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P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S


(9:10 a.m.)



MR. BUTLER:  Good morning.  I think you all have a copy of this handout.  I will use it a little later, and Ms. Ellis will in discussing some of the points of the contract.



It says first thing that I'm supposed to give a PAED overview.  Actually, what I'm going to do is welcome you here and introduce the -- or ask my co-workers here to introduce themselves.



Sgt. Parker, as you probably found out, is the key individual right now.  Make sure he's got you on his list of approved attendees.  If you're coming in lieu of somebody, please get your name on the list so we know exactly who is here.



With that all said, I'm Alan Butler, PAED.  I'm the Deputy PBDMD Division Chief.  I work with the PROBE database, work with the PAE Web, a lot of contracts that I either sit in on or manage, work very closely with ABO, over the past ten years have worked through the development of RFAS with Peggy Kelly, who will introduce herself in a moment, with SLAMIS, so I have a pretty broad background on the functions of the databases in Army, and of course I work with OSD.  I've been a member of the Feeder Task Force, so I'm familiar with the feeder CIS.  I was in on some of the development of that, but not entirely.  So, that's me.



And then I would like to start from the left and ask my panel members here to introduce themselves.



MAJ. FERRONE:  I'm Maj. Mike Ferrone.  I work with Alan Butler.  I have nowhere near the board range of experience that he has with the systems.  I've been working, administering the PROBE database for about the last two-plus years, also trying to work in integrating the various systems that we're going to be talking about today into this one enterprise.



MS. KELLY:  My name is Petty Kelly, and I work for G-3.  I'm the Project Manager for the SAMIS system, which is the feeder system for the manpower up to the PROBE system where Alan is.



MR. GOEHRING:  Good morning.  I'm Greg Goehring.  I am the Information Management Officer for the ASA-FM. I work with Alan on PPBES matters.  I work with the Data Warehouse, and work intensively nowadays with bringing execution data into the Army's repository.



MR. JURGENS:  My name is Yong Jurgens.  I am the Chief of PBDMD.  I've been with PROBE system since 1988 to date.  I guess that's about 15 years.  I think I'm an expert in PROBE database, but I'm not really.  I'm more of a functional guy in the controller career program area.  So I know what the PROBE can do for the resource management community.



MR. COVEY:  Clayton Covey.  I'm Deputy Chief of the Program Development Division.  I've been working with the PROBE database and other types of feeder systems since January of '92.  I've worked with Alan, Greg Goehring and all the rest of the people up here for quite sometime.



MAJ. IVY:  Maj. Bob Ivy.  I'm also Program Development Division, PA&E.  Do program and data analysis work with Raquel Saffon.  I oversee what is known as the EIS.  We actually call it PAED's tools.  I also oversee P3 and do software training as well as user interface training.



MAJ. LEWIS:  Good morning.  My name is Maj. Mike Lewis. I work in G-3 Army Training, and I perform program analysis for requirements determination and funding determination for all of Army training, and I work extensively with the databases that we're here to talk about today.



MS. ELLIS:  Good morning.  I'm Joyce Ellis.  I'm Contracting Officer for Defense Contracting Command Washington, providing guidance and support to the PA&E Division on this solicitation.



MR. DUECASTER:  Bob Duecaster, I'm Legal Advisor.



MS. LEUNG:  I'm Angela Leung.  I'm the Resource Manager for Army PA&E.  I work in PBDMD with Mr. Yong Jurgens, and I also serve as the COR for all major contracts.



MR. FENGLER:  My name is Joe Fengler, I'm Chief of the Budget Formulation Division for OMA.



MR. DOUGHERTY:  I'm Bill Dougherty.  I work at ASA(ALT).



MR. BUTLER:  That completes our introduction of the people here, and I'd like to turn the stage over for a moment to Ms. Ellis, who has some notes here.  And if you turn to page 4, it gives you her name, and her briefing starts following that.



MS. ELLIS:  Most of you have gotten copies of the RFP.  For those of you who have not received a copy, it's located on the DCCW Homepage.  That Web site is http:\\dssw.army.pentagon.mil.  Once you are at the Web site, double-click on DCCW, go to ServicesRFP, click on the radius beside the RFP number, and follow the download instructions.



In preparing your response to this proposal, you should particular attention to all of the instructions that are outlined in Section L of the RFP, and respond accordingly.  We have received a lot of questions industry.  We will be responding to those questions for those Section L and B comments in writing with an amendment to the solicitation.  That will be forthcoming after the proceedings of this conference with any additional questions that we receive from the floor.



The contract itself, at award, will be a Cost/Plus Fixed Fee contract.  There will probably be individual task orders delivered that will result in Time and Material type and Fixed Price.  It will be a Performance-Based contract, so pay particular attention to all of the performance requirements in the solicitation also.



I'm going to answer any other additional questions at the Question-and-Answer period, but generally that's the requirements of the solicitation.



MR. BUTLER:  Well, before we go into the evaluation factors and communication, I'd rather take it back to the overview beginning on page 12.  I'll tell you why this is important to us, and I guess what I'd really like to say before I even begin this is, in this situation we are really dealing with managing risk.  There's risk on your part -- it's your money that is at-risk, if you will, your time and effort to develop a product that's satisfying to us.  To us, there is a risk, too.  We're the custodians of the taxpayers' money.  We're trying to get a good system in place, and we're kind of in a situation like the father whose daughter is going out on a first date, and he hasn't met the guy yet.  And he's going to drive up to the house and hopefully not toot the horn, walk in and be well dressed and not have unusual body piercings and stuff like that, so, you know, the father's kind of worry.  Who is going to show up and how things are going to work out, you know, and the safety of his daughter.  The daughter in this case is this baby right here, which is this SOW, which we worked on for about a year.  It's probably more detailed than you've ever seen for a PROBE type database procurement, but the reason for that is very clear, that we need to change the way we did business before.  We must integrate systems.  And it really is not just a management decision, it's the desire of the whole community to do this.



The action officers, be they in PA&E or ABO, are tired of having to take a year to learn the job because they have to go to 12 different places to learn the utilities, and the passwords aren't the same, and the procedures are all slightly different, and you can't go to one place and pull data out.  That's a terrible burden on our action officers.



And it's also the case that every one of the piece parts that contributes to this community, whether it be PROBE or RFS or SLAMIS, we've all had some funding difficulties in the past, or migration problems, or something that has kept us a little bit out-of-sync all the time, and we need to do a better job of managing overall.



