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-- Upon commencing at 9:00 a.m

KATE MCGRANN: When we | eft off,

M. Hol der, we had been discussing the trial
runni ng of the system and in your evidence on the
| ast day, you had nentioned that in the early days
of trial running, there was an aggressive approach
to identifying sone of the systemel enents that
weren't functioning. Do you recall nentioning

t hat ?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | recall the
conversation. | would like to -- | understand what
It was that | was trying to convey. The | anguage
that you've just used is a little different to the
way | was trying to convey that situation, if |
m ght be allowed to explain.

KATE MCGRANN: OF course. | was going
to say when we had left off on that conversati on,
you had said that you needed to explain a little
bit nore about trial running and how i nfornmation
got into the TOCC, so | wondered if we can pick up
that topic and start there.

RI CHARD HOLDER: The -- at that tine,
at the start of trial running, the Gty had
devel oped a team which was called the FOB team the

field observation team-- so, sorry, FOT, and the
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field observation team was nmade up of dozens of
engi neers, project managers, and support staff,
both fromthe rail office and from OC Transpo, and
their role was to behave |like a surrogate comuter
system

So that teamtravelled on the trains
during trial running, boarded the trains, alighted
the trains, used the elevators and escalators. At
times they woul d press energency tel ephone buttons,
they woul d use the call functions withins the
el evators, and as nuch as possible interact with
the TOCC as if the system was operating under
passenger | oading on a normal commuter day. So
that explains the role of the field observation
t eam

We had several practice runs before
trial running. W had a well -devel oped system such
that we -- as | recall, we had two shifts of the
field observation team one that started first
thing in the norning and worked until around noon
and then another shift that canme in around noon and
wor ked until around 8 or 9:00 in the evening to
cover the full period of the trial running.

In the early days, the field

observation teamthat -- were quite aggressive
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about the nunber of tines that they activated
energency tel ephones and the call function within
the elevators. | believe | had used the word
"aggressively" previously, and | think your initial
guestion -- or your recollection of ny statenent
previously was that they were aggressively
reporting failures or degraded nodes or faults of
the system If that's how | characterized things
in the past, | think that was a m stake. So when |
say that the team was aggressive, what | nean is
that they were -- they used the energency

t el ephones and the call help functions several
tinmes a day at several stations.

These calls were nade to the TOCC and
were either responded to by the special constables
unit or by the controller within the TOCC. The
f eedback that we received fromthe TOCC was t hat
they were feeling sonewhat overwhel ned by the
nunber of calls that were comng in fromeach of
the stations, a nunber of calls that are comng in
during the day that were not necessarily
identifying any faults or identifying any degraded
nodes. The calls that were comng in were calls
fromour field observation teamjust to check that

the tel ephone itself was functional and that the
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CCTV-integrated system was functioning properly.
After receiving the feedback fromthe
TOCC, we asked the field -- we asked the field
observation teamif they could reduce the anount of
calls that they were nmaking fromthe energency
t el ephones and fromthe call function within the
el evators. This -- the decision to do that was
made al so on the basis of a quick analysis of the
systemthat was in operation within the bus
service. The OC Transpo bus service has |arger
transfer stations as well as smaller stations that
al so offer energency tel ephones, and when we
checked the nunber of tines that those energency
t el ephones were actually functioning in real life
by the passengers using the system it was only one
or two tines per week. W felt that the field
observation team activating these call buttons
multiple tinmes each day was not a fair
representation of how the systemwas going to
function in real life, and so we asked the field
observation teamto scal e back their use of
those -- of those particular devices. And the
request was very specific to the energency
tel ephone at the platforns and the call function

wthin the el evators.
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There was al so di scussion with the
field observation team about the use of the call
function within each of the trains, and it was
decided early on in the trial running, as | recall,
that we would not be activating those call
functions within the train because it was
consi dered that that would significantly inpact the
overall objectives of the trial running, as an
operator would be distracted by the call function,
correctly; they would have to respond to that call;
and this would inevitably inpact the operations of
t he system adversely.

KATE MCGRANN: The TOCC i s operated by
OC Transpo; is that right?

RI CHARD HOLDER: That's correct.

KATE MCGRANN: And were you getting
feedback in terns of the early days where the
nunerous calls or the multiple calls are being made
fromdifferent stations in the sane day and things
| i ke that? You got feedback from TOCC. Wre you
al so receiving feedback from RTM t hrough RTG?

RI CHARD HOLDER:  Yes.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And can you speak
alittle bit about that.

RI CHARD HOLDER: So the feedback was

neesonsreporting.com
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received in a nunber of ways. There was a daily
nmeeting with the field observation team supervi sor
that was running the logistics of the field
observation work. During those early neetings, we
understood that the teans in the field were

recei ving feedback fromthe TOCC as part of their
cal |l -ins.

We al so had, during that peri od,
neetings with OC and RTM and RTG ar ound ot her
| ssues, not necessarily the trial running but other
| ssues, and so during those neetings, you know,
informally we were hearing this feedback that the
field observation teans were creating additional
wor kl oad for the TOCC,

We al so had the trial running review
nmeeti ngs every day during trial running.
Frequently there woul d be di scussions before the
official neeting and after the official neeting.
W had RTM OC, OLRTC, and rail delivery
representatives at that neeting, and we woul d al so
hear feedback around this sanme issue, that both
TOCC and subsequently RTM support and response
staff were feeling overwhel ned by the nunber of
calls comng in, particularly associated with the

call function and the energency tel ephone.
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KATE MCGRANN:  And do you recall
approxi mately when the calling activity was scal ed
back?

RI CHARD HOLDER: It woul d have been in
the first few days. | can't renenber exactly the
dat e.

KATE MCGRANN:  And ot her than the
scaling back of the calling functions that you've
descri bed, were any ot her changes nade to the work
of the field observation team at any point during
trial running?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Not that | can
remenber in a significant way. There were
| ogi stical arrangenents that were changed, but in
terms of the reporting of their work, | believe
that the record -- there was no change to the
record sheets, and there was no change to the
sunmary i nformation that was brought forward.

KATE MCGRANN: Ot her than sinulating
passenger behavi our, what the systemwould -- the
pressures on the systemin regul ar revenue service,
were the field observation teans keepi ng notes of
what they were experiencing? Ws anything done to
collect their observations fromthe day and | earn

anything fromthat?

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



OLRTPI Witness Interview with City of Ottawa- R. Holder
Richard Holder on 5/19/2022 10

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

RI CHARD HOLDER: So they were keeping
records, and when there were observations around
defective itens, defective devices, deficiencies
wthin the system then they were recorded, and
t hey were brought forward, and that was used as a
means of validating information that was brought
forward during the trial running neetings. Part of
the trial running scorecards included an assessnent
of the mai ntenance preparedness by RTM and t hat
I ncl uded a detailed review of a randonly sel ect ed
nunber of work orders. So we were able to use the
i nformation fromthe field observation teamas a
little bit of a crosscheck agai nst what we were
hearing through the official reporting during the
trial running neetings.

KATE MCGRANN: And generally were
those -- what was the result of that crosschecking
activity? Were you finding that the reports that
you were receiving officially were corroborated by
what the field observation team was seei ng?

RI CHARD HOLDER: As nuch as coul d be
done at the neeting, then | would say that there
was corroboration.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And then to put

It differently, did you -- were there any concerns

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



OLRTPI Witness Interview with City of Ottawa- R. Holder
Richard Holder on 5/19/2022 11

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

formed based on what you were hearing fromthe
field observation teamwhen it was held up agai nst
the official reports that were being generated from
trial running?

RI CHARD HOLDER:  There were not
significant concerns that inpacted the results of
the trial running. There were deficiencies that
were brought forward by the field observation team
t hat had not previously been identified during
testing and conm ssioning. These were -- a nunber
of deficiencies and anomalies were identified wth
the functioning of the elevators, and specifically
t he audi bl e announcenent that was provided on the
el evator as the el evator noved up and down, the
I ndi cator lights on the outside of the el evator
shaft to indicate which direction the el evator
woul d nove in, and the functioning of the air
conditioning units within the elevators. There
were issues that were brought forward related to
those itens that had not previously been
identified, so those were brought forward and added
to the deficiency |ist and brought forward with RTM
and OLRTC for rectification.

KATE MCGRANN: O her than the new

| ssues identified wth the elevators, any other

neesonsreporting.com
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deficiencies or issued identified by the field
observation teamduring the trial running period
that hadn't previously been identified?

RI CHARD HOLDER: There probably were
ot hers, but what | can -- what | can recall is that
t he deficiencies that caused the nobst response,
both fromthe delivery team and subsequently OLRTC
and RTM were related to the elevators. | can
recall that there were issues around standi ng water
on sone platforns, scuffed paint, sonmewhat cosnetic
deficiencies that we considered to be quite m nor
in the overall schene of the running of the system

KATE MCGRANN: A coupl e of questions
about the evaluation of the nmaintenance conponent
of the systemduring trial running. So in order to
wal k through those questions, |I'mgoing to take you
back to OIT377178, which is the trial running test
procedure. And we're going to go over to page 6 of
this docunent. |[I'll see if | can nake it bigger.

So I'mlooking at Section 3.5 of this
docunent entitled "responsibility matrix," and in
t he second box in this table, stakeholders, "RTM

I ncl udi ng Al stom mai nt enance, " the question that |
have is can you explain to ne what's included in

the operating the YCC bracket hel p desk slash work

neesonsreporting.com
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orders?

RI CHARD HOLDER: The YCC is the yard
control centre that was based at RTMs facility on
Bel fast Road. There were a nunber of functions
that were run out of the YCC. The YCC al so served
as a backup Transit Qperations Control Centre
should there be any issues with the TOCC, therefore
the YCC had a very inportant role in the
functioning of the system

One of the conponents was the
Interaction with the MRS programwhich | had
t al ked about previously. The MRS program
I ncluded the requirenent for RTMto have people on
a help desk that would respond to calls fromthe
TOCC.

So the way that the interaction
occurred between the TOCC and RTMwas that if a
deficiency, if a problem was viewed wthin the
system - a defective canera, a door that was not
wor ki ng properly - then a control room operator
woul d use the help desk to call that deficiency
through to the help desk at RTM The personnel --
t he mai nt enance personnel working for RTM woul d
then create a work order based on that call for

assistance, and then it was RTM s responsibility to
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follow the flow of that work order fromreception,
fromcreating a request for maintenance teans to
respond in the field to receiving a response from
the field that work had been conpl eted and
ultimately closing that work order. That was all
the function of the help desk as part of the IMRS
system

KATE MCGRANN:  And then if we scroll
down to the next box, we've got OC Transpo, and
then what | wanted to ask you about here is the
entry "operate the help desk.”" So I think you
explained a little bit of that, but if you can just
hel p nme understand how this help desk and the help
desk under the RTMresponsibility worked together,
t hat woul d be useful.

RI CHARD HOLDER: | woul d agree that the
| anguage there is sonewhat confusing. The help
desk is -- you could consider the hel p desk as an
i nterface, and on one side we had the client, OC
Transpo, that had an operator that was responsible
for making requests through the help desk. So in
terns of that particular line there, the definition
of "operate the help desk" would be to provide
staff that woul d nake requests through the help

desk to RTM On the other side of the interface of

neesonsreporting.com
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the hel p desk was RTM that was responsi ble for
responding to the requests for maintenance or
rectification of a defect.

KATE MCGRANN:  And at any point in tine
during trial running or revenue service, was there
any change in who was responsi ble for the operation
of the help desk that you've just described?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Not that |'m aware of.

KATE MCGRANN: The field observation
teamthat you've described to us and the work that
they were doing testing the various el enents of the
system followng the public |aunch of revenue
service, did anybody continue on behalf of OC
Transpo or the Cty to test the elenents of the
system when the system was open?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Fromthe delivery
office, fromthe rail office, then there were no
| onger staff involved in the works of the field
observation team And | would like to restate the
purpose of the field observation team W were
careful when we selected the nam ng of that teamto
make it clear that they were maki ng observations in
the field and that they were not testing.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay.

RI CHARD HOLDER: The testing -- the

neesonsreporting.com
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testing of the devices, the testing and

conm ssioning period had finished at that tine. W
had al ready provided confirmation that substanti al
conpl eti on had been achi eved and that the
performance of the testing and conm ssi oni ng period
had been achieved. W were nowin the final steps
before we noved into revenue service. The field
observation teamwas an entity that was not

i ncluded in the project agreenent, but it was felt
that for the trial running to truly replicate not
just the functioning of the trains but also the
functioning of all the systens within all the
stations, then it would be necessary to have such a
team that would act as the passengers and comuters
maki ng use of the various systens.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And when you say
It was felt that that was -- that activity was
necessary, who was it felt by? Wo thought the
field observation team was necessary?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Me, particularly. |
had not heard that such a team had been created on
other transit systens. There was |ots of
di scussi ons, obviously, between nyself and ot her
menbers of our staff, and we devel oped the field

observation teamvery shortly before the trial

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



OLRTPI Witness Interview with City of Ottawa- R. Holder
Richard Holder on 5/19/2022 17

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

runni ng began, maybe within the |last couple of
nonths that that field observation teamentity was
creat ed.

KATE MCGRANN: Did RTG -- was RTG asked
about what their view was on the field observation
team before that team was i npl enment ed?

RI CHARD HOLDER: My recol |l ecti on was
that the Gty put it to RTG and RTMthat this was
an exercise that the Gty wanted to put in place.
We explained how it would work. W explained that
It was not a continuation of the testing period,
that it was an observation teamonly. W -- |
don't believe we formally asked for input into the
docunent ati on; however, RTM and RTG representatives
were invited to the various training sessions that
we set up for the dozens and dozens of field staff
that were required for the field observation team

| recall that we had representation
from Tom Pate, who was working with RTM from Pet er
Lauch, who was the head of RTG | believe Roger
Schm dt was present from OLRTC and a nunber of
menbers fromthe design build team were present as
we expl ai ned how t hat whol e exercise would roll
out. And broadly speaking, they were supportive,

and they felt it was a good idea, but fromny
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perspective, their -- the assent of RTG was not
required for the City to undertake this exercise.

| felt strongly that this was going to be a very
useful function and of great benefit for the Cty
to understand how the systemwould really react and
respond with this surrogate passenger team

KATE MCGRANN: Mbving into revenue
service, so after the public |launch, was there
anybody fromthe Cty who was noving through the
system and engaging with the systemin order to
observe the mai ntenance response?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | can talk froma
slightly renote position because, at that tinme, |
was not involved in managi ng any of the teans that
were involved in the oversight of the operations
and in the oversight of the maintenance. What |
know is that there were many nenbers of staff from
OC who were present on the platforns in the first
several weeks of revenue service availability to
provi de assi stance to passengers who were -- who
were, you know, new to the system and it was
expected that people would need help with the
ti cket machi nes, navigating through the stations,
under st andi ng which platformto get on trains.

Those staff were specifically passenger focussed.

neesonsreporting.com
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| know that there was al so a teamt hat
wer e nore back-of - house focussed, so "back of
house" being all those communi cations roons and
equi pnent roons, tunnel ventilation roons that are
not open to the public. M understanding is that
there was a teamfrom OC that was travelling
t hrough the system and checki ng on the work that
RTM was undertaking at that tine and al so
famliarizing thenselves with the system but |
cannot speak to the nunber of people or the
frequency of their visits.

KATE MCGRANN: The observations that
the field observation team nmade duri ng nai nt enance,
to the extent that they identified any
defici encies, degraded conditions, other issues,
woul d those all have been captured by -- captured
in the deficiencies list?

RI CHARD HOLDER:  (bservations rel ated
to mai nt enance defici encies woul d have been brought
forward onto the deficiency list, correct.

KATE MCGRANN:  And if they observed any
ot her deficiencies wwth the system where would
t hose observati ons have been captured?

Rl CHARD HOLDER: They woul d have been
captured through the hel p desk functi on.

neesonsreporting.com
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KATE MCGRANN:  And the idea is that --
go ahead.

RICHARD HOLDER® Can | -- | feel like |
need to expand on the work of the field observation
teamor the results of the work of the field
observation team The field observation team were
bringing forward itens that they were seeing wthin
the field that they felt were inconsistencies or
deficiencies. They would be brought forward to the
Transit Operations Control Centre, and then the
Transit Operations Control Centre, through the help
desk, woul d nake requests through the hel p desk to
RTM for attention to those -- those deficiencies or
defects or issues.

In that period of trial running, itens
that were recorded that had previously been on a
deficiency list were nmaintai ned on the deficiency
list. Newitens that were observed sonetines --
well, sorry, always becane a work order item They
may or may not have been added to the deficiency
| ist, depending on the severity of the issue and
the speed with which that deficiency was addressed
In, was rectified by...

KATE MCGRANN: And can you speak to the

nunber and nature of retrofits outstanding for the
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vehicles at the end of trial running?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | was aware that there
were a nunber of retrofits that were still
out standi ng on the vehicles. The delivery team and
OC Transpo had been tracking several key retrofits
for many, many nonths, possibly over 1 year, over
18 nonths, and so it was known that as we went into
revenue service, there were still retrofits that
wer e out st andi ng.

KATE MCGRANN:  And how were the needs
for the retrofits accounted for in operations and
mai nt enance? And what |I'mtrying to get at is was
It the case that there were accommodati ons t hat
could be nade in the approach to operati ons and
mai nt enance that woul d account for the retrofit
until it was inplenented?

Rl CHARD HOLDER: The si npl e answer
woul d be to say yes, but of course it's very
conplicated, and it would really be necessary to go
t hrough each individual retrofit to be able to give
a nore accurate picture. The summary position from
the Gty and from Al stomand from RTG and from RTM
and fromthe independent certifier was that
al t hough retrofits existed, they did not detract

fromthe city's enjoynent, of the city, for the
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full use of the system And we had invol ved nmany
experts, many fleet experts wth many, nany decades
of experience of dealing with fleets all around
North Anerica and around the world, and the general
position was that these kinds of prograns of
retrofits were certainly not unusual for fleets of
t hi s ki nd.

KATE MCGRANN:  You nentioned the
| ndependent certifier as a party that was wei ghing
in on this. D d you understand the independent
certifier's role to be -- to involve anything nore
than certifying that whatever had been agreed to
between the Gty and RTG had been net or fulfilled?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | believe the rol e of
t he i ndependent certifier was nuch broader than
that. There were -- there was very nuch a focus of
t he i ndependent certifier's engagenent at the tine
of substantial conpletion, at the tinme of the
conpletion of testing and conm ssioning, during the
acceptance of each of the vehicles, and during
trial running.

It is true that they were very nuch
I nvol ved and engaged and part of all the team
neetings at that tine; however, their role was

bi gger in that they were also there to deal wth
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di sputes between the parties. They were there to
certify paynments fromthe City to RTG on the basis
of the mlestones, which were laid out in the
project agreenent. They were on site reqgularly.
They participated in many of the neetings

t hr oughout the whole project, but certainly within
the | ast few years of the project, as the need to
verify and validate docunentati on becane nore and
nore inportant as part of the cl oseout of the
project, then the independent certifier's team--
their presence becane nore felt, especially around
the validation piece for requirenents managenent,
where the independent certifier plus the Gty's
team were involved in validating docunentation that
t he design builder was putting forward as evi dence
that requirenents were being net.

KATE MCGRANN:  So where there is no
di spute between the City and RTG as to requirenent
has been net, what is the role of the independent
certifier there?

RI CHARD HOLDER: To provi de an opi nion
on whether they agreed with the City or RTG on
whet her that requirenent had been net. So it could
be the case that RTG and the Gty agreed that

docunentati on that was put forward validated a
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particul ar requirenent, but the independent
certifier could have disagreed. | am not aware of
that ever occurring, in fact, but that was
considered to be their role, that the agreenents
that were being reached as we noved forward through
the process of validating requirenents that there
was three parties involved: It was the Gty, it
was RTG and it was the i ndependent certifier.

KATE MCGRANN: WAs it your
under standi ng that part of the independent
certifier's role was to | ook at any agreenents that
were made between the City and RTG as agai nst the
proj ect agreenent and, if the agreenent between the
Cty and RTG woul d alter what was being delivered
to the Gty, to intervene or interfere wth that
agr eenment ?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | would agree with
that statenent. | amtrying to think of an exanple
of where that would have occurred. W had a whol e
process that existed for managi ng changes to the
proj ect agreenent, and | can't recall if we've
al ready di scussed the Change Control Board and the
process involved in nmaki ng changes to the project
agreenent, but the independent certifier was nade

aware of the changes that occurred as part of that
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vari ation process, so they were aware of all those
changes.

In terns of other agreenents, | think
that the big agreenent that was not stated in the
PA woul d have been the introduction of the field
observation team and ny recollection is that the
| ndependent certifier certainly had no objections
to that process and agreed wth the purpose and the
functioning of that team but to your proposition
that that was one of their roles, |I can't think of
an exanple right now.

KATE MCGRANN: W th respect to the term
sheet that the Cty and RTG entered into around the
end of trial running as part of revenue service
availability achi evenent, what was your
under st andi ng of the independent certifier's role
I n evaluating or weighing in on the contents of
that term sheet?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | don't recall
specifically how the independent certifier was
engaged in that termsheet. | certainly would have
expected that they would have seen that term sheet
and provided an opinion on the termsheet before it
was finally agreed. | amnot sure if that

happened, though. That's not to say it didn't

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



OLRTPI Witness Interview with City of Ottawa- R. Holder
Richard Holder on 5/19/2022 26

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

happen.

KATE MCGRANN: The opinion that you
woul d expect themto provide on the term sheet,
what question would they be opining on?

RI CHARD HOLDER: At that stage, at the
end of trial running, there were two renaining
steps, | recall, between the end of trial running
and noving into revenue service availability. So
the first step woul d be agreenent between the
parties that the trial running objectives had been
met, so that would have been a mlestone that the
| ndependent certifier agreed to.

The other elenent -- the other step
that was required was the confirmation fromthe
safety auditor that at the tine of revenue service
availability all the safety requirenments had been
nmet. The independent certifier's role would have
been to have received that confirmation, but it was
not expected that the independent certifier would
have an objection to the position of the
| ndependent safety auditor. It was expected that
t he i ndependent certifier needed to have that
confirmation as part of the penultimte step before
novi ng i nto revenue service availability.

| ' m describing what | recall of the
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proj ect agreenent steps between trial running and
revenue service availability, that the term sheet
was not a -- as best to ny recollection, it was not
a docunent that was described in the project
agreenent, but it was felt fromthe Gty's

side - and | believe that the Gty received | egal
advice fromits |legal counsel at the tine - that
the issues that were considered to be still
outstanding in terns of the delivery of the
contract should be confirmed in witing through the
mechani sm of a term sheet, including potential
redress to financial issues. They needed to be
captured in a termsheet at the tine of revenue
service availability.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And your
reference to the safety auditor, was that the
| ndependent safety auditor, Sergio Mammoliti from
TUV Rhei nl and?

Rl CHARD HOLDER:  Yes.

KATE MCGRANN:  And you said that you
woul d have expected the i ndependent certifier to
provi de an opinion or opine on the termsheet, and
my question was what question did you think their
opi ni on woul d be responding to? Like, what did you

expect themto opine on with respect to the term
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11 sheet?
2 RI CHARD HOLDER: | do not recall making
3| these considerations at the tine. | can speak to
4| you now as to what | think they would have opi ned
5| on, and | believe what they woul d have opined on
6| was, was there any information in that term sheet
7|1 that nullified previous revenue service
8| availability requirenents, of which there are
91 seven. |If the independent certifier had seen
10 information in there that had nullified any of
11| those revenue service availability requirenents,
121 then | woul d have expected themto have stated as
13 | such.
14 KATE MCGRANN:  Wien you say "if they
151 saw information that would have nullified revenue
16 | service availability requirenents,” what -- can you
171 just help me understand what you nean by that.
18 RI CHARD HOLDER: Revenue service
191 availability was a defined termin the project
20 | agreenent. One of the requirenents of revenue
21| service availability was that seven ot her
22 | requirenments had been net, and those seven
23| requirenents, if |I can recall them were the
24 | conpletion of the civic works, the substanti al
25

conpletion of the fixed assets, the substanti al
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conpletion of the rolling stock, the vehicles; it
was satisfactory performance of the testing and
conm ssi oning period; there was the confirmation at
that tinme that the safety requirenents had been
nmet; there was a successful performance of trial
running, and |I'massum ng there was one ot her that
| can't recall.

