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-- Upon comencing at 2:03 p.m --

KATE MCGRANN:  Good afternoon,

M. MGIllis. M nane is Kate MG ann. |'m one of
the Co-Lead Counsel with Otawa Light Rail Transit
Public Inquiry. |1'mjoined by ny coll eague, Liz
McLel l an, who is a nenber of the counsel team

You wll just be affirned before we get
started with the questions.

STAN MCA LLI'S:  AFFI RVED.

KATE MCGRANN: Before we get started, |
Wi ll just remnd you with a bit of information
about the purpose of today's interview and how t he
I nformati on you provide will be used.

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

This will be a coll aborative interview
such that ny co-counsel nmay intervene to ask
certain questions. |If tinme permts, your counsel
may ask foll ow up questions at the end of this
I ntervi ew.

This interview is being transcribed,
and the Comm ssion intends to enter this transcript

I nto evidence at the Conmm ssion's public hearings,
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either at the hearings or by way of procedural
order before the hearings commence.

The transcript wll be posted to the
Commi ssion's public website along with any
corrections nade to it after it has been entered
I nto evidence.

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

You w |l be given the opportunity to
review your transcript and correct any typos or
other errors before the transcript is shared wth
the participants or entered into evidence. Any
non-t ypographi cal corrections you make will be
appended to the transcript.

Pursuant to Section 33(6) of the Public
| nquiries Act, 2009, a witness at an inquiry shall
be deened to have objected to answer any question
asked himor her upon the ground that his or her
answer may tend to incrimnate the w tness or nmay
tend to establish his or her liability to civil
proceedi ngs at the instance of the Crown or of any

person, and no answer given by a witness at an
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inquiry shall be used or be receivable in evidence
against himor her in any trial or other
proceedi ngs against himor her thereafter taking
pl ace, other than a prosecution for perjury in

gi vi ng such evi dence.

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

And if at any point you need to take a
break during our interview, please just |let us
know, and we will take a break as needed.

Starting with sone questions about you,
sir, and your background, | understand that you're
currently the Vice President, Transportation, Roads
and Hi ghways at Morrison Hershfield; is that
correct?

STAN MCA LLI'S: That's correct.

KATE MCGRANN:  And before this
I nterview, we asked your counsel to share a copy of
your CV. I'mjust going to show you a docunent.
You should be |looking at the first page of a
f our - page docunent. |1'mgoing to scroll through
and qui ckly show you page 2, page 3, page 4 of this

docunent. Do you recognize this docunent?
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STAN MCA LLI'S: Yes, | do.

KATE MCGRANN:  What is it?

STAN MCA LLI'S: It's a corporate
resune.

KATE MCGRANN: For you; yes?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  Yes.

KATE MCGRANN:  So we' |l enter that as
Exhibit 1 to your exam nati on.

EXHBIT NO. 1. CV of Stan MG | 1is.

KATE MCGRANN:  Woul d you pl ease provide
your professional experience as relevant to the
work you did on the Otawa Light Rail Transit
System St age 1?

STAN MCA LLI'S: So on Stage 1, | was --
started on the project imedi ately when we were
contracted by the Gty of Otawa. Held several
roles on the project through the years.

The main role for the client was
| eadi ng the roadways conponent of the prelimnary
engi neering -- owner's engi neer service that
Capital Transit Partners was providing.

| also acted on behalf of Mrrison
Hershfield as the internal project manager just to
oversee the contract with the Gty and our JV

partners.
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And | ater on, | also took on the role
of the traffic |ead on behalf of Capital Transit
Partners as we get into the procurenent phase of
t he project.

KATE MCGRANN: And woul d you descri be
t he professional experience you brought to the
proj ect when you started working on Stage 1 of the
COLRT?

STAN MCA LLI'S: |I"mnot sure |I'm
catching the question. \What expertise did | bring?

KATE MCGRANN:  Yes, what's your
rel evant -- what rel evant professional experience
and expertise did you bring to the project when you
started working on it?

STAN MCA LLI'S: GCkay. Yes. | was
bringi ng obviously a lot of project nmanagenent
experience as well as technical engineering
experience wth the roadway design, the traffic
conponents of the project.

KATE MCGRANN: Had you worked on a

light rail project before?

STAN MCA LLI'S: | have worked on rail
projects. There was -- no, not necessarily |ight
rail. | mean, there's a distinction between heavy

rail and light rail.
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At the tinme this project started, there
was very few light rail projects in Canada. You
know, this is one of the first, in fact, that was
being built as light rail.

For instance, | worked on the Cty of
OQtawa's pilot rail project which was done in the
early 2000s. | was the senior engi neer on that
project when it was being done.

KATE MCGRANN: Were there any
particul ar areas of focus for your work on the
pilot project done in Otawa?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Yeah, all the civil
wor ks. Agai n, concentrating on roadways, fencing,
right-of-way drainage, simlar type things as | was
undertaki ng on this one.

KATE MCGRANN:  And with respect to P3
projects, can you describe a bit of the P3
experience that you brought to this project when
you started?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  Yes. | nean, P3,
there's various conponents. Sonetines we have the
design-build projects as well. They don't bring
the financing part, but they bring simlar
phi | osophi es that the designers work with the

contractors to devel op the project.
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We've worked on themin, you know, a
bus way in Toronto | worked on before. W worked
on conponents of the North-South LRT Iine that
OQtawa originally had started and cancel |l ed prior
to going into the design phase of that one.

The light rail project that | spoke of,
the pilot project, was also a design-build type
project at the tinmne we did it.

Yeah, various ones. Like, we take
vari ous roles on them dependi ng on where these
projects are | ocat ed.

KATE MCGRANN: Had you worked on a
project that was delivered via design-build finance
mai ntai n nodel before?

STAN MCA LLI'S: | would say no, not on
the maintain part. Mst of themare design-built
under tender or to the owner when it conmes to the
specialties that | work in, which are really
hi ghways and roads type projects that the
muni ci palities, the province takes them over when
they're built.

KATE MCGRANN: | understand that you
wor ked on Stage 1 of the LRT from 2010 right from
t he begi nning of the work that Capital Transit

Partners was retained to do; is that right?
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STAN MCA LLI'S:  Correct.

KATE MCGRANN:  And you stayed i nvol ved
in the project until 20197

STAN MCA LLIS: Yes. Once it went into
the construction phase, the Cty really had nost of
the lead in that. W provided sone staff to the
Cty, but they were under the direction of the
Gty.

So ny role really once | went into
| npl enentation, building phase was really the
project manager role with sone of the design review
at the begi nning of that phase as well.

KATE MCGRANN: Did you renain invol ved
In the project until 20197

STAN MCA LLI'S:  Yes.

KATE MCGRANN:. When you st opped your
work on the project, did sonebody el se take over in
the role that you had been doi ng?

STAN MCG LLIS: No, | stayed right
t hr ough.

KATE MCGRANN:  Did you stay involved in
the project after the system opened to public
revenue service?

STAN MCA LLIS: On a few occasions, the

Cty would reach out to us for various things that
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they were still working on, and we woul d arrange
sone staff to work for them

| nmean, | can give you an exanple. You
know, there was a study bei ng done on sonme odour
control in the tunnel. They would contact us and
say, you know, "Wuld you have sone peopl e who
could help us to take a ook at this?" And | would
arrange to have the staff that would assist them
with that.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. Fair to say that
your role post the systemopening to full public
revenue service was, it sounds |like, to receive
requests for assistance fromthe Gty and then to
arrange for that assistance to be provided from
Morri son Hershfiel d?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  Yes.

KATE MCGRANN:  Any ot her
responsibilities or obligations that fell to your
role after the system opened to public service?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No, | would say no.
That was on-denmand service as they requested
t hi ngs.

KATE MCGRANN: When did your
I nvol venent in the project cone to an end?

STAN MCA LLI'S: That's a good question.

neesonsreporting.com
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| would say it was -- they -- well, it never really
cane to a conplete end. They closed off the
contract, or we call it Stage 1, that's the first
stage, but they noved any inconplete work into our
Stage 2 contract that we're -- it's currently
ongoing right now So if there was sone smal |

t hings, they're doing them under Stage 2.

So when did they close that off? |
would say it's at |least a year and a half ago
probably when they finally closed that contract off
and noved things into Stage 2.

KATE MCGRANN:  And in the context of
the work that you're doing on Stage 2, are you
still being called upon to provide assistance to
the City with respect to Stage 1 fromtine to tine?

STAN MCA LLI'S: No, | haven't seen a
request in quite sone tine. | would say well over
a year since |'ve seen a request.

KATE MCGRANN:  1'd |ike to understand
the work that Capital Transit Partners took on for
the Gty with respect to Stage 1 generally and then
under stand what each of the partners brought to
that project individually.

So starting with Capital Transit
Partners on the whole, what work did that group

neesonsreporting.com
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take on for the Gty when it started?

STAN MCG LLI'S: The contract was for
prelimnary engi neering services and project
managenent services to support the Gty's own
construction rail office. Sonme people refer to
that as an owner's engineer's role. Part of the
owner's engineering office that was set up to
deliver this project on behalf of the Cty.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And were there
areas of focus or specialty that each of the
partners took charge of with respect to the
prelimnary engi neering and project managenent
servi ces provi ded?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Yes, yes, there was a
detail ed request for proposal -- well, first of
all, request for qualifications put out by the Gty
whi ch short listed various groups to bid on a
request for proposal that was quite detailed wth
many, nany specialties in it.

And, yes, we net as partners and
deci ded who coul d best put forward the staff for
t he vari ous conponents of that scope of work.

KATE MCGRANN: Coul d you wal k ne
through at a high level how responsibilities were

di vi ded between the partners for this project?
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STAN MCA LLIS: Again, a lot of it was
technical as to where they had the best technical
ability to deliver that previous experience, you
know, and the right people.

There's al so deci si ons nmade based on
the split of the work, how much each firmwas to
t ake on, what they could take on, and then we had
to use sone subconsultants as well for very
speci al i zed worKk.

You know, we worked together to
determne if none of the -- in Capital Transit
Partners, it was four firns that were part of the
joint venture, and then the -- if we could not
between the four firns deliver a scope of work, we
woul d get a subconsultant that we would hire for
t hat conmponent of the work.

So it was extensive discussions anongst
the partners to divvy up that work, but generally
speaking, it's done based on who's best qualified
for the various scope.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And can you
explain to us at a high level who was responsi bl e
for which aspects of the project?

STAN MCA LLIS: At a high |evel, yes,

Morri son Hershfield, we took on, like, the

neesonsreporting.com
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roadways, structures in terns of bridges,
environnental, utilities, sone of the drai nage and
civil works to do with the running way, which is
where the tracks are.

STV, they took on the vehicles, the
systens, a lot of the project managenent,
constructability, safety, security.

Then the conpany that started, URS
whi ch | ater becane AECOM they took on facilities,
the -- which would be the stations, the mai ntenance
facilities.

Jacobs, which [ater becane MM Il en
Jacobs, they took on nost of the tunnelling
experti se.

Yeah, | nmean, there's a lot nore to it
than that, but in general sense, those are the nain
cat egori es.

KATE MCGRANN:  Ckay. Just to help ne
understand the reporting structure first within
Morrison Hershfield and then within Capital Transit
Partners for you nore generally, who did you report
to in your day-to-day work when you first started
on the project?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Bill Tayl or.

KATE MCGRANN:  And what was his role?

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



OLRTPI Witness Interview with Morrison Hershfield- S. McGillis
Stan McGillis on 4/18/2022 17

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

STAN MCA LLI'S: He was the forner
presi dent of Mrrison Hershfield and had wor ked on
the procurenent on our side in obtaining, getting
the partnerships with the JV partners and putting
t oget her the team

And, you know, we refer to his role on
the project as a project sponsor. The overall
corporate responsibility to report back at senior
| evel s in the corporation as to -- that the project
IS set up correctly, got the right resources on it.
He did risk reports to our board of directors,
t hose sorts of things.

KATE MCGRANN:  Was he al so involved in
Interfacing with the Cty?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Yes, at tines he would
-- that's the role of the project sponsor. |If the
Cty had any issues they wanted to discuss at a
very high | evel, perfornmance-based issues perhaps
or just resourcing, anything of that sort, they
reached out to him

And he was part of the JV board of
directors that nmet regularly with the Cty. About
monthly | think they were neeting, so he would
attend those neeti ngs.

KATE MCGRANN: Can you |l et nme know,

neesonsreporting.com
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what was the rest of the Mrrison Hershfield
team-- what did it look like at the outset of the
pr oj ect ?

STAN MCA LLI'S: It would be a bunch of
technical | eads for the various conponents. You
know, the environnental |ead, ne being the roadway
| ead, a structures |lead, and they were -- they
woul d all kind of report up through ne in terns of
resourcing and | ooking at the invoicing to the
client, those sorts of things. So that would be
our internal structure.

Externally they reported to, you know,
per haps soneone within the JV teamor in sone
cases, you know, to the owner thensel ves, the
Cty's representatives on the project.

There was a vast nunber of people on
the project for sure that -- so there were several
org charts on how people reported to each other.

KATE MCGRANN:  Now, | understand that
Morrison Hershfield supported the City in the
devel opnent of its procurenent strategy; is that
accurate?

STAN MCA LLI'S: There was a conponent
of scope to assist the Gty with a review of

procurenent options. They had done sone work prior

neesonsreporting.com
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to the start of the project that we got invol ved
with with Capital Transit Partners, and that was
conti nued, and, yes, we had sone staff that
assisted with that.

KATE MCGRANN: Did you have any
i nvol vement with that work?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No, I was not invol ved
i n that.

KATE MCGRANN: Who woul d have been
i nvolved in that from Mrrison Hershfiel d?

STAN MCA LLI'S: An engi neer nanmed Jim
| nch (ph) was kind of our -- started with our |ead
on that, assisted by another engi neer, Kim How e
(ph), anongst other support staff, but they would
have been the two key people from Morrison
Her shfi el d.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. Can you descri be
what their involvenent was focused on, or do you
know what, in particular, they were assisting the
Cty with when it cane to procurenent?

STAN MCA LLI'S: They were | ooking at
the various P3 nodels that you' d previously
menti oned, the design-build finance operate. It
woul d be design-build finance.

They were working, you know, wth the

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



OLRTPI Witness Interview with Morrison Hershfield- S. McGillis
Stan McGillis on 4/18/2022 20

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Cty's team It was nore people obviously invol ved
than just Capital Transit Partners in those
deci si ons bei ng nmade, but they were part of that
team that was | ooking at the various nodels.

KATE MCGRANN:  Whil e that team was
review ng the various nodels, was the rest of the
group al ready working away on the prelimnary
engi neering, or how did that -- how was that
or gani zed?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  Yeah, they were worKking
concurrently. The earliest part of our services
i nvol ved comng up with detailed work plans. It
was a nassive project. So we spent, you know, a
fair bit of tinme at the beginning of the job com ng
up with, you know, the work plans, how to address
all that scope, and a needs assessnent.

You know, this was the first major LRT
project for the City of Otawa, so we had to do
ki nd of a needs study to see did they have the
standards in place to deliver sonething |like this;
do we have to devel op standards.

It was |ike a gap analysis so that each
di sci pline took upon that to | ook at what was
avai | abl e and the background information the Cty

could provide us fromtheir earlier studies they'd
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done, what standards they had in place, you know,
t hrough the pilot project, through their Transitway
systens already in place.

So there was a | ot of people brought in
to the project. It may be one of the first tines
t hey had worked for the City of Otawa, so |earning
curve for sone, sone nore than others, but that was
the early part.

So while that was going on, they were
wor ki ng on the procurenent nodel, but, you know,
relatively early in the phase, I'd say. Wthin the
first four to five nonths, they were getting to the
poi nt where they knew what the nodel would be,
because it would affect what we would -- we would
be doing in terns of design, |evel of design that
we woul d be doi ng dependi ng on the nodel they
pi cked.

KATE MCGRANN: | was actually going to
ask you about that, whether the selection of the
delivery nodel had any inpact on the work that you
were doing, and it sounds like it did.

Can you tell ne how the selection of
the design-build financing nodel affected the
engi neering work that was being done?

STAN MCA LLIS: It would be nore so to

neesonsreporting.com
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the degree that a prelimnary engi neering woul d
take the project. On a P3 project, you're setting
t he performance standards that you want, whatever
project you're doing to neet, and then you're kind
of doing risk assessnent at the sane tine,
provi di ng, you know, are you getting all the
background studies that woul d be needed by the
proponents that were going to bid on this. Cet

t hose underway so you could -- you have a conplete
set of docunments to turn over to bidders.

So -- but the level of design is
probably the key. How nuch design you want to do,
how nuch design do you want to prescribe. And in,
you know, a normal design-build bid nodel, you
design it all. In a P3 wrld, you re only taking
It to certain levels. You're leaving the -- you
know, the ingenuity of the contracting industry to
really get involved in the P3 nodel.

KATE MCGRANN: Are there any downsi des
that conme fromtaking a nore advanced or nore
prescriptive design forward through a P3, |ike a
desi gn-build finance mai ntai n?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  You woul d be
prescribing things in a little nore detail, so

there woul d be, you know, | ess opportunity perhaps
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for, you know, contractors. These are big
contracting consortiuns that get together. There
woul d be | ess opportunity for themto use their
engi neering ingenuity, perhaps, if you were
prescri bi ng.

But there's certain aspects. | nean,

don't get me wong. |It's not all

perfornmance-based. Certain aspects are prescri bed.

Where you can | eave it based on a performance, it
| eaves you nore opportunity to get, you know,
I ngenuity into the design.

KATE MCGRANN:  You nentioned a needs
assessnent or a needs study. Have | got that
right?

STAN MCA LLI'S: A needs study, yes.

KATE MCGRANN: What was t he out put of
t he work done on a needs study? WAs there a
report? Were reports put together? Wat's the --

STAN MCA LLIS: | would call it -- we
did do a report that would be nore of a -- |like a
gap anal ysis report, that the various things that
people identified that -- and it could lead into
sone of the design work that we did. |If they
didn't have certain things and we felt it were

necessary, we devel oped themt hen.
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So that was the purpose, to get that
done early so you can get it into the work plans
and establish that, you know, we need this. So you
don't -- you don't have it; we need this kind of
stuff.

KATE MCGRANN: Do you renenber and can
you give ne an exanple of sonething that you
identified that the Cty didn't have that was
required for this project that Capital Transit
Partners woul d provide?

STAN MCA LLI'S: The standards for
perhaps, like you say, for -- let's say for track
design, if they really didn't have a ot of rai
systens in Otawa, what track design would you use?
| mean, there's...

( TECHNI CAL DI FFI CULTI ES)

KATE MCGRANN: Before that technical
break, we had been tal king about the needs
assessnent work that had been done, and | had asked
you to provide ne with an exanple of a gap or a
need that the Gty had that was identified in that
wor k. You were speaking to track design standards.
Coul d you just explain what that neans?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  Yes. You want to cone

up with the design standards that you're going to

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



OLRTPI Witness Interview with Morrison Hershfield- S. McGillis

Stan McGillis on 4/18/2022 25
1| use, the design criteria, and if they -- if they
2| didn't have established criteria in Otawa, you
3| would | ook at perhaps what ot her mmjor
4| municipalities that had simlar systens in place.
S | was nentioning Toronto Transit
6| Comm ssion, Vancouver and Calgary. They all have
7| systens that were up and running. You could | ook
8 | at what standards they were using and inportant,
91 you know, features to consider; the envel ope of
10 | where the track is, where are you positioning
11} various conponents of the infrastructure within the
12 1 right-of-way that you're devel opi ng.
13 And so you're comng up wth those
14| standards that you can then provide to the bidders
15| so that when they're advanci ng the design work and
16 | pricing it, they'll have that know edge to use to
17| put their bids together.
18 KATE MCGRANN: W thin Capital Transit
19| Partners, just sticking with the track design
20 | piece, who had responsibility for doing work
21| related to the actual rail track --
22 STAN MCA LLIS: Mainly STV, wth sone
23 | involvenment from Mrrison Hershfield on the
24 | drai nage conponents of it and some of the
25

utilities, those sorts of things. Wrk
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col | aboratively together on those.

KATE MCGRANN: I n the work that you
were doing prior to the release of the RFP to the
proponents, was there any consideration about -- or
of the need to potentially expand the systemin the
future to accommopdate additions to the system for
exanple, like Stage 2 that's bei ng done now?

STAN MCA LLIS: The City woul d have
that. It would not have been part of the nmandate
fromCTP to put together, but the Cty thensel ves
and the transportation master plans woul d have
identified future expansions to the systens.

KATE MCGRANN: | guess |'m just
wonderi ng whether -- well, two things: One,
whet her the work that you're doing would -- you'd
want to be taking into account the fact that there
may be potential expansions or extensions built on
In the system if that was incorporated in your
work at all?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Absolutely. A good
conponent of the running way that's being devel oped
IS a conversion of an existing bus way in Otawa
into rail. And so where we left off, it was
certainly ny understanding that in future phases,

t hey woul d be expanding the rail in that sane
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Transitway corridor, converting it fromthe current
bus Transitway systemthat was operating to rail.

KATE MCGRANN: As part of the design
wor k you were doing or you were supervising, was
the opportunity or the option of expandi ng worked
into that work?

STAN MCA LLIS: Yes. | can give an
exanple. On the west end of the final station was
Tunney's Pasture. W had to develop a bus transfer
systemthere. That would work while you -- where
you' re doing the next phase of LRT conversion in
the future because you'd have to continue to
operate that system you know, converting the bus
torail while you' re building the next piece.

So certainly we were | ooking at, you
know, how that interface would work in the future
and ensure what we built, you know, could continue
to operate.

KATE MCGRANN: The procurenent delivery
nodel , the design-build finance maintain nodel was
chosen after sone prelimnary engi neering work had
been done, | believe; is that right?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Yes, they're being done
concurrently.

KATE MCGRANN: To your know edge, did
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the timng of the selection of the delivery nodel
require any work to be revisited or redone as a
result of the nodel selected?