So, in the last POM, we went out and we put an initiative out there to fund an enterprise system -- and I mean really fund it -- including BPR processes that are needed for future changes and looking at database changes, those things are ancillary to the contract, but they give you the guarantee that the risk is minimal on any part as far as funding.  We have a funding stream for this enterprise system.  It was done in the last POM.  And the point of that is, I guess, is that you can go ahead confidently, I think, to work on this system, invest your time, and give us a really good product.



Well, let's talk a little bit now about the principles of PROBE II.  We're on page 13 now.  We obviously want to do what was mandated by DOD sometime ago, which is to eliminate the legacy paper processes and, in our case, we want to eliminate as well the duplicate feeds because, if you think about it now, if I get a file from Peggy, she's already edited it, but it has to go through my edits as well, you know, so it's really a two-step process.  Well, why should that be?  I mean, she's gotten to the point in Manpower where I almost never see an AMSCO error, or APE, Army Program element, or an AMDA error.  We are close to sharing.  



So we need to eliminate that kind of redundancy.  RFS, same thing.  The status of all feeder systems isn't the same, but we're moving in the right direction, and it's time now to say, okay, we aren't going to do double work.  We ought to be able to approach a work set, edit it, and send it where it needs to go in one easy step.  That's what we're talking about here.



The other thing is that we used to hold back the OSD view of the data, and said, "Oh, we're only concerned about the way the Army looks at things", Army APE, and then suddenly we find out that we're having problems when it went up in the FIDA.  The notion here is in this procurement that we'll all see the OSD format from the get-go, and we'll know that it's ready to pass.  So, those are the points under the integrated customer business practices.  



And as far as the information processes, we were actually moving along there, too, because today we share most of the edits.  The edits are on our PA&E Website, and more and more of those tables are shared now by the feeder systems.  What we can do in an enterprise system is instead of having through a cumbersome process replicate those tables to different locations, we can do it in one easy step.



We have a secure production site that is part of PROBE now.  It is a great way to do business because we've minimized the risk of penetration and so forth, which says we do our processing on the classified side, but in this procurement we're changing that rule somewhat.  Instead of being hidden away because all the editing is done in the classified site, we're saying we're going to do all that editing on the front, out there in the unclassified site where 99 percent of our data comes.    And so we're looking at doing processing on an unclassified environment so this can be a true enterprise system.  



We have certain restrictions, and you have to watch these in the formulation of your response to this procurement.  You have to protect classified information up to level Secret.  We have pre-decisional information regarding procurement.  And by the way, your employees are going to have to sign nondisclosure statements.  In addition to having clearances, you're going to have to sign nondisclosure statements for having access to that information which is sensitive.  Not only procurement, but pre-approval on construction projects sensitive information.  And then we'll have a host of SIPRNet web reports to deal with that reflect OSD positions or submissions to OSD.



On the unclassified site then we're going to conduct our edit table management and coordination.  We expect to run the utilities -- the EIS and so forth is listed.  And I'll just skip on.



Let's talk about data structures for a moment.  The legacy system of PROBE was built on the notion that kind of "we know more than you do", you know, like we have the magic key here.  We know what the OSD PE is.  We know what the budget activity is, and so we've put a very minimal record out there for the feeder systems to feed us.



Well, that may have made sense back in the days when there were mainframes and problems of updating tables and the ASCO database that Peg used would lag sometimes a week or two behind what was going on on the front end and, you know, there were all kinds of problems of synchronization, which led to a reliance on the internal tables in PROBE.  That's long since gone by.  We don't have to worry about that.



So, what we want to do now is have one level of information so that the Army proponent, whoever he or she is, looks at the record and they see budget activity.  They see OSD PE, whatever, whatever view of the data OSD takes, they will see in the entry record and will map from the enterprise system to OSD in one easy step.



The other thing we've been trying to do for a number of years -- and I go back to Cindy Custer who recently retired, but she was my partner in this -- we set an objective to try and bring all appropriations to a structure which would be the same for program, budget and execution, and there are major problems in doing that, and there still are.  The military pay appropriations will only be converted in this cycle, the DFAS 3700 AMSCO structure, and that's because OSD is finally made some changes that take some of the taskings off us, so we're able to do it due to OSD changes.



In construction, the problem has been to get definitions of the various project codes that differ slightly between OSD, Army National Guard, MCA.  Those are issues  still that we're working out, but I think we're close to resolution and we will see those finished as well by the lock of the best.



Now, what that means is, going in, we should have in this new enterprise system the same structure for program/budget/execution that's really a marvelous advance in allowing analysis from execution -- for program, budget and execution could do before.



The other things I'm looking for, on a Web integration, we're looking for a submission process that gives the user immediate feedback.  Why should we have some kind of a strange message come back after-the-fact saying "In this file there are these many error records", and go look them up, figure out how to do it.  No.  Why can't we do it immediately online, have the offending record stop and the error pointed out, and then immediately the user can fix it, re-enter it and be done with it.



We need to compare at the time of submission with controls, and if there are exceptions, say "you are off control".  And we want to integrate all of the various web tools.  So if there is a common interface, what I would like you to have is think of a friendly screen where a person can sign-in and get any of the various utilities and tools from the sign-in location.  Make it friendly.



And the advantages -- I don't think I need to highlight any of these.  These are just kind of "motherhood and apple pie", as far as I'm concerned, on 17.  



So let's talk about what rolls in.  This got the most questions in your comments, I think, what goes in and when.



The PQE Web will integrate with the database, really so close to the database now. Let me explain, the web system consists of a coordination module where a person proposes a new PE or data element, and then it's coordinated, and then after it's approved by DFAS it comes back to an administrator.  That administrator will vary, but it's a person, or the agency that's closest to that type data -- for example, APEs are managed by ABO.  The organization which is heavily manpower-intensive, the ROP is managed by DCSOPS because it's just a natural -- they are the persons most interested in the detail of the operation, so they are in charge.  But upon that administrator looking at that action and it is completed, he or she hits a button and it literally sends out an e-mail message to everybody who coordinated and says, "this is done, it's approved", and it inserts the update record into the editing in the database. So it's an integrated solution.



So we're going to say right at the get-go we want that web integration to proceed.  And look carefully at the features of that web because there are a lot of strengths to the process that can be adapted to the enterprise system.



The SIPRNet Report Writer is basically a set of formats.  Most of them are OSD formats, and your knowledge of those data formats is key to getting them right.



