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"]m 'I'nnnN-I-u REPORT FOR ACTION

Suspension of Aplus General Contractors Corp.

Date: March 4, 2019
To: Infrastructure and Environment Committee

From: General Manager, Toronto Water
Chief Purchasing Officer, Purchasing and Materials Management
Wards: All

SUMMARY

This report recommends that City Council declare Aplus General Contractors
Corporation ("Aplus”) ineligible to bid on, or be awarded any City of Toronto contracts
for a period of three (3) years given the significance of its unacceptable and poor
performance and management. This recommendation is based upon repeated
unacceptable and poor performance and management by Aplus on Contract MCP-13-
18WS, Tender 2-2015, Ellesmere Pumping Station Power Generators Upgrade.

The poor performance by Aplus was documented through five contractor performance
evaluations completed between November 2016 and November 2018. Further, refusals
to comply by Aplus resulted in four notices of default being issued by the City against
Aplus. Based on this poor performance, the Chief Purchasing Officer suspended Aplus
for a period of 6 months, beginning October 30, 2018 until April 30, 2019, pending
Council's decision with this report.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The General Manager, Toronto Water, and the Chief Purchasing Officer, Purchasing
and Materials Management Division, recommend that:

1. City Council declare Aplus General Contractors Corporation ("Aplus”) and any
affiliated persons, as defined in Chapter 195, ineligible to bid on or be awarded any City
of Toronto contracts as a supplier of goods and/or services or as a subcontractor to
such a supplier, including any options, renewals or extensions of existing contracts, for
a total period of three (3) years commencing upon the date the current temporary
suspension imposed through the delegated authority of the Chief Purchasing Officer,
Purchasing and Materials Management Division expires.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

There is no financial impact from these recommendations.
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The Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer has reviewed this report and agrees with the
financial impact information.

DECISION HISTORY

At its meeting of April 25, 2016, the Public Works and Infrastructure Committee
awarded Tender Call No. 2-2015, Contract MCP-13-18WS, to Aplus General
Contractors Corp. for the Ellesmere Pumping Station Power Generators Upgrade, as
the lowest bidder meeting the specifications and in accordance with the Contract
Details. The Bid Committee decision can be found at:
http://app.toronto.ca/tmmis/viewAgendaltemHistory.do?item=2016.PW12.4

COMMENTS

Program and Project Background

Ellesmere reservoir and pumping station is a key water storage and distribution hub
serving 500,000 residents and annually supplying 30 billion litres of water to York
Region and plays a significant role in the City's water security needs.

The Ellesmere Pumping Station Power Generators Upgrade are part of the Toronto
Water Treatment & Supply Standby Power Program to improve aging infrastructure.
The current Toronto Water Treatment & Supply (WT&S) infrastructure was largely built
from 1954 through to 1980 although there are some system elements dating back to the
early 1900s. As such, most facilities are either at the middle or end of normal lifecycles.

The City's Water Treatment & Supply (WT&S) Sustainability Strategy objectives are to
meet future growth requirements, address regulatory changes, optimize processes,
achieve revenue benefits, and maintain effective and reliable service delivery to
approximately 3.5 million residents and businesses in Toronto and portions of York
Region.

The Strategy is based on the four key elements of water quality, water quantity,
infrastructure renewal and energy optimization and includes the following plans and
studies: a Water Quality Master Plan, Joint Optimization Study, System Sustainability
Study, Toronto Water Energy Optimization Master Plan, and Facility Condition
Assessments. A significant component of the System Sustainability Study relates to
improvements to the standby power facilities at key water treatment plants and pumping
stations.

In August, 2003, a widespread electrical blackout in Southern Ontario revealed gaps in
Toronto Water's ability to provide adequate drinking water supply for extended periods
of power disruption. A study on system sustainability was completed in 2008 to specify
standby power and water storage requirements to enable the City to supply water for at
least 72 hours following a major power loss. Since the beginning of the program,
Toronto Water has spent approximately $10 million towards improvements to the
standby power facilities at key water treatment plants and pumping stations. The
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Division plans to spend an additional $51 million over the next five-year period and an
additional $77 million over the following five-year period for a total of $139 million.

This level of investment will ensure Toronto Water is capable of producing and
delivering sufficient high quality drinking water for all its customers, meeting all current
and potential legislated requirements.

