P. A. Pfund Notes
DFBX RFP Review
23-24 October 2002


DFBX RFP Review at LBNL 23-24 October 2002

Pat Kelley

Gregg Kobliska

Ed Daly

John Weisend

Jim Strait

Dick DiGennaro

Mike Eberstein (Thurs AM only)

Joseph Rasson

Daryl Oshatz

Tom Peterson

Bill Turner

Kem Robinson

Steve Virostek

Jon Zbasnik

Roy Hannaford

Bruce Strauss

Ron Ball (Wed AM, Thurs AM)

Victor Karpenko (Wed AM)

Jim Triplett (Wed AM)

1. Pat: General mission.  Are these guys ready to go out for production?  What remains to be done? 

2. Joseph’s presentation: Introduction.

3. Pat: Is CERN OK with sending feedboxes with additional length tubes which have to be cut to length and place on endfittings for installation.  Jim maintains that CERN will have to accept this if they want pressure and leak checking of tubes upon receipt.  Ed pointed out that their vendor created a jumper fixture that enabled them to pressure/leak check several circuits at once.

4. Joseph slide 22: December date is ship by end of November.  January date is ship by end of December.  February and March dates are by end of each month.

5. Pat: Six months for delivery of first vapor cooled leads seems long.  That was based on inclusion of Fisher connectors which were long lead items.  Joseph has reduced this somewhat because the Fisher connectors have been replaced.

6. Ed: Are there any spares?  Jim says a judgment was to eliminate spares because minimal damage was anticipated during shipment to CERN. 

7. Pat: Expect to have to return to same vendor in the future for spares.  Cost now is minimal (~18K per cluster).  It may be more later.  Agrees vapor cooled leads are robust.  

8. General discussion on acceptance tests for acceptance from vendor by LBNL, and from LBNL by CERN.  Noted that electrical checks are not required for acceptance from the vendor.  One vendor is fearful of electrical checks based on SNS experience.

9. Gregg: Is CERN OK with reusing shipping crates?  Joseph says they will not reuse crates.  Discussions with vendors indicated they believe cost of crates is comparable to making new crates. 

10. Ed: Does CERN have a general shipping requirements document?.  Jim: we need to find out.  Our approach thus far (BNL approach) has been to specify requirements for storage to CERN.

11. Ed: Caution against inviting vendor to reroute piping.  Limit them to value engineering recommendations.

12. Tom’s presentation: Design Issues.

13. Pat: Any problem in getting the Fermilab HTS lead test facility ready in time to deliver leads to the vendor.  Tom says no.

14. Joseph’s presentation RFP Strategy.

15. John: Do you plan on placing the order with only one of the two vendors?  Joseph: Just one vendor.  Ron Ball: Sole sourcing and splitting the order is not a purchasing problem.  Jim: Plan is to split the order only if schedule is a problem.  Five vendors were included in the LOI phase: Meyer Tool, PHPK, Chart (Columbus), Cryogenic Vessels (Pittsburgh), and Proquip (Tulsa).  Chart responded and then dropped out.  Only Meyer and PHPK remain as interested and qualified vendors.

16. Pat: Need to establish that qualified vendors have space available to work on boxes in parallel.

17. Dick: What is consequence of absolving vendors from responsibility for electrical components?  Jim: They will be held responsible for not damaging the components from the work they do on them during installation.

18. Ed: Does Meyer have the crane capacity?  Tom: No, they do not have a large overhead crane.  Pat: Ask both vendors  about their plan for handling work in progress.

19. Pat: Can a vendor build the first box in 12 months?  Tom: Thinks that is reasonable.  Gregg: Don’t give them a strong invitation to propose their own schedule.  Pat: Be prepared.  The vendors will propose to meet whatever schedule is asked for.  Ron: Don’t ask them for their proposed delivery dates.  They will take as much time as they can get.  Ed: Did a “first article” approach with SNS/PHPK.  We probably don’t have time for a “first article” approach.  Joseph: The vendors want to buy all material when starting the first box.  Design changes that affect ordered material or work of subcontractors will be costly after the vendor is released to fabricate and buy material.