Data Warehouse, again, I think the value of the Data Warehouse is going to be increasingly significant as we go to the same format, budget, program and execution, because in the Data Warehouse you have the DFAS execution as well as the various PROBE positions.



So now the applications to roll.  We're looking at EIS and, again, I would like to see that in a friendly place where you just log-in once and it's there.  P3, which is requirements -- remember, requirements are in the same format as your dollars, they juts have different types of significance, such as critical and validated, but they are the same format as they are if that's dollar positions, so there's a logic there that you can tie together.



What we're asking you to do is then try to work out the interfaces where we can start importing many, many sources of validated requirements, and they are -- the ones we've listed for you are the ARTIS which is a recap system.  The recap system tells you here's what it takes to rebuild each type of 17 systems that we're rebuilding.  Here are the requirements.  Here are the years it's going to occur. This is what it costs.  And then this is what's done.  So, if it tells you what's done and it tells you what needs to happen still, don't you have a source of requirements, validated requirements?



MMIS does the same thing, it says here are the approved modification systems, by serial number, across the whole Army, what's been applied, what needs to be applied. Doesn't that generate requirements?



CAPCES is a Corps of Engineers system which carries very, very detailed information on projects for the MCA and the AC. What we're talking about then in those utilities is being able to interface directly into requirements.



Man-day application is going into the database.  The Man-day application handles the Guard and Reserve, and it deals with an area that's always traditionally been difficult for the Army to analyze.  When we have Reservists called to duty for short tours, or coming in for odd-ball drill periods, may be away from their home station, such as IMIS, there are varying amounts of benefits and travel and so forth, as well as a pay rate.  So you can't just apply a flat rate, these guys cost so much a day.  They cost so much a day plus travel plus whatever.  The Man-day model uses current experience and builds a model to predict the future, so it does a good job for Guard and Reserve.



The MPA has traditionally been costed, PROBE-costed, in two ways.  One, a contract with ABO tracks the details of military pay rates, and I'm not changing that, but because it only generated rates, it didn't generate a FIDA position, so we had in the cost of the current PROBE contract an MPA model that spread dollars notionally -- say, well, so many people work here, the pay equivalent was such-and-such, and it would just literally spread across the whole Army to give you a programmatic view of MPA.



SLAMIS, that's the last thing, and it's probably the last thing we're going to integrate.  SLAMIS is a system that works in somewhat the same manner as the PAE Web in that it is, first off, a means of controlling the procurement data elements.  You can propose  change, you can -- for whatever reason.  You can add, subtract, delete, whatever.  And then it does a number of nice things like tracking the evolution of those systems towards fielding from the ORD demands and so forth. That's where it's going.  So it's going to be about the last thing that we integrate, but it, together with the Web, gives you a data dictionary online for the whole Army PPBES.



Again, what do we want to do with integration, why do we want to integrate?  Well, first of all, it gets us a single -- point of contact is probably a misnomer -- it gives us a single body here to coordinate changes.  We're calling that the Configuration Control Board.  It will be addressed in an AR 1-1, which is the PPBES regulation for the Army.  In there, that body will be all the stakeholders that have an interest -- the DCSOPS, the FM, the PA&E, and so on.  And we will be issuing working changes through that board to say where we're changing something -- you know, we've got this new requirement, got that new requirement, we've got a new operating system that's been introduced that requires changes -- and instead of doing it in an uncoordinated fashion, we'll do it in a scheduled fashion, we'll do it by means of task order, and we'll look -- before we allow any independent systems to exchange information with us, we're going to test them.  We're going to make sure that they don't drag-down our servers, they're well-behaving, and make sure that they do what they say they do, they follow our edits.



And, finally, this gives us efficiency and economy of effort.  We do things on a scheduled basis, we do it one time, and the change ripples across to all.  We don't do it three different times and have to exchange files two or three times because we're out-of-sync with each other. That's the important point.  And, obviously, reuse codes in particular modules, so it looks to me like that's the way I would want to go.



Okay.  We have some other tasks in there, and my concerns really are (a) I do need to continually be responsive to OSD.  OSD tends to spring changes on you.  They will talk about a change and it will die as a topic. You think, "Oh, I haven't heard anything on that, I guess they're not going to do it", and all of a sudden -- "we're going to do this", they just announce it to you.  Next submission add this element, take that element out -- that's the way it is dealing with OSD.  It's a fact of life.



Configuration management.  There's a lot in the -- I just want to come down on that I really am very concerned that we keep version control of software, that we validate and verify and assure that we have everything tested before we go live.



There is a requirement for training of government personnel.  I can't tell you quite how big it is, but on terms of the military staff, it turns over between two and three years -- theoretically, they are for three years, but because of schools and command assignments and so forth, two years is often the case, so somewhere between there is a turnover of all military.  In the civilian community, we've lost a lot of experienced people.  We have a lot of new, young employees, so the training needs are pretty high at both ends.



And my other concern, I go back to the point I made to you at the beginning, is security.  You cannot have -- you've got to have people here that are capable of handling items, recognizing that they are discretionary, they are not -- they cannot reveal them to another -- cannot have a conversation after work saying, "Did you know the Army just bought this", "The Army has decided to kill that program".  That gets out and it immediately goes across the river, and then we're all in trouble.  I can't tell you how obnoxious that is.  So, anybody you propose for this contract, they're going to have to be screened and drilled on not just security, but being aware of the proprietaries of handling sensitive information.



Well, that's my point here.  I'd like to ask if you have any questions at this time?



(No response.)



Okay.  I'm going to say one thing more about questions.  We can go through these without attribution, or I can open the floor.  I think I'd prefer to go through these, a list of questions that were submitted -- they are distributed, right?



MS. ELLIS:  We need to respond to those in writing.  Whatever you say now is not binding on the government.  The written response will be binding on the government.



MR. BUTLER:  I can go through the highlights, though, right?



MS. ELLIS:  Yes.



MR. BUTLER:  The things we plan to revise I can announce now.



We had several questions on the qualifications of people, and what we did inadvertently was when we talk about the qualifications of the engineer database vis-a-vie the engineer web, we said in the first case, "A minimum of Bachelor of Science in business administration, computer science, engineering or mathematics", and we garbled that wording in the instance on the database engineer, and so we will standardize on the first one, "A Bachelor of Science in business administration, computer science, engineering or mathematics".



