Procurement Process Review
Kern PowerPlant Demolition Incident
Novemberi4, 2012

Introduction: This report summarizesthe resoeducted by Pacific Gasand Electric
CompanyPG&E)into its procurement process to hire Cleveland Wrecking Company
(CWC) on the Kern Power Plant (KPP) demolition proje€he report first gives an overview of
the process that wasused for the KPPdgmaojlgahn with a focus on the portions of the
process that involve safety. eNesporth describes threctee actions that PG&E
identified as part of the ahivestigf the KPPdemolition projedntinc The corrective
actions proposed in this repoconsstent with an enseqwride Contractor Safety Program
under development at PG&E. PG&Eantidipa that additional measuresand process
improvements mayresult from implementation OCbritiesctor Safety Program. As a result,
the corrective actmmoposed herein should be considdezon  and subject to refinement
based on newinsights and the final rB&8E’ sOdntractor Safety Progmaitiative.

PG&HEProcurement Process: PG&Employeda comprehensive RFPevaluation process

which included Go/No-Gocriteria safety, financials and noticdatiohsvio Thereafter, bid
proposals were scored on a weighted scoring mechanismto rank the bids before moving on to
interviews with the highest ranked brddtl@érslly, awardirgpntract.

Phase! Review Process

In order to be considered for PBaeseitard Evaluation), biddersequired to meet

minimum, Go/No Go, criteria described belmw a) Safety, b) Finafialdlity, = and c) Notice

of Violations. Failure to meetthe onti@naum in any of these areas would result in
exclusion from Phasell evaluations and remaining procurement process. The minimumsafety
criteria  for biddegmaliéy for next phase of procurement process are:

+ 3 mostrecent years of data fidm3QbLogs = No Fatalities

+ 2 mostrecent years of data from OSH#8G- Recordable Rate < 1.50; or

+ Bidder has an observation basedpafgtam, with clear processes and procedures
supporting that program.

Bidders were required to submit safety datdastr ttitee years as well as safety data for
their three most crisabkcontractors.  The informationvedeftom bidders was reviewed by
PG&Bproject team (Power Generation, Sowsoigafety) to determine if the bidder met the
minimumthreshold criteria.

Phasell Review Process

Bidders were scored using a prexiedel weighted scoringechanismwhich included factors
such as commercial, technical, pricing shd divBasedon this scoring, PG&Enterviewed
the two (2) most competitive biddeaasifyto tbleir propamaisdelve deeper into various
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aspects including safety. Also,rdeGédfed that these selgiders submit their

and Final” price for their

The award decision was madeusing the ttal assessed for each bidder after
adjustment to the technical

proposals aftacattbes clahfring dhisler interviews.

a final

“Best

or commercial pbrtlen scoring based upon the results of these

interviews and the receipt Bdsthend Final

Bidders.

proposals tlrenbwo (2) most competitive

Evaluation results for Kern Péamér Demolition RFP

OnDecember7, 2011, PG&Essued a Reque$lfuposals based on a turnkey contract

whereby the successful
of all structures,

permits and safety requirements.

of work, contractor

capalakpertise
and price were the key factors

bidder would assumetotal ililgsporsib the demolition and removal

equipment, foundations and fottengstefran compliance with all laws,

Contractbrstegfetand safety plan for this specific scope

in demolifsark, financial
in evhaudiidg.

