NCSX Vacuum Vessel Evaluation Criteria
I.  Past Performance  
a) Quality and thoroughness of the subcontractor’s report on manufacturing methods.  
b) Evaluation of the  subcontractor’s recommended changes to the design or specification that were instrumental in reducing costs, improving the schedule, or reducing risk.
c) Quality and thoroughness of the subcontractor’s Manufacturing, Inspection, Test, and Quality Assurance Plans.


d) Quality and thoroughness of the budgetary cost and schedule developed  for the VVSA.  
e) Subcontractor’s performance  in the manufacture of the PVVS.

1.  Inspection and testing: dimensions and tolerances relative to requirements;  permeability and strength results relative to requirements.

2.  Documents and records.


3.  Equipment / materials identification and status.


4.  Calibration control system


5.  Control of special processes

f)  Quality and usefulness of weekly reports.

g)  Quality and timeliness of Earned Value reports.
II.  Business Factors & Management

1. Financial stability of the lead subcontractor.

2. Financial stability of sub-tier subcontractors.

3. Quality of the management team.

4. Proven trackrecord of performance in similar projects.

II.  Capability
1. Adequacy of facilities and equipment in the following areas:
a. Forming UNS N06625.
b. Ability to accurately form the vessel using solids model CAD input provided in Pro/Engineer or STEP format.
c. Surface measuring and verification.  
d. Radiographic testing. 
e. Vacuum leak testing.  
f. Ability to make vacuum quality welds in UNS N06625.
g. Magnetic permeability measuring and monitoring.
h. Heat treatment/stress relieving.
2. Quality and experience  of the technical personnel.
3. Quality and experience of management teams.   
4. Commitment by the the sub-contractor and sub-tier participants.
5. Technical approach / risk management.
IV.  Proposal 
SCORING OF PROPOSALS.  In evaluating the offeror’s Proposal, other than the part devoted to cost and fee, an adjectival rating/scoring system shall be used.  The following are the definitions to be used in assigning adjectival ratings:

SUPERIOR.  A unique and feasible approach that exceeds PPPL requirements in almost all areas, in a way that is beneficial to PPPL.  The details of the approach are comprehensive and thorough, and show an absolute understanding of the efforts to be completed, with virtually no risk in meeting the PPPL requirements.  No weaknesses or deficiencies exist.

EXCELLENT.  An approach which satisfies all of the PPPL requirements, and exceeds the requirements in some areas in a way that is beneficial to PPPL, with extensive detail to indicate how the approach is not only feasible, but desirable, and shows a thorough understanding of the problem with minimal risk in meeting PPPL requirements.  Minimal overall risk.  


ACCEPTABLE.  An approach that satisfies all PPPL requirements, with minimum supporting details provided to indicate feasibility of the approach and an understanding of the problem.  May include minor weakness or deficiencies that can be corrected by the offeror in a timely manner.  Moderate overall risk.  

UNACCEPTABLE.  Proposal fails to meet minimum requirements.  Approach as proposed cannot be rated "ACCEPTABLE" because of errors, omissions or deficiencies that are not capable of being corrected without a major effort or in a timely manner.  High overall risk.

13.
BASIS OF AWARD.

PPPL reserves the right to accept or reject any proposal in total or in part, with or without prior discussion with the Offeror.

Offerors must clearly demonstrate the capability to meet all specified requirements to achieve a rating of “Acceptable” for a factor or subfactor.  To receive a rating above “Acceptable”, capability must exceed the specified requirements and the excess capability must be beneficial to PPPL. A rating above “Acceptable” will not be assigned merely because an offeror is able to provide additional services or features not specified by PPPL in the Statement of Work and / or the Specification.

The competitive range will include those proposals that are determined acceptable or better as submitted.  Offerors must achieve a final rating of “Acceptable” or better for all factors and subfactors to be considered for award.

It is PPPL’s intention to make Subcontract award to two offerors whose proposals contain the combination of those criteria offering the best overall value to PPPL.  This will be determined by comparing differences in the value of technical, management and business consideration features with differences in cost to PPPL.  In making this comparison, PPPL is more concerned with obtaining superior technical, project management and business consideration features than with making an award at the lowest overall cost.  Cost may become determinative should PPPL conclude that no significant difference exists between proposals in other evaluative areas.  However, PPPL will not make an award at a significantly higher overall cost to achieve only slightly superior technical, management and business consideration features.  PPPL reserves the right to not make a Subcontract award, if deemed in the best interest of PPPL and the Government.