The next question directly related to that was, "What is the meaning of the MSCDB certification of SQL 7?  Can a certificate substitute for the engineering experience?"  And we said, "We can reduce the experience to four years versus eight years in the database experience", and the next line says, "At least five years in analysis".  Well, five years would obviously reduce to four. We will clarify that so that the same effect occurs in that paragraph.



And somebody caught us in a typo and said down in the Mid-Level Programmer, you describe them as a senior level programmer -- we'll fix that.  Those are the typos that we will revise on the qualifications.



Next thing was the security clearance.  It was pointed out to us that the security clearance is not specific in here, so I'm going to state it will be restated as a "United States security clearance" -- not a NATO, or anything else.



These will be coming out in print.  I'm talking here about -- in this case, I was at -- I can't do that because the page numbering is off in my volume versus yours.



The next thing is the quality assurance plan.  The quality assurance plan makes reference to a program manager.  That quality assurance plan was talking about a government person, not the contractor's program manager.  We will rewrite it.  That provision -- and there are several places in there, we will list them specifically -- was done about a year ago.  And we just didn't catch it in our word search that the terms meant two opposite things.  We will say in the revision that the quality assurance program will be managed through the CCB.  So yo understand now, when you see program manager as it stands now, just read that to be government.



Those were the major points that I think were common to all.  At this point, I'd like to open the floor to questions. Again, we'll take them, we will record them, you will get a transcript of the session that Phyllis is preparing now.  Everybody here, that's why we had you register in, you'll get a transcript of our answers, should we answer them on-the-spot, fine.  We may just take them for advisement and we will meet after this afternoon, after you all leave, we are going to work on the changes.  So, whatever comes  out will be incorporated in writing, passed to the DCCW, and then they will pass it on to you.



All right.  Please, if you have a question, I'd like you to stand, use the -- come up, introduce yourself by name, what company you represent, give your question, and we'll go ahead and proceed.



(No response.)



There was a priest in a small Irish town, and he said, "I want to see all of you people who are planning to go to heaven, please rise up".  So everybody in church stands up.  And he says, "All right, that's fine.  Please sit down".  Then he says, "Now, all of you who are planning to go to the other place, please stand up".  And nobody stands up, of course.  He's about ready to go on, and suddenly a guy stands up.  He says, "Sir, do you mean to say you are planning to go to hell?"  And the man says, "Well, not actually, Father, but I felt sorry for you.  You were the only one standing".



(Laughter.)



I kind of felt in that role when I got some of these questions.  Oh, wow, I felt like a little bit of burning feeling here as I went through and saw the typos and misstatements or lapses that we caught, and I really want to tell you that the quality of the questions we got both in the industry comment phase and again in this response to the RFP has been very, very helpful. And there were some gaps -- and I think you can recognize that you are looking at a product that has taken a year to develop and had input from a lot of people.  So, even though we sat down and rewrote it and we thought caught everything, we obviously didn't.  But the amendments that we will put together will, I think, resolve all those issues.  And some of them are just oversight, or we may have been just passing the document back and forth between us and DCC-W because I know in some cases we looked at our version and this, and there's just a minor difference, but it caused a question.  In other cases, we just flat goofed, left something in there that we should have taken out.  But none of these are very -- to me, appear to be very large.  There's nothing I've seen in any of these questions that kills us.  



The biggest concern that I see, the biggest single concern on your part is when do we do -- when do we do -- the integration of the systems. That is the biggest single question.  And, Mike, could you pull out that piece and let's just go over the base here again.



I'm going to go through this as we did by the book last night, what goes on in the base year, and then we'll talk about the outyears.



While I'm doing that, the estimate, the government estimate on hours, that is an average of what we think will be annually in place, what it would take to do the contract across the five years of the contract, base year plus four.  It's an average only.  And so you might propose to weight it a little more towards the front end, or a little less the back end, but just be aware -- be realistic here now, you're dealing with the government, and budget -- spikes up don't survive well in the budget process.  They don't like to have extreme leaps in funding from one year to another.  It doesn't go over too well.



So, you can propose a slightly different work load approach in your contract, but keep in mind that realistically you're probably going to find that we can only afford -- you know, a more steady effort is what the government is likely to come up with.



I want to say this right so I don't get in trouble.  Here we go.  In the base year, we will convert to the web-based environment, keeping the functionality of the existing database.  We will integrate P3.  We will integrate the Man-Day Costing Tool, develop a problem reporting system, and we'll start configuration management.



MAJ. FERRONE:  One addition, that was not in all cases clearly stated in the deliverables list.  There were still a couple of blank holes in there.  We will reissue the deliverables list that fills in all the blanks that we had -- some of that had not been decided.  The RFP needed to get out on the street.  We issued it with those holes.  They will be filled in within the amendment.



MR. BUTLER:  Questions?



MR. BOYKIN:  Lloyd Boykin, from GRCI.  One question from GRCI.  We just wanted to mention the deliverables list.  There's a 20-page section in the document.  Could you comment what you're expecting to see in that tab, the deliverables tab, because the deliverables are also requested in the Technical tab.



MAJ. FERRONE:  I believe you're referring to Tab H of the Technical Proposal.  I believe that's the only submission of the deliverables.



MR. BOYKIN:  It was just a word within the Technical Tab that talked about it.  I guess you're looking for us to call out all the deliverables we would deliver in that tab.



MAJ. FERRONE:  We've identified our list of deliverables.  We think we've gone into a lot of detail of what our expectation of the system is.  You may perceive a different potential solution to our problem.  We feel you need to cover all the deliverables that we have identified.  A portion of this, if you look at the evaluation factors, is innovative approach.  We don't believe we have all the answers to the solution set to solve our problem.  We've tried to identify it as best we can, and we believe we have a potential approach.  If you think you have a better solution set and end up with a different deliverables list, by all means present that to us.  If you're not going to cover some of the deliverables we've identified, you should have the alternative method clearly explained.  Does that answer the question?



MR. BOYKIN:  Yes.



MR. BUTLER:  Let me make another comment on integration that was clear to the government, but not perhaps as clear to you.  When we talk about integrating the subsystems, the feeder systems and so forth, we recognize that those systems have more purposes -- I don't think we should get into the military -- they have more than one purpose.  For instance, they don't just write a workset and deliver it.  Example:  RFS is a system that feeds the Financial Control System, and so on.  



So, for every integration as we go down the pike, there will be a business process for you that will establish what functionality residual belongs where.  In other words, does it go to the enterprise system, or does it go like say to IMIS, as a contrast.  



