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The selection criteria shall consist of COST, SCHEDULE, and TECHNICAL factors.  The cost and schedule factors shall be evaluated separately from the technical factors.  The technical factors are listed below with appropriate weight factors. Numerical Ratings (3, 2, 1, and 0) shall be assigned to each numerical subcategory.  Alphabetical subtiers to the numerical level shall be averaged into the value assigned to the numerical level.   Asterisked Items may be presented orally to enhance our understanding of the considerations which went into the proposal.
Past Performance of PVVS (70%)
A. Prototype quality - Performance relative to specification (30%) Larry Dudek
1. Vacuum Integrity: Evaluate the Offerer’s performance on SPEC Paragraph 3.2.1.1, “Vacuum Performance.”  Compare the PVVS leak rate to the acceptance criteria.

2. Surface Finish: Evaluate the Offerer’s performance on SPEC Paragraph 3.2.1.2, “Surface Finish.”  Evaluate the PVVS to compliance with acceptance criteria. 

3. Magnetic Permeability: Evaluate the Offerer’s performance on SPEC Paragraph 3.2.1.3, “Magnetic Permeability.”  Compare the actual magnetic permeability with the acceptance criteria.

4. Dimensional Tolerances: Evaluate the Offerer’s performance on dimensional tolerances as specified in drawings identified in SPEC paragraph 3.3.1.  Identify areas where the PVVS does not meet tolerances and by how much.  
a. Whether deviations are in critical areas
b. The volume of material outside the acceptable tolerance
5. Material consistency:  Evaluate the Offerer’s performance on material consistency by reviewing material certification documents.  
a. Equipment / materials identification and status.

b. Strength results relative to requirements.
6. Welding:  Evaluate the quality of the welds and how they meet the requirements in SPEC 3.3.2.2.  including Radiograph quality
7. Non-Conformances:  Identify the quantity and significance of NCR’s generated during the fabrication and assembly of the PVVS.  

a. Rework:  Quantify the rework required to bring the PVVS into spec as a result of the NCR’s.  

b. Workmanship:  Evaluate the Offerer’s workmanship.   The delivered parts should be clean inside and out.  Note the condition of the part as delivered.  Was it delivered free of damage. 

B. QA Documentation (20%) Hutch Neilson
Evaluate the Offerer’s performance on SOW Paragraph 4.7, “Document Traceability and Records,” which calls for documentation providing objective evidence of required operations and conformance with specifications, in terms of completeness, clarity, validation by responsible personnel, and traceability to subject items. Evaluation will be based on the following documentation from the Prototype fabrication activity:
1. Travelers, or equivalent, documenting processing steps (SOW 4.5) and inspections and tests (SOW 4.6).

2. Material and equipment traceability.  (SOW 4.8)

3. Calibration traceability to NIST or equivalent acceptable standards.  (SOW 4.9)

4. Special processes (e.g. welding): procedures and personnel qualifications.  (SOW 4.10)

5. Nonconformances and deviations properly documented, dispositioned, and approved. (SOW 4.3)

C. Management (results vs. SOW) (20%) Larry Sutton
1. Communication 
a. Responsiveness 

b. Quality and usefulness of weekly reports.

c. Quality and timeliness of Earned Value reports.

2. Innovations*
3. Response to technical issues & problems (Risk Management)*
4. Reliability of estimates

a. Cost growth

b. Schedule growth

5. Financial stability of the lead subcontractor.

6. Financial stability of sub-tier subcontractors.

7. Quality of the management team.

8. QA 

9. Proven track record of performance in similar projects.

10. Quality and thoroughness of the subcontractor’s Manufacturing, Inspection, Test, and Quality Assurance Plans.



11. Quality and thoroughness of the subcontractor’s report on manufacturing methods.  

12. Evaluation of the subcontractor’s recommended changes to the design or specification that were instrumental in reducing costs, improving the schedule, or reducing risk.

13. Quality and thoroughness of the subcontractor’s Manufacturing, Inspection, Test, and Quality Assurance Plans.



14. Quality and thoroughness of the budgetary cost and schedule developed for the VVSA.  

Capability for VVSA (30%)
A. Technical capability for VVSA (20%) Phil Heitzenroeder
1. Proposal vs. Requirement*
2. Adequacy of facilities and equipment in the following area*
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.

3. Technical expertise

a. Quality and experience of the technical personnel

b. Quality and experience of management teams.

4. Commitment by the sub-contractor and sub-tier participants.*
5. Technical approach / risk management*
a. MIT/QA Plan

i. Changes to MIT / QA plan since PVVS

b. Segmentation

ii. ease of fabrication

iii. risk reduction

B. Management for VVSA (10%) Larry Sutton
1. The Offeror shall provide Company Annual Financial Reports for the past two years; and in written form, not to exceed 2 pages, a descriptive response to the following:

a. Provide evidence that your team has sufficient machine, skilled labor and floor space capability to produce the VV on the schedule proposed.

b. Provide evidence of recent work of similar complexity as the fabrication of the vacuum vessel.  Provide for three recent similar orders the identify of the customer, a short description of the work, its approximate dollar value and the name and phone number of customer’s Project Manager for the work.   PPPL will consider Offeror’s past performance record on such efforts specifically with regard to the quality of work performed and compliance with contractual, technical and schedule requirements.  PPPL reserves the right to contact other sources in addition to Offeror’s submitted references in order to make a PPPL determination of the qualification of the Offeror to carry out the obligations of any Subcontract awarded for the work set forth in this RFP.

c. Offeror may include in the Proposal information on problems identified during performance of contracts referenced and Offeror’s corrective action.
2. Key personnel, their commitment and past experience with the Project. Include identification of key Project Management personnel and their resume (use attached resume format).  Provide similar information for lower-tier Subcontractor’s Project Manager for the PPPL work. 
3. Provide a letter of commitment, from lower-tier Subcontractors proposed to perform the VV work, if Subcontract is awarded. 
4. Ability to respond/recover unknowns

5. If the Offeror is a domestic large business, submit a Small Business Subcontracting Plan in full compliance with General Provisions Clause C9-2 (FAR Reference 52.219-9) including proposed goals in dollars and percentages for each socio-economic category.  The format for a Small Business Subcontracting Plan is included in the RFP.   
6. Adequacy of Offeror’s Quality Assurance Program
7. Change Control

8. Cost and schedule control system to be used.
9. Perceived costs due to 
a. Anticipated contract management
b. Vendor oversight
10. Proposed organizational structure and reporting relationships.  Provide a corporate organization chart that shows the designated Project Manager, and the individual to whom that person reports.  Include proposed lower tier Subcontractors, their proposed assigned responsibilities and the type of lower-tier Subcontract you propose. 
11. Offerors shall describe their proposed quality management approach, comparing it to the fundamentals of quality management systems in ISO 9001: 2000 explaining how it will be applied to reduce program risk.  Specifically address (as a minimum) the role of the proposed quality management approach in development (with particular emphasis on addressing key product characteristics), manufacturing planning, and key program events (as applicable).
SCORING OF PROPOSALS Larry Sutton
In evaluating the offeror’s Proposal, other than the part devoted to cost and fee, a numerical rating/scoring system shall be used with the following adjectival meaning. The following are the definitions to be used in assigning ratings:

3.
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.

2.
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.  


1.
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.  

0.
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.

BASIS OF AWARD Larry Sutton
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 minimum rating average value of 1.0 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.