Each one of those requirenents was
validated in the nonths | eading up to revenue
service availability, and when | say "nullified,"
it could have been the case that there was
i nformation within the termsheet that had nmade one
of those previous statenents about conpletion --
maki ng that i naccurate.

So for instance, substanti al
conpletion. So substantial conpletion neant that
t he system was functioning and had full use and
enjoynent by the city. That was the broad
definition of substantial conpletion. There were
al so nore kind of analytical definitions in terns
of the Liens Act, 97 percent of the overall val ue
of the fixed assets, so there was a cal cul ati on
done on the value of the deficiencies that were
remaining. So as well as use and enjoynent, there

was al so a cal cul ati on done to substanti ate
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substanti al conpl etion.

So for instance, if within the term
sheet there was work identified as not being
conpl eted that exceeded the previous value of m nor
deficiencies or significantly inpaired the city's
enj oynent of the use of the system then that would
have nullified the previous substantial conpletion
noti ce that had been provided, and to the best of
nmy knowl edge, that had not occurred, but that would
have been sonething that the independent certifier
may have provi ded an opinion on at that tine.

KATE MCGRANN: At the end of trial
runni ng, what was your view of the readiness of the
mai nt enance team for revenue service?

Rl CHARD HOLDER: My opinion on the
readi ness of the mai ntenance team had been forned
prior to the start of trial running in the work and
In the feedback that was given to nme fromthe
subj ect matter expert who was review ng the
pr epar edness of RTM

So | had previously stated, | believe,

t hat Parsons had a teamthat were supporting the
Cty with operational and nai ntenance matters, and
t he person who was responsi bl e on the mai nt enance

side was Tom Fodor, who was revi ew ng docunentation
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provi ded by RTM and making regular field visits to
their maintenance facility and having interviews
with the nmai ntenance staff. And Tom Fodor's
position was that the organizational structure of
the RTMteamwas sufficient, that their -- the
training and the procedures that were in place to
deal with mai ntenance were sufficient, that the
avai lability of spare parts on site, the

avai lability of specific maintenance equi pnent was
sufficient to provide the maintenance services
within the project agreenent.

In terns of any change to that
perception, during the trial running period, there
was a recognition that there were nmany itens of
smal | deficiencies that were requiring attention
fromRTMthat were additional to the -- what could
be considered as routine maintenance for the
vehicles, for the track, and for the various
systens in support of the light rail system

At that tinme, there was a nergi ng of
activities between the work of the constructor in
building the facility and the work of the
mai nt ai ner in conducting responsive and regul ar
mai nt enance for the system Wuld you like ne to

expand?
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KATE MCGRANN:  Yeah, could you explain
that inalittle bit nore detail, please.

Rl CHARD HOLDER: OLRTC was the entity
t hat was responsible for the construction, and
theoretically, RTMwould -- in a perfect world
woul d have stepped in wth all the construction
fully conplete, with all the systens fully working,
and there woul d have been a cl ean handover fromthe
construction teamto the mai ntenance team and the
mai nt enance team woul d have focussed on providing
t heir mai nt enance tasks.

What occurred on the light rail system
on the Confederation Line project was that there
were deficiencies that were still renmmining, as was
allowed for in the contract and as is common in
construction projects. There were deficiencies
that were remaining for sonebody to fix, and
sonetimes that was OLRTC staff, and sonetines it
was RTM st aff.

What the Gty did not have visibility
on was whose resources were being provided for
rectifying those deficiencies. It was not
sonething that the Gty had control of under the
contract. There was an expectation that OLRTC

woul d mai ntain presence on site, maintain staff on
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site to conplete those deficiencies and that RTM
woul d focus on their role of being the maintainer
of the system

During the trial running period, it was
apparent that sone of the deficiencies which were
there from substantial conpletion were now bei ng
managed, if not fully rectified, by RTM staff but
certainly managed by RTMstaff. So there was an
addi ti onal workl oad for RTM supervisory staff in
coordi nati ng between their own staff and OLRTC.

KATE MCGRANN: Based on what you've
just described there, did that at all inpact your
view of the readi ness of the nmaintenance side of
t he operations for revenue service?

RI CHARD HOLDER: It was felt that in
the first few weeks of operations, it would be
necessary for RTM and OLRTC to have extra resources
avai l able to quickly deal with deficiencies that
had been outstandi ng since substantial conpletion
but also to deal with the maintenance, the
addi ti onal mai ntenance responsibilities that woul d
be required because now the systemwas in full
oper ati ons.

So there were requests that were nade

by the City to RTMand to OLRTC to ensure that
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their subcontractors, their major subcontractors
such as Al stom such as Thales, such as WII| owgl en
that was a supplier for the SCADA system such

as -- | nmean, there were several other nmjor
suppliers of systemequipnent. The Gty requested
that RTM and RTG have extra staff avail abl e.

KATE MCGRANN:  And what was the
response to those requests?

RI CHARD HOLDER: There was agr eenent
fromRTG s representative, Peter Lauch, that it
made sense for those first -- the first few weeks
to have additional personnel on standby, and there
was al so agreenent from OLRTC and from Al st om t hat
It would be necessary to have extra staff on
st andby.

KATE MCGRANN: And are you able to
speak to whether that was in fact what happened?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | am aware that those
staff were available in the early days, those
addi ti onal resources, but as to how | ong that
addi ti onal |evel of resourcing was maintained, |
can't speak to that.

KATE MCGRANN:  And turning back to
M. Fodor's opinion that the organizati onal

structure and the procedures were in place, the
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spare parts were in place, the equi pnent was
sufficient for what was laid out in the project
agreenent, was it the case that his opinion was
based on the system described in the project
agreenent as perfectly conpliant? | guess what |'m
really trying to ask you is, is what is laid out in
the project agreenent and his opinion based on that
different than the reality of the systemat the end
of trial running? There's deficiencies; there's
retrofits, et cetera. Do you know if his opinion
took the actual state of the systeminto account?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | would say that his
opi ni on was based on the two circunstances as you
descri bed them the conpliance with the project
agreenent but the real-life readiness of a
mai nt enance teamto take over nmintenance.

KATE MCGRANN:  And when did he deliver
hi s opi nion on the readi ness of the maintenance
side to take on the systemas it existed to you?

RI CHARD HOLDER: As | said previously,

t he opi ni on about the readi ness of the maintenance
t eam was provided, you know, in the weeks | eading
up to revenue service availability, so it would
have been provi ded sequentially based on agreenent

around certai n docunentati on. So for iInstance, the
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mai nt enance and rehabilitation plan, which | had
tal ked to previously, there were a nunber of
Iterations of that docunent. W finally got to a
poi nt where that docunent was considered to be
satisfactory, and | believe that that was in early
2019.

So that would be an exanple of, froma

docunent ati on perspective, where Alstomis --

Al stom and RTMis indicating the contracts that

t hey have in place for nmaintenance, the frequency
and the I evel of maintenance activities that woul d
be taking place on the various systens, the

equi pnent that was avail able, the people that were
ready, that was all captured in that maintenance
and rehabilitation plan.

So that was one place where that Kkind
of opinion was provided, but also at substanti al
conpletion, froma requirenents nmanagenent
perspective, there was the review of the project
agreenent requirenents in relation to nmaintenance
activities, and it would have been at that point
that the official opinion would have cone through
t hat the mai ntenance requirenents had been
addressed, the nmai ntenance requirenents of the

proj ect agreenent.
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| would like to add for context that
t he seven revenue service availability requirenents
were clearly stated as bei ng needed for revenue
service availability. There was not a specific
requi renent -- there was not an ei ghth requirenent
for full confirmation about the maintainer's
ability to maintain the system

So in terns of the format of the
proj ect agreenent and the format of the overall P3
construct, there was an expectation that the
mai nt ai ner woul d be very much comrercially
I ncentivized to provide the nmai ntenance team al ong
wWith its equi pnent and ot her resources that would
be required to provide availability of the trains
such that they net the contractual obligations from
a day-to-day basis so that OC Transpo woul d nake
their contractual paynents.

There was an overall philosophy in the
construct of the project agreenent that it was not
necessary to tell RTG exactly how to undertake the
mai nt enance because as a professional engineering
team and a professional nmaintenance team they
woul d conme up with the best team the best
commercially viable way of providing those naintain

duties. It was very nuch based on the conmmerci al
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I ncentive. |If RTMdid not conplete those

mai nt enance requi renents, then that would result in
a consequent -- consequently in a reduction in
availability of the system and they would not get
paid. And unfortunately, that's what has been
experi enced.

KATE MCGRANN: So just so that | can
under stand what M. Fodor opined on and the
boundari es of that opinion, he's opining on whether
the requirenents of the project agreenent, froma
mai nt enance perspective, have been net? Is that
right?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Yes, correct.

KATE MCGRANN:  Was he asked to | ook at
the reality of the systemand the various pressures
on mai ntenance tasks that the nai ntenance team
woul d be required to achi eve once the system opened
for launch and opi ne on whether he thought that
they realistically would be able to do that?

RI CHARD HOLDER: He was -- he provided
an opinion on that question at the tine of
substantial conpletion. H's -- he did not bring
forward overall concerns about RTMs ability to
mai ntain the system He was satisfied that froma

proj ect agreenent, the project agreenent
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requi renments had been net for maintenance. In
addition to that, he did not see any -- he did not
have any objections that needed to be brought
forward around RTMs ability to undertake the

mai nt enance at revenue service availability.

KATE MCGRANN:. Was it part of his job
to consider that?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | would say that it
was part of his job. Wether it was clearly
expressed to himin such ternms, | amnot sure, but
in terns of his professional service as an engi neer
providing information to the Gty, | would have
expected himto have provided that infornmation.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And just so |
under st and, he expresses an opinion at the tine of
substantial conpl etion.

Rl CHARD HOLDER:  Correct.

KATE MCGRANN: And he was al so required
to express an opinion at the end of trial running
or at revenue service availability?

RI CHARD HOLDER: No, he was not
required to express an opinion at that tine.

KATE MCGRANN:  What was his role
foll ow ng substantial conpletion, the achi evenent

of substantial conpletion?
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RI CHARD HOLDER: | woul d have to recall
exactly what engagenent we had with M. Fodor
during that period. | think we may have reached
out for assistance in the resourcing of the team
around the field observation work. | would have --
but I would have to go back and check what his
engagenent was during that period.

KATE MCGRANN: O her than M. Fodor,
was t here anybody el se on behalf of the Gty who
was | ooking at the question of whether the
mai nt enance side of operations would -- whether it
was realistic to expect that the naintenance side
of operations would be able to handle the various
demands that would be placed on that side of the
system when it opened to public service?

RI CHARD HOLDER: There were a nunber of
people on the delivery side, and there were a
nunber of people from OC Transpo side. So on the
delivery team side, we continued to have nenbers of
t he i ndependent assessnent teamtake part in
reviews of the system the passenger-facing side of
the system the trains and the stations, but
people -- but nenbers of the independent assessnent
team were al so involved in reviews of the MSF.

On the OC Transpo side, fromthe
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operational side, they had a teamthat was taking
over the responsibility of contract oversight.

They had team nenbers that were engaged on a daily
basis with RTM both at OC s offices and at Bel f ast
Yard, understandi ng the mai ntenance activities that
RTM was i nvol ved in.

KATE MCGRANN:  And that was the case
that both of those groups, the nenbers of the | AT
and the nenbers of the group at OC Transpo
responsi ble for contract oversight, that they
remai ned engaged with mai ntenance up until the
poi nt of public | aunch?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Up to and, in the case
of OC Transpo, beyond. So there was a -- the
handover of the operations, you know, occurred
several nonths before the official revenue service
avai lability date. As various systens were brought
online by RTG then OC s staff started to becone
engaged and started to becone famliar wth those
syst ens.

For instance, the Transit Operations
Controls Centre, which is staffed by OC staff, that
had been running for many, many nont hs before
revenue service availability to -- both as a

training function, as support to the testing and
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comm ssioning period, but also as a famliarization
for OC Transpo staff. Another exanple would be the
| MRS hel p desk function, which was functioning
several nonths before revenue service availability,
IMRS -- the IMRS help desk being integral to both
the TOCC and the YCC

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And other than
what you've already described to us about the view
formed that additional resources would be needed in
the early days of the systemthat were expressed to
RTG any ot her concerns being raised through tri al
running or as the system heads towards revenue
servi ce about whet her the mai ntenance side i s going
to be able to handl e the demands of the system when
It opens?

RI CHARD HOLDER: There was an
expectation that had been expressed to the Gty by
vari ous subject matter experts that the system
woul d go through an evol ution over the first 12 to
18 nonths of operations. There is a termthat is
used call ed the bathtub curve which is used to
describe the reliability of the system- of a
typi cal system including an LRT system - and the
bat htub refers to the shape of the reliability

curve for various systens fromthe day that they
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becone activated through the first 12 to 18 nonths
of their operations.

So at activation, straight out of the
box, wth very little use, then systens function
very well. So we have a high level of reliability
at the very beginning of the use of an activated
system but then over the first few nonths, then
| ssues start to crop up or -- there are breakdowns,
not necessarily in all the conponents of the system
but in one or two conponents of a system- and |'m
speaki ng generally about systens - but the
reliability of -- as a whole of that systemstarts
to reduce for a nunber of nonths. And then as an
oper at or and nai ntenance teamrepl aces systens and
optimzes the use of those systens, eventually
there is an increase in reliability that occurs
over a nunber of nonths.

So the bathtub curve refers to the
shape of the graph which starts off with high
reliability, then drops off quite quickly to a
poi nt where the reliability is reduced, and then
agai n picks up once certain elenents of -- are
replaced within the system and the system becones
optimzed between both the hardware, the software,

and the teans that are responsi ble for operating
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and mai nt ai ni ng.

So I'mproviding that to the team as
context that that was -- there was an overall
understanding that that reliability curve was
| i kely to happen on this project, and so there
woul d be issues at the beginning. The -- there was
not an anticipation that we woul d have issues that
woul d result in the system being conpletely
nonfunctional, but it was expected that there would
be issues that would inpact the reliability and
therefore inpact the availability of the system
and those would occur quite early.

KATE MCGRANN: So - -

RI CHARD HOLDER: So in terns of your
guestion of were there concerns, then there was a
general understanding that because this was a new
system there would be issues in the first few
nont hs that woul d need to be rectified.

KATE MCGRANN:  So | just want to nmake
sure that | understand the information that you' ve
provided there. Wat |'ve taken down in nmy notes
Is that right out of the box, there will be a high
| evel of reliability. Then issues wll start to
crop up. Those issues wll be resolved, and then

you're looking at a higher level of reliability
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again. You said that the expectation expressed to
you by the various experts was that the system
woul d go through an evolution through the first 12
to 18 nonths. So when you say that you expected

| ssues to present thenselves quite early, can you
hel p nme understand when within the 12 to 18-nonth
time frane you're expecting this sort of -- these
| ssues to present thensel ves?

RI CHARD HOLDER: That -- there was an
expectation that could have been within the first
f ew nont hs.

KATE MCGRANN:  And how does the first
few nonths fit within the 12 to 18-nonth evol ution
peri od?

RI CHARD HOLDER: In the first few
nmont hs, the systemis now fully functional,
operating 18, 19 hours a day fully loaded wth
passengers - that is, providing a service load to
the systemthat had not previously been provided -
so there was an expectation wthin those first few
nont hs that sone of the systens may well|l suffer
fromsone failures in equipnent, failures in
software, failures in hardware, and there was a
potential that they would be conpounded over a

period of a nunber of nonths.
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It was not expected that availability
of the system in terns of train availability, that
that woul d be inpacted, but it was expected, for
I nstance, that there nmay be an escal ator woul d have
to be shut down, an elevator would have to be shut
down, a -- you know, a nunber of canmeras woul d have
to be replaced. And over a period of the first few
nont hs, those issues woul d becone apparent, and
they would be repaired, and with tine, there woul d
be fewer and fewer new i ssues arising and the
reliability of the system would increase.

KATE MCGRANN: What was the basis for
the belief that while an el evator or an escal ator
or caneras may have an issue, there wouldn't be
| ssues that would affect the availability of the
syst enf?

RI CHARD HOLDER: There i s redundancy
built into the system \Wen | tal k about
availability of a station, then a station can be
considered to be available even if one of the
el evators is nonfunctional. So there are two
el evators on either side of the platform so should
sonebody who is -- needs physical help, is using a
wheel chair, they have -- if one elevator is down,

then they can use another elevator. So there is --
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that's an exanple of redundancy in terns of the
vertical novenent of people at the stations.

There is, simlarly, redundancy in nany
of the other systens - the traction power
substations that provide the power to various
sections of the track, they are built wth
redundancy. So if one traction power -- there are
11 traction power substations. |f one of the
tracti on power substations becones faulty for
what ever reason and is no |longer able to provide
power to the system then the adjacent traction
power substations fill in the gap, and they
continue to provide power. So whilst that specific
traction power substation is faulty, it does not
| npact the availability of the whole system

So when | tal k about availability of
the system there is already redundancy built in as
part of the design of the systemthat we can
accommodat e certain breakdowns, certain
deficiencies, and in addition to the need to work
on a conponent or an elenent of the system because
there is a deficiency, there is also the need to
undert ake mai ntenance activities, and in order to
undert ake mai ntenance activities on a system it is

necessary to -- sonetines necessary to shut it
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down, and we want to be able to do that maintenance
wi thout inpacting the availability of the system
So that redundancy is built in and therefore the
system can accommodate a certain anmount of
deficiencies and a certain anount of rectifications
that are going to be required w thout inpacting
availability.

A key question is related to the nunber
of trains that are available. The system was
desi gned to have 34 available trains at all tines,
Wth -- which -- sorry. It was designed to have 30
trains available at all tinmes, 30 trains conbined
to make 15 two-car consists with two spares, two
hot spares. Two hot spares and two in for
mai nt enance, | believe that was the nunber. So 34
trains - 30 in use, 2 ready for -- as hot spares,
and 2 in maintenance. So there was debate and
di scussi on around that redundancy nunber: |[Is that
the right redundancy nunber to only have -- to
expect to have 32 of the 34 trains available for
operations at all tines?

KATE MCGRANN:  And what was the outcone
of those di scussions?

RI CHARD HOLDER: At the tine, the

outcome was -- well, an outcone -- there were
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concerns about the spare availability, but it was
felt that that was -- it was achi evabl e at that
time.

KATE MCGRANN: And just so that the
termnology -- a hot spare is a train that's ready
to go upon demand? Is that fair?

Rl CHARD HOLDER:  Correct.

KATE MCGRANN: The -- what was the
nunber of trains and hot spares avail abl e when the
system went into public service?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | don't know exactly.
| would -- we have that nunber.

KATE MCGRANN: WAs there any
consi deration given prior to the |aunch of revenue
service of keeping the parallel bus service in
service for longer than the first 3 weeks in |ight
of concerns expressed, in light of this bathtub
curve and the unpredictability of what concerns may
arise as part of the bathtub curve that you' ve
descri bed?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | amonly aware of
di scussions that the parallel bus service would be
provided for the first few weeks. | wasn't aware
of any di scussions where it woul d have been

consi dered that that parallel bus service would be
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provided for a | onger period. The expectation was
that it would not be required for a | onger period,
and that's why we were providing the m|l estone of
revenue service availability for the transit
system

KATE MCGRANN:. O her than the parallel
bus service, were other -- were any ot her
precauti ons or accommobdati ons or approaches
considered to account for the potenti al
inplications of this first 12 to 18 nonths of the
bat ht ub curve that you've descri bed?

RI CHARD HOLDER: The proj ect agreenent
asked for 34 vehicles on the basis that in the peak
period, to carry the expected passenger |oad of
12, 000 people per hour per direction, we needed to
have 15 vehicles running for those peak periods in
the norning and in the ppm That was at the tine
of the signing of the project agreenent.

Wth the passing of tine, the actual
vol unme of passengers that needed to be carried by
t he Confederation Line systemwere very -- were
very accurately known because the Confederation
Li ne was repl acing the bus service, and OC Transpo
and the planning unit knew exactly how nany

passengers were being carried at the tine of the
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| aunch of the Confederation Line. So it was known
that we did not need to run 15 vehicles, 15 two-car
consi sts, during the peak periods. It was -- it
was possi ble to manage the capacity of the |ine and
have fewer light rail vehicles operating during

t hose peak peri ods.

There was certainly discussion around
reduci ng the nunber from15 to 13, and that was
subsequently changed as part of one of the trial
running criteria during trial running. And | think
t he nunber could even be less, but | would -- that
woul d be a question | would need to take away as to
exactly the nunber of vehicles that are required to
deal with the capacity.

So your question as to, you know, what
were sonme of the other factors that the Gty had
control over to help with this potential of the
bat ht ub curve of the early reliability issues, that
was one of the big ways that the Gty was able to
have control over the nunmber of vehicles that were
available. So if there were issues with the
vehicles, then it was possible to reduce the nunber
of vehicles that were avail abl e.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And anyt hi ng

el se?
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RI CHARD HOLDER: From an equi pnent
perspective, not that | can think of. The other
| ssue, as | tal ked about before, was related to
resourcing. So one of the ways of addressing this
was ensuring that the nmaintainer and the
constructor had sufficient resources available to
deal with those issues whereby, you know, we would
expect reliability issues in the first few nonths.
So there was -- you know, that was al so pl anned
for, that RTM woul d need extra resources at the
begi nning of the project -- at the beginning of
servi ce.

KATE MCGRANN:. M. Coonbes, do you have
any foll ow up questions based on anything we've
di scussed so far?

MARK COOMBES: | do not.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. We'll take the
norni ng break now. [It's just com ng up on 10: 30,
so we'll come back at 10:40, if that works for
ever ybody.

PETER WARDLE: Thank you.

-- RECESS AT 10:29 --

-- UPON RESUM NG AT 10:40 --

KATE MCGRANN:  So before we | eave the

topi cs we were discussing before the break, | think
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11 1 was asking you what the nunber of vehicles and

2| the nunber of hot spares there were at the tine of
3| public launch. And I'Il ask through your counsel
4| that you go and cone back to us with that

S| information, if you woul d.

6 PETER WARDLE: Yes, we wll.

7 RI CHARD HOLDER:  Yes, | can do that.

8 KATE MCGRANN: St epping back in tinme on
91 the project, I'd like to you speak to your

10 | involvenent in the creation of the safety
11| managenent systemfor Stage 1 of Otawa's |ight

12 1 rail transit system

13 RI CHARD HOLDER: Sorry, |'m not cl ear
14| that that's a question.

15 KATE MCGRANN: Pardon ne? Ch. Could
16 | you speak to your role, |like describe your role, in

171 the creation of the safety nmanagenent systemt hat
18| was to be put in place for Stage 1 of Otawa's

191 light rail transit systemwhen it went into

20 | servi ce.

21 RI CHARD HOLDER: | took on the rol e of
22 | manager of light rail systens and operati onal

23| integration in the early part of 2015, and part of
241 the role of that position was oversight to the

25| safety and security aspect of the project.
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| reached out to a consultant who was
working with STV call ed David Mrgan, and he hel ped
me to develop the terns of reference for the safety
and security certification review team as specified
and as required within the project agreenent. So
my role at that tinme was to chair that safety and
security certificate review teamneeting and to
provi de oversight to any of the issues around
safety and security as it applied to the light rail
system

KATE MCGRANN:  And what was the teanls
pur pose or goal? What function did they fill?

RI CHARD HOLDER: The team was nade up
of representatives fromthe various parties, and
the overall goal was to ensure that all the safety
and security requirenents of the project had been
addressed at both substantial conpletion and at
revenue service availability.