Peggy's got the same thing.  She's got a system now that's kind of stand-alone, but there are interfaces that have to be developed and come along with a future Force Management System.  Those are funded now as BPRs and there's some investment money out there.  That's not in the scope of the contract, but it tells you that you're not at-risk when we get to that point.  There will be a clear blueprint of which responsibilities in that option year will be going to this contract versus another contract.



MR. NEHAM:  Jim Neham, RGII Technologies.   We've got some innovative approaches.  If we have an innovative approach we'd like to take, must we still comply with the basic Statement of Work and send two proposals of two approaches so we are in compliance with the SOW?



MAJ. FERRONE:  That's a good question, and I don't know if I have the textbook answer to that, but innovative approach is important to us, obviously.  We believe industry has a lot of great ideas that the government has yet to even think of to solve our problems, and we do not want to eliminate any of those ideas.



There are some imperatives within this Statement of Work.  The maintenance of the PROBE database and the ability for us to accomplish our mission cannot be compromised at any point.  So, if your innovative approach is going to compromise that, that would be unacceptable, obviously.  



The enhancements that we have not identified as base year enhancements, we don't know when we're going to execute those.  That's why we've asked you to cost them separately.  We don't know when we're going to actually flip the switch. 



Functionally, some of those decisions haven't even been discussed yet.  We think they need to happen, from the automation standpoint.  Some of the functional leads and experts may not agree with us.  We believe this is where the automation is going to go and it will support our systems and our processes.  Does that answer your question?



MR. NEHAM:  Yes, thank you.



MS. FLEMING:  Good morning. I'm Jean Fleming, from CTGI. It's clear that the government has given a lot of thought to risk management, and tied into that is the Capability Maturity Model which is mentioned in the RFP.  I wondered if you could give some guidance on how important that will be as an evaluation criteria.



MAJ. FERRONE:  I want to say I believe management approach was listed No. 2 in the list.  The Capability Maturity Model obviously fits into that area.  It is one of the subfactors.  In the overall management plan, I would say as a subfactor that's fairly low.  We currently don't have a Capability Maturity Model evaluation.  This is something that we know we need to pursue and achieve. In the order of importance of the overall evaluation factors, it's high, but it's probably a small piece of the management plan.



MR. CARTER:  Roland Carter from Calibre.  More kind of administrative, the resumes are supposed to be one page, just one page, one side.



MS. ELLIS:  Front and back.



MR. CARTER:  Front and back.  Now, the past performance questionnaires that go out to the COR, are they returned directly to the Contracting Office, or to the Contracting Office and us, or both?



MS. ELLIS:  They are returned directly to you, and you provide them in a sealed package with your proposal to the government per the instructions.



MR. CARTER:  And is there a target date or expectation of when orals might occur after submission?



MS. ELLIS:  We don't have a target date yet.  It will be based on whomever is held over into the competitive range.



MR. BUTLER:  I hope I haven't scared anybody off.



QUESTION:  My name is (inaudible).  My question is regarding solicitation of the project with the personnel -- 



MR. BUTLER:  That's a good question, and that one came up -- I'm sorry I didn't remember it. Let me explain what the limitations on the government are.  We have three workstations that we can provide on a continuing basis for this effort.  The rest are going to have to be done at your facility.



Now, we said initially 50 percent, but as we're getting ready to move and we learn what our facility space would be, it turns out we have three stations.  So, figure it that way.



QUESTION:  The stations are -- the buildings are like security level -- are they Top Secret security level?



MR. BUTLER:  No, Secret level.



QUESTION:  People with Secret level can go into them.



MR. BUTLER:  They have to be badged.  They have to meet the badge requirements for the Pentagon.  This brings up one more point, I might just point out when we're talking to this.  In the monthly reporting requirements, some people said this is different from the FAR or the DFAR, and what it is, there's a report of the number of hours per person.  The reason for that ties into that badging requirement.  It's post-September 11th.  We are required by our hire to report how many people, contractors, we have in the building full-time.  That's ancillary to your question, but everybody needs to know that.



VOICE:  I also was interested to know the size of the dataset we're talking about?



MR. BUTLER:  We did a little poll -- we figured that might come up.  And for the last POM, which was a very long one -- it started and stopped and started -- there were 103,988 records, that's manpower and dollars -- and for the PRESBD there were 37,039 records.  PRESBD is a shorter period of time, it went from basically December to January, so that -- the first number, the 103,988 -- I'll put these in the -- that was a rather long period, probably a third larger than a normal POM because, as I said, we started and restarted, and then we got some guidance from OSD, so it was a very drawn-out process.  Those are transactions.



VOICE:  And the growth -- are we given one complete transaction so that we can figure out the growth on our own?



MAJ. IVY:  You mean lines of data, growth as in lines of data?  



VOICE:  Yes.



MAJ. IVY:  Right now, as we're going into the POM, we deal in excess of about 25,000, just over 25,000 unique lines of data.  That's about a factor of 5 as I understand it, from what it was about 18 months ago.  And the reason that we've had that growth is we're getting higher fidelity of information in the data and having to split it off.  Will it always remain that?  I don't know.  I think what we're going to have is we're going to have a curve of increase in fidelity of data, and it will probably plane out at some point. But, yes, we've had a tremendous increase, about a factor of 5 over 18 months, and now just over 25,000 lines.



MR. BOYKIN:  Lloyd Boykin again.  One more administrative question.  You ask for 10 past performance -- there's a little confusion as to whether it was a total of 10, whether that was the prime.  Was that 10 for the prime and also the --



MS. ELLIS:  I believe so.



MAJ. FERRONE:  That's an excellent question.  We have said up to 10.  Ms. Ellis, I'd have to refer to you as to whether that would allow them 10 for the prime plus 10 for each of the subcontractors, because we have stipulated a total of 10.  There is a potential they could have 10 subcontractors, which could be a problem.  What is the best way to handle that?



MS. ELLIS:  We'll have to discuss that offline and amend the solicitation.



MAJ. FERRONE:  Like I said, Lloyd, that's an excellent question.



MR. GOEHRING:  I want to go back to the question on numbers of records real quick because in this RFP there is a Data Warehouse task, and most Data Warehouse people wouldn't be too excited about a 25,000 record system.



When you look at execution data, which was mentioned by Alan, and in a singular month I get about 700,000 records, so it's a little more sizable.  When you look at spanning a single year, that becomes a million records, and when you look at spanning multiple years, it becomes millions of records.  That's execution data alone.