STAN MCA LLI'S: No, not to ny
recol | ection.

KATE MCGRANN: Did you have any
I nvol venent in the procurenent of rolling stock or
the plans to procure rolling stock for this |and?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No.

KATE MCGRANN: Did you have any --
sorry, go ahead.

STAN MCA LLI'S: | say no, no
I nvol venent .

KATE MCGRANN: Sone questions about the
budget for the project: Wen you first began work
on the project, what did you understand -- or what
I nfformati on was provided to you about the budget
that had been set or the affordability cap that
woul d be applied to the project?

STAN MCA LLI'S: There were budgets
established in the earlier phase which is the
envi ronnent al assessnent, and those nunbers were
public nunbers and down to the dollars and cents.
It was in the 2 billion range. It was well known

that was the nunber that they were working wth.

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



OLRTPI Witness Interview with Morrison Hershfield- S. McGillis
Stan McGillis on 4/18/2022 29

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

KATE MCGRANN:  Was that a firm nunber
when you began working on the project, or was there
roomto nove on that?

STAN MCA LLI'S: That's the starting
nunber. There was a conponent of our work that
I nvol ved cost estimating. W were providing
updat ed cost estimates as designs progressed, as
nore information gets known.

If it inpacts the costs that the Gty
are currently budgeting for, we would certainly |et
t hem know on a regular basis as part of the work we
wer e doi ng.

KATE MCGRANN:  And were there any
particul ar challenges in keeping the costs of the
cost estimates within the budget as it was when you
started working on the project?

STAN MCA LLI'S: There's always that. |
mean, nost budgets include contingency noney, so it
makes up for the unknowns at the tinme. The earlier
stages of projects have hi gher contingencies, and
| ater stages of projects, when nore things are
known, your val ues of your contingencies get
smal | er.

But certainly they were working. They

had contingencies there, but it's nore -- you know,
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you get into nore detail on things |like the tunnel.
The tunnel was a big conmponent of Stage 1.

As you get into a lot of the
geot echni cal reports and anal ysis of what they wll
be tunnelling through, you know, you could refine
the cost estimates that were done previously when
they did not have that information. There
potentially could be things there that you'd want
to consider that they had -- naybe not had
consi dered before.

KATE MCGRANN: |I'd Iike to understand
fromthe work that you were doing whether there
were any particular challenges to staying within
the 2.1 billion budget the Gty had.

Do you recall any particul ar obstacles
to staying within that budget from your area of
focus?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Not ny -- ny area of
focus on roadways and traffic stayed fairly
constant from beginning to end. There was no nmj or
surprises there.

KATE MCGRANN:  And when you say there
were no major surprises, | take it you nean from a
cost estinmate perspective. As you noved from where

the project stood when you joined to nore specific
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desi gns, there were no unexpected costs; the cost
estimate stayed roughly the sane?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  Yeah, and it's really
t he scope of work never changed too nuch.

CGenerally when there's a process that changes the
scope sonehow, it expands or becones snaller, one
or the other, and that will affect costs, but in
ternms of the stuff | was working on on the roadways
and traffic, it stayed fairly constant.

KATE MCGRANN: More generally with
respect to the work that Capital Transit Partners
was doing in the prelimnary engi neering cost
estimates, do you recall learning of any particular
obstacles to staying wthin budget?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Not hing particul ar
junps out, but there was a -- you know, a
15 percent conpleted -- we were doing, you know, a
30 percent conpl ete design, you know, roughly is
what they asked us for in the terns of reference
fromthe Cty.

When we got about hal fway through that,
they -- we undertook a val ue engi neeri ng anal ysi s
where you bring in sone independent teamto | ook at
what's been done thus far and see, you know, if

t hey saw anything that could be inproved upon or
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was any major risk to the project's budget and
scope, schedule, that sort of thing.

And there were sone reconmmendati ons
t hat canme out which changed -- like, for instance,
changed the alignnent of the tunnel both in terns
of horizontally, where it was to be | ocated, and
vertically, how deep it was.

So that's -- but that -- that was
identified in a val ue engi neering exercise that CITP
participated in.

KATE MCGRANN: Do you renenber any
ot her recomendations flow ng out of that val ue
engi neeri ng exercise?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  There were a nunber,
but, | nean, the mgj or one was tunnel relocation.
It affected a couple of stations when they did that
as wel | .

Duri ng the phase of the project that
we're working in, you're constantly, you know,
changing things slightly as you're | earning things.
You know, you're working with regul atory agenci es.
You're working with NCC. You're trying to, you
know, set up their approval process.

So you may make sone adj ustnents, but

that's occurring all the tinme. You don't just nake
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changes based on cost. There's a |ot of
consi derations when you' re doi ng engi neeri ng work
as to why things, you know, do change.

But other than that major tunnel -- |
woul dn't say anything maj or other than that tunnel
realignnent that was -- to nme, was the biggest
thing that we identified at the study.

KATE MCGRANN: Coupl e nore questions
about the independent val ue engi neering anal ysis
before we nove on fromthat topic.

What led to the i ndependent val ue
engi neering analysis? Ws it planned as part of
the work plan, or was there sonething that led to
t hat team bei ng brought up?

STAN MCA LLIS: It was -- it was part
of the scope.

KATE MCGRANN:  And who wor ked on t hat
t eanf?

STAN MCA LLIS: | don't recall all of
the individuals. | don't know. Fromour firm
there was an individual naned Bruce MIller, very,
very senior engineer in our firm sat in onit.

My recollection was we tried to use
| ndependents that weren't -- people who hadn't

al ready been working on the project to bring a new
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perspective to things.

STV brought in a very senior project
manager, | recall. Tony Venturato | think is his
nanme, sonething like that. A |ot of experience in
light rail. Anongst others. | nean, as | say, |
don't recall the names of all the individuals that
were brought in, but a team

KATE MOGRANN: Okay. Speaki ng
generally, it's a team conposed of people fromthe
conpani es making up Capital Transit Partners, and
t he i ndependence cones fromthe fact that the
menbers of this team had not been working on the
prelimnary engi neering and ot her work undertaken
by Capital Transit Partners prior to their
I nvol venent in the teanf

STAN MCA LLI'S: Right.

KATE MCGRANN:  About how | ong did that
val ue engi neering exercise take? Do you renenber?

STAN MCG LLIS: It would be a week or
two. Not a very |long exercise, but a week or two.
They may have gotten sonme information sent to them
I n advance of their actually getting together to do
t he workshop, and then they spent a little tine
afterwards putting their notes and reporting

together. So overall, those usually take a
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1] couple -- two to three weeks at the nost to get
2| those.
3 KATE MCGRANN:  And you did nmention an
4| acronymin there, NCC. Wat is that?
S STAN MCA LLIS: On, sorry. That's
6| National Capital Conm ssion.
7 KATE MCGRANN:  You tal ked about the
8| mmj or change that you recall com ng out of the
9| val ue engineering exercise being the change to the
10 | alignnent and depth of the tunnel, and you al so
11| identified that at this point in the project,
121 changes can be inplenmented or required for a nunber
13 | of reasons.
14 Do you renenber any maj or changes in
151 the project other than the depth and the ali gnnent
16 | of the tunnel between when you started up until the
171 rel ease of the RFP?
18 STAN MCG LLI'S: There was al so the east
19| portal of the tunnel through -- the EA process was
20 | considerably longer than -- well, we ended up
211 termnating it. W termnated it up in the
22 | vicinity of the University of Otawa canpus.
23 It was, you know, plus or m nus
24| another at least a half a kilonmetre or longer in
25

t he EA process, but sone of our early anal ysis
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I ndi cated that that piece of tunnel that had been
very difficult to build was in very poor soils,
anongst ot her things.

So, you know, our teamcane up wth the
concept of shortening the tunnel, and the bidders
that bid the project all bid it that way. They
didn't -- nobody suggested to go back to the way it
was i n the previous version.

So that was another, you know, fairly
significant change to what we started with at --
that our teamcane up with as well as, you know,
eventual 'y inpl enent ed.

KATE MCGRANN: And just so | can
under st and what you sai d about how the bidders
reacted to the east end of the tunnel, were they
given the option of different |engths of tunnel or
di fferent approaches to the tunnel in the RFP
process?

STAN MCA LLI'S: They are given the --
the prelimnary engineering that we prepare,
they're given that, and it's called a reference
desi gn concept, and they're not held to it, to
follow it verbatim

They can -- they can nake what ever

changes they feel that -- you know, that they feel
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woul d be beneficial to their bid, and it wll be
eval uated as part of their submssion. So there's
| eeway there for themto do that as part of the
process.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. So the reference
design that went out saw the tunnel endi ng where
your team had suggested or thought it should end,
and nobody approached it any differently with
respect to that particular piece of the project; is
that right?

STAN MCA LLIS: No. In general terns,
| would say if they were a few netres different one
way or the other, that that's not a change. They
didn't go back to a half a kilonetre | onger.

They'd be very simlar to what we cane up wth.

KATE MCGRANN:. W th respect to the
tunnel and geotechnical risk nore generally, what
work, if any, did Morrison Hershfield do on that
aspect of the project?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  Qur only invol venent, |
woul d say, woul d be drainage and, you know, if
there was environnental inpacts. | nean, there
was -- if there was contam nated soils involved or,
you know, how is the tunnel going to be drained,

t hose sorts of things were part of our scope of
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11 work.
2 KATE MCGRANN:  And how woul d you becone
3| aware of a potential environnental inpact posed by
4| the tunnel in particular or the geotech aspects of
S| this project nore generally?
6 STAN MCA LLI'S: How would | becone --
7| through the studies, the testing of the materials,
8| testing of the water, testing of the materials
9| being drilled in boreholes. They would identify
10| what's in there.
11 You know, there was known -- |ike, for
12| instance, known contam nation of the LeBreton Flats
13| area of the city. It's well known. So when they
141 took the boreholes down there, if they found there
151 was sonme contamnation in them it was understood
16 | there probably was going to be. There's --
17| previous boreholes in that area woul d have
18 | identified that previously.
19 KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And the kind of
20| testing that would bring that information to your
21| attention, was that the responsibility of Mrrison
22| Hershfield, or was another conpany in the Capital
23| Transit Partners doing that assessnent work? How
241 was that --
25

STAN MCA LLI'S: The mpjority of it was
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done by the firmof Gol der Associates. They were
initially brought on to the project in direct
contract with the Gty, but in the bid docunents
that we responded to as Capital Transit Partners,
It was clear in there once they selected the
owner's engineer role that our firns were doing,
that the Gol der contract would transfer to us to
over see.

So they becane part of -- to a
subconsul tant agreenent to one of our JV partners.
They worked with the CTP team once we were
contracted to the City, and they did nost of that
wor K.

KATE MCGRANN:  And when CTP was hired
by the Cty, had Gol der already begun the work that
It eventually did in assessing the geotech risk for
t he tunnel and ot herw se?

STAN MCA LLI'S: They had done sone
work. | can't say exactly what. They had been
contacted by the City. As to where they were and
work they -- | don't have know edge on that, but
t hey had been previously contacted by the Gty.

KATE MCGRANN:  And did you or Morrison
Hershfi el d nore generally have any involvenent in

determ ning how the risk associated with the tunnel
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shoul d be positioned within the RFP?

STAN MCA LLI'S: There were risk
wor kshops, you know, discussions held with both
Cty and other firns the Gty contracted with in
determning the risk profile for the project.

Quite possibly -- you know, not ne
personal |y, but quite possibly soneone from our
firmsat in on those workshops.

KATE MCGRANN: And what was the purpose
of those workshops, sorry?

STAN MCA LLIS: Was to develop a risk
profile that you can put into the docunent so that,
you know -- sonetines we would refer to it as a
ri sk baseline so bidders know what they're bidding
on and what risks that they're being asked to take

versus what the owner is willing to keep.
And, you know, so discussions -- and
di scussi ons were held, | believe, through the RFP

process, through the request for information from
the bidders to -- you know, to really fine-tune
that risk profile.

That's quite normal on maj or projects,
that there's sone back-and-forth on who's assum ng
risk and to be very clear on who's assum ng the

risk.
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KATE MCGRANN:  Ckay. So | think I
understood you to be saying that there were risk
wor kshops conducted specifically with respect to
the tunnel; is that right?

STAN MCA LLIS: Well, the tunnel and
ot her systens, like utilities for exanple. W had
to identify what utilities are in the corridor.

And, you know, you try to -- they're all buried.
You cannot see them so you do your best to try and
find out where all these things are.

|s it perfectly accurate? Those
utilities have been in the ground for literally 100
years, sone abandoned, sone live. So you try to
develop a profile of what's there and suggest that
to the bidders as to how you would |ike to proceed.

If they don't like it, they'|ll question
It back through the request for information. |t
would normally go during a bid process as to if
they felt, you know, it wasn't sonething that they
could take on, they would try to have a change
per haps. You know, that woul d be one approach they
m ght take.

KATE MCGRANN: And | guess before you
get to the risks as set out in the RFP, sone work

woul d have been done on the front end to try to
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assess what risks the bidders are likely to take on
and what risks may pose nore of a challenge with
respect to what the private conponent wll be
wlling to accept; is that fair?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Absolutely. That's how
you determ ne the anobunt of studies and things
you're going to do, how nmuch up-front work needs to
be done before you go to the RFP stage, because
they'lIl need that. You know, if they don't have
it, it's very difficult for themto bid.

So, you know, as professionals that
have been through the process before, you kind of
get an idea of what they will need, and you'll
provide that so that they can provide the best bid
as possi bl e.

KATE MCGRANN:  And within Mrrison
Hershfield' s area of focus, were there any risks
that the Gty was seeking to transfer to its
private partner that were seen potentially as a bit
of a challenge or sonewhat |ess palatable to
potential partners and ot hers?

STAN MCA LLIS: | nean, it's always a
chal l enge to conme up with the right risk profile.
| don't think anything out of the ordinary was

provided in this RFP docunent that you don't see in
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ot her maj or ones |ike this.

As | say, utilities is always a mmjor
| ssue. Geotechnical is a major issue because
you're relying strictly on sone borehol es you put
out, and you don't know exactly what's happening in
bet ween t hose borehol es, so, you know, there's
chall enges with that. The condition of, you know,
the soil, the rock.

| nmean, there's various things that we
woul d prefer to have no risk, and if a problem
occurs, it's all the owner's, but there's has to be
a shared -- you have to cone up with sone fornul a
that shares it, and, you know, we -- you try to do
t he best you can to, you know, think of where the
I ndustry would be willing to accept it.

KATE MCGRANN:  \What are the benefits of
sharing large potential risks on a project like
Stage 1 of the OLRT?

STAN MCA LLIS: Well, it's the only way
to proceed forward, otherw se you're -- you know,
you have no control of the project. You have to
provide -- soneone has to take on a risk profile.
There's always risk, so you have to -- the fornul a
really is to find out if you can put the risk with

whoever has the best control of it, who can control
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it, and they will control it if it's in their
power, but if you don't do that, then, you know,
It's very difficult to nove forward with a project
wi t hout that kind of thought process being done.

KATE MCGRANN: And t he thought process
you're describing there, just to be clear, is an
assessnment of who has the nost control over
potential risks arriving?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Absolutely. Wo best
can control. No one can say for certainty whether
it's going to show up or not. You know, if there's
a reasonable probability that it's going to occur,
then have it in the hands of the best people who
can deal with it when it happens.

KATE MCGRANN:  And in this particular
project, | understand that the geotechnical risk
wth respect to the tunnel was transferred entirely
to the private partner; is that your understandi ng?

STAN MCA LLI'S: My under st andi ng was
there's -- there was a baseline, and where that
fell, I nmean, | wasn't personally involved init.

There was sone degree of a baseline
establ i shed, and you nmay be correct if you've seen
docunents that say it was all transferred. | don't

have knowl edge of exactly where that baseline
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1| I anded.
2 KATE MCGRANN:  |'m not sure that |
3| actually understand what you're referring to when
4| you say there was a baseline. So when you say
5| there was a baseline, what do you nean?
6 STAN MCA LLI'S: There was studi es done,
7| borehol es, you know, as nuch geotechni cal
8| information as the owner and their advisors, nanely
9| CTP, felt was necessary to define what the tunnel
10 | woul d be constructed through.
11 And they provided that to the bidders
121 with sonme degree of |anguage in there of how rnuch
13| that they woul d guarantee of what they were
14| providing was what would be found when you actually
15| built the tunnel.
16 That's the profile that you build. You
171 try to establish, you know, as concise information
18 | as you possibly can.
19 KATE MCGRANN:. Do you renenber any
20 | di scussions about different possible scenarios for
211 the allotnment or responsibility for the
22 | geotechnical risk and which was nost likely in the
23 | eyes of people who were preparing this project for
24 | RFP?
25 STAN MCG LLIS: No, it was not an area
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| was involved in at all.

KATE MCGRANN: Did you have any
I nvol venent in identifying mlestones throughout
the inplenentation of the project that would form
the basis for ml estone paynents?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Personally not any
I nvol venent, but definitely our staff worked with
ot her nmenbers of CTP in putting together those
types of docunents that | ooked at schedul e, | ooked
at various conponents of the work when we felt it
woul d -- could be done.

That was ongoi ng t hroughout the project
and really fornmed the basis of sone of the
narrative in the RFP docunents for sure. So we did
have staff involved in that, working with, you
know, supporting sone people that were really
| eadi ng that exerci se.

KATE MCGRANN:  Who was involved in
| eadi ng that exercise?

STAN MCA LLI'S: To ny recollection, an
I ndi vi dual nanmed Scott Ashley from STV was taking
consi derable lead on that, along wth people from
the CGty. It wasn't just Scott. | nean, there was
a team As usual, there are many aspects of the

work. There was a team of people that were focused
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on various conponents of that.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. But in terns of
who was heading up that effort fromthe Capital
Transit Partners side of things, you recall it
bei ng Scott Ashley?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  Yeah.

KATE MCGRANN: And | ooking forward to
when the project was in the inplenentation phase,
did you have any invol venent in considering whether
any changes should be nade to the m | estone
paynents that were provided for in the project
agr eenent ?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No.

KYLE LAMBERT: Pardon ne, Kate, a quick
point of clarification. Wen you say "did you have

any involvenent," do you nean M. MGIIlis
specifically or anyone from Mrrison Hershfiel d?

KATE MCGRANN:  Thank you for junping in
with that. | was referring specifically to
M. MGIIlis,

But, M. MGllis, do you know if
anyone from Morrison Hershfield nore generally was
I nvol ved in the consideration of any changes to the
m | est one paynents?

STAN MCA LLI'S: No one to ny
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recol l ecti on was invol ved, no.

KATE MCGRANN: Are you aware of any
changes to the mlestone paynents during the
| npl enent ati on phase?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No.

KATE MCGRANN: Can you speak to the
I nvol venment of Infrastructure Ontario in the work
t hat was being done prior to and then preparing the
RFP docunents to head out to public?

STAN MCA LLI'S: They were, you know, in
nmy recollection, advisors to the Cty. They had
done, you know, a nunber of P3 projects in the
provi nce. None specifically a transit systemlike
we were building, but they had done sone nmjor
billion-dollar projects. Had devel oped, you know,
a good nodel for procurenent, and they were -- they
were working with the Gty and inplenenting that or
parts of that into this project.

And so they were -- they sat in on the
meetings and offered advice as we were preparing
t he docunent, gave us sone sanples. And, you know,
t hey brought in sone senior people fromlO that had
a lot of experience in preparing an RFP, so they
assisted with advi ce.

KATE MCGRANN:. Do you renenber any
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pi eces of advice that Infrastructure Ontario
provided that weren't ultimtely taken up?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Well, the docunent
Itself, the RFP docunent is really based upon their
nodel , so, you know, we followed it reasonably
cl ose, and because the industry that was -- you
know, was ultimately going to bid on this was very
famliar with that docunent, the agreenent
conponent of it, you know, tried and tested in the
I ndustry for these types of projects.

And the City, you know, for the nost
part, | would say followed the -- that tenplate
fairly well.

KATE MCGRANN: When you say that their
agreenent was tried and tested for these kinds of
projects, what were you referring to?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Large-scale
i nfrastructure projects. There was, you know, a
maj or hi ghway, for instance, in the Wndsor area
that was built. You know, again, it's a simlar
size and dollar value, not in terns of the transit
project per se with trains, but |arge-scale
I nfrastructure building projects that they'd
undert aken t he nodel.

KATE MCGRANN:. So | don't think | got a
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di rect answer to ny question, which is do you
remenber any pieces of advice that Infrastructure
Ontario provided that weren't ultimately foll owed?

STAN MCA LLI'S: They were just, as |
say, advisors. They would -- they would help us --
you know, nothing in particular conmes to mnd in
the work that | was doing that | could say that was
directly what they requested. Mire in an advisory
role. They work with you and hel p you devel op
t hi ngs.

KATE MCGRANN:  And did you have -- what
kind of interaction did you have with
representatives of Infrastructure Ontario in the
wor k that you were doi ng?

STAN MCA LLI'S: They sat in on the
neeti ngs as we were devel opi ng the RFP docunent,

t he schedul es to the docunent, the conpliance
criteria we would use to evaluate the bids as they
cane in. They were just part of the process that
we were there offering to help.

KATE MCGRANN:  Woul d you provide ne
wth a bit nore detail about the work that you did,
you specifically, M. McGIllis, in the preparation
of the RFP docunents?

STAN MCA LLI'S: There's a section
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call ed the project specific output specifications,
short-term people refer to as PSOS. That's the
techni cal conponent of the docunent.

Personally, | was involved in witing
t he section invol ving roadways and the bus
I nfrastructure that would interface with the rail,
assi sted sone of our staff with the bridge
conponents, put together the majority of the
traffic and transit managenent plans that -- they
were devel oped really to ensure that an acceptable
| evel of bus service, you know, was mai ntai ned
during the construction.