KATE MCGRANN. Who at the Cty was
responsi bl e for devel opi ng the safety managenent
systemthat the Gty would apply to the systen?

RI CHARD HOLDER: That responsibility
was held by Ji m Hopkins, the chief safety officer
at OC Transpo.

KATE MCGRANN: And did the safety and
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security certification teamreview that safety
managenent systen? Was that part of their purview?

RI CHARD HOLDER: No, not that | recall.
The safety and security certificate review team was
aware of the progress that was being nmade in the
establ i shnent of the safety nmanagenent system Jim
Hopki ns, the chief safety officer, provided updates
to the teamas to the progress, but there was not a
team or approval function for that safety
managenent systemw thin the safety and security
revi ew t eam

KATE MCGRANN:  And was there any review
and approval function at all for the safety
managenent system held by anybody, that you know?

RI CHARD HOLDER: As | recall the
| anguage in the project agreenent, it was the
responsibility of RTG to support the devel opnent of
regul ati ons and the devel opnent of the safety
managenent system But the adoption and the
ownershi p of the safety nmanagenent system was
al ways anticipated to be with OC Transpo.

As an exanpl e of the mechanics of how
that worked, the project agreenent referred to a
regulatory tinetable, which was a deliverable from

RTG. The regulatory tinetable existed as a
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spreadsheet that included all the standard
operating procedures that would apply to operating
the light rail system including the engagenent
with energency responders. So the specific termin
the project agreenent was regulatory tinetable. In
fact, it was nore like a list, although it did

i ncl ude dates for when those deliverables would be
met. The docunents that were included in the

regul atory tinetable, the standard operating
procedures, becane one of the key conponents to the
overal | safety managenent systemthat was devel oped
by the chief safety officer.

KATE MCGRANN: Do you know i f there was
any -- if anybody reviewed the adequacy of the
saf ety managenent systemoprior to the | aunch of
revenue service?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | am not aware of what
revi ew was undertaken on the safety managenent
system

KATE MCGRANN:  Are you famliar with a
docunent called the operational restrictions
docunent ?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | am

KATE MCGRANN: Did you have any

I nvol venent in the creation of that docunment?
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1 RI CHARD HOLDER: | was involved in
2| review ng the docunent and ultimtely the
3| acceptance of the contents of that docunent in
4| ternms of determ ni ng whet her any of those
5| restrictions anounted to a nullification of, as |
6| previously stated, either testing and comm ssi oni ng
7| requirenment, substantial conpletion requirenent,
8| trial running requirenent, or overall revenue
9| service availability requirenent.
10 My recoll ection of the operating
11} restrictions docunent was that it was a docunent
121 that was created very late in the process, so
13| during the trial running period, and it |isted
141 certain elenents of the project that, froma safety
15| perspective, were not as designed and therefore
16 | |isted the mtigations that needed to be in place
171 until those various design functions were working
18 | properly. But that was expected to be after
191 revenue service availability.
20 And so one key exanple of that was the
21| integration of the platformedge door canmeras with
22 | the operations of the system the ability for the
23| screens within the cab of the train to receive
24 | information fromthe platformedge caneras was not
25

functioning reliably, and so as a neans of
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mtigating the unreliability of that safety system
Al stom agreed to have spotters on each of the
platfornms to provide -- effectively to provide the
function of the caneras. The spotters were on the
platforns to ensure that the train doors were clear
of any potential entrapnment of a person or an
obj ect before the train departed, and that was a
mtigation that was put in place, was one of the
operational restrictions that was put in place to
deal with that part of the systemthat was not
functioning properly at revenue service
avai l ability.

KATE MCGRANN: Di d anybody ever rai se
with you any particul ar nmai nt enance needs set out
I n the operational restrictions docunent or
otherwi se arising fromthe nature of the rail
selected for the systemand its appropriateness for
the light rail vehicle that would be running on it?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Not that |'m aware.

KATE MCGRANN: Di d anybody ever suggest
to you or to the City nore generally, to your
know edge, that the rail was not appropriate for
the vehicle that was running on it or that it would
require nore or different nmaintenance than

originally envisioned as a result of the nature of
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the rail and the nature of the vehicle?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Not that |'m aware.
Not that | recollect.

KATE MCGRANN: \What steps were taken to
ensure that the operational restrictions docunent
woul d be foll owed during revenue service?

RI CHARD HOLDER: The docunent was part
of a suite of docunments that was handed over to COC
Transpo, to the operator, with the expectation that
as part of their managenent and oversi ght of the
service availability contract that those issues
woul d be dealt wth.

KATE MCGRANN:  And do you know i f
anyone in particular was given ownership of
ensuring that that docunent was conplied wth?

O her than handing it over, what was done to ensure
that it would be used in practice?

RI CHARD HOLDER: In ternms of the
owner shi p, the overall ownership of the docunent
and the actions that were required were -- within
t hat docunment woul d have been both with Troy
Charter as director of operations and wth Jim
Hopki ns, the chief safety officer at that tine.

KATE MCGRANN: And do you have any

I nsight into the plans for how that docunent was to
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be inpl enmented and conpliance with it was to be
over seen?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | am not aware of the
process that was followed to track those itens. |
am aware that there were regul ar neetings taking
pl ace to deal with the various deficiencies that
exi sted. So there was a responsibility on the
delivery teamside, so on ny side, to continue to
work with RTG and OC Transpo on the rectification
of deficiencies. And that's -- that work is still
under way.

And so many of the itens that are in
the operational restrictions docunent are al so
I ncl uded on the deficiency list. So that
accountability for delivering the system as
I ncluded within the project agreenent, that's still
wth the delivery team However, there are -- sone
of those operating restrictions that have an i npact
on the day-to-day operations of the system and so
t he operations team has been kind of nore engaged
on a day-to-day basis with trying to ensure that
that restriction is lifted.

So for instance, the ability to rel ease
the spotters fromthe platforns, that has been

sonet hing that has very nmuch required a | ot of
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coordi nati on between RTM RTG and the operator in
terns of understanding, you know, at what point is
the systemready to be able to rel ease those
spotters and to be able to rel ease that
restriction.

KATE MCGRANN: Junpi ng back in tinme
again, was a concept of operations devel oped for
this system to your know edge?

RI CHARD HOLDER: A docunent was
created, the concept of operations docunent.

KATE MCCGRANN: And at what tinme in the
project was that created?

RI CHARD HOLDER: It was created, |
believe, in 2017. | would have to -- that's
sonet hing we can take away, to find out exactly
when that docunent was finalized.

KATE MCGRANN: And to your know edge,
was that -- what led to that docunent being
created? Let nme ask you that.

RI CHARD HOLDER: It was in the sunmer
of 2017, so roughly a year away fromthe first
schedul ed date of revenue service availability,
when Sean Derry, a systens engi neer, was brought in
by SNC-Lavalin to head up the systens engi neering

saf ety assurance teamw thin OLRTC as they started
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to plan for the handover and conpletion of the
proj ect .

As part of his engagenent, he devel oped
a suite of docunents that were very nmuch in |ine
with the requirenents of CENELEC in terns of
systens assurance, so there were literally hundreds
of docunents that needed to be created to support
the safety case that was needed at substanti al
conpl eti on and revenue service availability.

The majority of those docunents were to
be created by OLRTC and RTM on the design build
side. There were a few docunents, though, that
needed to be created by the Gty, and one of those
docunents was the concept of operations. So once
that path towards the safety case was devel oped,
that's when the Cty started working on the concept
of operations docunent.

KATE MCGRANN:  Was it the case that
before Sean Derry began his work, the Gty was
unaware that a concept of operations would be
required?

RI CHARD HOLDER: That's correct.

KATE MCGRANN: And what's the purpose
of that docunent?

RI CHARD HOLDER: The concept of
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oper ati ons docunent describes in broad terns how
the systemw || operate. It starts with a
descri ption of the actual system the geography of
the system the nunber of stations, the type of
vehicles that are going to be used, the overall
mechani sm of operations and mai ntenance, but it
al so descri bes the expectation of how, on a
day-to-day basis, the systemw || operate. The
| aunchi ng of the vehicles fromthe yard into the
| ine, the launch sequence of the trains, the
placing of the trains on the track in tinme for
start of service, the broad approach to dealing
wi th degraded nodes of operation, when a vehicle
breaks down, if there's a fire, if there's a
breakdown in a TPSS, it descri bes those degraded
nodes, it describes how vehicles are brought back
to the yard, it talks about the overall concept for
operational performance in terns of the nunber of
operators, the training that's required, the sane
for the controllers. So it's a docunent that, at a
high I evel, helps to explain from an operations
perspective how the system s going to operate.
KATE MCGRANN: Wth the benefit of
hi ndsi ght, would it have been beneficial to the

project overall if the concept of operations had

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



OLRTPI Witness Interview with City of Ottawa- R. Holder
Richard Holder on 5/19/2022 64

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

been devel oped earlier than it was?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | coul d be persuaded
that it would have been beneficial, but I have not
seen exanpl es brought forward where the | ack of
t hat docunent caused issues wth the devel opnent of
the design. So | agree that the concept of
oper ati ons docunent we now know i s a docunent that
hel ps design -- hel ps guide the design process, but
t he absence of the docunent does not necessarily
I ndi cate an absence of gui dance.

So the guidance, | believe, was
provi ded by the heavy engagenent of the operational
staff fromthe beginning of the project; however, |
can't speak to the first 2 years of the design
because | was not engaged in that part of the
devel opnent of the LRT design. But as | -- you

know, as | becane involved in the project, from

2015 onwards, | can't think of a tinme when sonebody
said, | wsh we had a concept of operations
docunent .

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. So it's one way
of guiding the design, but another approach was
taken prior to the devel opnent of the concept of
operations, and you don't see any repercussions

fromthe timng of the concept of operations
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devel opnent ?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Not that | can think
of now.

KATE MCGRANN: Shifting focus to the
first application for substantial conpletion and
then the ultimate achi evenent of substanti al
conpl etion, can you speak to how RTG net the Cty's
objections to its first application? And | think
nmy real question here is were there any objections
made to the first application that existed -- still
exi sted when the second application was nade?

RI CHARD HOLDER: To be certain of ny
response, | would need to | ook at the two versions.
| can say that at the tine that the first
substantial conpletion certificate was presented,
there was a high degree of dissatisfaction fromthe
Cty's teamupon receiving the certificate because
it was really wdely felt that the systemin no way
coul d be considered to be substantially conplete
and was ready to nove into trial running.

In terns of the project agreenent, the
City has to provide an opinion, | believe, wthin
5 days of whether we agreed, and if we did not
agree, why didn't we agree, and so there was a huge

effort on the part of the Cty to docunent and |i st

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



OLRTPI Witness Interview with City of Ottawa- R. Holder
Richard Holder on 5/19/2022 66

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

all the reasons, all the valid reasons why, in the
City's opinion, RTG had not net the requirenents of
substantial conpletion, and it was understood that
the information that we were providing had to be
extrenely accurate because of the contractual
context of their subm ssion of substanti al
conpl eti on.

So the information that we provided
back to RTG then becane simlar to a work |ist -
call it a burn-down list - and RTG and OLRTC used
that list as their work programfor the next few
nonths to elimnate each one of our objections or
each one of the itens that we had recorded that
I ndi cated they were not ready. So it was very nuch
used as a work programm ng tool by OLRTC, and
that's the inpression and the opinion of nyself and
the City team | would say that | do not know t hat
for a fact because OLRTC was managi ng their work,
but that was certainly the inpression that the Gty
t eam had.

KATE MCGRANN: | shoul d have asked you
this before: What was your involvenent in
assessing or analyzing the first certificate that
was provided in terns of whether it net the

requi renents of the PA?
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RI CHARD HOLDER: At that tinme in the
project, there was the accountability for different
el enents of the project were split between nyself -
| was | ooking after vehicles and systens, safety
and security, and operational and nai ntenance
readi ness - and then Gary Craig, the other nanager,
was responsible for the track, for the gui deway,
for structures, for facilities, and for the MSF
readi ness. So each of us had the responsibility of
review ng that docunment, breaking it into those two
conponents, and then we each independently reviewed
the assertion provided by RTG and then cane up with
our own opi ni ons, backed by docunentation and
evi dence, that refuted that position that
substantial conpl etion had been achi eved.

KATE MCGRANN:  So RTG and COLRTC t ook
the list away, and to your recollection, were they
able to address all of the itens that you were
responsible for? Had all of those been addressed
when t he second application was nade, the second
certificate was presented?

RI CHARD HOLDER: That's what | would
have to check to be conpletely clear about ny
answer. | believe that they were all addressed,

but | would have to check.
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1 KATE MOGRANN: Okay. And --

2 RI CHARD HOLDER: I n other words --

3 KATE MCGRANN:. Sorry, go ahead.

4 RI CHARD HOLDER: There was -- it was
S| clear at that tinme that we had -- that there were

6| deficiencies, and it was necessary to split those
7| deficiencies into the m nor deficiencies, which

8| were allowed under the project agreenent -- and

9|1 there was no defined termfor a major deficiency,
10| but it was all those other issues that were still
11| outstanding that neant that substantial conpletion
121 had not been achieved. W described them as maj or
13| issues, and it was all the nmjor issues that were
141 listed in the docunent.

15 KATE MCGRANN: To your recollection,

16 | were any issues that were originally identified as
171 not mnor - therefore major - that were ultimtely
18 | accepted as m nor when the second substanti al

19| conpletion certificate was presented?

20 RI CHARD HOLDER: | don't recall. |

21| woul d need to go and check that.

22 KATE MCGRANN: And when --

23 RICHARD HOLDER: It's -- | nean, as |
24| recall sonme of the issues, the issue that I

25| described before around the pl atform edge caneras,
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that was considered to be a major issue, and to the
best of ny recollection now, | don't think that was
addressed at substantial conpletion, but there was
a deci sion made, an agreenent reached that a
mtigation could be put in place whilst that issue
was resolved. And | believe that was part of --
part of the purpose of the termsheet, to agree
those -- those issues that had not been fully
resol ved that had originally been considered as a
maj or item but subsequently were considered --
wel |, they were still considered major but could be
mtigated in sone formor other. But | would have
to refer to the various docunents. The term sheet
woul d be one docunent, and the operational
restrictions docunent would al so be anot her key
docunent .

PETER WARDLE: So, Ms. MG ann, the
W tness has said a couple of tines that he'd need
to check. Just because we've had this issue
before, | need to knowif you want himto check or
not. If you do, we will do it.

KATE MCGRANN: Thank you, Peter, and
yes, pl ease.

PETER WARDLE: Thank you. So he wll

check about his answer about he believes that all
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of the major issues were addressed before
substantial conpletion and also with respect to his
| ast answer about the termsheet. So we'll nake
those inquiries.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And just so that
we know we're all talking about the sane thing,
where maj or issues were addressed, could you pl ease
i dentify how they were addressed, whether they were
fully resol ved, addressed by way of the term sheet,
addressed by way of the operational restrictions
docunent, or in another way that |'m unaware of.

PETER WARDLE: That's fine. Thank you.

KATE MCGRANN: The [ ntegrated
Managenent Infrastructure Reporting System |MRS,
was anybody asked to do a review of that system
prior to the opening of revenue service on behalf
of the Cty?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | woul d have to check
with OC Transpo to understand if they brought in
any specialist staff to undertake a review of the
| MRS system

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. M under st andi ng
Is that Deloitte was asked to do a review of that
system Do you have any awareness of that work?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | am aware of the work
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that Deloitte did. I'mjust not sure of when that
review started.

KATE MCGRANN: Do you know what the
pur pose of that review was?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | was not involved in
the witing of the terns of reference for that
assignnent. | understand that one of the roles of
Deloitte was to determne if the | MRS program was
provi ding accurate information that was to be used
for the purpose of making paynents to RTM by the
Cty.

KATE MCGRANN:  Who woul d be the best
person at the City to talk to about the nature of
that review, its purpose, and the outcone?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Troy Charter. He was
the director of operations at the tine, and he nay
not have been engaged on a day-to-day basis wth
that Deloitte assignnent, but he would recall who
It was who was project nmanaging that Deloitte
assignment. There was -- there was a contracts
manager working with OC Transpo at the tine called
Vi vian Kaye who was certainly involved at that
tinme, but Troy Charter would have the information
about the overall drafting of the terns of

reference and the overall kind of managenent of
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t hat assi gnnent.

KATE MCGRANN: W th respect to the use
of IMRS and the help desk and all of those systens
t hrough whi ch OC Transpo and RTM woul d be
I nteracting during operations, were there any steps
taken to try to optimze how that system woul d be
used to place everybody in the best possible
position for when revenue service started?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Yeah, | think the
teans, both teanms, were working hard to try and
optim ze that system There was a challenge with
the | ateness of the delivery of the overall I MRS
system and there was a limted anmount of tine for
the teans to undertake that optim zation.

KATE MCGRANN:  And what were the
inplications of the limted anount of tinme that was
avai l able for the optimzation work that we're
t al ki ng about ?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | think there were --
there were two issues that occurred with the MRS
program One issue was the -- just the initial
under st andi ng of how the system woul d function.
There was -- and part of that was around the nunber
of assets that needed to be included as data points

within that system In ny recollection, the nunber
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was in the 15 to 20,000 el enent range. So there
was a volune of data that created a challenge to
just the understandi ng of the normal functioning of
the system

The additional challenge that presented
itself was in relation to the work orders that were
created as we went through trial running -- well,
prior to trial running, as we went through trial
runni ng, and then in the early few weeks of
operations. So there were many, many work orders
that were generated that were related to defective
| tens, broken down caneras, sone sort of
defici ency, sonme sort of maintenance activity that
needed to be undertaken. So as well as the -- so
there were these two issues that were conpounded at
the time of revenue service availability and for
the first few weeks. So there was the overall
under st andi ng and functioning of the base systemin
addition to the conmpounding with additional flow of
dat a because of the nunmber of deficiencies that
wer e present.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. So can you hel p
me understand what the first chall enge, the vol une
of data and the nunber of itens and things, how did

that | ook on the ground for the people who were
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working with the systen? How did that chall enge
express itself?

RI CHARD HOLDER: The chal | enge was f or
t he personnel to actually input the data, to build
up the IMRS systemfrom a base software system
whi ch maybe functions, but it's got no data in, and
It's only useful when you conplete putting the data
in. So just the inputting of the base information
t ook many, many nonths, and then it was -- so the
fact that the systemwas really only functioning, |
believe, in the early parts of 2019, then there was
a challenge for the teans to get that infornmation
into the IMRS program And then -- and once the
base -- the baseline had been established, there
was then a challenge for it to create reports that
could be used for the purpose of paynent, of
managi ng the nmai ntenance contract. So the nunber
of vehicle -- the nunber of kilonetres driven by a
vehicle: A very sinple statistic, but it took
quite sone tine, and | know that that was one of
the focusses of the Deloitte report was how many
revenue kil onetres are achieved on a daily basis.
It's a -- which is a conbination of a basic
geonetry issue in terns of how long are the tracks,

but it's also an issue of, well, how many trains
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are running and when are those trains carrying
passengers, because sonetines the trains are
runni ng and they're not carrying passengers. So
all that conpounded to one single kind of data
point, but it -- that in itself created a |ot of
work just to create the baseline.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And was it the
case that that particular challenge was resol ved by
the tine the systemwent into revenue service?

RI CHARD HOLDER: That parti cul ar
chal | enge was resol ved during -- during trial
running. So there was sone concern over the data
that was being used as part of the trial running
scorecard, and it's ny recollection that Deloitte
were able to nake a confirmation about that, the
pl anned nunber of kilonmetres that needed to be
achieved on a daily basis and the actual nunber of
kil onmetres that were achieved on a daily basis.

But that was resolved during trial running.

KATE MCGRANN:  And then can you wal k ne
through in a bit nore detail the work order
chal | enge.

RI CHARD HOLDER: | think with the work
orders, the challenge was nore related to the

vol une of work orders that were in the systemthat
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needed to be responded to by RTM So that wasn't
necessarily creating the baseline. It was -- it
was, again, responding to the volune of work orders
on the part of RTM

KATE MCGRANN: Were there any questions
or issues or concerns expressed about the manner in
whi ch work orders were being generated in the
syst enf?

RI CHARD HOLDER: At the tine of trial
runni ng, there were concerns expressed in terns of
t he accuracy of the information, and that was a
concern both on the way that information was
I nputted into the database on the OC side and then
al so how that information was further anal yzed on
RTM s si de.

KATE MCGRANN:. Ckay. So --

RI CHARD HOLDER: And to focus on one of
the issues that was certainly raised during trial
runni ng was the issue of the closure of work
orders. So there were certain questions fromthe
City's side as to what did closure of a work order
mean for RTM RTM woul d indi cate that a work order
was cl osed if they had asked one of their
mai nt enance teans to address that particul ar

deficiency. It was not necessarily based on that
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teamactual ly rectifying the defective piece of
equi pnent. And so there was -- there were those
ki nd of debates that were occurring during trial
runni ng.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. So it sounds |ike
t hese i ssues kind of have a natural progression:
There's the entry, there's the response, and then
the closing, and so I'mgoing to ask you to take ne
t hrough each step. So first of all, with respect
to the concerns expressed about the accuracy of the
i nformation that's being input, who was expressing
t hat concern?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Tom Pate from RTM

KATE MCGRANN:  And what was the nature
of the concern that was expressed? | understand
that it was the informati on was i naccurate, but
what are the inplications of that?

RI CHARD HOLDER: The inplication was
that it was necessary for the help desk operators
on the RTMside to follow up with a phone call or
Wi th a conversation to the help desk staff on the
OC side to gain clarity on what the entry that's on
the conputer screen, what that actually neant. So
It was a communi cation issue, that there was --

I nformation was provided in witing, but it was
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soneti nes necessary to have a verbal followup to
val i date the understanding of that information. So
that just added extra tinme to the overall process.

KATE MCGRANN:  And the addition of
extra tinme, to your know edge, was that creating
concerns that the response tinme was |longer than it
ought to be? The response tinme would have
repercussions for RTM? WAs there -- what was the
followup fromthe additional communication
required?

RI CHARD HOLDER: So the followup tine
nmeant that not so many issues per day could be
dealt wwth as would normally be expected because of
these extra clarifications that were required.

KATE MCGRANN:  And was this
conmuni cation i ssue -- what progress was nade in
resolving it by the tinme of the | aunch of revenue
service?

Rl CHARD HOLDER: As people, both on the
OC side and on the RTM side, becane nore famliar
with the system becane nore expert at using the
system and inputting the data and doi ng the
anal ysis, then there was overall inprovenent in the
fl ow of docunentation and the ability to deal with

t he work orders.
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KATE MCGRANN:  And was -- and in terns
of the extent that this issue was resolved by the
time public service was |aunched, was this
sonething that was in progress? Ws it sonething
t hat had been conpletely resol ved?

RICHARD HOLDER: | think it was
sonet hing that was still in progress.

KATE MCGRANN:  And then | think that
you said that there was also -- there was also a
concern or a challenge in terns of how the
i nformation is being received or interpreted on the
RTM side. Have | got that right?

RI CHARD HOLDER:  Yes.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. Could you explain
what that | ooked IiKke.

RI CHARD HOLDER: So as reported to ne,
the i npact was a work order would be -- as |
mentioned, a work order would be considered to be
cl osed because a request had gone to a nmai ntenance
teamto undertake that maintenance work or that
repair work when in fact that did not necessarily
i ndicate that the issue itself had been rectifi ed.

So there was a -- there becane an issue
around the sane device - as an exanple, a canera,

CCTV canera that wasn't working. |t would be
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reported one day, and it would go through the
system and then there would be an I MRS i ndication
saying that that issue had been cl osed, and then
next day the canera's not working. So a new work
order would be created. And then that would be

I ndi cated as closed, and then the third day the
sane canera's not working, and this issue floating
around, going backwards and forwards in the MRS
system when, in fact, fromthe perspective of the
mai nt enance team actually making it a priority, go
and fix that camera, that had not occurred on the
RTM side. So this was a challenge for the teans
managing the list of itens that were outstanding to
be worked on because there was a | ack of confidence
that the Iist was accurate.

