, and you said that that was a

 09  conversation that went on for many months, I think?

 10              JOHN MANCONI:  Yes.

 11              KATE McGRANN:  Was any resolution of

 12  that issue achieved?

 13              PETER WARDLE:  So, yeah, my

 14  understanding is that is a matter that is still in

 15  dispute between the parties, and there have been a

 16  number of without prejudice discussions that I

 17  believe are continuing.

 18              KATE McGRANN:  Did RTM make any

 19  requests of the City to change its approach to

 20  anything after revenue service to assist in meeting

 21  the maintenance demands of the system that the City

 22  did not agree to?

 23              JOHN MANCONI:  Did not agree to?

 24              PETER WARDLE:  So, again, I just -- I

 25  know you are trying to find a way to tackle the
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 01  subject, Ms. McGrann, and I am being careful

 02  because I don't have direct knowledge of this.  But

 03  my understanding is, as Mr. Manconi indicated,

 04  there was a working group formed and it has had a

 05  number of discussions.  There has been no

 06  resolution of the issue.

 07              And I believe the discussions that have

 08  taken place within that working group have been on

 09  a without prejudice basis.

 10              So if there is anything outside of that

 11  in terms of formal project correspondence either

 12  from the RTG side or from the City side, obviously

 13  we have produced it.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  Let's try this.  Could

 15  you describe the working relationship between the

 16  City and RTM following the launch of public

 17  service?

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  Very collaborative.  I

 19  personally had weekly meetings with the CEO -- the

 20  two CEOs, Mario and -- again, there is so many

 21  names and it has been such a long time, but the

 22  financial CEO who had been brought in after another

 23  org change to resolve cash flow and things like

 24  that.

 25              We were very supportive.  As you know,

�0193

 01  we granted them extended shutdowns, and that is for

 02  them to catch up on their work orders, to improve

 03  service reliability, to address unknowns.  I think

 04  we did two shutdowns that we supported them on.

 05              The working group was very

 06  collaborative.  Again, I can't get into the

 07  specifics of it, but there was consensus by certain

 08  parties and unfortunately on their side they can't

 09  get everybody on the same page was the feedback I

 10  received on that.

 11              So the City was absolutely trying to

 12  help them out on cash flow, on being reasonable, on

 13  being fair, and on ensuring that we maintained our

 14  oversight role and our accountability to Council

 15  and the taxpayer.

 16              We -- I was thanked literally every

 17  week about being open to ideas and suggestions, the

 18  shutdowns, unheard of that we proactively helped

 19  them on shutdowns and very, very collaborative on

 20  all aspects.

 21              KATE McGRANN:  So were the shutdowns

 22  provided for in the Project Agreement, or were

 23  those outside of the Project Agreement?

 24              JOHN MANCONI:  There is an ability to

 25  do an extended shutdown window, but this exceeded
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 01  that.  Both occurrences exceeded that, and the

 02  first one I believe we tabled it with them with a

 03  slight payment reduction; the second one they came

 04  back and said, Would you ever consider another

 05  reduction -- shout down, and we, again, had full

 06  support to help them be successful.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  Can you help me, when

 08  you say that the first one took place with a slight

 09  payment deduction, was RTM receiving any payments

 10  at that point in time?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  There was a

 12  reduction -- yeah, they received some payments.  I

 13  can't get into the specifics based on what Peter is

 14  saying, but yeah, there are -- again, there were

 15  months that they performed and they have received

 16  some payments.  I don't know where it stands right

 17  now, but I had to, again, with good governance and

 18  good oversight because I was asked by Council when

 19  we brought this forward, was we are agreeing to a

 20  shutdown and we have negotiated a reduction in

 21  payment if they are entitled to it.

 22              So the rest are all details on that.

 23  And I think there was a memo issued on that.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  With respect to the work

 25  that was done on Stage 2, as I said before, our
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 01  focus is on Stage 1, but can you speak to whether

 02  any lessons learned that would be relevant to the

 03  Commission's area of focus were taken from Stage 1

 04  and applied to Stage 2?

 05              JOHN MANCONI:  Absolutely.  We had the

 06  reports that were done from a procurement.  We had

 07  the KPMG study that was done and so forth on

 08  stage -- not KPMG, sorry.  I think it was Deloitte.

 09  It was a review of Stage 1 that was asked for and

 10  it was completed.

 11              But more importantly, what Michael,

 12  myself and others did is we kept a running list of

 13  lessons learned and we met with both constructors,

 14  SNC-Lavalin and Kiewit, for the two different

 15  aspects of Stage 2.

 16              And not only did we give them the list,

 17  and the examples are use gas heaters versus

 18  electric, watch your ambient temperature for

 19  welding, there is certain temperatures that you

 20  should watch for, and so forth, we brought in the

 21  experts, so the Tom Prendergasts and those folks,

 22  and we met with the head of those consortiums and

 23  we did a technical debrief so that one-on-one --

 24  and I can tell you that the head of Kiewit here in

 25  Ottawa was very appreciative of the track welding
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 01  issue because we have a limited temperature range

 02  that you can weld a track in Ottawa, as an example,

 03  the gas switch heaters, all sorts of things were

 04  brought into Stage 2.  So not just from

 05  procurement, but also from a technical aspect on

 06  those pieces.

