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TRANSCRI PT LEGEND

The follow ng transcript contains quoted nmaterial .
Such material is reproduced as read or spoken.

In the following transcript a dash (--) indicates an
uni ntentional or purposeful interruption of a sentence. An
ellipsis (. . .) indicates halting speech or an unfinished
sentence in dialogue or om ssion(s) of word(s) when readi ng
witten material.

In the following transcript (sic) denotes an incorrect
usage or pronunciation of a word which is transcribed in its
original formas reported.

In the followi ng transcript (phonetically) indicates a
phonetic spelling of the word if no confirmation of the
correct spelling is avail able.

In the follow ng transcript "uh-huh" represents an
affirmati ve response, and "uh-uh" represents a negative
response.

In the following transcript "*" denotes a spelling
based on phonetics, wthout reference avail abl e.

In the follow ng transcript (inaudible) signifies

speaker failure, usually failure to use a m crophone.
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PROCEEDI NGS

(9:10 a. m)
REG STRATI ON AND WELCOVE

DR ZI EMER: Good norning, everyone. |'m Paul Zi ener,
Chai rman of the Advisory Board on Radi ati on and Wr ker
Health. This is a pre-bidders' conference to answer
guestions, and it's being conducted by the Board -- or
nore specifically, by a working group of the Board,
which is our dose reconstruction work group. That work
group is headed by Mark Giffon who's here on ny right.
O hers on the group include Richard Espinosa, who's
here; Tony Andrade over here; Robert Presley, who's
here (indicating). W expected Mke G bson to join us,
and he may still appear here shortly. Also, the
Federal officer for the Advisory Board is Larry
Elliott, who's here at the table (indicating). And
then | would also Iike to introduce Al Summers --
officially Louis Al Summers, but he goes by Al -- Louis
Al Summers. Al is with the Procurement Gants Ofice
of CDC. He's out of Pittsburgh, actually, and he -- he

is the main individual who is involved in adninistering




this contract on behalf of the Advisory Board.
We are in the process of trying to get one other nenber
of the work group, Roy DeHart, who could not physically
be here this norning but may be able to join us by
conference call here shortly.

(Pause)
Modern technology is great, isn't it?

(Pause)
We'll check it off-line and then cone back and try it
agai n.
Let me just pause here just a nonent and turn the m ke
over to Larry Elliott for just a very brief word.
MR, ELLIOIT: Wll, on behalf of NIOSH and Ci ncinnati,
| wel conme you all here. W're glad to see a nunber of
new faces that are interested in this particul ar
request for proposals, and we hope that you find the
day -- this norning to be productive and informative.
| just want to nmake sure you all are aware, we are in a
conference roomwith two exits, of course, for safety
purposes. The nmen's roomand the | adies' roomare
right down the hallway if you need those. Everybody

has a badge on and that's good, | believe, so we want
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to make sure that our guard sees everybody with a
badge, but thank you for com ng.

DR. ZIEMER  Thank you, Larry. The Advisory Board
operates under FACA rules, which nmeans that we do keep
open records of our activities. The neeting this
norning wll be transcribed. W have a recorder here
so that he will be keeping a record, which will becone
a public record of all that transpires here this
nor ni ng.

I f you do speak on the record, either asking a question
or making a comment, we ask that you identify yourself
by nane and, as appropriate, by organization so that
that is in the public record, as well.

Qur focus today will be primarily on answering
guestions pertaining to the request for bids that has
gone out in the public sector. There are copies of the
solicitation on the table if anyone needs additi onal
copies. That material includes a |ot of what I m ght
call sort of standard Federal boilerplate, but it also
i ncl udes sone specifics, the tasks that the Board

wi shes to have carried out on its behalf. Those tasks

and the related material were devel oped by this work
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group here, so froma technical point of view they are
the ones who in a position to identify and answer
guestions pertaining to the technical nmatters that are
bef ore us.
Al Sumrmers, as the procurenent person for CDC, is in a
position to answer questions that you may have on the
fl ow of paperwork and the timng and any of those kinds
of things pertaining to how the materials are actually
handl ed or how they are eval uated, and those ki nds of
guestions that are pertaining to the handling of the
bi ds as opposed to the technical content.
So with those prelimnary comments, |'mgoing to cal
on Al Sumrers and Al, if you would just nmake any
general coments you have at this tine and then we wl|
proceed fromthere.

REVI EW OF DATES | N SCLI ClI TATI ON
MR. SUMVERS: (Good norning, everyone --
DR ZIEMER Use the m ke, if you would, Al.
MR. SUMVERS: Good norning, everybody. The only thing
|'"d like to do is to briefly review the dates that are
in the solicitation. The issue date was the 23rd.

Today, a week later, we're having a pre-proposal
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conference. | had hoped to give you a little bit nore

time. Qur headquarters review of the solicitation

docunent took a little Ionger than | had anti ci pated,

so all we had was the one week.

The due date for receipt of questions is the 5th of
May, and then the proposals are due on the 28th of My.
Most people tend to submt their proposals at the very

last mnute, and | just wanted to nmake peopl e aware

t hat sonetimes Fed Ex is not overnight, and | have

gotten |l ate proposals fromFed Ex, and if your proposal

conmes the day after or later in the day, Fed Ex wll

of fer you an apol ogy and your solicitation will not be

considered. Just to advise you it nmay be a good idea

toget it in a day earlier

W will do a technical review if necessary, conduct

di scussions, and we anticipate an award prior to the

end of Septenber. And that's about all | have to say.
"1l answer any procedural type questions you m ght

have.

DR ZIEMER. Okay. Thank you very nuch, Al.

Bef ore we open the floor for questions, | thought it

woul d be hel pful if we had a brief overview of what it
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is that the Board is interested in, and that is

predi cated on the activities that NNOSH itself is doing
on dose reconstruction. So we've asked one of the

NI OSH staff person who's very nuch involved in that
process, JimNeton, to give us a kind of overview which
will help perhaps clarify both the role of NIOSH, as
well as the role of the Board, in this whole activity.
And then we'll focus a little bit on what the contract
tasks are, maybe sunmarize -- these are the tasks that
the Board itself has approved based on the dose
reconstructi on work group's work.

And Jim are you prepared to give us a brief overview
of those issues?