KATE MCGRANN: And what steps were
taken to address that issue?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Well, it was
eventual |y agreed that a work order would only
consider to be closed once the actual work itself
had been undertaken and could be confirnmed to have
been undertaken and rectifi ed.

KATE MCGRANN:  What was the source of
the i ssue here? Was there uncertainty in the

requi renents that were drafted? Differences of
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i nterpretation of when a work order could be |isted
as closed? Like, how did this challenge arise?

RI CHARD HOLDER: |I'm not sure of all
the reasons for why this challenge was in place. |
woul d say that the short famliarity period that
the teans had to work with the | MRS system
presented chal |l enges froman on-the-job training
perspective. So ny understanding is that the
training of the operators on the RTM si de took
pl ace in around March or was conpl eted by March
2019, which was just a few nonths before we got
I nto substantial conpletion. And so that |eft
little time, really, for those operators to get
fully conversant with the system

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And when was the
cl osing of the work order issue resolved by way of
agreenent, as you descri bed?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | believe that was
sonetine during the trial running period, but I
woul d have to check.

KATE MOGRANN: Okay. And --

RI CHARD HOLDER: Do you want ne to
check?

KATE MCGRANN: | was going to say |et

me ask you this question to see if | can avoid
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asking you to check, but if the answer is you have
to check, then | wll ask you to do so. To your
know edge, was it resolved prior to the |aunch of
revenue service?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | would like to check
before | answer that.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. Then pl ease do
that, and thanks for that. Any other issues com ng
out of the -- this is a place in which OC Transpo
and RTM are interacting regularly through revenue
service, so were there any other issues that you
were aware of on that interface that were -- that
presented thensel ves at any point prior to revenue
service?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | recall there being
di scussi ons around the readi ness of vehicles that
were provided at the |aunch of service. The
I nteracti on between RTM and OC was such that RTM s
responsibility was to have a vehicle prepared and
to bring that vehicle to a | aunch platformwhere it
woul d be handed over to OC Transpo, to an OC
Transpo operator. There would be a checklist on
the vehicle to indicate that a certain nunber of
m ni mum vehicle functionalities had been |listed and

checked, and then at that point the operator would
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t ake that vehicle and would nove onto the line,

And | believe that, you know, up to
trial running and during trial running, there were
certain issues around the actual readiness of a
vehi cl e where the docunentati on may not have
accurately reflected the actual functioning of that
vehicle. So that was -- | nean, in terns of
questions as to other things that were comng up in
that interaction, then that would be one itemthat
| was aware of.

KATE MCGRANN:  And can you think of any
ot hers?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Not that | can think
of right now

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. In ternms of the
| ssue that you did identify where, at the norning
handover, the docunentation didn't actually reflect
the state of the vehicle or the status of the
vehicle, was it one particul ar di sconnect between
what the docunent said and where the vehicles were
at that you were seeing repeatedly, or was it a
vari ety of disconnects?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | don't know t he
details of what particular checkmark was consi dered

to be i naccurate. It was nore -- | was aware from
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a process perspective that that handover was not
al ways -- was not al ways cl ean.

KATE MCGRANN:  And were these handover
| ssues resolved by the end of trial running?

RI CHARD HOLDER: That's sonething |
woul d have to check.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. Wuld you pl ease
check that as well.

RI CHARD HOLDER: Ckay.

KATE MCGRANN:  In terns of the concept
that the system m ght open with -- open to public
service with less than full service as envisioned
I n the project agreenent - sonething that | wll
use the shorthand of "soft start" to describe - can
you speak to ne about what you know about whet her
t hat was ever raised by anybody as sonething the
Cty ought to consider and what foll owed.

RI CHARD HOLDER: | think there had been
di scussions for several years around exactly how
many vehicles needed to be on the line on Day 1 of
revenue service availability. There had been
di scussi ons around the possibility of having sone
routes of buses dropping passengers at the term nus
stations but other buses bypassing the term nus

stations and just driving through the city centre.
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That coul d have been considered a soft start, but
t hat was an exanpl e.

|"msure that there were other exanples
that were considered of soft starts. Mst of them
were ruled out. The -- it was always known t hat
the system woul d be a hi gh-capacity system from Day
1, and that nmade the launch of the Confederation
Li ne unique in conparison to the I aunch of other
systens around the world, and that was on the basis
that this was the first conversion of a bus rapid
transit systemto a light rail system W already
had t he passengers, we already had the demand, and
we were replacing one node of transport for another
node of transport, but we were not replacing
passengers. So it was al ways the expectation that
on Day 1 we would be carrying 9 to 12,000
passengers.

In the end, you know, what actually
occurred was the -- we were able to launch with a
reduced nunber of vehicles than what was
anticipated in the project agreenent, so that could
be considered alnost |ike a soft [aunch. |Instead
of making the demand from RTG that we need to have
the 15 vehicles avail able for peak running from Day

1, we were able to reduce that nunber. The fact
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that we had parallel bus service for several weeks
coul d al so be considered to be a soft |aunch
because we were at |east able to quickly respond to
any issues that occurred because we had the backup
of a full parallel bus system So that could be
consi dered as a sonmewhat soft |aunch, but there
were -- there were al so di scussions around openi ng
up part of the system

So another -- for instance, the
Ri deau -- Rideau Station was -- the conpletion of
the Rideau Station was on the critical path. As
well as being the | argest and nost conpl ex and
deepest station within the system it also has a
relatively sophisticated tunnel ventilation system
as well that was on the critical path. So there
was a di scussion or a contenplation of, well,
maybe -- can we open the systemw t hout Ri deau
Station? Do we just run the line -- we stop at all
the stations, but we don't stop at Ri deau? But
that was ruled out on the basis that R deau Station
I's such a key transfer point, and just the friction
that it creates in the systemto have just one of
the 12 stations not operating and the need then to
provi de backup bus service to support those people

at Rideau Station, it was ruled out as an option,
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but it was considered. So that woul d be an exanple
of not having the whole |ine open.

The ot her exanple would be just to have
the line open, say, to -- fromBlair to Pimsi or
Blair to Bayview, but that was also felt to not
really have any advantage in the end. There was no
advantage to the Gty in terns of being able to
open the systemearlier, as far as | can recall,
and only really just provided a degraded servi ce.

So sone of those options that were
contenpl ated were not brought forward as an option
to be considered for Day 1 service. So really the
two that were carried forward was the reduction in
t he nunber of vehicles and the provision of a
paral |l el bus service.

KATE MCGRANN: At any point foll ow ng
substantial conpletion, was there any consi deration
given to creating additional tinme for a burn-in
period for the system beyond what was set out for
trial running?

RI CHARD HOLDER: M recollection of a
di scussi on around burn-in was associated with the
Al stom vehicles. There was no project agreenent
requi renent for a specific burn-in agreenent, but

I n discussions with RTG and OLRTC and Al st om and
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our subject matter vehicle experts on the Cty
side, it was agreed that a burn-in period -- and |
believe we settled on 4,000 kilonetres, a burn-in
period of 4,000 kilonetres would be reasonabl e for
a vehicle. Once it had conpleted all the required
serial testing and had a -- and had the
4,000-kilonetre burn-in period, then that was a
vehicle that could be ready for revenue service
availability.

So the burn-in period -- a discussion
around burn-in period was associated with the
vehicles only, in my recollection. | don't recall
there being a discussion around a burn-in period
for the whole system including, you know, all the
stations, all the communications systens. |t was
purely around the vehicles.

KATE MCGRANN:  And t he nunber of
kilonmetres run, did -- was there any consideration
given to the need to run the kil onmetres over the
entire system or would running the kilonetres over
a portion of the systemcount as well?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Kil onetres that were
run over the partial systemwere considered to be
valid. It did not necessarily have to be a vehicle

running fromone end of the systemto the other end
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of the systemto accunul ate the 4,000 kil onetres.

KATE MCGRANN: | don't need the day,
but around what tinme was the agreenent reached with
respect to the 4,000-kilonetre burn-in period for
t he vehi cl es?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | woul d have to go and
check even the period. | would say that it was a
nunber of years prior to substantial conpletion.
W -- the City tracked the progress or the
progression of the readiness of the vehicles on a
vehi cl e-by-vehicl e basis, so fromthe assenbly,
fromthe serial testing, fromthe acceptance of the
vehicle, fromthe accunul ati on of the required
burn-in kilonetres, they were tracked vehicle by
vehicle, and that was -- so that would -- |I'm
anticipating that would have been from 2017, but |
woul d have to go and check sone of our tracking
sheets to see when we actually started recording
t hose 4, 000-kilonetre kind of checkmarks.

KATE MOGRANN:  Okay.

RI CHARD HOLDER: Wbuld you like nme to
do that?

KATE MCGRANN:  Yes, pl ease.

RI CHARD HOLDER:  Ckay.

KATE MCGRANN: To your recollection,
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had all of the vehicles net that burn-in period by
the tinme substantial conpletion was achi eved? Was
that part of the requirenent to achi eve substanti al
conpl eti on?

RI CHARD HOLDER: That was ny
recoll ection, that they had all achieved that, yes.

KATE MCGRANN: At any point foll ow ng
substantial conpletion, did anybody working for the
Cty, either a nenber of staff or an advisor, raise
the possibility of a further burn-in period for the
vehicles or for the systemoverall?

RI CHARD HOLDER:  After substanti al
conpletion, | don't recall that that was raised in
the neetings that | attended.

KATE MCGRANN:. Did you -- outside of
the neetings that you attended, did you ever learn
that a suggestion like that had been made to the
Cty?

RI CHARD HOLDER: A suggestion to
I ncrease the burn-in period? Not that | recall.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And during the
period of tine between the project agreenent
revenue service availability date and the tine that
substantial conpletion is achieved, so stepping

back a chunk of time, during that tine, do you
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recal | any di scussions about a further burn-in
period for the vehicles or the systemoverall?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Sorry. Can you
restate that period?

KATE MCGRANN:  Yes. Fromthe date that
the project agreenent provided for revenue service
avai lability, so --

RI CHARD HOLDER: M d 2018.

KATE MCGRANN: -- May 2018, up unti |
when substantial conpletion is achieved, anybody
suggesting to the Gty that a further burn-in
period for the vehicles or for the system overall
shoul d be contenpl at ed?

RI CHARD HOLDER: Not that | recall.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. M. Coonbes, any
foll owup questions on any of that?

MARK COOVBES: No, | don't have any
fol |l ow-up questions.

KATE MCGRANN: Can you expl ain how
you -- I'mnot sure that you transitioned out of
your role, but can you explain how you left the
proj ect and whet her anybody stepped in to take your
pl ace.

RI CHARD HOLDER: Are you tal ki ng about

within the | ast couple of weeks?
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1 KATE MCGRANN:  |'m tal ki ng about -- so
2| how did your -- let ne ask you it this way: D d
3| your role change at all once the systemwent into
4| revenue service?

5 RI CHARD HOLDER: | continued to work
6 with the O Train construction office on the

7| delivery of Stage 1 for several nonths at a

8| 100 percent |evel, probably until the end of 2019.
91 1 would have been engaged in the closing out of

10| mnor deficiencies. | was engaged in supporting
111 the Cty's response to clains and di sputes from
121 RTG | would have provided support to OC Transpo
13| on dealing with sone of the operating restrictions,
141 and then from-- starting in Decenber and into
15| January, | started to transition over into the rail
16 | construction programoffice that was involved in
171 the design and construction of Stage 2.

18 KATE MCGRANN: And as you started to --
19| sorry, go ahead.

20 RI CHARD HOLDER: And I've -- ny -- the
21| percentage of ny tinme allocated to the two projects
22 | has gone from being 90 percent Stage 1, 10 percent
23| Stage 2 in Decenber 2019 to being 95 percent
24| Stage 2 and 5 percent Stage 1 as of -- you know, as
25| of |ast week.
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KATE MCGRANN: Can you speak to the
progress of the closing out of the m nor
deficiencies and any significant chall enges
encountered after the start of revenue service.

RI CHARD HOLDER: It has taken nany,
many nore nonths to address the m nor deficiencies
than | think anybody woul d have contenplated at the
start of the -- at the start of the project or even
at revenue service availability. There have been
chal | enges dealing with sone of the systens-rel ated
deficiencies, particularly related to the train
control system because any changes have an i npact
on operations, potentially require shutdowns of the
system or can only occur during the evening and
weekend mai nt enance periods so that there have been
chal l enges on -- on OLRTC s side to deal with sone
of the deficiencies because we now have a fully
functional transit system

There are a nunber of systens that have
continued to prove to be unreliable. For exanple,

t he gui deway intrusion detection system has not
been reliable, and that has inpacted operations,
both froman availability perspective but it has
al so had inplications on the reliability of the

trains because of the nunber of energency brakes
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t hat have been initiated by those gui deway

I ntrusi on detection systens. | would say that
there are -- there are several -- there are several
systemissues that are still having an i npact on
the reliability of the systemthat still need to be
addr essed.

KATE MCGRANN: O her than the gui deway
I ntrusi on detection system what are the other
system i ssues that are having an
availability/reliability effect?

RI CHARD HOLDER: There are -- there
were issues with the traction power substation
groundi ng systens tripping out, and that was
related to the grounding of the rails. That has
been an issue that OLRTC has been -- well, was
working on. It -- there was a feeling that that's
been resolved at this point, but for the first
12 nonths of operations, that was a concern, so the
groundi ng and bondi ng of the system

There were issues around the
reliability of the overhead catenary system both
inits -- the system setup but also in the design
In relation to particular elenents of the OCS
system and what |'mreferring to is the parafil

rods that provide part of the support nechani sm
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They have proved to be unreliable and have i npacted
reliability and availability of the system And
then there are a nunber of issues wth the vehicles
Itself. So there's the systens generally and then
there are still reliability issues with the
vehi cl es.

KATE MCGRANN: The parafil rods, is
t hat an ongoi ng i ssue?

RI CHARD HOLDER: It is -- there is
still concern around the reliability of the parafil
rods, yes.

KATE MCGRANN:  And is the concern based
on recent issues that have been experienced or a
general concern fromthe beginning of the system's
operations?

RI CHARD HOLDER: There was gener al
concern at the start of operations. There were a
nunber of failures of those rods that occurred |
think in the first winter. There was a
rectification programinplenented by RTM but there
have been nore recent reliability issues wth sone
of those rods. So it's not an issue that is
cl osed.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And then the

i ssues Wwith the vehicle itself that renain a
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concern, that continue to present issues, what are
t hose?

Rl CHARD HOLDER: Woul d you |i ke the
| ssues as of now or within the first 12 nont hs of
operations?

KATE MCGRANN: Let's start with in the
first 12 nonths.

RI CHARD HOLDER: There were issues with
t he door closure nmechanism There were issues with
the heating systemfor the cab. There were issue
Wi th the conpressor unit on the top of the vehicle.
There's -- there is a systemm de issue related to
the calibration of the acceleration and braking
rates and the integration of that data between the
vehicles and the Thales system There are -- there
IS an issue with a nunber of rectifiers on the
vehi cl e.

KATE MCGRANN:  And sorry, what is that?

RI CHARD HOLDER: It's a piece of
equi pnent on the vehicle that converts the current
of an electrical -- it converts an electrical
current fromsupply to a piece of equipnent. W
have the outstanding issues with the CCTV views
within the cab. And | believe there are nore.

KATE MCGRANN: | f, when you review your
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transcript, you becone aware or recall nore issues,
I f you could provide those to us when you think of
them that woul d be useful.

RI CHARD HOLDER: | can do that, yes.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And then in terns
of the issues that exist as of today or recently?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | believe there is
still an issue related to conpressors, and we still
have the canera issue which is not fully resolved.
And | expect that there are other issues. | would
have to go away and get that information, and | can
provide that in nmy transcript as an anendnent to
the transcript.

KATE MCGRANN: | f you could do that,

t hank you.

M. Coonbes, any final follow up
guestions before | ask what | think will be ny | ast
two questions?

MARK COOMBES: None from ne,.

KATE MCGRANN:  The Comm ssi on has been
asked to | ook at the technical and commerci al
circunstances that led to the breakdowns and
derail nents on Stage 1. Oher than the topics and
areas that we've discussed over the 2 days of your

Interview, are there any other areas that you would
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suggest the Comm ssion | ook at as part of its
I nvesti gation?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | would like to -- I'm
not sure whether |I'm answering your question, but I
would i ke to add that as a |l essons learned, it is
useful to think about the formof the contract that
all parties entered into back in 2012, 2013, the P3
nodel. [It's ny understanding that the nodel that
was used was very nuch based on an Infrastructure
Ontari o nodel that had been used successfully on
several other multimllion dollar projects, but
they were exclusively vertical projects - so
facilities, hospitals, buildings, that kind of
project. This was one of the first projects --
well, it was the first project to be used where
this nodel was used for a light rail system |
believe that a P3 system had been used on a hi ghway
project a few years earlier, but this was a first
for a light rail system

There are a nunber of base assunptions
I n the approach that has been applied through that
P3 nodel, certainly the assunption that there is
huge commercial pressure on the builder and on the
mai ntainer to follow all best industry practices in

order to achieve the best project over a 30-year

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



OLRTPI Witness Interview with City of Ottawa- R. Holder
Richard Holder on 5/19/2022 99

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

period. That feels |ike an assunption that has not
necessarily been borne out by the first couple of
years of operations of the system The commerci al
pressure that exists on the maintai ner does not
seemto have been sufficient for themto reach best
I ndustry practices in the nmaintenance of the
system

The ot her consideration around the P3
nodel is that the agency that is providing
oversight for the design and the build and, to sone
extent, the operations can take a sonewhat
hands- of f approach because the private sector is
comercially driven to follow all best industry
practices in the achievenent of their work, and
there is not the need for the usual oversight of an
agency or an owner when nmanagi ng that type of P3
contract.

So for instance, on a regul ar engi neer
procure construct project, there would be a nuch
hi gher 1 evel of oversight for the work that is
bei ng undertaken in the field. Because it was a P3
nodel , the nunber of resources within the |ight
rail office on the agency side was quite small in
conparison to what could have been expected on an

engi neer procure construct project, and the
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i nplications of that, | think, are that there was a
substantial amount of work in the field that had to
be redone by the contractor because issues were not
caught first tinme, not even caught second tine,
whereas with a higher Ievel of agency oversight,
there is nore likelihood or work getting done the
right way the first tine.

And | can think of nunerous exanpl es
t hat woul d support that and that woul d support the
position that the delays that occurred during
construction could potentially have been avoi ded by
a slightly different structuring of the
relationship and a restructuring of the oversight
on the Gty side. But that was a construct of
the -- that was a construct of the nodel that all
parties had signed off on.

KATE MCGRANN:  And because of the tine,
woul d you provide those exanples to us by way of
undertaking? W're already -- just because we're
al ready 2 mnutes past the end tinme and | don't
want to keep you here for longer. And it may be
t hat you have already answered ny | ast question for
you, which is the Comm ssioner is also asked to
make recomendations to try to avoid these issues

happening in the future. Are there any specific
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recommendati ons or areas of recommendati ons ot her
t han what we have al ready di scussed that you woul d
suggest be considered as part of that work?

RI CHARD HOLDER: | woul d nake a
recommendati on that the mai ntenance preparedness of
a DB Co/Proj Co team be given nore consi deration
within the project agreenent docunentation, and |
woul d -- so that would include increased criteria
for denonstration of maintenance readi ness at the
time of substantial conpletion but also an increase
i n the | anguage and the specificity within the
PSCS, the project-specific output specifications.

KATE MCGRANN:  Anyt hi ng el se?

RI CHARD HOLDER: That's all for now.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. W can go off the
record.

-- Concluded at 12:04 p.m
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REPORTER S CERTI FI CATE

|, JOANNE A. LAWRENCE, Regi stered
Pr of essi onal Reporter, certify;

That the foregoing proceedi ngs were
taken before ne at the tinme and place therein set
forth, at which tinme the witness was put under oath
by me;

That the testinony of the w tness
and all objections nade at the tinme of the
exam nati on were recorded stenographically by ne
and were thereafter transcribed;

That the foregoing is a true and

correct transcript of ny shorthand notes so taken.

Dated this 19th day of My, 2022.

Lo doee

NEESONS, A VERI TEXT COMPANY
PER. JOANNE LAWRENCE, RPR, CSR
COURT REPORTER
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 01  -- Upon commencing at 9:00 a.m.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  When we left off,

 03  Mr. Holder, we had been discussing the trial

 04  running of the system, and in your evidence on the

 05  last day, you had mentioned that in the early days

 06  of trial running, there was an aggressive approach

 07  to identifying some of the system elements that

 08  weren't functioning.  Do you recall mentioning

 09  that?

 10              RICHARD HOLDER:  I recall the

 11  conversation.  I would like to -- I understand what

 12  it was that I was trying to convey.  The language

 13  that you've just used is a little different to the

 14  way I was trying to convey that situation, if I

 15  might be allowed to explain.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  Of course.  I was going

 17  to say when we had left off on that conversation,

 18  you had said that you needed to explain a little

 19  bit more about trial running and how information

 20  got into the TOCC, so I wondered if we can pick up

 21  that topic and start there.

 22              RICHARD HOLDER:  The -- at that time,

 23  at the start of trial running, the City had

 24  developed a team which was called the FOB team, the

 25  field observation team -- so, sorry, FOT, and the
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 01  field observation team was made up of dozens of

 02  engineers, project managers, and support staff,

 03  both from the rail office and from OC Transpo, and

 04  their role was to behave like a surrogate commuter

 05  system.

 06              So that team travelled on the trains

 07  during trial running, boarded the trains, alighted

 08  the trains, used the elevators and escalators.  At

 09  times they would press emergency telephone buttons,

 10  they would use the call functions withins the

 11  elevators, and as much as possible interact with

 12  the TOCC as if the system was operating under

 13  passenger loading on a normal commuter day.  So

 14  that explains the role of the field observation

 15  team.

 16              We had several practice runs before

 17  trial running.  We had a well-developed system such

 18  that we -- as I recall, we had two shifts of the

 19  field observation team, one that started first

 20  thing in the morning and worked until around noon

 21  and then another shift that came in around noon and

 22  worked until around 8 or 9:00 in the evening to

 23  cover the full period of the trial running.

 24              In the early days, the field

 25  observation team that -- were quite aggressive
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 01  about the number of times that they activated

 02  emergency telephones and the call function within

 03  the elevators.  I believe I had used the word

 04  "aggressively" previously, and I think your initial

 05  question -- or your recollection of my statement

 06  previously was that they were aggressively

 07  reporting failures or degraded modes or faults of

 08  the system.  If that's how I characterized things

 09  in the past, I think that was a mistake.  So when I

 10  say that the team was aggressive, what I mean is

 11  that they were -- they used the emergency

 12  telephones and the call help functions several

 13  times a day at several stations.

 14              These calls were made to the TOCC and

 15  were either responded to by the special constables

 16  unit or by the controller within the TOCC.  The

 17  feedback that we received from the TOCC was that

 18  they were feeling somewhat overwhelmed by the

 19  number of calls that were coming in from each of

 20  the stations, a number of calls that are coming in

 21  during the day that were not necessarily

 22  identifying any faults or identifying any degraded

 23  modes.  The calls that were coming in were calls

 24  from our field observation team just to check that

 25  the telephone itself was functional and that the
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 01  CCTV-integrated system was functioning properly.