As you were taking the backbone bus
system out of service to convert it to rail, you
had to have, you know, detours in place and ot her
t hi ngs, you know, tenporary stations to -- you
know, for passengers to get on and off buses. |
was devel opi ng nost of those specifications.

We al so participated in working with
ot hers that would cone up with the quality control
requi renments that the bidders would need to
provide. Various -- input to various schedules. |
mean, there's sone 30, 40 schedules in the RFP.

| ndi vi dual s responsi bl e for authoring

those may cone to you and ask you for any conponent
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t hat woul d involve work, that you were -- you were
needing to help themincorporate that.

And the design standards, | think it's
call ed Schedule 11, the subm ssion requirenents
that you'd want the bidders to -- or for a
proponent that's got the project, what do you want
himto submt for design reviews, for instance.
You need to develop those criteria for that.

KATE MCGRANN: Up to the tinme that the
RFP is released to the bidders for their
consi deration and work, did you have any
I nvol venent in considering how the riderships would
ultimately be transferred from bus service that
woul d exi st throughout the inplenentation phase to
the light rail systemwhen it becane avail able for
public service?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Not when they woul d
turn it over, but nore during the construction of
the system as | was explaining. As they took
sections of the transit bus service out and put it
I nto detour conditions, that's what we were nostly
concerned wth.

How are we going to renodel it? How
are we going to maintain the sane | evel of service

for that ridership in a detoured position than what
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currently existed so we woul dn't have major del ays,
maj or queues of traffic. It was just chaos trying
to get through a core of the city without a plan.
So we were nostly | ooking at that.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And did you | ook
at all at how those plans would transition once
Stage 1 of the LRT becane avail able for public
service?

STAN MCA LLIS: W certainly did it at
the transfer stations. There would have been
three. Tunney's Pasture where the west Transitway
enters and, you know, people |eave the buses and
get on the train system

The Hurdman station where the people
fromthe southeast cone up a Transitway bus system
and it interfaces with the trains. And in the east
end, it was the Blair station that we had to build
i n.

So certainly sizing the nunber of
berths for buses to cone in, unload, pick up
passengers and | eave was certainly part of our work
and part of the design that we did.

KATE MCGRANN: It sounds to ne |ike
that work was focused on how to nove people on to

Stage 1 of the LRT when it was in public service
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and then how to nove themoff and on to their final
destination; is that fair?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  Yes, that's right.

KATE MCGRANN: Did you do any work at
all on what woul d happen when the city is
transitioning frombus service with detours and
ot herwi se to public service on the LRT, what that
transition would | ook |ike?

STAN MCA LLI'S: How a person woul d nove
froma bus onto the trains? That's nore of an
operation readi ness kind of feature that was done
by others. W wouldn't get involved in that.

We just ensure that the infrastructure
woul d be in place that would allow it to happen,
and the logistics of doing it would be left to --
nore so to the operator |ike at OC Transpo to work
on that.

Not to say that we wouldn't help them
under st and what we were providing to them but they
were ultimately responsi ble for the passengers.

KATE MCGRANN: Did you have any
i nvol venent in preparing the plan for the
transition frombus service to LRT service and
whet her, for exanple, there would be a parallel bus

service run for a period of tinme or anything |ike
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t hat ?

STAN MCA LLI'S: No, but the specs
woul d -- the specifications -- the out put
specifications that PSOS woul d devel op woul d have
had sone guidance in there in terns of if you were
taking the -- for instance, the LRT system out of
service for a nmaintenance reason, that, you know,
how woul d -- how woul d you transfer back the buses.
So there were sone guidelines in the PSOS to have
that infrastructure.

Again, it's all about is the
i nfrastructure available for themto be able to do
that. The logistics of doing it would be left to
t he operator.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. So when the
system actually goes into full revenue service in
the m ddl e of Septenber 2019, we know, for exanpl e,
that a parallel bus service was run for three
weeks. | take it you didn't have any invol venent
I n the decisions about how to structure that kind
of a parallel service or anything |ike that?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No.

KATE MCGRANN: Before | nove on to the
next area of questions, | just want to check wth

my coll eague. M. MLellan, do you have any
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foll owup questions on anything we've di scussed so
far?

LI Z MCLELLAN: No, | don't.

KATE MCGRANN: Do you recall any
changes being nade to the PSCS as a result of
f eedback received fromthe bidders before the
deadline for the responses to the RFP had passed?

STAN MCA LLI'S: They had the ability
t hrough requests for clarifications -- well, RFIs,
request for information, to request -- you know, or
clarifications, and sonetines a clarification may
result in a change |ooking at it differently based
on what they -- the question they were asking.

There was al so design review neetings
and commercially confidential neetings between
vari ous bidding consortiuns, and then those woul d
| ead to, you know, addenduns bei ng issued.

So, you know, as to whether they were
comng fromthe bidders thenselves or just -- you
know, we gathered nore information through that
period of tine as well, and we nay want to nake
changes that cane either -- | nean, that cone from
the Gty or CIP thensel ves.

The conbination of all those things

were created during that bid process, but if you' ve
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gotten sonething fromthe bidders that they felt

t hat needed to happen in order for, you know, them
to put in a conpliant bid, we'd look at it and

deci de whether that's sonething that we shoul d
change or not.

That definitely was part of the
process. There was a lot of RFlIs, which is quite
normal during a long process that they had to bid
on this thing. It was from Cctober till My the
follow ng year, so you can see there were many
nont hs of goi ng back and forth.

KATE MCGRANN: Do you renenber any
significant changes to the PSOS that cane from
requests fromthe bidders?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Nothing that | can
think of that, you know, junps straight out at ne
as to changes. | nean, for instance, so ny
I nvol venent, as | nentioned, was in the traffic
managenent conponent of it.

Some of the -- sonme of the
presentations they were making, they were foll ow ng
reasonably close to -- you know, the guideline that
we put out there as well would be a suitable
alternative for detours, but they weren't exactly

aligned wth what we did.
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So, again, we'd |look at it nore froma
conpliant point of view saying, "If they did it
their way, does it still work?" And if it does, we
say, "Fine, we can do it their way."

W -- there's not only just one way to
do sonething. |If they had a way that we still felt
was conpliant to, you know, the performance that we
asked for, then so be it; we'd allowit.

KATE MCGRANN:  Ckay.

STAN MCA LLI'S: But they were comng to
find out -- they didn't want to be nonconpliant and
so they'd make those presentations. You're going
to accept this, right.

You know, and if it -- if it meant
changi ng sonething to make it acceptable, we would
| ook at that obviously, but nothing, as | say,
cones out specifically that | can point to to say,
yeah, this thing changed.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And then speaking
nore generally, do you renenber any significant
changes being nmade to the PSCS while the RFP was
out st andi ng, for any reason?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Updated nmany tines the
red line with sonme changes as we went through.

Again, | don't recall the details of those changes,
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but they were, you know, reissued on several
occasions with changes in themto sone of the
| anguage in the PSOS. How significant, | just
don't recall.

KATE MCGRANN: \What was your role once
the bidders had returned their responses to the RFP
I n eval uating or assessing the bids?

STAN MCA LLIS: | was involved in a
conpliance check. W had | ooked at each one that
was brought in to ensure what they submitted we
t hought was conpliant to the bid.

The other thing that we | ooked at was
If we felt there were things in the -- in their
subm ssions that we felt were really good and t hat
we'd want to have that if they were awarded the
project, we call those proposal extracts.

We woul d suggest to the City you want
to -- and then there's a schedule that gets created
to the wwnning bid that we say, you know, "D dn't
say specifically in the RFP you had to do
sonet hi ng, but we |ike what you suggested. W want
you to do that, so we're putting that in now As
an acceptance of your bid, we're going to request
that you do that."

So we were identifying those things
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11 that we felt were -- you know, were quite good that
21 we'd want to make sure that they did them
3 KATE MCGRANN: WAs anyone at Morrison
4| Hershfield involved in evaluating the bids, |ike
5| scoring thenf
6 STAN MCG LLI'S:  No.

7 KATE MCGRANN: And t hen was anybody at
8| Morrison Hershfield involved in the negotiation of
9| the project agreenent?

10 STAN MCA LLI'S:  No.

11 KATE MCGRANN:  Moving into the

12| i npl enentati on phase, | believe that Mrrison

13| Hershfield was involved in design reviews and

141 on-site field nonitoring; is that right?

15 STAN MCA LLI'S: Correct, yeah.

16 KATE MCGRANN: Any ot her areas of

171 responsibility that Mrrison Hershfield had?

18 STAN MCA LLI'S: Just continuing on the
19| project nanagenent side of our joint venture. W
20| still had to submt, you know, various things to
21| the Gity, you know, involved with invoicing and

22 | ot her such things.

23 W had peopl e invol ved on our project
24 | managenent side that continued to do that. M ght
25

have been a little bit of docunent control going on
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as well. W were -- we were |ooking after a shared
SharePoint site that maintain a | ot of
docunentation that CITP was doing. So we were
upkeepi ng as host of that site, keeping that up to
date as need be. So sonme people involved in that
sort of thing.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. So on the project
managenent side, you nentioned invoicing. Any
ot her responsibilities falling under the project
managenent that Morrison Hershfield was doi ng?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  Just resource
managenent. | nean, if the Cty needed certain
things by resources to them to do that, you know,
they would cone to us. |If we could accommpdate it
and provide those staff to do that, certainly would
do it.

KATE MCGRANN: \Who was responsi ble for
recei ving those requests fromthe Gty and then
seeing that they were filled?

STAN MCA LLIS: It would really go to
discipline leads a ot of the tine. You know,
sonetinmes cone directly to ne as they knew I was
doi ng internal project managenent and had contr ol
of staff we could put on a project.

But many tinmes they'd go just directly
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to the person they were working with. Like, if it
was -- if our |ead person, say, for instance, was

I n environnental and they needed soneone to cone
out and identify sone trees, they m ght just go

ri ght through our environnental |ead and say,
"Coul d you send out your arborist to have a | ook at
these trees?" You know, so they mght do it that
way as wel .

So it wasn't, you know, totally
structured they had to follow a certain process,
you know, and that the environnental |ead would
cone to ne and say, "lI'mputting so and so." Well,
they can request it.

We had an on-demand service. W had a
budget set up that they could work within for each
of the disciplines, so we worked wthin those
budget s.

KATE MCGRANN: What was involved in the
design review work that Morrison Hershfield did
t hr oughout the inplenentation phase of the project?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Again, we'd be
| ooking -- once the RFP cl oses and are awarded a
contract, then they start the process of providing
exactly what it is that they're going to design for

t he project.
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| n sonme cases, you know, they m ght
bring forward sonething that was in the RFP or they
may start conpletely different than what they had
submtted during the RFP processes that we hadn't
brought it forward as a proposal extract.

So, again, we're checking for
conpliance to the specification, and there's a
whol e checklist of things that we'd be |ooking for,
that the -- the standards that were set out in the
PSCS are being net in the design that's being put
f orwar d.

General ly, you know, you have to put
notes on your design reviews that would refer to
the PSOS itself as to what the comment was, you
know, specific about that you were making.

KATE MCGRANN: And over what period of
time was that design work done?

STAN MCA LLIS: On, it's a long
process. | can't say for sure, but, you know, it
started in -- it closed sonetinme in -- probably
started sonetine in 2013, and | would say it would
be close to two years before all of the designs are
I n.

They're comng in at various tinmes. |

nmean, that's one of the benefits of a P3-type
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project. You don't have to design the whole thing
before you start building it.

So what ever they want to work on first,
they submt the designs in for that, you get them
approved, and they start the construction of that
conponent while they work on designing sonethi ng
el se.

So it's an ongoing process. |It's not
just one subm ssion. There's a prelimnary
subm ssion, a subm ssion that's nore or | ess
conplete, and then there's the conpl eted one that
goes to construction. So there's -- | believe
there was three sets of subm ssions, designs that
they had to go through.

And when you -- you did the prelimnary
one with your comment, and when you got the second
one, you were going back to check that they
addressed all the things that you asked themto
address the first tine you reviewed it.

KATE MCGRANN:  You said that you
t hought it was close to two years until the designs
were in. Was there ongoi ng design review work
after that first two-year-or-so period cane to a
cl ose?

STAN MCA LLIS: As | say, it depends on
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11 the -- onthe discipline as well. | nean, for
2| instance, in the first couple years, they
3| concentrate on getting the running way work done,
4| getting the roads and detours built, all those
5| sorts of things, and they held off on doing nuch,
61 for instance, on stations.
7 And, you know, towards the latter part,
8| all the station designs would cone in later in the
9| process. So it varies, but, |I nean, it al nost
10| lasts the majority of the construction schedul e.
11 There's sone design things comng in as
121 they're building it. They nay have to do a design
13| variation thenselves in the field while they're
14| buil ding sonmething. Sonething is not working out
151 quite the way the plans had it, and they' ||l submt
16 | a design variation. You know, that's late in the
17| process, but it happens.
18 KATE MCGRANN:. Do you renenber any
19| particular challenges comng up on this project
20 with respect to the areas that you were doing
21| design review work on?
22 STAN MCA LLIS: No. No, it was well
23| done. It was well done.
24 KATE MCGRANN: W th respect to the
25

on-site field nonitoring work that Morrison
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Her shfi el d was doing, what did that involve?

STAN MCG LLIS: W called themfield
conpliance coordinators. Really they were out
there to observe. The responsibility of building
things and ensuring the quality processes needed to
be done were all with the consortiumto do.

So they were nore |like auditors, and at
the sane tinme, they would be | ooking at the
progress, taking sone photos, |ooking at the
schedul e and conparing it to the progress they were
seeing, and provide those reports to the Gty for
their internal purposes, construction neetings and
presentations that they were making.

KATE MCGRANN: When you say that they
were nore |ike auditors, what were they auditing
for?

STAN MCA LLIS: Well, for conpliance.
Monitoring that the consortiuns are follow ng all
the correct requirenents that it spelled out in the
techni cal specification.

KATE MCGRANN:  And the field conpliance
coordi nators from Morri son Hershfield on the
project, were they focusing on the aspects of the
project that you previously described to ne that

Morrison Hershfield took charge of ?
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1 STAN MCA LLI'S: No, they were nore

2| assigned -- ny recollection again, they reported
3| pretty much exclusively to Gty staff that were
4| overseeing that phase of the project, but they

5| broke it down into segnments.

6 So we may have someone on a segnent,

7| you know, that's downtown, for instance, between

9] you're going to | ook at.
10 So, no, it wouldn't be -- it wouldn't
11| be so nmuch by discipline. It would be nore by

12 | segnment that they were auditing conpliance checks.

13 KATE MCGRANN: When you say "segnent,"
141 you nean |i ke a physical geographical segnent --

15 STAN MCG LLI'S:  Yes.

16 KATE MCGRANN. -- of the line?

17 STAN MCA LLI'S:  Yes.

18 KATE MCGRANN: And if I'ma field

19 | conpliance coordi nator working on that segnent, |I'm

20 | responsi ble for auditing conpliance across the

21| segnents?

22 STAN MCA LLI'S:  Yes.

23 KATE MCGRANN:  And were the

24 | observations of the field conpliance coordi nators

25| amal ganated or prepared -- like, turned into

8| two stations. Anything that happens in the segnent
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reports overall on the system or were they
reporting back directly on their segnent to the
Gty?

STAN MCA LLIS: Directly to the Gty,
yes.

KATE MCGRANN: \Who desi gned t hat
approach to field conpliance?

STAN MCA LLI'S: The City.

KATE MCGRANN: Do you know if the Cty
had any advice or assistance fromany third parties
i n designing that approach?

STAN MCA LLI'S: They may very wel |
have. 1'm not aware.

KATE MCGRANN: Do you know i f any
changes were nade to that field conpliance
noni tori ng approach over the inplenmentation of the
pr oj ect ?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Depending, | think, on
t he degree of work that was occurring in any one
area. They woul d adjust the nunber of staff
obviously. If it was really busy, there would be
nore, and as the work was w ndi ng down, there would
be | ess requirenent for people. The resource alone
can change as the project progressed.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. Do you know i f
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there were any changes in resource |oads or field
conpliance personnel doing that work based on any
factors other than the anount of work being done in
any particular section?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No, other than a new --
when new things |ike the systens cane into place,
If they're putting in the control systens, then
t hat specialist would cone for that.

They woul dn't be there all the tine,
but when the control systens, for instance, were
being built or perhaps when the rail was being
| aid, they'd bring in -- sonme specialist would be
brought to the project that would | ook specifically
at those specialty things, you know, traction
power, electrical systens.

You know, the architects m ght go out
when there's, you know, station design being
| npl enent ed, roofing systens. They would bring in
sone specialists for sure. The conpliance -- field
conpliance, we're tal king nore generalists. Not
the specialist fields.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And who woul d
I dentify when a specialist was required?

STAN MCA LLIS: Well, it would be

the -- wwth the Cty and their teans on those
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di sci plines, whether it was for electrical or
syst ens.

You know, STV obviously stayed heavily
I nvolved in the systens. They would -- they would
I dentify when they would need their speciali st
dependi ng on the progress of the work, whether
their specialists should be -- should be on-site
having a | ook at how work was progressing.

KATE MCGRANN: | think that you' ve
| argely answered this, but just to be clear, who
was managi ng the on-site field nonitoring work
that's being done by these generalists?

STAN MCA LLI'S: The City. The Cty
staff was doing that.

KATE MCGRANN: So beyond the -- pardon
nme. Field conpliance coordinators are provi ded by
Morrison Hershfield. Ohers at CTP as well ?

STAN MCG LLI'S: Yes, others at CIP as
wel | .

KATE MCGRANN:  But their work is being
di ctated and nmanaged by the Cty?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  Yes.

KATE MCGRANN: To your know edge, did
the Cty ever seek advice or feedback from Capital

Transit Partners about the adequacy of its
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nmonitoring for conpliance with the PA throughout
t he i npl ementati on phase?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Not to ny know edge.
There continued to be sone neeting at the senior
managenent | evel that certainly could have been
di scussed that |'munaware of. So | wouldn't say
It did not happen, but, you know, not to ny
know edge.

KATE MCGRANN:. From where you were
sitting, were there any steps that could have been
taken by the City to assess the progress of the
| npl enentati on phase or conpliance with the PA,
proj ect agreenent, that were not taken?

STAN MCA LLIS: No, I think the role
that was spelled out that the Gty would take was
I npl enent ed.

KATE MCGRANN: I n your view, did the
Cty have the resources and expertise it needed to
eval uate conpliance with the project agreenent
t hr oughout the inplenentation phase?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Yes. |Including
techni cal advisors with CIP that they could call
upon. Not just for their own staff but with their
teamthat it was contracted to.

KATE MCGRANN: It's ny understandi ng
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that the Gty enlisted the help of an independent
assessnent teamin and around 2017. Do you have
any know edge about this teamthat was brought in?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No.

KATE MCGRANN: Are you aware of any
request for increased nonitoring from CTP of the
I npl enent ati on work being done in 2017 --

STAN MCA LLI'S: Not to ny know edge,
no.

KATE MCGRANN: Did you have any
I nvol venent in the preparation for the operations
of the systemat all?

STAN MCA LLI'S: There is a part of the
PSOS specification that's operation and nmai nt enance
and rehab during the in-revenue period. This has
a-- 1 believe it's a 30-year nmi ntenance contract
as part of this P3 contract. A nenber of MH s
staff was involved in the preparation of those
docunents.

KATE MCGRANN:  Coul d you say the | ast
part of what you said again?

STAN MCG LLI'S: A nenber of our staff,
of MH staff, was involved in the preparation of
t hose docunents.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And speaki ng
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about Morrison Hershfield generally, did Mrrison
Her shfi el d have any involvenent in the actual work
done to prepare for operations and mai nt enance?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No.

KATE MCGRANN: Provide any infornmation
or advice to the Gty about the work that it was
doi ng for preparation for operations and
mai nt enance?

STAN MCA LLIS: W may have been asked.
Again, it's not an area that | personally was
I nvol ved in, but since we had staff that hel ped
prepare that docunent, they certainly could have
reached out and asked for, you know, clarification
of what the docunent had indicated. So certainly
t hat coul d have been occurring that | wouldn't be
awar e of .

KATE MCGRANN. Wth respect to the
trial running period for the systemin between
substantial conpletion and the achi evenent of
revenue service availability, did you have any
I nvol venent in that trial running exercise?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Personally no
I nvol venent, but, again, we would have had a couple
field coordinators that were out there while this

was occurring doing their normal work getting
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11 things conpleted, so -- but, no, personally no
21 involvenent at all.
3 KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. Wat woul d the
4| field coordinators' work have involved during the
S| trial running period?
6 STAN MCA LLIS: Well, the trial running
7| period was occurring while there was still work
8| being conpleted. They were still working on
91 deficiencies we call them that work is not 100
10 | percent to contract requirenents. May be
11| unconpl eted work or unsatisfactory conpl eted work.
12| They were still working on resolving those.
13 May not have affected the -- that trial
141 run, but, you know, it could be things,
15| architectural things in the station perhaps that
16 | were still being worked upon, and our coordi nators
171 were still out there observing that this was being
18 | taken care of.
19 KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. So any
20 | out standi ng work that was being done during trial
21| running, there would be those conpliance nonitors
221 in the field doing the same kind of audit work that
23 | they had been doi ng throughout the inplenentation
24 | phase?
25 STAN MCG LLI'S: Correct.
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KATE MCGRANN:  Any changes to the
duties of those individuals during the trial
runni ng period?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Not to ny know edge.

KATE MCGRANN: And then can you speak
nore generally to the invol venent of Capital
Transit Partners in the trial running period?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Again, |I'mnot
personally invol ved, but, again, we had -- we have
I nvol venent with the conmm ssi oni ng specs havi ng
devel oped them Certainly the Cty would be
reaching out for the specialists that were
I dentified on our team

Most of that was with the STV
I ndi vi dual s, and, you know, their exact invol venent
| don't have the details on. They were working
directly with the Gty on that.