OVERVI EW OF DOSE RECONSTRUCTI ON WORKGROUP

DR NETON:. Yes.

DR. ZI EMER  Thank you.

DR. NETON: Thank you, Dr. Ziener.

DR ZIEMER: And | understand we have handouts, as
well, if people want copies of these. |Is that correct?
DR. NETON: Yeah, that's correct.

DR. ZI EMER  Does everybody have one?

DR. NETON: You all should have a three-page handout
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that has | think eight slides onit. I'mnot going to
DR ZIEMER |s there anyone besides the Chair who
doesn't have this? GCkay, thank you

DR. NETON: | don't want to take a |ot of the folks'
time at this conference -- pre-bid conference because |
know it's primarily here for y'all to ask questions
about the statenment of work that's out. |It's pretty

| engthy, but really as far as the technical statenent
of work goes, it's down to about six or seven pages, |
bel i eve.

| thought it mght be helpful to just briefly talk
about sone of the key differences between what N OSH
does, and our ORAU contractor for dose reconstructions,
conpared to what's traditionally done for occupational
radi ati on protection dose reconstructions, or
dosinetry. What I"'mgoing to talk about is essentially
outlined in Federal Regulation 42 CFR Part 82 where our
dose reconstruction nmethodology is outlined. But I
just want to touch briefly on sonme of the key issues.
Mainly we are tasked with doing dose reconstructions --

| think there's about 12,000 in-house right now that
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we're working on with ORAU to conplete, so it's a
fairly large-scale effort. But to do these dose
reconstructions we're going to use all available

wor kpl ace/ wor ker information, evaluate all the doses

t hat the Departnent of Energy provides us. And nore
inmportantly, we tend to add in this undetected, or
what's sonetinmes called in the field "m ssed dose".
That's sonething that you don't normally see in a
dosinmetry cal culation out there in the field. That's
one of the key differences.

W also tend to -- we will use what's called a tiered
approach where we have a hierarchical approach to use
of the data. We will first preferentially use coworker
-- | mean use personal nonitoring data that was taken
on an individual, whether it's a TLD or a bi oassay
sanpl e, sonething of that nature, if an analysis of
that data indicates that it is of value and is a valid
nmeasurenent. We're not tied to using it if we feel for
some reason it wasn't technically adequate.

But if that type of information is not avail able, then
we woul d back off and try to use coworker data. And

| acki ng cowor ker data, we'd go and use area dosineters,
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radi ati on surveys, that sort of stuff -- sort of

wor kpl ace nonitoring information.

And then all the way down at the bottom of the schene
we would resort to source terminformation if there was
not hi ng el se avail able at that point.

That gives you a little bit of flavor of the

di fferences of how we approach this. And in these
reviews | suspect that you'll end up -- whoever the
successful bidder is will see all flavors of those
types of dose reconstructions for eval uation.

Anot her key difference is that we're not tied to using
t hese 50-year doses for internal dosinmetry that's used
in the Department of Energy currently. You'll see
annual dose equivalents cal culated froman internal
dose for every year of exposure fromthe tine the
person was exposed to the date of diagnosis. And al

of these calculations for internal dosinetry will be
based on the I CRP-66 |ung nodel and the nore current
nmet abol i c nodels that are out there, so that's another
key difference. A lot of folks may not have experience
with that, but you need to be aware that that's what's

bei ng used.
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Also there will be estimates of uncertainty about these
dosi netry val ues when necessary. Again, that's not
sonething that's commonly seen in current practices.
Also there will be interviews with claimnts that nust
be considered as part of the dose reconstruction, so
that will be required in the review. And probably one
of the nore inportant features is the claimnts’
assertions are provided the benefit of the doubt. Wen
information is |lacking and there is no technical

direction to point one way or the other, we will be --

t he dose reconstruction will be claimnt -- should be
claimant-favorable. That's sonething that -- to be
awar e of .

Al so nedical screening X-rays are included. This is
not traditionally considered occupational exposure, but
NI OSH has taken the position that if a person's nedical
X-ray was required as a condition of enploynent, that
shoul d be incl uded.

And | think one of the key things here, the last bull et
on | think the first slide is enphasis on efficiency

wi t hout biasing outcome. As | indicated, there's a

trenmendous anount of nunber of dose reconstructions to
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be conducted, so NIOSH has tried to adopt an efficient
process so that the dose reconstruction's only taken as
far as necessary to nmake a -- allow the Departnent of
Labor to make a final decision whether or not that dose
reconstruction is conpensabl e or not conpensabl e.

So NIOSH is doing all these dose reconstructions with
ORAU, contract support help. And the Board is tasked
inthe Act -- and I've indicated on the role of the
ABRWH, itemtwo, the Board is tasked under the Act wth
reviewing the scientific -- shall advise the President
on the scientific validity and quality of dose
estimation reconstruction efforts being perforned for
pur poses of a conpensation program So this is
essentially the gist of what this task order RFP is
about. It is to assist the Board in reviewng a
representative sanple of the dose reconstructions.
That's outlined in the proposal. | think you'll --
it's fairly well-described, and that's exactly what

we' re tal king about here today.

There's three contract tasks that are outlined. This -
- the proposal is not limted to that, but these are

the main issues that the Board is requiring assistance
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with. One is the individual dose reconstruction
reviews, and there's three different types of those.
There' |l be a basic, advanced and blind revi ew t hat

will be assigned to the contractor -- task order
contractor for review. And there are two exanpl es
provided of these -- | think there's an exanple of the
basi ¢ and an exanpl e of an advanced revi ew provided in
Section L -- no, it's provided as an attachnent.

| forget what the attachnment nunber is, but you need to
| ook at Section L-1 to make sure that you respond to
that requirenent that you bid against those two
exanples. There's two exanples in there that the
review panel will be |ooking at to evaluate the
techni cal adequacy and the cost realismof your
responses to those two tasks.

The other two issues outside -- other two tasks outside
of the review of the dose reconstructions are the N OSH
site worker -- site and worker profile reviews and the
review of the Special Exposure Cohort petitions, which
we do not have any in-house at this point. The rule is
currently out for comment as an NPRM

And lastly | just want to nention that the eval uation
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factors are contained at the end of the proposal, and I
woul d strongly urge people to review the prerequisite
section of those evaluation factors. There are sone
issues in there that would prohibit certain parties
from bi ddi ng based on certain participation in certain

different contracts and that sort of thing.