 02              After receiving the feedback from the

 03  TOCC, we asked the field -- we asked the field

 04  observation team if they could reduce the amount of

 05  calls that they were making from the emergency

 06  telephones and from the call function within the

 07  elevators.  This -- the decision to do that was

 08  made also on the basis of a quick analysis of the

 09  system that was in operation within the bus

 10  service.  The OC Transpo bus service has larger

 11  transfer stations as well as smaller stations that

 12  also offer emergency telephones, and when we

 13  checked the number of times that those emergency

 14  telephones were actually functioning in real life

 15  by the passengers using the system, it was only one

 16  or two times per week.  We felt that the field

 17  observation team activating these call buttons

 18  multiple times each day was not a fair

 19  representation of how the system was going to

 20  function in real life, and so we asked the field

 21  observation team to scale back their use of

 22  those -- of those particular devices.  And the

 23  request was very specific to the emergency

 24  telephone at the platforms and the call function

 25  within the elevators.
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 01              There was also discussion with the

 02  field observation team about the use of the call

 03  function within each of the trains, and it was

 04  decided early on in the trial running, as I recall,

 05  that we would not be activating those call

 06  functions within the train because it was

 07  considered that that would significantly impact the

 08  overall objectives of the trial running, as an

 09  operator would be distracted by the call function,

 10  correctly; they would have to respond to that call;

 11  and this would inevitably impact the operations of

 12  the system adversely.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  The TOCC is operated by

 14  OC Transpo; is that right?

 15              RICHARD HOLDER:  That's correct.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  And were you getting

 17  feedback in terms of the early days where the

 18  numerous calls or the multiple calls are being made

 19  from different stations in the same day and things

 20  like that?  You got feedback from TOCC.  Were you

 21  also receiving feedback from RTM through RTG?

 22              RICHARD HOLDER:  Yes.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And can you speak

 24  a little bit about that.

 25              RICHARD HOLDER:  So the feedback was
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 01  received in a number of ways.  There was a daily

 02  meeting with the field observation team supervisor

 03  that was running the logistics of the field

 04  observation work.  During those early meetings, we

 05  understood that the teams in the field were

 06  receiving feedback from the TOCC as part of their

 07  call-ins.

 08              We also had, during that period,

 09  meetings with OC and RTM and RTG around other

 10  issues, not necessarily the trial running but other

 11  issues, and so during those meetings, you know,

 12  informally we were hearing this feedback that the

 13  field observation teams were creating additional

 14  workload for the TOCC.

 15              We also had the trial running review

 16  meetings every day during trial running.

 17  Frequently there would be discussions before the

 18  official meeting and after the official meeting.

 19  We had RTM, OC, OLRTC, and rail delivery

 20  representatives at that meeting, and we would also

 21  hear feedback around this same issue, that both

 22  TOCC and subsequently RTM support and response

 23  staff were feeling overwhelmed by the number of

 24  calls coming in, particularly associated with the

 25  call function and the emergency telephone.
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 01              KATE MCGRANN:  And do you recall

 02  approximately when the calling activity was scaled

 03  back?

 04              RICHARD HOLDER:  It would have been in

 05  the first few days.  I can't remember exactly the

 06  date.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  And other than the

 08  scaling back of the calling functions that you've

 09  described, were any other changes made to the work

 10  of the field observation team at any point during

 11  trial running?

 12              RICHARD HOLDER:  Not that I can

 13  remember in a significant way.  There were

 14  logistical arrangements that were changed, but in

 15  terms of the reporting of their work, I believe

 16  that the record -- there was no change to the

 17  record sheets, and there was no change to the

 18  summary information that was brought forward.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  Other than simulating

 20  passenger behaviour, what the system would -- the

 21  pressures on the system in regular revenue service,

 22  were the field observation teams keeping notes of

 23  what they were experiencing?  Was anything done to

 24  collect their observations from the day and learn

 25  anything from that?
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 01              RICHARD HOLDER:  So they were keeping

 02  records, and when there were observations around

 03  defective items, defective devices, deficiencies

 04  within the system, then they were recorded, and

 05  they were brought forward, and that was used as a

 06  means of validating information that was brought

 07  forward during the trial running meetings.  Part of

 08  the trial running scorecards included an assessment

 09  of the maintenance preparedness by RTM, and that

 10  included a detailed review of a randomly selected

 11  number of work orders.  So we were able to use the

 12  information from the field observation team as a

 13  little bit of a crosscheck against what we were

 14  hearing through the official reporting during the

 15  trial running meetings.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  And generally were

 17  those -- what was the result of that crosschecking

 18  activity?  Were you finding that the reports that

 19  you were receiving officially were corroborated by

 20  what the field observation team was seeing?

 21              RICHARD HOLDER:  As much as could be

 22  done at the meeting, then I would say that there

 23  was corroboration.

 24              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And then to put

 25  it differently, did you -- were there any concerns
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 01  formed based on what you were hearing from the

 02  field observation team when it was held up against

 03  the official reports that were being generated from

 04  trial running?

 05              RICHARD HOLDER:  There were not

 06  significant concerns that impacted the results of

 07  the trial running.  There were deficiencies that

 08  were brought forward by the field observation team

 09  that had not previously been identified during

 10  testing and commissioning.  These were -- a number

 11  of deficiencies and anomalies were identified with

 12  the functioning of the elevators, and specifically

 13  the audible announcement that was provided on the

 14  elevator as the elevator moved up and down, the

 15  indicator lights on the outside of the elevator

 16  shaft to indicate which direction the elevator

 17  would move in, and the functioning of the air

 18  conditioning units within the elevators.  There

 19  were issues that were brought forward related to

 20  those items that had not previously been

 21  identified, so those were brought forward and added

 22  to the deficiency list and brought forward with RTM

 23  and OLRTC for rectification.

 24              KATE MCGRANN:  Other than the new

 25  issues identified with the elevators, any other
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 01  deficiencies or issued identified by the field

 02  observation team during the trial running period

 03  that hadn't previously been identified?

 04              RICHARD HOLDER:  There probably were

 05  others, but what I can -- what I can recall is that

 06  the deficiencies that caused the most response,

 07  both from the delivery team and subsequently OLRTC

 08  and RTM, were related to the elevators.  I can

 09  recall that there were issues around standing water

 10  on some platforms, scuffed paint, somewhat cosmetic

 11  deficiencies that we considered to be quite minor

 12  in the overall scheme of the running of the system.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  A couple of questions

 14  about the evaluation of the maintenance component

 15  of the system during trial running.  So in order to

 16  walk through those questions, I'm going to take you

 17  back to OTT377178, which is the trial running test

 18  procedure.  And we're going to go over to page 6 of

 19  this document.  I'll see if I can make it bigger.

 20              So I'm looking at Section 3.5 of this

 21  document entitled "responsibility matrix," and in

 22  the second box in this table, stakeholders, "RTM,

 23  including Alstom maintenance," the question that I

 24  have is can you explain to me what's included in

 25  the operating the YCC bracket help desk slash work
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 01  orders?

 02              RICHARD HOLDER:  The YCC is the yard

 03  control centre that was based at RTM's facility on

 04  Belfast Road.  There were a number of functions

 05  that were run out of the YCC.  The YCC also served

 06  as a backup Transit Operations Control Centre

 07  should there be any issues with the TOCC, therefore

 08  the YCC had a very important role in the

 09  functioning of the system.

 10              One of the components was the

 11  interaction with the IMIRS program which I had

 12  talked about previously.  The IMIRS program

 13  included the requirement for RTM to have people on

 14  a help desk that would respond to calls from the

 15  TOCC.

 16              So the way that the interaction

 17  occurred between the TOCC and RTM was that if a

 18  deficiency, if a problem, was viewed within the

 19  system - a defective camera, a door that was not

 20  working properly - then a control room operator

 21  would use the help desk to call that deficiency

 22  through to the help desk at RTM.  The personnel --

 23  the maintenance personnel working for RTM would

 24  then create a work order based on that call for

 25  assistance, and then it was RTM's responsibility to
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 01  follow the flow of that work order from reception,

 02  from creating a request for maintenance teams to

 03  respond in the field to receiving a response from

 04  the field that work had been completed and

 05  ultimately closing that work order.  That was all

 06  the function of the help desk as part of the IMIRS

 07  system.

 08              KATE MCGRANN:  And then if we scroll

 09  down to the next box, we've got OC Transpo, and

 10  then what I wanted to ask you about here is the

 11  entry "operate the help desk."  So I think you

 12  explained a little bit of that, but if you can just

 13  help me understand how this help desk and the help

 14  desk under the RTM responsibility worked together,

 15  that would be useful.

 16              RICHARD HOLDER:  I would agree that the

 17  language there is somewhat confusing.  The help

 18  desk is -- you could consider the help desk as an

 19  interface, and on one side we had the client, OC

 20  Transpo, that had an operator that was responsible

 21  for making requests through the help desk.  So in

 22  terms of that particular line there, the definition

 23  of "operate the help desk" would be to provide

 24  staff that would make requests through the help

 25  desk to RTM.  On the other side of the interface of
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 01  the help desk was RTM that was responsible for

 02  responding to the requests for maintenance or

 03  rectification of a defect.

 04              KATE MCGRANN:  And at any point in time

 05  during trial running or revenue service, was there

 06  any change in who was responsible for the operation

 07  of the help desk that you've just described?

 08              RICHARD HOLDER:  Not that I'm aware of.

 09              KATE MCGRANN:  The field observation

 10  team that you've described to us and the work that

 11  they were doing testing the various elements of the

 12  system, following the public launch of revenue

 13  service, did anybody continue on behalf of OC

 14  Transpo or the City to test the elements of the

 15  system when the system was open?

 16              RICHARD HOLDER:  From the delivery

 17  office, from the rail office, then there were no

 18  longer staff involved in the works of the field

 19  observation team.  And I would like to restate the

 20  purpose of the field observation team:  We were

 21  careful when we selected the naming of that team to

 22  make it clear that they were making observations in

 23  the field and that they were not testing.

 24              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.

 25              RICHARD HOLDER:  The testing -- the
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 01  testing of the devices, the testing and

 02  commissioning period had finished at that time.  We

 03  had already provided confirmation that substantial

 04  completion had been achieved and that the

 05  performance of the testing and commissioning period

 06  had been achieved.  We were now in the final steps

 07  before we moved into revenue service.  The field

 08  observation team was an entity that was not

 09  included in the project agreement, but it was felt

 10  that for the trial running to truly replicate not

 11  just the functioning of the trains but also the

 12  functioning of all the systems within all the

 13  stations, then it would be necessary to have such a

 14  team that would act as the passengers and commuters

 15  making use of the various systems.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And when you say

 17  it was felt that that was -- that activity was

 18  necessary, who was it felt by?  Who thought the

 19  field observation team was necessary?

 20              RICHARD HOLDER:  Me, particularly.  I

 21  had not heard that such a team had been created on

 22  other transit systems.  There was lots of

 23  discussions, obviously, between myself and other

 24  members of our staff, and we developed the field

 25  observation team very shortly before the trial
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 01  running began, maybe within the last couple of

 02  months that that field observation team entity was

 03  created.

 04              KATE MCGRANN:  Did RTG -- was RTG asked

 05  about what their view was on the field observation

 06  team before that team was implemented?

 07              RICHARD HOLDER:  My recollection was

 08  that the City put it to RTG and RTM that this was

 09  an exercise that the City wanted to put in place.

 10  We explained how it would work.  We explained that

 11  it was not a continuation of the testing period,

 12  that it was an observation team only.  We -- I

 13  don't believe we formally asked for input into the

 14  documentation; however, RTM and RTG representatives

 15  were invited to the various training sessions that

 16  we set up for the dozens and dozens of field staff

 17  that were required for the field observation team.

 18              I recall that we had representation

 19  from Tom Pate, who was working with RTM; from Peter

 20  Lauch, who was the head of RTG.  I believe Roger

 21  Schmidt was present from OLRTC and a number of

 22  members from the design build team were present as

 23  we explained how that whole exercise would roll

 24  out.  And broadly speaking, they were supportive,

 25  and they felt it was a good idea, but from my
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 01  perspective, their -- the assent of RTG was not

 02  required for the City to undertake this exercise.

 03  I felt strongly that this was going to be a very

 04  useful function and of great benefit for the City

 05  to understand how the system would really react and

 06  respond with this surrogate passenger team.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  Moving into revenue

 08  service, so after the public launch, was there

 09  anybody from the City who was moving through the

 10  system and engaging with the system in order to

 11  observe the maintenance response?

 12              RICHARD HOLDER:  I can talk from a

 13  slightly remote position because, at that time, I

 14  was not involved in managing any of the teams that

 15  were involved in the oversight of the operations

 16  and in the oversight of the maintenance.  What I

 17  know is that there were many members of staff from

 18  OC who were present on the platforms in the first

 19  several weeks of revenue service availability to

 20  provide assistance to passengers who were -- who

 21  were, you know, new to the system, and it was

 22  expected that people would need help with the

 23  ticket machines, navigating through the stations,

 24  understanding which platform to get on trains.

 25  Those staff were specifically passenger focussed.
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 01              I know that there was also a team that

 02  were more back-of-house focussed, so "back of

 03  house" being all those communications rooms and

 04  equipment rooms, tunnel ventilation rooms that are

 05  not open to the public.  My understanding is that

 06  there was a team from OC that was travelling

 07  through the system and checking on the work that

 08  RTM was undertaking at that time and also

 09  familiarizing themselves with the system, but I

 10  cannot speak to the number of people or the

 11  frequency of their visits.

 12              KATE MCGRANN:  The observations that

 13  the field observation team made during maintenance,

 14  to the extent that they identified any

 15  deficiencies, degraded conditions, other issues,

 16  would those all have been captured by -- captured

 17  in the deficiencies list?

 18              RICHARD HOLDER:  Observations related

 19  to maintenance deficiencies would have been brought

 20  forward onto the deficiency list, correct.

 21              KATE MCGRANN:  And if they observed any

 22  other deficiencies with the system, where would

 23  those observations have been captured?

 24              RICHARD HOLDER:  They would have been

 25  captured through the help desk function.
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 01              KATE MCGRANN:  And the idea is that --

 02  go ahead.

 03              RICHARD HOLDER:  Can I -- I feel like I

 04  need to expand on the work of the field observation

 05  team or the results of the work of the field

 06  observation team.  The field observation team were

 07  bringing forward items that they were seeing within

 08  the field that they felt were inconsistencies or

 09  deficiencies.  They would be brought forward to the

 10  Transit Operations Control Centre, and then the

 11  Transit Operations Control Centre, through the help

 12  desk, would make requests through the help desk to

 13  RTM for attention to those -- those deficiencies or

 14  defects or issues.

 15              In that period of trial running, items

 16  that were recorded that had previously been on a

 17  deficiency list were maintained on the deficiency

 18  list.  New items that were observed sometimes --

 19  well, sorry, always became a work order item.  They

 20  may or may not have been added to the deficiency

 21  list, depending on the severity of the issue and

 22  the speed with which that deficiency was addressed

 23  in, was rectified by...

 24              KATE MCGRANN:  And can you speak to the

 25  number and nature of retrofits outstanding for the
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 01  vehicles at the end of trial running?

 02              RICHARD HOLDER:  I was aware that there

 03  were a number of retrofits that were still

 04  outstanding on the vehicles.  The delivery team and

 05  OC Transpo had been tracking several key retrofits

 06  for many, many months, possibly over 1 year, over

 07  18 months, and so it was known that as we went into

 08  revenue service, there were still retrofits that

 09  were outstanding.

 10              KATE MCGRANN:  And how were the needs

 11  for the retrofits accounted for in operations and

 12  maintenance?  And what I'm trying to get at is was

 13  it the case that there were accommodations that

 14  could be made in the approach to operations and

 15  maintenance that would account for the retrofit

 16  until it was implemented?

 17              RICHARD HOLDER:  The simple answer

 18  would be to say yes, but of course it's very

 19  complicated, and it would really be necessary to go

 20  through each individual retrofit to be able to give

 21  a more accurate picture.  The summary position from

 22  the City and from Alstom and from RTG and from RTM

 23  and from the independent certifier was that

 24  although retrofits existed, they did not detract

 25  from the city's enjoyment, of the city, for the
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 01  full use of the system.  And we had involved many

 02  experts, many fleet experts with many, many decades

 03  of experience of dealing with fleets all around

 04  North America and around the world, and the general

 05  position was that these kinds of programs of

 06  retrofits were certainly not unusual for fleets of

 07  this kind.

 08              KATE MCGRANN:  You mentioned the

 09  independent certifier as a party that was weighing

 10  in on this.  Did you understand the independent

 11  certifier's role to be -- to involve anything more

 12  than certifying that whatever had been agreed to

 13  between the City and RTG had been met or fulfilled?

 14              RICHARD HOLDER:  I believe the role of

 15  the independent certifier was much broader than

 16  that.  There were -- there was very much a focus of

 17  the independent certifier's engagement at the time

 18  of substantial completion, at the time of the

 19  completion of testing and commissioning, during the

 20  acceptance of each of the vehicles, and during

 21  trial running.

 22              It is true that they were very much

 23  involved and engaged and part of all the team

 24  meetings at that time; however, their role was

 25  bigger in that they were also there to deal with
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 01  disputes between the parties.  They were there to

 02  certify payments from the City to RTG on the basis

 03  of the milestones, which were laid out in the

 04  project agreement.  They were on site regularly.

 05  They participated in many of the meetings

 06  throughout the whole project, but certainly within

 07  the last few years of the project, as the need to

 08  verify and validate documentation became more and

 09  more important as part of the closeout of the

 10  project, then the independent certifier's team --

 11  their presence became more felt, especially around

 12  the validation piece for requirements management,

 13  where the independent certifier plus the City's

 14  team were involved in validating documentation that

 15  the design builder was putting forward as evidence

 16  that requirements were being met.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  So where there is no

 18  dispute between the City and RTG as to requirement

 19  has been met, what is the role of the independent

 20  certifier there?

 21              RICHARD HOLDER:  To provide an opinion

 22  on whether they agreed with the City or RTG on

 23  whether that requirement had been met.  So it could

 24  be the case that RTG and the City agreed that

 25  documentation that was put forward validated a
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 01  particular requirement, but the independent

 02  certifier could have disagreed.  I am not aware of

 03  that ever occurring, in fact, but that was

 04  considered to be their role, that the agreements

 05  that were being reached as we moved forward through

 06  the process of validating requirements that there

 07  was three parties involved:  It was the City, it

 08  was RTG, and it was the independent certifier.

 09              KATE MCGRANN:  Was it your

 10  understanding that part of the independent

 11  certifier's role was to look at any agreements that

 12  were made between the City and RTG as against the

 13  project agreement and, if the agreement between the

 14  City and RTG would alter what was being delivered

 15  to the City, to intervene or interfere with that

 16  agreement?

 17              RICHARD HOLDER:  I would agree with

 18  that statement.  I am trying to think of an example

 19  of where that would have occurred.  We had a whole

 20  process that existed for managing changes to the

 21  project agreement, and I can't recall if we've

 22  already discussed the Change Control Board and the

 23  process involved in making changes to the project

 24  agreement, but the independent certifier was made

 25  aware of the changes that occurred as part of that
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 01  variation process, so they were aware of all those

 02  changes.

 03              In terms of other agreements, I think

 04  that the big agreement that was not stated in the

 05  PA would have been the introduction of the field

 06  observation team, and my recollection is that the

 07  independent certifier certainly had no objections

 08  to that process and agreed with the purpose and the

 09  functioning of that team, but to your proposition

 10  that that was one of their roles, I can't think of

 11  an example right now.

 12              KATE MCGRANN:  With respect to the term

 13  sheet that the City and RTG entered into around the

 14  end of trial running as part of revenue service

 15  availability achievement, what was your

 16  understanding of the independent certifier's role

 17  in evaluating or weighing in on the contents of

 18  that term sheet?

 19              RICHARD HOLDER:  I don't recall

 20  specifically how the independent certifier was

 21  engaged in that term sheet.  I certainly would have

 22  expected that they would have seen that term sheet

 23  and provided an opinion on the term sheet before it

 24  was finally agreed.  I am not sure if that

 25  happened, though.  That's not to say it didn't
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 01  happen.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  The opinion that you

 03  would expect them to provide on the term sheet,

 04  what question would they be opining on?

 05              RICHARD HOLDER:  At that stage, at the

 06  end of trial running, there were two remaining

 07  steps, I recall, between the end of trial running

 08  and moving into revenue service availability.  So

 09  the first step would be agreement between the

 10  parties that the trial running objectives had been

 11  met, so that would have been a milestone that the

 12  independent certifier agreed to.

 13              The other element -- the other step

 14  that was required was the confirmation from the

 15  safety auditor that at the time of revenue service

 16  availability all the safety requirements had been

 17  met.  The independent certifier's role would have

 18  been to have received that confirmation, but it was

 19  not expected that the independent certifier would

 20  have an objection to the position of the

 21  independent safety auditor.  It was expected that

 22  the independent certifier needed to have that

 23  confirmation as part of the penultimate step before

 24  moving into revenue service availability.

 25              I'm describing what I recall of the
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 01  project agreement steps between trial running and

 02  revenue service availability, that the term sheet

 03  was not a -- as best to my recollection, it was not

 04  a document that was described in the project

 05  agreement, but it was felt from the City's

 06  side - and I believe that the City received legal

 07  advice from its legal counsel at the time - that

 08  the issues that were considered to be still

 09  outstanding in terms of the delivery of the

 10  contract should be confirmed in writing through the

 11  mechanism of a term sheet, including potential

 12  redress to financial issues.  They needed to be

 13  captured in a term sheet at the time of revenue

 14  service availability.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And your

 16  reference to the safety auditor, was that the

 17  independent safety auditor, Sergio Mammoliti from

 18  TÃœV Rheinland?

 19              RICHARD HOLDER:  Yes.

 20              KATE MCGRANN:  And you said that you

 21  would have expected the independent certifier to

 22  provide an opinion or opine on the term sheet, and

 23  my question was what question did you think their

 24  opinion would be responding to?  Like, what did you

 25  expect them to opine on with respect to the term
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 01  sheet?

 02              RICHARD HOLDER:  I do not recall making

 03  these considerations at the time.  I can speak to

 04  you now as to what I think they would have opined

 05  on, and I believe what they would have opined on

 06  was, was there any information in that term sheet

 07  that nullified previous revenue service

 08  availability requirements, of which there are

 09  seven.  If the independent certifier had seen

 10  information in there that had nullified any of

 11  those revenue service availability requirements,

 12  then I would have expected them to have stated as

 13  such.

 14              KATE MCGRANN:  When you say "if they

 15  saw information that would have nullified revenue

 16  service availability requirements," what -- can you

 17  just help me understand what you mean by that.

 18              RICHARD HOLDER:  Revenue service

 19  availability was a defined term in the project

 20  agreement.  One of the requirements of revenue

 21  service availability was that seven other

 22  requirements had been met, and those seven

 23  requirements, if I can recall them, were the

 24  completion of the civic works, the substantial

 25  completion of the fixed assets, the substantial

�0029

 01  completion of the rolling stock, the vehicles; it

 02  was satisfactory performance of the testing and

 03  commissioning period; there was the confirmation at

 04  that time that the safety requirements had been

 05  met; there was a successful performance of trial

 06  running, and I'm assuming there was one other that

 07  I can't recall.

 08              Each one of those requirements was

 09  validated in the months leading up to revenue

 10  service availability, and when I say "nullified,"

 11  it could have been the case that there was

 12  information within the term sheet that had made one

 13  of those previous statements about completion --

 14  making that inaccurate.

 15              So for instance, substantial

 16  completion.  So substantial completion meant that

 17  the system was functioning and had full use and

 18  enjoyment by the city.  That was the broad

 19  definition of substantial completion.  There were

 20  also more kind of analytical definitions in terms

 21  of the Liens Act, 97 percent of the overall value

 22  of the fixed assets, so there was a calculation

 23  done on the value of the deficiencies that were

 24  remaining.  So as well as use and enjoyment, there

 25  was also a calculation done to substantiate
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 01  substantial completion.

 02              So for instance, if within the term

 03  sheet there was work identified as not being

 04  completed that exceeded the previous value of minor

 05  deficiencies or significantly impaired the city's

 06  enjoyment of the use of the system, then that would

 07  have nullified the previous substantial completion

 08  notice that had been provided, and to the best of

 09  my knowledge, that had not occurred, but that would

 10  have been something that the independent certifier

 11  may have provided an opinion on at that time.