KATE MCGRANN:. And then during the
peri od between the end of the trial running period
and the achi evenent of revenue service on the one
end and the opening of the systemto public service
on the other, what if anything was Mrrison
Hershfield still doing during that period of tine?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  Just the field

coordi nators out there ensuring things were getting
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conpleted. OQher than that, very little was going
on at that point. W were pretty nuch w apped up.

KATE MCGRANN: Do you know i f Morrison
Hershfield or Capital Transit Partners nore
generally had representatives riding the |lines,
nmovi ng through the station to try to sinulate what
normal use would look like to assist in a sort of
under st andi ng and assessnent of the systemfor
r eadi ness?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Again, no personal
I nvol venent, but | believe what you're saying is
accurate. That would be part of a normal process
that we'd be observing to ensure that those
requirenents in the contract were being net.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. But you don't
have any know edge of what that | ooked like on this
particul ar project?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No.

KATE MCGRANN: | think this has been
i nplied by your answers so far, but just to be
clear, did you or Mrrison Hershfield nore
general |y have any invol venent in assessing revenue
service availability and whether that m | estone had
been achi eved?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No, no involvenent in
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t hat .

KATE MCGRANN: Did you or anybody at
Morrison Hershfield nore generally have any
I nvol venent in considering when the system shoul d
be opened up to the public in full service?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No, no involvenent.

KATE MCGRANN: Are you aware of any
di scussions at any tine about a soft start to
public service? And by that | nean, because |
think this phrase can nean different things to
di fferent people, starting with |less than what the
project agreenent required in the way of full
service and ranping up to those requirenents over
time?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No, no information. |
was not involved in any discussions on that.

KATE MCGRANN:. Are you aware of any
di scussi ons on that topic?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Nothing that | -- that
| can't say | didn't just read in the papers, but
nobody was | ooking for advice fromus on that.

KATE MCGRANN:  So it's 3:38 according
to the clock that | can see right now. 1'm going
to ask that we take a ten-m nute break. So that

has us com ng back at ten to 4. Does that work for
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ever ybody?

STAN MCG LLIS:  Ckay.

KATE MCGRANN:  So we're off the record.

-- RECESSED AT 3:39 P.M --

-- RESUMED AT 3:50 PP.M --

KATE MCGRANN:. Ckay. M. MGIlis,
sone questions that |'m going to bounce around
t hrough the chronol ogy of the project here a little
bit, but I'll try to keep it clear.

St eppi ng back to the outset of the work
that Capital Transit Partners did on the project,
was wor king at a cost and schedul e baseline part of
the work that Capital Transit Partners did?

STAN MCA LLIS: In ternms of our
contract?

KATE MCGRANN: I n terns of the
construction Stage 1 of the LRT.

STAN MCG LLI'S: The costs associ ated
with the engineering costs or the project costs as
a whol e?

KATE MCGRANN: Project costs as a
whol e.

STAN MCA LLI'S:  Yes, we would have ran
a cost estimate from beginning to end and al so

| ooki ng at project schedule from beginning to end,
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regul ar updates, yes.

KATE MCGRANN: Did CTP have any
I nvol venent in determ ning the anount of
contingency that the Cty provided for with respect
to Stage 1 of the LRT?

STAN MCQE LLI'S:  Sorry, any cost
estimati ng we woul d have done woul d have included a
conti ngency allowance for unknowns, yes. |It's
general practice in cost estimating to include
t hat .

KATE MCGRANN: The paraneters that
hel ped determ ne that contingency anal ysis, where
did they cone from or what was used?

STAN MCA LLIS: | don't have the
specifics of that, but a big conponent usually
cones fromthe risk. Was there any areas of risk?
So you woul d include noney to cover risk. If you
couldn't define the scope well, then you have a
bi gger conti ngency.

KATE MCGRANN: Are you aware of any
restrictions that cane fromthe Cty on the total
anount of contingency that could be set aside?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No, I'mnot aware.

KATE MCGRANN: To your know edge, did

the transfer of the geotech risk, with respect to
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the tunnel in particular but nore generally, have
any inpact on the overall contingency that the Cty
had pl anned for this project?

STAN MCA LLIS: | don't have the
details on that, but in general terns, the nore
ri sk you put on to the bidders, the higher the
costs would be. If you -- if you want to conti nue
to assune risk and put themat less risk, you could
get a, you know, nore optinmal pricing fromthem

But if they have to price in the risk,
then their bids are going to usually be higher. So
you're trying to fine-tune that as nuch as you can,
give themas nuch information to reduce risk and
t hen get better bid pricing.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And do you have
any know edge about whether the Cty nmade any
adjustnents to its contingency plans once it becane
clear that the geotech risk would be accepted by
Its private partner?

STAN MCA LLI'S:  No.

KATE MCGRANN:  And do you have any
know edge about whether -- when the second sinkhol e
happened, whether that had any inpact on the
Cty's -- first of all, its approach to conti ngency

for this project?
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STAN MCA LLI'S: No, no know edge.

KATE MCGRANN:  Second of all, do you
know whet her the second si nkhol e had any i npact on
the Cty's oversight of the project?

STAN MCA LLIS: Well, it definitely
caused del ays, so there would have been sone
I ncreased tine involved, and then also the repair
of the sinkhole, obviously there's costs associ ated
with that. The oversight fromthe Gty probably --
it was involved in that as well.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. So increased tine
due to delays, did | understand you to be saying
that the Gty inplenented specific oversight wth
respect to the repair of the sinkhole?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Certainly they woul d,
yes. They'd want to ensure that it was repaired
properly.

KATE MCGRANN:  Any ot her changes to the
City's approach to oversight of the inplenentation
of the project after the sinkhole that you' re aware
of ?

STAN MCG LLI'S: Not that I'm aware of.

KATE MCGRANN: | think that you' ve
| argely answered this question, but | want to nmake

sure that | have your answer.
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Wth respect to project managenent
servi ces provided through the inplenentation phase,
| believe that those are all being controlled or
directed by the Gty and staffed on an as-denanded
basi s by people provided by CIP; is that right?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Correct.

KATE MCGRANN: To your know edge, did
CTP have any role in identifying where the Gty may
need additional resources outside of its sort of --
the staff that it had dedicated to the project?

STAN MCG LLI'S: Well, CTP numintained a
proj ect manager through that phase, so those woul d
have been di scussi ons between our project nmanager
and the City to see if additional resources were
needed, whether they cone from CTP or the Cty
could provide theminternally.

KATE MCGRANN:.  Who filled that project
manager rol e?

STAN MCA LLIS: The majority is Rich
Pi |l oseno, who was a nenber of AECOM

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. And anybody el se
who was doi ng that work?

STAN MCA LLI'S: There was sonebody
prior to him and his nane doesn't pop into ny head

right now, but the -- he was definitely -- you
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11 know, the latter of the project, he was -- he was
2| the project nmanager. It may cone to ne. It was
3| there before, but | can't think of the nane right
41 now.

S KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. If it cones to

6| you, just let us know.

7 It's ny understandi ng that the Rail

8| Inplenentation Ofice at the Gty produced four

9| reports. I'mgoing to tell you the names of four

10| of themthat |I'maware of: R Ononthly report, a
11| schedul e report, a quarterly report to the

12| Executive Steering Conmittee, and a key indicators
13| report. Are you aware of any of those reports?

14 STAN MCA LLI'S: No, never seen them
15 KATE MCGRANN: To your know edge, did
16 | CTP play a role in any of the Cty's conmttees
171 that were struck to -- inrelation to Stage 1 of
18 | the OLRT?

19 STAN MCA LLIS: If | don't have a li st

20| of what the commttees are, | would be hard-pressed

211 to be able to answer that accurately. | nean,

22 | there's so nuch that was goi ng on through those

23| years. There's a potential that someone may have

24| made it. You know, | can't spell it out wthout

25

getting into details.
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KATE MCGRANN: Fair enough. For
exanpl e, are you aware of CTP having a role within
the Cty's contingency nanagenent conmttee?

STAN MCA LLIS: |I'mnot aware, but if
we were preparing cost estimtes, they may have
want -- like, for instance, they'd want to have
soneone there with direct know edge of those
estimates to answer questions for the conmttee.

KATE MCGRANN: To your know edge, did
CTP have any role with the Gty's R sk Review
Boar d?

STAN MCA LLIS: | don't know for
certain, but we would, again, have been part of the
devel opi ng the ri sk managenent on the project, so
qui te possibly sonmeone -- no one fromMH that |'m
aware of, but soneone from CTP could definitely
have been i nvol ved.

KATE MCGRANN:  And the last committee
that I'll ask you about specifically is the Gty's
Change Control Board. Do you know if anybody from
CTP had any direct involvenent with that comnmttee?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Personally don't know,
but that -- you know, there's a potential that
sonmeone |like Rich Piloseno could be involved. |'m

not aware he was, but quite possibly he could have
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been.

KATE MCGRANN: Are you aware of any
maj or events on the project -- |eaving aside the
2016 sinkhole for a second, are you aware of any
maj or events in the inplenentation of the project
that required an increased response from CTP?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Not hi ng specific.

There woul d be tines, for instance, at various
stages of the tunnel work that they'd bring in a
specialist to ook at certain things, conditions of
the rock, those sorts of things, but nothing that I
woul d say, you know, out of the ordinary that, you
know, you wouldn't expect that, you know, at sone
point a project of this magnitude, you m ght bring
sone people in at various conponents of conpletion
to | ook at things.

KATE MCGRANN: Are you aware of CTP
authoring or contributing to any reports respondi ng
to events that took place during the inplenentation
of the project?

STAN MCA LLI'S: | would say nothing
specific that | can identify for you today, but,
you know, as we provide those services through that
period of tinme, certainly we would have been doi ng

sone degree of reporting on the services that were
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provided to the Gty.

KATE MCGRANN: Can you describe to ne
what you saw of the relationship between the Gty
and RTG over the life of the project?

STAN MCA LLI'S: So when you say "the
life of the project,”" that would be post RFP, and
nmy involvenent in anything that had both the Cty
and RTG at the sane table was very cordial, very
professional, but that's -- you know, we -- at that
stage, you know, nobst of our work is being done
renotely through design reviews and stuff.

|"'mnot -- I'"mnot sitting on a regqgular
basis across the table fromthem Any reports, you
know, that |I'm aware of was al ways pr of essi onal
rel ati onshi ps between the parties.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. So based on your
di rect involvenent with representatives of the Gty
and RTG what you saw was professional and cordial;
Is that right?

And then based on information that my
have cone to you directly or indirectly, what was
your understandi ng of the nature of that
relationship over the inplenentation phase of the
pr oj ect ?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Not hing overly negative
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that | was made aware of, just normal contractor
owner relationships, you know. Through our staff
out there, there's nothing being reported that was,
you know, out of the ordinary that we've not seen
on construction projects.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. The Conm ssion
has been asked to | ook at the comercial and
techni cal circunstances that led to the breakdowns
and the derail nents on the system

Based on your involvenent in the work,
are there any topics that you think we should be
| ooki ng at that we haven't discussed with you
t oday?

STAN MCA LLI'S: W haven't really
t al ked about the nmai ntenance side of, you know, the
contract, that RTG has to naintain the system You
know, you woul d think when you have a derail nent,
you know, you | ook at how the nmi ntenance of the
systemis bei ng done.

That's -- not to point the finger at
that, but that's just naturally one of the
conponents that you'd be looking at. You're
| ooking at how it's being operated, you' re | ooking
at howit's being nmaintained, and try and zero in

on, you know, what would be the root cause of

neesonsreporting.com
416.413.7755



OLRTPI Witness Interview with Morrison Hershfield- S. McGillis
Stan McGillis on 4/18/2022 88

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

sonet hing |i ke that occurring.

So we haven't really tal ked nuch about
mai nt enance, but obviously an inportant part of any
systemis is being well-maintai ned.

KATE MCGRANN:  Anyt hing el se ot her than
t he mai ntenance piece that you just identified?

STAN MCA LLI'S: The other is is there
any flaw? You know, |ike, has anybody
identified -- is there a flaw that caused this to
happen?

And that's what you do in an
I nvesti gative stage of anything where an incident
happens to determ ne, you know, what caused this to
happen and if you have to nake a change to
sonething. |Is there a flawin the systenf

Agai n, these -- there was
I nvestigations, and | assune that these types of
t hi ngs woul d have been | ooked at.

KATE MCGRANN:  And just com ng back to
t he mai nt enance piece for a second, | think I
under st ood your evidence to be that you and
Morrison Hershfield nore generally didn't have any
I nvol venent in the operations or mai ntenance of the
system is that accurate?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Correct, other than the
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preparation of that docunent that's referred to as
15.3 that defines the requirenents of the operation
and mai nt enance plans. That would be ny only

I nvol venent .

KATE MCGRANN: Do you know i f you or
anybody at CTP nore generally was ever asked to
revisit that docunent after the RFP was conpl et ed?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Well, it had to be
reviewed while we were working on Stage 2. The
City | ooked at the requirenents for maintenance for
Stage 2 and felt they did not want to have two
different consortiuns |ooking after things. |It's
just duplication of costs.

And so they negotiated as part of
Stage 2 to have RTG | ook after the maintenance of
Stage 2. So they -- there was a nodification to
t hat docunent to incorporate the mai ntenance of
St age 2.

QG her than that, I'mnot -- |'m not
awar e of any other changes that have occurred to
t hat docunent post RFP.

KATE MCGRANN: Ckay. So that docunent
was anended to allow for RTGto take on Stage 2
mai nt enance, but no changes nmade to the

requi renents of what that nmaintenance needed to be
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or include; is that fair?

STAN MCG LLIS: That's my
under st andi ng.

KATE MCGRANN: Do you renenber around
what tinme that anmendnent was nade?

STAN MCA LLIS: Well, it was post 2015.
|"'mthinking it's probably around the 2017
tinmeline.

KATE MCGRANN:. One of the things that
t he Comm ssi oner has been asked to do in this
public inquiry is to make recommendations to try to
prevent issues |ike what we've seen with the
breakdowns and derail nents of Stage 1 from
happeni ng agai n.

Are there any specific recomendati ons
or areas of recommendation that you woul d suggest
he consider as part of that role?

STAN MCA LLI'S: There's al ways, |
guess, risks associated with, you know, putting a
new systeminto i nplenentation. There has to be
sone degree of tine allowed for it to operate as
desi gned.

So, you know, it's difficult when you
t hrow passengers on sonething i medi ately and then

expect everything to work fine. | nean, cars have
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warranty. You buy a brand new car and, you know, a
nonth after you own it, the engine light is on and
you' re back to the dealer to find out why.

| nmean, sone things happen. | nean,
shoul d a derail nent occur? Probably not, but sone
degree of break-in period is probably necessary and
expected, and, you know, you try to control that,
mtigate it as much as you can.

W have tal ked extensively about risk.
| nmean, that's part of putting a new systemin
pl ace. There's sone risk of howwell it wll
perform and | think the Gty was very prudent to
have a -- you know, a parallel systemfor the first
nmonth to gauge how it was operating.

And it worked, | think, up to their
expectation to the point where they decided after a
nmonth they no | onger needed to continue that
parall el system Oher points in tinme, they had to
put it back in place if they -- if sonething broke
down, a train broke down. Had to figure out why,
put sone buses on to keep the -- keep the
passengers novi ng.

So nothing in ny mnd cones out as
specifically done wong. | think they reacted

quite well when instances occurred and tried to,
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you know, keep the system functioning at the
hi ghest | evel possible in the circunstances they
wer e facing.

KATE MCGRANN:. Were you called in to --
you or anybody at Capital Transit Partners nore
generally called in to help determ ne howto
respond when there were incidents during operation
that required replacenent buses or otherw se?

STAN MCA LLI'S: M understandi ng, CTP
wer e involved through -- mainly through STV.

KATE MCGRANN: Do you know what their
I nvol venment was focused on?

STAN MCA LLI'S: Again, just advisory of
how to deal with the issue and perhaps to talk
about the contractual requirenents of RTG were
t hey being net.

KATE MCGRANN. Ms. McLellan, do you
have any questions following up on --

LI Z MCLELLAN: | do not, no.

KATE MCGRANN: M. Kopp or M. Lanbert,
do you have any follow up questions?

KYLE LAMBERT: | have a coupl e going
back to earlier discussion related to risk profile
and the -- | guess the decisions that the Capital

Transit Partners and the Gty would nake once
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certain risks were identified.

M. MGIllis, once a risk was
I dentified, who ultinmately deci ded whet her sone
ki nd of change or adjustnent to the RFP docunents
woul d be nade?

STAN MCA LLI'S: The program nmanagenent
team both at the Gty and CTP would be involved in
t hose types of discussions and determne if a
change needed to be nade to better allocate that
risk properly, or in sone cases, you know, if tine
permtted, we may want to do a little bit nore work
on the subject to try and take away the risk. You
know, is there a way to reduce the risk? 1s there
sonet hing we coul d be doi ng?

So those di scussi ons woul d happen and
see -- you know, if you're tal king geotechnical,
for instance, if soneone was concerned about a
certain area, could you go out and gather sone nore
information in that area to try and narrow down
what the unknown perhaps was that was causing
people to think there was risk there.

So those types of discussions would
happen on -- you know, on a regular basis at the
senior levels of the -- of the program

KYLE LAMBERT: And when that risk
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assessnent and the possi bl e need for adjustnent
based on that assessnent ultimtely worked its way
I nto negotiating pricing with a proponent, who was
responsi ble for that negotiation?

STAN MCA LLIS: It would be the entire

Cty team | nean, there's also | egal advisors on
the teamas well that are -- and, you know, risk
experts who would tell you, you know, what -- you

know, what their advice was, the best way to handl e
t hat ri sk.

Those types of individuals were part of
the overall managenent teamat the Gty to seek the
best solution to those things. So they would --

t hey woul d nake that call.

KYLE LAMBERT: Thank you. And then one
| ast question on a different issue. This is just a
point of clarification regarding the role of CTP or
Morrison Hershfield personnel on sone of the
commttees that Ms. McG ann nentioned or referred
to.

And | wasn't clear. Wen you said that
t here woul d be sone involvenment with the conmttee,
are you tal king about being called to speak to the
conmittee -- give evidence is probably too fornmal,

but give an opinion or give advice to the
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commttee, or are you tal king about having an
actual seat on any of those commttees?

STAN MCA LLI'S: | would say both. |
mean, you know, for sure -- we nentioned Nati onal
Capital Comm ssion before. They had a huge say on
sone of the station design. W would certainly be
at those neetings presenting designs, working with
NCC staff to come up with acceptabl e standards for
t hose stations.

That's just one conmttee. There are
many, many comm ttees that woul d have been invol ved
in this project, and whether we sat as a nenber of
that commttee or were invited to the neetings, it
could be one or the other.

KYLE LAMBERT: Thank you. That's all

for me.

KATE MCGRANN:  That's it from our end
as well. So thank you very nuch for your tine this
af t er noon.

STAN MCA LLI'S: Thank you.

KATE MCGRANN:  And that brings our
interview to a close.

KYLE LAMBERT: Thank you.

-- Adjourned at 4:13 p. m
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 01  -- Upon commencing at 2:03 p.m. --

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  Good afternoon,

 03  Mr. McGillis.  My name is Kate McGrann.  I'm one of

 04  the Co-Lead Counsel with Ottawa Light Rail Transit

 05  Public Inquiry.  I'm joined by my colleague, Liz

 06  McLellan, who is a member of the counsel team.

 07              You will just be affirmed before we get

 08  started with the questions.

 09              STAN MCGILLIS:  AFFIRMED.

 10              KATE MCGRANN:  Before we get started, I

 11  will just remind you with a bit of information

 12  about the purpose of today's interview and how the

 13  information you provide will be used.

 14              The purpose of today's interview is to

 15  obtain your evidence under oath or solemn

 16  declaration for use at the Commission's public

 17  hearings.

 18              This will be a collaborative interview

 19  such that my co-counsel may intervene to ask

 20  certain questions.  If time permits, your counsel

 21  may ask follow-up questions at the end of this

 22  interview.

 23              This interview is being transcribed,

 24  and the Commission intends to enter this transcript

 25  into evidence at the Commission's public hearings,

�0005

 01  either at the hearings or by way of procedural

 02  order before the hearings commence.

 03              The transcript will be posted to the

 04  Commission's public website along with any

 05  corrections made to it after it has been entered

 06  into evidence.

 07              The transcript, along with any

 08  corrections later made to it, will be shared with

 09  the Commission's participants and their counsel on

 10  a confidential basis before being entered into

 11  evidence.

 12              You will be given the opportunity to

 13  review your transcript and correct any typos or

 14  other errors before the transcript is shared with

 15  the participants or entered into evidence.  Any

 16  non-typographical corrections you make will be

 17  appended to the transcript.

 18              Pursuant to Section 33(6) of the Public

 19  Inquiries Act, 2009, a witness at an inquiry shall

 20  be deemed to have objected to answer any question

 21  asked him or her upon the ground that his or her

 22  answer may tend to incriminate the witness or may

 23  tend to establish his or her liability to civil

 24  proceedings at the instance of the Crown or of any

 25  person, and no answer given by a witness at an
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 01  inquiry shall be used or be receivable in evidence

 02  against him or her in any trial or other

 03  proceedings against him or her thereafter taking

 04  place, other than a prosecution for perjury in

 05  giving such evidence.

 06              As required by Section 33(7) of that

 07  act, you are hereby advised that you have the right

 08  to object to answer any question under Section 5 of

 09  the Canada Evidence Act.

 10              And if at any point you need to take a

 11  break during our interview, please just let us

 12  know, and we will take a break as needed.

 13              Starting with some questions about you,

 14  sir, and your background, I understand that you're

 15  currently the Vice President, Transportation, Roads

 16  and Highways at Morrison Hershfield; is that

 17  correct?

 18              STAN MCGILLIS:  That's correct.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  And before this

 20  interview, we asked your counsel to share a copy of

 21  your CV.  I'm just going to show you a document.