That's all | really had to say. Oher than that, |
think 1"l just turn it back over to the Advisory
Boar d.

DR ZIEMER Let me ask if anyone attendi ng here today
has any questions on this brief presentation, anything
that was just said, for clarification?

There appear not to be any questions on that. Let ne
point out to you that in the big packet, the -- on page
2 of 65 entitled Section B -- is the section that is
entitled Supplies or Services and Prices and Costs, so
that spells out something about the scope of the
contract. |'msure perhaps you' ve seen that. And then
nore specifically, the work statement that was

devel oped by this work group and has been approved by
the Advisory Board is -- begins on page 3 of 65, called

Section C -- Description/Specification/Wrk statenent.
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And that work statenent delineates what Jimhas just
summari zed for you, particularly the contract tasks,

t he basic reviews, the advanced reviews and the blind
dose reconstructions. So that -- those are spelled out
there, and that goes from page 3 up through page 7 of
65, if you have no already identified that basically is
the technical statenent of tasks that you want to focus
on.

The two exanples that Jimreferred to when he tal ked
about Section L-1, if you look at L-1, all it says is
that there are sanple task responses, and you need to
respond to those, but those aren't actually give on
page 47 of 65, which is where L-1 appears. Those two
exanples are in an earlier part of the packet, before

t he nunbered pages begin, really. That is before the
65 nunbered pages begin. And those are contained in
what is called Attachnent E, so under the cover letter
there are a nunber of various attachnents, and
Attachment E contains the two sanpl e tasks, exanple
task one and exanple task two, which is Attachnent F.
So Attachnment E and Attachnment F are those two exanple

tasks which are referred to in Section L-1 of the
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solicitation.
Did | make that sufficiently confusing so that no one
can find it?
Ckay, well, I"'mnot sure how the packets here are
arranged. | downl oaded m ne separately so |'m going by
my arrangenent. But anyway, nake sure you find those
somewhere in your packet so that you understand. So
it's those two exanple tasks plus the statenment of work
whi ch constitutes the technical nmaterial that the Board
has i medi ate interest in, and that's the point |
want ed to nmake.
Okay. Now | et ne ask the chair of the work group, Mark
-- Mark, do you have any other comments you want to
make? | don't think we need to have you go through the
tasks. Those have been distributed. People have had a
chance to read them Do you have any comments at this
poi nt ?
MR GRI FFON:  No.

PARTI Cl PANTS' QUESTI ONS
DR ZIEMER No. Okay. Then |I think we're ready to
open the floor for questions. These can be questions

pertaining to what we nmean by things in the tasks. It
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can be questions -- if you think something is |eft out
or sone key point that you want clarified, that's fine,
as well. If there's sonething that you think we should
have considered and didn't, we will be glad to take

t hose kind of comments under advisenent, as well, if
there's sone bit of information you think you need that
woul d hel p you as you prepare your bid.

And a comment fromLarry Elliott here while you're

t hi nki ng about your questi ons.

MR, ELLIOIT: Before we start taking questions, it's
inmportant for you all to understand how this is going
to work. Any question that is put on the table today
we'll try to provide an answer for. |If we don't have a
ready answer, then we'll do our necessary research to
find that answer and all of these questions and all of
the answers will then be rolled up into one nice
package and shared with everybody who's here today, as
wel | as those who nmay be interested in proposing

agai nst this scope but weren't able to attend. So just
so you understand the process, you'll all get a copy of
everyone's questions and all the responses that have

been -- w Il be provided.
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MR. ESPINCSA: Prior tothe -- is it on? Prior to the
Q and A, can we get an introduction fromthe

contractors that are here?

DR ZIEMER That's permissible. | believe -- | don't
know if it's mandatory, but -- | suspect it's not
mandat ory, but anyone that wants to identify -- do we

need a mke for this? W do need a mke for this --
| aval i ere, okay, so perhaps those who wish to so
identify could do so at this tinme. Thank you.

MR. WALKER:  |'m Tom Wal ker. [I'mwth Jones
Technol ogi es, but I'mrepresenting al so Proxtronics,
| ncor porated out of Springfield, Virginia.

MR ULICNY: Bill Uicny wth S. Cohen & Associ at es.
M5. STETER Elisabeth Steter, Ri sk Assessnent

Cor por ati on.

MR. MEINERS: Steve Meiners, Safety and Ecol ogy

Cor por ati on.

MR. DOVAL: M ke Domal representing Arcadia Consulting
out of Denver.

MR. ROGERS: Andy Rogers representing Trinity

Engi neeri ng Associ at es.

DR ZIEMER: (Ckay, thank you very much. And there are
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a nunber of other Federal staff people here today, as
wel | .

kay. Let's now open the floor for questions. | don't
-- | always have to tell ny classes, no question is a
bad question. You may get a bad answer, but the
guestions are always good, so please don't be bashful
about asking questions. Typically if you have a
guestion, others have that sane question and sonebody's
got to be bold enough to ask it, so please -- who

wi shes to begin?

We do not want these Federal folks to think that their
solicitation was so clear everybody understood it.

Ri ght ?

MR ELLIOIT: It's your solicitation.

DR ZIEMER It's our solicitation, but it's hidden
anongst a lot of boilerplate. Only kidding. Ckay.

Who wants to go first?

MR. WALKER: Tom W&l ker from Jones Technol ogies. |'m -
- I'"'mnot the one who's been follow ng this procurenent
for Jones and Proxtronics, so I'mgoing to ask a
guestion. It may be -- maybe it is a bad question, but

| assune that this is a new task and is not a reconpete
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of an existing task, so there is no incunbent
contractor?

DR ZIEMER That is correct. This is a new task.

Keep in mnd that the whole activity that Jimjust
described is fairly new. It basically just really got
underway a little over a year ago on the N OSH si de.
Several rul emaki ngs have been in process relating to
it, including the dose reconstruction rule, which is in
t he Federal Register now. And neanwhile the Board has
been under way in its task and it is charged, in a
sense, to nonitor the dose reconstruction work. You

m ght think of it as a kind of audit. So thereis a --
there is a contractor that does dose reconstruction
support on behalf of NITOSH In a sense, this activity
will be | ooking at that work and sanpling it for its
quality and related matters that m ght be of interest
to the Board in carrying out its task. So that's -- in
short, it is a new task. There is no incunbent
contractor.