20. Ed: They asked for project engineer to be identified.  Joseph: That is our intent also.

21. Pat: Jim must understand that if final detailed drawing package is delayed, the final proposal from the vendor will be delayed day-for-day.  Reviewers believe four weeks is reasonable.  Specify a date, using four weeks, and grant day-for-day extensions if final drawing package is late.  Pat: A BAFO will probably be needed.

22. Pat: Ron Ball & Co. must be involved and ready to execute a BAFO efficiently.  Joeseph: Ron is reviewing RFP package but his comments have not been incorporated yet.  Joseph: A BAFO is not a certainty, but time for BAFO, if necessay, is incorporated into the Procurement schedule.

23. Ron: He needs a week to put the RFP package together and release.

24. Pat: How many are on RFP review committee?  Concerned that we have too many people and that will extend the time required for the review.  Should consider staying with a small committee and they will ask specialists for specific review of explicit portions of the response.  Joseph assuming a full, dedicated week will be required by the evaluators.  Pat: Concerned that we have not attempted to limit the volume of material that might be returned to us.  Don’t require vendors to submit material that we really don’t need, or want, to read, much less evaluate.  Ron: Agrees that vendor qualification material can be largely eliminated.  Jim: We still want reviewable information, in particular, with respect to schedule and production management (limits to throughput capacity).  Ron: “low price, but technically acceptable”.  

25. Gregg: Recommend that we tell the vendor how soon after their submission we will respond.  It will be most likely either an order or request for more information.

26. Pat: When to have the Post Award Conference?  Most reviewers think four weeks in sufficient.  What needs to be ready for review?  What approvals are to be given?  Ed: You will get all the “dirty laundry” the winner did not want to put in the proposal.  What is wanted under the topic “coordinate deliveries of GFM”?  RFP should specify dates at which GFM will be provided to vendor.  RFP should specify how fast LBNL will turn around questions.  Note, this currently is included as 72 hours.  Ed: Will want to talk about the critical processes that the vendor was asked to include in the proposal.

27. Gregg: Need to be careful that we don’t become liable for delays in GFM that are not really delaying them.  Ed: Better to ask vendor to specify in proposal when he needs GFM.

28. Bruce: Will there be a “key man” clause as part of the contract?  Jospeh: Agrees to do that.

29. Ed: Will vendor be required to identify the high risk, critical processes, and long lead items?

30. Pat: Be careful.  Can’t put geographic discriminators explicitly in the RFP.  But can put in the “cost of administration” of the contract.  Ron: This criterion needs to be identified to the vendor.  Better to take the words out.  Ed: he made a trip every other month during the fabrication of the first SNS article.  Joseph: He will take the words out.  Ron: He needs evaluating factors before the RFP can go out.

31. Joseph and Ron need to agree on words that express the bid evaluation criteria and basis of award.

32. Ron: Needs the PO to be itemized for each payment, including retention and long lead material.  These are milestones against which LBNL can issue payment.  

33. Daryl’s presentation: Drawing Package.

34. Schedule on slide 8: results in drawings to vendor by December 2.  Very tight, 50-50 chance of meeting it.  100% chance by December 15th. (or effectively, Christmas). Bill: Where is the bottleneck?  Daryl: It is still Dulie.  Problem with file saving appears to be behind us, software bug was patched by software vendor.

35. Pat: Don’t confuse the vendor or open up future problems by advertising drawing web page, especially during the RFP stage.  Maybe after going to contract, it can be used to communicate with the contractor.

36. Joseph: Review of RFP documents.

37. Scope of work.

38. Gregg: Do you really want the more business type items in the technical work scope?  Ron: Page 7, 8 and half of 9 really belong in the instructions to the bidder, Appendix A, not in the technical work scope.  Need to separate the responses to the RFP from the deliverables.  There are redundancies, which leave open conflicts and misunderstandings.  Don’t give the same information more than once.  Ron will extract the information he needs.