Overview of Ellesmere Contract

On April 25, 2016 Aplus was awarded Toronto Water contract MCP-13-18WS. This
contract was issued in support of Toronto Water's System Sustainability initiative and
the Toronto Water Strategic Plan capital program to upgrade the Ellesmere Pumping
Station including its east reservoir and power generators. The upgrades encompassed
the addition of a new high capacity 2 meter diameter watermain connection into the
reservoir allowing for future increased supply directly from the Horgan Water Plant. Also
included in the upgrades was the construction of a new generating station, complete
with installation of 10 megawatts of new power generating equipment intended to allow
the City to maintain uninterrupted operation during any power outage, as well as
creating revenue for the City under the Toronto Hydro DR3 program.

Purchasing and Materials Management Division (PMMD) issued the tender in 2015. The
tender made reference to, and the Contracts themselves included, the Contractor
Performance Evaluation Procedure in the conditions of the contract as a method for
monitoring and evaluating performance. The value of the contract was $23,835,000.00
net of all taxes and charges. Construction started on June 8, 2016.

At the commencement of construction, Aplus submitted a construction schedule
indicating substantial completion by June of 2018 and total completion by August of
2018, consistent with the contract terms.

Unacceptable and Poor Performance on the Contract

Aplus' unacceptable and poor performance on Contract MCP13-18WS has been
significant and include but are not limited to the key following matters.

Water Security

Aplus' schedule had the east reservoir shutdown from May 15, 2017 to September 11,
2017 to minimize the impact to City's water supply. Completion of the east reservoir was
also necessary in advance of other critical plant upgrades. A properly sequenced
construction schedule and work plan was required to ensure the timely completion of all
work. As of March 16, 2018, when it ceased active work on the project, Aplus had not
returned the reservoir to service.

The City advised Aplus on numerous occasions of the criticality of returning the

reservoir to active service as soon as possible, but Aplus failed or refused to undertake
the necessary work to do so.
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As a result, to protect the City's interests and the security of its water supply, it became
necessary on April 20, 2018, for the City to notify Aplus that its right to perform the
remaining work on the reservoir was terminated.

The City mobilized its own forces and sealed, cleaned and disinfected the reservoir to
put it back into service in an effort to mitigate the City's risk.

Safety

Aplus has failed to properly supervise and adhere to health and safety requirements at
the project site and for the work.

The lack of proper supervision and the safety violations by Aplus are illustrated in
Photos 1 to 7 attached to this report. It is evident that Aplus has not displayed a strong
commitment to ensuring workplace and worker safety. These safety violations have a
high risk of resulting in serious injury or death to workers.

Aplus has also failed to submit key documentation or obtain the required approvals from
the Contract Administrator in a timely manner, or at all, to establish health and safety
and other contractual compliance.

On November 18, 2016 Aplus did not obtain approval of the Contract Administrator prior
to concrete being poured for a large portion of the building nor were adequate
documentation submitted to the Contract Administrator to allow the Contract
Administrator to verify that the safety of all site personnel was adequately protected, as
required by the contract.

OHSA Regulations 213/91, clauses 87-92, and most importantly clause 87(3)(a) and
87(3)(b), require, among other things, verification by a professional engineer that
working loads of formwork are designed, constructed, supported and braced in
accordance with good engineering practice to preclude failure, possible injuries and
property damage. Without such verification, site safety is at risk. Photo 1 and Photo 2
illustrate the risk posed to workers and staff if proper safety precautions are not verified.
The potential for serious injury or death may result.

Again, on February 9, 2017 Aplus did not obtain approval of the Contract Administrator
or submit required documentation to the Contract Administrator prior to modifying the
excavation supporting system.

OHSA Regulations 213/91 Sections 236 (3) (d) and 236 (5) require support systems to
be designed by a professional engineer and constructed, installed, used and maintained
in accordance with such design drawings and specifications. The design drawings
require indication of how the installation and removal of the system shall be achieved.
Any variance from the engineering design drawings and specifications requires approval
in writing by a professional engineer.

Without such verification, site safety is at risk. As a result of Aplus' failure to submit the

required documentation and obtain Contract Administrator approval, the work was
delayed pending their receipt.
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These important safety laws require critical actions to be completed by a professional
engineer to ensure the safety of workers in the area. Serious injury or death can occur
from a failure to properly support an excavation from collapse at a work site. It was
necessary to stop work until proper worker protection was in place. Refer to Photo 3
and Photo 4 for further detail.