 22  You should be looking at the first page of a

 23  four-page document.  I'm going to scroll through

 24  and quickly show you page 2, page 3, page 4 of this

 25  document.  Do you recognize this document?

�0007

 01              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes, I do.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  What is it?

 03              STAN MCGILLIS:  It's a corporate

 04  résumé.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  For you; yes?

 06              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  So we'll enter that as

 08  Exhibit 1 to your examination.

 09              EXHIBIT NO. 1: CV of Stan McGillis.

 10              KATE MCGRANN:  Would you please provide

 11  your professional experience as relevant to the

 12  work you did on the Ottawa Light Rail Transit

 13  System Stage 1?

 14              STAN MCGILLIS:  So on Stage 1, I was --

 15  started on the project immediately when we were

 16  contracted by the City of Ottawa.  Held several

 17  roles on the project through the years.

 18              The main role for the client was

 19  leading the roadways component of the preliminary

 20  engineering -- owner's engineer service that

 21  Capital Transit Partners was providing.

 22              I also acted on behalf of Morrison

 23  Hershfield as the internal project manager just to

 24  oversee the contract with the City and our JV

 25  partners.
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 01              And later on, I also took on the role

 02  of the traffic lead on behalf of Capital Transit

 03  Partners as we get into the procurement phase of

 04  the project.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  And would you describe

 06  the professional experience you brought to the

 07  project when you started working on Stage 1 of the

 08  OLRT?

 09              STAN MCGILLIS:  I'm not sure I'm

 10  catching the question.  What expertise did I bring?

 11              KATE MCGRANN:  Yes, what's your

 12  relevant -- what relevant professional experience

 13  and expertise did you bring to the project when you

 14  started working on it?

 15              STAN MCGILLIS:  Okay.  Yes.  I was

 16  bringing obviously a lot of project management

 17  experience as well as technical engineering

 18  experience with the roadway design, the traffic

 19  components of the project.

 20              KATE MCGRANN:  Had you worked on a

 21  light rail project before?

 22              STAN MCGILLIS:  I have worked on rail

 23  projects.  There was -- no, not necessarily light

 24  rail.  I mean, there's a distinction between heavy

 25  rail and light rail.
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 01              At the time this project started, there

 02  was very few light rail projects in Canada.  You

 03  know, this is one of the first, in fact, that was

 04  being built as light rail.

 05              For instance, I worked on the City of

 06  Ottawa's pilot rail project which was done in the

 07  early 2000s.  I was the senior engineer on that

 08  project when it was being done.

 09              KATE MCGRANN:  Were there any

 10  particular areas of focus for your work on the

 11  pilot project done in Ottawa?

 12              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yeah, all the civil

 13  works.  Again, concentrating on roadways, fencing,

 14  right-of-way drainage, similar type things as I was

 15  undertaking on this one.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  And with respect to P3

 17  projects, can you describe a bit of the P3

 18  experience that you brought to this project when

 19  you started?

 20              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes.  I mean, P3,

 21  there's various components.  Sometimes we have the

 22  design-build projects as well.  They don't bring

 23  the financing part, but they bring similar

 24  philosophies that the designers work with the

 25  contractors to develop the project.
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 01              We've worked on them in, you know, a

 02  bus way in Toronto I worked on before.  We worked

 03  on components of the North-South LRT line that

 04  Ottawa originally had started and cancelled prior

 05  to going into the design phase of that one.

 06              The light rail project that I spoke of,

 07  the pilot project, was also a design-build type

 08  project at the time we did it.

 09              Yeah, various ones.  Like, we take

 10  various roles on them depending on where these

 11  projects are located.

 12              KATE MCGRANN:  Had you worked on a

 13  project that was delivered via design-build finance

 14  maintain model before?

 15              STAN MCGILLIS:  I would say no, not on

 16  the maintain part.  Most of them are design-built

 17  under tender or to the owner when it comes to the

 18  specialties that I work in, which are really

 19  highways and roads type projects that the

 20  municipalities, the province takes them over when

 21  they're built.

 22              KATE MCGRANN:  I understand that you

 23  worked on Stage 1 of the LRT from 2010 right from

 24  the beginning of the work that Capital Transit

 25  Partners was retained to do; is that right?
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 01              STAN MCGILLIS:  Correct.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  And you stayed involved

 03  in the project until 2019?

 04              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes.  Once it went into

 05  the construction phase, the City really had most of

 06  the lead in that.  We provided some staff to the

 07  City, but they were under the direction of the

 08  City.

 09              So my role really once I went into

 10  implementation, building phase was really the

 11  project manager role with some of the design review

 12  at the beginning of that phase as well.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  Did you remain involved

 14  in the project until 2019?

 15              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  When you stopped your

 17  work on the project, did somebody else take over in

 18  the role that you had been doing?

 19              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, I stayed right

 20  through.

 21              KATE MCGRANN:  Did you stay involved in

 22  the project after the system opened to public

 23  revenue service?

 24              STAN MCGILLIS:  On a few occasions, the

 25  City would reach out to us for various things that
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 01  they were still working on, and we would arrange

 02  some staff to work for them.

 03              I mean, I can give you an example.  You

 04  know, there was a study being done on some odour

 05  control in the tunnel.  They would contact us and

 06  say, you know, "Would you have some people who

 07  could help us to take a look at this?"  And I would

 08  arrange to have the staff that would assist them

 09  with that.

 10              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  Fair to say that

 11  your role post the system opening to full public

 12  revenue service was, it sounds like, to receive

 13  requests for assistance from the City and then to

 14  arrange for that assistance to be provided from

 15  Morrison Hershfield?

 16              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  Any other

 18  responsibilities or obligations that fell to your

 19  role after the system opened to public service?

 20              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, I would say no.

 21  That was on-demand service as they requested

 22  things.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  When did your

 24  involvement in the project come to an end?

 25              STAN MCGILLIS:  That's a good question.
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 01  I would say it was -- they -- well, it never really

 02  came to a complete end.  They closed off the

 03  contract, or we call it Stage 1, that's the first

 04  stage, but they moved any incomplete work into our

 05  Stage 2 contract that we're -- it's currently

 06  ongoing right now.  So if there was some small

 07  things, they're doing them under Stage 2.

 08              So when did they close that off?  I

 09  would say it's at least a year and a half ago

 10  probably when they finally closed that contract off

 11  and moved things into Stage 2.

 12              KATE MCGRANN:  And in the context of

 13  the work that you're doing on Stage 2, are you

 14  still being called upon to provide assistance to

 15  the City with respect to Stage 1 from time to time?

 16              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, I haven't seen a

 17  request in quite some time.  I would say well over

 18  a year since I've seen a request.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  I'd like to understand

 20  the work that Capital Transit Partners took on for

 21  the City with respect to Stage 1 generally and then

 22  understand what each of the partners brought to

 23  that project individually.

 24              So starting with Capital Transit

 25  Partners on the whole, what work did that group
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 01  take on for the City when it started?

 02              STAN MCGILLIS:  The contract was for

 03  preliminary engineering services and project

 04  management services to support the City's own

 05  construction rail office.  Some people refer to

 06  that as an owner's engineer's role.  Part of the

 07  owner's engineering office that was set up to

 08  deliver this project on behalf of the City.

 09              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And were there

 10  areas of focus or specialty that each of the

 11  partners took charge of with respect to the

 12  preliminary engineering and project management

 13  services provided?

 14              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes, yes, there was a

 15  detailed request for proposal -- well, first of

 16  all, request for qualifications put out by the City

 17  which short listed various groups to bid on a

 18  request for proposal that was quite detailed with

 19  many, many specialties in it.

 20              And, yes, we met as partners and

 21  decided who could best put forward the staff for

 22  the various components of that scope of work.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  Could you walk me

 24  through at a high level how responsibilities were

 25  divided between the partners for this project?
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 01              STAN MCGILLIS:  Again, a lot of it was

 02  technical as to where they had the best technical

 03  ability to deliver that previous experience, you

 04  know, and the right people.

 05              There's also decisions made based on

 06  the split of the work, how much each firm was to

 07  take on, what they could take on, and then we had

 08  to use some subconsultants as well for very

 09  specialized work.

 10              You know, we worked together to

 11  determine if none of the -- in Capital Transit

 12  Partners, it was four firms that were part of the

 13  joint venture, and then the -- if we could not

 14  between the four firms deliver a scope of work, we

 15  would get a subconsultant that we would hire for

 16  that component of the work.

 17              So it was extensive discussions amongst

 18  the partners to divvy up that work, but generally

 19  speaking, it's done based on who's best qualified

 20  for the various scope.

 21              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And can you

 22  explain to us at a high level who was responsible

 23  for which aspects of the project?

 24              STAN MCGILLIS:  At a high level, yes,

 25  Morrison Hershfield, we took on, like, the
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 01  roadways, structures in terms of bridges,

 02  environmental, utilities, some of the drainage and

 03  civil works to do with the running way, which is

 04  where the tracks are.

 05              STV, they took on the vehicles, the

 06  systems, a lot of the project management,

 07  constructability, safety, security.

 08              Then the company that started, URS

 09  which later became AECOM, they took on facilities,

 10  the -- which would be the stations, the maintenance

 11  facilities.

 12              Jacobs, which later became McMillen

 13  Jacobs, they took on most of the tunnelling

 14  expertise.

 15              Yeah, I mean, there's a lot more to it

 16  than that, but in general sense, those are the main

 17  categories.

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  Just to help me

 19  understand the reporting structure first within

 20  Morrison Hershfield and then within Capital Transit

 21  Partners for you more generally, who did you report

 22  to in your day-to-day work when you first started

 23  on the project?

 24              STAN MCGILLIS:  Bill Taylor.

 25              KATE MCGRANN:  And what was his role?

�0017

 01              STAN MCGILLIS:  He was the former

 02  president of Morrison Hershfield and had worked on

 03  the procurement on our side in obtaining, getting

 04  the partnerships with the JV partners and putting

 05  together the team.

 06              And, you know, we refer to his role on

 07  the project as a project sponsor.  The overall

 08  corporate responsibility to report back at senior

 09  levels in the corporation as to -- that the project

 10  is set up correctly, got the right resources on it.

 11  He did risk reports to our board of directors,

 12  those sorts of things.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  Was he also involved in

 14  interfacing with the City?

 15              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes, at times he would

 16  -- that's the role of the project sponsor.  If the

 17  City had any issues they wanted to discuss at a

 18  very high level, performance-based issues perhaps

 19  or just resourcing, anything of that sort, they

 20  reached out to him.

 21              And he was part of the JV board of

 22  directors that met regularly with the City.  About

 23  monthly I think they were meeting, so he would

 24  attend those meetings.

 25              KATE MCGRANN:  Can you let me know,
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 01  what was the rest of the Morrison Hershfield

 02  team -- what did it look like at the outset of the

 03  project?

 04              STAN MCGILLIS:  It would be a bunch of

 05  technical leads for the various components.  You

 06  know, the environmental lead, me being the roadway

 07  lead, a structures lead, and they were -- they

 08  would all kind of report up through me in terms of

 09  resourcing and looking at the invoicing to the

 10  client, those sorts of things.  So that would be

 11  our internal structure.

 12              Externally they reported to, you know,

 13  perhaps someone within the JV team or in some

 14  cases, you know, to the owner themselves, the

 15  City's representatives on the project.

 16              There was a vast number of people on

 17  the project for sure that -- so there were several

 18  org charts on how people reported to each other.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  Now, I understand that

 20  Morrison Hershfield supported the City in the

 21  development of its procurement strategy; is that

 22  accurate?

 23              STAN MCGILLIS:  There was a component

 24  of scope to assist the City with a review of

 25  procurement options.  They had done some work prior
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 01  to the start of the project that we got involved

 02  with with Capital Transit Partners, and that was

 03  continued, and, yes, we had some staff that

 04  assisted with that.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  Did you have any

 06  involvement with that work?

 07              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, I was not involved

 08  in that.

 09              KATE MCGRANN:  Who would have been

 10  involved in that from Morrison Hershfield?

 11              STAN MCGILLIS:  An engineer named Jim

 12  Inch (ph) was kind of our -- started with our lead

 13  on that, assisted by another engineer, Kim Howie

 14  (ph), amongst other support staff, but they would

 15  have been the two key people from Morrison

 16  Hershfield.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  Can you describe

 18  what their involvement was focused on, or do you

 19  know what, in particular, they were assisting the

 20  City with when it came to procurement?

 21              STAN MCGILLIS:  They were looking at

 22  the various P3 models that you'd previously

 23  mentioned, the design-build finance operate.  It

 24  would be design-build finance.

 25              They were working, you know, with the
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 01  City's team.  It was more people obviously involved

 02  than just Capital Transit Partners in those

 03  decisions being made, but they were part of that

 04  team that was looking at the various models.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  While that team was

 06  reviewing the various models, was the rest of the

 07  group already working away on the preliminary

 08  engineering, or how did that -- how was that

 09  organized?

 10              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yeah, they were working

 11  concurrently.  The earliest part of our services

 12  involved coming up with detailed work plans.  It

 13  was a massive project.  So we spent, you know, a

 14  fair bit of time at the beginning of the job coming

 15  up with, you know, the work plans, how to address

 16  all that scope, and a needs assessment.

 17              You know, this was the first major LRT

 18  project for the City of Ottawa, so we had to do

 19  kind of a needs study to see did they have the

 20  standards in place to deliver something like this;

 21  do we have to develop standards.

 22              It was like a gap analysis so that each

 23  discipline took upon that to look at what was

 24  available and the background information the City

 25  could provide us from their earlier studies they'd
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 01  done, what standards they had in place, you know,

 02  through the pilot project, through their Transitway

 03  systems already in place.

 04              So there was a lot of people brought in

 05  to the project.  It may be one of the first times

 06  they had worked for the City of Ottawa, so learning

 07  curve for some, some more than others, but that was

 08  the early part.

 09              So while that was going on, they were

 10  working on the procurement model, but, you know,

 11  relatively early in the phase, I'd say.  Within the

 12  first four to five months, they were getting to the

 13  point where they knew what the model would be,

 14  because it would affect what we would -- we would

 15  be doing in terms of design, level of design that

 16  we would be doing depending on the model they

 17  picked.

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  I was actually going to

 19  ask you about that, whether the selection of the

 20  delivery model had any impact on the work that you

 21  were doing, and it sounds like it did.

 22              Can you tell me how the selection of

 23  the design-build financing model affected the

 24  engineering work that was being done?

 25              STAN MCGILLIS:  It would be more so to
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 01  the degree that a preliminary engineering would

 02  take the project.  On a P3 project, you're setting

 03  the performance standards that you want, whatever

 04  project you're doing to meet, and then you're kind

 05  of doing risk assessment at the same time,

 06  providing, you know, are you getting all the

 07  background studies that would be needed by the

 08  proponents that were going to bid on this.  Get

 09  those underway so you could -- you have a complete

 10  set of documents to turn over to bidders.

 11              So -- but the level of design is

 12  probably the key.  How much design you want to do,

 13  how much design do you want to prescribe.  And in,

 14  you know, a normal design-build bid model, you

 15  design it all.  In a P3 world, you're only taking

 16  it to certain levels.  You're leaving the -- you

 17  know, the ingenuity of the contracting industry to

 18  really get involved in the P3 model.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  Are there any downsides

 20  that come from taking a more advanced or more

 21  prescriptive design forward through a P3, like a

 22  design-build finance maintain?

 23              STAN MCGILLIS:  You would be

 24  prescribing things in a little more detail, so

 25  there would be, you know, less opportunity perhaps
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 01  for, you know, contractors.  These are big

 02  contracting consortiums that get together.  There

 03  would be less opportunity for them to use their

 04  engineering ingenuity, perhaps, if you were

 05  prescribing.

 06              But there's certain aspects.  I mean,

 07  don't get me wrong.  It's not all

 08  performance-based.  Certain aspects are prescribed.

 09  Where you can leave it based on a performance, it

 10  leaves you more opportunity to get, you know,

 11  ingenuity into the design.

 12              KATE MCGRANN:  You mentioned a needs

 13  assessment or a needs study.  Have I got that

 14  right?

 15              STAN MCGILLIS:  A needs study, yes.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  What was the output of

 17  the work done on a needs study?  Was there a

 18  report?  Were reports put together?  What's the --

 19              STAN MCGILLIS:  I would call it -- we

 20  did do a report that would be more of a -- like a

 21  gap analysis report, that the various things that

 22  people identified that -- and it could lead into

 23  some of the design work that we did.  If they

 24  didn't have certain things and we felt it were

 25  necessary, we developed them then.
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 01              So that was the purpose, to get that

 02  done early so you can get it into the work plans

 03  and establish that, you know, we need this.  So you

 04  don't -- you don't have it; we need this kind of

 05  stuff.

 06              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you remember and can

 07  you give me an example of something that you

 08  identified that the City didn't have that was

 09  required for this project that Capital Transit

 10  Partners would provide?

 11              STAN MCGILLIS:  The standards for

 12  perhaps, like you say, for -- let's say for track

 13  design, if they really didn't have a lot of rail

 14  systems in Ottawa, what track design would you use?

 15  I mean, there's...

 16              (TECHNICAL DIFFICULTIES)

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  Before that technical

 18  break, we had been talking about the needs

 19  assessment work that had been done, and I had asked

 20  you to provide me with an example of a gap or a

 21  need that the City had that was identified in that

 22  work.  You were speaking to track design standards.

 23  Could you just explain what that means?

 24              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes.  You want to come

 25  up with the design standards that you're going to
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 01  use, the design criteria, and if they -- if they

 02  didn't have established criteria in Ottawa, you

 03  would look at perhaps what other major

 04  municipalities that had similar systems in place.

 05              I was mentioning Toronto Transit

 06  Commission, Vancouver and Calgary.  They all have

 07  systems that were up and running.  You could look

 08  at what standards they were using and important,

 09  you know, features to consider; the envelope of

 10  where the track is, where are you positioning

 11  various components of the infrastructure within the

 12  right-of-way that you're developing.

 13              And so you're coming up with those

 14  standards that you can then provide to the bidders

 15  so that when they're advancing the design work and

 16  pricing it, they'll have that knowledge to use to

 17  put their bids together.

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  Within Capital Transit

 19  Partners, just sticking with the track design

 20  piece, who had responsibility for doing work

 21  related to the actual rail track --

 22              STAN MCGILLIS:  Mainly STV, with some

 23  involvement from Morrison Hershfield on the

 24  drainage components of it and some of the

 25  utilities, those sorts of things.  Work
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 01  collaboratively together on those.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  In the work that you

 03  were doing prior to the release of the RFP to the

 04  proponents, was there any consideration about -- or

 05  of the need to potentially expand the system in the

 06  future to accommodate additions to the system, for

 07  example, like Stage 2 that's being done now?

 08              STAN MCGILLIS:  The City would have

 09  that.  It would not have been part of the mandate

 10  from CTP to put together, but the City themselves

 11  and the transportation master plans would have

 12  identified future expansions to the systems.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  I guess I'm just

 14  wondering whether -- well, two things:  One,

 15  whether the work that you're doing would -- you'd

 16  want to be taking into account the fact that there

 17  may be potential expansions or extensions built on

 18  in the system, if that was incorporated in your

 19  work at all?

 20              STAN MCGILLIS:  Absolutely.  A good

 21  component of the running way that's being developed

 22  is a conversion of an existing bus way in Ottawa

 23  into rail.  And so where we left off, it was

 24  certainly my understanding that in future phases,

 25  they would be expanding the rail in that same
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 01  Transitway corridor, converting it from the current

 02  bus Transitway system that was operating to rail.

 03              KATE MCGRANN:  As part of the design

 04  work you were doing or you were supervising, was

 05  the opportunity or the option of expanding worked

 06  into that work?

 07              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes.  I can give an

 08  example.  On the west end of the final station was

 09  Tunney's Pasture.  We had to develop a bus transfer

 10  system there.  That would work while you -- where

 11  you're doing the next phase of LRT conversion in

 12  the future because you'd have to continue to

 13  operate that system, you know, converting the bus

 14  to rail while you're building the next piece.

 15              So certainly we were looking at, you

 16  know, how that interface would work in the future

 17  and ensure what we built, you know, could continue

 18  to operate.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  The procurement delivery

 20  model, the design-build finance maintain model was

 21  chosen after some preliminary engineering work had

 22  been done, I believe; is that right?

 23              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes, they're being done

 24  concurrently.

 25              KATE MCGRANN:  To your knowledge, did
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 01  the timing of the selection of the delivery model

 02  require any work to be revisited or redone as a

 03  result of the model selected?

 04              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, not to my

 05  recollection.

 06              KATE MCGRANN:  Did you have any

 07  involvement in the procurement of rolling stock or

 08  the plans to procure rolling stock for this land?

 09              STAN MCGILLIS:  No.

 10              KATE MCGRANN:  Did you have any --

 11  sorry, go ahead.

 12              STAN MCGILLIS:  I say no, no

 13  involvement.

 14              KATE MCGRANN:  Some questions about the

 15  budget for the project:  When you first began work

 16  on the project, what did you understand -- or what

 17  information was provided to you about the budget

 18  that had been set or the affordability cap that

 19  would be applied to the project?

 20              STAN MCGILLIS:  There were budgets

 21  established in the earlier phase which is the

 22  environmental assessment, and those numbers were

 23  public numbers and down to the dollars and cents.

 24  It was in the 2 billion range.  It was well known

 25  that was the number that they were working with.
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 01              KATE MCGRANN:  Was that a firm number

 02  when you began working on the project, or was there

 03  room to move on that?

 04              STAN MCGILLIS:  That's the starting

 05  number.  There was a component of our work that

 06  involved cost estimating.  We were providing

 07  updated cost estimates as designs progressed, as

 08  more information gets known.

 09              If it impacts the costs that the City

 10  are currently budgeting for, we would certainly let

 11  them know on a regular basis as part of the work we

 12  were doing.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  And were there any

 14  particular challenges in keeping the costs of the

 15  cost estimates within the budget as it was when you

 16  started working on the project?