MR. WALKER:  Thank you.

DR ZIEMER  And again, identify yourself for the

record, please.
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MR WOOD: |'mRay Whod with Trinity Engi neering
Associ at es. If we're a small bidder on this, snal
busi ness bi dder, do we have to fill out a

subcontracting plan? It wasn't clear in the proposal
that we were exenpt fromthat.

MR. SUMVERS: Yeah, the small -- you'll have to, in
order to get credit for the small disadvantaged

busi ness participation factor. |If you so choose to do
that, you would have to submt a plan for utilizing
smal | di sadvant aged busi nesses. There is no fornal
requi renent for a subcontracting plan per se under this
solicitation because they're -- the work will be issued
on task orders. And until you have a task order with a
definitive statenent of work that says you are to go
and do, you know, A, B and C, you wouldn't be able to
propose any real subcontracts. But if you have
arrangenments with small di sadvant aged busi nesses, you
can put that down in a plan -- in a separate plan.

It's not really a subcontracting plan, but it's a plan
to utilize small di sadvant aged busi nesses, and there is
an eval uation factor which addresses that.

MR ULICNY: Bill Uicny with SC&A. The RFP asks -- |
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think it's in Section L-11 -- for the sanple tasks,
technical and cost information. |Is that what you want,
or should the technical information be in the techni cal
and the costs be in the cost proposal ?

MR. SUMVERS: You know, every time | put one of these
together | ask nyself a simlar question. Actually
we're asking for two different areas. Under your basic
proposal you are to submt, you know, personnel,
managenent, techni cal approach, those sort of things.
Under the sanple tasks you have a specific work el enment
that you' re supposed to submt a formal -- as if you
would if we -- if we issued that to you as a request
for a task proposal, we would expect you to put in a
separate proposal specifically for that -- those itens
of work, and we would want to see the cost breakdown,
what goes into that.

MR. ULICNY: And the technical proposal?

MR. SUMVERS: The practical assessnent for the two
sanple tasks is to be a separate docunent, right.

DR. ZIEMER  Are there no additional questions?

Okay, anot her comment. Al, please.

MR. SUMVERS: There is a deadline of May 5th for
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guestions, so should you get back to your offices and
decide that there's sonething that you' ve conme across
in the solicitation that you haven't addressed, you can
feel free to submt that in witing -- I'll take an e-
mail request -- and we'll try to answer those
guestions, as well.

DR ZIEMER. A, is your e-nmail sonmewhere here for

t hese fol ks --

MR SUMVERS: It's on the cover page. It's LNS7, and |

specifically put it in caps, even though you don't have

to type it in caps, because if | put it in small -- in
| ower case, the L |ooks like a one -- @dc. gov,
correct. It's on actually the cover sheet of the

solicitation, which is underneath the cover letter.

DR ZIEMER. Okay. Thank you for that. Tony, did you

have a comment ?

DR. ANDRADE: | was going to suggest that perhaps it

m ght be useful if the chair of the dose reconstruction

wor k group noted just a couple of the main differences

bet ween the basic, the advanced and the blind reviews.
Maybe that would stir up a couple of questions.

DR ZIEMER: Okay. Tony canme all the way from Los
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Al anos. He doesn't want the neeting to end this

qui ckly, so he wants to stir up sone nore questions.

But | think it's certainly an appropriate -- Mark, do
you want to --

MR, GRIFFON.  Sure.

DR ZIEMER -- sort of give a quick review and that
may i ndeed stinulate sone additional questions or
conment s.

MR. GRIFFON. Yeah, | think this is on page 5 and 6 and

DR ZIEMER. Five and 6 of --

MR CRIFFON: -- 5 and 6 --
DR ZIEMER. -- 65, right? That's that section that's
nunbered one through 65, yeah. |Is that correct?

MR. GRIFFON:  Right.

DR ZIEMER Right.

MR. GRIFFON: And there's a -- the basic review,
there's an advanced review and a blind review, and the
basi ¢ and the advanced -- these are for individual dose
reconstruction reviews. And then we have anot her
conponent which is to review these site profiles or

wor ker profiles. And then the third conponent | guess,
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if we section it out that way, is review ng the SEC
Speci al Exposure Cohort, petitions.

And the first part, the individual dose reconstruction

reviews, we -- we nodeled this sort of after the -- the
previous -- the Veterans program where -- where John
Till"'s advisory group had -- had sel ected about two to

three percent of the cases for review, and so that's
where we got sone of these nunbers that are in here.

We used 2.5 percent to estimate. We thought that we
wanted a nore bas-- obviously basic -- nore basic
review for nost of them but then for sone we thought a

nore advanced revi ew was warr ant ed.

And | guess the major difference, if -- you know, if
you | ook in those -- be advised that first sentence
there, it says the advanced review will include all the

task itens in the basic review, along with the

addi tional tasks listed bel ow

And one -- one key point | think which in nmy mnd sort
of highlights the differences is the -- is the first
bull et there on page 6, which says review the rel evant
aspects of the site profiles as they apply to the

i ndi vidual cases. So | think here in the advanced
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review we're expecting nore of -- first of all, N OSH
the way they've set this up, they have a full

adm ni strative record for each individual review that

t hey' ve done. For the basic review -- and get the --
et me make sure | get this right with Jim Neton and
Larry, but they will put the docunents that were

rel evant to determning the dose -- they separate
those. They make a distinction. So on the basic review
we don't necessarily see the -- the contractor
reviewing the entire admnistrative record. For the
advanced revi ew we woul d expect that you would review
the entire adm nistrative record. And -- and so the
basic review -- you know, you're kind of assum ng N OSH
pi cked up the relevant stuff and we're going to review
it on that |level. The advanced you want to pick through
and make sure they didn't mss something. That's sort
of the -- the notion there.