 12              KATE MCGRANN:  At the end of trial

 13  running, what was your view of the readiness of the

 14  maintenance team for revenue service?

 15              RICHARD HOLDER:  My opinion on the

 16  readiness of the maintenance team had been formed

 17  prior to the start of trial running in the work and

 18  in the feedback that was given to me from the

 19  subject matter expert who was reviewing the

 20  preparedness of RTM.

 21              So I had previously stated, I believe,

 22  that Parsons had a team that were supporting the

 23  City with operational and maintenance matters, and

 24  the person who was responsible on the maintenance

 25  side was Tom Fodor, who was reviewing documentation
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 01  provided by RTM and making regular field visits to

 02  their maintenance facility and having interviews

 03  with the maintenance staff.  And Tom Fodor's

 04  position was that the organizational structure of

 05  the RTM team was sufficient, that their -- the

 06  training and the procedures that were in place to

 07  deal with maintenance were sufficient, that the

 08  availability of spare parts on site, the

 09  availability of specific maintenance equipment was

 10  sufficient to provide the maintenance services

 11  within the project agreement.

 12              In terms of any change to that

 13  perception, during the trial running period, there

 14  was a recognition that there were many items of

 15  small deficiencies that were requiring attention

 16  from RTM that were additional to the -- what could

 17  be considered as routine maintenance for the

 18  vehicles, for the track, and for the various

 19  systems in support of the light rail system.

 20              At that time, there was a merging of

 21  activities between the work of the constructor in

 22  building the facility and the work of the

 23  maintainer in conducting responsive and regular

 24  maintenance for the system.  Would you like me to

 25  expand?
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 01              KATE MCGRANN:  Yeah, could you explain

 02  that in a little bit more detail, please.

 03              RICHARD HOLDER:  OLRTC was the entity

 04  that was responsible for the construction, and

 05  theoretically, RTM would -- in a perfect world

 06  would have stepped in with all the construction

 07  fully complete, with all the systems fully working,

 08  and there would have been a clean handover from the

 09  construction team to the maintenance team, and the

 10  maintenance team would have focussed on providing

 11  their maintenance tasks.

 12              What occurred on the light rail system

 13  on the Confederation Line project was that there

 14  were deficiencies that were still remaining, as was

 15  allowed for in the contract and as is common in

 16  construction projects.  There were deficiencies

 17  that were remaining for somebody to fix, and

 18  sometimes that was OLRTC staff, and sometimes it

 19  was RTM staff.

 20              What the City did not have visibility

 21  on was whose resources were being provided for

 22  rectifying those deficiencies.  It was not

 23  something that the City had control of under the

 24  contract.  There was an expectation that OLRTC

 25  would maintain presence on site, maintain staff on
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 01  site to complete those deficiencies and that RTM

 02  would focus on their role of being the maintainer

 03  of the system.

 04              During the trial running period, it was

 05  apparent that some of the deficiencies which were

 06  there from substantial completion were now being

 07  managed, if not fully rectified, by RTM staff but

 08  certainly managed by RTM staff.  So there was an

 09  additional workload for RTM supervisory staff in

 10  coordinating between their own staff and OLRTC.

 11              KATE MCGRANN:  Based on what you've

 12  just described there, did that at all impact your

 13  view of the readiness of the maintenance side of

 14  the operations for revenue service?

 15              RICHARD HOLDER:  It was felt that in

 16  the first few weeks of operations, it would be

 17  necessary for RTM and OLRTC to have extra resources

 18  available to quickly deal with deficiencies that

 19  had been outstanding since substantial completion

 20  but also to deal with the maintenance, the

 21  additional maintenance responsibilities that would

 22  be required because now the system was in full

 23  operations.

 24              So there were requests that were made

 25  by the City to RTM and to OLRTC to ensure that
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 01  their subcontractors, their major subcontractors

 02  such as Alstom, such as Thales, such as Willowglen

 03  that was a supplier for the SCADA system, such

 04  as -- I mean, there were several other major

 05  suppliers of system equipment.  The City requested

 06  that RTM and RTG have extra staff available.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  And what was the

 08  response to those requests?

 09              RICHARD HOLDER:  There was agreement

 10  from RTG's representative, Peter Lauch, that it

 11  made sense for those first -- the first few weeks

 12  to have additional personnel on standby, and there

 13  was also agreement from OLRTC and from Alstom that

 14  it would be necessary to have extra staff on

 15  standby.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  And are you able to

 17  speak to whether that was in fact what happened?

 18              RICHARD HOLDER:  I am aware that those

 19  staff were available in the early days, those

 20  additional resources, but as to how long that

 21  additional level of resourcing was maintained, I

 22  can't speak to that.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  And turning back to

 24  Mr. Fodor's opinion that the organizational

 25  structure and the procedures were in place, the
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 01  spare parts were in place, the equipment was

 02  sufficient for what was laid out in the project

 03  agreement, was it the case that his opinion was

 04  based on the system described in the project

 05  agreement as perfectly compliant?  I guess what I'm

 06  really trying to ask you is, is what is laid out in

 07  the project agreement and his opinion based on that

 08  different than the reality of the system at the end

 09  of trial running?  There's deficiencies; there's

 10  retrofits, et cetera.  Do you know if his opinion

 11  took the actual state of the system into account?

 12              RICHARD HOLDER:  I would say that his

 13  opinion was based on the two circumstances as you

 14  described them, the compliance with the project

 15  agreement but the real-life readiness of a

 16  maintenance team to take over maintenance.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  And when did he deliver

 18  his opinion on the readiness of the maintenance

 19  side to take on the system as it existed to you?

 20              RICHARD HOLDER:  As I said previously,

 21  the opinion about the readiness of the maintenance

 22  team was provided, you know, in the weeks leading

 23  up to revenue service availability, so it would

 24  have been provided sequentially based on agreement

 25  around certain documentation.  So for instance, the
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 01  maintenance and rehabilitation plan, which I had

 02  talked to previously, there were a number of

 03  iterations of that document.  We finally got to a

 04  point where that document was considered to be

 05  satisfactory, and I believe that that was in early

 06  2019.

 07              So that would be an example of, from a

 08  documentation perspective, where Alstom is --

 09  Alstom and RTM is indicating the contracts that

 10  they have in place for maintenance, the frequency

 11  and the level of maintenance activities that would

 12  be taking place on the various systems, the

 13  equipment that was available, the people that were

 14  ready, that was all captured in that maintenance

 15  and rehabilitation plan.

 16              So that was one place where that kind

 17  of opinion was provided, but also at substantial

 18  completion, from a requirements management

 19  perspective, there was the review of the project

 20  agreement requirements in relation to maintenance

 21  activities, and it would have been at that point

 22  that the official opinion would have come through

 23  that the maintenance requirements had been

 24  addressed, the maintenance requirements of the

 25  project agreement.
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 01              I would like to add for context that

 02  the seven revenue service availability requirements

 03  were clearly stated as being needed for revenue

 04  service availability.  There was not a specific

 05  requirement -- there was not an eighth requirement

 06  for full confirmation about the maintainer's

 07  ability to maintain the system.

 08              So in terms of the format of the

 09  project agreement and the format of the overall P3

 10  construct, there was an expectation that the

 11  maintainer would be very much commercially

 12  incentivized to provide the maintenance team along

 13  with its equipment and other resources that would

 14  be required to provide availability of the trains

 15  such that they met the contractual obligations from

 16  a day-to-day basis so that OC Transpo would make

 17  their contractual payments.

 18              There was an overall philosophy in the

 19  construct of the project agreement that it was not

 20  necessary to tell RTG exactly how to undertake the

 21  maintenance because as a professional engineering

 22  team and a professional maintenance team, they

 23  would come up with the best team, the best

 24  commercially viable way of providing those maintain

 25  duties.  It was very much based on the commercial

�0038

 01  incentive.  If RTM did not complete those

 02  maintenance requirements, then that would result in

 03  a consequent -- consequently in a reduction in

 04  availability of the system, and they would not get

 05  paid.  And unfortunately, that's what has been

 06  experienced.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  So just so that I can

 08  understand what Mr. Fodor opined on and the

 09  boundaries of that opinion, he's opining on whether

 10  the requirements of the project agreement, from a

 11  maintenance perspective, have been met?  Is that

 12  right?

 13              RICHARD HOLDER:  Yes, correct.

 14              KATE MCGRANN:  Was he asked to look at

 15  the reality of the system and the various pressures

 16  on maintenance tasks that the maintenance team

 17  would be required to achieve once the system opened

 18  for launch and opine on whether he thought that

 19  they realistically would be able to do that?

 20              RICHARD HOLDER:  He was -- he provided

 21  an opinion on that question at the time of

 22  substantial completion.  His -- he did not bring

 23  forward overall concerns about RTM's ability to

 24  maintain the system.  He was satisfied that from a

 25  project agreement, the project agreement
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 01  requirements had been met for maintenance.  In

 02  addition to that, he did not see any -- he did not

 03  have any objections that needed to be brought

 04  forward around RTM's ability to undertake the

 05  maintenance at revenue service availability.

 06              KATE MCGRANN:  Was it part of his job

 07  to consider that?

 08              RICHARD HOLDER:  I would say that it

 09  was part of his job.  Whether it was clearly

 10  expressed to him in such terms, I am not sure, but

 11  in terms of his professional service as an engineer

 12  providing information to the City, I would have

 13  expected him to have provided that information.

 14              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And just so I

 15  understand, he expresses an opinion at the time of

 16  substantial completion.

 17              RICHARD HOLDER:  Correct.

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  And he was also required

 19  to express an opinion at the end of trial running

 20  or at revenue service availability?

 21              RICHARD HOLDER:  No, he was not

 22  required to express an opinion at that time.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  What was his role

 24  following substantial completion, the achievement

 25  of substantial completion?
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 01              RICHARD HOLDER:  I would have to recall

 02  exactly what engagement we had with Mr. Fodor

 03  during that period.  I think we may have reached

 04  out for assistance in the resourcing of the team

 05  around the field observation work.  I would have --

 06  but I would have to go back and check what his

 07  engagement was during that period.

 08              KATE MCGRANN:  Other than Mr. Fodor,

 09  was there anybody else on behalf of the City who

 10  was looking at the question of whether the

 11  maintenance side of operations would -- whether it

 12  was realistic to expect that the maintenance side

 13  of operations would be able to handle the various

 14  demands that would be placed on that side of the

 15  system when it opened to public service?

 16              RICHARD HOLDER:  There were a number of

 17  people on the delivery side, and there were a

 18  number of people from OC Transpo side.  So on the

 19  delivery team side, we continued to have members of

 20  the independent assessment team take part in

 21  reviews of the system, the passenger-facing side of

 22  the system, the trains and the stations, but

 23  people -- but members of the independent assessment

 24  team were also involved in reviews of the MSF.

 25              On the OC Transpo side, from the
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 01  operational side, they had a team that was taking

 02  over the responsibility of contract oversight.

 03  They had team members that were engaged on a daily

 04  basis with RTM, both at OC's offices and at Belfast

 05  Yard, understanding the maintenance activities that

 06  RTM was involved in.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  And that was the case

 08  that both of those groups, the members of the IAT

 09  and the members of the group at OC Transpo

 10  responsible for contract oversight, that they

 11  remained engaged with maintenance up until the

 12  point of public launch?

 13              RICHARD HOLDER:  Up to and, in the case

 14  of OC Transpo, beyond.  So there was a -- the

 15  handover of the operations, you know, occurred

 16  several months before the official revenue service

 17  availability date.  As various systems were brought

 18  online by RTG, then OC's staff started to become

 19  engaged and started to become familiar with those

 20  systems.

 21              For instance, the Transit Operations

 22  Controls Centre, which is staffed by OC staff, that

 23  had been running for many, many months before

 24  revenue service availability to -- both as a

 25  training function, as support to the testing and
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 01  commissioning period, but also as a familiarization

 02  for OC Transpo staff.  Another example would be the

 03  IMIRS help desk function, which was functioning

 04  several months before revenue service availability,

 05  IMIRS -- the IMIRS help desk being integral to both

 06  the TOCC and the YCC.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And other than

 08  what you've already described to us about the view

 09  formed that additional resources would be needed in

 10  the early days of the system that were expressed to

 11  RTG, any other concerns being raised through trial

 12  running or as the system heads towards revenue

 13  service about whether the maintenance side is going

 14  to be able to handle the demands of the system when

 15  it opens?

 16              RICHARD HOLDER:  There was an

 17  expectation that had been expressed to the City by

 18  various subject matter experts that the system

 19  would go through an evolution over the first 12 to

 20  18 months of operations.  There is a term that is

 21  used called the bathtub curve which is used to

 22  describe the reliability of the system - of a

 23  typical system, including an LRT system - and the

 24  bathtub refers to the shape of the reliability

 25  curve for various systems from the day that they

�0043

 01  become activated through the first 12 to 18 months

 02  of their operations.

 03              So at activation, straight out of the

 04  box, with very little use, then systems function

 05  very well.  So we have a high level of reliability

 06  at the very beginning of the use of an activated

 07  system, but then over the first few months, then

 08  issues start to crop up or -- there are breakdowns,

 09  not necessarily in all the components of the system

 10  but in one or two components of a system - and I'm

 11  speaking generally about systems - but the

 12  reliability of -- as a whole of that system starts

 13  to reduce for a number of months.  And then as an

 14  operator and maintenance team replaces systems and

 15  optimizes the use of those systems, eventually

 16  there is an increase in reliability that occurs

 17  over a number of months.

 18              So the bathtub curve refers to the

 19  shape of the graph which starts off with high

 20  reliability, then drops off quite quickly to a

 21  point where the reliability is reduced, and then

 22  again picks up once certain elements of -- are

 23  replaced within the system and the system becomes

 24  optimized between both the hardware, the software,

 25  and the teams that are responsible for operating
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 01  and maintaining.

 02              So I'm providing that to the team as

 03  context that that was -- there was an overall

 04  understanding that that reliability curve was

 05  likely to happen on this project, and so there

 06  would be issues at the beginning.  The -- there was

 07  not an anticipation that we would have issues that

 08  would result in the system being completely

 09  nonfunctional, but it was expected that there would

 10  be issues that would impact the reliability and

 11  therefore impact the availability of the system,

 12  and those would occur quite early.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  So --

 14              RICHARD HOLDER:  So in terms of your

 15  question of were there concerns, then there was a

 16  general understanding that because this was a new

 17  system, there would be issues in the first few

 18  months that would need to be rectified.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  So I just want to make

 20  sure that I understand the information that you've

 21  provided there.  What I've taken down in my notes

 22  is that right out of the box, there will be a high

 23  level of reliability.  Then issues will start to

 24  crop up.  Those issues will be resolved, and then

 25  you're looking at a higher level of reliability
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 01  again.  You said that the expectation expressed to

 02  you by the various experts was that the system

 03  would go through an evolution through the first 12

 04  to 18 months.  So when you say that you expected

 05  issues to present themselves quite early, can you

 06  help me understand when within the 12 to 18-month

 07  time frame you're expecting this sort of -- these

 08  issues to present themselves?

 09              RICHARD HOLDER:  That -- there was an

 10  expectation that could have been within the first

 11  few months.

 12              KATE MCGRANN:  And how does the first

 13  few months fit within the 12 to 18-month evolution

 14  period?

 15              RICHARD HOLDER:  In the first few

 16  months, the system is now fully functional,

 17  operating 18, 19 hours a day fully loaded with

 18  passengers - that is, providing a service load to

 19  the system that had not previously been provided -

 20  so there was an expectation within those first few

 21  months that some of the systems may well suffer

 22  from some failures in equipment, failures in

 23  software, failures in hardware, and there was a

 24  potential that they would be compounded over a

 25  period of a number of months.
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 01              It was not expected that availability

 02  of the system, in terms of train availability, that

 03  that would be impacted, but it was expected, for

 04  instance, that there may be an escalator would have

 05  to be shut down, an elevator would have to be shut

 06  down, a -- you know, a number of cameras would have

 07  to be replaced.  And over a period of the first few

 08  months, those issues would become apparent, and

 09  they would be repaired, and with time, there would

 10  be fewer and fewer new issues arising and the

 11  reliability of the system would increase.

 12              KATE MCGRANN:  What was the basis for

 13  the belief that while an elevator or an escalator

 14  or cameras may have an issue, there wouldn't be

 15  issues that would affect the availability of the

 16  system?

 17              RICHARD HOLDER:  There is redundancy

 18  built into the system.  When I talk about

 19  availability of a station, then a station can be

 20  considered to be available even if one of the

 21  elevators is nonfunctional.  So there are two

 22  elevators on either side of the platform, so should

 23  somebody who is -- needs physical help, is using a

 24  wheelchair, they have -- if one elevator is down,

 25  then they can use another elevator.  So there is --
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 01  that's an example of redundancy in terms of the

 02  vertical movement of people at the stations.

 03              There is, similarly, redundancy in many

 04  of the other systems - the traction power

 05  substations that provide the power to various

 06  sections of the track, they are built with

 07  redundancy.  So if one traction power -- there are

 08  11 traction power substations.  If one of the

 09  traction power substations becomes faulty for

 10  whatever reason and is no longer able to provide

 11  power to the system, then the adjacent traction

 12  power substations fill in the gap, and they

 13  continue to provide power.  So whilst that specific

 14  traction power substation is faulty, it does not

 15  impact the availability of the whole system.

 16              So when I talk about availability of

 17  the system, there is already redundancy built in as

 18  part of the design of the system that we can

 19  accommodate certain breakdowns, certain

 20  deficiencies, and in addition to the need to work

 21  on a component or an element of the system because

 22  there is a deficiency, there is also the need to

 23  undertake maintenance activities, and in order to

 24  undertake maintenance activities on a system, it is

 25  necessary to -- sometimes necessary to shut it
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 01  down, and we want to be able to do that maintenance

 02  without impacting the availability of the system.

 03  So that redundancy is built in and therefore the

 04  system can accommodate a certain amount of

 05  deficiencies and a certain amount of rectifications

 06  that are going to be required without impacting

 07  availability.

 08              A key question is related to the number

 09  of trains that are available.  The system was

 10  designed to have 34 available trains at all times,

 11  with -- which -- sorry.  It was designed to have 30

 12  trains available at all times, 30 trains combined

 13  to make 15 two-car consists with two spares, two

 14  hot spares.  Two hot spares and two in for

 15  maintenance, I believe that was the number.  So 34

 16  trains - 30 in use, 2 ready for -- as hot spares,

 17  and 2 in maintenance.  So there was debate and

 18  discussion around that redundancy number:  Is that

 19  the right redundancy number to only have -- to

 20  expect to have 32 of the 34 trains available for

 21  operations at all times?

 22              KATE MCGRANN:  And what was the outcome

 23  of those discussions?

 24              RICHARD HOLDER:  At the time, the

 25  outcome was -- well, an outcome -- there were
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 01  concerns about the spare availability, but it was

 02  felt that that was -- it was achievable at that

 03  time.

 04              KATE MCGRANN:  And just so that the

 05  terminology -- a hot spare is a train that's ready

 06  to go upon demand?  Is that fair?

 07              RICHARD HOLDER:  Correct.

 08              KATE MCGRANN:  The -- what was the

 09  number of trains and hot spares available when the

 10  system went into public service?

 11              RICHARD HOLDER:  I don't know exactly.

 12  I would -- we have that number.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  Was there any

 14  consideration given prior to the launch of revenue

 15  service of keeping the parallel bus service in

 16  service for longer than the first 3 weeks in light

 17  of concerns expressed, in light of this bathtub

 18  curve and the unpredictability of what concerns may

 19  arise as part of the bathtub curve that you've

 20  described?

 21              RICHARD HOLDER:  I am only aware of

 22  discussions that the parallel bus service would be

 23  provided for the first few weeks.  I wasn't aware

 24  of any discussions where it would have been

 25  considered that that parallel bus service would be
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 01  provided for a longer period.  The expectation was

 02  that it would not be required for a longer period,

 03  and that's why we were providing the milestone of

 04  revenue service availability for the transit

 05  system.

 06              KATE MCGRANN:  Other than the parallel

 07  bus service, were other -- were any other

 08  precautions or accommodations or approaches

 09  considered to account for the potential

 10  implications of this first 12 to 18 months of the

 11  bathtub curve that you've described?

 12              RICHARD HOLDER:  The project agreement

 13  asked for 34 vehicles on the basis that in the peak

 14  period, to carry the expected passenger load of

 15  12,000 people per hour per direction, we needed to

 16  have 15 vehicles running for those peak periods in

 17  the morning and in the p.m.  That was at the time

 18  of the signing of the project agreement.

 19              With the passing of time, the actual

 20  volume of passengers that needed to be carried by

 21  the Confederation Line system were very -- were

 22  very accurately known because the Confederation

 23  Line was replacing the bus service, and OC Transpo

 24  and the planning unit knew exactly how many

 25  passengers were being carried at the time of the
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 01  launch of the Confederation Line.  So it was known

 02  that we did not need to run 15 vehicles, 15 two-car

 03  consists, during the peak periods.  It was -- it

 04  was possible to manage the capacity of the line and

 05  have fewer light rail vehicles operating during

 06  those peak periods.

 07              There was certainly discussion around

 08  reducing the number from 15 to 13, and that was

 09  subsequently changed as part of one of the trial

 10  running criteria during trial running.  And I think

 11  the number could even be less, but I would -- that

 12  would be a question I would need to take away as to

 13  exactly the number of vehicles that are required to

 14  deal with the capacity.

 15              So your question as to, you know, what

 16  were some of the other factors that the City had

 17  control over to help with this potential of the

 18  bathtub curve of the early reliability issues, that

 19  was one of the big ways that the City was able to

 20  have control over the number of vehicles that were

 21  available.  So if there were issues with the

 22  vehicles, then it was possible to reduce the number

 23  of vehicles that were available.

 24              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And anything

 25  else?
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 01              RICHARD HOLDER:  From an equipment

 02  perspective, not that I can think of.  The other

 03  issue, as I talked about before, was related to

 04  resourcing.  So one of the ways of addressing this

 05  was ensuring that the maintainer and the

 06  constructor had sufficient resources available to

 07  deal with those issues whereby, you know, we would

 08  expect reliability issues in the first few months.

 09  So there was -- you know, that was also planned

 10  for, that RTM would need extra resources at the

 11  beginning of the project -- at the beginning of

 12  service.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  Mr. Coombes, do you have

 14  any follow-up questions based on anything we've

 15  discussed so far?

 16              MARK COOMBES:  I do not.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  We'll take the

 18  morning break now.  It's just coming up on 10:30,

 19  so we'll come back at 10:40, if that works for

 20  everybody.

 21              PETER WARDLE:  Thank you.

 22              -- RECESS AT 10:29 --

 23              -- UPON RESUMING AT 10:40 --

 24              KATE MCGRANN:  So before we leave the

 25  topics we were discussing before the break, I think
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 01  I was asking you what the number of vehicles and

 02  the number of hot spares there were at the time of

 03  public launch.  And I'll ask through your counsel

 04  that you go and come back to us with that

 05  information, if you would.

 06              PETER WARDLE:  Yes, we will.

 07              RICHARD HOLDER:  Yes, I can do that.

 08              KATE MCGRANN:  Stepping back in time on

 09  the project, I'd like to you speak to your

 10  involvement in the creation of the safety

 11  management system for Stage 1 of Ottawa's light

 12  rail transit system.

 13              RICHARD HOLDER:  Sorry, I'm not clear

 14  that that's a question.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  Pardon me?  Oh.  Could

 16  you speak to your role, like describe your role, in

 17  the creation of the safety management system that

 18  was to be put in place for Stage 1 of Ottawa's

 19  light rail transit system when it went into

 20  service.

 21              RICHARD HOLDER:  I took on the role of

 22  manager of light rail systems and operational

 23  integration in the early part of 2015, and part of

 24  the role of that position was oversight to the

 25  safety and security aspect of the project.
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 01              I reached out to a consultant who was

 02  working with STV called David Morgan, and he helped

 03  me to develop the terms of reference for the safety

 04  and security certification review team as specified

 05  and as required within the project agreement.  So

 06  my role at that time was to chair that safety and

 07  security certificate review team meeting and to

 08  provide oversight to any of the issues around

 09  safety and security as it applied to the light rail

 10  system.