Then if you go to the Program and Budget data, which is the PROBE data in the state that exists, and a singular lock position in a table that includes everything from manpower/costing dollars, et cetera, there's about 123,000 records -- about, that's really good -- 125,000 records.  And if you build  table that starts to span multiple PBS cycles so that you can do comparative analysis, et cetera, then we start getting into millions of records again.  We haven't yet really tested what we'd get if we start integrating PROBE and execution data, but then we come into some real warehouse work and not stuck with the transactional guides.



MR. BUTLER:  That's a good point, too, because the snapshots or the positions include a lot of records that haven't changed.  So what I was giving you was like the audits, the number of changes we are processing.  But the whole -- all the resources of the Army are captured in snapshots, whether they've changed or not.



MR. DANKANIKOTE:  Ravindra Dankanikote, with CACI.  There is a requirement about using SQL Server as a database.  Are you looking to move the data warehouse and all the execution data, about a million records, into SQL Server, is that the idea, or will the data warehouse be --



MR. BUTLER:  We're not putting a limitation on your proposing.



MR. GOEHRING:  I can tell you what exists today, and the records exist today in separate databases within the SQL Server environment.  So today it's being worked in SQL Server.  It's Version 7 as it stands at this moment.  Our server operating systems are going up to Windows 2000 shortly.  We hope to migrate to SQL 2000 at some point in time, which adds some additional analysis capabilities to a data warehouse type of environment.



MAJ. FERRONE:  I'd like to add one point to Greg's answer to that last question.  Most of our current systems are in SQL Server 7.  We are not stipulating that you must use a SQL Server 7 solution to any part of this problem.  A lot of the transactions are passing of our data.  We're looking to pursue XML interface.  Obviously, SQL Server 2000 is a much better solution set to solve that piece of the problem.  Somebody may recommend Oracle.  That is not out of the question to take the enterprise system to Oracle.  Understand how fast the government changes -- really, how long it takes us to change.  In order for us to progress from all of our systems on SQL Server to Oracle is going to be a difficult and challenging task.  You'd really need to convince us that that's something that we could pull off.  A move to SQL Server 2000?  Very likely.  Very likely in the near future.  So we're not stipulating that you must use a SQL Server solution to any piece of this problem.  The solution you recommend is up to you, the way you think you can best solve our problems, but understand that most of our systems currently reside on SQL Server 7.



MR. SHANGRAW:  Randy Shangraw, Project Performance Corporation.  One more question on the equipment.  Along with the workstations, I assume there's adequate server space for development of test environs already --



MR. BUTLER:  Yes, there's a test area at both the secure and unclassified site.



MR. SHANGRAW:  And the other question had to do with the five pages of supporting documentation that it talked about, and it would include certifications of CMM, annual reports, et cetera.  I assume all those things have to be like everything else, devoid of any reference to your company so if you put something in there, you've got to cross out names of companies, et cetera?



MR. BUTLER:  Yes.



MS. KONERU:  Good morning.  My name is Lakshmi Koneru.  I just heard about SQL Server 7.  Right now, the records are being transferred to SQL Server 2000.  Because of that, there are a lot of security issues.  So what if you go to SQL Server 2000 in the near future, you would like to purchase some other product?



MAJ. FERRONE:  I don't want to suggest that we need to move to SQL Server 2000 as soon as we start executing the project, by no means.  We've identified the security concerns that we have, and if the security holes are so big that we should not pursue that at this time, then we wouldn't go there.  We would have to make that evaluation.



Our systems currently reside on SQL Server 7.  We believe we have the major security concerns taken care of and coordinated. We have a staff within the government that makes some of those evaluations. That would need to be considered if there was any migration towards 2000, obviously.



MS. KONERU:  The reason why I ask that question at this time, if you put the data dictionary online, if anybody put their stuff up on the data dictionary, they can very quickly hack into it, and they have it.  Any experience at DCA can do that.



MAJ. FERRONE:  I haven't tried to hack into our system myself.  I hope nobody else has either.  I doubt that's the case.  Obviously, concerns.  Agree.  They are going to be handled every day, every year, as we get better solutions to the hackers and they come up with different ideas as to how to hack into our system.  It's a fact of life that we're going to have to deal with.



MR. GARANT:  Craig Garant, Innotivate Financial Technologies.  Can you tell me who the current PROBE support contractors are, maybe who developed PROBE, are they allowed to bid on this, and are we going to be provided the same information on the technical side as they currently have access to?



MS. ELLIS:  There is a list of the current contract holders for the various systems identified in the RFP.  Now, I will defer you to Mr. Allen for the other portion of the question as to whether or not there is going to be a possibility of them bidding on this effort, because you're going to have to discuss that further.



MR. BUTLER:  I guess it gets back to the notion of the fish that eats the other fish and all that kind of stuff.  Think about a circle of fishes all trying to eat each other's tail.  Because the point I'm trying to make is, well, you may have the PROBE contract here, over here somebody has RFS, over here somebody has SLAMIS, somebody has P3, and so on.  Which swallows which?



Well, the truth is no one contractor has the inside path on this thing, or the set of capabilities.  If you are the PROBE contractor, you don't know squat about doing work sets, or at least you didn't learn it doing PROBE work because we don't do work sets, okay?  If you're in RFS, you're real familiar with work set coordination and a lot of the fiscal reporting and so forth, but you don't know squat about manpower, and so on, and it just goes around in a circle like that.



I don't think with an undertaking that's this complex that any contractor has had sufficient experience to have an unfair advantage.  I just don't think that's the case.  This is a very wide, very broad contract.  There's a lot of skills and knowledges required.



MAJ. FERRONE:  And none of the current contractors will be excluded from the effort.  If we were to exclude all contractors that are working a piece of this puzzle, we'd exclude 80-90 percent of the people in this room potentially.  We do not want to do that.



MR. BUTLER:  It's not in the interest of the government to restrict competition like that, in my opinion.



MR. GARANT:  But would we have the same ability to get the technical documentation that they have so that we can --



MS. KELLY:  I think we all have user manuals for our system, and specifications on our system.  I think they are all public information, and I think, as far as I'm concerned -- Alan, I'm sure you have the same thing -- I don't have any problem giving out what we have.



MR. BUTLER:  We've put out a request based on that -- that came up in the written questions -- we put out a request to the different systems for their information that we intend to make public.  Also, workload statistics to give you an idea what kind of loads there are.  So, one gets it, everybody gets it.  We're going to have a level playing field here.



More questions?



(No response.)