 17              STAN MCGILLIS:  There's always that.  I

 18  mean, most budgets include contingency money, so it

 19  makes up for the unknowns at the time.  The earlier

 20  stages of projects have higher contingencies, and

 21  later stages of projects, when more things are

 22  known, your values of your contingencies get

 23  smaller.

 24              But certainly they were working.  They

 25  had contingencies there, but it's more -- you know,
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 01  you get into more detail on things like the tunnel.

 02  The tunnel was a big component of Stage 1.

 03              As you get into a lot of the

 04  geotechnical reports and analysis of what they will

 05  be tunnelling through, you know, you could refine

 06  the cost estimates that were done previously when

 07  they did not have that information.  There

 08  potentially could be things there that you'd want

 09  to consider that they had -- maybe not had

 10  considered before.

 11              KATE MCGRANN:  I'd like to understand

 12  from the work that you were doing whether there

 13  were any particular challenges to staying within

 14  the 2.1 billion budget the City had.

 15              Do you recall any particular obstacles

 16  to staying within that budget from your area of

 17  focus?

 18              STAN MCGILLIS:  Not my -- my area of

 19  focus on roadways and traffic stayed fairly

 20  constant from beginning to end.  There was no major

 21  surprises there.

 22              KATE MCGRANN:  And when you say there

 23  were no major surprises, I take it you mean from a

 24  cost estimate perspective.  As you moved from where

 25  the project stood when you joined to more specific
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 01  designs, there were no unexpected costs; the cost

 02  estimate stayed roughly the same?

 03              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yeah, and it's really

 04  the scope of work never changed too much.

 05  Generally when there's a process that changes the

 06  scope somehow, it expands or becomes smaller, one

 07  or the other, and that will affect costs, but in

 08  terms of the stuff I was working on on the roadways

 09  and traffic, it stayed fairly constant.

 10              KATE MCGRANN:  More generally with

 11  respect to the work that Capital Transit Partners

 12  was doing in the preliminary engineering cost

 13  estimates, do you recall learning of any particular

 14  obstacles to staying within budget?

 15              STAN MCGILLIS:  Nothing particular

 16  jumps out, but there was a -- you know, a

 17  15 percent completed -- we were doing, you know, a

 18  30 percent complete design, you know, roughly is

 19  what they asked us for in the terms of reference

 20  from the City.

 21              When we got about halfway through that,

 22  they -- we undertook a value engineering analysis

 23  where you bring in some independent team to look at

 24  what's been done thus far and see, you know, if

 25  they saw anything that could be improved upon or
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 01  was any major risk to the project's budget and

 02  scope, schedule, that sort of thing.

 03              And there were some recommendations

 04  that came out which changed -- like, for instance,

 05  changed the alignment of the tunnel both in terms

 06  of horizontally, where it was to be located, and

 07  vertically, how deep it was.

 08              So that's -- but that -- that was

 09  identified in a value engineering exercise that CTP

 10  participated in.

 11              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you remember any

 12  other recommendations flowing out of that value

 13  engineering exercise?

 14              STAN MCGILLIS:  There were a number,

 15  but, I mean, the major one was tunnel relocation.

 16  It affected a couple of stations when they did that

 17  as well.

 18              During the phase of the project that

 19  we're working in, you're constantly, you know,

 20  changing things slightly as you're learning things.

 21  You know, you're working with regulatory agencies.

 22  You're working with NCC.  You're trying to, you

 23  know, set up their approval process.

 24              So you may make some adjustments, but

 25  that's occurring all the time.  You don't just make
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 01  changes based on cost.  There's a lot of

 02  considerations when you're doing engineering work

 03  as to why things, you know, do change.

 04              But other than that major tunnel -- I

 05  wouldn't say anything major other than that tunnel

 06  realignment that was -- to me, was the biggest

 07  thing that we identified at the study.

 08              KATE MCGRANN:  Couple more questions

 09  about the independent value engineering analysis

 10  before we move on from that topic.

 11              What led to the independent value

 12  engineering analysis?  Was it planned as part of

 13  the work plan, or was there something that led to

 14  that team being brought up?

 15              STAN MCGILLIS:  It was -- it was part

 16  of the scope.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  And who worked on that

 18  team?

 19              STAN MCGILLIS:  I don't recall all of

 20  the individuals.  I don't know.  From our firm,

 21  there was an individual named Bruce Miller, very,

 22  very senior engineer in our firm, sat in on it.

 23              My recollection was we tried to use

 24  independents that weren't -- people who hadn't

 25  already been working on the project to bring a new
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 01  perspective to things.

 02              STV brought in a very senior project

 03  manager, I recall.  Tony Venturato I think is his

 04  name, something like that.  A lot of experience in

 05  light rail.  Amongst others.  I mean, as I say, I

 06  don't recall the names of all the individuals that

 07  were brought in, but a team.

 08              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  Speaking

 09  generally, it's a team composed of people from the

 10  companies making up Capital Transit Partners, and

 11  the independence comes from the fact that the

 12  members of this team had not been working on the

 13  preliminary engineering and other work undertaken

 14  by Capital Transit Partners prior to their

 15  involvement in the team?

 16              STAN MCGILLIS:  Right.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  About how long did that

 18  value engineering exercise take?  Do you remember?

 19              STAN MCGILLIS:  It would be a week or

 20  two.  Not a very long exercise, but a week or two.

 21  They may have gotten some information sent to them

 22  in advance of their actually getting together to do

 23  the workshop, and then they spent a little time

 24  afterwards putting their notes and reporting

 25  together.  So overall, those usually take a
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 01  couple -- two to three weeks at the most to get

 02  those.

 03              KATE MCGRANN:  And you did mention an

 04  acronym in there, NCC.  What is that?

 05              STAN MCGILLIS:  Oh, sorry.  That's

 06  National Capital Commission.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  You talked about the

 08  major change that you recall coming out of the

 09  value engineering exercise being the change to the

 10  alignment and depth of the tunnel, and you also

 11  identified that at this point in the project,

 12  changes can be implemented or required for a number

 13  of reasons.

 14              Do you remember any major changes in

 15  the project other than the depth and the alignment

 16  of the tunnel between when you started up until the

 17  release of the RFP?

 18              STAN MCGILLIS:  There was also the east

 19  portal of the tunnel through -- the EA process was

 20  considerably longer than -- well, we ended up

 21  terminating it.  We terminated it up in the

 22  vicinity of the University of Ottawa campus.

 23              It was, you know, plus or minus

 24  another at least a half a kilometre or longer in

 25  the EA process, but some of our early analysis
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 01  indicated that that piece of tunnel that had been

 02  very difficult to build was in very poor soils,

 03  amongst other things.

 04              So, you know, our team came up with the

 05  concept of shortening the tunnel, and the bidders

 06  that bid the project all bid it that way.  They

 07  didn't -- nobody suggested to go back to the way it

 08  was in the previous version.

 09              So that was another, you know, fairly

 10  significant change to what we started with at --

 11  that our team came up with as well as, you know,

 12  eventually implemented.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  And just so I can

 14  understand what you said about how the bidders

 15  reacted to the east end of the tunnel, were they

 16  given the option of different lengths of tunnel or

 17  different approaches to the tunnel in the RFP

 18  process?

 19              STAN MCGILLIS:  They are given the --

 20  the preliminary engineering that we prepare,

 21  they're given that, and it's called a reference

 22  design concept, and they're not held to it, to

 23  follow it verbatim.

 24              They can -- they can make whatever

 25  changes they feel that -- you know, that they feel
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 01  would be beneficial to their bid, and it will be

 02  evaluated as part of their submission.  So there's

 03  leeway there for them to do that as part of the

 04  process.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  So the reference

 06  design that went out saw the tunnel ending where

 07  your team had suggested or thought it should end,

 08  and nobody approached it any differently with

 09  respect to that particular piece of the project; is

 10  that right?

 11              STAN MCGILLIS:  No.  In general terms,

 12  I would say if they were a few metres different one

 13  way or the other, that that's not a change.  They

 14  didn't go back to a half a kilometre longer.

 15  They'd be very similar to what we came up with.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  With respect to the

 17  tunnel and geotechnical risk more generally, what

 18  work, if any, did Morrison Hershfield do on that

 19  aspect of the project?

 20              STAN MCGILLIS:  Our only involvement, I

 21  would say, would be drainage and, you know, if

 22  there was environmental impacts.  I mean, there

 23  was -- if there was contaminated soils involved or,

 24  you know, how is the tunnel going to be drained,

 25  those sorts of things were part of our scope of
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 01  work.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  And how would you become

 03  aware of a potential environmental impact posed by

 04  the tunnel in particular or the geotech aspects of

 05  this project more generally?

 06              STAN MCGILLIS:  How would I become --

 07  through the studies, the testing of the materials,

 08  testing of the water, testing of the materials

 09  being drilled in boreholes.  They would identify

 10  what's in there.

 11              You know, there was known -- like, for

 12  instance, known contamination of the LeBreton Flats

 13  area of the city.  It's well known.  So when they

 14  took the boreholes down there, if they found there

 15  was some contamination in them, it was understood

 16  there probably was going to be.  There's --

 17  previous boreholes in that area would have

 18  identified that previously.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And the kind of

 20  testing that would bring that information to your

 21  attention, was that the responsibility of Morrison

 22  Hershfield, or was another company in the Capital

 23  Transit Partners doing that assessment work?  How

 24  was that --

 25              STAN MCGILLIS:  The majority of it was
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 01  done by the firm of Golder Associates.  They were

 02  initially brought on to the project in direct

 03  contract with the City, but in the bid documents

 04  that we responded to as Capital Transit Partners,

 05  it was clear in there once they selected the

 06  owner's engineer role that our firms were doing,

 07  that the Golder contract would transfer to us to

 08  oversee.

 09              So they became part of -- to a

 10  subconsultant agreement to one of our JV partners.

 11  They worked with the CTP team once we were

 12  contracted to the City, and they did most of that

 13  work.

 14              KATE MCGRANN:  And when CTP was hired

 15  by the City, had Golder already begun the work that

 16  it eventually did in assessing the geotech risk for

 17  the tunnel and otherwise?

 18              STAN MCGILLIS:  They had done some

 19  work.  I can't say exactly what.  They had been

 20  contacted by the City.  As to where they were and

 21  work they -- I don't have knowledge on that, but

 22  they had been previously contacted by the City.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  And did you or Morrison

 24  Hershfield more generally have any involvement in

 25  determining how the risk associated with the tunnel
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 01  should be positioned within the RFP?

 02              STAN MCGILLIS:  There were risk

 03  workshops, you know, discussions held with both

 04  City and other firms the City contracted with in

 05  determining the risk profile for the project.

 06              Quite possibly -- you know, not me

 07  personally, but quite possibly someone from our

 08  firm sat in on those workshops.

 09              KATE MCGRANN:  And what was the purpose

 10  of those workshops, sorry?

 11              STAN MCGILLIS:  Was to develop a risk

 12  profile that you can put into the document so that,

 13  you know -- sometimes we would refer to it as a

 14  risk baseline so bidders know what they're bidding

 15  on and what risks that they're being asked to take

 16  versus what the owner is willing to keep.

 17              And, you know, so discussions -- and

 18  discussions were held, I believe, through the RFP

 19  process, through the request for information from

 20  the bidders to -- you know, to really fine-tune

 21  that risk profile.

 22              That's quite normal on major projects,

 23  that there's some back-and-forth on who's assuming

 24  risk and to be very clear on who's assuming the

 25  risk.
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 01              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  So I think I

 02  understood you to be saying that there were risk

 03  workshops conducted specifically with respect to

 04  the tunnel; is that right?

 05              STAN MCGILLIS:  Well, the tunnel and

 06  other systems, like utilities for example.  We had

 07  to identify what utilities are in the corridor.

 08  And, you know, you try to -- they're all buried.

 09  You cannot see them, so you do your best to try and

 10  find out where all these things are.

 11              Is it perfectly accurate?  Those

 12  utilities have been in the ground for literally 100

 13  years, some abandoned, some live.  So you try to

 14  develop a profile of what's there and suggest that

 15  to the bidders as to how you would like to proceed.

 16              If they don't like it, they'll question

 17  it back through the request for information.  It

 18  would normally go during a bid process as to if

 19  they felt, you know, it wasn't something that they

 20  could take on, they would try to have a change

 21  perhaps.  You know, that would be one approach they

 22  might take.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  And I guess before you

 24  get to the risks as set out in the RFP, some work

 25  would have been done on the front end to try to
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 01  assess what risks the bidders are likely to take on

 02  and what risks may pose more of a challenge with

 03  respect to what the private component will be

 04  willing to accept; is that fair?

 05              STAN MCGILLIS:  Absolutely.  That's how

 06  you determine the amount of studies and things

 07  you're going to do, how much up-front work needs to

 08  be done before you go to the RFP stage, because

 09  they'll need that.  You know, if they don't have

 10  it, it's very difficult for them to bid.

 11              So, you know, as professionals that

 12  have been through the process before, you kind of

 13  get an idea of what they will need, and you'll

 14  provide that so that they can provide the best bid

 15  as possible.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  And within Morrison

 17  Hershfield's area of focus, were there any risks

 18  that the City was seeking to transfer to its

 19  private partner that were seen potentially as a bit

 20  of a challenge or somewhat less palatable to

 21  potential partners and others?

 22              STAN MCGILLIS:  I mean, it's always a

 23  challenge to come up with the right risk profile.

 24  I don't think anything out of the ordinary was

 25  provided in this RFP document that you don't see in
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 01  other major ones like this.

 02              As I say, utilities is always a major

 03  issue.  Geotechnical is a major issue because

 04  you're relying strictly on some boreholes you put

 05  out, and you don't know exactly what's happening in

 06  between those boreholes, so, you know, there's

 07  challenges with that.  The condition of, you know,

 08  the soil, the rock.

 09              I mean, there's various things that we

 10  would prefer to have no risk, and if a problem

 11  occurs, it's all the owner's, but there's has to be

 12  a shared -- you have to come up with some formula

 13  that shares it, and, you know, we -- you try to do

 14  the best you can to, you know, think of where the

 15  industry would be willing to accept it.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  What are the benefits of

 17  sharing large potential risks on a project like

 18  Stage 1 of the OLRT?

 19              STAN MCGILLIS:  Well, it's the only way

 20  to proceed forward, otherwise you're -- you know,

 21  you have no control of the project.  You have to

 22  provide -- someone has to take on a risk profile.

 23  There's always risk, so you have to -- the formula

 24  really is to find out if you can put the risk with

 25  whoever has the best control of it, who can control
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 01  it, and they will control it if it's in their

 02  power, but if you don't do that, then, you know,

 03  it's very difficult to move forward with a project

 04  without that kind of thought process being done.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  And the thought process

 06  you're describing there, just to be clear, is an

 07  assessment of who has the most control over

 08  potential risks arriving?

 09              STAN MCGILLIS:  Absolutely.  Who best

 10  can control.  No one can say for certainty whether

 11  it's going to show up or not.  You know, if there's

 12  a reasonable probability that it's going to occur,

 13  then have it in the hands of the best people who

 14  can deal with it when it happens.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  And in this particular

 16  project, I understand that the geotechnical risk

 17  with respect to the tunnel was transferred entirely

 18  to the private partner; is that your understanding?

 19              STAN MCGILLIS:  My understanding was

 20  there's -- there was a baseline, and where that

 21  fell, I mean, I wasn't personally involved in it.

 22              There was some degree of a baseline

 23  established, and you may be correct if you've seen

 24  documents that say it was all transferred.  I don't

 25  have knowledge of exactly where that baseline
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 01  landed.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  I'm not sure that I

 03  actually understand what you're referring to when

 04  you say there was a baseline.  So when you say

 05  there was a baseline, what do you mean?

 06              STAN MCGILLIS:  There was studies done,

 07  boreholes, you know, as much geotechnical

 08  information as the owner and their advisors, namely

 09  CTP, felt was necessary to define what the tunnel

 10  would be constructed through.

 11              And they provided that to the bidders

 12  with some degree of language in there of how much

 13  that they would guarantee of what they were

 14  providing was what would be found when you actually

 15  built the tunnel.

 16              That's the profile that you build.  You

 17  try to establish, you know, as concise information

 18  as you possibly can.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you remember any

 20  discussions about different possible scenarios for

 21  the allotment or responsibility for the

 22  geotechnical risk and which was most likely in the

 23  eyes of people who were preparing this project for

 24  RFP?

 25              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, it was not an area
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 01  I was involved in at all.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  Did you have any

 03  involvement in identifying milestones throughout

 04  the implementation of the project that would form

 05  the basis for milestone payments?

 06              STAN MCGILLIS:  Personally not any

 07  involvement, but definitely our staff worked with

 08  other members of CTP in putting together those

 09  types of documents that looked at schedule, looked

 10  at various components of the work when we felt it

 11  would -- could be done.

 12              That was ongoing throughout the project

 13  and really formed the basis of some of the

 14  narrative in the RFP documents for sure.  So we did

 15  have staff involved in that, working with, you

 16  know, supporting some people that were really

 17  leading that exercise.

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  Who was involved in

 19  leading that exercise?

 20              STAN MCGILLIS:  To my recollection, an

 21  individual named Scott Ashley from STV was taking

 22  considerable lead on that, along with people from

 23  the City.  It wasn't just Scott.  I mean, there was

 24  a team.  As usual, there are many aspects of the

 25  work.  There was a team of people that were focused
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 01  on various components of that.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  But in terms of

 03  who was heading up that effort from the Capital

 04  Transit Partners side of things, you recall it

 05  being Scott Ashley?

 06              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yeah.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  And looking forward to

 08  when the project was in the implementation phase,

 09  did you have any involvement in considering whether

 10  any changes should be made to the milestone

 11  payments that were provided for in the project

 12  agreement?

 13              STAN MCGILLIS:  No.

 14              KYLE LAMBERT:  Pardon me, Kate, a quick

 15  point of clarification.  When you say "did you have

 16  any involvement," do you mean Mr. McGillis

 17  specifically or anyone from Morrison Hershfield?

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  Thank you for jumping in

 19  with that.  I was referring specifically to

 20  Mr. McGillis.

 21              But, Mr. McGillis, do you know if

 22  anyone from Morrison Hershfield more generally was

 23  involved in the consideration of any changes to the

 24  milestone payments?

 25              STAN MCGILLIS:  No one to my
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 01  recollection was involved, no.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  Are you aware of any

 03  changes to the milestone payments during the

 04  implementation phase?

 05              STAN MCGILLIS:  No.

 06              KATE MCGRANN:  Can you speak to the

 07  involvement of Infrastructure Ontario in the work

 08  that was being done prior to and then preparing the

 09  RFP documents to head out to public?

 10              STAN MCGILLIS:  They were, you know, in

 11  my recollection, advisors to the City.  They had

 12  done, you know, a number of P3 projects in the

 13  province.  None specifically a transit system like

 14  we were building, but they had done some major

 15  billion-dollar projects.  Had developed, you know,

 16  a good model for procurement, and they were -- they

 17  were working with the City and implementing that or

 18  parts of that into this project.

 19              And so they were -- they sat in on the

 20  meetings and offered advice as we were preparing

 21  the document, gave us some samples.  And, you know,

 22  they brought in some senior people from IO that had

 23  a lot of experience in preparing an RFP, so they

 24  assisted with advice.

 25              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you remember any
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 01  pieces of advice that Infrastructure Ontario

 02  provided that weren't ultimately taken up?

 03              STAN MCGILLIS:  Well, the document

 04  itself, the RFP document is really based upon their

 05  model, so, you know, we followed it reasonably

 06  close, and because the industry that was -- you

 07  know, was ultimately going to bid on this was very

 08  familiar with that document, the agreement

 09  component of it, you know, tried and tested in the

 10  industry for these types of projects.

 11              And the City, you know, for the most

 12  part, I would say followed the -- that template

 13  fairly well.

 14              KATE MCGRANN:  When you say that their

 15  agreement was tried and tested for these kinds of

 16  projects, what were you referring to?

 17              STAN MCGILLIS:  Large-scale

 18  infrastructure projects.  There was, you know, a

 19  major highway, for instance, in the Windsor area

 20  that was built.  You know, again, it's a similar

 21  size and dollar value, not in terms of the transit

 22  project per se with trains, but large-scale

 23  infrastructure building projects that they'd

 24  undertaken the model.

 25              KATE MCGRANN:  So I don't think I got a
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 01  direct answer to my question, which is do you

 02  remember any pieces of advice that Infrastructure

 03  Ontario provided that weren't ultimately followed?

 04              STAN MCGILLIS:  They were just, as I

 05  say, advisors.  They would -- they would help us --

 06  you know, nothing in particular comes to mind in

 07  the work that I was doing that I could say that was

 08  directly what they requested.  More in an advisory

 09  role.  They work with you and help you develop

 10  things.

 11              KATE MCGRANN:  And did you have -- what

 12  kind of interaction did you have with

 13  representatives of Infrastructure Ontario in the

 14  work that you were doing?

 15              STAN MCGILLIS:  They sat in on the

 16  meetings as we were developing the RFP document,

 17  the schedules to the document, the compliance

 18  criteria we would use to evaluate the bids as they

 19  came in.  They were just part of the process that

 20  we were there offering to help.

 21              KATE MCGRANN:  Would you provide me

 22  with a bit more detail about the work that you did,

 23  you specifically, Mr. McGillis, in the preparation

 24  of the RFP documents?

 25              STAN MCGILLIS:  There's a section
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 01  called the project specific output specifications,

 02  short-term people refer to as PSOS.  That's the

 03  technical component of the document.

 04              Personally, I was involved in writing

 05  the section involving roadways and the bus

 06  infrastructure that would interface with the rail,

 07  assisted some of our staff with the bridge

 08  components, put together the majority of the

 09  traffic and transit management plans that -- they

 10  were developed really to ensure that an acceptable

 11  level of bus service, you know, was maintained

 12  during the construction.