In addition to that, it's -- this tiered approach that

Ji m descri bed, the advanced reviewis sort of a way to

get at that -- you know, was that appropriate what --
they used -- maybe in one case they used all personal
dosinetry data. Well, let's -- let's match this up
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against the site profile and nmake sure this is

consistent with air sanpling in that individual's work

areas or whatever. |If there's large discrepancies, did
-- did NIGSH account for those, nake -- so that -- in a
nutshell, that's kind of the -- the major differences

on the basic and advanced.
The blind reviews are -- are going to be just that,

that you'll get the -- the case without NIOCSH s fi nal

analysis. You'll get the entire admnistrative record
and you'll just do a dose reconstruction yourself. And
| should point out that -- that, you know, we would
probably -- we expect the contractor to do the dose

reconstruction in the same approach that NIOSH i s
using. In other words, Jim-- Jimenphasized this
earlier, that this is not necessarily -- that you're
doi ng dose reconstruction for the purposes of

determ ning causation, not -- so if soneone's -- you
know, we've had sone exanples already reported to the
Board where the dose was hi gh enough, just |ooking at
one accident, to trigger over 50 percent, so there was
no need to go forward further, you know. So we woul d

expect the sanme sort of approach used in the blind
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review. And at that point, you know, there'll be
procedures established so the -- you, as the
contractor, would use the sanme procedures in place to -
- to do the blind review

And | think that's it, and maybe -- maybe that stirred
up sone questions.

M5. STETER | have one. Lisa Steter, R sk Assessnent.
The question | have is, you're going to be asking the
contractor to assess whether the dose reconstruction
performed by ORAU i s reasonabl e, and does the Board
have gui delines as to what they nean by reasonabl e?
And if there's a dispute about that, you know, how is

t hat resol ved?

DR ZIEMER That's a very good question. Keep in m nd
that this is not -- these are dose reconstructions that
are conplete. The decision has already been made on

t he conpensation or not, so on. So what the Board is

| ooking for is not to second-guess a particul ar case,
but to ook for issues -- Iike an auditor would
auditing a bank statement -- and say okay, sonething --
there's sone pattern of sonething going wong here.

It's certainly possible that one mght get a slightly
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different answer, but we're |ooking for issues that

m ght arise that point to sonething in the systemthat
is not being done correctly. So in that sense, what
conmes back to the Board is not sonmething |like this case
was handl ed wong, but we are seeing certain things
occurring. And it may make a difference whether that
happens one tine or you're seeing it on a regul ar

basi s.

So the Board is |looking at it as a kind of audit.
Qoviously if -- if there were a great discrepancy and -
- it's conceivable, and | don't think here we have a
particul ar guideline that would point out sonething to
Nl OSH and they, on their own, mght say well, we're
going to reopen this case. But the intent of this is
not for us to cone back and ask themto, you know,
reopen cases and do this and that. 1It's to | ook at
whet her they are follow ng their guidelines
appropriately and whether there are glitches in the
system that we think should sonehow take a -- say a

m d- course correction, or sonmething's being omtted or
the nodels are not appropriate -- or whatever it m ght

be that arises. So | think, in that sense, we're sort
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of open.

But we're expecting the group -- and the contractor
that supports this would have to help the Board. W're
expecting regular reports at our full Board neetings as
to the cases that we have reviewed and what -- and a
summary of the findings. Like for exanple, we reviewed
20 cases last nmonth and in 19 of those cases everything
was fine. In one case we found this. And again, we
woul d not be, in open neeting, identifying particular

i ndividuals or anything like that. W would be | ooking

for the sort of trends or issues kind of thing.

| don't know if that sufficiently answers -- and maybe
others on the working group -- Mark, do you want to add
to that?

M5. STETER (Of mcrophone) It actually raised a
couple of (inaudible). That's a good (inaudible).

DR ZIEMER  Yeah, and we would -- you know, this is --
this is newterritory in ternms of what it nmeans to
audit what is being done because we've had a | ot of

di scussions on the Board itself, and |I'd been pushing
the Board not to think of this as second-guessing or an

appeal process for -- for people who didn't get the
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result they wanted. This is to check and nonitor
what's being done and -- and identify issues.

M5. STETER: That brings up two other things. As far
as a cost proposal, should we include not only the cost
of the reviews, but also advice to the Advisory Board
and neeting with the Advisory Board, and what are you

| ooki ng for there?

DR ZIEMER | believe the answer to that is yes,
because we expect -- in a sense, the reason we're
getting a contractor is not everyone on the Board is,
for exanple, a health physicist. And even those who
claimthey are may not be dose reconstruction people.
So -- but we do expect the contractor to defend their
work to individual Board nenmbers who may be working
with them two or three in small groups, that wll
report back to the Board. So the contractor is going -
- going to have to have a regular sunmary and, in sone
cases, maybe expected -- | don't recall if we spoke to
this -- to actually be avail able at Board neetings from
time to tine.

I f you | ook back at our record, we've been neeting an

average of alnost once a nonth. W're hoping that it
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won't be that often in the future, but perhaps once
every two nonths or sonmething like that. So there
woul d be the ongoing reviews on sonme regul ar basis, and
t hen opportunities to neet with those Board nmenbers who
have to bring a report back to the Board and al so

def end t he outcones.

M5. STETER And the other question that relates to
this is, there's a statenent that says no infornmation
related to data obtained under this contract shall be
rel eased or published without witten authorization of
the contracting officer.

What does this -- what does this nean relative to how
openly we can discuss the work with the public or with

wor kers? What's the intent there?

DR ZIEMER |1'mgoing to ask sone of the Federal
people, but this is -- this is nedical information that
probably is -- you will be advised it's very
confidential, nunber one -- certainly on an individual
basis. | don't think we have addressed the issue, for

exanpl e, can you present a paper summarizing your work
at a neeting Risk Socie-- RS -- Risk Society, whatever

But -- and maybe that's sonething that has to be

NANCY LEE & ASSCCI ATES




di scussed, but certainly there's a confidentiality.
And we al so recogni ze that even if you de-identify
names, sonetinmes descriptions of the case wll

t hensel ves be identifiable to people. So this is a
serious issue.

We have -- there's a CDC attorney present who may want
to comment on that, and also sone of the NIOSH staff,
but I know -- | know there are serious issues of
confidentiality.

Larry.

MR, ELLIOIT: The information that is contained in
these case files and the admi nistrative record that
supports the decision, as Dr. Ziener says, is
confidential. It is Privacy Act-controlled
information. As a contractor, you would be held
accountable to the Privacy Act requirenents.