39. Gregg: In Section 6, Ron and Joseph need to sort out the use of “shall” versus “may”.  In fact, a lot of Section 6 can be eliminated.

40. Bruce: In Section 9, some spec agencies are listed without specific codes.  On page 14, be specific whether talking about liquid helium, gaseous helium, what?

41. Gregg: In Section 11, inspection information should go into inspection specification.

42. Pat: What is the proper piping spec?  B31.5? B31.3?  Or is it something else.  Jon listed 31.5.  Pat thought ASME pointed toward 31.5.  This needs to be checked? 

43. Ed: List of GFM will go into another spec.

44. Jim: What is Rasson/Ball process?  Joseph will give his “stuff” to Ron.  Ron will reorganize it as he needs it to be.  Joseph will review to ascertain that all the important stuff is included.  Ron believes he can make a first cut by Monday, and final by the end of the week.

45. Section S. Format and Content of proposal

46. Pat: This needs a careful edit. Some instructions may not result in the desired outcome.

47. Gregg: Segregate crating and shipping costs, it provides you with information on how well he understands the requirements.  Ron agrees.

48. Gregg: Order of items should be presented in the same order as the technical evaluation factors.

49. John: We agreed to drop section B, qualifications of organization and personnel.  But section 1.1.7, subcontractors and the fraction of work intended to be subcontracted, is information we want.  Bruce: Do we really need to know who the subcontractors will be and do we have a metric by which to evaluate them. 

50. Bruce: Take off C.8.  Take off C.7.

51. Pat: Add the requirement to identify key personnel and percent time dedicated to contract.

52. GFM statement to be removed.

53. Pat: What procedures and specifications do you want to evaluate?

54. Pat: The vendors are essentially prequalified.  But limit the information important to the proposal to those critical requirements or difficult fabrication/assembly steps, e.g. assembly and alignment of chimneys.  Trim the evaluation items down to the few critical ones that the bidders and the evaluators can spend time on.

55. Pat: Ask only those technical questions that convince us that the bidder has a well thought out approach to execute the difficult fabrication/assembly steps.  Also the plan for overall assembly, how will meet CERN and LBNL acceptance criteria.  Jim: This sounds like a few pages of production plans, production schedule, how will meet acceptance criteria.  We need the ability to choose between vendors if the bids are close.

56. Gregg: We should identify the milestones, particularly those that can be tied to payments.

57. Roy’s presentation: slices.

58. Acceptance criteria.

59. Drop the 5KV hi-pot of the HTS leads in air from step 4.3.

60. Much discussion regarding continuity checks.  Bus duct is provided with cap.  This cap has to be removed for continuity check.  John: It’s a simple test, worth doing.  Section 4 is really an attempt to check the installation work of the vendor.

61. Pat: Rather than give vendor the acceptance traveler, ask them how they will check their work, including electrical connections.  This includes in-process checks.  It provides us with another basis for evaluation of the bidders.  We should specify only those inspections that are hard requirements. 

62. Section 6 goes away.

63. Section 7.3. May need to specify to vendor how to do it.

64. Pat: Are cold shocks really necessary or useful?  Most say no, but they are relatively inexpensive, and are a major leg in the argument with CERN to make the fact that we are not cold testing the entire box.  Joseph: The vendor will be asked to cold shock.  He can propose 1 or 2 shocks depending upon his standard practices.

65. Jim: Can we tolerate more bellows offset than has been specified?  Jon: 2 mm has been specified, 1 mm for cooldown for operation and 1 mm for weld distortion of top plate. Mike: 1 mm of bellows offset during welding relates to 0.75 mm of distortion of the centerline of the top plate.  Is there sufficient clearance to open the top plate flatness tolerance during welding?  Joseph: The vapor cooled lead assemblies have been redesigned to allow about ¾ inch of clearance on the radius.

66. Thursday October 24th.

67. Steve’s presentation: Shipping Spec.

68. Gregg: Make it clear that specified limits are “net” to the DFBX.  The crate must isolate the DFBX from larger external shipping loads.