The City's concerns are consistent with the recommendations of the Norman Inquest
recommendations which called for increased diligence and safety monitoring.

Harassment

On two other occasions the City was confronted with two separate harassment incidents
as defined by the OHSA.

On August 3, 2016 an incident of inappropriate conduct by Aplus staff was reported that
required investigation under the City's Human Rights and Anti-
Harassment/Discrimination Policy (HRAP). The Aplus Site Supervisor at a project
meeting raised his voice in a threatening manner, used profane language, and
approached the Contract Administrator's representative in a very aggressive manner. It
appeared that a physical altercation could have resulted but for the actions of others
present who convinced the Site Supervisor to restrain himself. Aplus was slow to
respond to City requests and required 3 months to comply with the City Anti-
Harassment/Discrimination policy.

On May 11, 2017, the City received a letter from Aplus alleging inappropriate comments
by a City staff person against Aplus that it alleged occurred during a meeting on May
10, 2017. The City investigated, per OHSA and City Human Rights Office requirements,
included interviewing Aplus staff, Contract Administrator and City witnesses and the
review of the May 10, 2017 meeting minutes. Evidence and witness accounts supported
that the inappropriate and disparaging comments were, in fact, made by Aplus staff,
including the president of Aplus, against the City's Contract Administrator. The City
summarized its findings in a letter to Aplus June 9, 2017 and cautioned Aplus against
making vague and vexatious allegations that were obstructive and inconsistent with
their contractual obligations.

On one additional occasion on November 22, 2017, the president of Aplus made
comments to a City staff person with the apparent attempt to intimidate and harass this
person including references to knowing where the staff person lived. This occasion was
resolved without a more formal harassment resolution process and the president of
Aplus confirmed comments of a personal nature would no longer be made.

These incidents of inappropriate conduct by Aplus' representatives, including Aplus'
president, are indicative of Aplus' failure to act in good faith and professionally to
complete the contract work, undermining the relationship between the City, Contract
Administrator, and Aplus and requiring staff resources be devoted to investigating and
responding to incidents that should never have occurred.

Deficiencies/Failures to Comply

As a result of Aplus' failure to consult with the Contract Administrator and ensure that
design and field measurements were consistent, Aplus cut into the reservoir in an
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incorrect location for the installation of a watermain pipe. Aplus refused to accept
responsibility for its error and submitted an exaggerated quote to correct the work which
should have been corrected at no cost to the City. As Aplus continued to refuse to
address the deficiency in a timely manner, the Contract Administrator issued a change
directive to Aplus requiring that they undertake the work promptly. Any dispute
concerning the issue could be resolved at a later date. Aplus continued to fail to address
the deficiency. This culminated in the City issuing a default notice. Aplus subsequently
attended to the work but its delays affected the schedule and the return to service of the
reservoir.

It became necessary to issue further change directives to expedite the work on the
reservoir due to delay on Aplus' part. Again, Aplus failed or refused to comply with these
change directives.

In addition to the above-noted failure of Aplus to submit key documentation in a timely
manner or at all to establish health and safety compliance, it further failed to provide
documentation for the proper sequencing of the City reservoir shutdown; failed to
provide adequate documentation to substantiate payment applications; included in
payment applications items to which no payment was owing (for example, the cost of
certain products were included as payable but not delivered to the work site); and failed
to provide acceptable construction schedules or schedule recovery plans.

Where changes in work occurred, Aplus often submitted grossly exaggerated quotes for
the work and refused to undertake work unless the quote was accepted. Ultimately, it
became necessary for the Contract Administrator to issue change directives to direct
the work to be done promptly. Notwithstanding the issuance of change directives, Aplus
refused to comply with same even though the contract requires prompt compliance. As
noted above, this caused significant delays in the project and, in particular, the delay in
bringing the reservoir back into operation in a timely manner.

Aplus has failed or refused to provide daily work records as required by the contract,
upon request by the Contract Administrator.

The entire project was disrupted by Aplus' refusals to provide proper and acceptable
construction schedules.