We woul d have to discuss and talk and clear any type of
publication that you, as a contractor, mght want to
put into the public venue.

DR. ZIEMER Nothing to add? Jinf? Always enjoy it
when an attorney says yeah, that was the right answer.

Ri ght ?
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kay, Dr. Andrade has a question or a conment.

DR. ANDRADE: Partially in response to her question,
and as well as one | was going to propose for the folks
that are gathered here today, as clarification so that
everybody can go hone happy about this regardi ng one of
the statenments in the SONin the blind dose
reconstruction description. Down towards the very
bottom of page 6 of 65 there is a statenent that
alludes to the fact that one task in evaluating that
the data identification and collection process were
adequate may require the contractor to conduct
interviews, one on one or group, wth enployees, et
cetera. | know what the answer is, but 1'd Iike for
either a Federal officer or our Chairman to very
specifically state what the limtations on that are.
MR. ELLIOIT: The expectation in this regard is that if
it's necessary to interview an enpl oyee or enpl oyees or
groups of experts for a particular site, that would be
done off-site. W won't be gaining access for this
contractor to go into the site and hold these kind of
interviews or review information on the DCE site

itself.
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DR ZIEMER  (Okay. Okay, got further questions,
coment s?

MR. MEINERS: Steve Meiners, Safety and Ecol ogy
Corporation. Howw Il all of the information be
provided to the contractor? WII that conme in boxes of
paper or on a CD or...

DR ZIEMER | think I'Il et Jimor Larry answer that,
but it's probably going to be on electronic format,
nostly.

DR. NETON: Yes, that's correct. The information wll

be available on a CD as part of what Mark has all uded

to. It's called the adm nistrative record, which is a
series of folders. It contains all the information
that was used to nake a -- to do a dose reconstruction

on a particul ar case.

MR ELLIOIT: | would add to that -- that, though,
there are a nunber of docunents that are used to
establish the nethodol ogy for dose reconstruction here,
and those documents are contained on our web site, but
they're al so accessible on an internet basis internally
here to us. So a contractor could cone here and access

t hose ki nds of docunents, site profile-related
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informati on, those kind of things. W could nmake that
al so avail able -- perhaps in sonme cases -- on the
conpact disk that supports the adm nistrative record
for areview So we'll have to |ook at that. There's
a variety of information that would have to be
assenbled for this -- for the different types of review
that are going to occur here.

DR ZIEMER But in principle, nuch of this could be
done sort of at hone, as it were.

DR. NETON: That's correct. The administrative --

DR ZIEMER If that's what you' re asking -- you know,
what's the form and where do you have to go to get to
it. And if -- once we identify cases to be revi ewed,
those could -- the information could be gathered in

el ectronic form say on a disk, and provided to the
contractor.

DR. NETON: That's correct. The admi nistrative record
-- the intent of the adm nistrative record is to be a
self-contained entity so that you could do the review
And it includes things as -- as obscure governnent
reports that may have been used to do the dose

reconstruction. It does not include what we woul d
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consider readily-retrievable records such as health
physics journal articles, books that are avail able at
nost larger libraries, that sort of thing.

As far as the reports go, the technical basis docunents
t hat ORAU woul d be devel oping, those would be out and
avai |l able on the web site for -- for review

M5. STETER  Change of subject -- Lisa Steter again,

Ri sk Assessnent Corporation. The RFP inplies that you
m ght actually choose nore than one contractor and then
have them bi d agai nst one another for specific task
orders. Is that the correct interpretation, and if so,
when woul d you deci de how many contractors you're going
to hire. And would a conpany know before signing the
contract who el se would be one of the selected
contractors?

MR, SUMVERS: | think that was two questions.

M5. STETER (O f mcrophone) It was three, actually.
MR. SUMVERS: Three questions. Yes, there is a

possibility that we will nmake nmultiple awards. That is

actually the preferred nethod. It wll -- | can't tel
you right now whether we'll be making one, two or
three. | can probably tell you it wouldn't be nore
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than three. And it wll depend upon the proposal s that
we get in and the evaluation process. W would nmake
any and all awards at the same tinme, so there wouldn't
be a notification. You would probably -- you would be
notified, when we nade an award, of any other
contractors who did receive contracts, as well.
Did that answer the three questions or... Okay. There
was one other point. There was sone di scussi on about
the cost of reporting to the Board or being present at
Board neeti ngs.
This contract is structured to be an IDIQ an
indefinite delivery/indefinite quantity type contract.
The only funding that will be provided will be on
i ndi vidual task orders. | would assume that probably
what will happen is that you'll have to include in your
proposal for an individual task order the cost of
reporting to the Board.
Al ternatively, there could be a task order issued,
particularly after there's sone track record, maybe,
after the first year -- during the second year -- if it
appears that there are maybe six Board neetings a year

that you' d be required to nmake a presentation at, the
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possibility exists of issuing an individual task order
just to cover those neetings. But there will be no
fundi ng under the base contract.

MR ELLIOIT: A, is it correct that -- this is a task
order contract, that's recognized. 1Is it correct to
assune that if there are nultiple awardees that they
will find thenmsel ves working on different tasks? They
won't find thensel ves cojoined (sic) on one task.

MR. SUMVERS: \Whenever there's a requirenment, the way
it's structured -- and if this isn't how soneone
envisioned it, we'll have to go back and reconsider it
-- but the way I amlooking at it right nowis that
when there was a requirenent for a particular task

t hat requirement would be furnished to all contractors
hol ding a contract and they would -- they would all be
avail able to submt proposals. | don't know if that's
-- did that clarify it?

UNI DENTI FI ED:  For ne, | don't know about for the

audi ence.

DR ZIEMER Well, for the Board there may be
guestions, too. What is the turnaround tinme on task

orders when you have that additional requirenent?
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MR. SUMVERS: |'mnot sure what the particular tine
frame is on this one, but normally we give about a week
or ten days for a contractor to submt a proposal

M5. DODMJZIO (Of mcrophone) It's 14 days -- once we
submt the task order to the contractor, it's 14 days
for the contractor to submt the proposal back to you
And then if we have issues or if the Board has issues
or concerns, then there's another seven days for the
contractor to turn it around.

