TALKING PAPER

NCSX VACUUM VESSEL SUB ASSEMBLIES PRODUCTION SUBCONTRACT


· On 4 February 2005 Major Tool & Machine (MTM) submitted to PPPL a quote of $431,644 for “Cost impact resulting form Vessel Wall profile changes (expansion) far exceeding original plan.”  MTM had reported in January 2005 that the delivery of each of the three NCSX Vacuum Vessel Sub Assemblies (VVSA’s) would slip one to two months.
Background

· When MTM submitted their fixed-price Proposal for the production of NCSX VVSA in July 2004 they reported


Proposal based on nine panels for each 60° segment of a VVSA.


The five die sets used in the fabrication of the Vacuum Vessel Prototype could be reused, with some re-machining, and


Four additional die sets would have to be manufactured.

· In January 2005 MTM reported that a (60° vacuum vessel segment) segmentation scheme made for the VVSA production revealed that ten panels, instead of nine would be required and that because of the dimensional change of the VVSAs none of the five on hand dies could be used, even if re-machined.

· MTM reported that a segmentation scheme had been developed for the prototype and now one for the production units but one had not been developed to support the MTM VVSA Proposal


MTM inferred that decision was based upon an understanding from PPPL that any dimensional change was minor, no more than one inch.

· NCSX vacuum vessel prototype and production drawings were issued in Pro-E format.  MTM does not have the Pro-E program so they use PPPL provided drawing step-files.

· PPPL issued vacuum vessel drawing step files in December 2002.  These were included in the RFP for NCSX Prototype fabrication.

· In May 2003 the drawings were revised.

Though they included dimensional changes of several inches the Prototype Subcontractors were informed by a PPPL 20 May 2003 letter “we expected to post revised drawings…today.  However, Engineering has found new interferences which will take some time to resolve.  It is noted however, that the differences in the size of the “new” vessel and prototype and the ones currently posted are very small.”  Subcontractors were further directed to continue with performance of the Prototype Subcontract using the 2 December 2002 drawings.

· It is now apparent that when the 20 May 2003 drawings finalized they were never translated into step files for use by MTM.

· A small change was made to the 20 May 2003 drawings on 4 June 2004.  These drawings, in step file form, were identified in the RFP for VVSA production.

· At the time proposals for VVSA production were being prepared, and during their evaluation before “best and final” proposals were requested, references were made by PPPL in discussions and in writing to small, insignificant drawing changes.  (These references were based upon the 4 June 2004 drawing changes.)
· MTM had, in their copy of the VVSA Production RFP the correct VVSA drawings in step file form but apparently relied on PPPL’s assertion that any drawing changes were insignificant. 
· In consideration that there may have been some misunderstanding on the part of each party PPPL is willing to absorb not to exceed $215,822 (50%) of the cost impact, contingent upon the following:



Note:  The value of the cost impact is supported by PPPL internal cost estimate.


1.
Agreement by MTM to deliver to PPPL three VVSA’s by 30 November 2005.  PPPL would agree that these Sub Assemblies would be accepted without the “Spacer Assembly” and “port extension assemblies, with their associated blank flanges, seals, and fasteners” (See Section 3.1.2 of the Subcontract Specification).  PPPL would agree to accept these components by 1 June 2006.

2. The Subcontract’s increased fixed-price would be added to the last Subcontract performance payment.

3. That MTM agree that no further requests for price increases pertaining to this Subcontract shall be requested, except in response to PPPL directed work scope changes.
· This PPPL proposed resolution of the cost and schedule problem has not yet been discussed with MTM.
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