 13              As you were taking the backbone bus

 14  system out of service to convert it to rail, you

 15  had to have, you know, detours in place and other

 16  things, you know, temporary stations to -- you

 17  know, for passengers to get on and off buses.  I

 18  was developing most of those specifications.

 19              We also participated in working with

 20  others that would come up with the quality control

 21  requirements that the bidders would need to

 22  provide.  Various -- input to various schedules.  I

 23  mean, there's some 30, 40 schedules in the RFP.

 24              Individuals responsible for authoring

 25  those may come to you and ask you for any component
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 01  that would involve work, that you were -- you were

 02  needing to help them incorporate that.

 03              And the design standards, I think it's

 04  called Schedule 11, the submission requirements

 05  that you'd want the bidders to -- or for a

 06  proponent that's got the project, what do you want

 07  him to submit for design reviews, for instance.

 08  You need to develop those criteria for that.

 09              KATE MCGRANN:  Up to the time that the

 10  RFP is released to the bidders for their

 11  consideration and work, did you have any

 12  involvement in considering how the riderships would

 13  ultimately be transferred from bus service that

 14  would exist throughout the implementation phase to

 15  the light rail system when it became available for

 16  public service?

 17              STAN MCGILLIS:  Not when they would

 18  turn it over, but more during the construction of

 19  the system, as I was explaining.  As they took

 20  sections of the transit bus service out and put it

 21  into detour conditions, that's what we were mostly

 22  concerned with.

 23              How are we going to remodel it?  How

 24  are we going to maintain the same level of service

 25  for that ridership in a detoured position than what
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 01  currently existed so we wouldn't have major delays,

 02  major queues of traffic.  It was just chaos trying

 03  to get through a core of the city without a plan.

 04  So we were mostly looking at that.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And did you look

 06  at all at how those plans would transition once

 07  Stage 1 of the LRT became available for public

 08  service?

 09              STAN MCGILLIS:  We certainly did it at

 10  the transfer stations.  There would have been

 11  three.  Tunney's Pasture where the west Transitway

 12  enters and, you know, people leave the buses and

 13  get on the train system.

 14              The Hurdman station where the people

 15  from the southeast come up a Transitway bus system,

 16  and it interfaces with the trains.  And in the east

 17  end, it was the Blair station that we had to build

 18  in.

 19              So certainly sizing the number of

 20  berths for buses to come in, unload, pick up

 21  passengers and leave was certainly part of our work

 22  and part of the design that we did.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  It sounds to me like

 24  that work was focused on how to move people on to

 25  Stage 1 of the LRT when it was in public service
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 01  and then how to move them off and on to their final

 02  destination; is that fair?

 03              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes, that's right.

 04              KATE MCGRANN:  Did you do any work at

 05  all on what would happen when the city is

 06  transitioning from bus service with detours and

 07  otherwise to public service on the LRT, what that

 08  transition would look like?

 09              STAN MCGILLIS:  How a person would move

 10  from a bus onto the trains?  That's more of an

 11  operation readiness kind of feature that was done

 12  by others.  We wouldn't get involved in that.

 13              We just ensure that the infrastructure

 14  would be in place that would allow it to happen,

 15  and the logistics of doing it would be left to --

 16  more so to the operator like at OC Transpo to work

 17  on that.

 18              Not to say that we wouldn't help them

 19  understand what we were providing to them, but they

 20  were ultimately responsible for the passengers.

 21              KATE MCGRANN:  Did you have any

 22  involvement in preparing the plan for the

 23  transition from bus service to LRT service and

 24  whether, for example, there would be a parallel bus

 25  service run for a period of time or anything like
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 01  that?

 02              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, but the specs

 03  would -- the specifications -- the output

 04  specifications that PSOS would develop would have

 05  had some guidance in there in terms of if you were

 06  taking the -- for instance, the LRT system out of

 07  service for a maintenance reason, that, you know,

 08  how would -- how would you transfer back the buses.

 09  So there were some guidelines in the PSOS to have

 10  that infrastructure.

 11              Again, it's all about is the

 12  infrastructure available for them to be able to do

 13  that.  The logistics of doing it would be left to

 14  the operator.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  So when the

 16  system actually goes into full revenue service in

 17  the middle of September 2019, we know, for example,

 18  that a parallel bus service was run for three

 19  weeks.  I take it you didn't have any involvement

 20  in the decisions about how to structure that kind

 21  of a parallel service or anything like that?

 22              STAN MCGILLIS:  No.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  Before I move on to the

 24  next area of questions, I just want to check with

 25  my colleague.  Ms. McLellan, do you have any
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 01  follow-up questions on anything we've discussed so

 02  far?

 03              LIZ MCLELLAN:  No, I don't.

 04              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you recall any

 05  changes being made to the PSOS as a result of

 06  feedback received from the bidders before the

 07  deadline for the responses to the RFP had passed?

 08              STAN MCGILLIS:  They had the ability

 09  through requests for clarifications -- well, RFIs,

 10  request for information, to request -- you know, or

 11  clarifications, and sometimes a clarification may

 12  result in a change looking at it differently based

 13  on what they -- the question they were asking.

 14              There was also design review meetings

 15  and commercially confidential meetings between

 16  various bidding consortiums, and then those would

 17  lead to, you know, addendums being issued.

 18              So, you know, as to whether they were

 19  coming from the bidders themselves or just -- you

 20  know, we gathered more information through that

 21  period of time as well, and we may want to make

 22  changes that came either -- I mean, that come from

 23  the City or CTP themselves.

 24              The combination of all those things

 25  were created during that bid process, but if you've
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 01  gotten something from the bidders that they felt

 02  that needed to happen in order for, you know, them

 03  to put in a compliant bid, we'd look at it and

 04  decide whether that's something that we should

 05  change or not.

 06              That definitely was part of the

 07  process.  There was a lot of RFIs, which is quite

 08  normal during a long process that they had to bid

 09  on this thing.  It was from October till May the

 10  following year, so you can see there were many

 11  months of going back and forth.

 12              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you remember any

 13  significant changes to the PSOS that came from

 14  requests from the bidders?

 15              STAN MCGILLIS:  Nothing that I can

 16  think of that, you know, jumps straight out at me

 17  as to changes.  I mean, for instance, so my

 18  involvement, as I mentioned, was in the traffic

 19  management component of it.

 20              Some of the -- some of the

 21  presentations they were making, they were following

 22  reasonably close to -- you know, the guideline that

 23  we put out there as well would be a suitable

 24  alternative for detours, but they weren't exactly

 25  aligned with what we did.
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 01              So, again, we'd look at it more from a

 02  compliant point of view saying, "If they did it

 03  their way, does it still work?"  And if it does, we

 04  say, "Fine, we can do it their way."

 05              We -- there's not only just one way to

 06  do something.  If they had a way that we still felt

 07  was compliant to, you know, the performance that we

 08  asked for, then so be it; we'd allow it.

 09              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.

 10              STAN MCGILLIS:  But they were coming to

 11  find out -- they didn't want to be noncompliant and

 12  so they'd make those presentations.  You're going

 13  to accept this, right.

 14              You know, and if it -- if it meant

 15  changing something to make it acceptable, we would

 16  look at that obviously, but nothing, as I say,

 17  comes out specifically that I can point to to say,

 18  yeah, this thing changed.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And then speaking

 20  more generally, do you remember any significant

 21  changes being made to the PSOS while the RFP was

 22  outstanding, for any reason?

 23              STAN MCGILLIS:  Updated many times the

 24  red line with some changes as we went through.

 25  Again, I don't recall the details of those changes,
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 01  but they were, you know, reissued on several

 02  occasions with changes in them to some of the

 03  language in the PSOS.  How significant, I just

 04  don't recall.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  What was your role once

 06  the bidders had returned their responses to the RFP

 07  in evaluating or assessing the bids?

 08              STAN MCGILLIS:  I was involved in a

 09  compliance check.  We had looked at each one that

 10  was brought in to ensure what they submitted we

 11  thought was compliant to the bid.

 12              The other thing that we looked at was

 13  if we felt there were things in the -- in their

 14  submissions that we felt were really good and that

 15  we'd want to have that if they were awarded the

 16  project, we call those proposal extracts.

 17              We would suggest to the City you want

 18  to -- and then there's a schedule that gets created

 19  to the winning bid that we say, you know, "Didn't

 20  say specifically in the RFP you had to do

 21  something, but we like what you suggested.  We want

 22  you to do that, so we're putting that in now.  As

 23  an acceptance of your bid, we're going to request

 24  that you do that."

 25              So we were identifying those things
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 01  that we felt were -- you know, were quite good that

 02  we'd want to make sure that they did them.

 03              KATE MCGRANN:  Was anyone at Morrison

 04  Hershfield involved in evaluating the bids, like

 05  scoring them?

 06              STAN MCGILLIS:  No.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  And then was anybody at

 08  Morrison Hershfield involved in the negotiation of

 09  the project agreement?

 10              STAN MCGILLIS:  No.

 11              KATE MCGRANN:  Moving into the

 12  implementation phase, I believe that Morrison

 13  Hershfield was involved in design reviews and

 14  on-site field monitoring; is that right?

 15              STAN MCGILLIS:  Correct, yeah.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  Any other areas of

 17  responsibility that Morrison Hershfield had?

 18              STAN MCGILLIS:  Just continuing on the

 19  project management side of our joint venture.  We

 20  still had to submit, you know, various things to

 21  the City, you know, involved with invoicing and

 22  other such things.

 23              We had people involved on our project

 24  management side that continued to do that.  Might

 25  have been a little bit of document control going on
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 01  as well.  We were -- we were looking after a shared

 02  SharePoint site that maintain a lot of

 03  documentation that CTP was doing.  So we were

 04  upkeeping as host of that site, keeping that up to

 05  date as need be.  So some people involved in that

 06  sort of thing.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  So on the project

 08  management side, you mentioned invoicing.  Any

 09  other responsibilities falling under the project

 10  management that Morrison Hershfield was doing?

 11              STAN MCGILLIS:  Just resource

 12  management.  I mean, if the City needed certain

 13  things by resources to them, to do that, you know,

 14  they would come to us.  If we could accommodate it

 15  and provide those staff to do that, certainly would

 16  do it.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  Who was responsible for

 18  receiving those requests from the City and then

 19  seeing that they were filled?

 20              STAN MCGILLIS:  It would really go to

 21  discipline leads a lot of the time.  You know,

 22  sometimes come directly to me as they knew I was

 23  doing internal project management and had control

 24  of staff we could put on a project.

 25              But many times they'd go just directly
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 01  to the person they were working with.  Like, if it

 02  was -- if our lead person, say, for instance, was

 03  in environmental and they needed someone to come

 04  out and identify some trees, they might just go

 05  right through our environmental lead and say,

 06  "Could you send out your arborist to have a look at

 07  these trees?"  You know, so they might do it that

 08  way as well.

 09              So it wasn't, you know, totally

 10  structured they had to follow a certain process,

 11  you know, and that the environmental lead would

 12  come to me and say, "I'm putting so and so."  Well,

 13  they can request it.

 14              We had an on-demand service.  We had a

 15  budget set up that they could work within for each

 16  of the disciplines, so we worked within those

 17  budgets.

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  What was involved in the

 19  design review work that Morrison Hershfield did

 20  throughout the implementation phase of the project?

 21              STAN MCGILLIS:  Again, we'd be

 22  looking -- once the RFP closes and are awarded a

 23  contract, then they start the process of providing

 24  exactly what it is that they're going to design for

 25  the project.
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 01              In some cases, you know, they might

 02  bring forward something that was in the RFP or they

 03  may start completely different than what they had

 04  submitted during the RFP processes that we hadn't

 05  brought it forward as a proposal extract.

 06              So, again, we're checking for

 07  compliance to the specification, and there's a

 08  whole checklist of things that we'd be looking for,

 09  that the -- the standards that were set out in the

 10  PSOS are being met in the design that's being put

 11  forward.

 12              Generally, you know, you have to put

 13  notes on your design reviews that would refer to

 14  the PSOS itself as to what the comment was, you

 15  know, specific about that you were making.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  And over what period of

 17  time was that design work done?

 18              STAN MCGILLIS:  Oh, it's a long

 19  process.  I can't say for sure, but, you know, it

 20  started in -- it closed sometime in -- probably

 21  started sometime in 2013, and I would say it would

 22  be close to two years before all of the designs are

 23  in.

 24              They're coming in at various times.  I

 25  mean, that's one of the benefits of a P3-type
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 01  project.  You don't have to design the whole thing

 02  before you start building it.

 03              So whatever they want to work on first,

 04  they submit the designs in for that, you get them

 05  approved, and they start the construction of that

 06  component while they work on designing something

 07  else.

 08              So it's an ongoing process.  It's not

 09  just one submission.  There's a preliminary

 10  submission, a submission that's more or less

 11  complete, and then there's the completed one that

 12  goes to construction.  So there's -- I believe

 13  there was three sets of submissions, designs that

 14  they had to go through.

 15              And when you -- you did the preliminary

 16  one with your comment, and when you got the second

 17  one, you were going back to check that they

 18  addressed all the things that you asked them to

 19  address the first time you reviewed it.

 20              KATE MCGRANN:  You said that you

 21  thought it was close to two years until the designs

 22  were in.  Was there ongoing design review work

 23  after that first two-year-or-so period came to a

 24  close?

 25              STAN MCGILLIS:  As I say, it depends on
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 01  the -- on the discipline as well.  I mean, for

 02  instance, in the first couple years, they

 03  concentrate on getting the running way work done,

 04  getting the roads and detours built, all those

 05  sorts of things, and they held off on doing much,

 06  for instance, on stations.

 07              And, you know, towards the latter part,

 08  all the station designs would come in later in the

 09  process.  So it varies, but, I mean, it almost

 10  lasts the majority of the construction schedule.

 11              There's some design things coming in as

 12  they're building it.  They may have to do a design

 13  variation themselves in the field while they're

 14  building something.  Something is not working out

 15  quite the way the plans had it, and they'll submit

 16  a design variation.  You know, that's late in the

 17  process, but it happens.

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you remember any

 19  particular challenges coming up on this project

 20  with respect to the areas that you were doing

 21  design review work on?

 22              STAN MCGILLIS:  No.  No, it was well

 23  done.  It was well done.

 24              KATE MCGRANN:  With respect to the

 25  on-site field monitoring work that Morrison
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 01  Hershfield was doing, what did that involve?

 02              STAN MCGILLIS:  We called them field

 03  compliance coordinators.  Really they were out

 04  there to observe.  The responsibility of building

 05  things and ensuring the quality processes needed to

 06  be done were all with the consortium to do.

 07              So they were more like auditors, and at

 08  the same time, they would be looking at the

 09  progress, taking some photos, looking at the

 10  schedule and comparing it to the progress they were

 11  seeing, and provide those reports to the City for

 12  their internal purposes, construction meetings and

 13  presentations that they were making.

 14              KATE MCGRANN:  When you say that they

 15  were more like auditors, what were they auditing

 16  for?

 17              STAN MCGILLIS:  Well, for compliance.

 18  Monitoring that the consortiums are following all

 19  the correct requirements that it spelled out in the

 20  technical specification.

 21              KATE MCGRANN:  And the field compliance

 22  coordinators from Morrison Hershfield on the

 23  project, were they focusing on the aspects of the

 24  project that you previously described to me that

 25  Morrison Hershfield took charge of?
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 01              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, they were more

 02  assigned -- my recollection again, they reported

 03  pretty much exclusively to City staff that were

 04  overseeing that phase of the project, but they

 05  broke it down into segments.

 06              So we may have someone on a segment,

 07  you know, that's downtown, for instance, between

 08  two stations.  Anything that happens in the segment

 09  you're going to look at.

 10              So, no, it wouldn't be -- it wouldn't

 11  be so much by discipline.  It would be more by

 12  segment that they were auditing compliance checks.

 13              KATE MCGRANN:  When you say "segment,"

 14  you mean like a physical geographical segment --

 15              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  -- of the line?

 17              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes.

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  And if I'm a field

 19  compliance coordinator working on that segment, I'm

 20  responsible for auditing compliance across the

 21  segments?

 22              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  And were the

 24  observations of the field compliance coordinators

 25  amalgamated or prepared -- like, turned into
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 01  reports overall on the system, or were they

 02  reporting back directly on their segment to the

 03  City?

 04              STAN MCGILLIS:  Directly to the City,

 05  yes.

 06              KATE MCGRANN:  Who designed that

 07  approach to field compliance?

 08              STAN MCGILLIS:  The City.

 09              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you know if the City

 10  had any advice or assistance from any third parties

 11  in designing that approach?

 12              STAN MCGILLIS:  They may very well

 13  have.  I'm not aware.

 14              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you know if any

 15  changes were made to that field compliance

 16  monitoring approach over the implementation of the

 17  project?

 18              STAN MCGILLIS:  Depending, I think, on

 19  the degree of work that was occurring in any one

 20  area.  They would adjust the number of staff

 21  obviously.  If it was really busy, there would be

 22  more, and as the work was winding down, there would

 23  be less requirement for people.  The resource alone

 24  can change as the project progressed.

 25              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  Do you know if
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 01  there were any changes in resource loads or field

 02  compliance personnel doing that work based on any

 03  factors other than the amount of work being done in

 04  any particular section?

 05              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, other than a new --

 06  when new things like the systems came into place,

 07  if they're putting in the control systems, then

 08  that specialist would come for that.

 09              They wouldn't be there all the time,

 10  but when the control systems, for instance, were

 11  being built or perhaps when the rail was being

 12  laid, they'd bring in -- some specialist would be

 13  brought to the project that would look specifically

 14  at those specialty things, you know, traction

 15  power, electrical systems.

 16              You know, the architects might go out

 17  when there's, you know, station design being

 18  implemented, roofing systems.  They would bring in

 19  some specialists for sure.  The compliance -- field

 20  compliance, we're talking more generalists.  Not

 21  the specialist fields.

 22              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And who would

 23  identify when a specialist was required?

 24              STAN MCGILLIS:  Well, it would be

 25  the -- with the City and their teams on those
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 01  disciplines, whether it was for electrical or

 02  systems.

 03              You know, STV obviously stayed heavily

 04  involved in the systems.  They would -- they would

 05  identify when they would need their specialist

 06  depending on the progress of the work, whether

 07  their specialists should be -- should be on-site

 08  having a look at how work was progressing.

 09              KATE MCGRANN:  I think that you've

 10  largely answered this, but just to be clear, who

 11  was managing the on-site field monitoring work

 12  that's being done by these generalists?

 13              STAN MCGILLIS:  The City.  The City

 14  staff was doing that.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  So beyond the -- pardon

 16  me.  Field compliance coordinators are provided by

 17  Morrison Hershfield.  Others at CTP as well?

 18              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes, others at CTP as

 19  well.

 20              KATE MCGRANN:  But their work is being

 21  dictated and managed by the City?

 22              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  To your knowledge, did

 24  the City ever seek advice or feedback from Capital

 25  Transit Partners about the adequacy of its
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 01  monitoring for compliance with the PA throughout

 02  the implementation phase?

 03              STAN MCGILLIS:  Not to my knowledge.

 04  There continued to be some meeting at the senior

 05  management level that certainly could have been

 06  discussed that I'm unaware of.  So I wouldn't say

 07  it did not happen, but, you know, not to my

 08  knowledge.

 09              KATE MCGRANN:  From where you were

 10  sitting, were there any steps that could have been

 11  taken by the City to assess the progress of the

 12  implementation phase or compliance with the PA,

 13  project agreement, that were not taken?

 14              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, I think the role

 15  that was spelled out that the City would take was

 16  implemented.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  In your view, did the

 18  City have the resources and expertise it needed to

 19  evaluate compliance with the project agreement

 20  throughout the implementation phase?

 21              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes.  Including

 22  technical advisors with CTP that they could call

 23  upon.  Not just for their own staff but with their

 24  team that it was contracted to.

 25              KATE MCGRANN:  It's my understanding

�0072

 01  that the City enlisted the help of an independent

 02  assessment team in and around 2017.  Do you have

 03  any knowledge about this team that was brought in?

 04              STAN MCGILLIS:  No.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  Are you aware of any

 06  request for increased monitoring from CTP of the

 07  implementation work being done in 2017 --

 08              STAN MCGILLIS:  Not to my knowledge,

 09  no.

 10              KATE MCGRANN:  Did you have any

 11  involvement in the preparation for the operations

 12  of the system at all?

 13              STAN MCGILLIS:  There is a part of the

 14  PSOS specification that's operation and maintenance

 15  and rehab during the in-revenue period.  This has

 16  a -- I believe it's a 30-year maintenance contract

 17  as part of this P3 contract.  A member of MH's

 18  staff was involved in the preparation of those

 19  documents.

 20              KATE MCGRANN:  Could you say the last

 21  part of what you said again?

 22              STAN MCGILLIS:  A member of our staff,

 23  of MH staff, was involved in the preparation of

 24  those documents.

 25              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And speaking
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 01  about Morrison Hershfield generally, did Morrison

 02  Hershfield have any involvement in the actual work

 03  done to prepare for operations and maintenance?

 04              STAN MCGILLIS:  No.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  Provide any information

 06  or advice to the City about the work that it was

 07  doing for preparation for operations and

 08  maintenance?

 09              STAN MCGILLIS:  We may have been asked.

 10  Again, it's not an area that I personally was

 11  involved in, but since we had staff that helped

 12  prepare that document, they certainly could have

 13  reached out and asked for, you know, clarification

 14  of what the document had indicated.  So certainly

 15  that could have been occurring that I wouldn't be

 16  aware of.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  With respect to the

 18  trial running period for the system in between

 19  substantial completion and the achievement of

 20  revenue service availability, did you have any

 21  involvement in that trial running exercise?

 22              STAN MCGILLIS:  Personally no

 23  involvement, but, again, we would have had a couple

 24  field coordinators that were out there while this

 25  was occurring doing their normal work getting
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 01  things completed, so -- but, no, personally no

 02  involvement at all.

 03              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  What would the

 04  field coordinators' work have involved during the

 05  trial running period?