DR ZIEMER  (kay.

M5. DMIZIO (O f mcrophone) But | just have a
question related to attendance at Board neetings. |If
we were to have nmultiple awardees -- | nean they woul d
have -- they would need to attend the neeting -- both -
- both contractors would need to attend the neeting, so
t hey woul d both be under a task, so under that

scenario, wuldn't they both be given tasks -- they
woul d both -- each have a task order to attend to Board
nmeeti ngs because you -- we would want each -- each
contractor to report on -- on the dose reconstructions
that they nay be doing, so really both of the -- of the

contractors, if there's nore than one, they woul d each
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have sone task about attending Board neetings.

MR. SUMVERS: Either a separate task or the cost for
each of themto attend would be included in any tasks
that they were issued.

DR. ZIEMER. Thank you. That's -- yeah, you have an
addi ti onal question, Lisa? Please.

M5. STETER. The RFP asks for a fair anount of detai
relative to nunber of workers and ensuring they've been
t hrough proper security processing. And I'mjust Kkind
of curious, how much information are you |ooking for in
this initial proposal versus the task orders as far as
i dentifying manpower and, you know, actual |evels of
commtnment to the -- to a particular project?

DR ZIEMER: Wio knows the answer to that question?
Does anybody?

M5. STETER Do | need to ask it again? D d --

DR ZIEMER: No, | think we understand it. [It's sort
of what do you have to have up front to show
capability, I think is what you' re asking. Right?

M5. STETER  Yeah, in just a --

DR ZIEMER. Are you asking for actual identification

of peopl e?
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M5. STETER  Yeah, | nean --

DR ZIEMER Up front?

M5. STETER -- yeah, at this level, or is that

sonet hing that conmes when you get to the task order?
DR ZIEMER. Well, | think the Board is -- certainly
wants sone | evel of confidence that you have access to
peopl e who can do -- do this task, so -- | know --

Mar k, you have a --

MR CRIFFON: | think part of the -- in Section M the
eval uation criteria, page -- if you haven't |ooked at
it, page 61 it starts on -- certainly lays out what
we're going -- what the awards' || be eval uated agai nst,

and | think we need at | east enough specifics on
personnel to be able to evaluate those criteria.
There's personnel criteria. There's also a conflict of
interest section there. And you know, just to state
that you have staff health physicists |I think m ght not
be detail ed enough to be able to nmake a judgnent on

t hat section, so --

DR. NETON: | mght add to that --

DR ZIEMER Jimand Al --

DR NETON: This is Jim | think in the proposal it
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al so provides a sketch of what the expected workl oad

woul d be by year, like a nunber of tasks by degree of
i nvestigation -- advanced, blind. | think one should
propose at |least a sufficient staff to -- to acconplish

those tasks. There's no guarantee that those are al
going to happen, but that is the projection nade by the
Board as to the anticipated workl oad, and staff should
at | east be -- proposed to be adequate to address those
-- those tasks.

DR ZIEMER. A, do you have anything fromthe
contracting point of viewto add to that?

MR SUMVERS: |'mnot sure if you were partially
asking, as far as the proposal here, whether you shoul d
include that information in the practical assessnent
for the two sanple tasks. | would think that you'd
have to -- that the personnel and the personnel
qualifications would be |isted under base -- the base
proposal. And then when you submt the task order, you
woul d reference those people who you proposed in the --
in your basic proposal, listed them as personnel.

DR ZIEMER  Ckay, but they, at one place or another,

woul d end up being identified so that there'd be an
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ability to evaluate the quality of the individuals

i nvol ved.

Okay. Thank you. Further questions? Comment? Ckay,
Larry?

MR ELLIOIT: Dr. Andrade raised a question with nme on
the -- on the side of the table here that may help
folks, and | think we need to be clear about this
ourselves. The Board will generate these task orders.
And in the negotia-- if it's nultiple award to several
contractors, two con-- two or three contractors, and

t hose contractors who have been awarded under this
scope will bid against those task orders. And then the
Board will decide and negotiate with the awardees as to
who gets the task. So the Board will see the proposals
and they' Il see the qualifications of the individuals
and they' Il see how the individual contractors viewed

t he scope of that task and nmake a decision on who to
award that task to. So it's the Board' s discretion as
to whether to award to one or to nmultiple on a task.
Did that help? |Is that correct? | think I'mcorrect,
but Al's -- Al's |ooking askance at ne.

DR. ANDRADE: Jimwas tal king about --
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DR ZIEMER  Hang on, Tony, just a mnute. W' ve got
to take care of the askance | ook here.

MR. SUMVERS: | think what you pretty nuch said was
that we can award multiple task orders on a given
requirenent? Is that -- | don't think that's what we
intend to do. | think what we intend to do for -- for
an individual task statenment of work is to conpete it
bet ween awar dees, negotiate it, and then sel ect one of
the contractors to performthat elenment of work. And
t hen when a new requi renent cones up, to do the sane --
to conduct the sane process.

DR. ANDRADE: Tony Andrade here. Precisely. | just

t hought that the previous answer had perhaps produced
sonme confusion about that. |If a task order is issued
and let's say two contractors have been chosen under
this RFP in general, one of them presents better
qualifications to performthat particular task, then

t he Board can indeed decide that one of those
contractors wll do that.

On the other hand, if there is enough work to do, if
the work needs to be split between two contractors and

contractors present appropriate credentials to address
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t he work, nmaybe one doing a half and anot her doing
anot her half, then the Board can al so choose to have
both contractors performwork under the sane task

or der.

DR ZIEMER  Sane but different.

DR. ANDRADE: Sane -- sane but different type work,
split -- right, split into two tasks.

DR ZIEMER. Split into two tasks then is what you're
sayi ng. Gotcha.

DR. ANDRADE: Right, one task at a tine for one -- one
contractor.

DR ZIEMER. Okay. Now | think a question --

UNI DENTI FI ED:  That answered my question.

DR ZIEMER  That answered the question. Ckay.

MR ELLIOIT: It goes back to what | said earlier. M
question was, will they be conjoined? No, they wll
not be. They may be working on the same task, but the
task will be split apart.

M5. DODMJZIO (Of mcrophone) Yeah, through that
negoti ati ng process you would end up separating the

t asks.

