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Introduction: This report summarizesthe raadeducted by Pacific Gas and Electric 
Compan^PG&E)into its procurement procssd to hire Cleveland Wrecking Company 
(CWC) on the Kern Power Plant (KPP) demolition pxrojeThe report first gives an overview of 
the process that was used for the KPPdqimqjIScitp with a focus on the portions of the 
process that involve safety. eN®0prth describes threctioe actions that PG&E 
identified as part of the atioastigf the KPPdemolition projetentinc The corrective 
actions proposed in this repoutisBitent with an erteerpride Contractor Safety Program 
under development at PG&E. PG&Eantiatip© that additional measures and process 
improvements may result from implementation Cforttrsctor Safety Program. As a result, 
the corrective actpmoposed herein should be consioteeebln and subject to refinement 
based on new insights and the final r§SL8t§'s©6ntractor Safety Prograiliiiative. 

PG&EProcurement Process: PG&Eemployeda comprehensive RFPevaluation process 
which included Go/No-Gocriteria safety, financials and noticfetiofia/io Thereafter, bid 
proposals were scored on a weighted scoring mechanismto rank the bids before moving on to 
interviews with the highest ranked bhittlfirBglly, awardyrrapntract. 

Phase I Review Process 

In order to be considered for I^SasBsttard Evaluation), biddersequired to meet 
minimum, Go/No Go, criteria described bdtmw a) Safety, b) Fin&fiatality, and c) Notice 
of Violations. Failure to meet the cniterraum in any of these areas would result in 
exclusion from Phase II evaluations and remaining procurement process. The minimumsafety 
criteria for biddeafsaBfy for next phase of procurement process are: 

• 3 most recent years of data frldAi3QGBLogs = No Fatalities 
• 2 most recent years of data from OStb£§©G= Recordable Rate < 1.50; or 
• Bidder has an observation basedpafgt^m, with clear processes and procedures 

supporting that program. 

Bidders were required to submit safety datdafetr tttreffi years as well as safety data for 
their three most cri&abbontractors. The informationvedefeem bidders was reviewed by 
PG&Eproject team (Power Generation, Soiaoidi^afety) to determine if the bidder met the 
minimumthreshold criteria. 

Phase II Review Process 

Bidders were scored using a prerteid weighted scorirrapchanismwhich included factors 
such as commercial, technical, pricing at\d div§rased on this scoring, PG&Enterviewed 
the two (2) most competitive biddearsifyto tbleir propcEHaJsdelve deeper into various 
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aspects including safety. Also, rd^jGSfied that these seteicMdrs submit their "Best 
and Final" price for their proposals aftecattbBsclatifring titateler interviews. 

The award decision was madeusing the bate I assessed for each bidder after a final 
adjustment to the technical or commercial pfbrthoan scoring based upon the results of these 
interviews and the receipt BErfstthmd Final proposals tfirertwo (2) most competitive 
Bidders. 

Evaluation results for Kern Ptovitr Demolition RFP 

OnDecember7, 2011, PG&Bssued a Requeitrfapsosals based on a turnkey contract 
whereby the successful bidder would assumetotal ikf%sporfksrb the demolition and removal 
of all structures, equipment, foundations and rtotttBic^atefrdn compliance with all laws, 
permits and safety requirements. Contractbisto^fetyind safety plan for this specific scope 
of work, contractor capatekftprtise in demolitiflmrk, financial vi&foili supplier diversity 
and price were the key factors in eNtebudtidg. The Go/No Go filter was then applied 
utilizing information on safety record, findityqial arwhbbtice of violations. 

Kern Power Plant Demolition RFPEvaluation Scorecard 

Phase 1: Go/No-Go (Safety, -inanoiia bility and Notice of Violations) 

TOTALSUMMARY 
Cleveland 
Wrecking 
Company 

Bierlein 
Inc. 