 11              KATE MCGRANN:  And what was the team's

 12  purpose or goal?  What function did they fill?

 13              RICHARD HOLDER:  The team was made up

 14  of representatives from the various parties, and

 15  the overall goal was to ensure that all the safety

 16  and security requirements of the project had been

 17  addressed at both substantial completion and at

 18  revenue service availability.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  Who at the City was

 20  responsible for developing the safety management

 21  system that the City would apply to the system?

 22              RICHARD HOLDER:  That responsibility

 23  was held by Jim Hopkins, the chief safety officer

 24  at OC Transpo.

 25              KATE MCGRANN:  And did the safety and
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 01  security certification team review that safety

 02  management system?  Was that part of their purview?

 03              RICHARD HOLDER:  No, not that I recall.

 04  The safety and security certificate review team was

 05  aware of the progress that was being made in the

 06  establishment of the safety management system.  Jim

 07  Hopkins, the chief safety officer, provided updates

 08  to the team as to the progress, but there was not a

 09  team or approval function for that safety

 10  management system within the safety and security

 11  review team.

 12              KATE MCGRANN:  And was there any review

 13  and approval function at all for the safety

 14  management system held by anybody, that you know?

 15              RICHARD HOLDER:  As I recall the

 16  language in the project agreement, it was the

 17  responsibility of RTG to support the development of

 18  regulations and the development of the safety

 19  management system.  But the adoption and the

 20  ownership of the safety management system was

 21  always anticipated to be with OC Transpo.

 22              As an example of the mechanics of how

 23  that worked, the project agreement referred to a

 24  regulatory timetable, which was a deliverable from

 25  RTG.  The regulatory timetable existed as a
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 01  spreadsheet that included all the standard

 02  operating procedures that would apply to operating

 03  the light rail system, including the engagement

 04  with emergency responders.  So the specific term in

 05  the project agreement was regulatory timetable.  In

 06  fact, it was more like a list, although it did

 07  include dates for when those deliverables would be

 08  met.  The documents that were included in the

 09  regulatory timetable, the standard operating

 10  procedures, became one of the key components to the

 11  overall safety management system that was developed

 12  by the chief safety officer.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you know if there was

 14  any -- if anybody reviewed the adequacy of the

 15  safety management system prior to the launch of

 16  revenue service?

 17              RICHARD HOLDER:  I am not aware of what

 18  review was undertaken on the safety management

 19  system.

 20              KATE MCGRANN:  Are you familiar with a

 21  document called the operational restrictions

 22  document?

 23              RICHARD HOLDER:  I am.

 24              KATE MCGRANN:  Did you have any

 25  involvement in the creation of that document?
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 01              RICHARD HOLDER:  I was involved in

 02  reviewing the document and ultimately the

 03  acceptance of the contents of that document in

 04  terms of determining whether any of those

 05  restrictions amounted to a nullification of, as I

 06  previously stated, either testing and commissioning

 07  requirement, substantial completion requirement,

 08  trial running requirement, or overall revenue

 09  service availability requirement.

 10              My recollection of the operating

 11  restrictions document was that it was a document

 12  that was created very late in the process, so

 13  during the trial running period, and it listed

 14  certain elements of the project that, from a safety

 15  perspective, were not as designed and therefore

 16  listed the mitigations that needed to be in place

 17  until those various design functions were working

 18  properly.  But that was expected to be after

 19  revenue service availability.

 20              And so one key example of that was the

 21  integration of the platform edge door cameras with

 22  the operations of the system, the ability for the

 23  screens within the cab of the train to receive

 24  information from the platform edge cameras was not

 25  functioning reliably, and so as a means of

�0058

 01  mitigating the unreliability of that safety system,

 02  Alstom agreed to have spotters on each of the

 03  platforms to provide -- effectively to provide the

 04  function of the cameras.  The spotters were on the

 05  platforms to ensure that the train doors were clear

 06  of any potential entrapment of a person or an

 07  object before the train departed, and that was a

 08  mitigation that was put in place, was one of the

 09  operational restrictions that was put in place to

 10  deal with that part of the system that was not

 11  functioning properly at revenue service

 12  availability.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  Did anybody ever raise

 14  with you any particular maintenance needs set out

 15  in the operational restrictions document or

 16  otherwise arising from the nature of the rail

 17  selected for the system and its appropriateness for

 18  the light rail vehicle that would be running on it?

 19              RICHARD HOLDER:  Not that I'm aware.

 20              KATE MCGRANN:  Did anybody ever suggest

 21  to you or to the City more generally, to your

 22  knowledge, that the rail was not appropriate for

 23  the vehicle that was running on it or that it would

 24  require more or different maintenance than

 25  originally envisioned as a result of the nature of
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 01  the rail and the nature of the vehicle?

 02              RICHARD HOLDER:  Not that I'm aware.

 03  Not that I recollect.

 04              KATE MCGRANN:  What steps were taken to

 05  ensure that the operational restrictions document

 06  would be followed during revenue service?

 07              RICHARD HOLDER:  The document was part

 08  of a suite of documents that was handed over to OC

 09  Transpo, to the operator, with the expectation that

 10  as part of their management and oversight of the

 11  service availability contract that those issues

 12  would be dealt with.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  And do you know if

 14  anyone in particular was given ownership of

 15  ensuring that that document was complied with?

 16  Other than handing it over, what was done to ensure

 17  that it would be used in practice?

 18              RICHARD HOLDER:  In terms of the

 19  ownership, the overall ownership of the document

 20  and the actions that were required were -- within

 21  that document would have been both with Troy

 22  Charter as director of operations and with Jim

 23  Hopkins, the chief safety officer at that time.

 24              KATE MCGRANN:  And do you have any

 25  insight into the plans for how that document was to
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 01  be implemented and compliance with it was to be

 02  overseen?

 03              RICHARD HOLDER:  I am not aware of the

 04  process that was followed to track those items.  I

 05  am aware that there were regular meetings taking

 06  place to deal with the various deficiencies that

 07  existed.  So there was a responsibility on the

 08  delivery team side, so on my side, to continue to

 09  work with RTG and OC Transpo on the rectification

 10  of deficiencies.  And that's -- that work is still

 11  underway.

 12              And so many of the items that are in

 13  the operational restrictions document are also

 14  included on the deficiency list.  So that

 15  accountability for delivering the system as

 16  included within the project agreement, that's still

 17  with the delivery team.  However, there are -- some

 18  of those operating restrictions that have an impact

 19  on the day-to-day operations of the system, and so

 20  the operations team has been kind of more engaged

 21  on a day-to-day basis with trying to ensure that

 22  that restriction is lifted.

 23              So for instance, the ability to release

 24  the spotters from the platforms, that has been

 25  something that has very much required a lot of
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 01  coordination between RTM, RTG, and the operator in

 02  terms of understanding, you know, at what point is

 03  the system ready to be able to release those

 04  spotters and to be able to release that

 05  restriction.

 06              KATE MCGRANN:  Jumping back in time

 07  again, was a concept of operations developed for

 08  this system, to your knowledge?

 09              RICHARD HOLDER:  A document was

 10  created, the concept of operations document.

 11              KATE MCGRANN:  And at what time in the

 12  project was that created?

 13              RICHARD HOLDER:  It was created, I

 14  believe, in 2017.  I would have to -- that's

 15  something we can take away, to find out exactly

 16  when that document was finalized.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  And to your knowledge,

 18  was that -- what led to that document being

 19  created?  Let me ask you that.

 20              RICHARD HOLDER:  It was in the summer

 21  of 2017, so roughly a year away from the first

 22  scheduled date of revenue service availability,

 23  when Sean Derry, a systems engineer, was brought in

 24  by SNC-Lavalin to head up the systems engineering

 25  safety assurance team within OLRTC as they started
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 01  to plan for the handover and completion of the

 02  project.

 03              As part of his engagement, he developed

 04  a suite of documents that were very much in line

 05  with the requirements of CENELEC in terms of

 06  systems assurance, so there were literally hundreds

 07  of documents that needed to be created to support

 08  the safety case that was needed at substantial

 09  completion and revenue service availability.

 10              The majority of those documents were to

 11  be created by OLRTC and RTM on the design build

 12  side.  There were a few documents, though, that

 13  needed to be created by the City, and one of those

 14  documents was the concept of operations.  So once

 15  that path towards the safety case was developed,

 16  that's when the City started working on the concept

 17  of operations document.

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  Was it the case that

 19  before Sean Derry began his work, the City was

 20  unaware that a concept of operations would be

 21  required?

 22              RICHARD HOLDER:  That's correct.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  And what's the purpose

 24  of that document?

 25              RICHARD HOLDER:  The concept of
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 01  operations document describes in broad terms how

 02  the system will operate.  It starts with a

 03  description of the actual system, the geography of

 04  the system, the number of stations, the type of

 05  vehicles that are going to be used, the overall

 06  mechanism of operations and maintenance, but it

 07  also describes the expectation of how, on a

 08  day-to-day basis, the system will operate.  The

 09  launching of the vehicles from the yard into the

 10  line, the launch sequence of the trains, the

 11  placing of the trains on the track in time for

 12  start of service, the broad approach to dealing

 13  with degraded modes of operation, when a vehicle

 14  breaks down, if there's a fire, if there's a

 15  breakdown in a TPSS, it describes those degraded

 16  modes, it describes how vehicles are brought back

 17  to the yard, it talks about the overall concept for

 18  operational performance in terms of the number of

 19  operators, the training that's required, the same

 20  for the controllers.  So it's a document that, at a

 21  high level, helps to explain from an operations

 22  perspective how the system's going to operate.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  With the benefit of

 24  hindsight, would it have been beneficial to the

 25  project overall if the concept of operations had
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 01  been developed earlier than it was?

 02              RICHARD HOLDER:  I could be persuaded

 03  that it would have been beneficial, but I have not

 04  seen examples brought forward where the lack of

 05  that document caused issues with the development of

 06  the design.  So I agree that the concept of

 07  operations document we now know is a document that

 08  helps design -- helps guide the design process, but

 09  the absence of the document does not necessarily

 10  indicate an absence of guidance.

 11              So the guidance, I believe, was

 12  provided by the heavy engagement of the operational

 13  staff from the beginning of the project; however, I

 14  can't speak to the first 2 years of the design

 15  because I was not engaged in that part of the

 16  development of the LRT design.  But as I -- you

 17  know, as I became involved in the project, from

 18  2015 onwards, I can't think of a time when somebody

 19  said, I wish we had a concept of operations

 20  document.

 21              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  So it's one way

 22  of guiding the design, but another approach was

 23  taken prior to the development of the concept of

 24  operations, and you don't see any repercussions

 25  from the timing of the concept of operations
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 01  development?

 02              RICHARD HOLDER:  Not that I can think

 03  of now.

 04              KATE MCGRANN:  Shifting focus to the

 05  first application for substantial completion and

 06  then the ultimate achievement of substantial

 07  completion, can you speak to how RTG met the City's

 08  objections to its first application?  And I think

 09  my real question here is were there any objections

 10  made to the first application that existed -- still

 11  existed when the second application was made?

 12              RICHARD HOLDER:  To be certain of my

 13  response, I would need to look at the two versions.

 14  I can say that at the time that the first

 15  substantial completion certificate was presented,

 16  there was a high degree of dissatisfaction from the

 17  City's team upon receiving the certificate because

 18  it was really widely felt that the system in no way

 19  could be considered to be substantially complete

 20  and was ready to move into trial running.

 21              In terms of the project agreement, the

 22  City has to provide an opinion, I believe, within

 23  5 days of whether we agreed, and if we did not

 24  agree, why didn't we agree, and so there was a huge

 25  effort on the part of the City to document and list
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 01  all the reasons, all the valid reasons why, in the

 02  City's opinion, RTG had not met the requirements of

 03  substantial completion, and it was understood that

 04  the information that we were providing had to be

 05  extremely accurate because of the contractual

 06  context of their submission of substantial

 07  completion.

 08              So the information that we provided

 09  back to RTG then became similar to a work list -

 10  call it a burn-down list - and RTG and OLRTC used

 11  that list as their work program for the next few

 12  months to eliminate each one of our objections or

 13  each one of the items that we had recorded that

 14  indicated they were not ready.  So it was very much

 15  used as a work programming tool by OLRTC, and

 16  that's the impression and the opinion of myself and

 17  the City team.  I would say that I do not know that

 18  for a fact because OLRTC was managing their work,

 19  but that was certainly the impression that the City

 20  team had.

 21              KATE MCGRANN:  I should have asked you

 22  this before:  What was your involvement in

 23  assessing or analyzing the first certificate that

 24  was provided in terms of whether it met the

 25  requirements of the PA?
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 01              RICHARD HOLDER:  At that time in the

 02  project, there was the accountability for different

 03  elements of the project were split between myself -

 04  I was looking after vehicles and systems, safety

 05  and security, and operational and maintenance

 06  readiness - and then Gary Craig, the other manager,

 07  was responsible for the track, for the guideway,

 08  for structures, for facilities, and for the MSF

 09  readiness.  So each of us had the responsibility of

 10  reviewing that document, breaking it into those two

 11  components, and then we each independently reviewed

 12  the assertion provided by RTG and then came up with

 13  our own opinions, backed by documentation and

 14  evidence, that refuted that position that

 15  substantial completion had been achieved.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  So RTG and OLRTC took

 17  the list away, and to your recollection, were they

 18  able to address all of the items that you were

 19  responsible for?  Had all of those been addressed

 20  when the second application was made, the second

 21  certificate was presented?

 22              RICHARD HOLDER:  That's what I would

 23  have to check to be completely clear about my

 24  answer.  I believe that they were all addressed,

 25  but I would have to check.
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 01              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And --

 02              RICHARD HOLDER:  In other words --

 03              KATE MCGRANN:  Sorry, go ahead.

 04              RICHARD HOLDER:  There was -- it was

 05  clear at that time that we had -- that there were

 06  deficiencies, and it was necessary to split those

 07  deficiencies into the minor deficiencies, which

 08  were allowed under the project agreement -- and

 09  there was no defined term for a major deficiency,

 10  but it was all those other issues that were still

 11  outstanding that meant that substantial completion

 12  had not been achieved.  We described them as major

 13  issues, and it was all the major issues that were

 14  listed in the document.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  To your recollection,

 16  were any issues that were originally identified as

 17  not minor - therefore major - that were ultimately

 18  accepted as minor when the second substantial

 19  completion certificate was presented?

 20              RICHARD HOLDER:  I don't recall.  I

 21  would need to go and check that.

 22              KATE MCGRANN:  And when --

 23              RICHARD HOLDER:  It's -- I mean, as I

 24  recall some of the issues, the issue that I

 25  described before around the platform edge cameras,
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 01  that was considered to be a major issue, and to the

 02  best of my recollection now, I don't think that was

 03  addressed at substantial completion, but there was

 04  a decision made, an agreement reached that a

 05  mitigation could be put in place whilst that issue

 06  was resolved.  And I believe that was part of --

 07  part of the purpose of the term sheet, to agree

 08  those -- those issues that had not been fully

 09  resolved that had originally been considered as a

 10  major item but subsequently were considered --

 11  well, they were still considered major but could be

 12  mitigated in some form or other.  But I would have

 13  to refer to the various documents.  The term sheet

 14  would be one document, and the operational

 15  restrictions document would also be another key

 16  document.

 17              PETER WARDLE:  So, Ms. McGrann, the

 18  witness has said a couple of times that he'd need

 19  to check.  Just because we've had this issue

 20  before, I need to know if you want him to check or

 21  not.  If you do, we will do it.

 22              KATE MCGRANN:  Thank you, Peter, and

 23  yes, please.

 24              PETER WARDLE:  Thank you.  So he will

 25  check about his answer about he believes that all

�0070

 01  of the major issues were addressed before

 02  substantial completion and also with respect to his

 03  last answer about the term sheet.  So we'll make

 04  those inquiries.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And just so that

 06  we know we're all talking about the same thing,

 07  where major issues were addressed, could you please

 08  identify how they were addressed, whether they were

 09  fully resolved, addressed by way of the term sheet,

 10  addressed by way of the operational restrictions

 11  document, or in another way that I'm unaware of.

 12              PETER WARDLE:  That's fine.  Thank you.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  The Integrated

 14  Management Infrastructure Reporting System, IMIRS,

 15  was anybody asked to do a review of that system

 16  prior to the opening of revenue service on behalf

 17  of the City?

 18              RICHARD HOLDER:  I would have to check

 19  with OC Transpo to understand if they brought in

 20  any specialist staff to undertake a review of the

 21  IMIRS system.

 22              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  My understanding

 23  is that Deloitte was asked to do a review of that

 24  system.  Do you have any awareness of that work?

 25              RICHARD HOLDER:  I am aware of the work
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 01  that Deloitte did.  I'm just not sure of when that

 02  review started.

 03              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you know what the

 04  purpose of that review was?

 05              RICHARD HOLDER:  I was not involved in

 06  the writing of the terms of reference for that

 07  assignment.  I understand that one of the roles of

 08  Deloitte was to determine if the IMIRS program was

 09  providing accurate information that was to be used

 10  for the purpose of making payments to RTM by the

 11  City.

 12              KATE MCGRANN:  Who would be the best

 13  person at the City to talk to about the nature of

 14  that review, its purpose, and the outcome?

 15              RICHARD HOLDER:  Troy Charter.  He was

 16  the director of operations at the time, and he may

 17  not have been engaged on a day-to-day basis with

 18  that Deloitte assignment, but he would recall who

 19  it was who was project managing that Deloitte

 20  assignment.  There was -- there was a contracts

 21  manager working with OC Transpo at the time called

 22  Vivian Kaye who was certainly involved at that

 23  time, but Troy Charter would have the information

 24  about the overall drafting of the terms of

 25  reference and the overall kind of management of
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 01  that assignment.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  With respect to the use

 03  of IMIRS and the help desk and all of those systems

 04  through which OC Transpo and RTM would be

 05  interacting during operations, were there any steps

 06  taken to try to optimize how that system would be

 07  used to place everybody in the best possible

 08  position for when revenue service started?

 09              RICHARD HOLDER:  Yeah, I think the

 10  teams, both teams, were working hard to try and

 11  optimize that system.  There was a challenge with

 12  the lateness of the delivery of the overall IMIRS

 13  system, and there was a limited amount of time for

 14  the teams to undertake that optimization.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  And what were the

 16  implications of the limited amount of time that was

 17  available for the optimization work that we're

 18  talking about?

 19              RICHARD HOLDER:  I think there were --

 20  there were two issues that occurred with the IMIRS

 21  program.  One issue was the -- just the initial

 22  understanding of how the system would function.

 23  There was -- and part of that was around the number

 24  of assets that needed to be included as data points

 25  within that system.  In my recollection, the number
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 01  was in the 15 to 20,000 element range.  So there

 02  was a volume of data that created a challenge to

 03  just the understanding of the normal functioning of

 04  the system.

 05              The additional challenge that presented

 06  itself was in relation to the work orders that were

 07  created as we went through trial running -- well,

 08  prior to trial running, as we went through trial

 09  running, and then in the early few weeks of

 10  operations.  So there were many, many work orders

 11  that were generated that were related to defective

 12  items, broken down cameras, some sort of

 13  deficiency, some sort of maintenance activity that

 14  needed to be undertaken.  So as well as the -- so

 15  there were these two issues that were compounded at

 16  the time of revenue service availability and for

 17  the first few weeks.  So there was the overall

 18  understanding and functioning of the base system in

 19  addition to the compounding with additional flow of

 20  data because of the number of deficiencies that

 21  were present.

 22              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  So can you help

 23  me understand what the first challenge, the volume

 24  of data and the number of items and things, how did

 25  that look on the ground for the people who were
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 01  working with the system?  How did that challenge

 02  express itself?

 03              RICHARD HOLDER:  The challenge was for

 04  the personnel to actually input the data, to build

 05  up the IMIRS system from a base software system,

 06  which maybe functions, but it's got no data in, and

 07  it's only useful when you complete putting the data

 08  in.  So just the inputting of the base information

 09  took many, many months, and then it was -- so the

 10  fact that the system was really only functioning, I

 11  believe, in the early parts of 2019, then there was

 12  a challenge for the teams to get that information

 13  into the IMIRS program.  And then -- and once the

 14  base -- the baseline had been established, there

 15  was then a challenge for it to create reports that

 16  could be used for the purpose of payment, of

 17  managing the maintenance contract.  So the number

 18  of vehicle -- the number of kilometres driven by a

 19  vehicle:  A very simple statistic, but it took

 20  quite some time, and I know that that was one of

 21  the focusses of the Deloitte report was how many

 22  revenue kilometres are achieved on a daily basis.

 23  It's a -- which is a combination of a basic

 24  geometry issue in terms of how long are the tracks,

 25  but it's also an issue of, well, how many trains
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 01  are running and when are those trains carrying

 02  passengers, because sometimes the trains are

 03  running and they're not carrying passengers.  So

 04  all that compounded to one single kind of data

 05  point, but it -- that in itself created a lot of

 06  work just to create the baseline.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And was it the

 08  case that that particular challenge was resolved by

 09  the time the system went into revenue service?

 10              RICHARD HOLDER:  That particular

 11  challenge was resolved during -- during trial

 12  running.  So there was some concern over the data

 13  that was being used as part of the trial running

 14  scorecard, and it's my recollection that Deloitte

 15  were able to make a confirmation about that, the

 16  planned number of kilometres that needed to be

 17  achieved on a daily basis and the actual number of

 18  kilometres that were achieved on a daily basis.

 19  But that was resolved during trial running.

 20              KATE MCGRANN:  And then can you walk me

 21  through in a bit more detail the work order

 22  challenge.

 23              RICHARD HOLDER:  I think with the work

 24  orders, the challenge was more related to the

 25  volume of work orders that were in the system that
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 01  needed to be responded to by RTM.  So that wasn't

 02  necessarily creating the baseline.  It was -- it

 03  was, again, responding to the volume of work orders

 04  on the part of RTM.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  Were there any questions

 06  or issues or concerns expressed about the manner in

 07  which work orders were being generated in the

 08  system?

 09              RICHARD HOLDER:  At the time of trial

 10  running, there were concerns expressed in terms of

 11  the accuracy of the information, and that was a

 12  concern both on the way that information was

 13  inputted into the database on the OC side and then

 14  also how that information was further analyzed on

 15  RTM's side.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  So --

 17              RICHARD HOLDER:  And to focus on one of

 18  the issues that was certainly raised during trial

 19  running was the issue of the closure of work

 20  orders.  So there were certain questions from the

 21  City's side as to what did closure of a work order

 22  mean for RTM.  RTM would indicate that a work order

 23  was closed if they had asked one of their

 24  maintenance teams to address that particular

 25  deficiency.  It was not necessarily based on that
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 01  team actually rectifying the defective piece of

 02  equipment.  And so there was -- there were those

 03  kind of debates that were occurring during trial

 04  running.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  So it sounds like

 06  these issues kind of have a natural progression:

 07  There's the entry, there's the response, and then

 08  the closing, and so I'm going to ask you to take me

 09  through each step.  So first of all, with respect

 10  to the concerns expressed about the accuracy of the

 11  information that's being input, who was expressing

 12  that concern?

 13              RICHARD HOLDER:  Tom Pate from RTM.

 14              KATE MCGRANN:  And what was the nature

 15  of the concern that was expressed?  I understand

 16  that it was the information was inaccurate, but

 17  what are the implications of that?

 18              RICHARD HOLDER:  The implication was

 19  that it was necessary for the help desk operators

 20  on the RTM side to follow up with a phone call or

 21  with a conversation to the help desk staff on the

 22  OC side to gain clarity on what the entry that's on

 23  the computer screen, what that actually meant.  So

 24  it was a communication issue, that there was --

 25  information was provided in writing, but it was
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 01  sometimes necessary to have a verbal follow-up to

 02  validate the understanding of that information.  So

 03  that just added extra time to the overall process.