Lack of Cooperation and Good Faith

Aplus demonstrated a consistent failure to cooperate with City staff and the City's
Contract Administrator. As noted above, Aplus failed to cooperate in matters concerning
health and safety, deficiency correction, construction scheduling, changes in the work
and payment. Aplus failed to properly co-ordinate work to ensure cutting and remedial
work was kept to a minimum and failed to properly obtain instructions from the Contract
Administrator prior to commencing certain works, contrary to the contract.

Notwithstanding several requests by the City and Contract Administrator, Aplus failed or
refused to produce an insurance certificate evidencing coverage for equipment to be
installed for the project, notwithstanding its obligation to deliver such a certificate at the
outset of the contract without request by the City. With significant costly electrical
equipment improperly stored at site and several acts of vandalism experienced it
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necessitated the City's delivery of a default notice before Aplus delivered the required
certificate, notably back-dated.

Rather than addressing issues in a reasonable manner, City staff and its Contract
Administrator faced obstructive conduct by Aplus with little or no effort to facilitate a
timely and effective completion of the works.

Aplus has consistently failed to deliver documentation, as required, to confirm work was
being properly scheduled and sequenced, to substantiate work claimed to be
undertaken, confirm health & safety matters, or to otherwise comply with contractual
requirements, further details are available in attachments 8 to 11 which include detailed
comments supporting ratings in each category.

Aplus has demonstrated a lack of good faith in administering its Contract with the City
and undertaking this essential project.

Additional Contract Administrative Costs

Aplus' lack of cooperation has required more contract administration and project change
orders. This, in turn, has increased our contract administration costs and puts the
project budget at risk. A purchase order amendment of $440,000 was required for the
Contract Administrator to provide extra contract administration. Due to continued Aplus
poor performance, the City will be required to expend an estimated additional $865,000
in contract administration to further safeguard this important project.

Performance Reviews

Aplus' unacceptable and poor performance on Contract MCP13-18WS has been
documented and discussed with Aplus during the course of the contract, in accordance
with the City's Contractor Performance Evaluation procedure. Interim Contractor
Performance Evaluations have been conducted on:

November 15, 2016- CPE #1 - Score of 2.52

February 16, 2017 - CPE #2 - Score of 2.37 (warning letter February 28, 2017)
July 5, 2017 CPE #3 - Score of 2.09 (warning letter July 19, 2017) and
November 14, 2017 - CPE #4 Score of 2.43. (warning letter December 28, 2017)
November 8, 2018 - Final CPE #5 Score of 2.45.

In all cases Aplus was given five (5) business days to submit a written response to the
scores. However, the responses provided by Aplus were insufficient to adjust or
improve these scores. Based on the poor CPE scores, PMMD also issued three (3)
warning letters to Aplus to inform them of failing to meet expectations on the Contract
could lead to suspension following a decision by Council. (The threshold for a warning
letter is 2.50 and a score of 3 or higher is required to "meet expectations"). In addition,
on CPE #2 and #3, Aplus received a rating of "Improvement Needed" on the criteria of
"Did the Contractor comply with OHSA requirements?" This is also a trigger that may
result in a report to Council to suspend the contractor.

Complete details on each evaluation may be found in the CPE comments and other
attachments.
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The recurrent findings of poor performance were based on objective evaluations
conducted by the City's Contract Administrator and City staff in accordance with the
City’s Contractor Performance Evaluation process (see attachments 8 to 11 for full
details).

It is important to note that the Contractor Performance Evaluation process is designed
in a way that does not allow one staff member to unilaterally decide a contractor's
performance score. The process requires that the project manager complete interim
evaluations, with backup information and input from the Contract Administrator, and
have the project manager's manager review and sign. The evaluation is then sent to the
Contractor for discussion and an opportunity for the Contractor to provide written
objections. For final evaluations, the appropriate Director in the Division must also sign
the evaluation form, and the Contractor is given an additional opportunity to provide
written objections. In addition, the process to note a contractor in default during the term
of a contract is done in consultation with Legal Services.

Current Situation

The City has made numerous attempts to engage with Aplus and their bonding
company Zurich, to find a mutually acceptable way forward to permit completion of this
important project to the satisfaction of the City and Aplus. However, Aplus ceased all
work on the project on March 16, 2018 and effectively abandoned the work site also
refusing to consider proposed arrangements to continue work. Aplus refused to do
further work until three past payment applications were certified and paid. In accordance
with contract requirements, the City's Contract Administrator was not able to certify the
three past payment applications until an acceptable updated construction schedule was
submitted by Aplus and sufficient and proper supporting detail was provided. Until Aplus
complied with its contractual requirements and delivered an acceptable construction
schedule, the City was not in a position to make any further payments.