69. Pat: Can HTS leads take the kinds of loads allowed in the shipping specification?

70. Ed: Are there upper temperature limits?  General consensus is no.  Although foam based isolation system gets stiff at low temperatures and creeps at high temperatures.  LBNL may have to review and approve.

71. Joseph’s presentation: GFM.

72. Gregg: How much time does the vendor have to receive and inspect GFM?  This should be factored into the milestones for delivery of GFM to vendor.  Need to be concerned about replacement cost of GFM, particularly in the event of damage by vendor. 

73. Corrector bus and magnet bus are critical path items.

74. Joseph’s presentation: Vendor oversight.

75. LLNL hired a QA professional from the Chicago area to monitor Meyer Tool, Joe Russo.  It worked very well.  He used a digital camera and provided LLNL with weekly updates.

76. Pat: Has never experienced resistance to site access.  He doesn’t think it needs to be specially called out in the scope of work as long as it’s covered in the contract boiler plate.  

77. Pat: Schedule change impact shows up on change control form but doesn’t show up on decision flow chart.  Important to document all change approvals, especially those that are made on the vendor’s shop floor and are perceived to be no cost and no schedule impact.  This documentation is important to avoid receiving an invoice later.

78. Jon’s presentation: LBNL fabrication.

79. Pat: Is the lambda plug keyed to ensure proper orientation in the bus?  Jon: Yes, that has to be covered in the assembly procedure.

80. Potting the lambda plug is still an art form.  Ideally all the units should be potted one after the other.  Jon: only an adequate supply of materials limits this scheme, e.g. conductor leads, superconducting bus.

81. Ed: Do we know the tolerance requirements for the cold bore?  Isn’t this information defined in the interface specs?  Jim: The interface spec for the cold bore has yet to be written.  The spec should be written before LBNL begins fabrication.    

82. Jon: Expects Fermilab to design and mock-up both MQX2 (quadrupoles) and MBX2 (dipole).  Tom: If we push, we can have this done in a couple of weeks.  So far, it’s not been pushed.

83. Jim: Could be instrument ducts be assembled by the vendor?  Joseph, yes it could be done at the vendor.  He could make the decision based on a combination of LBNL cost/schedule versus vendor cost/schedule.  

84. Reviewer wrap-up discussion:

85. Dick’s comments.

86. Drawing package and technical specifications look good.

87. The procurement documents are still incomplete and “mixed up”.  This should be a high priority.

88. Concerned about the delicate balance between over specifying inspections and tests on the vendor, and 

89. Ed’s comments.

90. Concerned about sending out the design package in two stages.  Bidder may spend more time on the first stage package which is the more complicated

91. Some requirements are not completely defined.  Some lab-to-lab requirements.  Some interface issues.

92. Steve’s work on shipping was very good.  Convinced that it is well enough understood and can be well enough defined to pass to vendor.

93. Tight schedule on GFM is a risk.  Beam tube and bus duct assembly.  Also, why send something like jacks to vendor and then onto CERN.

94. Some critical operations need to be explained by the vendor, not only in terms of “will do it”, but also convince us how they are going to do it.  Perfers starting the vendor out with an LBNL spec example, but we willing to review an alternate spec from the vendor.

95. John’s comments.

96. Second the importance of competing the procurement documents.  Confident that Ron and Joseph can get it done.

97. Need to tell the vendor what you expect in terms of tests and inspections.  Be carefull about letting the vendor hold off testing until the end of assembly.  This could have serious impact on schedule if there are problems.

98. 5KV in air test can be eliminated.

99. HTS leads supplied from another vendor could be a problem.  Will they arrive on time?

100. May have to still have to consider splitting the contract to achieve schedule.

101. Don’t see any major technical problems.

102. The acceptance test document needs to be streamlined.  It is too long and too convoluted to be easily understood.  It is too difficult to read and understand in order to make a cost estimate.  Badly need a clean presentation of the required tests and inspections.  The acceptance traveler seems to be written for in-house fabrication.  Too much instruction.  They may be trying to help the vendor too much.  Take the specs and instructions out of the acceptance traveler and make them separate references. 