I can't believe we'd be done before 11:00.  There we go.



QUESTION:  I just wanted to follow up on what you just said, Ms. Ellis.  Can you refer me to where in the RFP the needs of the contractor was?



MS. ELLIS:  It's identified in Section L, Information to Offerers.



MR. BUTLER:  You guys are just well behaved today, that's all I can say.



MS. LEUNG:  We have several of you who showed up today that did not e-mail you, and I correspond with you by e-mail.  The questions that we send out in written format will be sent out electronically in Microsoft 2000, and so for those of you who did not e-mail me, please e-mail me so I can put you on my list, and we'll send all correspondence to you by e-mail.  My e-mail address is angela.leung@hqda.army.us, and I will contact you in reference to putting out that information.



MS. ELLIS:  The information will be posted on the DCCW Webpage.



MR. BUTLER:  Well, I'd like to just solicit one more time here any last minute questions, or I'm going to close the meeting.



MR. BOYKIN:  I'm sorry, Alan.  Another question -- I didn't bring the RFP, but we can't quite name the company -- in some places you can't talk about the company you're from, et cetera, obviously, of course, resumes -- can you generally give us some guidance on the limitations in terms of identifying the companies.



MAJ. FERRONE:  Volume 1 is the Technical Proposal.  We are attempting to do everything possible to ensure that the evaluator for these submissions do not know the name of the corporation that is submitting it.  We want it to be a fair and unbiased evaluation.  We do not want any identification of the companies on there.  And some of the questions that came up referred to resumes and descriptions of personnel, the duty positions they have had within their company, list the description of the jobs that they have performed, do not identify what company they have been with.



Once they come in to DCCW, she will record the name of the company there. We will then assign it a letter designator.  From that point forward, for our evaluations, the Technical and Cost Proposal will only be referred to as "Proposal A", "Proposal B", "Proposal C".  We do not want to see any corporate identification within those two volumes.



MR. BOYKIN:  You say within the two volumes?



MAJ. FERRONE:  The Cost and the Technical.  Past performance obviously we'll have.



MR. NEHAM:  Jim Neham again, RGII.  You say we're not going to -- should not mention our company's name. We have a product which is a product that we'd like to talk about in our proposal.  We don't necessarily have to say what company.  Is that an acceptable method to propose?



MAJ. FERRONE:  Yes.



MR. NEHAM:  One other question, if I could.  In your formulation, planning, programming, so on, that ultimately evolves the submittal of the President's Budget.  Is this system that you're looking for an automation of that process that ultimately delivers the Army's President's Budget -- the President's Budget that represents --



MR. BUTLER:  I think you're talking about the ancillary exhibits like the Green Books.



MR. NEHAM:  Green Books, exhibits.



MR. BUTLER:  We have not put the Green Books in there.  We are dealing with the feed of automation information to OSD Comptroller and OSD PA&E.  That's the scope.



MR. NEHAM:  Beyond that --



MR. BUTLER:  That's correct.  But there's a separate contract for the various J-Book materials, which belong to ABO, and we do not have any intention to take that over.



MR. NEHAM:  So this takes you up to the OSD OMB --



MR. BUTLER:  Correct.



MAJ. FERRONE:  In answer to an earlier question -- I'm trying to scan through Section L, and I do not see the list of existing contractors.  We will get that out to you in the amendment, if it's not in here.  When Ms. Ellis shows me exactly where she has it, I will refer that to you, but I can't find it right now.



MR. NEHAM:  If a system has the capability to go that extra step to actually produce the President's Budget, is that something that's desirable?



MS. KELLY:  I don't understand your question.



MR. NEHAM:  Once you get to the OSD and OMB stuff, then the next step after the final reviews and instructions from the senior levels of OSD, then we need to produce the President's Budget.  If we propose that we can do that extra step, is that an acceptable -- is it something you would consider as an enhancement?



MS. KELLY:  I think we may be -- from where we are sitting and the work we do -- maybe your question is a little beyond us.  The pieces that we are all responsible for -- in my case, I do the manpower -- I take that manpower, whether it's the POM, the President's Budget, or the BES position, and I give that to Alan.  Alan takes that manpower and, of course, with the dollars, and he sends that up to OSD.  By then, the President's Budget is done, as far as we are all concerned -- you know, our role in it.  So I'm not quite sure -- 



MR. NEHAM:  Having been in this, generally speaking, though, OSD/OMB sends controls back to the services, and you put those controls in, and then submit on behalf of OSD our piece of the President's Budget.  What I'm saying, if we can do that, is that considered?



MR. BUTLER:  I think this is getting to the J-Book area.



(Simultaneous discussion.)



MR. BUTLER:  It's not in the scope of this work.  So, if you were to propose, it would have to be a separate proposal coming in that's piggybacking what you are doing, but it would have to be evaluated outside the scope of this procurement.



Joyce, do you have any comments on that?



MS. ELLIS:  If it's not within the scope of this effort, how are you going to evaluate it?



MR. BUTLER:  That's what I'm saying.



MR. COVEY:  Well, one way you'd evaluate it is in innovative efforts.  I think that's what he's getting at.  So I think that we should take it for what it is.  If someone has an innovative effort that takes us to the fullest magnitude, even though it's not in the Scope of Work we have here, I think we should address it, and I think that's what he's asking.  And it is in Section L, that we do take innovative approaches -- because we talked about it earlier.



MR. BUTLER:  We need to get back to you on the answer to that.  It's a very good question.  The stakeholders that would have to respond to that are probably in TAPO and would probably be a much higher level than anybody here.  We probably need to get back to you in writing and decide how we would do that.



MR. GOEHRING:  One of the challenges that you're suggesting -- and I am in the ASAFM who produces the J-Books, et cetera -- is that there certainly is a desire to automate everything, but I've had a lot of folks who will come in and tell me they can do that.  Certainly something in this contract, the scope odes not include that, would be very difficult to evaluate, in fairness to others who would like to do that work, and saying you can do it or whatever is, I guess -- do you understand what I'm saying?  I mean, proving it and saying it in a contract -- a lot of folks walk in and give demos all the time on products, so I'm a little concerned about even on the innovative side, crossing over that line.



MR. FREELAND:  Greg Freeland, President of RGII Technologies.  What Jim is getting at is that we have a component of architecture, which really complies with what OMB and the White House is trying to produce.  What you describe is within our system -- we have a component that's integrated that goes all the way in producing the final Secretary's Budget or the President's Budget revisions that you're describing based on this architecture.  And looking at your innovation, we want to take it to the next step.  Are you saying you're going to restrict us from doing that from an innovative standpoint?