On November 1, 2018 the City formally notified Aplus that under these circumstances
the City was terminating the Contractor's right to continue with the balance of the Work
remaining under the Contract in accordance with GC 7.1.4.2 immediately, and would be
exercising its rights under GC 7.1.5. The City is currently pursuing alternate means to
complete the project. Aplus, Zurich, two subcontractors, and the City are now engaged
in litigation relating to this project.

Based on the documented poor performance by Aplus on this contract, the City's
Contractor Performance Evaluation Procedure and the City's Supplier Suspension
Procedure, the Chief Purchasing Officer wrote a letter to Aplus on October 12, 2018
indicating that the Chief Purchasing Officer would exercise his authority under Section
195-13.13 of the Toronto Municipal Code, Chapter 195, Purchasing to suspend Aplus'
eligibility to bid or be awarded City contracts for a period of 6 months, and that further
City staff would be reporting to Council in early 2019 to make a further recommendation
to suspend Aplus for a period of up to 3 years.

The letter provided Aplus the opportunity to provide written submissions to the Chief

Purchasing Officer within 10 days as to why he should not exercise his delegated
authority to suspend Aplus for 6 months. Further, the letter also provided an opportunity
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for Aplus to provide written submissions within 30 days as to why City staff should not
prepare a staff report to Council on the longer suspension.

Aplus provided a letter on October 24, 2018 which stated that they objected to the
suspension and that Aplus would defend itself in the appropriate forum. It did not
provide any rationale as to why the Chief Purchasing Officer should not suspend Aplus
for 6 months. As a result, on October 30, 2018, the Chief Purchasing Officer suspended
Aplus for a period of 6 months.

Subsequently, Aplus provided a further letter on November 7th indicating that the issues
on this contract are related to the conduct of the City's project manager, and provided
documentation related to the harassment claim noted above and email exchanges with
respect to the Interim Contractor Performance Evaluations. As a result, the Chief
Purchasing Officer invited Aplus to meet and discuss the November 7th letter.

On December 5th, Aplus President Peter Martins and project manager Sanjeev Desai
met with the Chief Purchasing Officer, staff from PMMD and from Toronto Water. In that
meeting, Mr. Martins, further indicated that the issues with the contract are as a result of
the conduct of the project manager. The suggestion was that the project manager
micromanaged, was unprofessional and was targeting Aplus. Mr. Martins suggested he
had further particulars to substantiate his claim and would bring them forward at the
appropriate time. The Chief Purchasing Officer requested those particulars and by the
time this report was submitted, the Chief Purchasing Officer had not received anything
further.

It was the view of the Chief Purchasing Officer that the information provided by Aplus
was inadequate to justify the reversal of his decision to suspend Aplus for 6 months.

The process to suspend a contractor is done in consultation with both Legal Services
and PMMD.

Other Contracts with the City

At the present time, Aplus has the following work ongoing with the City. Aplus'
performance in respect of these contracts has been disappointing overall, but issues on
these projects were not relied upon in recommending Aplus' suspension.

e Highland Creek Treatment Plant Process Control Building - Tender No. 82-2014;

Contract no. MCP13-19WP overseen by Toronto Water.

e Work is scheduled to be completed summer of 2019.

e Contract value approx. $13.5 million

e Average CPE Score based on 6 Interim evaluations - 2.85

e Aplus' performance on this project has not met expectations in the area of safety,
whereby protective barriers have been neglected, organization, whereby their
schedule has not been maintained nor followed, and cooperation, whereby
resolution of project issues and competitive change order pricing have not been
forthcoming.
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e Queensway Park Artificial Ice Rink and Skate Trail state-of-good repair and
construction works - Tender 47-2017 overseen by Parks, Forestry and Recreation.
e The majority of the work completed at the end of 2018;
e Contract value approx. $3.2 million
e Average CPE Score based on 2 Interim evaluations — 2.8
e Interim evaluations were done towards the end of the project and not over the

course of the project

e Afinal CPE evaluation is pending

¢ Nathan Phillips Square replacement of the refrigeration plant, pool piping &
upgrades - Tender 109-2016- overseen by Facilities Management.
e Contract closed by January 2019.
e Contract value approx. $4.2 million
e CPE Score based on one interim evaluation - 2.91
e Afinal CPE evaluation is pending.