 07              Bringing in the best of the best, so

 08  Kiewit has hired one of the best CBTC experts in

 09  the world on their team to help them, start early

 10  on all sorts of things related to testing and

 11  commissioning on the constructor side of things, so

 12  lots of lessons learned were brought forward into

 13  Stage 2.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  The running list that

 15  you and Mr. Morgan prepared, if I wanted to go

 16  searching for that list, where would I look to find

 17  it?  What is it called?

 18              JOHN MANCONI:  Michael could give that

 19  to Peter.

 20              KATE McGRANN:  Mr. Wardle, can you take

 21  a look and if that list has been provided to us,

 22  would you identify it by doc ID, and if not, would

 23  you send us a copy?

 24  U/T         PETER WARDLE:  Yes, I can ask.  I

 25  believe Mr. Morgan was asked questions about some
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 01  of these issues when he was examined.  If there is

 02  a list somewhere, I'll -- well, why don't I make

 03  that inquiry of him and we'll see if there is a

 04  list.

 05              KATE McGRANN:  Thanks.  And Mr. Manconi

 06  says there is, so hopefully there is because it

 07  would be interesting to look at.

 08              Did the composition of the City team

 09  for Stage 2, is it bigger than the team used for

 10  Stage 1?

 11              JOHN MANCONI:  It fluctuates.  I mean,

 12  Stage 2 is broken into different technologies and

 13  so forth, so you have got a diesel line, you have

 14  got an electric line, and also the City has created

 15  it own internal capacity as we grew through the

 16  five, six years of construction, so it varies.

 17              KATE McGRANN:  Changes to the trial

 18  running criteria included in the Project Agreement

 19  for Stage 2?

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  I would have to check.

 21  It has been awhile since I have looked at the Stage

 22  2 documents.  I believe it has changed, but I don't

 23  remember what it is.

 24              KATE McGRANN:  Do you have any view in

 25  general other than what you have already described
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 01  as to what contributed to the breakdowns and

 02  derailments that were experienced on Stage 1 after

 03  it went into revenue service?

 04              JOHN MANCONI:  My own personal views?

 05              KATE McGRANN:  Yes.

 06              JOHN MANCONI:  It is what I have talked

 07  about through this interview about staying on top

 08  of things, staying focussed.  Modern railroads need

 09  extensive oversight and regular consistent

 10  application of maintenance regimes to it, and

 11  outside looking in, I can't -- you know, because

 12  I'm not in those shops.  I don't run it.  I know

 13  that, you know, people such as firms that they have

 14  hired, that we have hired, that my experts and so

 15  forth have all said it is about the maintenance

 16  regimes and making sure you make score every day

 17  and that you look ahead to the warranty issues, to

 18  the life cycle issues, and you stay on top of

 19  things.

 20              So make score every day.  You do that

 21  by very, very, very robust maintenance regimes.

 22              KATE McGRANN:  With the benefit of

 23  hindsight, anything that the City could have done

 24  differently that you think may have lessened the

 25  likelihood of the breakdowns or derailments?

�0199

 01              JOHN MANCONI:  No, I don't think so.  I

 02  think we exceeded what most large scale --

 03  certainly the experts have told me they haven't

 04  seen the level of oversight and the robustness and,

 05  you know, the millions of dollars that we have

 06  invested in bringing experts in.

 07              Remembering at one point, you know, I

 08  had a panel of 40 experts.  This is back to -- you

 09  know, if you go back to your opening question, what

 10  did I do on day one?  Well, I brought in a bunch of

 11  experts and said, Give me the top ten risks that we

 12  should govern, and we governed them all, and that

 13  is some of the stuff that get to the Go/No-Go and

 14  the culture and the oversight.

 15              So in hindsight, the City did --

 16  exceeded what it theoretically and technically and

 17  contractually could have and should have done.  My

 18  view is we have a maintainer that either grossly

 19  underestimated or for whatever reason fell short of

 20  staying on top of maintaining the integrated system

 21  of a complicated railroad.

 22              KATE McGRANN:  Any view on whether any

 23  aspect of the physical system, so the trains, the

 24  infrastructure, the line, et cetera, contributed to

 25  the breakdowns and derailments?
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 01              JOHN MANCONI:  Every single expert I

 02  have had in here has said that with the proper

 03  maintenance, the vehicles, the catenary, the

 04  stations, the elevators, escalators, there is no

 05  need to be concerned about those.  There is nobody

 06  that has told me otherwise.

 07              KATE McGRANN:  The Commission has been

 08  asked to look into the commercial and technical

 09  circumstances that led to the breakdowns and

 10  derailments.  Are there any topics or areas that we

 11  didn't discuss this morning that you think the

 12  Commission should be looking at in its work?

 13              JOHN MANCONI:  None that comes to mind.

 14              KATE McGRANN:  And the Commissioner has

 15  been asked to make recommendations to try to

 16  prevent similar issues from occurring in the

 17  future.  Any specific recommendations or general

 18  areas of recommendations that you would recommend

 19  for that work?

 20              JOHN MANCONI:  Again, none that we

 21  haven't covered today.

 22              KATE McGRANN:  Mr. Wardle, do you want

 23  to ask any follow-up questions of the witness?

 24              PETER WARDLE:  No, thank you.

 25              KATE McGRANN:  That brings my questions
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 01  for today to a close.  Thank you very much for your

 02  time.

 03              JOHN MANCONI:  Okay, you are welcome.

 04  

 05  -- Adjourned at 1:08 p.m.

 06  
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