MR. BUTLER:  Let's put it this way.  We're not prepared to answer that right now, but we will answer it in writing.



MS. KELLY:  I would think if the innovation fell within the tasks that are outlined in the Statement of Work, then that's okay.  But if it's above and beyond what's in the contract and the Statement of Work, that would be very difficult for us to evaluate.  But if it's innovation within those tasks, that's something we can look at.



MR. FREELAND:  Innovation as it relates to integration, that's the type of innovation we're talking about.



MR. BUTLER:  Right.



MS. WILMER:  I'm Patti Wilmer, from Department of Army.  We do the military construction budgets, Army general housing budget that is not done by ASAFM.  It is discrete.  And I would say at this point, it would be outside scope of work for this contract, and I think we would have to negotiate that and come up with standards, it's a whole new ballgame.  As a minimum, we are doing two budgets, ASAFM is doing the other budget.  So I would just say it's outside the scope of work.



MR. FREELAND:  Since you are going to the Web -- Greg Freeland, RGII -- I assume it's Web-based.  I won't go into detail, but I think it's doable.  I think the Army needs to certainly look at it as you go to a Web approach.



MR. BUTLER:  We will give an answer in writing after we've contacted everybody on the pros and cons.



MS. KONERU:  I'm here again.  I'm from Gane Corporation. I  have a question regarding the confidentiality of the submission.  How do you divide that?  You would like to develop the application on -- do you have an ID department so that we can tack on the confidential reports indicated, or how you are going to do that?



MR. BUTLER:  The system carries internally two things.  It carries a classification on every record, and then there's an online declassification system that tells you how to mask or screen it from use.  Using a combination of those approaches, you can either say I'm pulling information I know is unclassified because it's classified at the record level, or I can mask it -- if I have to use totals, I can ensure that those totals are masked, and I can work with something that doesn't have quite the same detail, but it has true totals.  So, those are built in the system now.



MAJ. IVY:  Alan, I think also what we would be looking for, as Alan has pointed out, is certain proprietary data which technically would have a separate classification, but we want to maintain that data, contained within certain elements of the Army staff because it's predecisional.  One of the things I guess we would look at is that each user ID would be broken out by where they work and what their position is, so that you could go ahead and use that as what information that we'd have access to.



MR. BUTLER:  Maybe I misunderstood.  Were you talking about the use of the information in your facility versus the Pentagon?



MS. KONERU:  Yes.



MR. BUTLER:  Okay.  That's why I gave you that response.  But in terms of the user community, yes, there's clearance. The current system is set up by permissions, user permissions, and they have access to the information they need to know.



MS. KONERU:  I need to know the information, how you are transferring the legacy database with something in your database.



MR. BUTLER:  Right. So you're working with the data, you've got to handle the data in that instance.  You really want to know how do I know what's sensitive.  Well, first of all, people who are in that position where they would be working it are going to sign a nondisclosure statement in addition to their having a clearance.  And I would put only cleared people on the actual transfer of the data.



Now, when it gets to coding modules and so forth that you can be using test data at your site, there is a provision in there now that says that people who are in the industrial security program where they have applied for a clearance, that you can allow them to work on it.  But, again, that's strictly unclassified, and we do want everybody to be either with a current clearance or in the application status through the industrial clearance program for a United States security clearance.



MS. KELLY:  Let me add on something I think you asked a couple of minutes ago, and that is -- Alan took it up a level -- but I think you were talking about the data elements themselves.  I mean, we know which data elements are classified when we merge certain data elements.  That's how we determine what's classified and what's not classified.  I think that was your question because you were asking how do I know what's classified as opposed -- 



MS. KONERU: Yes, the transfer -- I'd like to know when we work with different level type security clearance, certain people that work with special teams, that's what I would like to know.



MS. KELLY:  It's a level of classification of the data.



MS. KONERU:  Yes.



MS. KELLY:  And I think what Alan said is the level we have is all Secret, not Top Secret.



MR. BUTLER:  In other words, systemwide it defaults to Secret, the system high is Secret, but the individual records are classified so they say it's Unclassified or Confidential or Secret.



MS. KONERU:  So of the three levels.



MR. BUTLER:  Yes, three levels.  And procurement information is basically POM procurement data -- I'm sorry -- POM through President's Budget procurement data that has not been -- before the President's Budget is issued, that is procurement sensitive.  Procurement data always is sensitive up until the time the President's Budget is completed.  Construction information before it goes to Congress is also -- we're talking about project level detail -- is also considered sensitive.



MS. KONERU:  I would like to ask one more question about the teams that are subcontracting and the contractors.  How the security aspect of that, like if somebody is subcontracting, whether they have the security clearance or not, how would you classify them?



MR. COVEY:  They'd follow the same guidelines that you follow as the Prime.



MR. BOYKIN:  I have another administrative question.  Earlier when someone asked about the resumes, Ms. Ellis said one page front and back.  Throughout the RFP when you say "page", do you mean front and back constitutes a page?



MS. ELLIS:  Yes.



MAJ. FERRONE:  No.



(Laughter.)



MAJ. FERRONE:  The pages I have identified are one-sided pages, and I think it's stated -- not specifically for the resumes, but it's stated that way.  And maybe Ms. Ellis works in general with a page being front and back and, if that's so, then I wrote the SOW the wrong way, and would therefore have to cut all my page requirements in half.  I don't want to do that as part of the amendment.  The page requirements I have referred to are per sheet, they are not front and back.



MR. BUTLER:  Per side.



MAJ. FERRONE:  Per side.  I'll get with Ms. Ellis after this, put out a further clarification as to the page requirements, and if I must make them front and back, then anticipate my page numbers being cut in half, but I'll get further clarification on that.



MR. BUTLER:  Surely there's somebody in the back of the room that's just waiting to spring a question.  



(No response.)



No?  All right.  Well, I want to thank you for your time.  I can't tell you exactly when you'll get the responses, but we will move out expeditiously.  We're going to stay here and work this afternoon to formulate answers to what we've heard, and we'll then forward them to Ms. Ellis, who will probably change them again and send them back to us a couple of times, and then we'll release it to you.



So, I want to thank you very much for coming.  I really appreciate your interest in this project, it's a great project.  I hope to see some great responses.  Thank you.



(Whereupon, at 10:30 a.m., the pre-proposal conference was concluded.)
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