In Summary

e On April 20, 2018, to protect the City's interests, and in order to put the east
reservoir

e back into operation, the City terminated Aplus' right to perform the balance of the
work

e on the east reservoir and arranged to have this work completed by Toronto Water

e forces and another contractor to ensure the reservoir was in operation for Summer,

e 2018, the high demand season. On November 1, 2018, the City terminated Aplus'
right

e to perform the remainder of the work under the Contract.

Examples of Aplus' unacceptable and poor performance and management include but

are not limited to the following:

e Failures to properly supervise and adhere to health and safety requirements at and
for the work;

e Failures or refusals by Aplus to address deficiencies in its work in a timely manner;

e Failures to submit key documentation in a timely manner or at all to establish health
and safety compliance and proper sequencing of City reservoir shutdown;

e Harassment of the Contract Administrator and City employee;

e Failures to provide reasonable quotes on changes in the work resulting in delays in
the work and the need to issue change directives;

e Refusals to comply with change directives;

e Failures to cooperate with City staff and the City's Contract Administrator and a lack
of good faith in administering the Contract and undertaking the project;

e Refusals to provide a proper and acceptable construction schedule; and

e Abandonment of the work site.

The key impacts to the City from the above poor performance and management include:

¢ significant delays to the completion of the work (approximately 18 months at present
which could increase further)

e risk to the City's water supply as a result of such delay
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e the reservoir was delayed being put back into service and, as a result, the
installation of standby power for the reservoir facility remains incomplete

e creates the potential for a prolonged interruption of power to the reservoir systems,
which was an important objective of this project, which could affect the City's ability
to utilize this water supply resource in the event of a significant power disruption,
such as the blackout experienced in 2003 or as could be caused by severe weather
or other events

e added risk to Toronto Fire Services ability to fight fires and protect the public due to
holding the reservoir out of service during the high demand season

e correspondingly, the delay in installing the standby power system created a risk to
Toronto Fire Services ability to fight fires and protect the public if the primary power
generation systems had been affected

e impacted Toronto Water's ability to do timely maintenance at other co-dependent
facilities including the Horgan Water Plant

e placed at risk the health and safety of workers and staff;

¢ significantly increased Contract Administration costs and budget impacts; and

e significantly impacted staff resources.

Conclusion: Suspension Recommended

Toronto Water and Purchasing and Materials Management Division, in consultation with
Legal Services, are recommending Aplus General Contractors Corp. be suspended
from award of any City of Toronto contracts for a total period of three (3) years
commencing upon the expiry of the current temporary suspension issued to Aplus by
the Chief Purchasing Officer under his delegated authority in Chapter 195, Purchasing.
Authority.

By adopting the recommendations in this report, City Council will clearly communicate
to Aplus and the wider construction industry that unacceptable and poor performance
and conduct and a lack of good faith in dealings with the City will not be tolerated on
City of Toronto contracts.

CONTACT

Garry Boychuk, P. Eng., Manager, Capital Works Delivery, Toronto Water,
Telephone: 416-397-0936, e-mail: Garry.Boychuk@toronto.ca

Sabrina Dipietro, Acting Manager, Construction Services, Purchasing and Materials
Management Division, Telephone: 416-397-4809, e-mail: sabrina.dipietro@toronto.ca
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SIGNATURE

Lou Di Gironimo, General Manager, Toronto Water

Michael Pacholok, Chief Purchasing Officer, Purchasing and Materials Management

ATTACHMENTS

. Figure 1 - Concrete Formwork Without Cole Engineering Clearance to Proceed
. Figure 2 - Formwork and Workers Potentially at Risk

. Figure 3 - Shoring System Modification Without Cole Engineering Approval
. Figure 4 - Modification of Shoring and Workers Potentially at Risk