 04              KATE MCGRANN:  And the addition of

 05  extra time, to your knowledge, was that creating

 06  concerns that the response time was longer than it

 07  ought to be?  The response time would have

 08  repercussions for RTM?  Was there -- what was the

 09  follow-up from the additional communication

 10  required?

 11              RICHARD HOLDER:  So the follow-up time

 12  meant that not so many issues per day could be

 13  dealt with as would normally be expected because of

 14  these extra clarifications that were required.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  And was this

 16  communication issue -- what progress was made in

 17  resolving it by the time of the launch of revenue

 18  service?

 19              RICHARD HOLDER:  As people, both on the

 20  OC side and on the RTM side, became more familiar

 21  with the system, became more expert at using the

 22  system and inputting the data and doing the

 23  analysis, then there was overall improvement in the

 24  flow of documentation and the ability to deal with

 25  the work orders.
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 01              KATE MCGRANN:  And was -- and in terms

 02  of the extent that this issue was resolved by the

 03  time public service was launched, was this

 04  something that was in progress?  Was it something

 05  that had been completely resolved?

 06              RICHARD HOLDER:  I think it was

 07  something that was still in progress.

 08              KATE MCGRANN:  And then I think that

 09  you said that there was also -- there was also a

 10  concern or a challenge in terms of how the

 11  information is being received or interpreted on the

 12  RTM side.  Have I got that right?

 13              RICHARD HOLDER:  Yes.

 14              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  Could you explain

 15  what that looked like.

 16              RICHARD HOLDER:  So as reported to me,

 17  the impact was a work order would be -- as I

 18  mentioned, a work order would be considered to be

 19  closed because a request had gone to a maintenance

 20  team to undertake that maintenance work or that

 21  repair work when in fact that did not necessarily

 22  indicate that the issue itself had been rectified.

 23              So there was a -- there became an issue

 24  around the same device - as an example, a camera,

 25  CCTV camera that wasn't working.  It would be
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 01  reported one day, and it would go through the

 02  system and then there would be an IMIRS indication

 03  saying that that issue had been closed, and then

 04  next day the camera's not working.  So a new work

 05  order would be created.  And then that would be

 06  indicated as closed, and then the third day the

 07  same camera's not working, and this issue floating

 08  around, going backwards and forwards in the IMIRS

 09  system when, in fact, from the perspective of the

 10  maintenance team, actually making it a priority, go

 11  and fix that camera, that had not occurred on the

 12  RTM side.  So this was a challenge for the teams

 13  managing the list of items that were outstanding to

 14  be worked on because there was a lack of confidence

 15  that the list was accurate.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  And what steps were

 17  taken to address that issue?

 18              RICHARD HOLDER:  Well, it was

 19  eventually agreed that a work order would only

 20  consider to be closed once the actual work itself

 21  had been undertaken and could be confirmed to have

 22  been undertaken and rectified.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  What was the source of

 24  the issue here?  Was there uncertainty in the

 25  requirements that were drafted?  Differences of
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 01  interpretation of when a work order could be listed

 02  as closed?  Like, how did this challenge arise?

 03              RICHARD HOLDER:  I'm not sure of all

 04  the reasons for why this challenge was in place.  I

 05  would say that the short familiarity period that

 06  the teams had to work with the IMIRS system

 07  presented challenges from an on-the-job training

 08  perspective.  So my understanding is that the

 09  training of the operators on the RTM side took

 10  place in around March or was completed by March

 11  2019, which was just a few months before we got

 12  into substantial completion.  And so that left

 13  little time, really, for those operators to get

 14  fully conversant with the system.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And when was the

 16  closing of the work order issue resolved by way of

 17  agreement, as you described?

 18              RICHARD HOLDER:  I believe that was

 19  sometime during the trial running period, but I

 20  would have to check.

 21              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And --

 22              RICHARD HOLDER:  Do you want me to

 23  check?

 24              KATE MCGRANN:  I was going to say let

 25  me ask you this question to see if I can avoid
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 01  asking you to check, but if the answer is you have

 02  to check, then I will ask you to do so.  To your

 03  knowledge, was it resolved prior to the launch of

 04  revenue service?

 05              RICHARD HOLDER:  I would like to check

 06  before I answer that.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  Then please do

 08  that, and thanks for that.  Any other issues coming

 09  out of the -- this is a place in which OC Transpo

 10  and RTM are interacting regularly through revenue

 11  service, so were there any other issues that you

 12  were aware of on that interface that were -- that

 13  presented themselves at any point prior to revenue

 14  service?

 15              RICHARD HOLDER:  I recall there being

 16  discussions around the readiness of vehicles that

 17  were provided at the launch of service.  The

 18  interaction between RTM and OC was such that RTM's

 19  responsibility was to have a vehicle prepared and

 20  to bring that vehicle to a launch platform where it

 21  would be handed over to OC Transpo, to an OC

 22  Transpo operator.  There would be a checklist on

 23  the vehicle to indicate that a certain number of

 24  minimum vehicle functionalities had been listed and

 25  checked, and then at that point the operator would
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 01  take that vehicle and would move onto the line.

 02              And I believe that, you know, up to

 03  trial running and during trial running, there were

 04  certain issues around the actual readiness of a

 05  vehicle where the documentation may not have

 06  accurately reflected the actual functioning of that

 07  vehicle.  So that was -- I mean, in terms of

 08  questions as to other things that were coming up in

 09  that interaction, then that would be one item that

 10  I was aware of.

 11              KATE MCGRANN:  And can you think of any

 12  others?

 13              RICHARD HOLDER:  Not that I can think

 14  of right now.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  In terms of the

 16  issue that you did identify where, at the morning

 17  handover, the documentation didn't actually reflect

 18  the state of the vehicle or the status of the

 19  vehicle, was it one particular disconnect between

 20  what the document said and where the vehicles were

 21  at that you were seeing repeatedly, or was it a

 22  variety of disconnects?

 23              RICHARD HOLDER:  I don't know the

 24  details of what particular checkmark was considered

 25  to be inaccurate.  It was more -- I was aware from
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 01  a process perspective that that handover was not

 02  always -- was not always clean.

 03              KATE MCGRANN:  And were these handover

 04  issues resolved by the end of trial running?

 05              RICHARD HOLDER:  That's something I

 06  would have to check.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  Would you please

 08  check that as well.

 09              RICHARD HOLDER:  Okay.

 10              KATE MCGRANN:  In terms of the concept

 11  that the system might open with -- open to public

 12  service with less than full service as envisioned

 13  in the project agreement - something that I will

 14  use the shorthand of "soft start" to describe - can

 15  you speak to me about what you know about whether

 16  that was ever raised by anybody as something the

 17  City ought to consider and what followed.

 18              RICHARD HOLDER:  I think there had been

 19  discussions for several years around exactly how

 20  many vehicles needed to be on the line on Day 1 of

 21  revenue service availability.  There had been

 22  discussions around the possibility of having some

 23  routes of buses dropping passengers at the terminus

 24  stations but other buses bypassing the terminus

 25  stations and just driving through the city centre.
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 01  That could have been considered a soft start, but

 02  that was an example.

 03              I'm sure that there were other examples

 04  that were considered of soft starts.  Most of them

 05  were ruled out.  The -- it was always known that

 06  the system would be a high-capacity system from Day

 07  1, and that made the launch of the Confederation

 08  Line unique in comparison to the launch of other

 09  systems around the world, and that was on the basis

 10  that this was the first conversion of a bus rapid

 11  transit system to a light rail system.  We already

 12  had the passengers, we already had the demand, and

 13  we were replacing one mode of transport for another

 14  mode of transport, but we were not replacing

 15  passengers.  So it was always the expectation that

 16  on Day 1 we would be carrying 9 to 12,000

 17  passengers.

 18              In the end, you know, what actually

 19  occurred was the -- we were able to launch with a

 20  reduced number of vehicles than what was

 21  anticipated in the project agreement, so that could

 22  be considered almost like a soft launch.  Instead

 23  of making the demand from RTG that we need to have

 24  the 15 vehicles available for peak running from Day

 25  1, we were able to reduce that number.  The fact

�0086

 01  that we had parallel bus service for several weeks

 02  could also be considered to be a soft launch

 03  because we were at least able to quickly respond to

 04  any issues that occurred because we had the backup

 05  of a full parallel bus system.  So that could be

 06  considered as a somewhat soft launch, but there

 07  were -- there were also discussions around opening

 08  up part of the system.

 09              So another -- for instance, the

 10  Rideau -- Rideau Station was -- the completion of

 11  the Rideau Station was on the critical path.  As

 12  well as being the largest and most complex and

 13  deepest station within the system, it also has a

 14  relatively sophisticated tunnel ventilation system

 15  as well that was on the critical path.  So there

 16  was a discussion or a contemplation of, well,

 17  maybe -- can we open the system without Rideau

 18  Station?  Do we just run the line -- we stop at all

 19  the stations, but we don't stop at Rideau?  But

 20  that was ruled out on the basis that Rideau Station

 21  is such a key transfer point, and just the friction

 22  that it creates in the system to have just one of

 23  the 12 stations not operating and the need then to

 24  provide backup bus service to support those people

 25  at Rideau Station, it was ruled out as an option,
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 01  but it was considered.  So that would be an example

 02  of not having the whole line open.

 03              The other example would be just to have

 04  the line open, say, to -- from Blair to Pimisi or

 05  Blair to Bayview, but that was also felt to not

 06  really have any advantage in the end.  There was no

 07  advantage to the City in terms of being able to

 08  open the system earlier, as far as I can recall,

 09  and only really just provided a degraded service.

 10              So some of those options that were

 11  contemplated were not brought forward as an option

 12  to be considered for Day 1 service.  So really the

 13  two that were carried forward was the reduction in

 14  the number of vehicles and the provision of a

 15  parallel bus service.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  At any point following

 17  substantial completion, was there any consideration

 18  given to creating additional time for a burn-in

 19  period for the system beyond what was set out for

 20  trial running?

 21              RICHARD HOLDER:  My recollection of a

 22  discussion around burn-in was associated with the

 23  Alstom vehicles.  There was no project agreement

 24  requirement for a specific burn-in agreement, but

 25  in discussions with RTG and OLRTC and Alstom and
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 01  our subject matter vehicle experts on the City

 02  side, it was agreed that a burn-in period -- and I

 03  believe we settled on 4,000 kilometres, a burn-in

 04  period of 4,000 kilometres would be reasonable for

 05  a vehicle.  Once it had completed all the required

 06  serial testing and had a -- and had the

 07  4,000-kilometre burn-in period, then that was a

 08  vehicle that could be ready for revenue service

 09  availability.

 10              So the burn-in period -- a discussion

 11  around burn-in period was associated with the

 12  vehicles only, in my recollection.  I don't recall

 13  there being a discussion around a burn-in period

 14  for the whole system, including, you know, all the

 15  stations, all the communications systems.  It was

 16  purely around the vehicles.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  And the number of

 18  kilometres run, did -- was there any consideration

 19  given to the need to run the kilometres over the

 20  entire system, or would running the kilometres over

 21  a portion of the system count as well?

 22              RICHARD HOLDER:  Kilometres that were

 23  run over the partial system were considered to be

 24  valid.  It did not necessarily have to be a vehicle

 25  running from one end of the system to the other end
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 01  of the system to accumulate the 4,000 kilometres.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  I don't need the day,

 03  but around what time was the agreement reached with

 04  respect to the 4,000-kilometre burn-in period for

 05  the vehicles?

 06              RICHARD HOLDER:  I would have to go and

 07  check even the period.  I would say that it was a

 08  number of years prior to substantial completion.

 09  We -- the City tracked the progress or the

 10  progression of the readiness of the vehicles on a

 11  vehicle-by-vehicle basis, so from the assembly,

 12  from the serial testing, from the acceptance of the

 13  vehicle, from the accumulation of the required

 14  burn-in kilometres, they were tracked vehicle by

 15  vehicle, and that was -- so that would -- I'm

 16  anticipating that would have been from 2017, but I

 17  would have to go and check some of our tracking

 18  sheets to see when we actually started recording

 19  those 4,000-kilometre kind of checkmarks.

 20              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.

 21              RICHARD HOLDER:  Would you like me to

 22  do that?

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  Yes, please.

 24              RICHARD HOLDER:  Okay.

 25              KATE MCGRANN:  To your recollection,
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 01  had all of the vehicles met that burn-in period by

 02  the time substantial completion was achieved?  Was

 03  that part of the requirement to achieve substantial

 04  completion?

 05              RICHARD HOLDER:  That was my

 06  recollection, that they had all achieved that, yes.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  At any point following

 08  substantial completion, did anybody working for the

 09  City, either a member of staff or an advisor, raise

 10  the possibility of a further burn-in period for the

 11  vehicles or for the system overall?

 12              RICHARD HOLDER:  After substantial

 13  completion, I don't recall that that was raised in

 14  the meetings that I attended.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  Did you -- outside of

 16  the meetings that you attended, did you ever learn

 17  that a suggestion like that had been made to the

 18  City?

 19              RICHARD HOLDER:  A suggestion to

 20  increase the burn-in period?  Not that I recall.

 21              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And during the

 22  period of time between the project agreement

 23  revenue service availability date and the time that

 24  substantial completion is achieved, so stepping

 25  back a chunk of time, during that time, do you
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 01  recall any discussions about a further burn-in

 02  period for the vehicles or the system overall?

 03              RICHARD HOLDER:  Sorry.  Can you

 04  restate that period?

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  Yes.  From the date that

 06  the project agreement provided for revenue service

 07  availability, so --

 08              RICHARD HOLDER:  Mid 2018.

 09              KATE MCGRANN:  -- May 2018, up until

 10  when substantial completion is achieved, anybody

 11  suggesting to the City that a further burn-in

 12  period for the vehicles or for the system overall

 13  should be contemplated?

 14              RICHARD HOLDER:  Not that I recall.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  Mr. Coombes, any

 16  follow-up questions on any of that?

 17              MARK COOMBES:  No, I don't have any

 18  follow-up questions.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  Can you explain how

 20  you -- I'm not sure that you transitioned out of

 21  your role, but can you explain how you left the

 22  project and whether anybody stepped in to take your

 23  place.

 24              RICHARD HOLDER:  Are you talking about

 25  within the last couple of weeks?
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 01              KATE MCGRANN:  I'm talking about -- so

 02  how did your -- let me ask you it this way:  Did

 03  your role change at all once the system went into

 04  revenue service?

 05              RICHARD HOLDER:  I continued to work

 06  with the O-Train construction office on the

 07  delivery of Stage 1 for several months at a

 08  100 percent level, probably until the end of 2019.

 09  I would have been engaged in the closing out of

 10  minor deficiencies.  I was engaged in supporting

 11  the City's response to claims and disputes from

 12  RTG.  I would have provided support to OC Transpo

 13  on dealing with some of the operating restrictions,

 14  and then from -- starting in December and into

 15  January, I started to transition over into the rail

 16  construction program office that was involved in

 17  the design and construction of Stage 2.

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  And as you started to --

 19  sorry, go ahead.

 20              RICHARD HOLDER:  And I've -- my -- the

 21  percentage of my time allocated to the two projects

 22  has gone from being 90 percent Stage 1, 10 percent

 23  Stage 2 in December 2019 to being 95 percent

 24  Stage 2 and 5 percent Stage 1 as of -- you know, as

 25  of last week.
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 01              KATE MCGRANN:  Can you speak to the

 02  progress of the closing out of the minor

 03  deficiencies and any significant challenges

 04  encountered after the start of revenue service.

 05              RICHARD HOLDER:  It has taken many,

 06  many more months to address the minor deficiencies

 07  than I think anybody would have contemplated at the

 08  start of the -- at the start of the project or even

 09  at revenue service availability.  There have been

 10  challenges dealing with some of the systems-related

 11  deficiencies, particularly related to the train

 12  control system, because any changes have an impact

 13  on operations, potentially require shutdowns of the

 14  system or can only occur during the evening and

 15  weekend maintenance periods so that there have been

 16  challenges on -- on OLRTC's side to deal with some

 17  of the deficiencies because we now have a fully

 18  functional transit system.

 19              There are a number of systems that have

 20  continued to prove to be unreliable.  For example,

 21  the guideway intrusion detection system has not

 22  been reliable, and that has impacted operations,

 23  both from an availability perspective but it has

 24  also had implications on the reliability of the

 25  trains because of the number of emergency brakes
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 01  that have been initiated by those guideway

 02  intrusion detection systems.  I would say that

 03  there are -- there are several -- there are several

 04  system issues that are still having an impact on

 05  the reliability of the system that still need to be

 06  addressed.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  Other than the guideway

 08  intrusion detection system, what are the other

 09  system issues that are having an

 10  availability/reliability effect?

 11              RICHARD HOLDER:  There are -- there

 12  were issues with the traction power substation

 13  grounding systems tripping out, and that was

 14  related to the grounding of the rails.  That has

 15  been an issue that OLRTC has been -- well, was

 16  working on.  It -- there was a feeling that that's

 17  been resolved at this point, but for the first

 18  12 months of operations, that was a concern, so the

 19  grounding and bonding of the system.

 20              There were issues around the

 21  reliability of the overhead catenary system, both

 22  in its -- the system setup but also in the design

 23  in relation to particular elements of the OCS

 24  system, and what I'm referring to is the parafil

 25  rods that provide part of the support mechanism.
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 01  They have proved to be unreliable and have impacted

 02  reliability and availability of the system.  And

 03  then there are a number of issues with the vehicles

 04  itself.  So there's the systems generally and then

 05  there are still reliability issues with the

 06  vehicles.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  The parafil rods, is

 08  that an ongoing issue?

 09              RICHARD HOLDER:  It is -- there is

 10  still concern around the reliability of the parafil

 11  rods, yes.

 12              KATE MCGRANN:  And is the concern based

 13  on recent issues that have been experienced or a

 14  general concern from the beginning of the system's

 15  operations?

 16              RICHARD HOLDER:  There was general

 17  concern at the start of operations.  There were a

 18  number of failures of those rods that occurred I

 19  think in the first winter.  There was a

 20  rectification program implemented by RTM, but there

 21  have been more recent reliability issues with some

 22  of those rods.  So it's not an issue that is

 23  closed.

 24              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And then the

 25  issues with the vehicle itself that remain a
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 01  concern, that continue to present issues, what are

 02  those?

 03              RICHARD HOLDER:  Would you like the

 04  issues as of now or within the first 12 months of

 05  operations?

 06              KATE MCGRANN:  Let's start with in the

 07  first 12 months.

 08              RICHARD HOLDER:  There were issues with

 09  the door closure mechanism.  There were issues with

 10  the heating system for the cab.  There were issue

 11  with the compressor unit on the top of the vehicle.

 12  There's -- there is a systemwide issue related to

 13  the calibration of the acceleration and braking

 14  rates and the integration of that data between the

 15  vehicles and the Thales system.  There are -- there

 16  is an issue with a number of rectifiers on the

 17  vehicle.

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  And sorry, what is that?

 19              RICHARD HOLDER:  It's a piece of

 20  equipment on the vehicle that converts the current

 21  of an electrical -- it converts an electrical

 22  current from supply to a piece of equipment.  We

 23  have the outstanding issues with the CCTV views

 24  within the cab.  And I believe there are more.

 25              KATE MCGRANN:  If, when you review your
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 01  transcript, you become aware or recall more issues,

 02  if you could provide those to us when you think of

 03  them, that would be useful.

 04              RICHARD HOLDER:  I can do that, yes.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And then in terms

 06  of the issues that exist as of today or recently?

 07              RICHARD HOLDER:  I believe there is

 08  still an issue related to compressors, and we still

 09  have the camera issue which is not fully resolved.

 10  And I expect that there are other issues.  I would

 11  have to go away and get that information, and I can

 12  provide that in my transcript as an amendment to

 13  the transcript.

 14              KATE MCGRANN:  If you could do that,

 15  thank you.

 16              Mr. Coombes, any final follow-up

 17  questions before I ask what I think will be my last

 18  two questions?

 19              MARK COOMBES:  None from me.

 20              KATE MCGRANN:  The Commission has been

 21  asked to look at the technical and commercial

 22  circumstances that led to the breakdowns and

 23  derailments on Stage 1.  Other than the topics and

 24  areas that we've discussed over the 2 days of your

 25  interview, are there any other areas that you would
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 01  suggest the Commission look at as part of its

 02  investigation?

 03              RICHARD HOLDER:  I would like to -- I'm

 04  not sure whether I'm answering your question, but I

 05  would like to add that as a lessons learned, it is

 06  useful to think about the form of the contract that

 07  all parties entered into back in 2012, 2013, the P3

 08  model.  It's my understanding that the model that

 09  was used was very much based on an Infrastructure

 10  Ontario model that had been used successfully on

 11  several other multimillion dollar projects, but

 12  they were exclusively vertical projects - so

 13  facilities, hospitals, buildings, that kind of

 14  project.  This was one of the first projects --

 15  well, it was the first project to be used where

 16  this model was used for a light rail system.  I

 17  believe that a P3 system had been used on a highway

 18  project a few years earlier, but this was a first

 19  for a light rail system.

 20              There are a number of base assumptions

 21  in the approach that has been applied through that

 22  P3 model, certainly the assumption that there is

 23  huge commercial pressure on the builder and on the

 24  maintainer to follow all best industry practices in

 25  order to achieve the best project over a 30-year
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 01  period.  That feels like an assumption that has not

 02  necessarily been borne out by the first couple of

 03  years of operations of the system.  The commercial

 04  pressure that exists on the maintainer does not

 05  seem to have been sufficient for them to reach best

 06  industry practices in the maintenance of the

 07  system.

 08              The other consideration around the P3

 09  model is that the agency that is providing

 10  oversight for the design and the build and, to some

 11  extent, the operations can take a somewhat

 12  hands-off approach because the private sector is

 13  commercially driven to follow all best industry

 14  practices in the achievement of their work, and

 15  there is not the need for the usual oversight of an

 16  agency or an owner when managing that type of P3

 17  contract.

 18              So for instance, on a regular engineer

 19  procure construct project, there would be a much

 20  higher level of oversight for the work that is

 21  being undertaken in the field.  Because it was a P3

 22  model, the number of resources within the light

 23  rail office on the agency side was quite small in

 24  comparison to what could have been expected on an

 25  engineer procure construct project, and the
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 01  implications of that, I think, are that there was a

 02  substantial amount of work in the field that had to

 03  be redone by the contractor because issues were not

 04  caught first time, not even caught second time,

 05  whereas with a higher level of agency oversight,

 06  there is more likelihood or work getting done the

 07  right way the first time.

 08              And I can think of numerous examples

 09  that would support that and that would support the

 10  position that the delays that occurred during

 11  construction could potentially have been avoided by

 12  a slightly different structuring of the

 13  relationship and a restructuring of the oversight

 14  on the City side.  But that was a construct of

 15  the -- that was a construct of the model that all

 16  parties had signed off on.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  And because of the time,

 18  would you provide those examples to us by way of

 19  undertaking?  We're already -- just because we're

 20  already 2 minutes past the end time and I don't

 21  want to keep you here for longer.  And it may be

 22  that you have already answered my last question for

 23  you, which is the Commissioner is also asked to

 24  make recommendations to try to avoid these issues

 25  happening in the future.  Are there any specific
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 01  recommendations or areas of recommendations other

 02  than what we have already discussed that you would

 03  suggest be considered as part of that work?

 04              RICHARD HOLDER:  I would make a

 05  recommendation that the maintenance preparedness of

 06  a DB Co/Proj Co team be given more consideration

 07  within the project agreement documentation, and I

 08  would -- so that would include increased criteria

 09  for demonstration of maintenance readiness at the

 10  time of substantial completion but also an increase

 11  in the language and the specificity within the

 12  PSOS, the project-specific output specifications.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  Anything else?

 14              RICHARD HOLDER:  That's all for now.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  We can go off the

 16  record.

 17  -- Concluded at 12:04 p.m.

 18  
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