NCM 
Demolition 

and 
Remediation, 

LP 

Silverado 
Contractors 

NW 
Demolition 

Go/No Go 100% GO GO GO GO NOGO* 

Phase II: Scorecard (Commercil^chnical, Pricing and Diversity) 

.30 

3.61 

1.13 

2.55 

1.80 

*NWDemolition has Safety Issues and scored as "No-Go" 
**Total Evaluated Price 
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TOTALSUMMARY 
Cleveland 
Wrecking 
Company 

Bierlein 
Inc. 

NCM 
Demolition 

and 
Remediation, 

LP 

Silverado 
Contractors 

NW 
Demolition 

Total Commercial Scor 5 5°/ h 1.34 4.? 1 4.70 4.5 1 1 

Total Technical Score 1! i% 4.07 3. 78 3.9? I 3. 38 

Total Pricing Score** 6( )% 5.0( I 3 62 2.1? > 1. )0 

Total Diversity Score 2 0% 1.5 ) 2 .90 1.8 5 2 20 

Overall Total Score 10 0% 3.9? 3. 56 2.5C i 1, 35 

Rank 
(1=Highest, 5=Lowest) 1 2 3 4 5 



As part of the RFPprocess, PG&EfequiredBiotetah to submit safety related information for 
the Bidder and three (3) most critical ctarbcontSafety related submission information for 
this project RFPis shownin Attachm&tmte 1 abficument. All bidders' submittals to the RFP 
scored by the PG&E RFP team were base#-estpblished evaluaferteria. 

After evaluation of bidder proposals, oreErictay, 3F 2012, the two most competitive 
Bidders, one of which was CWC,were iratwed extensively by the PG&ERFPteam. During 
these interview meetings the fiidxtetepresentations about ptfogiDsals, including their 
safety programs. These pres»rataWere followed bguastion and answer session 
addressing all aspects of the proposialg saffet§l. The PG&ERFPteam was satisfied with 
both teams' answers to their questions. 

Based on the bidding process, tpbiisiBBd selection crtedaresponses to bidder interview 
questions, Cleveland Wrecking Compan^'CWO^ the successful bidder and was awarded 
the contract. 

PG&E'sEnterprise-Wide Contractor Safety Progranhn April 2012, PG&Eembarkedon 
an initiative to improve toantrsafety by implementing an resdofifide Contractor Safety 
Program to enhance and track safety performanrasntrladters. TihiHative involves 
benchmarking PG&E'scontracting procedures andatontraafety programs against other 
utilities and suppdes^loping enterprise wide ctortrasafety metrics and then developing 
the Contractor Safety Program. This prograrimpifemteieted on a pilot basis during 2013. 
After evaluating the results of ^hsgrpiilol PG&Eplans to roll out the program on an 
enterprise-wide basis. 

Enhancementsldentified During the KPPInvestigatioWhile the Contractor Safety 
Program is in the early stageslq&rratevt, there are someprocess improvements that have 
already been identifiedatede to hiring contsadhat are relevantojtet?) similar to the 
KPPdemolition project. licntsrfl there lai©e tcontracting process enhancementsshown 
in the table below that PG&Es cmigsiderits Contractor Safety Program development 
process to address isistaiified during PG&E'sinvadtig of the KPPincident. 
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Issue Associated with Current Prac tic&ecommendddrocess Enhancements 
Under Review in Contractor Safety 

Program Initiative 

1. PG&IEfequires safety data for 
previous three (3) years includi 
the current year. Information f 
3 years was not required. Safet 
issues such as a serious incidei 
prior to 3 years may not be 
identified. 

Perform a longer look back into 
rxcpntractors' past safety performan: 
jrliairgetoand higheskrconstruction 
yprojects, require safety records a-

itelevant documentation for previous 
(5) years. 

PG&EA/ill consider increasing the li 
period to 5 years for bidder's to l 
minimumsafety criteria. 

2. PG&Biccepted and reviewed date 
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&EA/ill consider requiring backu; 
documentation for EMFknd OSHAJata 

e 
s is 

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

PG&EA/ill consider on-boarding a tf 
)pgtty companyto verify contractors 
'safety records for future projects, 
expected to be over and above PG& 
own review of contractors' safety 
programs and could reveal more 
information on contractors' safety 
performance. 

;e. For 

five 
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