. Figure 5 - Concerns over Movement of Heavy Equipment

. Figure 6 - Working at Heights at Risk

. Figure 7 - Working at Heights at Risk

. Figure 8 - Contractor Performance Evaluation Interim #2 Summary

. Figure 9 - Page 1 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #2
10. Figure 10 - Page 2 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #2
11. Figure 11 - Page 3 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #2
12. Figure 12 - Page 4 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #2
13. Figure 13 - Page 5 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #2
14. Figure 14 - Page 6 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #2
15. Figure 15 - Contractor Performance Evaluation Interim #3 Summary
16. Figure 16 - Page 1 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #3
17. Figure 17 - Page 2 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #3
18. Figure 18 - Page 3 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #3
19. Figure 19 - Page 4 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #3
20. Figure 20 - Page 5 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #3
21. Figure 21 - Page 6 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #3
22. Figure 22 - Contractor Performance Evaluation Interim #4 Summary
23. Figure 23 - Page 1 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #4
24. Figure 24 - Page 2 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #4
25. Figure 25 - Page 3 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #4
26. Figure 26 - Page 4 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #4
27. Figure 27 - Page 5 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #4
28. Figure 28 - Page 6 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #4
29. Figure 29 - Contractor Performance Evaluation Interim #5 Summary
30. Figure 30 - Page 1 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #5
31. Figure 31 - Page 2 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #5
32. Figure 32 - Page 3 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #5
33. Figure 33 - Page 4 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #5

OCoO~NOUIDE WNPE

Suspension of Aplus General Contractors Corp. Page 12 of 48



34. Figure 34 - Page 5 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #5
35. Figure 35 - Page 6 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #5
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Figure 1 - Concrete Formwork without Cole Engineering Clearance to Proceed

e Formwork for walls approximately 5 meters high 15 meters long and 40 cm thick.
e Liquid Concrete exerts several tons of pressure on forms while setting.

e Engineering verification that supports would withstand pressure without collapse
missing.

e Collapse or failure could result in serious injury to workers forming concrete.
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Figure 2 - Formwork and Workers Potentially at Risk

e Collapse or failure of blue formwork could result in serious injury to workers during
pouring of concrete.

e Engineering verification that supports would withstand pressure without collapse
missing.
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Figure 3 - Shoring System Modification Without Cole Engineering Approval

e Large beam being cut provided lateral support to prevent collapse of massive
structure above into deep excavation below.

e Excavation depth approximately 4 meters below reservoir.
e Reservoir above approximately 15 meter high with football field above.

e Collapse of failure could result in serious injury to workers, major damage to reservoir
and possible injury to public.

e Engineering verification that beam could be removed without collapse missing.
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Figure 4 - Modification of Shoring and Workers Potentially at Risk

e Excavation depth approximately 4 meters below reservoir.
e Reservoir above approximately 15 meter high with football field above.

e Collapse due to removal of supporting beam could result in serious injury or death of
workers.

e Engineering verification that beams could be removed without compromising support
missing.
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Figure 5 - Concerns over Movement of Heavy Equipment

e Site Inspector identified safety concerns and worker safety at risk.

e No corrective actions were taken to address warnings.
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Figure 6 - Working at Heights at Risk

e Significant risk of worker injury due to improper support and possible fall into deep
excavation below.

e Secondary protection missing.
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Figure 7 - Working at Height at Risk

e Significant risk of injury due to improper use of equipment, unstable footing, and
danger below.
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Figure 8 - Contractor Performance Evaluation #2 Summary
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Figure 9 - Page 1 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #2
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Figure 10 - Page 2 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #2
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Figure 11 - Page 3 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #2
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Figure 12 - Page 4 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #2
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Figure 13 - Page 5 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #2
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Figure 14 - Page 6 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #2
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Figure 15 - Contractor Performance Evaluation #3 Summary
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Figure 16 - Page 1 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #3
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Figure 17 - Page 2 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #3
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Figure 18 - Page 3 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #3
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Figure 19 - Page 4 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #3
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Figure 20 - Page 5 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #3
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Figure 21 - Page 6 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #3
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Figure 22 - Contractor Performance Evaluation #4 Summary
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Figure 23 - Page 1 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #4
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Figure 24 - Page 2 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #4
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Figure 25 - Page 3 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #4
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Figure 26 - Page 4 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #4
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Figure 27 - Page 5 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #4
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Figure 28 - Page 6 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #4
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Figure 29 - Contractor Performance Evaluation #5 Summary
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Figure 30 - Page 1 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #5
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Figure 31 - Page 2 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #5
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Figure 32 - Page 3 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #5
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Figure 33 - Page 4 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #5
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Figure 34 - Page 5 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #5
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Figure 35 - Page 6 of Detailed Contractor Performance Evaluation #5
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