The Go/No Gofilter

vidpili supplier

diversity
was then applied

utilizing  information on safety record, findibgcial antbbotice of violations.
Kern PowerPlant Demolition RFPEvaluation Scorecard
Phasel: Go/No-Go(Safety, Finaneiability and Notice of Violations)
NCM
Cleveland| . . . Demolition .
: Bierlein Silverado NW
TOTALSUMMARY Wrecking Inc. anq . Contractors | Demolition
Company Remediation,
LP
Go/No Go 100% GO GO GO GO NOGO*
Phasell: Scorecard (CommerciEchnical, Pricing and Diversity)
NCM
Cleveland| . ., . Demolition .
. Bierlein Silverado NW
TOTALSUMMARY Wrecking Inc. am_j . Contractors | Demolition
Company Remediation,
LP
Total Commercial Score 5% 1.34 4.81 4.70 4.5(1 .30
Total Technical Score 15% 4.07 3[78 3.98 3.88 3.61
Total Pricing Score** 60% 5.0( 3/62 2.16 1.00 1.13
Total Diversity Score 2% 1.5 290 1.8p 2120 2.55
Overall Total Score 100% 3.98 3.66 2.5( 1.85 1.80
Rank
(1=Highest, 5=Lowest) 1 2 3 4 5
*NWDemolition has Safety Issues and scored as "No-Go"
**Total Evaluated Price
2
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As part of the RFPprocess, PG&FequiredBidsimhto submit safety related information for
the Bidder and three (3) most critical cwurbcont8afety related submission information for
this project RFPis shownin Attachmdéms 1 ddcument. All bidders’ submittals to the RFP
scored by the PG&E RFP team were base@-estpblished evaluataiteria.

After evaluation of bidder proposals, orebriday, 3F 2012, the two most competitive
Bidders, one of which was CWCwere imt@ed extensively by the PG&HERFPteam. During
these interview meetings the 8iddmtepresentations aboutgioposals, including their
safety programs. These presmrdatvere followed byuastion and answer session
addressing all aspects of the proposalgy szdktg. The PG&ERFPteam was satisfied  with
both teams’ answers to their questions.

Basedon the bidding process, tablisieed selection crdadaesponses to bidder interview
questions, Cleveland Wrecking Company“CVWay the successful bidder and was awarded
the contract.

PG&E’sEnterprise-Wide Contractor Safety Progranin April 2012, PG&Embarkedon

an initiative to improve tonteafety by implementing anresgemde Contractor Safety
Programto enhanceand track safety performancentBaters. Tim&ative involves
benchmarking PG&E’scontracting procedures andatontraafety programs against other
utilities and suppllergloping enterprise wide otmtrasafety metrics and then developing
the Contractor Safety Program. This prograrmpibméeted on a pilot basis during 2013.
After evaluating the results of ghegnaito} PG&Bplans to roll out the program on an
enterprise-wide basis.

Enhancementddentified During the KPPlnvestigatiowhile the Contractor Safety
Programis in the early stagesiopnteav, there are someprocess improvementsthat have
already been identifiedatede to hiring contsmathat are relevantojextp similar to the
KPPdemolition project. icutart  there laee tcontracting process enhancementsshown
in the table below that PG&Hs cogsiderits Contractor Safety Program development
process to address isglesgified during PG&E’snvattg of the KPPincident.
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Issue Associated with Current Prac

liddecommendderocess Enhancements
Under Review in Contractor Safety
Program Initiative

1. PG&Fequires safety data for

previous three (3) years includingontractors’

the current vyear. Information {
3 years was not required. Safef
issues such as a serious incidet
prior to 3 years maynot be
identified.

Perform a longer look back into
past safety performan
iargetoand highesk rconstruction
yprojects, require safety records a
nrelevant documentation for previoug
(5) years.

PG&Ewill consider increasing the f{
period to 5 years for bidder’s to
minimumsafety criteria.

ce. For

five

ime
meet the

PG&Eaccepted and reviewed datz
on EMR rate and OSHA data

supplied by bidders without

requiring backup documentation.
There is a risk that someof th
information submitted by bidder
incorrect.

PG&Ewill consider requiring backu
documentation for EMRand OSHAdats

e
5 is

P
).

Regulators and the public are
concerned that there is not eng
independent oversight of PG&E
evaluation of contractor safety
records.

PG&Ewill consider on-boarding a th
bipginty companyto verify  contractors
'safety records for future projects.
expected to be over and above PG&
ownreview of contractors’ safety
programs and could reveal more
information on contractors’ safety
performance.

ird-

This is
E's
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