 06              STAN MCGILLIS:  Well, the trial running

 07  period was occurring while there was still work

 08  being completed.  They were still working on

 09  deficiencies we call them, that work is not 100

 10  percent to contract requirements.  May be

 11  uncompleted work or unsatisfactory completed work.

 12  They were still working on resolving those.

 13              May not have affected the -- that trial

 14  run, but, you know, it could be things,

 15  architectural things in the station perhaps that

 16  were still being worked upon, and our coordinators

 17  were still out there observing that this was being

 18  taken care of.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  So any

 20  outstanding work that was being done during trial

 21  running, there would be those compliance monitors

 22  in the field doing the same kind of audit work that

 23  they had been doing throughout the implementation

 24  phase?

 25              STAN MCGILLIS:  Correct.
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 01              KATE MCGRANN:  Any changes to the

 02  duties of those individuals during the trial

 03  running period?

 04              STAN MCGILLIS:  Not to my knowledge.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  And then can you speak

 06  more generally to the involvement of Capital

 07  Transit Partners in the trial running period?

 08              STAN MCGILLIS:  Again, I'm not

 09  personally involved, but, again, we had -- we have

 10  involvement with the commissioning specs having

 11  developed them.  Certainly the City would be

 12  reaching out for the specialists that were

 13  identified on our team.

 14              Most of that was with the STV

 15  individuals, and, you know, their exact involvement

 16  I don't have the details on.  They were working

 17  directly with the City on that.

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  And then during the

 19  period between the end of the trial running period

 20  and the achievement of revenue service on the one

 21  end and the opening of the system to public service

 22  on the other, what if anything was Morrison

 23  Hershfield still doing during that period of time?

 24              STAN MCGILLIS:  Just the field

 25  coordinators out there ensuring things were getting
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 01  completed.  Other than that, very little was going

 02  on at that point.  We were pretty much wrapped up.

 03              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you know if Morrison

 04  Hershfield or Capital Transit Partners more

 05  generally had representatives riding the lines,

 06  moving through the station to try to simulate what

 07  normal use would look like to assist in a sort of

 08  understanding and assessment of the system for

 09  readiness?

 10              STAN MCGILLIS:  Again, no personal

 11  involvement, but I believe what you're saying is

 12  accurate.  That would be part of a normal process

 13  that we'd be observing to ensure that those

 14  requirements in the contract were being met.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  But you don't

 16  have any knowledge of what that looked like on this

 17  particular project?

 18              STAN MCGILLIS:  No.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  I think this has been

 20  implied by your answers so far, but just to be

 21  clear, did you or Morrison Hershfield more

 22  generally have any involvement in assessing revenue

 23  service availability and whether that milestone had

 24  been achieved?

 25              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, no involvement in
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 01  that.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  Did you or anybody at

 03  Morrison Hershfield more generally have any

 04  involvement in considering when the system should

 05  be opened up to the public in full service?

 06              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, no involvement.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  Are you aware of any

 08  discussions at any time about a soft start to

 09  public service?  And by that I mean, because I

 10  think this phrase can mean different things to

 11  different people, starting with less than what the

 12  project agreement required in the way of full

 13  service and ramping up to those requirements over

 14  time?

 15              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, no information.  I

 16  was not involved in any discussions on that.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  Are you aware of any

 18  discussions on that topic?

 19              STAN MCGILLIS:  Nothing that I -- that

 20  I can't say I didn't just read in the papers, but

 21  nobody was looking for advice from us on that.

 22              KATE MCGRANN:  So it's 3:38 according

 23  to the clock that I can see right now.  I'm going

 24  to ask that we take a ten-minute break.  So that

 25  has us coming back at ten to 4.  Does that work for
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 01  everybody?

 02              STAN MCGILLIS:  Okay.

 03              KATE MCGRANN:  So we're off the record.

 04              -- RECESSED AT 3:39 P.M. --

 05              -- RESUMED AT 3:50 P.M. --

 06              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  Mr. McGillis,

 07  some questions that I'm going to bounce around

 08  through the chronology of the project here a little

 09  bit, but I'll try to keep it clear.

 10              Stepping back to the outset of the work

 11  that Capital Transit Partners did on the project,

 12  was working at a cost and schedule baseline part of

 13  the work that Capital Transit Partners did?

 14              STAN MCGILLIS:  In terms of our

 15  contract?

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  In terms of the

 17  construction Stage 1 of the LRT.

 18              STAN MCGILLIS:  The costs associated

 19  with the engineering costs or the project costs as

 20  a whole?

 21              KATE MCGRANN:  Project costs as a

 22  whole.

 23              STAN MCGILLIS:  Yes, we would have ran

 24  a cost estimate from beginning to end and also

 25  looking at project schedule from beginning to end,
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 01  regular updates, yes.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  Did CTP have any

 03  involvement in determining the amount of

 04  contingency that the City provided for with respect

 05  to Stage 1 of the LRT?

 06              STAN MCGILLIS:  Sorry, any cost

 07  estimating we would have done would have included a

 08  contingency allowance for unknowns, yes.  It's

 09  general practice in cost estimating to include

 10  that.

 11              KATE MCGRANN:  The parameters that

 12  helped determine that contingency analysis, where

 13  did they come from, or what was used?

 14              STAN MCGILLIS:  I don't have the

 15  specifics of that, but a big component usually

 16  comes from the risk.  Was there any areas of risk?

 17  So you would include money to cover risk.  If you

 18  couldn't define the scope well, then you have a

 19  bigger contingency.

 20              KATE MCGRANN:  Are you aware of any

 21  restrictions that came from the City on the total

 22  amount of contingency that could be set aside?

 23              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, I'm not aware.

 24              KATE MCGRANN:  To your knowledge, did

 25  the transfer of the geotech risk, with respect to
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 01  the tunnel in particular but more generally, have

 02  any impact on the overall contingency that the City

 03  had planned for this project?

 04              STAN MCGILLIS:  I don't have the

 05  details on that, but in general terms, the more

 06  risk you put on to the bidders, the higher the

 07  costs would be.  If you -- if you want to continue

 08  to assume risk and put them at less risk, you could

 09  get a, you know, more optimal pricing from them.

 10              But if they have to price in the risk,

 11  then their bids are going to usually be higher.  So

 12  you're trying to fine-tune that as much as you can,

 13  give them as much information to reduce risk and

 14  then get better bid pricing.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And do you have

 16  any knowledge about whether the City made any

 17  adjustments to its contingency plans once it became

 18  clear that the geotech risk would be accepted by

 19  its private partner?

 20              STAN MCGILLIS:  No.

 21              KATE MCGRANN:  And do you have any

 22  knowledge about whether -- when the second sinkhole

 23  happened, whether that had any impact on the

 24  City's -- first of all, its approach to contingency

 25  for this project?
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 01              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, no knowledge.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  Second of all, do you

 03  know whether the second sinkhole had any impact on

 04  the City's oversight of the project?

 05              STAN MCGILLIS:  Well, it definitely

 06  caused delays, so there would have been some

 07  increased time involved, and then also the repair

 08  of the sinkhole, obviously there's costs associated

 09  with that.  The oversight from the City probably --

 10  it was involved in that as well.

 11              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  So increased time

 12  due to delays, did I understand you to be saying

 13  that the City implemented specific oversight with

 14  respect to the repair of the sinkhole?

 15              STAN MCGILLIS:  Certainly they would,

 16  yes.  They'd want to ensure that it was repaired

 17  properly.

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  Any other changes to the

 19  City's approach to oversight of the implementation

 20  of the project after the sinkhole that you're aware

 21  of?

 22              STAN MCGILLIS:  Not that I'm aware of.

 23              KATE MCGRANN:  I think that you've

 24  largely answered this question, but I want to make

 25  sure that I have your answer.
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 01              With respect to project management

 02  services provided through the implementation phase,

 03  I believe that those are all being controlled or

 04  directed by the City and staffed on an as-demanded

 05  basis by people provided by CTP; is that right?

 06              STAN MCGILLIS:  Correct.

 07              KATE MCGRANN:  To your knowledge, did

 08  CTP have any role in identifying where the City may

 09  need additional resources outside of its sort of --

 10  the staff that it had dedicated to the project?

 11              STAN MCGILLIS:  Well, CTP maintained a

 12  project manager through that phase, so those would

 13  have been discussions between our project manager

 14  and the City to see if additional resources were

 15  needed, whether they come from CTP or the City

 16  could provide them internally.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  Who filled that project

 18  manager role?

 19              STAN MCGILLIS:  The majority is Rich

 20  Piloseno, who was a member of AECOM.

 21              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  And anybody else

 22  who was doing that work?

 23              STAN MCGILLIS:  There was somebody

 24  prior to him, and his name doesn't pop into my head

 25  right now, but the -- he was definitely -- you
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 01  know, the latter of the project, he was -- he was

 02  the project manager.  It may come to me.  It was

 03  there before, but I can't think of the name right

 04  now.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  If it comes to

 06  you, just let us know.

 07              It's my understanding that the Rail

 08  Implementation Office at the City produced four

 09  reports.  I'm going to tell you the names of four

 10  of them that I'm aware of:  RIO monthly report, a

 11  schedule report, a quarterly report to the

 12  Executive Steering Committee, and a key indicators

 13  report.  Are you aware of any of those reports?

 14              STAN MCGILLIS:  No, never seen them.

 15              KATE MCGRANN:  To your knowledge, did

 16  CTP play a role in any of the City's committees

 17  that were struck to -- in relation to Stage 1 of

 18  the OLRT?

 19              STAN MCGILLIS:  If I don't have a list

 20  of what the committees are, I would be hard-pressed

 21  to be able to answer that accurately.  I mean,

 22  there's so much that was going on through those

 23  years.  There's a potential that someone may have

 24  made it.  You know, I can't spell it out without

 25  getting into details.
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 01              KATE MCGRANN:  Fair enough.  For

 02  example, are you aware of CTP having a role within

 03  the City's contingency management committee?

 04              STAN MCGILLIS:  I'm not aware, but if

 05  we were preparing cost estimates, they may have

 06  want -- like, for instance, they'd want to have

 07  someone there with direct knowledge of those

 08  estimates to answer questions for the committee.

 09              KATE MCGRANN:  To your knowledge, did

 10  CTP have any role with the City's Risk Review

 11  Board?

 12              STAN MCGILLIS:  I don't know for

 13  certain, but we would, again, have been part of the

 14  developing the risk management on the project, so

 15  quite possibly someone -- no one from MH that I'm

 16  aware of, but someone from CTP could definitely

 17  have been involved.

 18              KATE MCGRANN:  And the last committee

 19  that I'll ask you about specifically is the City's

 20  Change Control Board.  Do you know if anybody from

 21  CTP had any direct involvement with that committee?

 22              STAN MCGILLIS:  Personally don't know,

 23  but that -- you know, there's a potential that

 24  someone like Rich Piloseno could be involved.  I'm

 25  not aware he was, but quite possibly he could have
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 01  been.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  Are you aware of any

 03  major events on the project -- leaving aside the

 04  2016 sinkhole for a second, are you aware of any

 05  major events in the implementation of the project

 06  that required an increased response from CTP?

 07              STAN MCGILLIS:  Nothing specific.

 08  There would be times, for instance, at various

 09  stages of the tunnel work that they'd bring in a

 10  specialist to look at certain things, conditions of

 11  the rock, those sorts of things, but nothing that I

 12  would say, you know, out of the ordinary that, you

 13  know, you wouldn't expect that, you know, at some

 14  point a project of this magnitude, you might bring

 15  some people in at various components of completion

 16  to look at things.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  Are you aware of CTP

 18  authoring or contributing to any reports responding

 19  to events that took place during the implementation

 20  of the project?

 21              STAN MCGILLIS:  I would say nothing

 22  specific that I can identify for you today, but,

 23  you know, as we provide those services through that

 24  period of time, certainly we would have been doing

 25  some degree of reporting on the services that were
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 01  provided to the City.

 02              KATE MCGRANN:  Can you describe to me

 03  what you saw of the relationship between the City

 04  and RTG over the life of the project?

 05              STAN MCGILLIS:  So when you say "the

 06  life of the project," that would be post RFP, and

 07  my involvement in anything that had both the City

 08  and RTG at the same table was very cordial, very

 09  professional, but that's -- you know, we -- at that

 10  stage, you know, most of our work is being done

 11  remotely through design reviews and stuff.

 12              I'm not -- I'm not sitting on a regular

 13  basis across the table from them.  Any reports, you

 14  know, that I'm aware of was always professional

 15  relationships between the parties.

 16              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  So based on your

 17  direct involvement with representatives of the City

 18  and RTG, what you saw was professional and cordial;

 19  is that right?

 20              And then based on information that may

 21  have come to you directly or indirectly, what was

 22  your understanding of the nature of that

 23  relationship over the implementation phase of the

 24  project?

 25              STAN MCGILLIS:  Nothing overly negative
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 01  that I was made aware of, just normal contractor

 02  owner relationships, you know.  Through our staff

 03  out there, there's nothing being reported that was,

 04  you know, out of the ordinary that we've not seen

 05  on construction projects.

 06              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  The Commission

 07  has been asked to look at the commercial and

 08  technical circumstances that led to the breakdowns

 09  and the derailments on the system.

 10              Based on your involvement in the work,

 11  are there any topics that you think we should be

 12  looking at that we haven't discussed with you

 13  today?

 14              STAN MCGILLIS:  We haven't really

 15  talked about the maintenance side of, you know, the

 16  contract, that RTG has to maintain the system.  You

 17  know, you would think when you have a derailment,

 18  you know, you look at how the maintenance of the

 19  system is being done.

 20              That's -- not to point the finger at

 21  that, but that's just naturally one of the

 22  components that you'd be looking at.  You're

 23  looking at how it's being operated, you're looking

 24  at how it's being maintained, and try and zero in

 25  on, you know, what would be the root cause of
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 01  something like that occurring.

 02              So we haven't really talked much about

 03  maintenance, but obviously an important part of any

 04  system is is being well-maintained.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  Anything else other than

 06  the maintenance piece that you just identified?

 07              STAN MCGILLIS:  The other is is there

 08  any flaw?  You know, like, has anybody

 09  identified -- is there a flaw that caused this to

 10  happen?

 11              And that's what you do in an

 12  investigative stage of anything where an incident

 13  happens to determine, you know, what caused this to

 14  happen and if you have to make a change to

 15  something.  Is there a flaw in the system?

 16              Again, these -- there was

 17  investigations, and I assume that these types of

 18  things would have been looked at.

 19              KATE MCGRANN:  And just coming back to

 20  the maintenance piece for a second, I think I

 21  understood your evidence to be that you and

 22  Morrison Hershfield more generally didn't have any

 23  involvement in the operations or maintenance of the

 24  system; is that accurate?

 25              STAN MCGILLIS:  Correct, other than the
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 01  preparation of that document that's referred to as

 02  15.3 that defines the requirements of the operation

 03  and maintenance plans.  That would be my only

 04  involvement.

 05              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you know if you or

 06  anybody at CTP more generally was ever asked to

 07  revisit that document after the RFP was completed?

 08              STAN MCGILLIS:  Well, it had to be

 09  reviewed while we were working on Stage 2.  The

 10  City looked at the requirements for maintenance for

 11  Stage 2 and felt they did not want to have two

 12  different consortiums looking after things.  It's

 13  just duplication of costs.

 14              And so they negotiated as part of

 15  Stage 2 to have RTG look after the maintenance of

 16  Stage 2.  So they -- there was a modification to

 17  that document to incorporate the maintenance of

 18  Stage 2.

 19              Other than that, I'm not -- I'm not

 20  aware of any other changes that have occurred to

 21  that document post RFP.

 22              KATE MCGRANN:  Okay.  So that document

 23  was amended to allow for RTG to take on Stage 2

 24  maintenance, but no changes made to the

 25  requirements of what that maintenance needed to be

�0090

 01  or include; is that fair?

 02              STAN MCGILLIS:  That's my

 03  understanding.

 04              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you remember around

 05  what time that amendment was made?

 06              STAN MCGILLIS:  Well, it was post 2015.

 07  I'm thinking it's probably around the 2017

 08  timeline.

 09              KATE MCGRANN:  One of the things that

 10  the Commissioner has been asked to do in this

 11  public inquiry is to make recommendations to try to

 12  prevent issues like what we've seen with the

 13  breakdowns and derailments of Stage 1 from

 14  happening again.

 15              Are there any specific recommendations

 16  or areas of recommendation that you would suggest

 17  he consider as part of that role?

 18              STAN MCGILLIS:  There's always, I

 19  guess, risks associated with, you know, putting a

 20  new system into implementation.  There has to be

 21  some degree of time allowed for it to operate as

 22  designed.

 23              So, you know, it's difficult when you

 24  throw passengers on something immediately and then

 25  expect everything to work fine.  I mean, cars have
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 01  warranty.  You buy a brand new car and, you know, a

 02  month after you own it, the engine light is on and

 03  you're back to the dealer to find out why.

 04              I mean, some things happen.  I mean,

 05  should a derailment occur?  Probably not, but some

 06  degree of break-in period is probably necessary and

 07  expected, and, you know, you try to control that,

 08  mitigate it as much as you can.

 09              We have talked extensively about risk.

 10  I mean, that's part of putting a new system in

 11  place.  There's some risk of how well it will

 12  perform, and I think the City was very prudent to

 13  have a -- you know, a parallel system for the first

 14  month to gauge how it was operating.

 15              And it worked, I think, up to their

 16  expectation to the point where they decided after a

 17  month they no longer needed to continue that

 18  parallel system.  Other points in time, they had to

 19  put it back in place if they -- if something broke

 20  down, a train broke down.  Had to figure out why,

 21  put some buses on to keep the -- keep the

 22  passengers moving.

 23              So nothing in my mind comes out as

 24  specifically done wrong.  I think they reacted

 25  quite well when instances occurred and tried to,
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 01  you know, keep the system functioning at the

 02  highest level possible in the circumstances they

 03  were facing.

 04              KATE MCGRANN:  Were you called in to --

 05  you or anybody at Capital Transit Partners more

 06  generally called in to help determine how to

 07  respond when there were incidents during operation

 08  that required replacement buses or otherwise?

 09              STAN MCGILLIS:  My understanding, CTP

 10  were involved through -- mainly through STV.

 11              KATE MCGRANN:  Do you know what their

 12  involvement was focused on?

 13              STAN MCGILLIS:  Again, just advisory of

 14  how to deal with the issue and perhaps to talk

 15  about the contractual requirements of RTG, were

 16  they being met.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  Ms. McLellan, do you

 18  have any questions following up on --

 19              LIZ MCLELLAN:  I do not, no.

 20              KATE MCGRANN:  Mr. Kopp or Mr. Lambert,

 21  do you have any follow-up questions?

 22              KYLE LAMBERT:  I have a couple going

 23  back to earlier discussion related to risk profile

 24  and the -- I guess the decisions that the Capital

 25  Transit Partners and the City would make once
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 01  certain risks were identified.

 02              Mr. McGillis, once a risk was

 03  identified, who ultimately decided whether some

 04  kind of change or adjustment to the RFP documents

 05  would be made?

 06              STAN MCGILLIS:  The program management

 07  team both at the City and CTP would be involved in

 08  those types of discussions and determine if a

 09  change needed to be made to better allocate that

 10  risk properly, or in some cases, you know, if time

 11  permitted, we may want to do a little bit more work

 12  on the subject to try and take away the risk.  You

 13  know, is there a way to reduce the risk?  Is there

 14  something we could be doing?

 15              So those discussions would happen and

 16  see -- you know, if you're talking geotechnical,

 17  for instance, if someone was concerned about a

 18  certain area, could you go out and gather some more

 19  information in that area to try and narrow down

 20  what the unknown perhaps was that was causing

 21  people to think there was risk there.

 22              So those types of discussions would

 23  happen on -- you know, on a regular basis at the

 24  senior levels of the -- of the program.

 25              KYLE LAMBERT:  And when that risk
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 01  assessment and the possible need for adjustment

 02  based on that assessment ultimately worked its way

 03  into negotiating pricing with a proponent, who was

 04  responsible for that negotiation?

 05              STAN MCGILLIS:  It would be the entire

 06  City team.  I mean, there's also legal advisors on

 07  the team as well that are -- and, you know, risk

 08  experts who would tell you, you know, what -- you

 09  know, what their advice was, the best way to handle

 10  that risk.

 11              Those types of individuals were part of

 12  the overall management team at the City to seek the

 13  best solution to those things.  So they would --

 14  they would make that call.

 15              KYLE LAMBERT:  Thank you.  And then one

 16  last question on a different issue.  This is just a

 17  point of clarification regarding the role of CTP or

 18  Morrison Hershfield personnel on some of the

 19  committees that Ms. McGrann mentioned or referred

 20  to.

 21              And I wasn't clear.  When you said that

 22  there would be some involvement with the committee,

 23  are you talking about being called to speak to the

 24  committee -- give evidence is probably too formal,

 25  but give an opinion or give advice to the
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 01  committee, or are you talking about having an

 02  actual seat on any of those committees?

 03              STAN MCGILLIS:  I would say both.  I

 04  mean, you know, for sure -- we mentioned National

 05  Capital Commission before.  They had a huge say on

 06  some of the station design.  We would certainly be

 07  at those meetings presenting designs, working with

 08  NCC staff to come up with acceptable standards for

 09  those stations.

 10              That's just one committee.  There are

 11  many, many committees that would have been involved

 12  in this project, and whether we sat as a member of

 13  that committee or were invited to the meetings, it

 14  could be one or the other.

 15              KYLE LAMBERT:  Thank you.  That's all

 16  for me.

 17              KATE MCGRANN:  That's it from our end

 18  as well.  So thank you very much for your time this

 19  afternoon.

 20              STAN MCGILLIS:  Thank you.

 21              KATE MCGRANN:  And that brings our

 22  interview to a close.

 23              KYLE LAMBERT:  Thank you.

 24              -- Adjourned at 4:13 p.m.

 25  
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