103. Bruces’s comments.

104. Agree with comments regarding statement of work.

105. Need to identify critical operations and specifically ask vendors to address those.

106. Ask for preliminary fabrication plans.

107. Also concerned about GFM.  Not comfortable with explanation of power ducts assembly.  This appears to still be an R&D activity.  Should quickly build a mock-up.

108. Gregg’s comments.

109. Joseph’s workload on statement of work is a lot of work.  Don’t see it being done in just a few days.  There’s a lot of reorganization work required.  The support of a technical writer would make a big difference.  The mixture of business stuff and technical stuff is confusing and it may be a lot of work to sort it out.

110. Need to define milestones for the vendor to propose against.  They should be the same as payment milestones.  

111. Agree with DFM comments.  The leads have a certain amount of risks.  What if somebody damages a lead along the way?  Need to consider the cost of a single replacement lead.  

112. Shipping plan was reasonable and well thought out.

113. In-house manufacturing seems reasonable.

114. Contract management approach seems reasonable.

115. Phil’s comments.

116. Agree with other comments on statement of work and acceptance testing.

117. Need evaluation scheme that enable us to choose vendor if quotes prices are close.  If not, go with low bid.  Need to determine how to keep it simple.

118. Jim’s comments.

119. Satisfied with design based largely on Tom Peterson’s evaluation.  Confident in Daryl Oshatz’s estimate of work remaining.

120. LNBL internal fabrication will not affect RFP.

121. Very important to complete procurement documents.  Esp. acceptance criteria.

122. General reviewer comments:

123. Probability of having to utilize a BAFO is high.  There is provision in the RFP schedule.  But, that is not the intent and will do the best to avoid it.

124. Only piece of package that can be delivered to bidders later are the remaining drawings.  All other stuff, acceptance tests, specs, etc. must go out with initial RFP package.

125. Recommend Steve Virostek to rewrite statement of work according to outline provided by Ron Ball.  Also includes the reconstruction of the acceptance test spec. and references to LBNL specs, e.g. weld, leak check, etc.

126. Much discussion on realistic estimate of time required to complete procurement documents, statement of work, etc.  Believe it could take as long as 8 weeks, maybe 6 if things go well.

127. Pat’s comments.

128. Also worried about bus duct and instrumentation duct.  Get it done as soon as possible.

129. Strongly support the importance of getting the procurement documents done.

130. Keep the technical evaluators down in number.  Don’t ask the vendors to put stuff in their proposal that we don’t need to evaluate.  These bidders are prequalified, don’t ask for qualification material in their proposal.  Make them spend time on the stuff that is important to us.  Tie the milestone payments to milestone schedule.

131. Vendor follow is well thought out.

132. Design has come a long way.  Thanks to Tom Peterson.

133. LBNL document center is well done.

134. Pat’s comments: Report out to LBNL.

135. Technical work has come a very long way.  Everything looks good.  Drawing packages are coming together.  Document Control Center is slick.  Better than we see elsewhere.  Worthy of copy by other labs.

136. Statement of Work and associated documents need an awful lot of work.  Need high priority by Ron and Joseph.  Need much more concise presentation of requirements and milestones with references to necessary supporting documents. Management needs to be pressed to make a sufficient amount of Ron’s time and priority available.

137. Don’t waste time and effort trying to qualify these vendors again.  They are already pre-qualified.  Ask for a sufficient number of copies.

138. Distill down the acceptance test spec (acceptance traveler).  Depend on LBNL on-the-shelf specs.  Give those specs to the bidders and say to use those or equivalent.

139. Plan for following procurement is well thought out.

140. Get the GFM done quickly.

141. Get it all done (except for last stage of detailed fabrication drawings) before the RFP goes out.  Find a very good technical person who can go through and help fix up the documents.

142. Need to get interface requirements with respect to CERN and other labs worked out.
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