MR ELLIOIT: So you're not going to find yourself, as
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a contractor, working with other contractor you don't
know anyt hi ng about or you don't know where they cone
from But -- sorry if | confused you with that.

DR ZI EMER  Ckay, keep going. O are you at the point
where you think all your questions are answered?

kay. So where are you? W' re depending on you, Lisa,
to keep it going here.

M5. STETER Lisa Steter, Ri sk Assessnent. In
preparing a cost estimate, how many task orders shoul d
be planned for or how are you |l ooking for us to present
costs?

DR ZIEMER  Ckay, Mark's going to answer that.

MR GRIFFON. Well, | was --
DR ZI EMER  Maybe.
MR GRIFFON: -- | was actually going to raise the sane

-- | think that we're expecting that everyone should be
-- should bid as if they're going to do all tasks.
Right? Al tasks under the contract, and that would
include all the individual dose reviews, as well as the
site profiles and the petitions, and we give estinates
of the nunmbers, and I think you'd -- you'd have to go

by those estimates. | don't know. | don't think
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you're going to bid it on -- on just doing -- assune
you just wanted to do the SEC petition review support.

| don't think -- I think you have to bid on the whole
package, is nmy understandi ng.
MR. SUMVERS: | have that blank |look -- | have that
bl ank | ook again. M anticipation was that the cost
data would be submtted for the two sanpl e tasks, not
for an overall -- you have to have the technica
capability to performall elements of the work, but the

cost data itself would be limted to the two sanple

tasks. | think that would be the preferred way of --
DR ZIEMER | think that's what we were thinking, too,
Mark - -

MR. CRIFFON: Yeah, that's correct. | guess | -- |

mean | neant that --

DR. ZIEMER The capability for --

MR. GRIFFON: -- should show the capability for all the
tasks, yeah. The personnel, et cetera should be laid
out, but the cost estimate should be just for those
two, yeah

M5. STETER: Okay. So |let nme nmake sure | understand

that. The cost estimate would be for those two sanple
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tasks. W don't have to take that and then nmultiply up
by the total nunber of reviews. Gkay. Thank you.

MR ELLIOIT: | don't think we can predict at this

poi nt, other than two and a half percent, what you

m ght encounter in a review. W can't talk vol une
right now So we tried to nake a |level playing field
with these two exanples, and that's what you need to
cost out.

DR. ZIEMER | think there's a question near the back
here, yeah.

MR, WOOD: Actually | got it answered by what he just
said. Ray Wod, Trinity Engineering Associates. | was
curious, does that nmean then that you only want us to
provi de you those sanple tasks with the cost estimate
and no separate business proposal other than that?

MR. SUMVERS: The only conpl ete cost proposal we want
is on the sanple tasks, correct. There may be sone
other things in -- in the business proposal that are
not directly addressed. In the instructions for the
busi ness proposal there could very well be sone
information in there that woul d not be included in the

-- in a cost breakdown for each sanple task
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DR. ZIEMER  For exanple, A, can you clarify...

MR. SUMVERS: | was afraid you were going to ask ne

t hat .

DR ZIEMER Well, I'mtrying to understand what you
just said there. You're saying there -- if there's

sonet hing el se pertinent in the business plan that the

bi dder wi shes to bring out, they may want to do that,

but it's not -- wouldn't be included in the other
section?

MR. SUMVERS: That's my recollection. 1'mgoing to
have to |l ook here for a mnute, if you'll bear with ne,
and try to find sonething that's in -- that we would be

| ooking for in a business proposal that would not be in
the cost proposal for the sanple tasks.

Part of the business proposal is the representations
and certifications, which are Section K. That would be
sonet hing that would be included in the business
proposal that you would not put in the sanple task
proposal. Information on your accounting system and
there's a paragraph there for adm nistrative data.

That type of information would be -- but as far as the

-- the section where it says cost data information,
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which is direct labor, fringe benefits, materials and

services, travel, other direct costs -- those sort of

t hi ngs woul d be contained in the proposal for the

sanpl e tasks. There would be a few itens, though, that

are listed under the business proposal that we would

want to see outside the task proposals.

Does that answer the question?

MR WOOD: (O f mcrophone) Yeah, that helped a | ot.

Thanks.

DR ZIEMER. | don't want to prolong this if all the

questions have been addressed. On the other hand, we

don't want to shut it off, either, if --

MR. WALKER: Tom Wl ker with Jones Technol ogi es agai n.
|"msorry, I"'mnot trying to prolong this, but that

| ast question did trigger another one. Does that nean

that you do not need to have a schedule -- | abor
categories and | abor rates -- for the year of the
contract ?

MR. SUMVERS: That's correct.
DR ZIEMER Any other comments by nenbers of the work
group? Because if we've reached the point where we're

ready to adjourn, then |I'mgoing to propose that we
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adjourn. But again, | don't want to cut us off if

there are any lingering questions. Please -- this is

your opportunity. Wiat we don't want to happen is we

adj ourn and then several of you cone up here and ask

guesti ons.

M5. STETER (OFf mcrophone) | have a question

(i naudi bl e).

DR ZIEMER  Ckay. Well, there's opportunity for

submtting witten questions, of course, as well, but

we do want -- one of the things about the questions, in

sharing them is that it hel ps everybody understand the

bi gger picture, and so we want it all shared.

M5. STETER |Is there a process for requesting an

extension for the due date of the RFP?

DR ZIEMER | don't know the answer -- Al or a..

MR. SUMVERS: W are not at this tine entertaining any.
| f there would be, you know, a reason that woul d

affect multiple offerors, that is a possibility. For

an individual offeror, it would not be |ikely.

MR ELLIOIT: 1'd like to add to that and enphasi ze

that we're trying to effect this procurenent before the

end of this fiscal year. |If we don't get it done by
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Septenber, then we go into next fiscal year. And I
think the Board' s anxious to get this underway, so
we're | ooking to get this put in place.

| know it puts a burden on you all with a short
turnaround, but that's -- that's where we're com ng
from

DR ZIEMER (Okay. Let nme thank all of those who did

participate today. |It's been helpful to the Board, as
well as to -- I"'msure to all who are involved in this
process. |If there are no further itens to conme before

us, we stand adj ourned.

(Meeting adjourned at 10:25 a.m)
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